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ABSTRACT

Using data from a randomized controlled trial iratiSierra Leone, | examine how
appropriate design can limit elite capture in pgvatory development projects. | show that
villages where local elites were prevented fronicadfly managing the projects exhibit lower
levels of elite capture as measured by the amduwdsh payments budgeted for labor but
generally understood to serve as a tithe for thage chief. Excluding elites from project
management does not, however, have any effecteoevéntual success of the project.
Consistently with established theory, | also prevé®dme evidence that villages with high
levels of socioeconomic heterogeneity and largauf@ions demonstrate relatively high

levels of elite capture.

Keywords: elite capture, participatory development, CDD d@mized controlled

trial, Africa, Sierra Leone



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The research for this paper was part of a lardertahitiated by Erwin Bulte and Maarten
Voors of Wageningen University, Andreas Kontoledthe University of Cambridge and Ty
Turley of the University of Chicago. | am gratefar their organization and ideas. The
fieldwork would not have been possible without theperation of the Gola Forest
Programme in Sierra Leone. Guy Matrris, Alusine Rafg Fomba Kanneh, chief Joseph
Kenneh, Eward Sheriff, Francis Massaquoi and DeBégha, were of especially great help.
Koen Leuveld, Lizzy van der Wal, Wytse Vellema, like Pelsma and Francesco Cecchi
were those coordinating the fieldwork before andrdumy involvement in the research, and
their tireless work was invaluable. Finally, mynka go to our enumerators who did not turn

their backs on us when things went tough.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

N ST I ¥ O PP 1
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ... e e e e e e et e e e aeaa e e eaan s 2
TABLE OF CONTENT S ..o cer e et e et e s e e e e e e eaan s 3
LIST OF TABLES ... oottt ettt e e e e e e e et e e e et e e eeeaa e e e ean e e e eaaneaenes 4
LIST OF FIGURES ...ttt e e e e e e et n e e e et e e e e aa e e e aaaneaees 5
I N I @ 151 L @ 1 PP 6
s Y 1 U PN 11
G JE D 7N 1PN 13
(a) Elite capture and other outcome VariableS .. ........coovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 13
(b) Endogenous village CharaCteriStiCS.......ocoevieiiiiiiiiieeeecce e e e e e e e 16
. ANALY SIS .. ittt e e e e e e e e et e e e e —r et e e e e e e nrrreeeaeaaans 19
G ) =L C I OF=T o | (1 = SRR 19
(o) IO 11 g LT 0o [T Vo S UPSURSSRR 29
(0 I 0] 01U 1S3 1 =R 35
5. CONCLUSIONS. ...ttt eeeee e et e e ettt e e e e e s sns e e e e nnaseeeeeesannnnneeeeens 41
REFERENGCES ...ttt ettt e e e e sttt e e e e e s emnanee e s s e e e e e e e e ennnnees 42



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1: Distribution of cash payment (abSOIULE)............coooiiiiiiiiiiii e 14
Table 2: Distribution of cash payment (relativgdtoject Siz€)........ccceeeevvieeeeeeeeeeees o 14
Table 3: Distribution of MiSSING MatEralS. .. cumeceeeeiieeeeeiiieeee e 14
Table 4: Project COMPIELION .......ooiiieeeecce e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeananes 15
Table 5: Description of variables ...........cceeereiiiiiiciie e 17
Table 6: DeSCrPLiVe StAtISICS .......uuuiiiieee e r e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeanaens 17
Table 7: Sample DalanCe ... s 18
Table 8: Dapendent variable positive values inSamples ........cccoooovvviiiiieiiiiiiee e, 18
Table 9: Difference in cash paument (aDSOIULE) e .cooveeeeeiiiiiiiiii e 19
Table 10: Difference in cash payment (relativermgrt value).............eeeeeiiiiniiiieiiiceee. 20
Table 11: Value of missing materials (relative toject value).............ccceevvvvevevevvvvieeneen. 20
Table 12: Model @StMALION (2).....uiiiiiei s et e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeennnnne 22
Table 13: Model estimation (20)........ccoo oo 24
Table 14: Model estimations (dependent variabl® gas) .............ueeeeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeees o 27
Table 15: Model estimations (dependent variabl)Sta..............coooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeeeeeees 30
Table 16: Model eStimation (L13).....ccooe oo e e 34
Table 17: Alternative specifications with interactiterm (dependent variable cash_pc)...... 35
Table 18: Alternative specifications without intetian term (depndent variable cash_pc)...38
Table 19: Alternative specifications with interactiterm (dependent variable start)............. 39
Table 20: Alternative specifications without intetian term (dependent variable start)....... 40



Figure 1:
Figure 2:
Figure 3:
Figure 4:
Figure 5:
Figure 6:

LIST OF FIGURES

Distribution of missing materials (relaito project value)..............cooeeviiiiceeenn 15
Distribution of missing materials (relaito project value)...............cceevvevscmeenn 16
Marginal effects of treatment conditionalchief quality ...............oovvvvviivnnnnnnn. 23
Marginal effects of no treatment condlitibon chief quality ......................... 25
Marginal effects of chief quality conditial on treatment.....................ovvvvvicees 26
Marginal effects of no treatment on c@shconditional on village social capital .27

Figure 7: Marginal effects of no treatment on cashconditional on village social capital .27
Figure 8: Marginal effects of no treatment on cgshconditional on village size ................ 28
Figure 9: Marginal effects of no treatment on cgshconditional on village heterogeneity.28
Figure 10: Marginal effects of no treatment ontstanditional on chief quality ................ 13
Figure 11: Marginal effects of no treatment ontstanditional on social capital .............. 1.3
Figure 12: Marginal effects of no treatment ontstanditional on village size ............... 31.
Figure 13: Marginal effects of no treatment ontstanditional on village heterogeneity.....31
Figure 14: Marginal effects of village size on cgsticonditional on treatment ................... 32
Figure 15: Marginal effects of village heterogep@h cash_pc conditional on treatment.... 33
Figure 16: Marginal effects of population size @slt_pc conditional on village
NELEIOGENEITY ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e rr s 34
Figure 17: Marginal effects of no treatment on cgshconditional on chief quality (14a)...36
Figure 18: Marginal effects of no treatment on cashconditional on chief quality (15a)...36
Figure 19: Marginal effects of no treatment on cgshconditional on chief quality (16a)...36
Figure 20: Marginal effects of no treatment on cashconditional on chief quality (17a)...36
Figure 21: Marginal effects of no treatment on cashconditional on chief quality (18a)...37
Figure 22: Marginal effects of no treatment on cgshconditional on chief quality (19a)...37
Figure 23: Marginal effects of no treatment ontstanditional on chief quality (20a)......... 39
Figure 24: Marginal effects of no treatment ontstanditional on chief quality (21a)......... 39
Figure 25: Marginal effects of no treatment ontstanditional on chief quality (22a)......... 40
Figure 26: Marginal effects of no treatment ontstanditional on chief quality (23a)......... 40



1. INTRODUCTION

Participatory development approaches have beeseir-wvith varying popularity — since the
1950s (Mansuri & Rao, 2004). They were initiallflirrnced by non-economic thinkers such
as Mohandas Gandhi (1962) and Paulo Freire (200%),advocated collective action and
self-governance, and later by Robert Chambers (1288iro Escobar (1995) or James Scott
(1998), who criticized the top-down policies thatdnated mainstream development
thinking in the 1980s. It was not until late in tiweentieth century that participatory
development attracted significant attention fromnsieam development economists.
Hirshman (1984) demonstrated how collective actiora local level can improve well-
being, and Cernea (1985) showed that this candi@dted even by large intergovernmental
organizations like the World Bank, while Ostrom 909 described the critical role of
endogenous institutions in such efforts. Partidpaapproaches, which were still mostly the
domain of small NGOs at the beginning of the 199@3¢ taken up by increasingly larger
development organizations during that decade. Kire the turn of the millennium, they
became endorsed even by the World Bank in the @drits own community-driven
development or CDD (Narayan & Ebbe, 1997; Narayarké&, 2002; World Bank, 2000,
2003). The approach became so popular with the 3\Rathk that between 2001 and 2008,
its CDD funding averaged almost USD 2 billion anhug@inswanger-Mkhize et al., 2010,

p. 52), and reached USD 7.8 billion in 2010 alaviar{suri & Rao, 2012).

Broadly defined as a practice of “giving controld@velopment decisions and resources to
community groups” (Narayan-Parker, 2002, p. 15%)DPGs meant to “make poverty
reduction efforts more responsive to demand” and tielp achieve “immediate and lasting
results” while targeting “the poorest and most nrabindividuals and groups” (Dongier et
al., 2002, pp. 303, 307). In other words, the Cppraach assumes that if the recipient

communities are given enough control powers angoresbilities in the design and



implementation of development projects, they canaga them more effectively than

outsiders.

However, recent research suggests that CDD isyhardanacea for the many shortcomings
of current development practice. Besides concdrpstats cost and slow speed of
implementation, a common point of critique is theénerability of CDD to elite capture — a
phenomenon where resources transferred for thdibehmany are usurped by a few,
usually politically and/or economically powerfulogips (such as traditional leaders, local
government officials, landowners or educated pgpplehe expense of the less influential

ones (Dutta, 2009).

The idea that CDD projects are prone to elite aaptoay seem somewhat counterintuitive.
By allowing the intended beneficiaries to play ativee role in the management of the
projects, the very design of participatory develepins supposed to limit the corruption
often associated with top-down approaches to dpwatmt. This ‘democratization’ of the
development process is essentially meant to inte@ucontrol mechanism over potential
rent seekers (Fritzen, 2007). There is, nevertegtaane evidence indicating that elite

capture in participatory development might be heatvidespread issue.

For example, Platteau and Abraham (2002), PlatteduGaspart (2003) or Richards (2003)
provide anecdotal evidence of elite capture in Qb@jects from several countries in sub-
Saharan Africa, while Nabi et al. (1999) give exéasf elite capture in a more general
decentralization setting in Bangladesh. Conversatwith development professionals are
also source of countless stories about local dlivesrting resources not meant for them. On
the other hand, only a few quantitative studied déh the issue, and they generally show
mixed results. While some, most notably Olken (9G0% Gallaso and Ravallion (2005) but

also D’Exelle (2009), offer evidence of elite captin CDD and decentralization projects,



others (Dasgupta & Beard, 2007; Duflo, 2005; FntZ&07) do not find any such evidence
at all. In an extensive randomized controlled tstaldy in the Democratic Republic of the
Congo, Humphreys, Sanchez de la Sierra and Wildi2(2find some evidence of elite
capture in CDD projects, but on a level statislycaddifferent from more top-down project
designs. The prevalence and the extent of eliteuoay; CDD projects are thus still topics of

academic discussion rather than accepted facts.

Platteau and Abraham (2002) maintain that, espgdrathe context of lineage-based
African societies of which Sierra Leone is a priexample, elite capture of participatory
development projects is very likely. In such saemgttraditional decision-making processes
are typically based on consensus facilitated byetite. In small and isolated communities
where everybody knows each other relatively well snaware of each other’s actions, this
ensures that outcomes of such processes are ategt@nforced by virtually the entire
community. In a game-theoretical framework, thia isase of an infinitely repeated
Prisoner’s Dilemma with complete information, whialmthe long run, results in full
cooperation (Abreu, 1988). An individual who disgbeonsensual decisions builds a
negative reputation and is likely to be ostraciaed sanctioned by the community (Hayami
& Godo, 2005, p. 322). Platteau and Abraham (2002)eatigat once communities increase
in size, get more integrated with the outside warld once people start moving in and out of
them, the conditions for successfully achieving anfbrcing consensual decisions quickly
disappear. In many, especially Western societiaditional decision-making and
enforcement mechanisms have evolved into, and tegéaced by, representative political
and judicial institutions. When these are absemtysfunctional, the failure of traditional
processes to provide effective social regulatiomodern integrated market environments
allows local elites to capture the benefits of depment programs designed with such

environments in mind.



Thus arises the question of how to bridge the gaywéden traditional decision-making and
enforcement mechanisms and modern institution®relts some evidence that enabling the
target communities to monitor their representatmesxert enough control over the projects
as such can, to varying degrees, limit elite cap(Bjorkman & Svensson, 2009; D’Exelle,
2009; Olken, 2005; Reinikka & Svensson, 2004). Hevehow exactly this should be done
is a matter of an ongoing debate. Many organizatiotplementing CDD projects simply
integrate basic democratic elements into theirqmtoglesigns by, for example, requiring the
target communities to elect one or more represgetato manage the projects, or by having
the communities decide on the type of the projeciugh referenda. While there is some
evidence that such an approach can limit elitewwagBeath, Christia, & Enikolopov, 2013),
several studies voice the concern that in the alesehdeveloped checks and balances,
majority votes, referenda and various deliberafiora are prone to domination by elites
anyway (Archibald & Richards, 2002; Besley, Par&l®ao, 2005; Humphreys, Masters, &
Sandbu, 2011; J.-P. Platteau & Abraham, 2002). &litthdomination of democratic
processes does not necessarily rid them completeheir potential to limit elite capture, but
certainly impedes this potential in a severe waitdén, 2007). This is why D’Exelle (2009)
suggests that donors get more involved in the 8efeof community representatives even if
that means a compromise on democratic principteslly, this would be done based on
good knowledge of each of the target communitieshé absence of it, a random selection of
village representatives should help prevent elimiciation of project management, which is
an approach this study takes. Such an approachymigylogically raise the concern that it
would put in charge people with little experience ananagement capability. However,
Duflo (2005) shows that inexperienced people arkes® efficient in project management
than seasoned leaders, and D’Exelle and Riedl {20@8yest that they may perform even

better than experienced elites.



Besides the design of the projects, the abilitgltés to capture project resources and
benefits is also likely to depend on endogenousacheristics of the target communities.
Previous studies have shown that high levels oftiv@ad income inequality are often
associated with higher levels of elite capture &sb & Ravallion, 2005; Khwaja, 2009),
which may be due to the often high correlation efith and power (Araujo, Ferreira,
Lanjouw, & Ozler, 2008). It is also in line withatseminal work of Alesina and La Ferrara
(2000), who show that high degrees of heterogerfledth economic and ethnic) within
communities lead to lower levels of participatiorcommunal action. By extension, highly
heterogeneous communities should be less able natantheir elites and thus limit their
capture of CDD projects. The ability to act colieely can be viewed as one manifestation of
the elusive notion of social capital — a conceferred to in volumes of works, but
notoriously difficult to define. In this paper, attempt to propose a suitable definition is
made. However, various factors commonly assochatt#dsocial capital such as trust or
respect are made use of in order to control foptitential effects of social capital on elite

capture.

Utilizing data from a randomized controlled tri®QT) in rural Sierra Leone, this work aims

at contributing to the discussion by addressingaliewing questions:

- Is there elite capture of resources in CDD projects
- What factors influence the extent of elite capture?

- Can appropriate project design limit elite capture?

The rest of the paper is organized as follows:sP2dnd 3 describe the set-up of the RCT
and the data. In part 4, the data are analyzed andple econometric model is developed to
gauge the effect of project design on elite captdegt 5 summarizes the results and

concludes with some policy implications.
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2. SET-UP

This paper draws on data from a randomized coettdtial conducted in 56 rural villages
surrounding the Gola Rainforest National Park intseeastern Sierra Leone. Each village
was entitled to receive 2.4 million SLL (about 33SD at the time) worth of livelihood
support. In villages larger than 30 householdsgtitere sum was used for a community
development project, typically involving a constian or a reconstruction of a communal
structure such as a latrine, a guest house, a reascucourt barryIn smaller villages, each
household could choose to allocate up to 80,0001t8lits own consumption, with the rest of
the total sum going towards the community projkcthis paper, only the community

projects are considered.

The support for the community projects came maimiye form of construction materials
and tools delivered to the villages by the GolaeSbProgramme (GFP) — an organization
responsible for the management of the National PArkart of the fund often came in the
form of cash officially meant to pay for labor. Hever, anecdotal evidence from the field as
well as general consensus among our enumeratogesiutpat this money is usually
considered a tax levied by the village chief. THoutgs conceivable that such fees be
considered legitimate to some extent by the chmflgects — an issue discussed in more
detalil in section 4 — there is little evidence suipg this. It is therefore safe to assume that

the amount of cash payment can be used as a gory for elite capture by the chief.

The project to be implemented was decided upomdwivillage meeting in June 2010.
Following the decision, the responsibility for ireptenting the project was assigned either to

the village chief along with the youth and womeeaders (control group), or to a three-

! A court barry is an official meeting place in #lage. It is typically a roofed structure withouiter walls
where most communal meetings take place.

2 The Gola Forest Programme is an internationahpaship between the Conservation Society of Siezrme,
the Forestry Department of the Government of Siee@ne and the Royal Society for the ProtectioBiads.

11



member committee of household heads selected thralgftery (treatment group). Villages
were stratified by size and randomly assignedtneat status. Such design allows for testing
the hypothesis that bypassing the local elitesthechiefs during project implementation

can limit elite capture.

After a village was assigned to either the contrahe treatment group, it was publicly
announced that the organizer(s) — i.e. the chidiencontrol group or the committee
members in the treatment group — are responsibliaéomanagement of the project, which
would include signing for all the delivered matésjarganizing the implementation of the
project (including asking fellow villagers for help carrying out the project), and organizing
the upkeep and maintenance of the project. The geaufae. the chief or the committee) also
informed GFP about the village’s decision on whatenals should be delivered given the

available budget. The materials were delivered betmSeptember 2010 and February 2011.

12



3. DATA

The intervention was preceded by a baseline holdshovey conducted in May and June
2010, and followed by an endline household suremdacted in October and November
2012. In both the baseline and the endline, hebldeuwseholds within each village were
interviewed to collect standard socio-economicaatbrs, including household
demographics, wealth, consumption and social dapite baseline household survey was
supplemented by a village survey to describe \@bayel characteristics such as remoteness
or ethnic and religious heterogeneity. Data abl@tcommunity projects, including the
amount of cash transfers, was compiled from the btamda of Understanding (MoU)
between the project managers and the GFP. Thega®gf the projects was monitored
through a midline survey in May and June 2011 . time, additional socio-economic data
was collected from a random sample of 16 houseeddis per village. Finally, the quality
and value of projects were assessed by a trainddogineer at the time of the endline

survey.

Unfortunately, as will become evident below, thare some gaps in the data due to various
complications in the field. Not all data sources available for all the villages, and they do
not always overlap perfectly. As much as this rtssal a relatively low estimation power and
thus limits the possibilities of econometric anaysiuch care was taken to rectify this

shortcoming by the use of multiple tests and models
(a) Elite capture and other outcome variables

As described above, the amount of cash requestéadior in the MoU is used as a proxy for

elite capture. Tables 1 and 2 show that while no cash was ordarfadr fifths of the

3 Although this study is limited to only one of theny possible measures of elite capture, datatmr ot
outcome indicators was also collected, and wiltheefocus of a forthcoming larger study.
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villages, in the remaining ones, the amounts ofi @éare quite significant, both in relative

and absolute terms.

Table 1 Table 2
Distribution of cash payment Distribution of cash payment
(absolute) (relative to project size)
cash Freq. Percent Cum. cash _pc Freq. Percent Cum.
0 47 83.93 8364 0.000 47 83.93 8393
100000 3 536 89.29 0.042 1 1.79 85.71
276000 1 1.79 91.07 0.057 1 1.79 87.50
290000 1 1.79 92.86 0.088 1 1.79 89.29
322000 1 1.79 94.64 0.115 1 1.79 91.07
428000 1 1.79 96.43 0.121 1 1.79 92.86
490000 1 1.79 98.21 0.178 1 1.79 94.64
504500 1 1.79 100.00 0.199 1 1.79 96.43
Total 56 100.00 0.204 1 1.79 98.21
0.210 1 1.79 100.00
Total 56 100.00

Moreover, the engineering assessment of the proggrtucted at the time of the endline was
used to estimate the value of the materials us#éukilconstruction of the projects. Adjusted
for inflation and enumerator bias, these valuesewsed to approximate the value of
materials missing from the projects, and are diesdrin Table 3 in their absolute valuwat

and as fractions of the project value as specifiegle MoUmat_pc.

Table 3
Distribution of missing materials
Obs Mean Std. Dev.Min Max
mat 56 1500952 740212.1 0 2400000
mat_pc 56 0.709477 0.30782 0 1

14
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Figure 1

Distribution of missing materials
(relative to project value)

Density

0 2 4 6 8 1
% tnissing materials [SLL]

As Table 3 suggests, and as is also evident frgur€il, the distribution of theat_pc (as

well as that ofmat) is heavily skewed to where of the materials mig$rom projects. This is
due to the fact that in a third of the villages firojects were not only incomplete upon
inspection, but never even started (see Table&)andmat_pc thus probably pick up not
only the diversion of materials from their intengmadposes, but also managerial failure of
chiefs or committees. Assuming that a project lizat not started is a result of poor
management and excluding these cases from the saipécomes much safer to consider
mat_pc a good proxy for diversion of materials rathemtli@e incompetence of the managers.
The distribution ofmat_pc then looks as shown in Figure 2, but the sampt®oofse further

decreases in size — an issue | address below.

Table 4
Project completion
Project stage Chief ~ Committed otal
Fully completed 3 0 3
Mostly completed 13 8 21
Partially completed 7 6 13
Barely started 0 0 0
Not started 7 12 19
Total 30 26 56

15
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Figure 2

Distribution of missing materials
(relative to project value)

Density

=

0 2 4 6 8 1
% tnissing materials [SLL]

(b) Endogenous village characteristics

Several indicators were measured on the villagel ievorder to control for endogenous
village characteristicsTable 5 explains the construction of these vagigblhile Table 6
provides some basic descriptive statistics. Theéroband treatment groups are well balanced
along these characteristics, as can be seen fraae Tawhere the two groups are compared

by means of a t-test.

As mentioned above, the data gaps in these cordrables pose further limits on the
already small sample. Fortunately, only a fractbthe positive values of the dependent

variable are affected by the gaps, which is evidiemh Table 8.

4 As is the case with outcome indicators, data onynmher confounding factors was collected, bug gtiidy
limits itself to the use of those relevant to thedsl developed below.
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Table 5

Description of variables

Name Label Description

qual Perceived quality An index predicted from first factor loadings from

of chief principal factor analysis of data from questionsusing

on trust and respect by fellow villagers. The higihe
number, the higher social capital.

soccap Social capital in  An index predicted from first factor loadings from

village principal factor analysis of data from questiomsikir to

those used for the index of chief quality, but aina¢
relations with neighbors.

pop Population Population of the village.

gini Gini Gini coefficient of upland farm holdings.

major % Ethnic majority Percentage of the largdshie group in the village.

muslim % Muslim Percentage of Muslims in the viltag

heter Heterogeneity An index predicted from fiesttbr loadings from a
principal factor analysis afini, major andmuslim.®> The
higher the number, the higher is socioeconomic
heterogeneity in the village.

pval Project value Total value of the project

Table 6

Descriptive statistics
Variable Obs Mean Std. DevMin Max
qual 39 0.843 0.079 0.687 0.967
soccap 39 0.884 0.171 0.353 1.000
pop 48 191 216 11 872
gini 38 0.353 0.141 0.076 0.732
major 37 87.9 13.8 46.3 100.0
muslim 39 97.0 05.2 80.0 100.0
heter 35 0.000 0.725 -0.772 1.675
pval 56 2,083,875479,676 780,000 2,400,000

®> Only the composite indeheter is used in the main model specificati@®ini, major andmuslim are only used
in robustness checks, but are also included in€&aBJ 4 and 5 only for descriptive purposes.

17



18

Table 7
Sample balance
Chief Committee
Variable Obs. Mean Obs. Mean Diff.
qual 18 0.841 21 0.844 0.002 0.923
soccap 18 0.902 21 0.869 -0.033 0.543
pop 25 160 23 222 62 0.335
gini 17 0.368 21 0.340 -0.028 0.562
major 17 904 20 85.8 -4.6  0.304
muslim 17 96.8 22 97.1 0.3 0.833
heter 16 -0.050 19 0.042 0.092 0.712
pval 30 2,115,033 26 2,047,923 -67,110 0.605
Table 8
Dependent variable positive values in sub-samples
Chief Committee
Variable Obs. # Pos. values Obs. # Pos. values
cash_pc cash_pc

qual 18 5 21 2

soccap 18 5 21 2

pop 25 7 23 2

gini 17 5 21 2

major 17 5 20 2

muslim 17 5 22 2

heter 16 5 19 2

pval 30 7 26 2

18



19

4. ANALYSIS

(a) Elite Capture

Considering the relatively small sample and the tlaat there is not always a perfect overlap
of data sources, which will limit the sample sixerfurther in most econometric models, let
us first consider a simple t-test of the mean artwahcash ordered by the chiefs (control
group) and the randomly selected committees (trestrgroup). The test (see Tables 9 and
10) reveals that projects managed by a chief regdes average 60,022 SLL more cash
than those managed by a committee. While this ameenuivalent to about 14 USD — is not
nominally very high, it should be viewed in the ggctive of the fact that over 75% of the
population of Sierra Leone live on less than 2 UfeDday. 60,022 SLL thus amounts to
significantly more than a weekly expense of an agerSierra Leonean. Since the cash
payment is generally regarded as a tax levied bglief, this result suggests that limiting

chiefs’ role in project management also limits éixéent of elite capture by the chiefs.

Table 9
Difference in cash payment (absolute)

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.  Std. DeJ95% Conf. Interval]
Chief 30 74,483 28,751 157,475 15,681 133,286
Committee 26 14,462 11,145 56,829 -8,492 37,415
combined 56 46,616 16,613 124,322 13,323 79,910
diff 60,022 30,836 -2,435 122,478

diff = mean(Control) - mean(Treatment) t= 1.9465
Ho: diff =0 degrees of freedom = 37
Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff I=0 Ha: diff > 0

Pr(T <t) = 0.9704 Pr(IT| > |t) = 0.0591 Pr(T > t) = 0.0296

19
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Table 10
Difference in cash payment (relative to projecuedl

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.  Std. DeJ95% Conf.  Interval]
Chief 30 0.035 0.013 0.071 0.009 0.062
Committee 26 0.006 0.005 0.024 -0.004 0.016
combined 56 0.022 0.007 0.056 0.007 0.037
diff 0.029 0.014 0.001 0.057

diff = mean(Control) - mean(Treatment) t= 2.1269
Ho: diff =0 degrees of freedom = 36
Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff I=0 Ha: diff > 0

Pr(T <t) = 0.9798 Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0403 Pr(T > t) = 0.0202

A similar test on the value of missing materiale@mmenced projects yields very similar

results (see Table 11).

Table 11
Value of missing materials (relative to projectug)l

Group Obs Mean Std. Err.  Std. DeJ95% Conf.  Interval]
Chief 23 0.628 0.056 0.271 0.511 0.745
Committee 14 0.448 0.070 0.262 0.297 0.599
combined 37 0.560 0.046 0.278 0.468 0.653
diff 0.180 0.091 -0.004 0.364

diff = mean(Control) - mean(Treatment) t= 1.9881
Ho: diff =0 degrees of freedom = 35
Ha: diff <0 Ha: diff I=0 Ha: diff > 0

Pr(T <t) = 0.9727 Pr(IT| > |t|) = 0.0547 Pr(T >t) = 0.0273

However, as outlined in the introduction, othertdas are likely to influence the chiefs’
ability to extract cash from the project. Thesdude above all the heterogeneities within the
village, the size of the village and social capitalorder to control for their effect, a more
comprehensive model is required. It is practicatipossible to estimate such a model based
on only the observations left after cleaning thesimg materials variableat_pc of noise

from managerial incompetence, especially givenraglaes in the data, which would further
reduce the sample. | therefore only use the ediptuze proxy of ordered cashsh pc for

further analysis.
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Since the variable of interest — cash paymentseé@toject — takes on positive values only in
a minority of the villages, | use a type | Tobit debcensored at zero to assess how
significantly these factors affect elite captutasiconceivable that the confounding factors
affect elite capture differently under each treatmerhich would require a specification with
interaction terms of each of the confounding vdealvith the treatment dummy:

c¢;ifc; >0

cash_p¢; = {Oif <0
P <

(1) ¢ = By + Bitreat; + foqual; + Patreat; * qual; + Bysoccap; + Pstreat; *
soccap; + Pgpop; + Prtreat; * pop; + Pgheter; + Potreat; » heter; + fopval; +

Piitreat; * pval; + ¢

wheretreat is a treatment dummy (equaling one when a comeniti@s in charge, zero when
the chief was in chargequal is an index of the perceived quality of the chsetcap is an
index of the social capital of the village gomp is village size in terms of populatiometer is
an index of socio-economic heterogeneity constdufrtam a Gini coefficient of upland farm
holdingsgini, and the percentage of the ethnic and religioysnitias within the village,

major andmuslim respectively. Finallypval is the total value of the project in SLL.

However, such an exhaustive specification canngiraetically estimated given the
relatively small sample size and the consequenfficgent number of degrees of freedom.
To overcome this issue, | opt for the second bpsbi and estimate several reduced
specifications with only one interaction term irckaWhile this approach somewhat reduces
the ability of the models to fully reflect all réilanships between the variables, it still allows
for a meaningful estimation of the main effectsniérest. The following specifications are

thus used:
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(2) ¢/ = By + Bitreat; + foqual; + Bstreat; * qual; + Bysoccap; + Bspop; +
Peheter; + [opval; + €;

(3) ¢ = By + Bytreat; + foqual; + fzsoccap; + Pitreat; x soccap; + Bspop; +
Peheter; + Brpval; + ¢;

(4) ¢/ = By + Bitreat; + foqual; + Bzsoccap; + Lipop; + Pstreat; * pop; +
Peheter; + [opval; + €;

(5) ¢ = By + Bitreat; + frqual; + Bzsoccap; + Lipop; + Psheter; + Bgtreat; *

heter; + B,pval; + ¢;

| will first illustrate the methods of analysis ngispecification (2), and then present the
results of the remaining specifications. The ediiomaresults of specification (2) are

summarized in Table 12.

Table 12
Model estimation
(2)

Number of obs = 35

F(7, 28) = 5.51

Prob > chi2 = 0.0005
Log likelihood = 2.9930 Pseudo R2 = 1.3351
cash_pc Coef. Std. Err. t P>t
treat 0.299 0.478 0.62 0.537
qual 1.061** 0.472 2.25 0.033
treat*qual -0.641 0.542 -1.18 0.247
soccap -0.00384 0.227 -0.020.987
pop 5.39e-04*** 1.37e-04 3.93 0.001
heter 0.00539 0.0342 0.14 0.890
pval -3.63e-08 5.64e-08 -0.64 0.525
_cons -0.933 0.487 -2.47 0.020

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

At the first glance the results of the model estioraseem to suggest that the difference in
the use of cash funds between the treatment artdotgroups is driven by factors other than

the treatment itself, most likely the size of thikage (op) and the perceived quality of the
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chief (qual). The coefficient of the treatment dummy is statadly insignificant, and has the
wrong sign. However, some caution should be exedorghen interpreting the estimated
coefficients and their corresponding standard smmomodels with interactive terms like this
one. As Berry, Golder and Milton (2012) point diig values of coefficients and standard
errors of a constituent of an interactive term galy be estimated given the value of the
other constituent. The standard one-dimensionahatbn output cannot sufficiently
illustrate such relationships. Instead, they prepmsimple graphical representation of the
marginal effects of each constituent as a funabioitme second one. In line with their
suggestion, Figure 3 shows the marginal effectseatment conditional on the level of the

perceived quality of the chief.

Figure 3

Marginal effects of treatment
conditional on chief quality

~——
‘‘‘‘‘

Chief quality
ME estimate —=——=—- 90% conf. level
+ Observations 95% conf. level

Figure 3 suggests that despite the seemingly the-i@alue for the estimated coefficients on
treat and its seemingly wrong sign, the treatment in fi@s a significantly negative impact
on ordered cash for a large portion of observedl$ewof chief quality — 87% of observations
at the 5% significance level. In other words, wheandomly selected committee is put in
charge of a project, the amount of diverted fursds imost cases significantly lower than

when a chief is in charge.
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To make the interpretation even easier, it is Ugefteverse the treatment dummy so that it is
equal to 1 when the chief is in charge of the mtofee. using (1 4reat) instead otreat in
the model). Such specification naturally does mainge the results for the control variables,

but yields the following ones for the constitueaftshe interactive terms (see Table 13 and

Figure 4).
Table 13
Model Estimation
(2b)

Number of obs = 35

F(7, 28) = 5.51

Prob > chi2 = 0.0005
Log likelihood = 2.9930 Pseudo R2 = 1.3351
cash_pc Coef. Std. Err. t P>t
(1-treat) -0.299 0.478 0.62 0.537
qual 0.420 0.652 0.64 0.525
(1-treat)*qual 0.641 0.542 1.18 0.247
soccap -0.00384 0.227 -0.02 0.987
pop 5.39e-04***  1.37e-04 3.93 0.001
heter 0.00478 0.0342 0.14 0.890
pval -3.63e-08 5.64e-08 -0.64 0.525
_cons -0.933 0.487 -2.47 0.020

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Figure 4

Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on chief quality

5 1
Chief quality

ME estimate —=====- 90% conf. level

ME at mean value 95% conf. level

of chief quality + Observations

Figure 4 shows that direct and official involvemehthe chief in the project is significantly
associated with higher amounts of diverted cash $litaations when a randomly appointed
committee is in charge, and that this amount ol Gasreases along with the perceived
quality of the chief. In other words, not only @tgefs able to extract money from the
projects more easily when they are in charge,miaimount that they divert is higher when
they are generally more respected. Although thebauraf usable observations, as compared
to the full sample size, decreases drasticallhim gpecification due to the incompleteness of

the data, the estimation results are in line whithtttest results.

The interaction plot can also be reversed to sh@amarginal effects of chief quality given
the type of treatment (see Figure 5). It then bexoavident that more cash is ordered in

villages where chiefs are in charge of the progext where they are relatively well

® Because of the nature of the chief quality indety the sign and the direction of the slope oftteatment
effect, not its magnitude, can be interpreted. djmger bounds of the confidence intervals are tbegef
redundant to the analysis. For simplicity, they@mstted from this and most similar figures witmtiauous
conditioning variables.
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respected.In villages with project committees, there seemse no statistically significant

impact of perceived chief quality on cash extrattio

Figure 8

Marginal effects of chief quality conditional on treatment
with 90% and 95% confidence intervals

“ [ 1
[ ]
L 1
B L ]
I Committee Chief

The estimations of the remaining specificationsdysmilar results for the treatment, as can
be seen from Table 14 and Figures 6 — 9. Whilergi§uvould seem to suggest at the first
sight that for the marginal effect of treatmenstitistically insignificant for a large part of
the range of village social capital values, itngortant to note that over two thirds of the
observations lie in the 95% confidence range, aatin three quarters lie within the 90%
confidence range. This becomes more evident inr€igufrom which the outliers are
omitted and where the treatment marginal effeptogted at the median instead of the mean

value of village social capital.

The results for perceived chief quality also rensmilar in all three specifications, though
they are logically not as significant as in speeifion (2) where th€l-treat)* qual interaction

term is included.

" N.B. The magnitude of the effect should not berpiteted in any way as chief quality is only atietaindex.

8 The marginal effects are represented by the céinter (with dots in the middle). The wide boxeprasent the
90% confidence intervals, and the narrow boxesesapt the 95% confidence intervals. The same
representation is used in all similar figures vathinary conditioning variable.
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Table 14
Model estimations
(dependent variableash_pc)
(6) ) (8)_

(1-treat) 1.342 0.412 0.306

(1.442) (0.159) (0.0922)
qual 1.035 1.000 1.153

(0.447) (0.458) (0.469)
soccap 1.071 0.0166 -0.0684

(1.389) (0.238) (0.248)
(1-treat)*soccap -1.117

(1.436)
pop 5.69e-04 7.13e-04" 6.03e-04"

(1.65e-04) (1.98e-04) (1.38e-04)
(1-treat)*pop -2.78e-04

(2.27e-04)

heter 0.00223 0.0262 0.0529

(0.0356) (0.0374) (0.0252)
(1-treat)*heter -0.0695

(0.0473)

pval -3.50e-08 -2.35e-08 -4.48e-08

(5.02e-08) (5.86e-08) (6.06e-08)
N 35 35 35
p 6.95e-04 0.00761 0.936e-04
r2_p 1.335 1.349 1.348
Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable fronoQ t
"p<0.10," p<0.05~" p<0.01

Figure 6 Figure 7

Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on village social capital

Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on village social capital

(6) (6)
: \\\ - ——-\‘_‘\_
———tr—— |
____________ o +—t ‘__.-'-_—__—__ HHiH—
3 8 8 g 1

Social capital Social capital

ME estimate =~ ——-—--—- 90% conf. level ME estimate —====="90% conf. level
ME at mean value 95% conf. level ME at median value 95% conf. level
of social capital + Observations of social capital + Observations
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Figure 8 Figure 9
Marginal effects of no treatment Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on village size conditional on village heterogeneity
(7 ®
*
i \ .
S HE s + o b —H et ——t————— e
S e
| | I | I | | I | | ! I I | I I | | | | |
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 9 -6 -3 0 3 6 9 12 15 18
Population Heterogeneity
ME estimate =~ ——--—-- 90% conf. level ME estimate =~ ——-—--- 90% conf. level
ME at mean 95% conf. level ME at mean level 95% conf. level

population size + Observations of heterogeneity + Observations

The obvious interpretation of these findings wadoddthat well-respected chiefs take
advantage of the respect they command to extrabtfcam CDD projects. However, one
should be cautious before jumping to such conctusighile the abuse of respect by the
traditional elite seems like a realistic scenarmsomewhat less pessimistic explanation is

also conceivable:

Chiefs habitually exercise a customary right to asg various taxes and fines on their
subjects or to require ‘voluntary’ labor from thémorder to provide — or often under the
pretext of providing — various public goods fronadamnaintenance to law enforcement
(Archibald & Richards, 2002; Jackson, 2005, 200i¢hRrds, Bah, & Vincent, 2004). From
this perspective, chiefs and possibly even thdijesiis may view the diversion of funds from
CDD projects as their legitimate right — a compénsaor organizing the public works.
Well-respected chiefs might thus be able to extmamte cash from the projects as they are
expected to manage their implementation relatiwedil. As such, elite capture could be
considered perfectly legitimate if not desirablethg recipient communities, especially in

those with well-respected chiefs who may ‘desergaiuneration.

° See for instance Archibald and Richards (2008iohards, Bah and Vincent (2004) for anecdotal @vie.
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The line between theft and reward is unfortunatedyfine in this setting to be established
using the quantitative methods at hand. Whetheooit is justified, the matter of fact
remains that chiefs tend to extract more cash @@ projects when they are in charge. In
light of the strong anecdotal evidence suggeshagjguch cash is normally kept by the
chiefs, along with the fact that in villages with@uproject committee, more materials are
missing from started projects than in villages vatbommittee, these results strongly point to

a case of elite capture by chiefs when they aoharge of CDD projects.

(b) Other Findings

One could argue that elite capture is of littleev@ince considering that the chiefs seem to be
more effective at managing the projects than comesst Only half of the committee-
managed projects had started over a year afterialadelivery as opposed to three quarters
of those managed by the traditional elites (sedel4b However, this apparent difference
disappears when the confounding factors — all atlwkhould affect project completion
similarly to elite capture — are taken into accodihtis can be seen from a logistic regression
of start, a dummy equaling 1 when the project had starjetthd time of the inspection and 0
otherwise (see various estimation results in Tabland the corresponding interaction plots
in Figures 10 — 13). There is thus little evidetic, ceteris paribus, traditional elites manage
the projects better than randomly appointed coneestt- a result similar to previous findings

(Duflo, 2005).
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Table 15
Model estimations
(dependent variablgart)
ON (10) (11) (12)

(1-treat) -18.88 4.176 1.819 0.422

(8.886) (3.714) (2.120) (0.848)
qual 0.885 8.055 9.570 8.326

(6.518) (6.281) (6.342) (6.277)
(1-treat)*qual 23.51

(11.29)

soccap 0.756 0.294 -0.463 -0.358

(2.593) (2.841) (2.742) (2.546)
(1-treat)*soccap -4.187

(4.253)

pop 0.00106 0.00151 0.00461 0.00136

(0.00244) (0.00245) (0.00412) (0.00249)
(1-treat)*pop -0.00917

(0.00479)

heter 0.415 0.178 0.148 0.399

(0.590) (0.564) (0.670) (0.833)
(1-treat)*heter -0.341

(1.222)

pval -1.38e-06 -0.862e-06 -1.21e-06 -1.09e-06

(0.793e-06) (0.715e-06) (0.739e-06) (0.790e-06)
N 35 35 35 35
p 0.283 0.542 0.231 0.625
r2_p 0.167 0.0973 0.162 0.0864

Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable fronoQ t
"p<0.10," p<0.05," p<0.01

19 Although the coefficients ofi-treat) and(1-treat)* qual are each statistically significant by themselvksy
effectively cancel each other out, becoming inehe insignificant as Figure 10 Shows.
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Figure 10

Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on chief quality

®

Figure 11

Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on village social capital

(10)

.75
Chief quality
ME estimate =~ ——-—--- 90% conf. level
+ Observations 95% conf. level
Figure 12

Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on village size

(11

8
Social capital
ME estimate =~ ——-—--- 90% conf. level
+ Observations 95% conf. level
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Figure 13

Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on village heterogeneity

(12)

-6 -3 0 3 6 9 1.2 15 18

Heterogeneity
ME estimate =~ ——-—--- 90% conf. level
+ Observations 95% conf. level

The results also indicate that the amounts of eastacted from projects tend to grow with

an increasing population size. This is also evidetiie reversed version of the interaction

plot from specification (4) (see Figure 14), whiaigreover, shows that the effect is stronger

in villages with project committees, suggesting thenay be harder for the committees to

reign in elite capture in larger communities. Sadinding is in line with Platteau’s and

Abraham’s (2002) proposition that traditional meukens of social control tend to break

apart as communities grow in size. A threshold5df people, beyond which social control
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becomes increasingly difficult, has been suggesye@ladwell (2000, p. 179), but I find no
evidence of any such exact value.

Figure 14

Marginal effects of village size conditional on treatment
with 90% and 95% confidence intervals
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Contrary to theoretical predictions and to previbindings (Alesina & La Ferrara, 2000;
Galasso & Ravallion, 2005; Khwaja, 2009), the eations of the initial specifications (2),
(3) and (4) do not indicate that elite capture $thdve influenced by socioeconomic
heterogeneity within villages. However, when inttea with treatment, it becomes evident
that socioeconomic heterogeneity does indeed tevexpected effect, but only in villages

with a project committee (see Figure 15).

The last two findings could be explained in twdehént ways. It is possible that the control
mechanisms — described by Platteau and Abrahan2)208rode with increased population
size and socioeconomic heterogeneity more readignvwapplied to a new organizational
situation (project committee) than under the stgtus with traditional elites in charge. Itis,
however, also possible that the control mechanesmde similarly in both kinds of villages,
but are ineffective against capture by traditicgldaes in the CDD setting, and can only make

a difference when the elites are removed. Considdhat elite capture does generally tend to
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take place more often in chief-managed projects thahose managed by a committee, the

later explanation seems more likely.

Figure 15

Marginal effects of village heterogeneity
conditional on treatment
with 90% and 95% confidence intervals
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As the mechanisms through which high socioecontmierogeneity and large population
are likely to affect elite capture are similar, th® might well reinforce each other’s effects.
To verify this, | estimate one more model spectfaa(13) with an interaction term between

pop andheter.

(13) ¢ = Bo + B1(1 —treat); + Boqual; + fzsoccap; + L4pop; + Bsheter; +

Bepop; * heter; + B,pval; + ¢;

As expected, the results (see table 16 and Figdrelbw that the effect of village size on
the amount of extracted cash increases along nitleasing socioeconomic heterogeneity in

the village.
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Table 16
Model estimation
(13)

Number of

obs = 35

F(7, 28) = 5.19

Prob > F = 0.0007
Log likelihood = 2.9253 Pseudo R2 = 1.3275
cash_pc Coef. Std. Err. t P>t
(1-treat) 0.260***  0.082 3.16 0.004
qual 1.048** 0.402 2.60 0.015
soccap -0.033 0.231 -0.14 0.889
pop 0.001***  0.000 4.17 0.000
heter -0.002 0.052 -0.03 0.975
pop*heter 4.18e-05 7.76e-05 0.54 0.594
pval -3.80e-08 5.37e-08 -0.71 0.485
_cons -0.933 0.487 -3.03 0.005

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

Figure 16

Marginal effects of population
conditional on village heterogeneity
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+ Observations 95% conf. level

Interestingly, the results do not provide much euick suggesting that social capital within
the village should have any effect on elite captwigch is contrary to what theory would
predict. However, it is possible that social cdpféects are not picked up due to the very
small sample size, so the low t-values on the soajaital coefficients should not be taken as

evidence contrary to previous findings.
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(c) Robustness

To check the robustness of the results, | alsonesti several stripped down versions of

model specification (2) which allow for a slightBrger sample size and thus for somewhat

higher power. Table 17 and Figures 13 — 18 showdsbelts of several alternative

specifications which include the interactive teamd thus implicitly assume that the chiefs

can better influence project decisions when diyaatcharge.

Table 17
Alternative specifications with interaction term
(dependent variableash_pc)
(14a) (15a) (16a) (17a) (18a) (19a)
(1-treat) -1.112  -1.190 -1.343 -0.365 -0.372 -0.227
(0.573) (0.605) (0.756) (0.444) (0.418) (0.474)
qual 0.102 -0.222  -0.270 0.447 0.385 0.543
(0.363) (0.465) (0.452) (0.366) (0.422) (0.500)
(1-treat)*qual  1.439 1.527° 1.709 0.724 0.729 0.560
(0.676) (0.710) (0.879) (0.525) (0.506) (0.529)
soccap 0.337 0.361 -0.0457 -0.0272 -0.0199
(0.249) (0.286) (0.196) (0.216) (0.206)
pval 6.76e-08 -3.92e-08
(8.42e-08) (5.38e-08)
pop 5.30e-04  5.59e-04°  5.03e-04"
(1.58e-04) (1.64e-04) (1.33e-04)
heter 0.0117
(0.0309)
N 39 39 39 38 38 35
p 0.0507 0.0106 0.0674 0.0182 0.0270 5.42e-04
r2_p 0.349 0.390 0.420 1.278 1.301 1.315

Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable fronoQ t
"p<0.10," p<0.05,” p<0.01
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The marginal effects of treatment on extracted castain significant only for higher levels
of chief quality in all specifications of the modelhich do not control for village size (7a, 8a
and 9a). There are, however, strong theoreticabreafor village size to be an important
catalyst of elite capture (J.-P. Platteau & Abraha@02), and when controlled for, the
marginal effects of treatment are significant faysnobserved levels of social capital. The
slope of the marginal effects line flattens outreesmodel becomes more specific, but

remains positive in all specifications.

Figure 17 Figure 18
Marginal effects of no treatment Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on chief quality conditional on chief quality
(14a) (15a)
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Chief quality Chief quality
ME estimate =~ ——-—--- 90% conf. level ME estimate =~ ——-—--- 90% conf. level
ME at mean value 95% conf. level ME at mean value 95% conf. level
of chief quality + Observations of chief quality + Observations
Figure 19 Figure 20
Marginal effects of no treatment Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on chief quality conditional on chief quality
(16a) (17a)
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Chief quality Chief quality
ME estimate =~ ——-—--- 90% conf. level ME estimate =~ ——-—--- 90% conf. level
ME at mean value 95% conf. level ME at mean value 95% conf. level
of chief quality + Observations of chief quality + Observations
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Figure 21 Figure 22
Marginal effects of no treatment Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on chief quality conditional on chief quality
(18a) (19a)
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Chief quality Chief quality
ME estimate =~ ——-—--—- 90% conf. level ME estimate =~ ——-—--—- 90% conf. level
ME at mean value 95% conf. level ME at mean value 95% conf. level
of chief quality + Observations of chief quality + Observations

Table 18 provides estimation results of the samigpgtd down specifications, but without the
interaction term. As long as one controls for projealuepval and village sizgop (9b —

12b), both of which can theoretically affect eti@pture (J.-P. Platteau & Abraham, 2002),
the results are largely similar to the ones disedisdove (though they provide slightly less

insight due to the missing interaction terrs).

1 As there is no interaction term to offset thegmsithe estimated coefficients for (1-treat) ares positive,
directly indicating that more money is requestedirfiprojects when chiefs are in charge.
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Table 18
Alternative specifications without interaction term
(dependent variableash_pc)
(14b) (14c) (15b) (16b) (17b) (18b) (19b)
(1-treat) 0.136 0.139 0.137 0.143  0.259° 0.255 0.258"
(0.0848) (0.0866) (0.0848) (0.0831)  (0.0819) (0.0828) (0.0814)
qual 0.883 0.635 0.681 1.050 1.005° 1.017°
(0.425) (0.523)  (0.550) (0.391) (0.416) (0.397)
soccap 0.578 0.384  0.381 -0.0381 -0.0182 -0.0127
(0.281) (0.319) (0.356) (0.198) (0.216) (0.207)
pval 5.06e-08 -3.86e-08
(7.61e-08) (4.92e-08)
pop 5.39e-04 5.65e-04° 5.03e-04"
(1.48e-04)  (1.53e-04)  (1.29e-04)
heter 0.0181
(0.0289)
N 39 39 39 39 38 38 35
P 0.0973  0.0445  0.0500 0.103 0.0129 0.0257 0.00119
r2.p 0.267 0.256 0.305 0.323 1.262 1.285 1.306

Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable fronoQ t
"p<0.10," p<0.05” p<0.01

At the first sight, one might worry about the réswf specifications (14b), (14c) and (15b)
where the estimated coefficients for chief quadpral and village social capitabccap are
statistically significant when used separatelywo different specifications, but not when
included together. This could suggest that thewanables are highly collinear and their
effect on the ordered cash may be misestimated eMerynone of the regressors has a
variance inflation factor larger than 1.5, whiclagtically rules out the case of severe

multicollinearity based on even the most stringeigs of thumb (O’Brien, 2007).

Despite the small sample and all the problemsdbiate with it, the results for diverted cash

thus hold to several robustness checks.

Similarly to the above, | also estimate severabgéd down specifications of model (9) to

verify that the insignificant findings for managemability are not due only to the decreased
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sample size in the full specification. The resoftthe estimations are summarized in Tables

19 and 20 and Figures 23 — 26. In all the spetifina, the effect of treatment on whether or

not projects had been started remains insignificant

Table 19
Alternative specifications with interaction term
(dependent variablgart)
(20a) (21a) (22a) (23a)

(1-treat) -17.92 -17.79 -16.11 -15.45

(8.090) (8.079) (7.790) (7.973)
qual -1.034 0.396 0.935 1.052

(5.463) (6.216) (6.147) (6.984)
(1-treat)*qual 22.59 22.49 20.54 19.23"

(9.904) (9.895) (9.586) (9.658)
soccap -1.119 -1.228 -0.559

(2.303) (2.290) (2.460)
pop 0.00125 0.000333
(0.00214) (0.00232)
heter 0.194
(0.626)
N 39 39 38 35
p 0.0755 0.0877 0.194 0.210
r2_p 0.127 0.131 0.128 0.116
Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable frono @ t
"p<0.10," p<0.05~ p<0.01
Figure 23 Figure 24

10

Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on chief quality

(20a)

Chief quality

10

Marginal effects of no treatment

conditional on chief quality

(21a)

ME estimate
Observations

90% conf. level
95% conf. level

Chief quality

——————— 90% conf. level
95% conf. level

ME estimate

+ Observations
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Figure 25

Marginal effects of no treatment
conditional on chief quality

(22a)

10

Chief quality

40

Figure 26

Marginal effect of no treatment
conditional on chief quality

(23a)

90% conf. level
95% conf. level

ME estimate

+ Observations

Chief quality

+

90% conf. level
95% conf. level

ME estimate
Observations

Table 20

Alternative specifications without interaction term

(dependent variablgtart)
(20b) (20c) (21b) (22b) (23b) (9b)
(1-treat) 0.696 0.663 0.760 0.842 0.421 0.447
(0.689) (0.695) (0.685) (0.783) (0.834) (0.843)
qual 4914 6.740 6.848 7.679 8.180
(4.771) (5.952) (5.803) (6.347) (6.239)
soccap 0.134 -1.532 -1.640 -1.187 -0.493
(1.871) (2.263) (2.310) (2.437) (2.543)
pop 0.00163  0.000783 0.00147
(0.00216) (0.00238) (0.00247)
heter 0.146 0.231
(0.550) (0.563)
pval -9.75e-07
(7.06e-07)
N 39 39 39 38 35 35
p 0.295 0.631 0.452 0.664 0.856 0.564
r2_p 0.0442 0.0191 0.0525 0.0616 0.0529 0.0848

Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable frono @t

"p<0.10," p<0.05~ p<0.01
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5. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, | have offered an examination ofrémults of a field experiment in rural Sierra
Leone designed to investigate a possible desigeebsalution to limiting elite capture in
participatory development projects. | examineddfiects of excluding local elites — in
particular village chiefs — from project managemamtheir ability to request cash from a
project instead of materials, which, in the contaxtural Sierra Leone, essentially amounts

to elite capture.

The evidence suggests that limiting the chiefs'ticdrover the projects by appointing a
project management committee composed of randoatdgted members of the community
significantly lowers the level of elite capturerndhe projects as measured by the amount of
cash requested instead of materials — money asstuntygpically go straight into the chief's
pocket. This seems to be especially true in comtimsnwith strong and well-respected
chiefs, where the chiefs otherwise tend to extmaate cash out of the projects than their
weaker counterparts. Measuring elite capture imsesf the value of materials missing from
the project gives similar results. To what extesgslthis happen despite of or with the
approval of the chiefs’ subjects is however a qaadteyond the scope of this research, and
should be subject to further investigation. Nonktb® this result has obvious implications
for the design of future participatory developmertjects, which may be able to curb elite
capture by opting to use other intermediaries thartraditional elites, especially since there
is no evidence that traditional elites manage tlogepts better than others. Furthermore,
there is evidence that controlling elite capturenare difficult in large and

socioeconomically heterogeneous communities thamiall, homogeneous ones, suggesting

that it may be easier to avoid elite capture inlsstle projects than in larger ones.
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