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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Community-driven development (CDD) has become an increasingly common tool used by governments
to address the needs of poor communities. The approach is characterized by the movement of
responsibility over resources and planning decisions away from central governments to local decisionmakers in an effort to more accurately and efficiently identify the needs on the ground. Empowering the
communities to take charge of their own development may also lead to long-term effects in how they
perceive their own role in governance, with improvements in accountability, transparency, and quality of
decisions. A keystone poverty reduction initiative of the Government of the Republic of the Philippines
(GRP) is the Kapit-bisig Laban sa Kahirapan-Comprehensive and Integrated Delivery of Social Services
(Kalahi-CIDSS or KC), a CDD project implemented in the country’s 48 poorest provinces. The program
gives representative volunteer teams from barangays (villages) the power to select, design and implement
the public projects which they most need. In 2011, KC received US$120 million in funding from the
United States government’s Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) Compact in the Philippines and
US$59 million in loan funding from the World Bank.
The MCC contracted Innovations for Poverty Action (IPA) to perform an impact evaluation of KC. The
evaluation endeavors to provide an independent assessment of KC’s impact and to contribute to broader
research about the impacts of CDD programs. In order to isolate KC’s impact, the evaluation makes use
of the randomized-controlled-trial methodology. The impact evaluation sample consists of 198
municipalities (with 33% to 69% poverty incidence), spread over 26 provinces and 12 regions. The 198
municipalities were paired based on similar characteristics (99 pairs) and then randomly assigned into
treatment and control groups through public lotteries. The sample size is large enough to be able to detect
MCC’s projected 8% change in household income as well as other smaller effects.
As part of the impact evaluation, baseline quantitative and qualitative data were collected in the study
area from April to July 2012. The quantitative data came from 5,940 household surveys in 198 barangays
(one from each municipality) and 198 barangay surveys implemented in these same barangays. Data for
the qualitative section were collected in a subsample of 24 municipalities (12 pairs), spread across 12
provinces. The qualitative data came primarily from key informant interviews with barangay and
municipal leaders and focus group discussions with barangay residents. The baseline survey data
confirmed the overall balance of treatment and control communities along key household and barangay
level indicators (see baseline balance findings in Appendix 1).
In early 2014, interim data were collected in a randomly selected sub-sample of 80 municipalities. The
purpose of this round of data collection was to capture short-term outcome variables related to
governance, empowerment and community participation after 1 to 1.5 cycles of KC (out of 3 cycles). In
addition, to barangay and household surveys the interim data collection included a structured community
activity (SCA) implemented in all 80 barangays. SCAs complement household-level survey questions by
creating the opportunity to directly observe the community decision-making processes in a real-world
setting. Furthermore, in order to understand participation dynamics in formal government structures, the
interim data collection also included barangay assembly (BA) observations, implemented in a sub-sample
of 10 barangays.
IPA has prepared this interim report to present all findings related to the outputs and near-term impacts of
KC. The research team finalized a pre-analysis plan in September 2014, prior to analysis of any followup data. The pre-analysis plan explicitly states the hypothesized areas of KC’s impact. The hypotheses
are grouped into three different domains: socio-economic, governance and community-empowerment.
The pre-analysis plan also specified a hypothesis on the match between development projects and the
preferences of community members. Table 0.1 below summarizes the results from each hypothesis test.
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Table 0.1 Summary of Evaluation Results

Data Sources

Number of
Outcomes

KC Mean
Effect
(std. error)

HH survey

22

0.023
(0.021)

H2/3: KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local
governance
around decision-making

HH survey, Brgy
survey, SCA

3

0.084***
(0.030)

H4: KC increases knowledge and awareness of local governance1

HH survey, Brgy
survey

8

0.132***
(0.046)

HH survey

4

0.146**
(0.061)

HH survey, Brgy
survey

2

0.270***
(0.072)

H7a: KC improves the degree to which local projects correspond to
baseline (ex-ante)
preferences2

HH survey, Brgy
survey, KC
implementation
data

1

0.00
(0.09)

H7b: KC improves the degree to which SCA projects correspond to
baseline (ex-ante) preferences3

HH survey, SCA

1

0.03
(0.08)

Hypotheses
Socio-Economic Domain
H1: KC reduces travel time and cost to key services
Governance Domain

Community Empowerment Domain
H5: KC increases interactions among peers
H6: KC does not reduce participation in existing community
organizations or
support
Development Projects Match Priorities

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and are expressed in standard
deviation units; b)The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables; d) HH=household, Brgy=barangay
1Also conducted a t-test for the difference in means at the barangay level for this hypothesis
2Treatment effect in original units (proportion)
3Treatment effect in original units (proportion)
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The socio-economic domain considers impacts related to the economic welfare improvements resulting
from the implementation of KC subprojects in the community. Hypothesis 1 tests whether KC reduced
household travel time and costs to access basic services. At interim, we do not find any overall
improvement in access to basic services due to KC. However, our subgroup analyses results indicate that
KC did improve travel time and cost to key services for barangays that had lower levels of baseline
governance. We also find that indigenous peoples (IP) benefited more than non-IP from the impact of KC
on this domain. This latter result signifies that vulnerable subgroups are also benefitting from the
subprojects implemented through KC.
The governance domain considers the changes in awareness and participation in local governance caused
by the KC experience. Hypothesis 2/3 examines both KC outputs and impacts. Results for Hypothesis
2/3 indicate that KC succeeded at increasing the quantity and quality of participation in local governance.
KC broadened the base of participation through barangay residents’ active participation in KC barangay
assemblies. Furthermore, KC increased participation in KC community efforts related to the
implementation of KC subprojects. However, at interim, KC did not increased participation in
community efforts outside of KC. Hypothesis 4 also captures KC outputs, and results indicate that KC
increased knowledge and awareness of local governance. This finding suggests that residents in KC areas
became more familiar with their barangay leadership and barangay development plans when they
attended KC barangay assemblies. Subgroup analyses results show that KC increases household
participation in and knowledge of formal and informal structures more in barangays that had lower
participation at baseline. KC also improved barangay information sharing and inclusiveness more so for
poorer households and barangays as well as for barangays that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda.
Additionally, KC increased confidence and self-efficacy more in barangays with higher levels of baseline
governance and barangays not affected by Typhoon Yolanda. Lastly, KC had a more positive impact on
governance in barangays that had lower participation, knowledge and awareness of local governance at
baseline.
The community empowerment domain explores changes in community interactions and collective action
caused by KC. The various KC activities taking place during each cycle offer barangay residents
multiple opportunities to interact with one another. Results for Hypothesis 5 show that KC was in fact
successful at increasing interaction among peers. Additionally, we find through the testing of Hypothesis
6 that KC significantly increased participation in existing community organizations or support. As a
result of KC, IPs experienced a higher increase in participation in existing community organizations and
interactions among peers than non-IPs. KC also had a larger impact on increasing interactions among
peers for households not classified as poor than households who were classified as poor.
We also explore KC’s influence on how well development projects implemented in barangays match the
types of development projects prioritized by barangay residents (Hypothesis 7). We find that KC did not
improve the degree to which development projects correspond to baseline (ex-ante) preferences, but this
may be because there was already such a high correspondence at baseline.
Interim results also show that KC had similar impacts on females and males across all domains.
Overall, interim findings suggest that KC was implemented as intended and this is encouraging since it is
not the case for every development program. Moreover, KC had larger positive impacts on the more
vulnerable subgroups, such as poorer households and IPs. There is always a risk that development
programs will primarily impact more fortunate respondents in the sample, it is reassuring to find that this
is not the case with KC. After 1 to 1.5 cycles of KC, there is some evidence of program impacts in
community participation in groups/organizations. We will assess longer-term impacts via subsequent
data collection and analysis efforts planned for 2015. By this time treatment areas will have completed 2
to 3 cycles of KC.
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1. GOAL OF THE INTERIM REPORT
This interim report was prepared by Innovations for Poverty Action (IPA) to present all findings related to
the outputs and near-term impacts of the Kapit-bisig Laban sa Kahirapan-Comprehensive and Integrated
Delivery of Social Services (Kalahi-CIDSS or KC) community-driven development (CDD) project in the
Philippines. These findings reflect conditions measured after 1 to 1.5 cycles of KC (out of 3), and are
focused on near-term improvements in access to key services, governance and community empowerment.
Longer-term program impacts will be assessed via subsequent data collection and analysis efforts
currently planned for 2015.

2. OVERVIEW OF KC
KC is a CDD, poverty-reduction initiative of the Government of the Republic of the Philippines (GRP)
and is implemented by the Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSWD). Eligibility for
participation in KC is determined by local poverty rates. KC targets the Philippines’ 48 poorest provinces.
The first phase of KC , known as KC1, took place in 2003-2009, with financing of roughly US$100
million from the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development – World Bank, US$31 million
from the GRP, and US$51 million from communities and local governments. This first phase provided
training and grants to 4,583 barangays (villages) in 183 municipalities in the country’s 42 poorest
provinces. The poorest quarter (25%) of municipalities in each of the 42 poorest provinces received KC.
In 2011, KC was expanded with additional financing from the World Bank (a US$59 million loan) and
the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) (a US$120 million grant). There have been several
additional project innovations added to KC due to MCC interventions, including a strengthened focus on
the environment and gender. The implementation of KC now includes additional modules on gender and
Thematic Environmental Management Systems (TEMS). MCC also set aside Gender Incentives Grant
(GIG) funds for KC to strengthen the gender focus. The GIG funds were offered to incentivize
innovations in the way communities integrate gender into KC.
Aside from the financing provided by the World Bank and MCC, local governments (region,
municipality, and/or barangay) contributed 30% of project costs. This second phase of KC provides grants
and technical support to 362 municipalities and cities within the original 42 provinces served by KC as
well as six new provinces. Within each targeted province, municipalities with 70% or more poverty
incidence automatically received the project while municipalities with less than 33% poverty incidence
automatically did not receive the project. Municipalities between these two extremes were eligible, but
not guaranteed, KC funding. Indeed, because there was not enough money to fund all eligible
municipalities, municipalities were selected for KC via a lottery. This second phase of KC is still ongoing
and these randomly selected eligible communities are the subject of the present evaluation.
KC aims to improve welfare, institutions, and empowerment in rural areas through community-level
training and small-scale subprojects aimed at addressing communities’ most pressing needs (projects at
the barangay level are called subprojects because they are part of the overarching KC ‘project’). Each
participating municipality is allocated approximately PHP 450,000 (about US$11,250) times the number
of barangays in the municipality. Teams composed of barangay resident volunteers develop proposals for
infrastructure and services to meet poverty reduction goals at the barangay level. Proposals from the
barangays are then evaluated by individual municipalities. Representative teams from each barangay in
the municipality vote for which subprojects are most deserving of funding; the funds are then designated
to the barangays according to their ranking in the voting until the municipal allocation is used up.
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The project also trains the communities and their local governments, both at the barangay and municipal
level, in choosing, designing, and implementing the subprojects. This is done through a three-year, fivestage process known as the KC Community Empowerment Activity Cycle (CEAC).
The main stages of the process are as follows:
1. Social preparation: The social preparation stage consists of roughly six months of training and
facilitation from DSWD facilitators in order to prepare the subproject proposals. This stage begins with a
municipal orientation gathering DSWD representatives and municipal officials to introduce the project
objectives and sign an agreement. Afterwards, barangays organize an assembly of residents in which
DSWD facilitators explain KC’s goals and mechanics to members of the community. Here, the
community selects volunteers to be part of the teams that identify subprojects, manage the funds,
participate in construction, and perform other functions for the subproject’s implementation. Barangay
representative teams perform a participatory situation analysis (PSA) and develop a barangay action plan,
which outlines the types of poverty and challenges to be addressed by the proposed subproject. The
communities gather in several assemblies throughout the process to receive performance updates, provide
feedback, approve of the teams’ decisions, etc. All barangays within a beneficiary municipality receive
this preparation.
2. Subproject identification and conceptualization: Barangays form a team of their own
representatives. The team receives technical training to design and package the subproject proposal. The
team is tasked to set criteria that will be used to select the subproject proposals to be funded by KC,
research and identify the key poverty-related problems in the community, meet with the community
through consultations and assemblies to get feedback, and then finally submit the proposal for approval.
3. Subproject prioritization: Once proposals are completed, representative teams from each barangay
assemble at the municipal level at a Municipal Inter-Barangay Forum (MIBF), during which they
prioritize subprojects for the year. Each barangay representative team presents its subproject proposal,
and the other teams in the barangay give scores to the subproject according to criteria selected in advance
of the MIBF by barangay resident teams. The scores are compiled and the barangays are ranked according
to the scores they received. Subprojects are then financed based on the barangays’ ranking and the
availability of funds. For instance, a large road project from one barangay may not receive funding if the
teams at the MIBF decide that they would like to more equally distribute funds across barangays,
supporting smaller projects in more barangays. Funding is allocated to prioritized subprojects until annual
funds are exhausted. The cost of each subproject varies, but in order to be funded, barangays must
contribute at least 30% of subproject costs (in cash and/or in kind).
4. Subproject implementation: After subprojects are selected for funding during the MIBF, funded
barangays take responsibility for the implementation of their subprojects, including the construction and
maintenance of public infrastructure and/or the provision of public services and investments. Historically,
about 80% of KC subprojects are road construction and rehabilitation projects, or construction of water,
post-harvest, education and health infrastructure. The remaining 20% of subprojects are services, such as
skills training or capacity building programs for residents.
Roughly one third of barangays in KC municipalities receive subprojects in a given year, although some
barangays may receive multiple subprojects and others none. Most subprojects are programmed to be
implemented within six months, thus the stages of preparation, funding and implementation generally
take nine to twelve months and are called a cycle.
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5. Transition: At the end of the cycle, the communities wrap up and attempt to gauge the progress made
since the beginning of the CEAC process. At the community-based evaluation, barangay resident
volunteers are asked to identify and evaluate any changes within the community, especially towards the
goal of alleviating poverty. At the barangay level, communities then record the lessons gained and their
recommendations for the next cycle. The results of this self-assessment are consolidated at the municipal
level along with an assessment of the participation and engagement of the municipal local government
unit (LGU). The findings are then included in the preparation and conduct of activities in the next KC
cycle.
The same process is repeated over three one-year cycles. The social preparation phase in cycles two and
three is condensed since communities are already familiar with the KC project and process.

3. EVALUATION DESIGN
A. Evaluation Purpose and Objectives
The impact evaluation of the KC project aims to provide an independent assessment of the impact of KC
on barangay-level socio-economic well-being, governance, and community empowerment and to
contribute to broader research about the impacts of CDD programs. The following section outlines the
hypothesized impacts of KC and how the evaluation sets out to measure them.
B. Evaluation Design
The evaluation employs randomized assignment of eligible municipalities into treatment and control
groups. Random assignment provides fairness and transparency, because the project did not have enough
funding for all of the eligible municipalities. It also provides a unique opportunity to rigorously evaluate
the KC program. The random assignment of eligible municipalities was decided at twelve public
selection events (lotteries) conducted throughout the country from May 23rd to June 30th 2011.
1. Eligibility for Random Assignment and Municipality Selection Events
The impact evaluation sample includes municipalities with a poverty incidence of 33-69%. As determined
by DSWD, a province received funding for half of the municipalities in the province minus one
municipality. So, for each province, the number of funding slots available for the municipalities entering a
random draw to receive this round of KC funding was the number determined by the 50% minus one rule.
Thus, the probability of being selected for KC differed by province. Municipalities were excluded from
the evaluation sample if they received previous KC funding. Given the combination of the 50% minus
one and the poverty criteria, 26 of the 48 provinces targeted by KC were home to municipalities eligible
for random selection into the impact evaluation study.1 Within these 26 provinces, 313 municipalities had
a poverty incidence between 33-69% and had not previously received KC funding. These 313
municipalities were invited to participate in the randomization.
The final inclusion criterion in the evaluation sample was the municipal mayors expressing interest and
being present at the municipal selection event for each province. Out of the 313 municipalities invited to
1

Out of these 26 provinces, 21 participated in KC1.
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participate in the randomization, 23 either chose not to participate or were disqualified for not sending a
mayoral representative to the municipal selection event. Thus, the final evaluation sample frame included
290 municipalities.
To recap, a municipality was eligible to participate in the randomization if it had:
1. Had between 33-69% poverty incidence
2. Was located in a province in which guaranteed municipalities had not been allocated all of KC
funding based on the 50% minus one rule
3. Did not receive KC1 funding
4. Had a mayor or his/her representative present at the public lottery event
A total of 12 municipal selection events occurred in 12 provinces. Prior to each lottery, municipalities
within each province were matched on four variables: poverty incidence, population, land area, number of
barangays. Municipal poverty incidence was naturally included as a key variable in project eligibility and
an outcome of interest. The number of barangays was incorporated as the barangay is the most
decentralized unit of intervention (i.e. grants are made at the barangay level). Population and municipality
land area were included because they are factors in determining the Internal Revenue Allotment (IRA) of
a municipality, which largely determines the financial resources available to the LGU and affects
counterpart contributions that must be made to the implementation of KC in the municipality2.
Matched pairing took place at the selection event sites and not beforehand because only municipalities
that had mayors or authorized representatives present were eligible for the lottery. During each event,
mayors of paired or triplet municipalities were asked to place the names of their municipalities into plastic
eggs, of which one was randomly chosen as a treatment municipality and the other as control. The lottery
selected 208 municipalities (including treatment and control), including 10 sets of triplets, which meant
that there were 10 extra municipalities. Since having a treatment with two controls or a control with two
treatments would not serve the evaluation, we decided to drop from the sample 10 municipalities using
the same matching procedure described above, such that for each triplet the least similar municipality out
of the three was eliminated from the sample. This resulted in the final sample of 198 municipalities (99
pairs).3 Initial power calculations (detailed in the Baseline Report, Beatty et al., 2013) indicated that this
was the required sample size of municipalities needed to provide a reliable estimate of the desired effect
size on the main outcomes of interest.
C. Replacements
Of the original 99 pairs selected for the impact evaluation sample, one pair was dropped because the
treatment municipality was unable to provide the counterpart funding required by KC. The dropped pair
was replaced with another pair in a manner consistent with the randomized design and in advance of the

2

A minimum of 30% of the total project cost comprises local counterpart contributions from the community, local
government units, congresspersons, non-governmental organizations, and other stakeholders for the implementation
of the project. The local counterpart contributions can come in two types: contributions for Capacity Building and
Implementation Support (CBIS) and contributions for subproject implementation (SPI). The local counterpart

contribution for SPI can be in the form of cash or in-kind.
3

See Appendix 2 for a map of the 198 sample municipalities.
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baseline data collection. Thus, we were able to collect baseline data on 99 pairs. The baseline report4
provides additional details on the dropout pair and its replacement (Beatty et al., 2013, p.20).

4. DATA
1. Sample Selection and Data Collection Methods
The baseline data collection primarily made use of quantitative methods in the form of a household
and barangay surveys to gather data on the profile of sample communities at the onset of KC (for
details see Beatty et al., 2013). One barangay within each of the 198 municipalities participating in
the evaluation was randomly chosen, with a weighted probability favoring barangays with the highest
poverty rates.5 Within each barangay, 30 households were randomly selected from among all
households to comprise the household surveyed sample (total n=5,940 households). Additionally, half
of the 30 selected households in each barangay were randomly assigned a male target respondent and
the other half were assigned a female target respondent for the household’s surveys questions relating
to perceptions and empowerment.
The baseline data collection also included significant qualitative components. Qualitative data was
collected in 24 barangay (12 treatment and 12 control), purposively selected to get at the diversity of
situations that characterize barangay across KC. (For further details, Beatty et al., 2013; Lim &
Pascual, 2012). Qualitative data collection included focus group discussions (FGDs) with barangay
residents (n=72) and key informant interviews (KIIs) with officials (n=188).
The interim data collection represented an opportunity to collect more comprehensive measures of shortterm outcome variables related to governance, empowerment and community participation. Because the
outcome variables of interest in the interim data collection did not include income and consumption
measures, the required sample size was considerably smaller. Power calculations indicated that a sample
of 80 municipalities was sufficient to precisely identify impacts on governance outcomes of interest. The
interim sample of 80 municipalities was a subset of the baseline sample. To select the sample of
municipalities for the interim data collection, IPA implemented a simple random sampling of
municipality pairs roughly proportional to the baseline sample for each island and with six municipality
pairs from the baseline qualitative study. Within these 80 municipalities, the sample of barangays
included the same 80 barangays in the baseline sample. In each barangay, attempts were made to resurvey all of the 30 households included in the baseline sample. Table 4.1 below provides an overview of
the sample size and instruments used for the baseline and interim data collection.
As explained below, the interim data collection included household and barangay surveys similar to
the baseline. During the interim data collection, IPA also implemented two additional complementary
data collection methods: structured community activities (SCAs) and barangay assembly (BA)
observations.

4

The baseline report and datasets can be viewed and downloaded at the following link:
http://data.mcc.gov/evaluations/index.php/catalog/59
5
This was done in order to increase the probability of selecting a sample barangay that would receive a KC
subproject (since barangays with the highest poverty were more likely to receive a subproject in the previous round
of KC), while still ensuring a representative sample.
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Table 4.1 Instruments and Sample Sizes for Baseline and Interim Data Collection

Barangay survey
(one per barangay)
Household survey
(30 per barangay)
FGDs with barangay
residents (3 per barangay)
and KIIs (8 per barangay)
SCA
BA observations

Baseline data
collection

Interim
data
collectiona

Attrition
(percentage)

198

80

None

5,940

2,400b

6%c

n/a

n/a

80
10

n/a
n/a

72 FGDs and 188
KIIs in 24
barangays
Not included
Not included

a

The interim sample is a random sub-sample of the baseline sample.
Out of the 2,400 households surveyed at baseline, 2,249 were re-surveyed. The other
151 HHs were randomly replaced with other households living in the brgy..
c Attrition rate within subsample of the 2,400 HHs in the 80 brgys selected for interim
data collection.
b

2. Interim Data Collection Instruments
Household and Barangay Surveys
The household and barangay level surveys directly asked respondents about their attitudes and
experiences regarding governance, empowerment and community participation. The interim household
survey repeats questions from the baseline surveys relating to governance, empowerment and community
participation. It also includes new measures such as respondents’ perceived willingness to speak out
during barangay meetings and their confidence in participating in local government processes. Since the
interim surveys focus on perception questions related to our key indicators, which are likely to differ for
male and female respondents within the same household, the majority of the survey was administered to
respondents of a pre-assigned gender (in most cases, the same gender as assigned for interview during the
baseline survey).
The barangay-level survey interviews barangay captains as principal respondents. Similarly to the
household survey, the barangay survey asked barangay captains about their attitudes and experiences
regarding governance, empowerment and community participation in the barangay. The survey also
collected data on the barangay’s budget and development projects, among other topics.
Structured Community Activity
SCAs complement household-level survey questions by creating the opportunity to directly observe the
barangay decision-making processes in a real-world setting. The SCA is a data collection tool that entails
collecting quantitative and qualitative data on community participation and decision-making by observing
how a community carries out a simple community-driven task.
Behavioral assessments are increasingly being used in studies of collective action and program evaluation
to complement quantitative surveys. A recent CDD study in Sierra Leone, from whom we borrow the
term SCA, notes some of the most salient points about using such activities:
1. Since they are standardized across communities, researchers can observe the way different
communities handle the exact same decision or opportunity.
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2. SCAs permit direct participant observation of community members engaged in a concrete, real world
activity.
Simply observing communal activities created by each community instead of using SCAs is problematic
in the sense that certain decisions/projects exist in some communities and not in others, which makes it
difficult to compare participation dynamics across distinct settings (Casey, Glennerster, & Miguel, 2011).
Similar behavioral assessments have been conducted in program evaluations in a range of countries, such
as the Democratic Republic of Congo (Humphreys, Sanchez, & van der Windt, 2012) and the Solomon
Islands (Beath, BenYishay, d’Adda, Grosjean, & Weber, 2014).
In the interim data collection exercise, each community was offered a small sum of money and the
discretion to use it to repair, maintain, or improve a local public building. The data collection teams
observed the decision-making process and the outcomes of this activity and measured each community’s
level of engagement, inclusiveness and collective action.
Logistically, the SCA was conducted at the same time and by the same field teams implementing the
quantitative surveys. Upon arriving in each barangay the field supervisor informed the barangay captain
about a PHP15,000 (US$349) grant from IPA. The field supervisor explained that the funds were part of
a research project on decentralized governance and development, intended to help policy-makers better
identify and respond to the community’s priorities and needs, and that the research project also included
surveys of households and barangay officials. The field supervisor told the community that the funds had
to be used to repair, maintain or improve a local public building, such as a school, health clinic,
community hall, or other building open to all barangay residents. IPA would provide the barangay with
PHP15,000 in credit at a hardware store selected by the community. These funds could only be used to
purchase paint, wood, and/or ingredients for cement. The community needed to provide voluntary labor
to complete the works, as well as contribute any additional materials or equipment needed. If the
barangay captain agreed to participate, he/she had to organize a meeting in two days’ time (from the day
the field supervisor informed him/her about the project) open to all members from the community to
attend and identify a project for using the small grant.
On the day of the barangay meeting, the field team arrived at the meeting location early to begin taking
attendance. From the start of the meeting to its conclusion, the team collected observational data on
community member participation and decision-making. Specifically, during the meeting the field team
collected quantitative data by capturing the type and quantity of interactions made by meeting
participants. The team collected two data points on each meeting participant’s interventions by having
two field team members observe the same active meeting participants. This was done to increase the
reliability of the observational data collected. The average difference between the two data points
collected on the same person was 1.5 interventions (the average total number of interventions made
during meetings was 5.7). For the analysis, we took the average of the two data points for each person
speaking. The field team also collected qualitative data by recording the content of interactions. At the
end of the meeting, the field team collected some basic information about the project the barangay had
chosen, including the materials they were planning to purchase, which building they would develop, how
they would develop the building and who would be responsible for recording contributions.
The field supervisor also spoke with an individual selected by the community to record contributions
during project implementation and explained how to properly record contributions. At this time, each
field team member also had to document their impressions related to the SCA on a standardized
questionnaire prepared by IPA. After leaving the meeting site, the field team visited the local public
building selected and took pictures of it to document how it looked before implementation. The field
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team then also visited the identified hardware store and arranged for the PHP 15,000 (US$349) to be used
as hardware store credit for purchasing the permitted project materials.
Prior to leaving the barangay, the field supervisor told the community that he/she would conduct a followup visit in two months. During the field supervisor’s follow-up visit he/she verified project completion.
Verification entailed visiting the project site, taking pictures and collecting data on project
implementation including labor, materials and other in-kind contributions made by community members
to the project. Follow-up visit data enables us to measure quantitative outcomes such as co-contributions
to project and project implementation quality and completion. These outcomes are important since
collective action and contributions to community projects are intrinsically linked with community
participation.
Barangay Assembly Observations
These data collection activities were complemented by BA observations conducted in five (10 barangays)
of the six pairs from the baseline qualitative study included in the interim sample. Field teams observed
ten bi-annual, mandatory, BA meetings in March 2014 and documented the quantity and quality of citizen
participation using similar instruments to those utilized in the SCA. The primary results from the BA
observations were incorporated as a separate report presented to DSWD in June 2014, and are thus not
reported in the present document.
3. Interim Data Collection Implementation
IPA contracted a local survey firm, Social Weather Stations (SWS), to conduct the interim data collection.
SWS was hired in July 2013 and their work finished in July 2015. IPA was directly responsible for
managing the contract with SWS and overseeing SWS’ implementation of all interim data collection
activities. Table 4.2 presents a timeline of data collection activities and KC implementation. Interim
field work took place from February to June 2014. At the time of interim field work, MCC-funded
treatment areas (24 of the 40 municipalities included in the interim sample) were on their second KC
cycle, having completed a first full cycle, the first three stages of their second cycle, and at the start of the
subproject implementation stage. We consider these treatment areas as having received 1.5 cycles of KC.
At the time of the interim field work, World Bank-funded treatment areas (16 of the 40 municipalities
included in the interim sample) had completed all five stages of their first KC cycle, and were awaiting
the start of their second KC cycle. These areas had not received their second KC cycle because after the
first KC cycle, funding was transferred to the National Community Driven Development Program
(NCDDP)6, but there was a delay in the rollout of NCDDP to these areas.
Table 4.2 Data Collection and KC Implementation Timeline
Activity
Baseline data collection
KC cycle 1
KC cycle 2
Interim data collection

6

2012
2013
2014
Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
Social Prep.

SP Impl.

The shift from KC to NCDDP will involve slightly revised procedures.

Social Prep.

SP Impl.
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Table 4.3 shows the types of KC first and second cycle subprojects implemented. The full evaluation’s
99 treatment barangays received a total of 78 subprojects. The 40 interim treatment barangays received a
total of 31 subprojects. Roads, school buildings, and access trail/footpaths were the most common types
of subprojects in the evaluation sample as well as across all KC areas nationwide.
Table 4.3 Types of KC Subprojects Implemented
Percentage Breakdown of KC Subproject
Data1
Interim
Evaluation
Sample Cycle
1&2
(n=31)2

Full
Evaluation
Sample
(n=78) 3

National List
of All KC
Areas
(n=5,370)

Road
School Building
Access Trail / Footpath
Day Care Center
Drainage
Foot / Small Bridge
Health Station
Water System
Community Transport
Multi-Use Building / Facility

16%
16%
10%
10%
10%
10%
6%
6%
3%
3%

15%
18%
13%
9%
6%
4%
4%
13%
1%
1%

19%
17%
10%
10%
8%
3%
9%
10%
0%
1%

Pre and Post-Harvest Facilities
River / Flood Control
Sea Wall

3%
3%
3%

3%
1%
3%

3%
2%
1%

Subproject Type

1

Data from DSWD's KC project monitoring database
Out of the 40 treatment barangays, 25 have received 1subproject and 3 have received 2 subprojects
3 Out of the 99 treatment barangays, 58 have received 1 subproject and 10 have received 2 subprojects
2

4. Respondent Tracking and Data Quality
Since the household and barangay surveys are panel surveys, SWS surveyed the same barangays and reinterviewed the same household as in the baseline. IPA provided SWS with household tracking
information collected at baseline in order to track any household no longer living in the same location. If
a household no longer lived in the barangay, but still lived within the municipality SWS had to locate and
re-survey the household. If the household moved outside the municipality, then SWS had to replace the
household with another one according to IPA’s replacement strategy.
SWS and IPA used the same data quality assurance methods as in the baseline data collection to
ensure the accuracy of the data (see Beatty et al., 2013, p.22). In brief, SWS field supervisors back-
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checked 10% of interviewed households and sent enumerators to redo surveys in cases where 30% of
the answers were incorrect. For the interim, IPA hired a team of eight survey observers to observe
interviews and perform their own back-checks.
Survey observers also observed SWS’
implementation of the SCA and BA observations. IPA staff and researchers also visited sites and
provided oversight during the central training, surveying and the implementation of the SCAs and BA
observations.
SWS performed data entry twice for the quantitative surveys and the SCA meeting quantitative data
forms. The first data entry of the household and barangay surveys was performed in the field by field
data editors who entered the data into an offline database. The first and second data entry of the SCA
meeting quantitative data forms was performed in SWS’s Manila office by data editors using the
paper copies of the completed forms. The second data entry of the household and barangay survey
was also performed in the SWS’ Manila office. SWS implemented the same process for resolving
discrepancies and cleaning the data as the baseline survey firm followed during the baseline. SWS
submitted each data file to IPA for review. IPA performed data consistency checks on the data and
then provided SWS with feedback on errors and other issues with the data. Upon review of the SCA
meeting quantitative data forms, IPA decided to conduct a third entry of these forms. The third data
entry was conducted by the IPA project team in the Manila country office.

5. HYPOTHESES
IPA finalized a pre-analysis plan in September 2014, prior to analysis of any follow-up data and
published it to the Social Science Registry.7 The pre-analysis plan explicitly states the hypotheses and
estimation of KC’s impacts at the time of the interim data collection.8
The hypotheses can be grouped into three domains:
A. The socio-economic domain considers impacts related to the economic welfare improvements
resulting from implementation of KC subprojects in the community;
B. The governance domain considers the changes in awareness and participation in local
governance caused by the KC experience;
C. The community empowerment domain explores changes in community interactions and
collective action caused by KC.
In addition, the pre-analysis plan also specified a hypothesis on the match between development projects
and the baseline preferences of barangay residents. Table 5.1 lists the interim data analysis hypotheses
and associated data sources:

7

Available at https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/versions/2786/docs/version/document
The pre-analysis plan does not address KC’s long-run effects, which will be pre-specified as in an updated plan
published prior to the analysis of additional rounds of data collection.
8
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Table 5.1 Interim Analysis Hypotheses
Hypotheses
Socio-Economic Domain
H1: KC reduces travel time and cost to key services
Governance Domain

Data Sources
HH survey

H2/3: KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance
around decision-making

HH survey, Brgy
survey, SCA

H4: KC increases knowledge and awareness of local governance

HH survey, Brgy
survey

Community Empowerment Domain
H5: KC increases interactions among peers
H6: KC does not reduce participation in current community organizations or
support

HH survey
HH survey, Brgy
survey

Development Projects Match Priorities
H7: KC improves the degree to which local projects correspond to baseline
(ex-ante) preferences

HH survey, Brgy
survey, SCA, KC
subproject
implementation data

Notes: HH = household, Brgy = barangay

6. ANALYSIS
We estimate each hypothesis via a mean effects approach, following Kling, Liebman, and Katz (2007). In
this approach, outcomes are grouped by hypothesis and the treatment effects of all outcomes in each
group are averaged (with correlations across these outcome variables accounted for in the estimation).
This strategy eliminates the temptation of emphasizing results that showed large KC effects and ignoring
results with small or negative effects. For example, Hypothesis 4 measures the KC effect on knowledge
and awareness of local governance. We grouped eight relevant outcomes, such as household respondents’
ability to name current members of the barangay council correctly and close knowledge of the municipal
mayor, and calculated the average effect. The results presented in this report are thus mean effects across
many outcome variables. Using mean effects, as opposed to a battery of individual indicators, is
becoming a best practice in the CDD literature (King & Samii, 2014).
Every variable was reframed such that it contributes positively to the outcome of interest. For example,
the travel time to key services is converted to a negative value, so that a shorter travel time is a more
positive result and a longer travel time is a more negative result.9 Because the variance differs from one
outcome to another, all outcomes were standardized (subtracting the mean of the control group and
dividing by its standard error). Effect sizes are thus expressed in standard deviation units of the control
group. This also allows us to compare the KC effects across the hypotheses. For hypotheses with

9

In some cases, where the encoding of variables was slightly more complex, we also conducted sensitivity analysis.
The results remained unchanged.
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statistically significant results, we also present results in their original units, by outcome variable, for a
more intuitive interpretation.
The regressions included a dummy variable indicating treatment, a baseline outcome variable (for
questions that were also asked at baseline), and strata (pair) dummy variables. Because using multiple
outcome variables in our analysis runs the risk of standard errors being correlated across equations, we
use the strategy of seemingly unrelated regression (SUR) to estimate our results. The specification we
use is thus:

where
denotes the j-th outcome variable for barangay b belonging to pair p at time t, denotes the
control group mean level of the j-th outcome, is the treatment effect of the j-th outcome,
is a
dummy variable denoting assignment to treatment,
denotes the pair-specific dummy, and
is
the baseline level of the outcome variable in the barangay. We estimate these specifications for all
outcomes relating to a given hypothesis simultaneously using SUR, thereby accounting for the potential
covariance of standard errors across these outcomes. We conduct statistical tests of each hypothesis as

Where

is the mean coefficient on the treatment indicator across all outcomes for each hypothesis.

As shown in Table 5.1, the indices combine data from the household survey, barangay survey and the
SCA. For the comparability of results across levels of analysis, all average treatment effects and betweenbarangay subgroup analysis were conducted at the barangay level, with household-level data averaged to
create barangay level means. This, too, is an increasingly common practice in the CDD literature (see
King & Samii, 2014). Only the within-barangay subgroup analysis was conducted at the household level.
For most hypotheses, we estimated separate mean effects for household and barangay indices. The overall
mean effect index for the hypothesis was then calculated by averaging over the result for the household
and barangay indices (and for the SCA index in Hypothesis 2/3). Both indices thus have equal weight in
the overall result. For the hypotheses that only use one index, the method is straightforward. In two
cases (hypotheses 2/3 and 4), an alternative method was necessary, as detailed in the findings section
below.
In addition to mean effects that integrate all relevant instruments into each index, we also estimate the
mean effect for each instrument separately in cases where there are multiple instruments relating to the
same hypothesis. Furthermore, for Hypothesis 2/3, the highest-level index can also be separated into
four component indices relating to the quantity and quality of participation in local governance around
decision-making. We estimated treatment effects for these indices using the same specification as for the
broader hypotheses, using a SUR model and averaging effects across the outcome variables relating to the
index.
We were also interested in potential variations in impact for different between-barangay subgroups and
different within-barangay subgroups. The between-barangay subgroups estimate the difference in impact
between two subgroups. We do this in four ways. The first is based on baseline outcome values using
relevant measures for each index. It compares barangays that had high baseline outcome values (higher
than the median) with barangays that had low baseline outcome values. For instance, in subgroup analysis
for Hypothesis 1, we compare barangays with lower travel time and cost to key services at baseline to
those with higher travel time and cost. The second subgroup analysis compares barangays with a baseline
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share of poor households below the median to barangays with a baseline share of poor households above
the median.10 The third subgroup analysis compares barangays with a baseline level of governance (as
defined in the section on Hypothesis 2/3) that is below the median with barangays that had above-median
baseline values of governance. Lastly, the fourth subgroup analysis compares barangays that were
affected by Typhoon Yolanda with barangays that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda.11
The within-barangay subgroup analysis measures the difference in impact between two subgroups at the
household- and individual-level clustering standard errors at the municipal level.12 This allows us to
investigate the outputs and impacts of KC on particularly vulnerable households with which DSWD is
especially interested. The first subgroup classifies households as poor if the total per capita consumption
of the household was less than the regional income-per-capita poverty threshold and compares the effects
of KC on the two subgroups. The second subgroup analysis tests whether the impact of KC differs for
indigenous peoples (IPs), who self-identified their ethnic group in the survey and whose ethnic group is
defined as indigenous by Cariño (2012) in her Country Technical Note on Indigenous Peoples’ Issues in
the Philippines. Based on this definition we identified 258 out of the 2,400 interim households as IP
households.
The third subgroup contrasts the KC effect by gender of the respondent. Out of the 18 household survey
modules, 14 were answered by the household principal respondent—usually the household head. The
remaining modules consist of perceptions questions that were answered by an assigned gender-based
respondent. Table 6.1 presents the gender-breakdown of principal and gender-based household survey
respondents. For the interim household survey, 49% of the gender-based respondents were male and 51%
were female. The gender-breakdown of interim principal respondents was 47% males and 53% females.

10

We used baseline per capita total household consumption to calculate household poverty incidence using the
Philippines’ National Statistical Coordination Board (NSCB) regional poverty threshold (based on per capita
income) from the first semester of 2012 for each region in the treatment and comparison communities.
http://www.nscb.gov.ph/poverty/defaultnew.asp
11

We do not observe any differential treatment effects when we construct the Yolanda-affected subgroup on the
basis of geographical proximity to the typhoon's path, except in the case of Hypothesis 1, where we observe a slight
improvement in non-affected barangay but no such improvement in affected ones. In our Yolanda subgroup
construction, all but two of the barangays in which a majority of respondents reported being affected by Yolanda
were in the "Strong Winds" category zone. It is unclear why a majority of respondents in these two barangay
reported being affected by Yolanda (they may have experienced a different natural disaster that is being misreported as Yolanda). Nonetheless, dropping these two barangays from the subgroup did not alter the results
substantively.
12

Households who dropped out after the baseline, along with their replacements, are not included in these
estimations since we do not know the corresponding baseline/interim values.
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Table 6.1 Gender-Breakdown of Household Survey Respondents
Principal
Respondents
Male
Female

Gender-Based1
Respondents
Male
Female

Interim

1,133
(47%)

1,267
(53%)

1,184
(49%)

1,216
(51%)

Baseline

N/A

N/A

2,740
(46%)

3,198
(54%)

1

There were 2 gender-based respondents at baseline with
incorrect roster numbers (they didn't match any household
member) and their gender was missing, so we had to drop them.

We cannot identify the gender of the baseline principal respondent. However, we are still able to do a
gender subgroup analysis. For the gender subgroup analysis we focus on the gender of the interim survey
principal respondent/gender-assigned respondent. We consider this appropriate since outcomes are
measured at interim. We include controls for baseline outcome variables as well as dummy variables for
respondents of different genders across the two survey waves, where possible.13
As for the main treatment effects, subgroup differences were estimated as mean interaction effects across
all outcomes for a given hypothesis. These mean interaction effects were estimated using a dummy
variable indicating treatment, a dummy variable for the specific subgroup and an interaction term
constructed using the two dummy variables. The results reported in the tables are the marginal effects for
each subgroup and the p-value (expressed in stars) of the interaction terms.14

7. APPROACH TO POTENTIAL THREATS TO EXPERIMENTAL
VALIDITY
A. Randomization Compliance
Non-compliance with the randomized assignment into treatment may bias the treatment effects estimated
in an evaluation. DSWD provided us with KC CEAC data on all the municipalities where KC has been
implemented as of September 2014. We use this data to verify two-sided compliance by municipalities
assigned to both treatment and control groups in the impact evaluation sample. To date, there have been
five municipalities assigned to the treatment group that have not taken up KC even though they were
13

We can only do this for the gender subgroup analysis of Hypothesis 5. This hypothesis consists of outcome
variables from the social networks module. We can only identify the gender of the social network’s baseline
respondent. Although the baseline survey included several assigned-gender respondent modules, due to a
misunderstanding in survey instructions, in most cases field interviewers only administered the social networks
module to the assigned-gender respondent.
14

We also re-estimated KC mean effects with each subgroup dummy indicator to show that the subgroup effects
average out to these overall effects. These results can be found in Tables A9.14 – A9.29 in Appendix 9. A table
reporting our subgroup balance checks is also included in Appendix 9.

25
randomly assigned to receive it. This non-compliance with treatment was due to inability to raise
counterpart funding (three municipalities) and governance issues such as conflict (two municipalities).
Moreover, three municipalities assigned to the control group were nonetheless allocated KC funding.
There are thus eight non-compliant pairs of municipalities. These eight municipality pairs were surveyed
at baseline. As previously noted, the interim data collection sample is smaller than the baseline and does
not include any of the non-compliant pairs. We therefore interpret the results presented herein as
treatment effects on a population treated by the KC CEAC.
We also used data from the development activities module of the interim barangay survey to verify
compliance with the randomization. In this module, barangay respondents were asked to provide
information on all of the development projects or activities implemented in 2012 and 2013, including the
primary source of funds for each project. Table 7.1 presents the number of treatment and control
barangays that had at least one development project implemented by KC. Survey findings confirm that
no control barangay in the interim data collection sample implemented a development project in 2013
with KC as the main source of funding. We recognize this is an imperfect check, given that barangay
may have experienced the social preparation phase of KC and/or received KC subproject funding in the
first half of 2014. Nonetheless, the consistency of compliance measures among the control barangay in
the interim sample across administrative and survey data provides reasonable confidence in the findings.
Additionally, we examine whether any sample areas implemented development projects funded by the
Bottom-Up Budgeting (BUB) program, now known as the Grassroots Participatory Budgeting Process
(GPB) program. BUB/GPB is a national community-driven development program that could confound
our estimates of KC treatment effects if it adopts similar implementation models to KC (please see subsection C. Potential Confounds below for more details on BUB/GPB). Table 7.1 shows that only one
treatment barangay implemented a development project in 2013 with BUB/GPB as the main funding
source. Finally, Table 7.1 also presents the number of barangays with at least one 2013 development
project primarily funded by municipal funds since these funds represent a common and sometimes large
funding source for development projects.
Table 7.1 Barangays with KC, BUB/GPB, and Municipal Fund 2013 Development Projects

Barangay had at least one development project
implemented in 2013 with the following as the main
funding source:
KC
BUB/GPB
Municipal Fund

Number of
Treatment
Barangays
(out of 40)
8
1
11

Number of
Control
Barangays
(out of 40)
0
0
7

B. Attrition
Although we made significant efforts to minimize attrition, the baseline sample of 2,400 households was
reduced to 2,249 during the interim survey, mostly due to migration. The attrition levels are similar in
treatment and control groups (6% and 7%, respectively). Moreover, respondent households who attrited
did not differ in systematic ways from those who did not attrit, nor were the characteristics of attriters
different across treatment and control barangay.
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To assess this comparability more formally, we re-estimated the baseline levels of outcomes across
treatment and control groups across both attrited and non-attrited households. We implemented this
estimation using SUR with baseline outcome variables for each hypothesis as the dependent variables,
with a dummy variable indicating treatment, a dummy indicating whether or not the household dropped
out, an interaction of these two dummy variables, and the pair dummies. For only one outcome variable
did attritors differ from non-attritors differentially across the treatment and control groups at the 95%
confidence level. However, this outcome variable is only one out of 22 for Hypothesis 1, which does not
have statistically significant KC mean effects. We also ran ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions on
key socio-economic and demographic baseline outcome variables, using the same specifications
mentioned earlier. The interaction terms for all of our results are listed in Appendix 3.
To test the robustness of our results to this attrition, we included the baseline main indicators that were
statistically significant in Table A3.5 in Appendix 3 as control variables and re-estimated the main
outcomes of interest for which we had previously found significant results. Almost all of the statistically
significant estimates remained largely unaffected: In some cases, the significance level remained
unchanged, in other cases the level of significance decreased but is still significant at lower confidence
levels. In one case, noted below, the KC mean effect that was statistically significant at the 5%
significance level is no longer statistically significant. The KC mean effects all maintained the same
positive/negative sign apart from additional proposition 1: KC helps people better deal with hardship,
which also increased in significance level. However, since this index is limited to respondents who
endured financial hardship as a result of a natural disaster, we have very few observations to begin with
and thus do not have sufficient degrees of freedom to control for all attrition-relevant variables
simultaneously.
With respect to our statistically significant subgroup results, all of the results are robust to controlling for
characteristics in which attritors differed from non-attritors across treatment and control group, in terms
of the estimated magnitudes. In two cases, the statistical significance decreases from 1% to 5%
significance level and for one case, the statistically significance decreases from 5% to 10% significance
level. For two other between-barangay subgroup effects, the mean interaction effects are no longer
statistically significant if we include these controls. Lastly, there are two subgroup effects that increase in
statistical significance.
C. Potential Confounds
1. Contamination Threats
There are two ongoing initiatives in our study context that may adopt similar implementation models to
KC and thus could confound our estimates of KC treatment effects: NCDDP and BUB/GPB.
Notably, the entire impact evaluation sample is due to receive disaster relief funding through NCDDP, a
CDD project that is expected to be implemented with the KC model. However, no community-level
activities under NCDDP had taken place prior to or during the interim data collection and thus the results
presented herein are not confounded by NCDDP.
The second potential confound is BUB/GPB, a CDD project implemented through a modality in which
civil society organizations representatives (CSOs) participate at the municipal-level in a Local Poverty
Reduction Action Plan (LPRAP) workshop to identify poverty reduction projects for the municipality.
BUB/GPB funding for the identified projects is then requested by municipalities. Projects are either
integrated into the budget of relevant national government agencies (NGAs) or if they that do not match
the priorities of any NGA, they are funded through GPB’s Special Purpose Fund (SPF). The NGA or the
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municipality then bids out the implementation of the project. There has been debate as to whether
BUB/GPB as an intervention will be sufficiently like KC as to constitute contamination. Anecdotal
evidence suggests that, to date, BUB/GPB has not been implemented in a KC-like manner, but this survey
and further investigation by the Millennium Challenge Account-Philippines (MCA-P) will attempt to
address this question.
There are nonetheless four ways in which BUB/GPB may present particular concern to our study:
1. If funding from BUB/GPB is disproportionately greater in treatment municipalities, it could be
interpreted as intensifying KC, thus altering the program scale and dosage. The interpretation of
estimated treatment effects would need to be adjusted to account for this more intense treatment.
2. If funding from BUB/GPB is disproportionately greater in control municipalities, this could
minimize differences between our randomly assigned treatment and control groups and thus
compromise our ability to detect the impact of KC.
3. If funding levels from BUB/GPB are large and vary at the municipal or barangay level, the
additional variation could weaken the precision of the KC treatment estimates.
4. If BUB/GPB were implemented using similar processes (including barangay-level engagement)
and at similar funding levels in treatment and control municipalities, the interpretation of the
evaluation would need to be altered. In particular, KC treatment effects would be interpreted in
dose-response terms, where control municipalities are treated at a lower dosage than are treatment
municipalities.
To investigate potential confounding due to BUB/GPB at the time of the interim data collection, we
utilize both survey data on awareness of and participation in BUB/GPB and administrative data from the
Department of Budget and Management (DBM) to assess the allocation and size of BUB/GPB funding
across the KC evaluation sample treatment and control municipalities. For example, through the barangay
survey, barangay captain and officials were asked whether they had heard of BUB/GPB and whether
BUB/GPB had been implemented in the municipality. The results of these inquiries are presented below.
Potential Confound 1 and 2
We begin by testing whether the allocation of BUB/GPB is similar across treatment and control
municipalities using data from the DBM on the BUB/GPB budget allocations for each municipality. The
first round of BUB/GPB projects were scheduled to be implemented in 2013. Table 7.2 presents the
number of sample treatment and control municipalities with BUB/GPB budget allocations in 2013. We
find no statistically significant difference in the number of treatment and control municipalities with
BUB/GPB budget allocations. Based on DBM data, 68 treatment and 62 control municipalities in the full
KC evaluation sample were allotted BUB/GPB funding in 2013. In the smaller evaluation sample used in
the interim analysis, 31 treatment municipalities and 28 control municipalities received BUB/GPB
funding in 2013. It is important to note that funding at the municipal level may not have reached
barangays, including our sample barangays (No data are available from DBM on barangay-level funding
from BUB/GPB).
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Table 7.2 BUB/GPB Budget Allocations to Sample Municipalities
Number of Treatment
Municipalities
(out of 99)

Number of Control
Municipalities
(out of 99)

68

62

Municipality allotted BUB/GPB funding in 2013

We also consider the size of BUB/GPB funding across KC treatment and control municipalities, as well
as relative to the size of KC funding. In Table 7.3 below, we document that funding from BUB/GPB was
nearly identical for KC treatment and control municipalities, with a mean of PHP 12.2M (US$283,721)
for the treatment group and PHP 12.0M (US$279,070) for the control municipalities receiving funding.
Since funding from BUB/GPB is not disproportionately greater in treatment or in control municipalities,
potential confounds 1 and 2 are not of concern at interim.
Potential Confound 3
The size of BUB/GPB funding is nearly identical to that of KC funding, where average funding per
municipality in 2013 for the full evaluation sample was PHP 13.1M (US$304,651). The funding levels
from BUB/GPB though, vary far less than do those from KC among municipalities. For example, the
maximum BUB/GPB funding among KC treatment municipalities in the full evaluation sample is PHP
30.0M (US$697,674), while the minimum is PHP 8.0M (US$186,047), a ratio of approximately 4:1. The
maximum KC funding among these municipalities, meanwhile, is more than 23 times larger than the
minimum. Given this, potential confound 3 is not of concern because although funding levels from
BUB/GPB are large they vary far less than those from KC.
Table 7.3 2013 BUB/GPB and KC Funding Levels Comparison for Evaluation Sample (PHP)

Statistics (PHP)
Average KC funding
Median KC
Max KC
Min KC
Average BUB/GPB funding
Median BUB/GPB
Max BUB/GPB
Min BUB/GPB
Average total funding
Median total funding
Max total funding
Min total funding

Interim Sample
Treatment
Control
(n=31)
(n=28)

Full Evaluation Sample
Treatment
Control
(n=68)
(n=62)

11,482,258
10,350,000
28,350,000
1,800,000
12,235,484
10,700,000
21,900,000
8,000,000
23,717,742
22,850,000
43,350,000
9,800,000

13,142,647
11,475,000
42,750,000
1,800,000
12,201,471
10,650,000
30,000,000
8,000,000
25,344,118
23,000,000
64,950,000
9,800,000

0
0
0
0
13,103,571
11,100,000
29,700,000
8,000,000
13,103,571
11,100,000
29,700,000
8,000,000

0
0
0
0
12,058,065
9,600,000
29,700,000
8,000,000
12,058,065
9,600,000
29,700,000
8,000,000
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Potential Confound 4
We next test whether BUB/GPB processes were in fact similar to those of KC. One defining feature of
the KC approach to CDD is barangay-level social preparation. We therefore use data from the household
survey, in which all respondent households were asked about their participation in BUB/GPB15. Table
7.4 presents household survey BUB/GPB findings for sample municipalities with DBM-based BUB/GPB
budget allocations. Findings show that more treatment households indicated that they had heard of
BUB/GPB than control households, with 179 treatment (19%) and 61 control households (7%)
responding that they had heard of the program (difference is statistically significant at the 1% level).
Delving further into BUB/GPB implementation in these barangay, 13% of all respondents in treatment
barangay and 5% of those in control barangay report that BUB/GPB was implemented in their
municipality. Finally, we explore participation by respondent households in BUB/GPB activities. Only
5% of households in treatment communities and 2% in control communities report having participated in
any BUB/GPB activities, with the majority of this participation in the form of BA attendance. These
results indicate that familiarity with and participation in BUB/GPB at the household level remained very
low relative to KC participation. Participation rates in control communities appear particularly low.
Table 7.4 Household Survey BUB/GPB Findings for BUB/GPB Areas
Treatment Households
(n=930)

Control Households
(n=840)

Household Survey Question

Number
who said
yes

Proportion
who said
yes
(std. dev.)

Number
who said
yes

Proportion
who said
yes
(std. dev.)

Difference
Between
Treatment and
Control
Households

Q-CDD2: Have you heard of
either of the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB)?

179

0.19
(.39)

61

0.07
(.26)

0.12***

Q-CDD3: Has the BottomUp Budgeting (BUB)
program been implemented
in your municipality?

124

0.13
(.34)

38

0.05
(.21)

0.09***

Q-CDD4: Since BUB
implementation began in
your municipality, have you
or any household member
participated in any BUB
activity, meeting, gettogether or information
session?

51

0.05
(.23)

13

0.02
(.12)

0.04*

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
15

Survey questions referred to “BUB”, the project’s name at the dates of interview.
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Appendix 4 Table A4.1 presents household survey BUB/GPB findings for sample municipalities without
DBM-based BUB/GPB budget allocations. In non-BUB/GPB areas, 14 (5%) of treatment households and
8 control households (2%) responded that they had participated in BUB/GPB activities. These finding
indicate that there was some mis-reporting across households and since more treatment households
indicated having participated in BUB/GPB it also seems that some respondents may have confused
BUB/GPB with KC.
We also use barangay survey data to analyze the extent of participation in BUB/GPB. Table 7.5 presents
findings for sample municipalities with DBM-based BUB/GPB budget allocations. Among respondent
barangay captains and officials, there was more familiarity with BUB/GPB in treatment barangays (74%)
than in control barangays (46%). Twenty (65%) of treatment and 4 (14%) of control barangay official
respondents indicated that BUB/GPB was implemented in their municipality. Finally, we also assess the
nature of participation in BUB/GPB at the barangay level. Barangay officials indicated that this largely
took the form of the Barangay Council participating in the LPRAP workshop (39% of treatment
barangays and 4% of control barangays). In only 26% of treatment barangays and 4% of control
barangays did participation involve barangay residents being consulted about their needs to be included in
the LPRAP or participating in BUB/GPB project construction or implementation. Again, the rates of
participation in BUB/GPB (as captured in the barangay survey) in control communities are below
reasonable thresholds for contamination concerns.
Table 7.5 Barangay Survey BUB/GPB Findings for BUB/GPB Areas
Treatment Barangays
(n=31)

Barangay Survey Question

Number
who said
yes

Control Barangays
(n=28)

Difference
Proportion who Number Proportion who
Between
said yes
who said
said yes
Treatment and
(std. dev.)
yes
(std. dev.)
Control Brgys

Q-CDD2: Have you heard of
either of the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB)?
Q-CDD3: Has the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB) program been
implemented in your
municipality?

23

0.74
(.44)

13

0.46
(.51)

0.28**

20

0.65
(.49)

4

0.14
(.36)

0.50***

Barangay Council joined
LPRAP Workshop

12

0.39
(.50)

1

0.04
(.19)

0.35***

Barangay residents consulted
about project needs to include in
LPRAP

8

0.26
(.44)

1

0.04
(.19)

0.22**

Barangay residents participated
in BUB project construction or
implementation

8

0.26
(.44)

1

0.04
(.19)

0.22**

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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Appendix 4 Table A4.2 presents barangay survey BUB/GPB findings for sample municipalities without
DBM-based BUB/GPB budget allocations. Barangay survey BUB/GPB findings also indicate some misreporting. In non-BUB/GPB areas, 5 treatment and 4 control barangay respondents indicated that
BUB/GPB was implemented in their municipalities. We thus find that barangay survey findings
complement those from household surveys indicating that household-level engagement with BUB/GPBfunded projects appears to have been quite limited.
Furthermore, we use household and barangay BUB/GPB findings to examine whether participation in
BUB/GPB might be higher because of the KC experience. If BUB/GPB participation were in fact higher
because of the KC experience, mean BUB/GPB participation results in BUB/GPB treatment areas would
be higher than those in non-BUB/GPB treatment areas and the differences would be statistically
significant. Appendix 4 Table A4.3 and Table A4.4 presents the t-test mean comparison findings. We
find no statistically significant difference in BUB/GPB participation between BUB/GPB treatment areas
and non-BUB/GPB treatment areas and so BUB/GPB participation does not appear to be higher because
of the KC experience.
Given the above findings, although implementation of BUB/GPB projects at the municipal level appears
to have taken place in the preceding year, resident participation within sample barangay is negligible in
control communities and thus not a threat to the validity of the primary evaluation results. It is also
important to note that the level of resident participation in BUB/GPB is considerably lower than in KC
projects in treatment communities (for example, 58% of treatment households had participated in KC
barangay assemblies in the last 12 months). Taken together, these findings on barangay- and householdlevel engagement with BUB/GPB indicate that the program was not likely to lead to similar effects as KC
at these levels of analysis.
Table 7.6 below summarizes the evidence on each of the potential confounds. These data suggest that
none of these potential confounds has been realized, requiring no further adjustment to the main
evaluation findings.
Table 7.6 Summary of Evidence on Each Potential Confound from BUB/GPB
Potential Confounds

Evidence

1. Funding from BUB/GPB greater in treatment
municipalities  intensifying KC
2. Funding from BUB/GPB greater in control
municipalities  contaminated control group
3. Funding levels from BUB/GPB are large and
vary at the municipal or barangay level 
weakened precision of the KC treatment
estimates.
4. BUB/GPB implemented similarly to KC
across treatment and control municipalities 
interpretation changed to dose-response terms

Funding from BUB/GPB is similar in
treatment and control municipalities
Funding from BUB/GPB is similar in
treatment and control municipalities
Funding levels from BUB/GPB
comparable to KC and less variable

BUB/GPB did not involve barangayand household-level engagement in
sample period

Concern or
adjustment
needed
None
None

None

None
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2. Typhoon Yolanda
There are also two concerns related to the impact of Typhoon Yolanda. First, did Typhoon Yolanda
impact treatment and control areas differently such that they are no longer comparable? Looking at maps
of the affected areas and data from DSWD, we have determined that recent calamities have not struck
treatment and control groups differently such that they are no longer comparable, affecting baseline
balance. To further inquire into this possibility, we utilize survey data on the impact of Typhoon Yolanda
on households. Household survey findings presented in Table 7.7 reveal no statistically significant
difference in the impact of Typhoon Yolanda between treatment and control areas. Typhoon Yolanda had
an important impact on households, but the impact was similar in treatment and control areas. In both
treatment and control barangays, 60% of households indicated that they had experienced Typhoon
Yolanda. Delving further into Typhoon Yolanda’s impact, 45% of treatment and 44% of control
households experienced financial hardship due to Typhoon Yolanda. Additionally, Typhoon Yolanda
severely or complete damaged the home of 11% of treatment and 12% of control households.

Table 7.7 Household Survey Typhoon Yolanda Findings
Treatment Households
(n=1,200)

Control Households
(n=1,200)

Number
who said
yes

Proportion
who said
yes
(std. dev.)

Number
who said
yes

Proportion
who said
yes
(std. dev.)

Difference
Between
Treatment and
Control
Households

717

0.60
(0.49)

724

0.60
(0.49)

-0.01

Financial Hardship

544

0.45
(0.50)

525

0.44
(0.50)

0.02

Harvest failure or low harvest

205

0.17
(0.38)

225

0.19
(0.39)

-0.02

Home severely or completely
damaged

132

0.11
(0.31)

139

0.12
(0.32)

-0.01

Grave illness of household
members or other relatives

48

0.04
(0.20)

46

0.04
(0.19)

0.00

Death of household member or
other relative

13

0.01
(0.10)

9

0.01
(0.09)

0.00

Variable

Experienced Typhoon Yolanda
Experienced the following due to
Typhoon Yolanda:

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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A second concern is whether Typhoon Yolanda damaged KC subprojects so severely as to prevent KC’s
expected impacts. According to data from MCA-P on KC subprojects impacted by Typhoon Yolanda,
subprojects only suffered partial damages. All of the damaged KC subprojects were concentrated in
Regions VI and VIII and only one of these subprojects belonged to an interim sample barangay. The
estimated cost of damage for the interim sample barangay’s subproject was US$ 1,500 and the subproject
was repaired using remaining funds.

8. FINDINGS
A. Socio-Economic Domain
1. H1: KC reduces travel time and cost to key services
This first domain is comprised of one hypothesis examining KC’s socio-economic impact on households.
Hypothesis 1 asks whether KC reduced household travel time and costs to access basic services. KC
often funds the construction of roads that facilitate access to services and of the construction of services,
such as health clinics, schools, etc. As a result, the travel time and cost to access these services is likely to
decrease. Hypothesis 1 uses travel time and travel cost data from the household survey’s access to basic
services module. Table 8.1 presents the 11 different types of facilities/landmarks included in Hypothesis
1. This hypothesis tests whether KC reduced one-way travel time (minutes) and cost (PHP), to these 11
facilities/landmarks. There are thus 22 outcomes used to test this hypothesis via mean effects estimation.
Table 8.1 Facilities/Landmarks included in Hypothesis 1
Facilities/Landmark
Elementary school
High school
Barangay health center
Private health clinic
Public hospital
Paved road, 4-wheel vehicle-passable
Dirt-road, 4-wheel vehicle passable
Dirt-road, 2-wheel vehicle passable
Nearest public transport (ports, boat, motorboat,
banca, jeepney, tricycle, bus, etc.)
Public market
Municipality poblacion
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Table 8.2 presents the KC mean effects index for Hypothesis 116. The mean effect index is positive, but
the effect is not statistically significant. One possible explanation for the insignificant effect is that only
28 out of the 40 interim treatment barangays had received a KC subproject at the time of the interim data
collection and among these 28, only some subprojects were intended to improve access to basic services.
It is also possible that in communities with completed KC subprojects meant to improve access to basic
services, insufficient time had passed to allow household respondents to become aware of and/or
experience any change in travel time and cost. Note also that the mean effects approach averages
outcomes across all basic services, not just the services for which access was actually targeted or
improved for each barangay. This is because (a) barangays in control municipalities did not select a
facility/landmark to improve, and (b) the selection of these facilities may endogenously differ for
barangays in the treatment group, such that access to these services differs from conditions in the control
group even in the absence of KC subproject funding. We therefore rely on mean effects estimation but
recognize that they may not precisely estimate the effects of specific KC subproject types at this interim
stage. The third evaluation survey round, currently planned for 2015, will also measure these access to
basic services outcomes. At that stage, most treatment municipalities will have received multiple cycles
of KC, increasing the probability that sample treatment barangays will have received at least one KC
subproject and increasing the length of time in which household respondents may interact with
subprojects.
Table 8.2 Summary of Socio-Economic Domain Hypothesis Results
Data

Number of
outcomes

KC Mean Effect
(std. error)1

HH
Survey

22

0.023
(0.021)

Socio-Economic Hypothesis
H1: KC reduces travel time and cost to key services
1a)

KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and
are expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05,
***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) All outcome
variables also measured at baseline are included as controls; e) 79 observations due to missing values in one
municipality at baseline.

B. Governance Domain
1. Results Summary
We report the KC mean effect indices for two hypotheses that comprise the governance domain and
summarize them in Table 8.3. Hypothesis 2/3 tests whether KC increased the quantity and quality of
participation in local governance around decision-making and implementation. Project logic expects the
KC program itself to directly increase participation in local governance through barangay assemblies
organized as part of the KC process, KC volunteer teams and other project activities. We are also
interested in examining whether the experience of working together during the different stages of the KC
cycle strengthens the way barangay residents interact and participate in non-KC local governance settings.
16

See Appendix 5 for Hypothesis 1 individual outcomes findings.
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In the pre-analysis plan, Hypothesis 2/3 was split into two hypotheses (Hypotheses 2 and 3). In the plan,
Hypothesis 2 tests participation in local governance around decision-making and Hypothesis 3 tests
participation in local governance around implementation. For a more intuitive presentation, we combine
these into one Hypothesis 2/3 herein, and present these hypotheses together. In order to adhere with the
analysis plan, Appendix 6 present the detailed mean effect index results for Hypothesis 2 and 3
separately.
To test Hypothesis 2/3, we use data from the household survey, barangay survey and SCA. The overall
mean effect estimation for Hypothesis 2/3 shows that KC increased the quantity and quality of
participation in governance around decision-making and implementation by an average of 0.084 standard
deviation units (statistically significant at the 1% level).
Hypothesis 4 explores whether KC increases knowledge and awareness of local governance. Project
logic expects this increase to also occur as a direct result of KC’s implementation, since barangay
residents may become more familiar with their barangay leadership and barangay development plans
when they attend KC barangay assemblies.
To test Hypothesis 4, we use data from the household and barangay survey. The mean effect estimates
for Hypothesis 4, significant at the 1% level, indicate that KC increased knowledge and awareness of
local governance by an average of 0.132 standard deviation units.
Table 8.3 Summary of Governance Domain Hypotheses Results
Institutional Domain

Data

H2/3: KC increases quantity and quality of
HH survey, Brgy survey,
participation in local governance around
SCA
decision-making and implementation

H4: KC increases knowledge and
awareness of local governance1

HH survey, Brgy survey

Number of outcomes

KC Mean Effect
(std. error)

3

0.084***
(0.030)

8

0.132***
(0.046)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels
are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables.
1 Also conducted a t-test for the difference in means at the barangay level for this hypothesis.

Taking the governance domain hypotheses together, these results indicate that at the time of the interim
data collection, while KC is ongoing, KC increased the quantity and quality participation in local
governance around decision-making and improved knowledge and awareness of local governance.
Below, we detail the effects on each of the component outcomes used to test these hypotheses.
2. H2/3: KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance around
decision-making and implementation
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Table 8.4, presents detailed results for Hypothesis 2/3 by individual component indices. Hypothesis 2/3
is divided into four sub-indices (Indices 1- 4), each one measuring a different aspect of participation in
local governance.17
KC had a positive and significant effect on the quantity and quality of participation in local governance
according to both household and barangay survey data. These data represent self-reports of participation
and include participation in KC. However, using the SCA data alone, which provide direct observation of
behavior measure, we find no treatment effects on participation in local governance outside of KC.
Table 8.4 Hypothesis 2/3 Results by Instrument
Number of outcome KC Mean Effect
variables
(std. error)
Overall
KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance around
decision-making1
Index 1: KC increases HH's participation in and knowledge of formal and
informal structures2
Index 2: KC increases barangay information sharing and inclusiveness2

3 (HH, Brgy, SCA)
2 (HH, Brgy)
2 (HH, Brgy)

0.084***
(0.030)
0.128**
(0.050)
0.254***
(0.058)

Household Survey
KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance around
decision-making3

3

Index 1: KC increases HH's participation in and knowledge of formal and
informal structures4

29

Index 2: KC increases barangay information sharing and inclusiveness5

5

Index 3: Participation in KC activities (proportion)6

1

Index 4: KC increases confidence and self-efficacy7

4

0.197***
(0.053)
0.216***
(0.063)
0.349***
(0.090)
0.323***
(0.043)
0.104
(0.065)

Barangay Survey
KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance around
decision-making8
Index 1: KC increases HH's participation in and knowledge of formal
structures9
Index 2: KC increases Barangay information sharing and inclusiveness10

2
11
15

0.147***
(0.053)
0.106
(0.072)
0.133**
(0.062)

SCA
17

Since Index 3 is only used to document treatment, we only consider Index 1, Index 2 and Index 4 for the treatment
effect estimates.
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KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance around
decision-making

29

-0.029
(0.045)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are
indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables
1Overall effect estimated using a SUR regression with separate indices for the SCA, household and barangay surveys. These three outcome
variables are the averaged outcome variables for each instrument. Control variables follow the same construction.
2Same comment as 1, but only using the household and barangay surveys.
3Same comment as 1, but using indices 1, 2 and 4 as outcome variables.
424 of these outcome variables also measured at baseline and are included as controls.
5None of these outcome variables were measured at baseline, so no baseline outcome controls were used.
6Only conducted a simple t-test for the treated to document treatment, not in overall estimation (40 obs.)
7None of these outcome variables were measured at baseline, so no baseline outcome controls were used.
8Same comment as 1, but using indices 1 and 2 as outcome variables.
99 of these outcome vars. were measured at baseline, but only 3 are included in order to preserve the full sample.
109 of these outcome vars. were measured at baseline, but only 5 are included in order to preserve the full sample.

Index 1 uses household and barangay survey data to test whether KC increased household participation in,
and knowledge of, formal and informal structures.18 In the Philippines, formal government structures
extend all the way to the barangay level and barangay residents have the opportunity to participate in
different formal government structures.19 Informal governance structures, on the other hand, may take
expression in activities such as community organized protests, local community or private efforts to
improve the barangay, amongst others. The overall Index 1 mean effect shows that KC increased
household participation and knowledge of formal and informal structures by 0.128 standard deviation
units (significant at the 5% level).
Index 2 uses both household and barangay survey data and tests whether KC increased barangay
information sharing and inclusiveness. This refers to the inclusiveness of BAs and the barangay captain’s
support for residents’ project proposals (meant to benefit the barangay), as reported by households. Index
2 also includes government meeting attendance, decision-making dynamics during BAs, the number of
female Barangay Council (BC) members, the number of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) from
different sectors represented in the Barangay Development Council (BDC) and how the BDC works
together with different community groups, all as reported by barangay survey respondents. The overall

18

The pre-analysis plan did not explicitly refer to formal structures but the variables included in the index include
formal and informal structures and thus it is useful to discuss them with this terminology here.
19

Residents can be elected to serve on the Barangay Council (BC), which manages the operations of the barangay
government, including enacting ordinances, creating and implementing budgets and managing public works. All
barangay residents are invited to participate in BAs, formal barangay meetings organized by the BC to discuss the
activities, finances and problems affecting the barangay. BCs must organize at least two BAs a year on a date
determined by the Department of the Interior and Local Government (DILG). Barangay residents can also call for a
BA with the written petition of at least five percent of residents. BAs are the most important formal structures for
community participation at the barangay level. It is also required by law that barangays have a BDC, an
organization that prepares barangay development plans, in some cases approves the budget and monitors the
implementation of local programs and projects. It is typically composed of the barangay captain, Barangay Council
members, representatives of local non-governmental organizations, and a representative of the local congressman or
congresswoman.
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Index 2 mean effect indicates that KC increased barangay information sharing and inclusiveness by 0.254
standard deviation units (significant at the 1% level).
Index 3 is intended to document treatment and relies on data from treatment barangays only. The analysis
compares participation in KC at baseline and interim survey waves. We find that the proportion of
treatment barangay household participating in KC activities at interim is 32% higher than at baseline.20
Participation in KC was not zero at baseline because unforeseen delays in the start of baseline surveying
activities resulted in an overlap between baseline surveying and the start of KC in some areas. After
surveying we compared surveying data with DSWD’s KC implementation data to determine the extent of
the overlap. According to the data, 54 out of the 99 treatment barangays had already gone through their
first KC barangay assembly when they were surveyed. The first KC barangay assembly is primarily a KC
information session. Only one treatment barangay had any further KC social preparation activities.
Index 4 uses household survey data and measures household confidence and self-efficacy related to
confidence to participate in community development activities, active participation during BAs and the
voicing of important issues to the barangay captain. The variables underlying this index are based on
questions added to the questionnaire at the request of DSWD. The Index 4 mean effect is not statistically
significant and thus suggests that at the time of the interim data collection, KC had not increased
confidence and self-efficacy.
Given these outcomes are of particular interest to DSWD, and in order to make specific aspects more
interpretable, Tables 8.5.to 8.7 present results from each individual outcome regression from Hypothesis
2/3 in their original values (not normalized as standard deviation units relative to the control mean).
Hypothesis 2/3 uses 93 different outcome variables across all three data sources. Of this set, treatment
effects for 27 of these outcomes are significant at the 10% level or greater, with 22 positive and 5
negative treatment effects.
Index 1 consists of 40 outcome variables, with treatment effects for 12 of these outcomes positive and
statistically significant. These variables include those in row 6 and 16, which indicate that, on average, in
the last six months, 8% more treatment than control households attended BAs. Treatment households also
participated in BAs an average of 0.53 more times than control households. Additionally, row 45 shows
that in the last 12 months treatment barangays on average had 1.82 more BAs than control barangays.
These positive results are a KC programmatic output, since barangays must hold BA meetings during
different stages of the KC’s CEAC and they demonstrates that the program is working according to the
theory of change, broadening the base of participation. A notable negative and statistically significant
outcome (row 48) is the proportion of barangays planning to hold a barangay assembly on the March
2013 synchronized barangay assembly day. Less treatment barangays (15% less) indicated that they were
planning on holding a March 2014 synchronized BA than controls. This is not surprising given that KC
barangays are already required to hold a lot of BAs. Index 1 outcome variables in rows 1 to 3 capture the
participation of households in community efforts to repair, clean, maintain or construct barangay or
neighborhood infrastructure or facilities over the last 12 months. Community efforts include roads,
bridges, day care center, and environment-related projects. During the last 12 months, treatment
households on average participated 3.46 more days in community efforts than control households (row 3).

20

The proportion of control barangay households participating in KC activities at interim is 5% higher than at
baseline and significant at the 5% level.
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Index 2 consists of 20 outcome variables, with treatment effects for 6 of these outcomes positive and
statistically significant. The majority of these positive and significant treatment effects are for selfreported outcomes measured in the household survey and related to the dynamics of barangay assemblies.
Row 31 shows that during BAs in the last 12 months, households in treatment barangay were 10% more
likely to report being consulted when a decision needed to be made on any problem or issue than were
those in control barangay. Furthermore, row 33 shows that on average, 7% more treatment than control
households responded that no particular group usually dominates decision-making during BAs. As with
the results for Index 1, it is important to note that these effects are KC programmatic outputs since the
program encourages that KC BAs be inclusive.
Index 4 consists of 4 outcome variables (rows 35-38), with just one positive and statistically significant
treatment effect (row 36): treatment households report feeling more comfortable speaking during BAs.
These survey results can be supplemented with the barangay assembly observations conducted in 5
treatment and 5 control barangay at the request of DSWD. At the BAs we observed, an average of 106
people attended each BA, with a large dominance of women attendees. In terms of quality, an average of
nine non-barangay-council members spoke at each meeting, typically saying one thing each. In contrast to
the survey results presented above, the observers did not believe that participation quantity or quality was
different (better or worse) in KC and non-KC communities. Although stemming from a small and not
statistically representative sample, the observers opined that the mandatory BAs functioned more as a
venue for official reporting of barangay activities and conditions and not as a venue for citizen-togovernment interaction. This is different than the KC-required BAs which require residents’ active
participation and is an important difference to consider in moving forward with the hope that KC
practices spill-over to non-KC activities.
Table 8.5 Hypothesis 2/3 Household Survey Individual Outcomes (in original values)
Row

1
2

Treatment
Effect
Specification
(std. error)
Index 1: KC increases HH's participation in and knowledge of formal structures and informal structures
Total instances of participation in sweeping, cleaning, construction, repair,
0.05
maintenance of any barangay or municipality infrastructures/facilities in the
2.19
Panel
(0.15)
last 12 mos.
Total contributions of cash and/or goods to sweeping, cleaning, etc. by HHs
13.03
25.59
Panel
in the last 12 mos. (PHP)
(8.20)
Outcome Variable

Control
Mean

3

Total days participated in sweeping, cleaning, etc. by HHs in the last 12
mos.

7.54

3.46***
(1.24)

Panel

4

Proportion of households (HHs) participating in a governmental group or
institution or purok/barangay organization in the last 12 mos.

0.22

-0.01
(0.02)

Panel

5
6

Proportion of
HHs, who in the attended a BC meeting.
past 6 months:
attended a BA meeting.

0.20
0.56

7

attended a BDC meeting.

0.07

8

attended a municipal council meeting.

0.04

9

met with, called, sent a letter or text message to a
politician.

0.03

-0.01
(0.02)
0.08***
(0.02)
0.01
(0.01)
0.01
(0.01)
-0.00
(0.01)

Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
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10

participated in a protest or demonstration.

0.00

11

participated in an information campaign.

0.02

12

informed a newspaper, radio or TV station to a local
problem.

0.00

13

notified police about a local crime.

0.02

14

filed a complaint to the “lupong tagapamayapa”.1

0.02

Number of times
15 HHs who in the attended a BC meeting.
past 6 months:
16
attended a BA meeting.

0.79
0.81

17

attended a BDC meeting.

0.19

18

attended a municipal council meeting.

0.06

19

met with, called, sent a letter or text message to a
politician.

0.15

20

participated in a protest or demonstration.

0.03

21

participated in an information campaign.

0.06

22

informed a newspaper, radio or TV station to a local
problem.

0.01

23

notified police about a local crime.

0.03

24

filed a complaint to the “lupong tagapamayapa”.

0.02

25 Proportion of HHs who know when the next BA will be.
26

The degree of inclusiveness HHs think BAs should be. (scale 0 to 1, where 0
is only brgy officials and 1 is any HH member)

Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel
Panel

0.15

-0.02**
(0.01)

Cross section

0.71

0.03*
(0.02)

Cross section

27 Proportion of HHs who attended a BA in the last 12 months.

0.53

28 Proportion of HHs who spoke publicly at the last BA attended.

0.05

29 Number of times HHs spoke publicly at the last BA attended.

0.09

Index 2: KC increases Barangay information sharing and inclusiveness
Proportion of HHs who were informed that there was a BA in the last 12
30
months.

0.00
(0.00)
0.01***
(0.00)
0.00
(0.00)
-0.00
(0.00)
-0.00
(0.00)
0.12
(0.10)
0.53***
(0.09)
0.03
(0.03)
0.06***
(0.02)
0.20*
(0.11)
-0.01
(0.01)
0.04*
(0.02)
0.01*
(0.01)
-0.00
(0.01)
-0.00
(0.00)

0.12***
(0.02)
0.02**
(0.01)
0.04
(0.03)

Cross section
Cross section
Cross section

0.73

0.07***
(0.02)

Cross section

The degree to which barangay resident attendees were consulted when a
31 decision needed to be made on any problems or issues. (scale 0 to 1, where 0
is residents were not consulted and 1 is residents were consulted)

0.32

0.10***
(0.02)

Cross section

Proportion of HHs who said there were NO issues where the community
should have been consulted but was not, at the last BA.

0.44

0.09***
(0.03)

Cross section

32

41

0.47

0.07**
(0.03)

Cross section

0.56

0.01
(0.01)

Cross section

HH confident to participate collectively in community development
35 activities. (scale 0 to 3, where 0 is not confident at all and 3 is very
confident)

2.70

-0.01
(0.02)

Cross section

HH agreement or disagreement with statement: “I feel comfortable speaking
36 during BAs.” (scale 0 to 3, where 0 is strongly disagree and 3 is strongly
agree)

1.24

0.24***
(0.07)

Cross section

If there were any issues in the community that the HH felt very strongly
37 about, the likelihood the HH would talk to the barangay captain about it.
(scale 0 to 3, where 0 is very unlikely and 3 is very likely)

2.41

-0.02
(0.03)

Cross section

HHs opinion on how much impact they think they have in making the
38 barangay a better place. (scale 0 to 3, where 0 is no impact and 3 is a big
impact)

1.73

0.02
(0.03)

Cross section

33

Proportion of HHs who said NO particular group usually dominates
decision-making in BAs.

Barangay captain’s responsiveness to recommendations by HHs of different
34 projects that would benefit the barangay. (scale 0 to 1, where 0 is the
barangay captain is not very responsive and 1 is very responsive)
Index 4: KC increases confidence and self-efficacy

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
1 This is a barangay-level council that administers resolutions of disputes among barangay members

Table 8.6 Hypothesis 2/3 Barangay Survey Individual Outcomes (in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
Specification
(std. error)

Index 1 (80 observations):
21.05

-0.53
(1.16)

Panel

-0.50

0.04
(0.30)

Panel

41 Total number of people who attended the last BC meeting.

12.70

1.91
(2.34)

Panel

42 Total number of BDC meetings in the last 12 mos.

4.03

-0.60
(0.78)

Cross section

39 Total number of BC meetings in the last 12 mos.
40
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The month the last BC meeting was conducted. (0 is same month as interview, -1 is
last month, etc.)

The month the last BDC meeting was conducted. (0 is same month as interview, -1
is last month, etc.)

-11.38

44 Total number of people who attended the last BDC meeting.

19.20

45 Total number of BA meetings in the last 12 mos.

2.03

The month the last BA meeting was conducted. (0 is same month as interview, -1 is
last month, etc.)
If the brgy held a BA during the synchronized barangay assembly day on October
47
2013 as enjoined by Proclamation 260. (1=Yes)
46

-7.30
0.58

3.20
(2.13)
0.80
(3.85)
1.82***
(0.57)
1.27
(1.38)
0.07
(0.07)

Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section

42

48

If the brgy is planning on holding a BA on the synchronized barangay assembly day
on March 2014 as enjoined by Proclamation 260. (1=Yes)

49 Total number of people who attended the last BA meeting.

0.88

-0.15***
(0.05)

Cross section

125.35

18.60
(21.45)

Cross section

Index 2 (80 observations):
50 The proportion of BC members who are female.

0.34

51 Number of NGOs that are a part of the BDC.

4.10

52 The proportion of the last BC meeting attendees who were female.

0.40

53 The proportion of BDC members who are female.

0.34

54 The proportion of the last BDC meeting attendees who were female.

0.31

55

If Barangay officials think BAs should include anyone in the HH. (1=Yes, 0=Only
government officials)

0.94

56 The number of different ways people were informed about the last BA.

1.73

57 The proportion of the last BA meeting attendees who were female.

0.37

If any decisions had to be made on problems or issues in the barangay at the last
BA. (1=Yes)

0.68

The level of democracy at the last BA when a decision had to be made on problems
59 or issues in the barangay. (0 is the barangay captain decided, 3 is everyone helped
decide)

1.63

58

If Barangay officials said NO particular group usually dominates decision-making in
BAs. (1=no groups dominate)
Total number of organizations/people who were involved in creating the barangay
61
development plan in 2012 and/or 2013.
60

0.90
2.23

-0.02
(0.02)
0.41
(0.38)
0.00
(0.02)
0.04
(0.04)
0.02
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
0.08
(0.16)
0.07
(0.05)
-0.00
(0.07)
-0.15
(0.22)
-0.03
(0.05)
1.35***
(0.23)
0.25
(0.49)

Panel
Panel
Panel
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section

62 Total number of unique types of organizations registered with the barangay.

5.97

63 Number of times the BDC met with the different organizations in the last year.

11.98

9.19**
(4.45)

Panel

64 Number of organizations that participate in the decision making process of the BDC.

2.88

0.57
(0.49)

Cross section

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Panel
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Table 8.7 Hypothesis 2/3 SCA Individual Outcomes (in original values)
Row

Means in
Controls

Outcome Variable

Treatment
Effect
(std. error)

Specification

Hypothesis 2 – SCA ( 80 observations)
65

Number of attendees

56.23

66

Proportion of female attendees (out of total attendees)

0.66

67

Proportion of 4Ps attendees (out of total attendees) 1

0.41

68

Proportion of IP attendees (out of total attendees)

0.15

69

Proportion of barangay residents in attendance

0.06

70

Average Attendee age

45

71

Number of interventions ( times people spoke)

59.26

72

Number of female agreements

11.68

73

Proportion of female agreements (out of total agreements)

0.48

74

Number of female disagreements

2.52

75

Proportion of female disagreements (out of total
disagreements)

0.44

76

Number of female questions

5.64

77

Proportion of female questions (out of total questions)

0.34

78

Number of non-BC member agreements

13.73

79

Proportion of non-BC member agreements (out of total
agreements)

0.54

80

Number of non-BC member disagreements

2.41

81

Proportion of non-BC member disagreements (out of total
disagreements)

0.36

82

Number of non-BC member questions

6.23

83

Proportion of non-BC member questions (out of total
questions)

0.31

84

Meeting not dominated by BC member

0.53

85

Voting occurred

0.60

86

Decision made during meeting

0.65

87

Clear next steps

0.78

88

Meeting duration (minutes)

89

Follow-up forms available and complete

30.64
2

0.55

13.93**
(6.57)
0.01
(0.02)
0.04
(0.02)
0.03
(0.03)
0.01**
(0.01)
0.67
(0.51)
-7.14
(5.79)
-1.65
(1.12)
-0.04
(0.03)
-0.44
(0.39)
-0.06
(0.06)
0.55
(1.11)
-0.02
(0.04)
-2.25
(1.46)
-0.05
(0.04)
-0.55
(0.37)
-0.02
(0.05)
-1.20
(0.97)
-0.03
(0.03)
0.08
(0.08)
0.10
(0.07)
0.10
(0.07)
-0.03
(0.05)
-3.83*
(2.17)
-0.10

Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
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90

Implemented planned projects

0.78

91

Total labor contributed by community (hours)

209.56

92

Total value of community contributions (PHP)

3,979.98

93

Community and hardware store material claims forms match 3

0.65

(0.07)
0.05
(0.07)
-94.66***
(28.53)
-1,344.02**
(668.91)
0.13*
(0.07)

Cross section
Cross section
Cross section
Cross section

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
1
Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program (4Ps) is a government program in which cash assistance is given to the poor if they
meet certain conditions, such as required attendance in health education seminars and school enrollment. We use it as a proxy
for poor households.
2 Used the following criteria to determine if a form was available and complete (1) Project Contribution Form: a) answered
basic information questions; b) materials purchased from hardware store had at least one material entry with the type of
material and value and the total value of materials purchased was at least PHP 10,000; c) Labor (time) contributions by the
community had at least one labor entry with the type of work done and number of hours; (2) Community Materials Form: a) Had
at least one material claims entry with the type of material and value
3 Considered it a match if total value claimed in each from equal or with a difference of PHP 500 or less

Table 8.7 presents SCA treatment effects for each individual outcome that is part of Hypothesis 2/3.
These outcome variables capture participation in decision-making through the number of people who
attended the SCA, attendance diversity, the number who spoke, speaker diversity and the number of each
type of intervention (question, agreement or disagreement). All 80 barangays held SCA meetings and
selected a project at the end of the meeting.21 Hypothesis 2/3 also includes SCA follow-up visit outcome
variables measuring whether follow-up visit forms were available and complete, whether the planned
projects were implemented, whether community and hardware store material claims forms matched each
other, and the extent and nature of community contributions.
The goal of this analysis was to detect whether any early effects of KC on participation in formal and
informal local governance structures outside of KC materialized. Out of the 29 SCA individual
outcomes, only six treatment effects are statistically significant, with three positive (row 65, 69, and 93)
and three negative (row 88, 91 and 92). These results show relatively few “durable and transferable”
(King & Samii, 2014) changes in local governance around community development projects attributable
to KC.
The outcomes indicate that in treatment barangays, a larger share of residents participated in the SCA.
Additionally, in treatment barangays, decisions appear to have been made more democratically, with a 10
percentage point difference in the frequency of voting and the likelihood that the decisions had been made
during the meeting (standard errors on these outcomes are too large to make them statistically significant).
Furthermore, the total values in the community’s own record-keeping forms and those of the hardware
store matched in 13% more treatment barangays than in control (statistically significant at the 10% level).

21

The Pre-Analysis Plan included two additional outcome variables for this data source: (i) whether the SCA
meeting was held; and (2) whether a project was indeed selected at the end of the meeting. These were intended to
measure compliance with the SCA instructions. As noted here, all barangays successfully complied with both of
these features. As such, these variables are not included in the present analysis.
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However, the composition of participants in terms of gender and BC member status does not differ across
treatment and comparison groups. The composition of agreements, disagreements and questions did not
differ in treatment and control groups for general participation, women or non-BC members.
Beyond the specific measures noted above, we also reviewed comments captured during the SCA, and
used qualitative content analysis techniques to systematically classify, or code, them by theme. Although
all comments were not systematically recorded during SCAs, and we thus cannot claim that the trends we
observed to be representative of all comments made during the SCA, our observations suggest other
potential differences between discussions within treatment and control communities. For instance,
comparing frequencies of thematic codes, we find that treatment barangays discussed allocation of
resources (how to spend the grant, who should contribute labor, what materials to purchase) and detailed
implementation plans (when and how the community will complete the project) more often than control
barangays. In contrast, control barangays discussed reasons for proposing certain projects and clarified
rules of the activity more often than treatment communities. The focus among KC barangays on executing
the activity rather than the rules of the activity is consistent with the notion that treatment communities
are more familiar with the community-driven decision making process (for further details see Appendix
7).
Comparing project selection decisions among treatment and control barangays, we find that the most
commonly selected projects are similar for the two groups. Finally, implementation of the projects
funded by the SCA were completed at similar rates for treatment and control barangay (row 90 of Table
8.7). Approximately 80% of all barangays had implemented these projects by the time the field team
returned to the communities (typically two months after the SCA). In control barangays, community
members contributed significantly more labor and other resources than did those in the treatment
barangays, with the differences significant at the 5% level. This may be because residents in KC
treatment barangays had already made large contributions to the KC subproject and were thus less able or
willing to do so for the SCA project. It may also be because control barangay were less able to plan for
projects during the SCA, and thus these efforts in some cases required additional resources from the
community.
These results reflect conditions after 1 to 1.5 cycles of KC (out of 3). We will also measure these same
participation outcomes at the end of the program when we might expect more durable and transferable
change beyond KC. Furthermore, as reported above, some other facets of the SCA reflect potential
positive impacts of KC, including meeting content and project selection decisions.
In order to separate KC impacts from KC outputs related to participation in local governance we create
two additional indices. Both indices measure participation in community efforts to sweep, clean,
construct, repair, maintain barangay or municipality infrastructures/facilities and cash/goods contributions
to community efforts by households in the last 12 months. The KC output index only includes KC
community efforts and the KC impact index only captures activities outside of KC. The KC output index
effect presented in Table 8.8 is positive and significant. This result indicates that household participated
in KC community efforts. Since the KC impact index effect is not statistically significant, we do not find
any increase in community effort participation outside of KC.
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Table 8.8 Hypothesis 2/3 KC Output vs. KC Impact Mean Effects
KC Mean Effect
(std. error)1

Hypothesis 2/3

0.518***
(0.087)

KC output: Participation in KC community efforts2

0.095
(0.241)

KC impact: Participation in non-KC community efforts3

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a
given hypothesis and are expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significant levels are indicated
by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values
as control variables
1 Standardizing using the mean and standard deviation of the treated group at baseline. Since there
were no KC activities at baseline, normalizing with non-KC activities in both cases.
2 Estimated using a SUR model with 3 outcome variables specific to KC activities.
3Estimated using a SUR model with the same 3 outcome variables specific to non-KC activities.

3. H4: KC increases knowledge and awareness of local governance
The Household and barangay survey mean effects for Hypothesis 4 presented in Table 8.9 are positive
and statistically significant so both data sources suggest that KC increased knowledge and awareness of
local governance. Household survey outcome variables measure the familiarity of households with
municipal and barangay officials. There is only one barangay survey outcome variable, measuring the
number of times a KC volunteer was present at a BDC or BC meeting since June 2012. This variable is
only relevant for KC barangays and thus documents the extent of engagement with local officials within
treatment barangays. The estimate presented reflects differences between baseline and interim levels of
this outcome. The t-test difference in means result is statistically significant at the 1% level and shows
that at interim, treatment barangays had KC volunteers present at a BDC or BC meeting an average of
seven more times than at baseline. This too suggests that the program is working as it should be.
Table 8.9 Hypothesis 4 Results by Instrument
Number of
outcome
variables

KC Mean Effect
(std. error)

KC increases knowledge & awareness of local governance (HH Survey)1

8

0.132***
(0.046)

KC increases knowledge & awareness of local governance (Brgy Survey)2

1

7.25***
(2.36)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are
indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables.
1 6 of these outcome variables also measured at baseline and are included as controls.
2 Conducted a T-test for a difference in means between the interim and baseline only for the treated (40 obs.). The result is in its original
values, number of times a KC volunteer was present at a BDC or BC meeting since June 2012.

Table 8.10 presents the different household outcomes included in Hypothesis 4 in their original values.
Of the eight component variables, three are positive and statistically significant. Row 2 shows that the
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proportion of households who indicated that their barangay had a BDC was on average 8% higher in
treatment households than in controls. Additionally, rows 3 and 4 show that on average, more treatment
than control households said they know someone in the municipal government closely.
Table 8.10 Hypothesis 4 Household Survey Individual Outcomes (in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Control
Mean

Treatment Effect
(std. error)

Specification

6.20

0.07
(0.10)

Cross section

0.55

0.08***
(0.02)

Cross section

0.15

0.02**
(0.01)

Panel

0.21

0.04***
(0.01)

Panel

0.55

0.02
(0.02)

Panel

0.62

0.02
(0.02)

Panel

Hypothesis 4 – HH Survey (80 observations)

1
2
3

4

5

6

Number of current BC members correctly named by HH
respondent
(scale 0 to 8).
The proportion of HHs who live in a barangay with an
independent BDC (not comprised of the BC).
The proportion of HHs who the municipal mayor or spouse
know:
closely.
anyone else in the municipal
government closely.
(besides the mayor and his/her
spouse)
the barangay captain or spouse
closely.
anyone in the barangay
government closely.
(besides the captain and his/her
spouse)

7

anyone on the BDC closely.

0.43

-0.02
(0.03)

Panel

8

the 4Ps Parent leader closely.

0.42

0.02
(0.02)

Panel

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

C. Community Empowerment Domain
1. Results Summary
Table 8.11 presents the KC mean effect indices for the two hypotheses that comprise the community
empowerment domain. Hypothesis 5 tests whether KC increased interactions among peers. The various
KC activities taking place during each cycle offer barangay residents multiple opportunities to interact
with one another. These opportunities for interaction include attending KC BAs, joining different KC
volunteer teams, and participating in subproject implementation. The linkages built by peers during their
participation in KC activities could also lead to further interactions in community development activities
outside of KC. Hypothesis 6 assesses whether KC reduced participation in existing community
organizations or support.
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We use household survey data on the barangay’s social network to test Hypothesis 5. The overall mean
effect index for Hypothesis 5 is positive and significant. On average, KC increased interactions among
peers by 0.146 standard deviations units.
Hypothesis 6 is tested via community group participation measures in both the household and barangay
surveys. The treatment estimates indicate that KC significantly increased participation in existing
community organization or support by 0.270 standard deviation units.
Table 8.11 Summary of Community Empowerment Hypotheses Results

Community Empowerment Domain

H5: KC increases interactions among
peers

Data

Number of
outcome
variables

KC Mean Effect
(std. error)

HH survey

4

0.146**
(0.061)

2

0.270***
(0.072)

H6: KC does not reduce participation in
HH survey, Brgy
existing community organizations or
survey
support

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units;
b)The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair)
dummies and baseline values as control variables

2. H5: KC increases interactions among peers
Table 8.12 presents individual outcome results for Hypothesis 5 in their original units. Hypothesis 5 uses
four social network outcome variables from the household survey and two of these treatment effects are
positive and statistically significant. The household survey collected information on existing social
networks from each household by asking a respondent of a pre-determined gender (the sample was
randomly split into male and female respondents) to give details on his/her relationship with 13 other
randomly selected household respondents (these 13 reference households was randomly sampled for each
respondent). These questions capture whether respondents knew anyone in these other reference
households, what share of the people in each reference household the respondents knew, how often they
talked to them and whether they had discussed any barangay problems with them in the previous 12
months. On average, treatment households knew 3% more neighboring households than controls
(statistically significant at the 1% level). Treatment effects on the frequency of contact with these
households are positive but less precisely estimated and thus not statistically significant. Taken together,
these results suggest that KC increases the extent to which households know and interact with others in
their barangay.
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Table 8.12: Hypothesis 5 Household Survey Individual Outcomes (in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable
Hypothesis 5 – HH Survey (80 observations)
The proportion of randomly sampled households who the respondent
knows.

1

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std. error)

Specification

0.64

0.03***
(0.01)

Panel

2

The degree to which respondent knows anyone in a randomly sampled
household
(1 is only the individual mentioned, 3 is everyone in the HH)

1.58

0.10***
(0.02)

Panel

3

The frequency with which the respondent speaks to a member of a randomly
sampled household. (0 is never, 4 is every day)

0.94

0.07
(0.05)

Cross section

4

The frequency with which the HH discusses any problems in the barangay
with neighboring HH.
(0 is “not in the last 12 months”, 3 is “in the last week”)

0.13

0.02
(0.02)

Cross section

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

3. H6: KC does not reduce participation in existing community organizations or support
Table 8.13 presents the Hypothesis 6 results by instrument. Like the overall Hypothesis 6 mean effect,
the mean effect using only the household survey data is statistically significant and indicates that KC
increased participation by 0.346 standard deviation units (significant at the 1% level). The mean effect
using only barangay survey data is also positive and statistically significant at the 10% level. The
barangay survey data reflects the stock of community organizations in the barangay, while the household
survey data reflects the quantity of participation and contributions.22
Table 8.13 Hypothesis 6 Results by Instrument
Hypothesis 6
KC does not reduce participation in existing
community organizations or support (HH Survey)

KC increases the stock of community organizations
(Brgy Survey)

Number of
outcome variables

KC Mean Effect
(std. error)

6

0.346***
(0.078)

2

0.177*
(0.101)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units;
b)The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair)
dummies and baseline values as control variables

22

When we controlled for the number of community organizations, participation was still significant, so regardless
of the number of organizations in the barangay, participation itself increased.
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Table 8.14 presents the individual outcomes from the household survey included in Hypothesis 6. Of the
six individual outcomes, three have positive and statistically significant treatment effects. The household
survey captures household participation in civic and community groups over the last 12 months including
religious groups such as the Barangay Pastoral Council, cause-oriented groups like Akbayan, production
groups such as food cooperatives, recreational groups such as sports clubs, and governmental groups
including membership in the BC. For each group in which they participated, households were asked to
provide information on participation frequency and cash and good contributions to the group in the last 12
months by each participating household member. Row 1 shows that KC increased participation in
community organizations in the last 12 months by an average 0.60 instances (significant at the 1% level).
We measure instances of participation since KC may cause household members in zero groups to join
groups and it may also cause household members already in groups to join more groups. We count the
same group more than once if multiple household members participated in it and also count household
members more than once if they participated in multiple groups. Thus, we are capturing total intensity of
participation which could be in one group or across many. In addition, KC increased the amount of time
spent in community organization meetings by an average of 408.68 minutes over the preceding 12 months
and participation in community efforts related to helping neighbors by 1.45 days.
Table 8.14 Hypothesis 6 Household Survey Individual Outcomes (in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Control
Mean

Treatment Effect
(std. error)

Specification

Hypothesis 6 – HH Survey (80 observations)

1

Total instances of participation in community organizations by
HHs in the last 12 mos.
(excluding governmental groups)

1.76

0.60***
(0.08)

Panel

2

Total meeting time of community organizations attended by
households in the last 12 mos. (minutes)
(excluding governmental groups)

1526

408.68***
(130.70)

Panel

3

Total contribution of cash/goods to community organizations by
HHs in the last 12 mos. (PHP)
(excluding governmental groups)

186

23.38
(23.70)

Panel

4

Total number of HH members who participated in community
efforts related to private goods.

0.09

0.01
(0.02)

Panel

5

Total contribution of cash/goods to community efforts related to
private goods by HHs in the last 12 mos. (PHP)

0.48

-0.04
(0.31)

Panel

6

Total days participated in community efforts related to helping
neighbors in the last 12 mos.

0.96

1.45**
(0.72)

Panel

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Table 8.15 shows the individual outcomes from the barangay survey included in Hypothesis 6. The
hypothesis consists of two barangay outcome variables related to the number of groups, institutions,
associations, organization, or other activities present in each barangay. Of the two individual outcomes,
the treatment effect on the number of unique community activities/programs is positive and statistically
significant at the 1% level.
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Table 8.15 Hypothesis 6 Barangay Survey Individual Outcomes (in original values)

Row

Treatment
Effect
(std. error)

Control
Mean

Outcome Variable

Specification

Hypothesis 6 - BRGY Survey

1

Total number of unique community activities/programs in the
barangay.

6.25

2

Total number of community activities/programs in the barangay.

7.95

0.84***
(0.26)
-0.04
(0.51)

Panel
Panel

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Since Hypothesis 6 includes KC-specific and non-KC specific variables we use these variables to create a
KC output index and KC impact index. The indices measure household participation in community
groups. Both the KC output index and impact index presented in Table 8.16 are positive and statistically
significant. These findings indicate that KC did not only result in participation in KC groups but it also
increased participation in non-KC groups.
Table 8.16 Hypothesis 6 KC Output vs. KC Impact Mean Effects
Hypothesis 6

KC Mean Effect
(std. error)1

KC output: Participation in KC groups2

0.279***
(0.044)

KC impact: Participation in non-KC groups3

0.146***
(0.056)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a
given hypothesis and are expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are indicated
by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values
as control variables.
1 Standardizing using the mean and standard deviation of the treated group at baseline. Since there
were no KC activities at baseline, normalizing with non-KC groups in both cases.
2 Estimated using a SUR model with 3 outcome variables specific to KC groups.
3Estimated using a SUR model with the same 3 outcome variables specific to non-KC groups.

D. H7: KC improves the degree to which local development projects correspond to baseline
preferences
This section explores KC’s influence on how well the development projects implemented in barangays
match the types of projects prioritized by household survey respondents at baseline. Hypothesis 7 tests
whether KC improves the degree to which local development projects correspond to baseline (ex-ante)
preferences. An important element of KC is the delegation of the subproject selection role to community
representatives. Through KC, barangay residents directly participate in the selection of the subprojects
that will be proposed for KC funding. Given this, the types of KC subprojects implemented in barangays
should to some extent correspond to the development priorities of barangay residents. Moreover, if KC
communities also adopt the KC participatory approach in the selection of development projects outside of
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KC, then there should also be a correspondence between non-KC development projects implemented in
the barangays and the types of projects prioritized by residents.
To test Hypothesis 7, we use multiple data sources. Baseline household survey data provide us with
information on the local development project priorities of barangay households. Household survey
respondents at baseline were presented with a menu of all the different types of development projects that
KC can fund. Respondents were asked to identify their first, second and third development project
priorities from this menu. We aggregated these responses to the barangay level by assigning each
household’s first choice 3 points, the second 2 points and the third 1 point. We then summed the
number of points assigned to each type of project across the 30 households in each barangay (a project in
a barangay could thus receive a maximum of 90 points). We define the top three priorities in a barangay
as the three projects with the highest number of points. Table 8.17 below shows the percentage of
barangays that prioritized certain types of projects. Out of the 80 interim sample barangays, 78% had
road/access trail projects within the top 3 priorities and 63% had water system projects within the top 3
priorities.
Table 8.17 The Different Project Types Prioritized by Barangay Households

Project Type
Road/access trail
Water system

Percentage of Barangays
with Project as a Top 3
Priority
(n=80)
78%
63%

Economic/livelihood support1

45%

School
Health care center
Electrification
Foot/small bridges
Small scale irrigation
River control/flood control
Sea wall
Skills training/capacitybuilding/community library
Tribal housing/shelter
Sanitation facilities (toilets,
solid waste management
systems)
Day care center
Multi-use building/facility
Drainage

23%
23%
21%
14%
5%
5%
5%

Environmental preservation
(artificial coral reef/marine
sanctuary)
1

5%
4%
4%
4%
1%
1%
1%

External aid to help the barangay directly improve its economic
production
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For information on local development projects we rely on three data sources. First, we use first and
second KC cycle subproject implementation data provided by DSWD in March 2015. We focus on first
and second KC cycle subprojects because at interim, treatment barangays23 had already completed their
first and second KC cycle MIBFs. As mentioned earlier, during each cycle’s MIBF, barangays prioritize
the subproject proposals that will receive funding. Since we do not have complete MIBF data on the
subprojects prioritized, we focus instead on first and second cycle subprojects that were implemented.
It is possible that due to issues such as implementation feasibility, not all of the subprojects prioritized at
the time of the MIBF may have been implemented and some subprojects not originally prioritized may
have also been implemented.
Table 8.18, also presented in Section 4, shows the types of first and second cycle KC subprojects
implemented. The full evaluation’s 99 treatment barangays have received a total of 78 subprojects. For
the analysis, we only focus on the subprojects implemented by treatment barangays in the interim sample
during the first and second KC cycle. Out of the 40 interim treatment barangays, 25 received 1 subproject
and 3 received 2 subprojects (one during the first cycle and another during the second cycle), so
altogether the treatment interim sample has received 31 KC subprojects. Roads and schools were the
most popular KC subprojects, representing 16% of subproject types funded in the interim sample.
It is important to note some of the limitations of comparing the baseline development project priorities
identified by households to the types of KC subprojects implemented. First, not all interim treatment
barangays have received KC subprojects. Second, the KC subprojects might not directly mirror the
priorities of surveyed households because in the process of identifying subprojects prior to the MIBF,
barangay project preparation teams must consider other factors that may have been ignored by individual
respondents, such as feasibility, cost, availability of counterpart funding. For instance, schools generally
require only construction materials and available land, whereas subprojects such as water systems are
subject to the availability of an existing water source. Economic/livelihood support programs reflect the
universal demand for employment, but could be subject to factors such as the education and training
levels of residents, the accessibility of markets, etc. Lastly, it is possible that respondents’ answers
primarily reflected individual needs, while project preparation teams identified different projects based on
the needs of the community as a whole.

23

At interim, the 16 World Bank funded municipalities in the interim sample had only received one cycle of KC.
As mentioned earlier, these areas had not received their second KC cycle because after the first KC cycle funding
was transferred to NCDDP, but there was a delay in the rollout of NCDDP to these areas.

54
Table 8.18 Types of KC Subprojects Implemented
Percentage Breakdown of KC Subproject
Data1
Interim
Evaluation
Sample Cycle
1&2
(n=31)2

Full
Evaluation
Sample
(n=78) 3

National List
of All KC
Areas
(n=5,370)

Road
School Building
Access Trail / Footpath
Day Care Center
Drainage
Foot / Small Bridge
Health Station
Water System
Community Transport
Multi-Use Building / Facility

16%
16%
10%
10%
10%
10%
6%
6%
3%
3%

15%
18%
13%
9%
6%
4%
4%
13%
1%
1%

19%
17%
10%
10%
8%
3%
9%
10%
0%
1%

Pre and Post-Harvest Facilities
River / Flood Control
Sea Wall

3%
3%
3%

3%
1%
3%

3%
2%
1%

Subproject Type

1

Data from DSWD's KC project monitoring database
Out of the 40 treatment barangays, 25 have received 1subprojecs and 3 have received 2 subprojects
3 Out of the 99 treatment barangays, 58 have received 1 subproject and 10 have received 2 subprojects
2

For non-KC development projects, we focus on projects mentioned by respondents in the barangay
survey’s development activities module. This module captures all of the types of development projects
included in the KC subproject menu. We only focus on comparing barangay resident’s top priorities to
projects that began implementation in January 2013 or later, in order to match the time frame of when the
implementation of the first KC cycle subprojects began. In 2013, interim sample barangays altogether
had 328 on-going development projects and each barangay had an average of 5 projects. Table 8.19,
presents the different development projects implemented in 2013. Roads and disaster relief and
management were the two most common types of projects, representing 16% and 11% of development
projects, respectively. We expect disaster relief and management projects to be amongst the most
common projects since typhoons striking the Philippines result in millions of dollars’ worth of damage
each year. Other projects not categorized as disaster relief and management may also have been
implemented in response to a natural disaster.
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Table 8.19 Types of 2013 Non-KC Development Projects Implemented in the Interim Barangays

Project Type

Roads
Disaster relief and management
Water supply
Health and nutrition
Other
Other infrastructure (except roads)
Waste management
Electrification
Agriculture
Education
Environment
Public toilets or nay type of public sanitation project
Livelihood
Transport

Percentage out of 328
Development Projects
Implemented in the Interim
Barangays
16%
11%
10%
10%
8%
7%
7%
6%
6%
5%
5%
4%
3%
2%

Finally, we also use SCA development project selection data. Table 8.20, presents the different types of
SCA projects selected by treatment barangays. The public building most commonly selected by barangays
for improvement was the barangay hall or barangay multipurpose building, selected in 25% of barangays.
Multiple projects came in second, selected by 19% of barangays. Most multiple projects included the
improvement/repair of the barangay hall center and another project such as the health center, daycare
center or barangay stage. Day care center projects came in third, with 16% of barangays implementing
them. Less common projects falling into the “Other” category included a livelihood training center,
barangay stage, construction of a talipapa (market), basketball court, bleachers, and painting project
involving multiple buildings. Improvements to the selected building(s) included painting, roof repair,
repairing or building a comfort room, and repairing or building a kitchen.
It is important to note that household priorities may not match some of the types of SCA projects selected
because the KC menu of projects from which households based their priorities includes projects that do
not meet the funding limitations and the project type and material restrictions of the SCA. As mentioned
earlier, the SCA fund consisted of PHP 15,000 (US$349) and although barangays could also contribute
additional funds to the project, the average value of contributions (excluding labor) was less than PHP
3,000 (US$70). SCA funds could only be used to repair, maintain, or improve a local public building. As
far as material restrictions, the SCA funds had to go directly to the hardware store, and could only be used
to purchase paint, wood, and or/or ingredients for cement.
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Table 8.20 Types of SCA Projects Selected

Project Type
Barangay hall/multi-purpose building
Multiple projects
Daycare center
Barangay health station
School
Other

Percentage of
Barangays
(n=80)
25%
19%
16%
14%
3%
24%

In order to test Hypothesis 7, we compare the household top three priorities for each barangay with the
following: (1) first and second KC cycle subprojects and 2013 non-KC development projects
implemented in the barangay and (2) the development project selected by each barangay during the SCA.
We then estimate KC treatment effects on these two. Table 8.21 presents Hypothesis 7 results. Findings
indicate a high degree of correspondence between barangay household priorities and the types of KC and
non-KC development projects implemented in barangays. In both treatment and control areas, 80% of
barangays had at least one KC subproject or non-KC development within the top three priorities of
barangay households. Given such a high baseline correspondence (as indicated by the 80% of control
barangays with a match), it is not surprising that KC did not increase the correspondence between the top
3 priorities and the types of development projects implemented.
KC also did not have any statistically significant impact on the degree to which the SCA project selected
in each barangay matched any of the top three priorities of barangay households. Findings indicate that
on average, 16% of SCA projects matched any of the top three priorities in treatment barangays and 13%
matched in control barangays. The lower degree of correspondence between household top 3 priorities
and the SCA projects selected may be due to some of the household priority and SCA project matching
limitations mentioned above.
Table 8.21 Summary of Hypothesis 7 KC’s Effect on the Degree to which Local Projects
Correspond to Baseline Priorities Results
Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect

KC subproject or any 2013 non-KC development implemented in the barangay matches
baseline HHs top 3 priorities (proportion)1

0.80

0.00
(0.09)

The SCA project matches baseline HHs top 3 choices (proportion)

0.13

0.03
(0.08)

Outcome Variable

1Three

barangays did not have any 2013 development projects, so assigned them a 0 value. Regression results without these three barangays
are also statistically insignificant.
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E. Subgroup Analyses
We present the detailed subgroup analyses in Appendix 8. Figure 8.1 below summarize the subgroup
analyses findings. For the socio-economic domain, KC reduced the travel time and cost to key services
more amongst IP households and households with lower baseline levels of governance.
For the governance domain, we find significant differences in KC impacts between barangays with higher
and lower baseline values, barangays with higher and lower baseline governance, poor and not-so poor
barangays and households, and barangays affected and unaffected by Typhoon Yolanda. For example,
KC’s impact on barangay information sharing and inclusiveness was higher for Typhoon Yolanda
unaffected barangays and for poorer households and barangays.
Subgroup results for the community empowerment domain show that KC increased participation in
existing community organizations or support more amongst IPs than non-IPs. Furthermore, KC increased
interaction amongst peers more for non-IPs and households not classified as poor.
As for the gender subgroup, we find that KC had similar impacts for males and females across all
domains.
Figure 8.1 Summary of Subgroup Analyses Findings

F. Additional Propositions
This section present the results from several additional propositions related to KC. We define additional
propositions as those variables project logic expects to change by the end of the project or after it is over.
We did not propose these as explicit hypotheses testing the KC program logic because we did not
hypothesize that changes to these variables would have taken place by the interim data collection.
However, the variables were included in the interim survey and we wanted to explore if changes could
have taken place in the short-run. To test these additional propositions, we created indices, in the same
way as we did we the hypotheses presented in the earlier sections.
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1. Socio-Economic Domain
We test one additional proposition related to the socio-economic domain. Additional Proposition 1
measures whether KC helps people better deal with hardship (the hardship index). Project logic expects
this to take place if KC subprojects increase the economic welfare of communities. To test Additional
Proposition 1, we use data from the household survey on the impact of Typhoon Yolanda (which occurred
in November 2013) and other natural disasters that took place in the last 12 months. Table 8.22, indicates
that KC improved how people deal with hardship by 0.433 standard deviation units (statistically
significant at the 5% level).
Table 8.22 Additional Proposition 1: Hardship Index Results
KC helps people better deal with
hardship
HH Survey Index1

Number of outcome
variables

KC Mean Effect
(std. error)

3

0.433**
(0.178)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation
units; b)The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include
strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables
1Since the sample is limited to those who experienced financial hardship as a result of a natural disaster, our
sample size is reduced to 46 observations.

It is important to note that the hardship index only considers those households who experienced financial
hardship as a result of Typhoon Yolanda or another natural disaster, so our sample size is reduced from
80 barangay observations to 46 barangay observations. The hardship index consists of outcome variables
from the tragic events household survey module. For those who experienced financial hardship as a result
Typhoon Yolanda or another natural disaster in the past 12 months the variables measure the number of
different types of people who gave the household financial and/or moral support, if the person/people
offering support reside in the barangay, and whether they received financial and or in-kind support. All
of the variables that are part of the hardship index are positive and statistically significant (see Appendix
10 Table A10.1). These variables include the number of different types of people who provided support,
whether households who experienced financial hardship were helped by someone inside the barangay,
and whether these household received financial and or in-kind support.
2. Governance Domain
We examine two additional propositions related to the governance domain. Additional Proposition 2
examines whether KC changed residents’ trust of local governance (the trust index). Additional
Proposition 3 explores whether KC changed the capacity of local governments (the capacity index). The
underlying idea for both of these additional propositions is that through the process of implementing KC
barangay residents will have practiced the good governance promoted by KC, which in turn will have
raised trust levels among citizens and capacity among barangay officials.
For the trust index, we use data from both the household and barangay survey to measure perceptions of
corruption. The household survey includes questions about the barangay captain, council and mayor in
relation to honesty, corruption and problem resolution capabilities. Similar questions were asked to the
barangay captain, but the questions to assess himself/herself were omitted. For the capacity index we
rely on responses from the barangay captain only that measure the ability of the barangay to generate
local revenue and whether the barangay had a barangay development plan.
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Table 8.23 and 8.24, present the results for these two indices. The overall trust index mean is negative
but statistically insignificant. As for the overall capacity index, its mean effect is statistically significant
and indicates that KC increased the capacity of local governments by 0.649 standard deviation units. We
examine the capacity index significant findings in more detail below.
Table 8.23 Additional Proposition 2: Trust Index Results
KC raises trust in local governance

Number of outcome
variables

KC Mean Effect (std. error)

Overall Index1

2

-0.038
(0.043)

HH Survey index2

9

-0.062
(0.057)

BGY Survey index3

8

0.010
(0.069)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables
1Overall effect estimated using a SUR regression with separate indices for the household and barangay surveys. These two
outcome variables are the averaged outcome variables for each instrument. Control variables follow the same construction.
2 None of the outcome variables were measured at baseline, so no baseline outcome variables used as controls.
3One of these outcome variables also measured at baseline, and is included as a control. 74 observations in this regression.

Table 8.24 Additional Proposition 3: Capacity Index Results
KC raises capacity of local government
Brgy Survey Index1

Number of outcome
variables

KC Mean Effect (std. error)

4

0.649***
(0.204)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables
1All of these outcome variables were measured at baseline (but one slightly differently), and are included as controls. Sample
size is 79 observations instead of 80.

Additional Proposition 3: KC raises the capacity of local government
The capacity index only uses variables about development activities obtained from the barangay survey
module. The index includes whether barangays have records of development projects or activities and a
barangay development plan for 2012 and 2013. It also includes measures of the different funding
components of the barangay fund for 2012 and 2013. Barangay funds consist of the IRA24, funds
24

The IRA is a local government’s share of revenues from the national government.
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internally generated by the barangay (e.g. fines, fees, permits, certification, etc.), and donations. These
two last funding variables seem to be responsible for the positive and statistically significant mean effect
for the capacity index of 0.649 standard deviation units (please refer to Table 8.24). On average, KC
barangays had higher donations and internally generated barangay amounts than non-KC barangays in
2012 and 2013 (see Appendix 10 Table A10.2).
3. Community Empowerment Domain
We examine two additional propositions related to the community empowerment domain. Additional
Proposition 4 examines whether KC increased residents’ willingness to rely on, support and trust others
(the support index). The idea is that community interactions under KC may also lead to changes in how
the community interacts and supports each other outside the program. The support index uses data from
the household and barangay survey. The household survey variables come from the social networks
module. These variables measure whether respondents gave and or received help from other households
in the barangay. Help could be in the form of lending/borrowing money or a motorbike or providing
voluntary labor. Additional measures include how trustworthy the respondent thinks his/her neighbors
are and how trustworthy people are within the barangay versus outside the barangay. The barangay
survey outcomes that are part of the index measure how much of an impact the barangay captain/official
thinks he/she has in making the barangay a better place to live and how trustworthy he/she thinks people
with the barangay are versus those outside the barangay.
Table 8.25, presents findings for the support index. The KC mean effect for this index is positive but
insignificant and thus indicates that at interim, KC did not increase resident’s willingness to rely on,
support and trust others.
Table 8.25 Additional Proposition 4: Support Index Results
Number of
outcome
variables

KC Mean Effect
(std. error)

Overall index1

2

0.014
(0.061)

HH Survey index2

5

0.077
(0.070)

Brgy Survey index3

2

0.027
(0.121)

KC increases willingness to rely on, support and trust others

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables
1Overall effect estimated using a SUR regression with separate indices for the household and barangay surveys. These
two outcome variables are the averaged outcome variables for each instrument. Control variables follow the same
construction.
2 Two of these outcome variables were measured at baseline (slightly differently), and are included as controls.
3None of the outcome variables were measured at baseline, so no baseline outcome variables used as controls.

Additional Proposition 5 looks at whether KC increased participation in community organizations. This
participation index includes exactly the same outcome variables as Hypothesis 6: KC does not reduce
participation in current community organizations. The only difference is that the Additional Proposition 5
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phrases the test as a positive since project logic expects that in the long-term KC will increase
participation in community organizations. However, Hypothesis 6 tests results presented in Table 8.11
indicate that KC has already increased participation in existing organizations or support by 0.270 standard
deviation units.

9. CONCLUSION
The KC interim findings contribute to the community driven development research. Even though the
analysis is conducted after only 1 to 1.5 KC cycles (out of 3), we find near-term KC effects that are
statistically significant across domains. The largest overall impact of KC was on the community
empowerment domain. Our result from Hypothesis 6 illustrates that KC increased participation in
existing community organizations or support by 0.270 standard deviation units. This effect is three times
larger than the effect of KC on increasing the quantity and quality of participation in local governance.
IPs and households not classified as poor at baseline were the subgroups affected the most by KC for this
domain. KC’s impact on participation in existing community organizations or support was higher for IPs.
Additionally, KC’s impact on interactions among peers (Hypothesis 5) was higher amongst non-poor
households.
For the governance domain, our findings demonstrate that KC successfully increased the quantity and
quality of participation, knowledge and awareness of local governance in treated barangays. However,
this result may be indicative of KC output rather than impact as many of the significant results are related
to barangay assemblies. KC had a significantly larger impact on barangay information sharing and
inclusiveness for Typhoon Yolanda unaffected barangays as well as poorer households and barangays.
This signifies that KC specifically improved the quantity and quality of participation in local governance
for poorer households.
The results for the socio-economic domain overall are not significant, but we will assess KC impacts on
this domain in the next survey round. Nevertheless, a difference in impact is captured for IPs as well as
for barangays with lower levels of governance at baseline. The larger improvement in travel time and cost
as a result of KC for IPs is encouraging as this is an indication that the subprojects that were implemented
were done so considering the needs of barangay residents and not solely the needs of the barangay
officials. It is a key priority of DSWD to reach marginalized groups such as IPs.
As for gender differences, subgroup analysis findings indicate that KC had similar impacts on females
and males across all domains.
IPA is preparing a third round of data collection which is scheduled to take place in mid-2015, and will
include a household survey, a barangay captain survey, SCAs, and BA observations.
.
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Appendix 1: Baseline Balance Tests
Table A1.1: Balance of Main Demographic Indicators
Variable

Control Mean

Treatment Mean

P-Value

38%

37%

0.05

24%
17%

25%
17%

0.24
0.55

12%
9%
52%
14%

13%
9%
51%
16%

0.21
0.59
0.15
0.35

6

6

0.26

1,349
5%
15%
21%
0%
2%
5%
2%
4%
0%
1%
10%
1%
13%
77%
42%

0.69
0.15
0.04
0.27
0.42
0.61
0.40
0.78
0.34
0.38
0.98
0.58
0.50
0.26
0.68
0.23

Household
% Individuals age 15 or below*
% Individuals age 15 to 29
% Individuals age 30 to 44
% Individuals age 45 to 59
% Individuals age 60 or above
% Males
% Female headed households
Total number of schooling years completed by household
head

Barangay
Number of residents
1,303
% Residents from the Aklanon ethnic group
2%
% Residents from the Bicolano ethnic group*
19%
% Residents from the Bisayan/Cebuano ethnic group
17%
% Residents from the Chavacano ethnic group
1%
% Residents from the Hiligaynon ethnic group
2%
% Residents from the Ilocano ethnic group
4%
% Residents from the Ilonggo ethnic group
2%
% Residents from the Kinaray-a ethnic group
3%
% Residents from the Maranao ethnic group
1%
% Residents from the Masbateño ethnic group
1%
% Residents from the Tagalog ethnic group
8%
% Residents from the Tausug ethnic group
0%
% Residents from the Waray ethnic group
10%
% Catholic residents
79%
% Barangays with strong mobile phone signal
51%
* There is a significant difference at the 5% level
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Table A1.2: Balance of Main Socio-Economic Indicators
Variable

Control Mean

Treatment Mean

P-Value

Per capita total monthly household consumption (PHP)
Per capita monthly household food consumption (PHP)

2901
1303

2763
1320

0.50
0.75

Per capita monthly household non-food consumption (PHP)

1598

1443

0.37

Travel time to nearest elementary school (mins)
Travel time to nearest secondary school (mins)
Travel time to nearest public hospital (mins)

13
30
68

13
25
56

0.53
0.19
0.29

Travel time to nearest paved road (for 4-wheel vehicles)
(mins)

17

15

0.45

Travel time to nearest dirt road (passable by 4-wheel
vehicles)

10

7

0.20

Travel time to nearest public transportation (mins)
Travel time to nearest public market (mins)
Travel time to nearest municipal poblacion (mins)*
% Unemployed individuals*
% Enrolled in school (Ages 6 to 11)
% Enrolled in school (Ages 12 to 15)
% Farming households
% Households with piped drinking water supply

15
45
40
14%
98%
90%
75%
28%

15
41
31
16%
98%
93%
72%
25%

0.90
0.75
0.04
0.01
0.19
0.10
0.30
0.44

Household member number of barangay health station visits
during the last month1

0.4

0.4

0.68

40%

42%

0.32

82%
14%
79%

86%
17%
80%

0.42
0.58
0.85

Household

% Households below poverty threshold
Barangay
% Barangays with elementary schools
% Barangays with secondary schools
% Barangays with barangay health stations

* There is a significant difference at the 5% level 1Including households with zero visits
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Table A1.3: Balance of Main Community Empowerment Indicators
Variable

Control Mean

Treatment Mean

P-Value

% Households participating in religious groups during the
last 12 months

11%

11%

0.86

% Households participating in women's associations during
the last 12 months

13%

16%

0.13

13

12

0.11

53%

44%

0.00

Per household member1 total number of days household
contributed to community effort activity in the last 12
months

2

2

0.41

% Households with a household member who attended a
barangay assembly in the past 6 months

66%

71%

0.06

Number of times any household member attended a
barangay assembly during the first 4 months of the past 6
months*

0.6

0.7

0.04

65%
63%

67%
66%

0.72
0.62

Household

Total number of times individual attended a
civic/community group in the last 12 months
% Households with a household member who participated in
community effort/activity in the last 12 months*

Barangay
% Barangays with religious groups
% Barangay with women's associations

* There is a significant difference at the 5% level; 1Only household members 15 years and above
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Table A1.4: Balance of Main Governance Indicators
Variable

Control Mean

Treatment Mean

P-Value

23

24

0.49

Number of barangay assemblies held in the last 12 Months
% Barangays that implemented a road project in 2011

2
60%

3
61%

0.08
0.87

% Barangays that implemented a health and nutrition
project in 2011

60%

59%

0.89

Barangay
Number of barangay council meetings held in the last 12
Months1

* There is a significant difference at the 5% level 1Don't have responses for 6 pairs

Table A1.5: Balance of Main Social Capital Indicators
Variable

Control Mean

Treatment Mean

P-Value

% Households known by respondent
% Households said feel very safe when alone
% Households said feel moderately safe when alone

70%
30%
56%

70%
32%
56%

0.31
0.11
0.57

% Households said bike will certainly not be stolen if left
outside at night

48%

48%

0.93

% Households who said they know a barangay official
closely*

89%

86%

0.02

% Households who said they know the barangay
captain/spouse closely

41%

39%

0.45

68%

61%

0.31

Household

Barangay
% Barangay respondents who said bike will certainly not be
stolen if left outside at night2

* There is a significant difference at the 5% level; 1Only household members 15 years and above 2Don't have
responses for 1 pair
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Appendix 2: Map of 198 Sample Municipalities

69

Appendix 3: Differential Attrition Analysis Findings
Table A3.1: Differential Attrition Analysis Findings for Hypothesis 1

Outcome Variable
Hypothesis 1
Travel time
elementary school
to:
high school
barangay health center
private health clinic
public hospital
paved road, 4-wheel vehicle passable
dirt road, 4-wheel vehicle passable
dirt road, 2-wheel vehicle passable
nearest public transport
public market
municipality poblacion
Travel cost
to:

elementary school
high school
barangay health center
private health clinic
public hospital
paved road, 4-wheel vehicle passable

Attrited*Treatment
Coefficient
(Std. Error)
0.072
(0.118)
0.116
(0.087)
0.257**
(0.116)
0.077
(0.129)
0.054
(0.114)
0.064
(0.131)
-0.200
(0.121)
-0.119
(0.134)
-0.104
(0.115)
-0.111
(0.076)
-0.001
(0.078)
-0.126*
(0.068)
0.207
(0.266)
0.019
(0.052)
0.161
(0.163)
0.035
(0.116)
0.440
(0.268)

dirt road, 4-wheel vehicle passable

0.039
(0.145)

dirt road, 2-wheel vehicle passable

-0.040
(0.099)

nearest public transport

0.148
(0.149)

public market

0.034
(0.117)
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municipality poblacion

0.161
(0.117)

Notes: a) Estimated at the Household level using the SUR model; b) results are
expressed in standard deviation units; c) the significance levels are indicated by
*p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; d) specifications include strata (pair) dummies, the
treatment and attrited dummy variables, as well as the interaction of the two; e)
clustered standard errors at the municipal level.

Table A3.2: Differential Attrition Analysis Findings for Hypothesis 2/3

Outcome Variable

Attrited*Treatment
Coefficient
(Std. Error)

Hypothesis 2/3: Index 1: KC increases HH's participation in and knowledge of formal structures
and informal structures

Total instances of participation in sweeping, cleaning, construction, repair,
maintenance of any infrastructure in the brgy in the last 12 mos.

0.086
(0.171)

Total days participated in sweeping, cleaning, etc. by HHs in the last 12
mos.

0.075
(0.121)

Total contributions of cash and/or goods to sweeping, cleaning, etc. by
HHs in the last 12 mos. (PHP)

0.051
(0.119)

Proportion of households (HHs) participating in a governmental group or
institution or purok/barangay organization in the last 12 mos.

0.138
(0.147)

Proportion of
HHs, who in
the past 6
months:

Number of
times HHs

attended a BC meeting.

-0.053
(0.150)

attended a BA meeting.

0.034
(0.169)

attended a BDC meeting.

0.168
(0.168)

attended a municipal council meeting.

0.099
(0.163)

met with, called, sent a letter or text message to a
politician.

-0.015
(0.165)

participated in a protest or demonstration.

0.244
(0.216)

participated in an information campaign.

0.036
(0.128)

informed a newspaper, radio or TV station to a local
problem.

0.398
(0.264)

notified police about a local crime.

0.209
(0.214)

filed a complaint to the “lupong tagapamayapa”.

0.166
(0.223)

attended a BC meeting.

0.067
(0.149)
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who in the
past 6 months:

attended a BA meeting.

0.073
(0.153)

attended a BDC meeting.

0.031
(0.085)

attended a municipal council meeting.

-0.057
(0.136)

met with, called, sent a letter or text message to a
politician.

-0.264
(0.199)

participated in a protest or demonstration.

0.109
(0.075)

participated in an information campaign.

-0.041
(0.088)

informed a newspaper, radio or TV station to a local
problem.

0.424
(0.364)

notified police about a local crime.

0.252
(0.199)

filed a complaint to the “lupong tagapamayapa”.

1.295
(1.139)

Notes: a) Estimated at the Household level using the SUR model; b) results are expressed in standard
deviation units; c) the significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; d) specifications
include strata (pair) dummies, the treatment and attrited dummy variables, as well as the interaction of the
two; e) clustered standard errors at the municipal level.

Table A3.3: Differential Attrition Analysis Findings for Hypothesis 4, 5 and 6

Outcome Variable

Attrited*Treatment
Coefficient
(Std. Error)

the municipal mayor or spouse closely.

0.085
(0.133)

anyone else in the municipal government closely.
(besides the mayor and his/her spouse)

0.104
(0.163)

Hypothesis 4

The
proportion of
HHs who
know:

the barangay captain or spouse closely.
anyone in the barangay government closely.
(besides the captain and his/her spouse)
anyone on the BDC closely.
the 4Ps Parent leader closely.

-0.030
(0.161)
-0.056
(0.179)
-0.027
(0.127)
-0.164
(0.149)

Hypothesis 5

The proportion of randomly sampled households who the respondent
knows.

0.101
(0.164)
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The degree to which respondent knows anyone in a randomly sampled
household
(1 is only the individual mentioned, 3 is everyone in the HH)
Hypothesis 6
Total instances of participation in community organizations by HHs in the
last 12 mos.
(excluding governmental groups)
Total meeting time of community organizations attended by households in
the last 12 mos. (minutes)
(excluding governmental groups)
Total contribution of cash/goods to community organizations by HHs in
the last 12 mos. (PHP)
(excluding governmental groups)
Total number of HH members who participated in community efforts
related to private goods.
Total contribution of cash/goods to community efforts related to private
goods by HHs in the last 12 mos. (PHP)
Total days participated in community efforts related to helping neighbors
in the last 12 mos.

-0.071
(0.144)

-0.145
(0.160)
-0.028
(0.145)
0.065
(0.278)
0.391*
(0.201)
7.189
(7.379)
0.224
(0.148)

Notes: a) Estimated at the Household level using the SUR model; b) results are expressed in standard deviation
units; c) the significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; d) specifications include strata
(pair) dummies, the treatment and attrited dummy variables, as well as the interaction of the two; e) clustered
standard errors at the municipal level.

Table A3.4: Differential Attrition Analysis Findings for Additional Propositions 1 and 4

Outcome Variable

Attrited*Treatment
Coefficient
(Std. Error)

Additional Proposition 1

For people who experienced financial hardship as a result of a natural
disaster, if someone outside the HH helped them (scale: 0 to 2)

0.372
(0.687)

For people who experienced financial hardship as a result of a natural
disaster, if they were helped by someone inside the brgy (scale: 0 to 2)

0.782
(0.717)

For people who experienced financial hardship as a result of a natural
disaster, if they received support (scale: 0 to 2)

0.893
(0.701)

Additional Proposition 4

In the past 12 months, did you help [NAME] or anyone in [NAME]’s
household in any of the following ways? (Lend money, lend a motorbike)

0.138
(0.247)

In the past 12 months, did [NAME] or anyone in [NAME]’s household
help you in any of the following ways? (same as above)

0.285
(0.249)

Notes: a) Estimated at the Household level using the SUR model; b) results are expressed in standard deviation units;
c) the significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; d) specifications include strata (pair)
dummies, the treatment and attrited dummy variables, as well as the interaction of the two; e) clustered standard errors
at the municipal level.
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Table A3.5: Differential Attrition Analysis Findings for Baseline Report Main Indicators

Outcome Variable

Attrited*Treatment
Coefficient
(Std. Error)

Demographic Indicators

Household Head years of schooling

1.825***
(0.674)

If HH engaged in crop farming, gardening or raised
livestock/poultry

0.077
(0.074)

If Female Household Head

0.051
(0.060)

Proportion of HH members below 15 years

-0.044
(0.045)

Proportion of HH members 15-29 years of age

0.064
(0.048)

Proportion of HH members 30-44 years of age

0.014
(0.048)

Proportion of HH members 45-59 years of age

0.024
(0.037)

Proportion of HH members 60 years of age or older

-0.057
(0.050)

Proportion of male HH members

-0.077**
(0.035)

Socio-Economic Indicators

Number of HH member barangay health station visits during last
month

0.264
(0.973)

Number of HH member barangay health station visits during last
month (including HHs with 0 visits)

0.234
(0.203)

If HH had piped drinking water supply in dry & wet season

-0.069
(0.052)

Proportion of HH members 12-15 years of age enrolled in school

-0.033
(0.062)

Proportion of HH members 6-11 years of age enrolled in school

-0.066*
(0.035)

Proportion of HH members 15 years or older in labor force

-0.145***
(0.050)

Proportion of HH members in labor force who are unemployed

-0.057
(0.050)

Total monthly HH food expenditures

1940**
(748)

Total monthly HH non-food expenditures

2220
(1878)
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Total monthly HH expenditures

4160*
(2272)

Total monthly HH expenditures per capita

362
(968)

Total monthly HH food expenditures per capita

271
(200)

Total monthly HH non-food expenditures per capita

90.4
(884)

Below poverty threshold (total expenditure per capita below official
reg. total income per capita poverty threshold)

-0.175**
(0.076)

Community Empowerment Indicators

Total days contributed by HH members to all activities

-0.750
(0.898)

For HHs participating in groups, avg. # of times HH member
attended group last 12 months

0.278
(3.906)

Number of times any HH member attended a BA in 1 st 4 months of
last 6 months

0.081
(0.171)

Social Capital Indicators

Feels very safe when alone at home

-0.034
(0.066)

Feels moderately safe when alone at home

0.040
(0.068)

Notes: a) Estimated at the Household level using OLS; b) results are expressed in original units; c) the
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; d) specifications include strata
(pair) dummies, the treatment and attrited dummy variables, as well as the interaction of the two; e)
clustered standard errors at the municipal level.
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Appendix 4: Additional Survey BUB/GPB Findings
Table A4.1: Household Survey BUB/GPB Findings for Non-BUB/GPB Areas

Treatment Households
(n=270)

Control Households
(n=360)
Difference
Proportion
Between
who said
Treatment
yes
and Control
(std. dev.)
Households

Number
who said
yes

Proportion
who said
yes
(std. dev.)

Number
who said
yes

Q-CDD2: Have you heard of
either of the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB)?

66

0.244 (.431)

30

0.083
(.277)

0.161***

Q-CDD3: Has the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB) program been
implemented in your
municipality?

37

0.137
(.345)

18

0.05
(.218)

0.087***

Q-CDD4: Since BUB
implementation began in your
municipality, have you or any
household member participated
in any BUB activity, meeting,
get-together or information
session?

14

0.052
(.222)

8

0.022
(.148)

0.030

Household Survey Question

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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Table A4.2: Barangay Survey BUB/GPB Findings for Non-BUB/GPB Areas
Treatment Barangays
(n=9)

Barangay Survey Question

Control Barangays
(n=12)

Difference
Number
Proportion
Number Proportion who Between
who said who said yes who said
said yes
Treatment
yes
(std. dev.)
yes
(std. dev.)
and Control
Brgys

Q-CDD2: Have you heard of
either of the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB)?

8

0.889
(.333)

6

0.500
(.522)

0.389*

Q-CDD3: Has the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB) program been
implemented in your
municipality?

5

0.556
(.527)

4

0.333
(.492)

0.222

Barangay Council joined
LPRAP Workshop

2

3

0.250
(.452)

-0.028

Barangay residents consulted
about project needs to include in
LPRAP

1

0.111
(.333)

1

0.083
(.289)

0.028

Barangay residents participated
in BUB project construction or
implementation

1

0.111
(.333)

1

0.083
(.289)

0.028

0.222

(.441)

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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Table A4.3: Household Survey BUB/GPB Findings for Treatment: Has BUB/GPB vs. No BUB/GPB

Treatment
Has BUB
(n=930)

No BUB
(n=270)

Difference
Proportion Proportion
Between
who said who said
Household Survey Question
Has BUB
yes
yes
and No
(std. dev.) (std. dev.)
BUB
Q-CDD2: Have you heard of
either of the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB)?

0.192
(.394)

0.244
(.431)

0.052*

Q-CDD3: Has the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB) program
been implemented in your
municipality?

0.133
(.340)

0.137
(.345)

0.004

Q-CDD4: Since BUB
implementation began in your
municipality, have you or any
household member
participated in any BUB
activity, meeting, get-together
or information session?

0.055
(.230)

0.052
(.222)

-0.003

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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Table A4.4: Barangay Survey BUB/GPB Findings for Treatment: Has BUB/GPB vs. No BUB/GPB
Treatment
Has BUB
(n=31)

Barangay Survey Question

No BUB
(n=9)

Proportion Proportion
who said
who said
yes
yes
(std. dev.) (std. dev.)

Difference
Between Has
BUB and No
BUB

0.742
(.445)

0.889
(.333)

0.147

0.645
(.486)

0.556
(.527)

-0.09

Barangay Council joined
LPRAP Workshop

0.387
(.495)

0.222
(.441)

-0.165

Barangay residents consulted
about project needs to include in
LPRAP

0.258
(.445)

0.111
(.333)

-0.147

Barangay residents participated
in BUB project construction or
implementation

0.258
(.445)

0.111
(.333)

-0.147

Q-CDD2: Have you heard of
either of the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB)?
Q-CDD3: Has the Bottom-Up
Budgeting (BUB) program been
implemented in your
municipality?

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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Appendix 5: Hypothesis 1 Individual Outcomes in Original Values
Table A5.1: Hypothesis 1 HH Survey Individual Outcomes (in original values)
Row

1

Outcome Variable
Hypothesis 1 - HH Survey
Travel time to:
elementary school
(minutes)

Control Mean

-17

Treatment
Effect
(std. error)
1.18
(1.06)
1.34
(1.87)

Specification

Panel

2

high school

-33

3

barangay health center

-23

0.44
(1.59)

Panel

4

private health clinic

-62

4.07
(3.79)

Panel

5

public hospital

-73

3.91
(2.58)

Panel

6

paved road, 4-wheel vehicle
passable

-22

1.57
(2.27)

Panel

7

dirt road, 4-wheel vehicle passable

-23

4.93*
(2.51)

Panel

8

dirt road, 2-wheel vehicle passable

-14

0.28
(1.46)

Panel

9

nearest public transport

-14

10

public market

-48

11

municipality poblacion

-45

elementary school1

-3

-1.31***
(0.43)

Panel

13

high school

-26

0.86
(1.92)

Panel

14

barangay health center

-11

-0.23
(1.86)

Panel

15

private health clinic

-98

10.17
(9.77)

Panel

16

public hospital

-112

6.05*
(3.39)

Panel

17

paved road, 4-wheel vehicle
passable

-21

3.30
(2.04)

Panel

18

dirt road, 4-wheel vehicle passable

-10

-1.13
(1.52)

Panel

12

Travel cost to:
(PHP)

-0.21
(1.52)
1.99
(1.79)
1.48
(1.60)

Panel

Panel
Panel
Panel

1.10
Panel
(3.58)
-0.85
20
nearest public transport
-10.5
Panel
(1.68)
0.38
21
public market
-65
Panel
(2.24)
0.86
22
municipality poblacion
-67
Panel
(2.90)
The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 1A reminder that in our differential
attrition analysis, this variable was statistically significant at the 10% significance level.
19

dirt road, 2-wheel vehicle passable

-10
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Appendix 6: Separate Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3 Results
Table A6.1: Detailed Results: Hypothesis 2: KC’s Effect on the Quantity and Quality of
Participation in Local Governance around Decision-Making
Number of KC Mean
outcome
Effect
variables (std. error)
0.085***
KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance around decision-making1
3
(0.033)
0.123**
Index 1: KC increases HH's participation in and knowledge of formal structures2
2
(0.053)
0.254***
Index 2: KC increases Barangay information sharing and inclusiveness2
2
(0.058)
Household Survey
0.194***
KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance around decision-making3
3
(0.054)
0.216***
Index 1: KC increases HH's participation in and knowledge of formal structures4
26
(0.066)
0.349***
Index 2: KC increases Barangay information sharing and inclusiveness5
5
(0.090)
0.323***
Index 3: Participation in KC activities6
1
(0.043)
0.104
Index 4: KC increases confidence and self-efficacy7
4
(0.065)
Barangay Survey
0.147***
KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance around decision-making8
2
(0.053)
0.106
Index 1: KC increases HH's participation in and knowledge of formal structures9
11
(0.072)
0.133**
Index 2: KC increases Barangay information sharing and inclusiveness10
15
(0.062)
SCA
-0.016
KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance around decision- making
24
(0.054)
Hypothesis 2

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are indicated by
*p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables
1
Overall effect estimated using a SUR regression with separate indices for the SCA, household and barangay surveys. These three outcome variables are
the averaged outcome variables for each instrument. Control variables follow the same construction.
2
Same comment as 1, but only using the household and barangay surveys.
3
Same comment as 1, but using indices 1, 2 and 4 as outcome variables.
4
21 of these outcome variables also measured at baseline and are included as controls.
5
None of these outcome variables were measured at baseline, so no baseline outcome controls were used.
6
Only conducted a simple t-test for the treated to document treatment, not in overall estimation (40 obs.)
7
None of these outcome variables were measured at baseline, so no baseline outcome controls were used.
8
Same comment as 1, but using indices 1 and 2 as outcome variables.
9
9 of these outcome vars. were measured at baseline, but only 3 are included in order to preserve the full sample.
10
9 of these outcome vars. were measured at baseline, but only 5 are included in order to preserve the full sample.
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Table A6.2: Detailed Results: Hypothesis 3: KC’s Effect on the Quantity and Quality of
Participation in Local Governance around Implementation

Number of outcome
variables

KC Mean Effect
(std. error)

2

0.092
(0.067)

HH Survey

3

0.268**
(0.107)

SCA

5

-0.094
(0.069)

Hypothesis 3
KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local
governance around implementation1

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables.
1Overall effect estimated using a SUR regression with separate indices for the household survey and the SCA. These two
outcome variables are the averaged outcome variables for each instrument. Control variables follow the same construction.
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Appendix 7: Qualitative Content Analysis of SCA Discussions Notes on Methods25
Data Sources:
The quantity and quality of SCA meeting participation was primarily captured using the following data
sources:
1. Discussion Content Form (DCF): Observers summarized and recorded the content of
statements made by speakers at the meeting.
2. Discussion Dynamics Form (DDF): Observers classified each comment as positive, negative,
asking a question, or chairing a meeting. They also tallied who the comments were directed
towards and the gender and barangay council member status of each speaker. Recall that all
comments were not systematically recorded during SCAs, and we thus cannot claim that the
trends we observed to be representative of all comments made during the SCA.
3. Enumerator Impression form (EIF): After the meeting ended, observers answered a series of
predetermined questions to record their impressions of the discussion dynamics, participation
levels, and role of the barangay council. This form also allowed for the enumerator to note
any special circumstances that might have influenced the meeting (for example, a tragic
event, prior discussions regarding the project selection, etc.).
4. Attendance Sheet: This form captured the age and gender of every attendee who was over the
age of 15, as well as whether or not they were barangay council members, indigenous
persons, or participants in the 4Ps program (national government community-driven
development program).
Analyses of these documents were completed individually, then collectively. We report here
on the DCF.
Thematic Coding:
We thematically coded the content of the DCF using the following codes (plus others related to project
selection type):
Table A7.1 Qualitative Codes for DCF
FOCUSED CODES
MATERIALS
STORE
RECORDER
PAID LABOR
VOLUNTEER

25

DESCRIPTION
Used for suggestions and discussions around material selection and acquisition.
SCA process only.
Used for suggestions and discussions around hardware store selection. SCA
process only.
Used for nominations, suggestions, discussions, and votes for record keeper. SCA
process only.
Discussions around paid labor, including acquisition, division of tasks, and
payment. May be used for both SCA and BA.
Discussions around unpaid labor, including solicitation, division of tasks, and gifts
for service. May be used for both SCA and BA.

A special thanks to Annie Zhou, IPA’s volunteer qualitative intern, who lead this data analysis.
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PROPOSAL
RULES
ID_COMMUNITY
ID_LEADER
DISCUSSION
SELECTION
JUSTIFICATION
REJECT_FUNDS
REJECT_RULES
RESOURCE
ALLOCATION

PLAN
FINANCE

COORDINATION_YES

COORDINATION_NO
CANVASS
DISTANCE

CHALLENGE

REPORT
DELAY
COMPLETE
INCOMPLETE
CHANGE
NO FORMS

Propositions for SCA projects and other projects at the BA. Does not include
suggestions for materials, hardware stores, record keeper, etc. May be used for
both SCA and BA.
Mentions of the rules of the SCA or rules governing the community/barangay. Can
refer to guidelines, laws, or general ethics. May be used for SCA or BA.
Used for projects identified by the community. Use mostly for SCAs.
Used for projects identified by a barangay leader. Use mostly for SCAs.
Conversations related to or influencing decision points in the SCA process/BA
process. May include assessments of proposed projects.
Used to mark the decision point where an SCA project is selected. Used mostly for
SCA data but may appear in BA data as well.
This code labels qualifying statements for decisions made or suggestions of
possible decisions. May be used for both SCA and BA.
Used for a project idea that was rejected because of the 15,000PHP SCA amount.
Used for a project idea that was rejected because of SCA project rules (money can
only be used for certain materials, etc.)
How allocation of financial, material, and human resources are decided. May be
used for SCA and BA.
Used for mentions of a plan of action or future plans. May include discussions
about division of labor (who will do what), dates to work on the project, pickup of
materials, etc.
Used for mentions of and inquiries into barangay or project finances, payments,
and budgets. May be used for both SCA and BA.
Describes communication and collaboration between members of the community
to complete a project or task. May be used for BA and SCA. Also used to describe
a meeting that was clearly organized and held.
Used for the absence of communication and collaboration in the community. May
refer to exchange of information regarding the SCA activity, or the
planning/execution of other activities in the community. Also used to describe a
meeting that was not clearly organized.
Describes efforts to locate the least costly option for SCA project materials and
stores.
Used when distance to hardware store is mentioned as a challenge to collecting
materials/implementing the project.
Challenges to implementing the project. May includes time delays, other events,
community cooperation, etc. May be used for both BA and SCA. May also be used
in conjunction with RESULTS codes.
Describes a wide range of reporting activities, including SCA project reports,
barangay committee reports, and barangay financial reports, among others. May be
used for both SCA and BA.
Mentions of how long the SCA project was delayed, and why
Used to mark an SCA activity that was 100% completed when the enumerator
visited. May only be used once per barangay.
Used to mark an SCA activity that was incomplete when the enumerator visited
(once per visit). May be used with the process codes to describe reasons for delay.
This code is used if a project was changed from the initial proposal during the
implementation phase.
Used if project completion forms were not filled out in advance of the enumerator's
visit.
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Used for expressions of gratitude and/or satisfaction for the project opportunity
and/or IPA/SWS. This sentiment may come from the community as a whole or
specific members (Barangay Captain, hardware store, etc.). Often used in
conjunction with IPA/SWS code.
GRATITUDE
An environment in which community members are welcome and encouraged to
actively participate (comment, ask questions) in a meeting or assembly. May be
used for both the SCA and BA.
OPEN FORUM
Used when meeting leader presents an idea or project and seeks
agreement/disagreement from the community. May be used for SCA and BA.
CONSULTATION
Used when members of the community members and government officials have a
positive impression of how other members of the community act. May be used for
both the SCA and BA.
PERCEPTION_POS
Used when members of the community members and government officials have a
negative impression of how other members of the community act. May be used for
both the SCA and BA.
PERCEPTION_NEG
Used for explanations of policies, expenditures, and decisions during meetings.
Can also be used for comments describing level of individual or community
knowledge of barangay activities and open access to information. May be used for
both SCA and BA.
TRANSPARENCY_YES
Used for the absence of explanations of policies, expenditures, and decisions
during meetings; comments describing the lack of individual or community
knowledge of barangay activities and access to information. May be used for both
SCA and BA.
TRANSPARENCY_NO
Used when a government official or community member nominates a person for a
task. May be used for both the SCA and BA.
NOMINATION
When a community participates in the act of voting or a decision is reached
through the democratic process of voting. May be used for both the SCA and BA.
VOTE
When the leaders of a community (mostly barangay captain, barangay council, or
meeting moderator) is the primary decision maker. The community may or may
not be consulted or participate in the discussion prior to the final decision. May
DECISION_INDIVIDUAL also describe how the SCA project is led. May be used for both SCA and BA.
Used when the decision comes from the community. Differs from the "VOTE"
code in that sometimes an agreement rather than a formal vote is enough to reach a
decision. May also describe how the SCA project is led. May be used for both SCA
DECISION_COLLECTIVE and BA.

CORRUPTION
MEETING_BC
MEETING_OFFICIAL
MEETING_COMM
INVITE_CENTRAL

INVITE_DECENTRAL

Used for mentions and examples of corruption. Differs from "PERCEPTION" in
that this code describes actions rather than perceived characteristics. Corruption
may refer to financial, legal, or other forms. May be used for both SCA and BA.
Used to indicate a meeting that was led by the Barangay Captain. May be used for
both SCA and BA.
Used to indicate a meeting that was led by a barangay official that was not the
captain. May be used for both SCA and BA.
Used to indicate a meeting that was led by a community member (teacher, daycare
worker, etc.). May be used for both SCA and BA.
Used to characterize centralized meeting invitations (those led by the barangay
captain and council members).
Used to characterize decentralized meeting invitations (those led by local puroks,
tanods, and other community members). May also include postings in local stores,
radio announcements.
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INVITE_RES
INVITE_SP

DOMINANCE

VOICE

Used to characterize meeting invitations for all residents of the community.
Used to characterize meeting invitations for special populations within the
community (ex. 4Ps staff, IPs, BHWs, tanods, etc.).
Used when one person dominates a meeting or discussion; this person may be a
community member, an official, or someone from outside the barangay. May be
used for SCA and BA, and in conjunction with "DECISION" codes.
The ability to speak up, speak out, and be heard at the household or community
level. May be used for SCA and BA. Used in conjunction with the OPEN FORUM
code to indicate that the participants were being heard and their
comments/questions acknowledged.

FUNDS_IND

The ability to partake in community activities, either actively or passively. Differs
from OPEN FORUM in that PARTICIPATION is used for activities/opportunities
to participate outside of meetings and assemblies. May be used for SCA and BA.
The lack of ability to partake in community activities, either actively or passively.
May be used in relation meetings, assemblies, or other community activities. May
be used for SCA and BA.
When the majority of the community agrees on a course of action moving forward
or there is a possibility of action through consensus. May be used in conjunction
with the "VOTE" or "DECISION" codes. Will mostly appear in SCA data but may
also be used for BA.
When there is disagreement about the state of the barangay, choice of project, etc.
May be used for SCA and BA.
A grievance against the SCA project or state of the barangay. May be used for
SCA and BA. Can also be used to describe conflicts within the community.
Any mention or execution of trainings, building experience, or increase in
knowledge of processes among community members.
Reflection from the community regarding SCA or other projects. May include an
evaluation of successes, recommendations for improvements, and/or lessons
learned.
Used to describe any additional benefits (beyond what was possible with the
15,000pesos) coming from the community, barangay, or municipality in response
to the SCA. This may be in-kind contributions (such as food, labor) or improved
attitude. Can also describe additional improvements made with leftover funds from
the 15,000PHP. Used for SCA only.
Used when the barangay possesses a surplus budget and is able to contribute
additional funds for a project. Money may come from the local, municipal, or
provincial level. May be used for both SCA and BA.
Used when an individual (such as the Barangay Captain) contributes additional
funds for a project. May be used for both SCA and BA.

EXPECTATIONS

The pressure to behave according to expectations from other community members,
officials, and observers (IPA, SWS). May be used for SCA and BA.

PARTICIPATION_YES

PARTICIPATION_NO

CONSENSUS
DISSENT
GRIEVANCE
CAPACITY BUILDING

SELF ASSESSMENT

ADD BENEFIT

FUNDS_BRGY

BAYANIHAN
COMM_BENEFIT

"Collective Action." Used to note a joint effort from community members to work
together towards a common goal. Indicator of social cohesion. May be used for
SCA or BA but will mostly appear in the SCA data.
Describes gains to the community. May or may not be a result of the SCA project.
This code may be used for both SCA and BA.
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TRUST_YES

Describes losses or setbacks the community has suffered or will suffer (may or
may not be a result of the SCA project). These costs are broader and more general
than inputs such as time, labor, and snacks. May be used for SCA and BA.
Used when members of the community exhibit strong ties to others or to the
barangay as a whole. May describe emotional, social, functional, or other bonds.
May be used for SCA and BA.
A belief in other community members and government officials to act ethically and
in the best interests of others. May be used for both the SCA and BA.

TRUST_NO

A lack of belief in other community members and government officials to act
ethically and in the best interests of others. May be used for both the SCA and BA.

COMM_COST

NETWORKS

Content of SCA
Comparing frequencies of thematic codes applied in analyzing the DCF, we find that treatment barangay
discussed allocation of resources (how to spend the grant, who should contribute labor, what materials to
purchase) (“RESOURCE ALLOCATION” 22 vs. 9) and detailed implementation plans (when and how
the community will complete the project) (“PLAN” 22 vs. 12) more often than control barangays. In
contrast, control barangays discussed reasons for proposing certain projects (“JUSTIFICATION” 49 vs.
21) and clarified rules (“RULES” 53 vs. 33) of the activity more often than treatment communities. We
also observe more instances of dissent in the DCF of non-KC communities (“DISSENT” 11 vs. 4).
Examples of each type of statement from the DCF are reported below.
While we can only hypothesize, the focus among KC barangays on executing the activity rather than the
rules of the activity is consistent with the notion that treatment communities are more familiar with the
community-driven decision making process. On the other hand, we typically expect dissention to be an
indicator of community empowerment and therefore appear more often in KC communities. That we did
not find this could be due to several reasons, including more training in KC communities about project
selection and how to choose the project most beneficial for the community. It would be useful to conduct
focus groups after SCAs to further understand the dynamics and the most relevant explanations.
Table A7.2 SCA Content by Common Themes
Theme

Example
“Health center [will require] around 1 pail of paint, 1 pail also for
the day care." (KC barangay)

Allocation of
Resources

KC
Plan for Project
Implementation

"Five people that were included in the survey must work each day”
(KC barangay)
"The men will do the labor, it’s not ok for the women” (KC
barangay)
"So we will be sprucing up the building by painting it and
cementing…how many days will it take?” “Depends on who’s
doing it, around 300 hours perhaps, or one month if we assume 8
hours per day” (KC barangay)
"We can start it on April 7, we can bring food, rice, and coconut.
Everybody will help work on it.” (KC barangay)
"Who will [go] to the hardware [store]?" (KC barangay)
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"The problem is our school. We are requesting that the wall should
be fixed because every time it rains, rain comes inside. The wall is
made of bamboo mat and iron sheet and it’s rotten and brittle
already. Pupils of grade 1 and 2 are affected [a lot], they are
pitiful.” (non-KC barangay)

Reasons for Proposals

Non-KC

SCA Activity Rules

"Comfort room of our barangay hall is very important, [it’s hard
for] visitors and [shameful] if we don’t have it. Especially now that
they going to stay here for five days [and] they don’t have [a]
comfort room to use.” (non-KC barangay)
“As a teacher of the day care, there [are] a lot of things that [are]
needed, like the ceiling. It is almost falling down and outside is
very dirty because children vandalized it. The windows are hard to
open and the door is almost broken.” “The children will stay there
[1-2 years]. It is good if it would be fixed because they dump
broken glasses in [the back] and children might get hurt. Let us
[add] a garden to make it more beautiful.” (non-KC barangay)
"Are steel bars okay?" (non-KC barangay)
"There’s no money – only materials” (non-KC barangay)
"Can we not get at least 3,000 cash for payment to the person who
would chainsaw?” (non-KC barangay)
"The barangay library needs shelves of books.” “No, I think the
community needs to put tiles [in] our barangay health center
because it’s very dust[y]” (non-KC barangay)

Dissent

"Brgy. Secretary.” “I don’t want to do it.” (non-KC barangay)
"There’s a plan already for the medicine cabinet [in] our health
center.” “But the patients still need a bed.” (non-KC barangay)

Source: SCA DCF
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Appendix 8: Subgroup Analyses
All of the between-barangay and within-barangay subgroup results tables presented below show the two
KC mean effects for each subgroup set in the second column and the significance of the subgroup set’s
mean interaction effect (the difference) in the third column . If the subgroup set’s mean interaction effect
is not statistically significant then this indicates that KC had the same impact across the set’s two
subgroups.
A. Socio-Economic Domain
Hypothesis 1: KC reduces travel time and cost to key services
Between-Barangay Subgroups
Table A8.1 presents the Hypothesis 1 between-barangay subgroup results. The first subgroup compares
barangays with lower travel time and cost to key services at baseline to those with higher travel time and
cost. The mean interaction effect for this subgroup is not statistically significant and thus this indicates
that the impact of KC on the travel time and cost to key services is similar in barangays regardless of the
travel time and cost to key services at baseline. The KC mean effect is listed for each of the subgroups;
for barangays with lower travel time and cost to key services at baseline, the KC mean effect is -0.021
standard deviation units and the KC mean effect for barangays with higher travel time and cost is 0.037
standard deviation units.26 Neither of the KC mean effects are statistically significant.
The second subgroup analysis compares barangays with a higher share of poor residents to barangays
with a lower share of poor residents at baseline. With respect to this subgroup analysis, the estimated
mean interaction effect is not statistically significant. The impact of KC on the travel time and cost to key
services is similar in barangays with high proportions of poor residents and in barangays with low
proportions of poor residents.
The third subgroup analysis compares barangays with higher levels of baseline governance to those with
lower levels of baseline governance. The mean interaction effect is statistically significant at the 1%
significance level and so KC did impact these two subgroups differently. 27 KC reduced travel time and
cost to key services in barangays with lower levels of baseline governance. The KC mean effect for
barangays with lower levels of baseline governance is 0.117 standard deviation units and is statistically
significant at the 1% level, while the KC mean effect for barangays with higher levels of baseline
governance is not statistically significant. The main driving force behind this result is that the travel time
to both the public hospital and public market, as well as the travel cost to both the public hospital and
high school increased in barangays with lower baseline governance (see Table A9.2 in Appendix 9).
Recall that all outcomes were reframed such that more positive values indicate more positive outcomes,
so the 11.8 value in Appendix 9, Table A9.2, row 5, should be interpreted as a decrease in travel time by
11.8 minutes.
26

All treatment effects listed in the subgroup section can be averaged across and matched to the KC mean effects
that include each of the subgroup indicators as a dummy variable in Tables A9.14 – A9.29 in Appendix 9.
27
When including the attrition control variables in the model, the significance level changes to the 5% significance
level
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The fourth subgroup analysis compares barangays that were affected by Typhoon Yolanda with
barangays that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda. The mean interaction effect is not statistically
significant. Therefore, KC’s impact on the travel time and cost to key services is similar in barangays that
were affected by Typhoon Yolanda and in barangays that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda.
Table A8.1 Between-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 1

KC reduces travel time and cost to key services

KC Mean
Effect

Brgy's with lower travel time and cost to key services at baseline2

-0.021
(0.033)

Brgy's with higher travel time and cost to key services at baseline

0.037
(0.033)

Brgy's with a higher share of poor HH's at baseline3

0.037
(0.035)

Brgy's with a lower share of poor HH's at baseline

0.012
(0.034)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the top 50%4

-0.032
(0.032)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the bottom 50%
Brgy's that were affected by Typhoon Yolanda5
Brgy's that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda

0.117***
(0.033)
0.022
(0.030)
0.025
(0.032)

Stat. Significance
of
Mean Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups) 1

Not statistically
significant

Not statistically
significant

***

Not statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and are
expressed in standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications
include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables
1Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
2Summed across all standardized baseline outcome variables for the index. The indicator for this subgroup =1 if brgy has travel
time and cost below the median (bottom 50%). Out of 79 brgys 39 had lower travel time and cost to key services.
3The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median (top 50%). Out of 79 brgys 38 had higher shares of poor HH’s.
4Calculated this using the two indices from H2/3 (BRGY). After dividing each index by its standard deviation, averaged them. The
indicator for this subgroup =1 if this averaged value is greater than the median (top 50%). Out of 79 brgys 40 had higher levels of
baseline governance.
5The indicator for this subgroup =1 if more than 50% of HH's in a brgy said they experienced Typhoon Yolanda. Out of 79 brgys 42
experienced Typhoon Yolanda.

Within-Barangay Subgroups
Table A8.2 illustrates the within-barangay subgroup analysis results for Hypothesis 1 where the estimated
difference in impact between three subgroups is at the household-level. Within-barangay subgroup
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analysis was conducted for this hypothesis since poorer households and IPs might live in a different area
of the barangay to other residents and therefore might be affected by KC differently. Subgroup analysis
for Hypothesis 1 was not estimated by gender since both men and women live within the same household
and are therefore equally affected by KC with respect to the travel time and cost to key services. Only if
men and women lived in different areas, as the poor and IPs might, would analyzing this hypothesis by
gender be worthwhile.
The mean interaction effect for the first subgroup analysis is not statistically significant, indicating that
KC had the same impact on travel time and cost to key services for poor and non-poor households.
The second row presents the subgroup analysis results for IP households with respect to non-IP
households. The statistically significant result indicates that IP households do, in fact, live in different
areas than other residents. We find that KC improved travel time and cost to key services more for IPs
than for non-IPS; this difference (the mean interaction effect) is statistically significant at the 1%
significance level. The treatment effect for IPs is 0.256 standard deviation units and is statistically
significant at the 1% significance level while the treatment effect non-IPs is 0.059 standard deviations
units and is statistically significant at the 5% significance. The individual results indicate that the travel
time and cost to a private health clinic, public hospital and public market decreased more IPs than non-IPs
(see Table A9.3 in Appendix 9).
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Table A8.2 Within-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 1

KC reduces travel time and cost to key services1

KC Mean Effect

HH's officially classified as poor at baseline3

0.078***
(0.029)

HH's not classified as poor at baseline

0.085***
(0.028)

IPs4

0.256***
(0.039)

Non-IPs

0.059**
(0.027)

Female Respondents

Stat. Significance
of
Mean Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)2
Not statistically
significant

***

N/A
N/A

Male Respondents

N/A

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and
are expressed in standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c)
specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) clustered standard errors at the
municipal level
1Our sample size is 2,234 observations for this hypothesis due to missing values.
2Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
3The indicator for this subgroup was created such that poor =1 if the total expenditure per capita of the HH was less than
the regional income per capita poverty threshold. Out of our sample 940 were considered poor.
4Out of our sample 245 were IPs.

B. Governance Domain
Hypothesis 2/3: KC increases quantity and quality of participation in local governance around
decision-making and implementation
Between-Barangay Subgroups
Table A8.3 shows the subgroup analysis results for Hypothesis 2/3 overall for each of our three data
collection instruments. The first subgroup for Hypothesis 2/3 overall barangay survey, reflects barangays
with different degrees of participation in local governance measures such as the total number of people
who attended various council meetings (municipal, BC, BDC, BA) as well as the proportion of women on
the different councils. The difference between these two KC mean effects is not statistically significant,
thus for Hypothesis 2/3 overall barangay survey, KC had the same impact on increasing the quantity and
quality of participation in local governance for barangays with higher participation in local governance at
baseline as barangays with lower participation.
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The mean interaction effect for the second subgroup – barangays that have more poor households – is not
statistically significant among any of our three instruments. This indicates that KC had the same impact
on increasing quantity and quality of participation in local governance for barangays with different shares
of poor households.
For the third subgroup—barangays with higher levels of baseline governance—the difference in the
impact of KC on increasing participation in local governance is only statistically significant when
estimating it using the SCA instrument. Based on the SCA data, KC decreased the quantity and quality of
participation in local governance in barangays with higher levels of baseline governance. The KC mean
effect for the barangays with higher baseline governance is -0.160 standard deviation units and is
statistically significant at the 5% level and the KC mean effect for the barangays with lower baseline
governance is 0.083 standard deviation units, but is not statistically significant. The difference between
the KC mean effects on barangays with different levels of baseline governance is statistically significant
at the 5% level. However, it is important to note that when we include the attrition control variables in
our analysis it ceases to be statistically significant.
The mean interaction effect for barangays that were affected by Typhoon Yolanda in comparison to
barangays that were not affected is statistically significant at the 5% level for the household instrument
only. KC increased participation in local governance in barangays that were not affected by Typhoon
Yolanda. The KC mean effect for barangays that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda is 0.332
standard deviation units (statistically significant at the 1% level), while the KC mean effect for barangays
that were affected is 0.074 standard deviation units but is not statistically significant. Since the overall
estimation only includes three outcome variables – the averages of each of the indices, we cannot explore
the driving force of this result until we run the analysis for each of our indices separately.

93

Table A8.3 Between-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 2/3 Overall by Instrument

KC increases quantity and
quality of participation in local
governance around decisionmaking

Brgy's with higher participation
in local governance at baseline2

HH Survey
Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
KC Mean
Interaction
Effect
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups) 1

BRGY Survey
Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
KC Mean
Interaction
Effect
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)
0.088
(0.090)

N/A
N/A

Brgy's with lower participation
in local governance at baseline

0.201**
(0.090)

N/A

Brgy's with a higher share of
poor HH's at baseline3

0.250***
(0.089)

Brgy's with a lower share of
poor HH's at baseline

0.154*
(0.084)

Brgy's with levels of baseline
governance in the top 50%4

0.211**
(0.089)

Brgy's with levels of baseline
governance in the bottom 50%

0.205**
(0.090)

Brgy's that were affected by
Typhoon Yolanda5

0.074
(0.073)

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

0.172*
(0.088)
0.108
(0.082)
0.093
(0.087)
0.153*
(0.087)
0.214***
(0.075)

**
Brgy's that were not affected by
Typhoon Yolanda

0.332***
(0.078)

0.071
(0.078)

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

SCA

KC Mean
Effect

Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)

N/A
N/A
N/A
-0.038
(0.075)
-0.009
(0.070)

Not
statistically
significant

-0.160**
(0.074)
**
0.083
(0.074)
-0.008
(0.060)
-0.052
(0.064)

Not
statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and are expressed in
standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair)
dummies and baseline values as control variables
1Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
2Summed across all standardized baseline outcome variables for the index. The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median (top
50%).
3The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median (top 50%). Out of 80 brgys 38 had higher shares of poor HH’s.
4Calculated this using the two indices from H2/3 (BRGY). After dividing each index by its standard deviation, averaged them. The indicator for
this subgroup =1 if this averaged value is greater than the median (top 50%).
5The indicator for this subgroup =1 if more than 50% of HH's in a brgy said they experienced Typhoon Yolanda. Out of 80 brgys. 42
experienced Typhoon Yolanda.

Table A8.4 displays the between-barangay subgroup analysis results for Hypothesis 2/3: Index 1. For
Hypothesis 2/3: Index 1 barangay survey, we find a significant difference between the KC mean effects of
barangays with different levels of participation in and knowledge of structures at baseline. This
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difference is statistically significant at the 10% level, but when we control for attrition in our analysis, this
significance level increases to the 5% significance level. According to barangay survey data, KC
increased participation in and knowledge of structures in barangays with lower participation and
knowledge at baseline. The KC mean effect for barangays with lower baseline participation and
knowledge is 0.274 standard deviation units (statistically significant at the 5% level), while the KC mean
effect for barangays with higher is -0.067 standard deviation units but is not statistically significant. The
main reason for this difference is that the number of barangay assembly meetings, as well as the number
of people attending those meetings, increased in barangays with lower participation in and knowledge of
structures at baseline (see Table A9.4 in Appendix 9).
KC had a similar impact on increasing household’s participation in and knowledge of formal and informal
structures regardless of the barangay poverty share, the levels of baseline governance or whether the
barangay was affected by Typhoon Yolanda or not.
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Table A8.4 Between-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 2/3: Index 1

KC increases HH's participation in and knowledge of
formal and informal structures

Brgy's with higher participation in & knowledge of
formal and informal structures at baseline2

HH Survey
Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
KC Mean
Interaction
Effect
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups) 1
0.144
(0.107)

Brgy's with lower participation in & knowledge of
formal and informal structures at baseline

0.209*
(0.107)

Brgy's with a higher share of poor HH's at baseline3

0.185*
(0.102)

Brgy's with a lower share of poor HH's at baseline

0.217**
(0.096)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the top
50%4

0.127
(0.104)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the
bottom 50%

0.353***
(0.104)

Brgy's that were affected by Typhoon Yolanda5

0.208**
(0.090)

Brgy's that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda

0.223**
(0.095)

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

BRGY Survey
Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
KC Mean
Interaction
Effect
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)
-0.067
(0.113)
*
0.274**
(0.113)
0.015
(0.118)
0.170
(0.110)
0.098
(0.121)
0.111
(0.121)
0.110
(0.101)
0.100
(0.107)

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and are expressed in
standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair)
dummies and baseline values as control variables
1Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
2Summed across all standardized baseline outcome variables for the index. The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median
(top 50%).
3The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median (top 50%). Out of 80 brgys 38 had higher shares of poor HH’s.
4Calculated this using the two indices from H2/3 (BRGY). After dividing each index by its standard deviation, averaged them. The
indicator for this subgroup =1 if this averaged value is greater than the median (top 50%).
5The indicator for this subgroup =1 if more than 50% of HH's in a brgy said they experienced Typhoon Yolanda. Out of 80 brgys 42
experienced Typhoon Yolanda.

Table A8.5 presents the between-barangay subgroup analysis results for Hypothesis 2/3: Index 2. From
the first set of subgroups we find that KC had a similar impact on increasing barangay information
sharing and inclusiveness despite barangays having different baseline levels of barangay information
sharing and inclusiveness.
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From the second set of subgroups, we find that KC had a different impact on increasing barangay
information sharing and inclusiveness when taking into account the poverty level of the barangay.
According to household survey data, KC improved barangay information sharing and inclusiveness for
barangays with a higher share of poor households. The KC mean effect of barangays with a higher share
of poor households is 0.638 standard deviation units and (statistically significant at the 1% level), while
the KC mean effect of barangays with a lower share of poor households is not statistically significant.
The difference between the KC mean effects of these subgroups is statistically significant at the 5% level;
however, when we include attrition controls in our analysis, the significance level increases to the 1%
level. The individual outcome analysis shows us that it is not one or two particular questions that are
driving this result, but almost all of them. All but one of the questions are statistically significant at the
1% level and larger in magnitude for poorer barangays (see Table A9.5 in Appendix 9). For example,
residents in poorer barangays are being consulted more when a decision needs to be made in comparison
to the baseline, while for barangays that are not as poor this has not increased (see row 3 in Table A9.5 in
Appendix 9).
The results for the third set of subgroups indicate that the impact of KC on increasing barangay sharing
and inclusiveness was similar in barangays with varying levels of baseline governance.
The last set of subgroups has statistically significant results when using the household survey. We find
that the impact of KC on barangay sharing and inclusiveness was stronger in barangays that were not
affected by Typhoon Yolanda. The KC mean effect for barangays that were affected is 0.156 standard
deviation units but is not statistically significant, while the KC mean effect for barangays that were not
affected by Yolanda is 0.563 standard deviation units and is statistically significant at the 1% level. The
difference between these two subgroups is statistically significant at the 5% significance level, but when
we control for attrition, the statistical significance decreases to the 10% level. The majority of the
individual outcomes are larger and more statistically significant for barangays that were not affected by
Typhoon Yolanda (see Table A9.6 in Appendix 9). For example, more households in barangays not
affected by Yolanda were informed about barangay assemblies with respect to the baseline, but for
barangays that were affected by Yolanda the proportion has not changed (row 1 Table A9.6 in Appendix
9).
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Table A8.5 Between-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 2/3: Index 2

KC increases brgy information sharing and
inclusiveness

Brgy's with higher brgy information sharing
and inclusiveness at baseline2

HH Survey
Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
KC Mean
Interaction
Effect
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups) 1

BRGY Survey
Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
KC Mean
Interaction
Effect
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)
0.097
(0.102)

N/A
N/A

Brgy's with lower brgy information sharing
and inclusiveness at baseline

N/A

0.230**
(0.102)

Brgy's with a higher share of poor HH's at
baseline3

0.638***
(0.147)

0.250**
(0.102)

Brgy's with a lower share of poor HH's at
baseline

0.088
(0.138)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in
the top 50%4

0.262*
(0.152)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in
the bottom 50%

0.419***
(0.152)

**

Brgy's that were affected by Typhoon
Yolanda5

0.016
(0.096)
Not
statistically
significant

0.156
(0.126)

0.077
(0.103)
0.152
(0.103)
0.229***
(0.088)

**
Brgy's that were not affected by Typhoon
Yolanda

0.563***
(0.133)

0.025
(0.093)

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and are
expressed in standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c)
specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables
1Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
2Summed across all standardized baseline outcome variables for the index. The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than
the median (top 50%).
3The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median (top 50%). Out of 80 brgys 38 had higher shares of poor HH’s.
4Calculated this using the two indices from H2/3 (BRGY). After dividing each index by its standard deviation, averaged them.
The indicator for this subgroup =1 if this averaged value is greater than the median (top 50%).
5The indicator for this subgroup =1 if more than 50% of HH's in a brgy said they experienced Typhoon Yolanda. Out of 80
brgys 42 experienced Typhoon Yolanda.

Table A8.6 shows the between-barangay subgroup analysis results for Hypothesis 2/3: Index 4. The
analysis for the first set of subgroups could not be conducted since no corresponding outcome variables
were measured at baseline.
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The estimated mean interaction effect for the second subgroup is not statistically significant which
indicates that KC had a similar impact on increasing confidence and self-efficacy regardless of the
barangay’s poverty level.
For the third subgroup, which focuses on barangays with higher levels of baseline governance, the
difference in the impact of KC on increasing confidence and self-efficacy is statistically significant at the
10% level, but when we include the attrition controls in our analysis, it is no longer statistically
significant.
The estimated mean interaction effect for the last subgroup, which compares barangays that were affected
by Typhoon Yolanda with those that were not, is statistically significant at the 1% significance level. The
impact of KC on increasing confidence and self-efficacy was higher in barangays that were not affected
by the typhoon. The KC mean effect for these barangay is 0.304 standard deviation units and is
statistically significant at the 1% significance level. The main driving force behind this result is that
households in barangays not affected by Yolanda feel more comfortable speaking during barangay
assemblies, in comparison with the baseline, while the comfort level did not change for households in
barangays affected by Yolanda (see Table A9.9 in Appendix 9).
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Table A8.6 Between-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 2/3: Index 4
HH Survey

KC increases confidence and self-efficacy

Brgy's with higher confidence and self-efficacy at baseline2

KC Mean
Effect

Stat.
Significance of
Mean Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups) 1

N/A
N/A

Brgy's with lower confidence and self-efficacy at baseline

N/A

Brgy's with a higher share of poor HH's at baseline3

0.019
(0.107)

Brgy's with a lower share of poor HH's at baseline

0.201**
(0.100)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the top 50%4

0.270**
(0.107)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the bottom 50%

-0.026
(0.107)

Brgy's that were affected by Typhoon Yolanda5

-0.076
(0.089)

Brgy's that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda

0.304***
(0.094)

Not statistically
significant

*

***

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and
are expressed in standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c)
specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables
1Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
2Summed across all standardized baseline outcome variables for the index. The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater
than the median (top 50%).
3The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median (top 50%). Out of 80 brgys 38 had higher shares of poor
HH’s.
4Calculated this using the two indices from H2/3 (BRGY). After dividing each index by its standard deviation, averaged
them. The indicator for this subgroup =1 if this averaged value is greater than the median (top 50%).
5The indicator for this subgroup =1 if more than 50% of HH's in a brgy said they experienced Typhoon Yolanda. Out of 80
brgys 42 experienced Typhoon Yolanda.

Within-Barangay Subgroups
Table A8.7 presents the within-barangay subgroup analysis for Hypothesis 2/3. For the first subgroup –
poor households, classified based on total expenditure per capita—the differential impact of KC is only
statistically significant for Index 2, which measures barangay information sharing and inclusiveness. The
effect is statistically significant at the 5% level, indicating that KC increased the quantity and quality of
participation in local governance more for households who were classified as poor at baseline. The KC
mean effect for households who were classified as poor at baseline is 0.214 standard deviation units and is
statistically significant at the 1% level. The KC mean effect for households who were not classified as
poor is 0.087 standard deviations and is statistically significant at the 10% level. Referring to Table A9.7
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in Appendix 9 we find that more poor households are informed about barangay assembly meetings than at
baseline, they are also consulted more when decisions need to be made and have a more democratic
environment in barangay assemblies. For households not classified as poor at baseline, the changes from
baseline are not as great.
We also examined whether or not the impact of KC on participation in local governance differs for IP
status or by gender. We learn that KC had a similar impact on increasing the quantity and quality of
participation in local governance for households regardless of ethnicity or gender.
Table A8.7 Within-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 2/3
H2/3: Overall
KC increases
quantity and
quality of
participation in
local governance
around decisionmaking1

KC Mean
Effect

HH's officially
classified as poor
at baseline3

0.102***
(0.031)

HH's not
classified as poor
at baseline

0.060**
(0.026)

IPs4

0.124*
(0.072)

Non-IPs

0.073***
(0.021)

Female
Respondents5

N/A

Stat.
Significance of
Mean
Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)2

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

H2/3: Index 1

KC Mean
Effect

0.081***
(0.024)

0.041
(0.028)
0.069
(0.099)
0.058***
(0.018)
0.063***
(0.022)

N/A
Male Respondents

N/A

0.064*
(0.034)

Stat.
Significance of
Mean
Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)2

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

H2/3: Index 2

KC Mean
Effect

Stat.
Significance of
Mean
Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)2

0.214***
(0.046)

H2/3: Index 4

KC Mean
Effect

0.021
(0.040)
**

0.087*
(0.048)
0.218**
(0.106)
0.130***
(0.039)
0.163***
(0.042)
0.121**
(0.053)

0.061**
(0.029)

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

0.086
(0.064)
0.041*
(0.022)
0.053*
(0.031)
0.032
(0.032)

Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)2

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and are expressed in
standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair)
dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) clustered standard errors at the municipal level
1Our sample size is 2,249 (the full sample).
2Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
3The indicator for this subgroup was created such that poor =1 if the total expenditure per capita of the HH was less than the regional income per
capita poverty threshold. Out of our sample 943 were considered poor.
4Out of our sample 246 were IPs.
5All of the gender subgroup analysis was done at the interim level since we could not control for gender at baseline for this hypothesis. Out of our
sample 1,178 of principal respondents were female and 1,193 of gender-based respondents were female. Cannot conduct the gender subgroup
analysis for the hypothesis overall since multiple people could have responded to the survey.
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Overall, KC had more positive effects for poorer households and poorer barangays on increasing
barangay information sharing and inclusiveness. KC also increased participation in and knowledge of
formal and informal structures in barangays with lower baseline participation and knowledge of these
structures. Furthermore, KC increased barangay information sharing and inclusiveness as well as
confidence and self-efficacy in barangays that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda.
Hypothesis 4: KC increases knowledge and awareness of local governance
Between-Barangay Subgroups
Table A8.8 shows the between-barangay subgroup analysis for Hypothesis 4. Using household survey
data, there was a statistically significant difference on the impact of KC on knowledge and awareness of
local governance between barangays that started off with different amounts of knowledge and awareness
of local governance at baseline. This estimated difference is statistically significant at the 1% level,
although when including the attrition controls this significance level decreases to the 5% level. KC
increased knowledge and awareness of local governance in barangays with lower baseline levels. The KC
mean effect for barangays with lower knowledge and awareness of local governance is 0.276 standard
deviations and statistically significant at the 1% significance, while the KC mean effect for barangays
with higher knowledge and awareness of local governance is -0.002 standard deviation units and not
statistically significant. What seems to be driving this result is the increase in the proportion of
households who said they knew people in the barangay government closely (besides the captain) and also
those that knew the 4Ps parent leader closely. This increase is larger in barangays that had lower
knowledge & awareness of local governance at baseline (see Table A9.10 in Appendix 9).
The impact of KC on knowledge and awareness of local governance was not significantly different
between the two subgroups of any other between-barangay subgroup set. Even though some of the KC
mean effects themselves might be statistically significant, we are only interested in treatment effects that
are significantly different between the two subgroups, statistically speaking. KC had a similar effect on
increasing knowledge and awareness of local governance for all barangays regardless of baseline
governance values, the share of poor households in the barangay or if they were affected by Typhoon
Yolanda.
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Table A8.8 Between-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 4

KC increases knowledge & awareness of local
governance

Brgy's with higher knowledge & awareness of local
governance at baseline3

HH Survey
Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
KC Mean
Interaction
Effect
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)1
-0.002
(0.067)

BRGY Survey2
Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
KC Mean
Interaction
Effect
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)
N/A

***
Brgy's with lower knowledge & awareness of local
governance at baseline

0.276***
(0.067)

Brgy's with a higher share of poor HH's at baseline4

0.194**
(0.078)

Brgy's with a lower share of poor HH's at baseline

0.082
(0.073)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the top
50%5

0.102
(0.078)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the
bottom 50%

0.145*
(0.078)

Brgy's that were affected by Typhoon Yolanda6

0.059
(0.065)

Brgy's that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda

0.213***
(0.069)

N/A

Not
statistically
significant

N/A

Not
statistically
significant

N/A

Not
statistically
significant

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and are expressed
in standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata
(pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables
1Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
2Conducted a difference-in-difference in means for the treated (40 obs.)
3Summed across all standardized baseline outcome variables for the index. The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median
(top 50%).
4The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median (top 50%). Out of 80 brgys 38 had higher shares of poor HH’s.
5Calculated this using the two indices from H2/3 (BRGY). After dividing each index by its standard deviation, averaged them. The
indicator for this subgroup =1 if this averaged value is greater than the median (top 50%).
6The indicator for this subgroup =1 if more than 50% of HH's in a brgy said they experienced Typhoon Yolanda. Out of 80 brgys 42
experienced Typhoon Yolanda.

Within-Barangay Subgroups
Table A8.9 presents the within-barangay subgroup analysis results for Hypothesis 4. The difference in
the impact of KC on increasing knowledge and awareness of local governance for the poor subgroup, IP
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subgroup and female subgroup is not significantly different from zero. KC had a similar impact on
increasing knowledge and awareness of local governance for all households regardless of poverty levels,
ethnicity, or gender.
Table A8.9 Within-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 4

KC increases knowledge & awareness of local governance1

KC Mean
Effect

HH's officially classified as poor at baseline3

0.051
(0.033)

HH's not classified as poor at baseline

0.052**
(0.027)

IPs4

0.105*
(0.060)

Non-IPs

0.043*
(0.025)

Female Respondents5

0.067**
(0.033)

Male Respondents

0.032
(0.029)

Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)2
Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis
and are expressed in standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05,
***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) clustered
standard errors at the municipal level
1Our sample size is 2,249 (the full sample).
2Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
3The indicator for this subgroup was created such that poor =1 if the total expenditure per capita of the HH was less
than the regional income per capita poverty threshold. Out of our sample 943 were considered poor.
4Out of our sample 246 were IPs.
5The gender subgroup analysis was done at the interim level since we could not control for gender at baseline for this
hypothesis. Out of our sample 1,178 of principal respondents were female and 1,193 of gender-based respondents were
female.

C. Community Empowerment Domain
Hypothesis 5: KC increases interactions among peers
Between-Barangay Subgroups
Table A8.10 presents the between-barangay subgroup results for Hypothesis 5. None of the betweenbarangay subgroups have statistically significant mean interaction effects. This indicates that KC had a
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similar impact on increasing interactions among peers for barangays with different baseline values of
interactions, barangays with high and low baseline shares of poor households, barangays with high and
low levels of baseline governance, and Typhoon Yolanda affected and unaffected barangays.
Table A8.10 Between-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 5

KC increases interactions among peers

KC Mean
Effect

Brgy's with higher interactions among peers at baseline2

0.233***
(0.090)

Brgy's with lower interactions among peers at baseline

0.109
(0.089)

Brgy's with a higher share of poor HH's at baseline3

0.026
(0.101)

Brgy's with a lower share of poor HH's at baseline

0.258***
(0.095)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the top 50%4

0.260***
(0.101)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the bottom 50%

0.009
(0.101)

Brgy's that were affected by Typhoon Yolanda5

0.061
(0.087)

Brgy's that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda

0.240***
(0.092)

Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)1
Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis
and are expressed in standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05,
***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables
1Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
2Summed across all standardized baseline outcome variables for the index. The indicator for this subgroup =1 if
greater than the median (top 50%).
3The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median (top 50%). Out of 80 brgys 38 had higher shares of poor
HH’s.
4Calculated this using the two indices from H2/3 (BRGY). After dividing each index by its standard deviation,
averaged them. The indicator for this subgroup =1 if this averaged value is greater than the median (top 50%).
5The indicator for this subgroup =1 if more than 50% of HH's in a brgy said they experienced Typhoon Yolanda. Out of
80 brgys 42 experienced Typhoon Yolanda.

Within-Barangay Subgroups
Table A8.11 presents the within-barangay subgroup results. As demonstrated in the second column, we
find that KC had a bigger impact on interactions among peers for households not classified as poor at
baseline. The KC mean effect for households not classified as poor at baseline is 0.123 standard
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deviation units and is statistically significant at the 1% significance, while the KC mean effect for poor
households is 0.019 standard deviation units but is not statistically significant,. The mean interaction
effect is statistically significant at 5% level, which means that KC increased interaction among peers more
for households not classified as poor at baseline.
As for the second subgroup analysis in Table A8.11, KC increased interaction among peers for non-IP
households. The KC mean effect for non-IP households is 0.105 standard deviation units (statistically
significant at the 5% level), while the KC mean effect for IP households is -0.113 standard deviation units
and not statistically significant. The mean interaction effect for this second subgroup set is statistically
significant at the 10% level.
Finally, the third subgroup analysis presented in Table A8.11 shows that KC had similar impacts on
interactions among peers for male and female respondents.
Table A8.11 Within-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 5

KC increases interactions among peers1

HH's officially classified as poor at baseline3
HH's not classified as poor at baseline

KC Mean Effect

0.019
(0.049)
0.123***
(0.046)

IPs4

-0.113
(0.122)

Non-IPs

0.105**
(0.042)

Female Respondents5

0.061
(0.044)

Male Respondents

0.100**
(0.048)

Stat. Significance of
Mean Interaction
Effect
(difference between
subgroups)2
**

*

Not statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and
are expressed in standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c)
specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) clustered standard errors at the
municipal level
1Our sample size is 2,249 (the full sample).
2Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
3The indicator for this subgroup was created such that poor =1 if the total expenditure per capita of the HH was less than
the regional income per capita poverty threshold. Out of our sample 943 were considered poor.
4Out of our sample 246 were IPs.
5Out of our sample 1,193 of gender-based respondents were female. The gender subgroup analysis is estimated using
baseline outcome variables as controls. Two additional controls are used: a dummy variable indicating if it is a different
person answering at the interim level, but of the same gender and another indicating if it is a different person, different
gender. When estimated without baseline outcome variables, as a robustness check for the other hypotheses, results were
similar.

5. Hypothesis 6: KC increases participation in existing community organizations or support
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Between-Barangay Subgroups
Table A8.12 presents the between-barangay subgroup results for Hypothesis 6. KC had a similar impact
on the participation rates in existing communities and organizations for barangays with higher and lower
baseline participation as well as for barangays with higher and lower shares of poor households. KC’s
impact on participation in existing community organizations was also similar for barangays with different
levels of baseline governance and for Typhoon Yolanda affected and unaffected barangays.
Table A8.12 Between-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 6
HH Survey

KC does not reduce participation in existing
community organizations or support

KC Mean
Effect

Brgy's with higher participation in existing
community organizations at baseline2

0.207*
(0.121)

Brgy's with lower participation in existing
community organizations at baseline

0.508***
(0.120)

Brgy's with a higher share of poor HH's at baseline3

0.431***
(0.126)

Brgy's with a lower share of poor HH's at baseline

0.242**
(0.118)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the top
50%4

0.294**
(0.130)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the
bottom 50%

0.440***
(0.129)

Brgy's that were affected by Typhoon Yolanda5

0.271**
(0.110)

Brgy's that were not affected by Typhoon Yolanda

0.427***
(0.118)

Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)1
Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant

BRGY Survey
Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
KC Mean
Interaction
Effect
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)
-0.107
(0.198)
0.373**
(0.159)
0.265
(0.165)
0.081
(0.156)
0.055
(0.168)
0.340**
(0.174)
0.310**
(0.137)
0.019
(0.146)

Not
statistically
significant

Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant
Not
statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and are expressed
in standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata
(pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables
1Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
2Summed across all standardized baseline outcome variables for the index. The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median
(top 50%). For the brgy survey, 34 brgys had higher participation at baseline (out of 80).
3The indicator for this subgroup =1 if greater than the median (top 50%). Out of 80 brgys 38 had higher shares of poor HH’s.
4Calculated this using the two indices from H2/3 (BRGY). After dividing each index by its standard deviation, averaged them. The
indicator for this subgroup =1 if this averaged value is greater than the median (top 50%).
5The indicator for this subgroup =1 if more than 50% of HH's in a brgy said they experienced Typhoon Yolanda. Out of 80 brgys 42
experienced Typhoon Yolanda.
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Within-Barangay Subgroups
Table A8.13 shows the within-barangay subgroup results for Hypothesis 6. As shown for the first set of
subgroups, KC had similar effects on participation in existing community organizations or support for
poor and non-poor households.
As for the second subgroup analysis, the KC mean effect for IPs is 0.336 standard deviation units and is
statistically significant at the 1% significance level. The KC mean effect for non-IPs is 0.092 standard
deviation units and is also statistically significant at the 1% significance level. Since the mean
interaction effect is statistically significant, this indicates that KC had a bigger impact on participation in
existing communities and organizations for IPs than non-IPs. The driving force behind this result is that
the total instances of participation in community organizations, as well as the total meeting time of these
organizations increased more among IPs than non-IPs (see Table A9.13 in Appendix 9).
Finally, KS’s impact on participation existing community organizations or support was similar for female
and male household members.
Table A8.13 Within-Barangay Subgroup Analysis for Hypothesis 6

KC does not reduce participation in existing community
organizations or support1

KC Mean Effect

HH's officially classified as poor at baseline3

0.100***
(0.033)

HH's not classified as poor at baseline

0.132***
(0.031)

IPs4
Non-IPs
Female Respondents5
Male Respondents

0.336***
(0.101)
0.092***
(0.021)
0.046**
(0.021)
0.077***
(0.018)

Stat.
Significance
of
Mean
Interaction
Effect
(difference
between
subgroups)2
Not
statistically
significant

**

Not
statistically
significant

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect across all outcomes under a given hypothesis and
are expressed in standard deviation units; b) The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c)
specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) clustered standard errors at the
municipal level
1Our sample size is 2,249 (the full sample).
2
Statistically insignificant indicates a p-value >0.10
3The indicator for this subgroup was created such that poor =1 if the total expenditure per capita of the HH was less than
the regional income per capita poverty threshold. Out of our sample 943 were considered poor.
4Out of our sample 246 were IPs.
5Gender analysis was done at the individual level, clustering standard errors at the municipal level. 4,870 were female out
of our sample of 9, 958.
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Appendix 9: Additional Analysis Related to Subgroups
Table A9.1 Subgroup Balance Checks

Subgroup indicator

Treatment
coefficient
(std. error)

Brgy's with a higher share of poor HH's at baseline

-0.05
(0.101)

Brgy's with levels of baseline governance in the top 50%

-0.15
(0.105)

Brgy's that were affected by Typhoon Yolanda

0
(0.062)

Brgy's with lower travel time and cost to key services at baseline

0.15
(0.105)

Brgy's with higher participation in & knowledge of formal and informal structures at
baseline (HH)

0.15
(0.116)

Brgy's with higher participation in & knowledge of formal and informal structures at
baseline (BRGY)

0
(0.101)

Brgy's with higher brgy information sharing and inclusiveness at baseline (BRGY)

-0.15
(0.105)

Brgy's with higher participation in local governance at baseline (BRGY)

-0.15
(0.105)

Brgy's with higher knowledge & awareness of local governance at baseline

-0.05
(0.061)

Brgy's with higher interactions among peers at baseline

-0.05
(0.094)

Brgy's with higher participation in existing community organizations at baseline (HH)

-0.05
(0.087)

Brgy's with higher participation in existing community organizations at baseline
(BRGY)

0.1
(0.118)

Notes: a) Subgroup balance checks were verified by running an OLS regression on each subgroup indicator with the treatment
and pair dummy variables; b) they are expressed in standard deviation units; c) the significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10,
**p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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Table A9.2 Hypothesis 1 Individual Outcomes for Higher Baseline Governance Subgroup
(in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

1

Hypothesis 1 - HH Survey
Travel time
to:
elementary school
(minutes)

2
high school

3
barangay health center

4
private health clinic

5
public hospital

6

7

8

paved road, 4-wheel
vehicle passable

dirt road, 4-wheel vehicle
passable

dirt road, 2-wheel vehicle
passable

9
nearest public transport

10
public market

11

municipality poblacion

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

Higher baseline
governance

-17

1.848
(1.759)

Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance

-16
-28
-40
-20
-29
-48
-82
-62
-90
-23
-20
-22
-24
-12
-17
-12
-17
-35
-66
-41

1.240
(1.822)
0.660
(3.117)
2.928
(3.279)
0.085
(2.622)
1.091
(2.781)
-1.447
(6.228)
11.397*
(6.477)
-0.370
(4.071)
11.812***
(4.315)
1.919
(3.768)
2.794
(3.867)
12.422***
(3.913)
0.344
(4.048)
-0.675
(2.323)
2.933
(2.402)
-0.963
(2.398)
2.034
(2.527)
-2.706
(2.843)
8.844***
(2.990)
2.240
(2.564)

Specification

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel
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12

Travel cost
to:
(PHP)

elementary school1

13
high school

14
barangay health center

15
private health clinic

16
public hospital

17

18

19

paved road, 4-wheel
vehicle passable

dirt road, 4-wheel vehicle
passable

dirt road, 2-wheel vehicle
passable

20
nearest public transport

21
public market

22
municipality poblacion

Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance
Higher baseline
governance
Lower baseline
governance

1A

-51
-4
-1
-22
-33
-9
-13
-77
-128
-95
-137
-20
-23
-8
-13
-5
-18
-8
-14
-48
-89

2.214
(2.680)
-1.564**
(0.698)
-1.362*
(0.709)
-4.828
(2.953)
8.978***
(3.051)
-3.515
(3.123)
2.764
(3.188)
-10.546
(15.994)
25.388
(16.567)
-4.689
(5.290)
19.944***
(5.539)
-4.023
(3.442)
3.057
(3.508)
-2.968
(2.560)
1.162
(2.604)
1.987
(5.803)
4.168
(5.979)
0.707
(2.743)
-1.762
(2.896)
-4.764
(3.649)
6.460*
(3.846)

-68

-2.376
(4.788)

-66

4.666
(4.966)

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
reminder that in our differential attrition analysis, this variable was statistically significant at the 10% significance level.
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Table A9.3 Hypothesis 1 Individual Outcomes for IP Subgroup
(in original values)

Row

1

Outcome Variable
Hypothesis 1 - HH Survey
Travel time to:
(minutes)

Subgroup

Control
Mean

IPs

-20

elementary school

2

Non-IPs

-16

IPs

-52

high school

3

Non-IPs

-30

IPs

-36

barangay health center1

4

Non-IPs

-20

IPs

-135

private health clinic

5

Non-IPs

-50

IPs

-150

public hospital

6

paved road, 4-wheel vehicle
passable

7

Non-IPs

-62

IPs

-22

Non-IPs

-20

IPs

-27

dirt road, 4-wheel vehicle passable

8

Non-IPs

-18

IPs

-21

dirt road, 2-wheel vehicle passable

9

Non-IPs

-11

IPs

-15

nearest public transport

10

Non-IPs

-14

IPs

-124

public market
Non-IPs

-36

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)
6.145**
(2.717)
0.963
(1.028)
-0.449
(3.877)
4.476*
(2.561)
11.877**
(4.758)
3.378*
(1.871)
53.404***
(11.154)
8.293***
(3.087)
49.430***
(10.782)
7.294**
(3.457)
8.161**
(4.020)
5.979
(3.679)
6.414
(5.628)
4.603
(3.981)
7.008
(5.669)
-1.008
(1.397)
2.500
(3.193)
0.659
(1.444)
24.042***
(7.289)
3.505
(2.200)

Specification

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel
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11

-66

Non-IPs

-42

IPs

-3

Non-IPs

-3

IPs

-21

Non-IPs

-26

IPs

-18

Non-IPs

-10

IPs

-178

Non-IPs

-80

IPs

-214

Non-IPs

-98

IPs

-15

Non-IPs

-20

IPs

-12

Non-IPs

-6

IPs

-9

Non-IPs

-9

IPs

-8

Non-IPs

-11

IPs

-148

Non-IPs

-53

IPs

-61

-3.011
(7.879)

-67

6.142*
(3.398)

municipality poblacion

12

Travel cost to:
(PHP)

elementary school

13
high school

14
barangay health center

15
private health clinic

16
public hospital

17

paved road, 4-wheel vehicle
passable

18
dirt road, 4-wheel vehicle passable

19
dirt road, 2-wheel vehicle passable

20
nearest public transport

21
public market

22

-2.337
(7.510)
4.673**
(1.842)
-1.130
(1.168)
-0.179
(0.528)
1.527
(6.386)
0.102
(2.941)
15.455***
(4.354)
2.041
(2.475)
72.287***
(14.595)
15.564***
(5.550)
83.997***
(13.292)
13.140**
(5.343)
5.346*
(3.179)
7.661***
(2.950)
8.706*
(5.287)
-0.313
(1.263)
5.355
(7.456)
-1.818
(2.483)
1.699
(3.035)
1.390
(2.062)
33.393***
(6.198)
2.536
(2.967)

IPs

municipality poblacion
Non-IPs

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel
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1A

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
reminder that in our differential attrition analysis, this variable was statistically significant at the 5% significance level.

Table A9.4 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 1 (BRGY Survey) Individual Outcomes for Higher Baseline
Values Subgroup (in original values)

Row

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

22

-2.236
(1.858)

Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline

20

1.587
(1.864)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

-0.7

0.727
(0.483)

Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline

-0.3

-0.483
(0.481)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

11

1.929
(3.930)

Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline

14

1.867
(3.937)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

3

0.113
(1.304)

Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline

5

-1.342
(1.304)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

-7

-0.187
(3.506)

Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline

-15

6.176*
(3.506)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

19

-5.243
(6.405)

Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline

19

7.120
(6.405)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

2

0.618
(0.907)

Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline

2

3.254***
(0.907)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

-9

0.399
(2.183)

-6

2.763
(2.183)

Outcome Variable

Specification

Hypothesis 2/3: Index 1 - BRGY Survey

1
Total number of BC meetings in
the last 12 mos.

2

The month the last BC meeting
was conducted. (0 is same month
as interview, -1 is last month, etc.)

3
Total number of people who
attended the last BC meeting.

4
Total number of BDC meetings in
the last 12 mos.

5

The month the last BDC meeting
was conducted. (0 is same month
as interview, -1 is last month, etc.)

6
Total number of people who
attended the last BDC meeting.

7
Total number of BA meetings in
the last 12 mos.

8

The month the last BA meeting
was conducted. (0 is same month
as interview, -1 is last month, etc.)

Panel

Panel

Panel

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section
Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline
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9

10

If the brgy held a BA during the
synchronized barangay assembly
day on October 2013 as enjoined
by Proclamation 260. (1=Yes)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

If the brgy is planning on holding a
BA on the synchronized barangay
assembly day on March 2013 as
enjoined by Proclamation 260.
(1=Yes)

11
Total number of people who
attended the last BA meeting.

0.5

0.169
(0.121)

Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline

0.6

-0.013
(0.121)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

0.8

-0.060
(0.089)

Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline

1

-0.242***
(0.089)

Higher part. in & knowledge
of formal structures at baseline

184

-39.468
(33.268)

73

67.350**
(33.268)

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section
Lower part. in & knowledge of
formal structures at baseline

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Table A9.5 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 2 (HH Survey) Individual Outcomes for Poor Brgy Subgroup
(in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

Poor brgy's

0.7

0.106***
(0.037)

Not-so-poor brgy's

0.8

0.030
(0.035)

Poor brgy's

0.3

0.138***
(0.035)

Not-so-poor brgy's

0.3

0.062*
(0.033)

Poor brgy's

0.4

0.199***
(0.040)

Not-so-poor brgy's

0.4

-0.004
(0.037)

Poor brgy's

0.5

0.164***
(0.043)

Not-so-poor brgy's

0.5

-0.010
(0.040)

Poor brgy's

0.6

0.013
(0.018)

0.5

-0.003
(0.017)

Specification

Hypothesis 2/3: Index 2 - HH Survey
1

2

3

4

5

Proportion of HHs who were informed that there was
a BA in the last 12 months.
The degree to which barangay resident attendees were
consulted when a decision needed to be made on any
problems or issues. (scale 0 to 1, where 0 is residents
were not consulted and 1 is residents were consulted)
Proportion of HHs who said there were NO issues
where the community should have been consulted but
was not, at the last BA.

Proportion of HHs who said NO particular group
usually dominates decision-making in BAs.
Barangay captain’s responsiveness to
recommendations by HHs of different projects that
would benefit the barangay. (scale 0 to 1, where 0 is
the barangay captain is not very responsive and 1 is
very responsive)

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section
Not-so-poor brgy's

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

115

Table A9.6 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 2 (HH Survey) Individual Outcomes for Brgy’s Affected by
Yolanda (in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

Brgy's affected by
Yolanda

0.7

0.018
(0.031)

Brgy's not affected by
Yolanda

0.7

0.126***
(0.033)

Brgy's affected by
Yolanda

0.3

0.061**
(0.030)

Brgy's not affected by
Yolanda

0.3

0.138***
(0.032)

Brgy's affected by
Yolanda

0.5

0.047
(0.036)

Brgy's not affected by
Yolanda

0.4

0.141***
(0.038)

Brgy's affected by
Yolanda

0.5

0.013
(0.038)

Brgy's not affected by
Yolanda

0.4

0.131***
(0.040)

Brgy's affected by
Yolanda

0.5

0.003
(0.016)

0.6

0.008
(0.017)

Specification

Hypothesis 2/3: Index 2 - HH Survey
1

2

3

4

5

Proportion of HHs who were informed that there
was a BA in the last 12 months.
The degree to which barangay resident attendees
were consulted when a decision needed to be made
on any problems or issues. (scale 0 to 1, where 0 is
residents were not consulted and 1 is residents were
consulted)
Proportion of HHs who said there were NO issues
where the community should have been consulted
but was not, at the last BA.

Proportion of HHs who said NO particular group
usually dominates decision-making in BAs.
Barangay captain’s responsiveness to
recommendations by HHs of different projects that
would benefit the barangay. (scale 0 to 1, where 0 is
the barangay captain is not very responsive and 1 is
very responsive)

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section
Brgy's not affected by
Yolanda

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

116

Table A9.7 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 2 (HH Survey) Individual Outcomes for Poor HH’s Subgroup
(in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

Poor HH's

0.7

0.098***
(0.029)

Not-so-poor HH's

0.8

0.050*
(0.027)

Poor HH's

0.3

Not-so-poor HH's

0.3

Poor HH's

0.4

0.159***
(0.034)

Not-so-poor HH's

0.4

0.048
(0.034)

Poor HH's

0.5

0.126***
(0.032)

Not-so-poor HH's

0.5

0.034
(0.036)

Poor HH's

0.6

0.020
(0.020)

0.6

-0.016
(0.017)

Specification

Hypothesis 2/3: Index 2 - HH Survey
1

2

3

4

5

Proportion of HHs who were informed that there was
a BA in the last 12 months.
The degree to which barangay resident attendees were
consulted when a decision needed to be made on any
problems or issues. (scale 0 to 1, where 0 is residents
were not consulted and 1 is residents were consulted)
Proportion of HHs who said there were NO issues
where the community should have been consulted but
was not, at the last BA.

Proportion of HHs who said NO particular group
usually dominates decision-making in BAs.
Barangay captain’s responsiveness to
recommendations by HHs of different projects that
would benefit the barangay. (scale 0 to 1, where 0 is
the barangay captain is not very responsive and 1 is
very responsive)

Not-so-poor HH's

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

0.103***
(0.028)
0.095***
(0.030)

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section
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Table A9.8 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 4 (HH Survey) Individual Outcomes for Higher Baseline
Governance Subgroup (in original values)

Row

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

HH confident to participate collectively in
community development activities. (scale 0 to
3, where 0 is not confident at all and 3 is very
confident)

Higher baseline
governance

3

0.052*
(0.030)

Lower baseline
governance

3

-0.063**
(0.030)

HH agreement or disagreement with
statement: “I feel comfortable speaking
during BAs.” (scale 0 to 3, where 0 is
strongly disagree and 3 is strongly agree)

Higher baseline
governance

1

0.307***
(0.112)

Lower baseline
governance

1

0.167
(0.112)

If there were any issues in the community that
the HH felt very strongly about, the
likelihood the HH would talk to the barangay
captain about it. (scale 0 to 3, where 0 is very
unlikely and 3 is very likely)

Higher baseline
governance

2

0.034
(0.051)

Lower baseline
governance

2

-0.060
(0.051)

HHs opinion on how much impact they think
they have in making the barangay a better
place. (scale 0 to 3, where 0 is no impact and
3 is a big impact)

Higher baseline
governance

2

0.019
(0.045)

Lower baseline
governance

2

0.050
(0.045)

Outcome Variable

Specification

Hypothesis 2/3: Index 4 - HH Survey
1

2

3

4

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Table A9.9 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 4 (HH Survey) Individual Outcomes for Yolanda Subgroup
(in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

Brgy's affected by
Yolanda

2.7

-0.051**
(0.025)

Brgy's not affected
by Yolanda

2.7

0.041
(0.027)

Brgy's affected by
Yolanda

1.3

0.079
(0.092)

Brgy's not affected
by Yolanda

1.2

0.414***
(0.097)

Brgy's affected by
Yolanda

2.4

-0.070*
(0.042)

2.4

0.046
(0.045)

Specification

Hypothesis 2/3: Index 4 - HH Survey
1

2

3

HH confident to participate collectively in
community development activities. (scale 0 to 3,
where 0 is not confident at all and 3 is very
confident)
HH agreement or disagreement with statement:
“I feel comfortable speaking during BAs.” (scale
0 to 3, where 0 is strongly disagree and 3 is
strongly agree)
If there were any issues in the community that
the HH felt very strongly about, the likelihood
the HH would talk to the barangay captain about
it. (scale 0 to 3, where 0 is very unlikely and 3 is
very likely)

Brgy's not affected
by Yolanda

Cross section

Cross section

Cross section
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HHs opinion on how much impact they think
they have in making the barangay a better place.
(scale 0 to 3, where 0 is no impact and 3 is a big
impact)

4

Brgy's affected by
Yolanda
Brgy's not affected
by Yolanda

1.7

0.031
(0.038)

1.8

0.014
(0.041)

Cross section

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Table A9.10 Hypothesis 4 (HH Survey) Individual Outcomes for Higher Baseline Values Subgroup
(in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

Brgys with higher
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

7

-0.028
(0.145)

Brgys with lower
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

6

0.172
(0.137)

Brgys with higher
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.6

0.061***
(0.024)

Brgys with lower
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.5

0.104***
(0.022)

Brgys with higher
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.2

0.032**
(0.016)

Brgys with lower
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.1

0.014
(0.015)

Brgys with higher
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.3

0.028
(0.021)

Brgys with lower
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.2

0.040**
(0.020)

Brgys with higher
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.7

0.020
(0.029)

Brgys with lower
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.4

0.034
(0.029)

Brgys with higher
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.7

-0.064**
(0.030)

Specification

Hypothesis 4 – HH Survey

1

2

3

4

Number of current BC members
correctly named by HH respondent
(scale 0 to 8).

The proportion of HHs who live in a
barangay with an independent BDC
(not comprised of the BC).

The
proportion of
HHs who
know:

the municipal mayor
or spouse closely.

anyone else in the
municipal government
closely. (besides the
mayor and his/her
spouse)

5
the barangay captain
or spouse closely.

6

anyone in the
barangay government
closely. (besides the

Cross
section

Cross
section

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel
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captain and his/her
spouse)

7
anyone on the BDC
closely.

8
the 4Ps Parent leader
closely.

Brgys with lower
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.5

0.095***
(0.028)

Brgys with higher
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.6

-0.095**
(0.038)

Brgys with lower
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.2

0.062*
(0.035)

Brgys with higher
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.5

-0.061**
(0.027)

Panel

Panel
Brgys with lower
knowledge & awareness of
local governance at baseline

0.3

0.094***
(0.025)

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Table A9.11 Hypothesis 5 (HH Survey) Individual Outcomes for Poor HH’s Subgroup
(in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

Poor HH's

0.7

0.001
(0.014)

Not-so-poor HH's

0.6

0.044***
(0.014)

Poor HH's

2

0.020
(0.043)

Not-so-poor HH's

2

0.138***
(0.041)

Poor HH's

1

-0.010
(0.061)

Not-so-poor HH's

0.9

0.109**
(0.055)

Poor HH's

0.1

0.023
(0.020)

0.1

0.014
(0.021)

Specification

Hypothesis 5 – HH Survey

1

2

3

4

The proportion of randomly sampled households
who the respondent knows.

The degree to which respondent knows anyone in
a randomly sampled household (1 is only the
individual mentioned, 3 is everyone in the HH)
The frequency with which the respondent speaks
to a member of a randomly sampled household. (0
is never, 4 is everyday)
The frequency with which the HH discusses any
problems in the barangay with neighboring HH. (0
is “not in the last 12 months”, 3 is “in the last
week”)

Not-so-poor HH's

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Panel

Panel

Cross section

Cross section
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Table A9.12 Hypothesis 5 (HH Survey) Individual Outcomes for IP Subgroup
(in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

IPs

0.7

-0.005
(0.024)

Non-IPs

0.6

0.030***
(0.012)

IPs

2

-0.049
(0.071)

Non-IPs

2

0.107***
(0.037)

IPs

1

-0.097
(0.147)

Non-IPs

0.9

0.082*
(0.050)

IPs

0.2

-0.086
(0.076)

0.1

0.031*
(0.016)

Specification

Hypothesis 5 – HH Survey

1

2

3

4

The proportion of randomly sampled
households who the respondent knows.
The degree to which respondent knows
anyone in a randomly sampled household (1
is only the individual mentioned, 3 is
everyone in the HH)
The frequency with which the respondent
speaks to a member of a randomly sampled
household. (0 is never, 4 is everyday)
The frequency with which the HH discusses
any problems in the barangay with
neighboring HH. (0 is “not in the last 12
months”, 3 is “in the last week”)

Non-IPs

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Panel

Panel

Cross section

Cross section
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Table A9.13 Hypothesis 6 (HH Survey) Individual Outcomes for IP Subgroup
(in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Subgroup

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std.
error)

IPs

2

1.676***
(0.515)

not IPs

2

0.470***
(0.065)

IPs

1508

1750***
(613)

not IPs

1535

285**
(127)

IPs

296

-116
(74)

not IPs

175

34.77
(25.66)

IPs

0.03

0.039
(0.024)

not IPs

0.1

0.016
(0.021)

IPs

0

0.032
(0.051)

not IPs

0.6

-0.071
(0.374)

IPs

0.2

4.636
(2.921)

not IPs

1

1.242*
(0.709)

Specification

Hypothesis 6 – HH Survey

1

2

3

4

5

6

Total instances of participation in community
organizations by HHs in the last 12 mos.
(excluding governmental groups)
Total meeting time of community
organizations attended by households in the
last 12 mos. (minutes)
(excluding governmental groups)
Total contribution of cash/goods to
community organizations by HHs in the last
12 mos. (PHP)
(excluding governmental groups)
Total number of HH members who
participated in community efforts related to
private goods.
Total contribution of cash/goods to
community efforts related to private goods by
HHs in the last 12 mos. (PHP)

Total days participated in community efforts
related to helping neighbors in the last 12 mos.

The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel

Panel
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Table A9.14 Hypothesis 1 KC Mean Effects with Between-Barangay Subgroup Indicator as a
Control
Brgy's with lower
travel time and
cost to key
services

Brgy's with a
higher share of
poor households
at baseline

Brgy's with levels
of baseline
governance in the
top 50%

Experienced
Yolanda

0.008
(0.020)

0.023
(0.021)

0.038*
(0.020)

0.023
(0.021)

KC reduces travel time and
cost to key services

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels
are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control
variables; d) subgroup indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to correspond with our subgroup analysis
results.

Table A9.15 Hypothesis 1 KC Mean Effects with Within-Barangay Subgroup Indicator as a
Control

KC reduces travel time and
cost to key services

HH's officially
classified as poor
at baseline

IP Households

Female
Respondents

0.082***
(0.027)

0.080***
(0.026)

N/A

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units;
b)The significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata
(pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup indicator was also included in the SUR
model, this was done in order to correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

Table A9.16 Hypothesis 2/3 KC Mean Effects with Between-Barangay Subgroup Indicator as a
Control

KC increases quantity and quality of
participation in local governance
around decision-making

HH Survey

BRGY Survey
SCA

Brgy's with higher
participation in
local governance
at baseline

Brgy's with a
higher share of
poor households
at baseline

Brgy's with levels
of baseline
governance in the
top 50%

Experienced
Yolanda

N/A

0.199***
(0.053)

0.207***
(0.054)

0.197***
(0.053)

0.144***
(0.055)

0.140***
(0.052)

0.123**
(0.053)

0.146***
(0.052)

N/A

-0.023
(0.044)

-0.039
(0.046)

-0.029
(0.042)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are
indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup
indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

123

Table A9.17 Hypothesis 2/3 KC Mean Effects with Within-Barangay Subgroup Indicator as a
Control
HH's officially
classified as poor
at baseline

IP Households

Female
Respondents

0.078***
(0.021)

0.078***
(0.021)

N/A

KC increases quantity and quality of
participation in local governance
around decision-making

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to
correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

Table A9.18 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 1 KC Mean Effects with Between-Barangay Subgroup Indicator
as a Control

KC increases HH's participation in
and knowledge of formal and
informal structures

HH Survey
BRGY Survey

Brgy's with higher
participation in &
knowledge of
formal and
informal structures
at baseline

Brgy's with a
higher share of
poor households
at baseline

Brgy's with levels
of baseline
governance in the
top 50%

Experienced
Yolanda

0.178***
(0.061)

0.204***
(0.061)

0.242***
(0.064)

0.215***
(0.062)

0.105
(0.071)

0.096
(0.070)

0.105
(0.074)

0.106
(0.070)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are
indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup
indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

Table A9.19 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 1 KC Mean Effects with Within-Barangay Subgroup Indicator
as a Control

KC increases HH's participation in
and knowledge of formal and
informal structures

HH's officially
classified as poor at
baseline

IP Households

Female
Respondents

0.058***
(0.019)

0.059***
(0.019)

0.063***
(0.021)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order
to correspond with our subgroup analysis results.
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Table A9.20 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 2 KC Mean Effects with Between-Barangay Subgroup Indicator
as a Control

KC increases brgy sharing and
inclusiveness

Brgy's with higher
brgy information
sharing and
inclusiveness at
baseline

Brgy's with a
higher share of
poor households
at baseline

Brgy's with levels
of baseline
governance in the
top 50%

Experienced
Yolanda

N/A

0.349***
(0.090)

0.341***
(0.092)

0.349***
(0.090)

0.164***
(0.062)

0.128**
(0.062)

0.115*
(0.063)

0.133**
(0.062)

HH Survey
BRGY Survey

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are
indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup
indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

Table A9.21 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 2 KC Mean Effects with Within-Barangay Subgroup Indicator
as a Control
HH's officially
classified as poor at
baseline

IP Households

Female
Respondents

0.140***
(0.037)

0.139***
(0.037)

0.143***
(0.037)

KC increases brgy sharing and
inclusiveness

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to
correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

Table A9.22 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 4 KC Mean Effects with Between-Barangay Subgroup Indicator
as a Control

KC increases confidence and selfefficacy

Brgy's with higher
confidence and
self-efficacy at
baseline

Brgy's with a
higher share of
poor households
at baseline

Brgy's with levels
of baseline
governance in the
top 50%

Experienced
Yolanda

N/A

0.115*
(0.064)

0.122*
(0.066)

0.104
(0.065)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are
indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d)
subgroup indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to correspond with our subgroup analysis results.
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Table A9.23 Hypothesis 2/3: Index 4 KC Mean Effects with Within-Barangay Subgroup Indicator
as a Control
HH's officially
classified as poor
at baseline

IP Households

Female
Respondents

0.044**
(0.020)

0.046**
(0.021)

0.043**
(0.020)

KC increases confidence and selfefficacy

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies
and baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in
order to correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

Table A9.24 Hypothesis 4 KC Mean Effects with Between-Barangay Subgroup Indicator as a
Control
Brgy's with higher
knowledge & awareness
of local governance at
baseline
KC increases knowledge &
awareness of local governance

0.139***
(0.047)

Brgy's with a
higher share of
poor households
at baseline

Brgy's with levels
of baseline
governance in the
top 50%

Experienced
Yolanda

0.135***
(0.046)

0.124***
(0.047)

0.132***
(0.046)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are indicated
by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup indicator was
also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

Table A9.25 Hypothesis 4 KC Mean Effects with Within-Barangay Subgroup Indicator as a
Control

KC increases knowledge &
awareness of local governance

HH's officially
classified as poor at
baseline

IP Households

Female
Respondents

0.052**
(0.023)

0.050**
(0.023)

0.051**
(0.025)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to
correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

126

Table A9.26 Hypothesis 5 KC Mean Effects with Between-Barangay Subgroup Indicator as a
Control

Brgy's with higher
interactions among
peers at baseline

Brgy's with a
higher share of
poor households
at baseline

Brgy's with levels
of baseline
governance in the
top 50%

Experienced
Yolanda

0.171***
(0.057)

0.148**
(0.061)

0.135**
(0.062)

0.146**
(0.061)

KC increases interactions among
peers

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are
indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup
indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

Table A9.27 Hypothesis 5 KC Mean Effects with Within-Barangay Subgroup Indicator as a
Control
HH's officially
classified as poor at
baseline

IP Households

Female
Respondents

0.079*
(0.042)

0.081*
(0.042)

0.079*
(0.042)

KC increases interactions among
peers

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to
correspond with our subgroup analysis results.

Table A9.28 Hypothesis 6 KC Mean Effects with Between-Barangay Subgroup Indicator as a
Control

KC does not reduce participation
in existing community
organizations or support

HH Survey
BRGY Survey

Brgy's with higher
participation in
existing community
organizations at
baseline

Brgy's with a
higher share of
poor households
at baseline

Brgy's with levels
of baseline
governance in the
top 50%

Experienced
Yolanda

0.358***
(0.079)

0.331***
(0.075)

0.368***
(0.079)

0.345***
(0.077)

0.170*
(0.100)

0.169*
(0.099)

0.195*
(0.103)

0.174*
(0.098)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The significance levels are
indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup
indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to correspond with our subgroup analysis results.
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Table A9.29 Hypothesis 6 KC Mean Effects with Within-Barangay Subgroup Indicator as a
Control

KC does not reduce participation
in existing community
organizations or support

HH's officially
classified as poor at
baseline

IP Households

Female
Respondents

0.119***
(0.023)

0.118***
(0.023)

0.062***
(0.015)

Notes: a) KC mean effects indices calculate the average treatment effect expressed in standard deviation units; b)The
significance levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; c) specifications include strata (pair) dummies and
baseline values as control variables; d) subgroup indicator was also included in the SUR model, this was done in order to
correspond with our subgroup analysis results.
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Appendix 10: Additional Propositions Individual Results
Table A10.1: Household Survey Individual Outcomes: Additional Proposition 1 KC’s Effect on
How Well People Deal with Hardship (in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Control Mean

Treatment Effect
(std. error)

Specification

0.52

0.132**
(0.058)

Panel

0.27

0.086*
(0.051)

Panel

0.46

0.148***
(0.053)

Panel

Additional Proposition 1 - HH Survey (46 observations)
For people who experienced financial hardship as a result of a
natural disaster, if someone outside the HH helped them (scale: 0
to 2)
For people who experienced financial hardship as a result of a
natural disaster, if they were helped by someone inside the brgy
(scale: 0 to 2)

1

2

For people who experienced financial hardship as a result of a
natural disaster, if they received support (scale: 0 to 2)

3

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Table A10.2: Barangay Survey Individual Outcomes: Additional Proposition 3 KC’s Effect on the
Capacity of Local Government (in original values)

Row

Outcome Variable

Control
Mean

Treatment
Effect
(std. error)

Specification

1,950,000

36,686
(101,883)

Panel

Additional Proposition 3- BRGY Survey (79 observations)
1

IRA in 2012 and 2013

2

Internally generated funding in 2012 and 2013

56,659

147,880**
(60,109)

Panel

3

Donations in 2012 and 2013

548,595

843,649*
(453,022)

Panel

4

Proportions of brgy’s that had a record of projects or had a brgy
development plan in 2012 and 2013
(scale: 0 to 4, where 4 is brgy had a record and development plan for
both years and 0 is brgy had neither)

2.90

0.306
(0.190)

Panel

The significant levels are indicated by *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

