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Abstract

Efficiently allocating resources to the poor is a major concern for all sorts
of social transfers, and in particular in the distribution of foreign aid. In
this paper, I estimate the causal effect of three highly prevalent factors
in the process of distributing foreign aid at the local level — targeting
the poor, community involvement and monitoring. More specifically, I
use dictator-game-like distributions among small groups of people from
rural communities in eastern Democratic Republic of the Congo to deter-
mine whether the decision to allocate resources to poor group members,
non-poor group members and elites is affected by the provision of in-
structions to target the poor, the presence of community members during
decision-making and the monitoring of the decision by a third-party. I find
that what primarily increases the share of the windfall that poor group
members receive is the presence of other community members during the
decision-making process. By contrast, I find little to no evidence that
monitoring increases the allocation of resources to the poor at all. As for
instructions to target the poor, by themselves they are in fact less effective
than community involvement in ensuring that the poor benefits from the
windfall. Their effect is also complex: they actually benefit both the poor
and the non-poor and seem to be essentially understood as a signal that
the windfall is not intended to benefit elites.
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Allocating resources to the poor in the most efficient manner is a major concern

for all sorts of social transfers, and it is most of all paramount in the distribution of

foreign aid. Targeting the poorest, most vulnerable individuals has become the norm

for the distribution of humanitarian and development resources at the local level.

Rather than distributing money, food, and non-food items to entire villages, non-

governmental organizations usually identify a restricted pool of beneficiaries within

recipient communities and attempt to deliver assistance only to them. More than 85

percent of the aid intended for individuals now takes the form of targeted distribu-

tions of such divisible goods (Wahlberg, 2008, Barrett, 2006). Yet, as with foreign

aid programs in general, targeted aid projects were launched long before there was

compelling theory, or compelling evidence, that proved they could work (Maxwell &

Burns, 2008).

The results of targeted distributions are often not what aid agencies originally

expected nor intended (Strauss-Kahn, 2018f). The outcomes of targeted aid programs

vary significantly in terms of whom in recipient communities ends up benefiting from

the aid windfall as well as in terms of whether beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries are

satisfied with the aid program or not (Jaspars & Shoham, 1999). Results range from

situations where aid reaches the designated beneficiaries effectively and exclusively to

cases where it is entirely diverted by one or several other groups which are arguably

not the most vulnerable, such as elites, well-off population groups or even armed

groups (Paler et al., 2018). Likewise, there are communities that are satisfied with

the outcome of targeted distributions, and others where the process of distributing

to some and not others generates dissatisfaction, tensions and competition up to

the point of creating violent conflict between those who have received part of the

aid windfall and those who have not (Young & Maxwell, 2009, de Sardan et al.,

2014, de Sardan, 2014). Getting a better understanding of what makes for successful
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targeting is thus an essential step in the perspective of increasing aid efficiency.

Aid agencies usually face high cost, time and information constraints in the field,

such that there is little variation in the way targeting is implemented at the local

level.1 Most commonly, an NGO will come to a village and inform community mem-

bers that an aid windfall is intended for the most vulnerable among them. It will

then rely to some extent on local leaders to make the actual allocation, and will mon-

itor the distribution of goods to the best of its ability before leaving the village. In

other words, targeting aid is a complex process which can not be simply reduced to

the provision of targeting instructions. Notwithstanding the context of intervention,

there are three elements that are characteristic of targeted distributions: the pro-

vision of some instructions to target poor community members, the involvement of

the recipient community in the process albeit in various ways and to various degrees,

and some level monitoring by the aid agency.2 While it stands to reason that com-

munity involvement and monitoring are two important factors that could possibly

moderate the effect of targeting criteria, aid programs can hardly improve effectively

without better knowledge of the relative impact of each of these elements on windfall

allocation.

Aid agencies usually assume that the effectiveness of their targeting depends either

1In theory, the design of a targeted aid program can vary in terms of which group is targeted within
the recipient community and how targeted community members are identified. While the general
principle is always to reach those community members who are most in need, the actual definition of
targeting criteria and indicators can be either based on status - for example displaced populations,
women, the elderly - or on needs - such as the poor, conflict or disaster-affected populations. The
design of a targeted aid program can also vary in terms of targeting levels and methods (geographical
or household targeting, administrative or community-based targeting, etc). In other work, I discuss
in more details the constraints that prompt aid agencies in practice to pool on a limited number of
designs depending on the context of intervention (Strauss-Kahn, 2018g).

2In this paper, for the sake of simplicity, I use the term “poor” as a generic characteristic of target
groups. In general, the consensus among aid organizations since the 1990s is that aid targeting
should aim at reaching the most “vulnerable” community members. In humanitarian jargon, the
concept of vulnerability is meant to encompass a complex definition of needs that focuses not only on
the economic dimension of poverty but also on social and political factors. In other work, I discuss in
more details the possible nuances in the definition of targeting instructions (Strauss-Kahn, 2018b).
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on the fairness and acceptability of the targeting criteria, the degree of transparency

of the process within the recipient community, or the quality of their monitoring

(Transparency International, 2014). But the mere suggestion that targeting does

something at all can seem surprising. The period of time for which an aid organi-

zation actually interacts with the recipient community of an aid program is rather

short.3 Why should the fact that a relative stranger gives instructions about how

to allocate resources matter at all to a community that has long-standing relations,

practices, and traditions? In the absence of a counterfactual, there are actually no

ways to know for sure that targeting really makes community leaders allocate re-

sources differently than they would have otherwise. There is even evidence to the

contrary: elites seem to actually do whatever they want in any case. Even when

WFP aid workers attempt to bypass local power structures and organize direct dis-

tributions to households, local leaders are frequently reported to organize and oversee

a ‘re-distribution’ of the food within the community after the ‘official’ distribution is

finished and the aid organization has left (Duffield, 1996, Narbeth, 2001).

In this paper, I study the causal effect of targeting instructions, community in-

volvement and monitoring on resource allocation. Building on large literature in social

psychology about the determinants of allocation decisions in small groups of people, I

have identified three theoretical pathways through which the aforementioned factors

could affect the allocation of an aid windfall: distributor effects, group effects, and

third-party effects. To test for these effects, I use a lab-in-the-field experiment in rural

villages in eastern Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) in which I combine three

treatments with a factorial design. More specifically, I measure behaviors and atti-

3The length of time between the first contact with a recipient community and the end-line distribution
of goods can vary from approximately 3 weeks to 2 years depending on whether the aid program
is implemented in an emergency or a development context. During this time, aid workers will only
have sporadic contacts with the recipient community.
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tudes of small groups of five villagers —among which there is one member of the elite,

two poor and two non-poor villagers— when I ask them to allocate money among

themselves in the form of 27 tokens in a dictator-game like setting. In these distribu-

tions, I randomize whether the distributor is provided with instructions to target the

poor or not, whether decision-making is done in the presence of other group members

or not, and whether the enumerator actively monitors the decision-making process or

not.

The Kivus region in eastern DRC, in which I have gathered the empirics for this

study, is currently one of the world’s most complex and long-standing humanitarian

crisis. This allows me to leverage both a relevant context and rich data about real-life

power structures, social roles, and relationships between participants. First, because

rural villages in eastern DRC are used to the presence of humanitarian organizations,

asking villagers to allocate resources among themselves while providing them with

targeting criteria was not considered as a surprising nor an artificial exercise by the

participants. Second, since these villages are rather small, study participants are

likely to interact with one another on a regular basis, such that I can use interesting

variation in how much they know, like or trust each other as control measures.

Overall, I find limited support for an effect of targeting instructions on their own

(distributor effects) and strong support for an effect of the presence of group mem-

bers during decision-making (group effects) in the way targeting is affecting resource

allocation. It is the presence of other group members during decision-making that has

the biggest impact on resource allocation overall. More specifically, I find that both

targeting instructions and public decision-making diminish the share of the windfall

that the elites keep for themselves. But while by themselves instructions to target

the poor actually benefit both poor and non-poor group members to the detriment

of elites, it is when combined together that targeting instructions and community
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involvement are effective in targeting the poor: the share of the windfall allocated to

the poorer recipients is biggest in targeted, public distributions. By contrast, I find

little to no effect of monitoring in general (third-party effects), and I find that in this

experiment monitoring only affects private decision-making. While all these treat-

ment effects are significant and robust across specifications, I also find that baseline

allocation decisions, especially in public distributions, tend to be egalitarian. In other

words, I find that what targeting instructions, monitoring and public distributions

affect is whom in the group receives one or two extra tokens, after the distributor

has seemingly given 5 of the 27 tokens to each of the five group members, including

themselves.

The main contribution of this paper is to show that group effects are most impor-

tant in explaining effective allocation of resources to the poor. By contrast, the results

presented in this paper suggest that monitoring by a third-party is a surprisingly in-

efficient way to target the poor. Thus, this paper suggests that properly harnessing

the community dynamics at play in public distributions may be a more promising

way to improve the efficiency of targeted aid programs than investing in the capacity

of an aid agency to enforce its targeting criteria through monitoring and sanctions

mechanisms. Consistent with observations in aid targeting contexts, this paper also

highlights the existence of strong sharing norms in recipient communities and the

traditional role of elites in conflict management that can both foster and hinder the

effective reaching of the poor. While these findings warrant further work in unpacking

the precise nature of the group effects observed in public settings, they contribute to

a better understanding of what makes the targeting of foreign aid effective or not,

and of some of the dynamics of social transfers in general.
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1 Theory

Aid targeting is a public and monitored process in which an aid agency provides local

elites with a windfall and specific instructions to distribute it to those most poor

in the recipient community. While it is largely assumed that targeted distributions

yield resource allocations that are more beneficial to the poor than non-targeted

distributions, there is no clear predictions about what part of the process of targeting

brings about this result (Maxwell & Burns, 2008).4 Building on a large literature in

social psychology about allocation decision in small groups, I have determined that

the ways in which targeting can affect windfall allocation can typically be classified in

one of three broad categories of explanation: 1/ distributor effects, 2/ group effects,

and 3/ third-party effects.

The nature and degree of involvement of traditional elites in defining targeting

criteria and identifying beneficiaries can vary. Yet elites seem to invariably end up

acting as a distributor once an aid program is implemented in their village, whether

the aid agency in charge actually wants it or not.5 By distributor effects, I mean all

the ways in which the local elites’ own preferences —which can include both their

self-interest and considerations about norms of justice— affect how they decide to

allocate resources.

4What allocation is “more beneficial” to the poor is a complex matter, insofar as the effects of
targeting are multi-dimensional. They include not only economic and distributional aspects, but
also social and political ones. As I have argued in other work, in some contexts, allocations to the
poor that are smaller in size are still more beneficial, for example in terms of diminishing the level
of conflict in the community (Paler et al., 2018). In this paper, however, I only look at allocations
in terms of amount received.

5Arguably, if ones takes out of the equation the aid agency and the rest of the community for a second,
aid distribution at the local level is very similar to a dictator-game in which a distributor, the elites,
have to allocate resources to a receiver, the target group. By construction, this receiver is a weak
group with no bargaining power, insofar as it was designated to receive the windfall precisely because
it is poor, vulnerable and otherwise marginalized from resource allocations. As with dictator games
in general, the preferences of the distributor will matter most in explaining the final allocation.
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Research in social psychology has long shown that, in dictator games, the pre-

dictions that distributors follow purely their self-interest are not verified. Allocation

decisions are actually a mix of economic self-interest - which prompts a distributor

to keep as much of the windfall as she can for herself - and some form of altruistic

considerations (Blanco et al., 2011), which typically have a lot to do with conceptions

of fairness (Messick & Sentis, 1983, Brockner et al., 2001, Van Dijk et al., 2004).

Similarly, the provision of instructions to target the poor to elites in an aid target-

ing context could potentially affect one of two things: the relative importance that

elites gives to altruistic considerations over egoistic ones, and the nature of these

altruistic considerations. The literature shows that different norms of justice - such

as procedural justice or distributive justice for example - can be applied to a single

situation and typically lead to different allocations within a group (Lind & Tyler,

1988, Tyler, 1994), and that framing effects can affect the type of norms applied to a

given situation (Larrick & Blount, 1997, Blount & Larrick, 2000). One could expect

that targeting instructions act as a framing mechanism on the elites and affect the

norms of justice the elites apply to the aid allocation or their perception of the in-

tended recipient (Kravitz & Gunto, 1992). In other words, it could be that targeting

instructions convince the elites that giving to the poor is the appropriate thing to do

when it is not their opinion in the first place.

There is little actual evidence of what traditional elites consider a fair allocation

of resources to begin with, let alone evidence that targeting instructions could change

their mind on the subject. The evaluation literature provides some support for the

idea that different conceptions of fairness are at play in aid targeting and that they

are often conflicting with one another (Maxwell & Burns, 2008, Young & Maxwell,

2009). On the one hand, aid agencies partake in the ideals of distributive justice

that are widely spread in western societies and believe that the fairest allocation of
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resources is to distribute to the poor. On the other hand, recipient communities

are often reported to see targeting as “not fair” and ideals of procedural justice are

typically opposed at least by some to attempts at targeting the poor: “what is fair

is to give to everyone”. But it is less clear whether such “universal” norms of justice

are in fact universally shared within recipient communities, and in particular how

strongly traditional elites partake in them.6

Distributor effects could also be strictly speaking elite effects (Brass & Burkhardt,

1993). Elites’ behavior and their sensitivity to targeting instructions or lack thereof

could be the consequence of their political role and responsibilities within the com-

munity in general rather than the result of their position as a distributor within the

aid allocation system. But it is not clear whether one should expect elites’ prefer-

ences to be prosocial or not. On the one hand, as political representatives and public

servants, elites are typically expected to care more about the public good and to be

more accountable to the poor than other community members. Yet since in most aid-

related contexts elites are not elected representatives, it could also be on the contrary

that traditional leaders cater more to their own interests or to the interests of other

segments of their polity than the poor. As a matter of fact, some aid agencies do

seem to believe so, since they sometimes try to bypass local elites by picking some-

one else in the community as a distributor such as with the creation of food relief

committees by the World Food Programme. Yet there is little evidence to date that

aid targeting affects resource allocation differently depending on how the distributor

is picked within the recipient community.

6The idea that recipient communities are generally not poor-oriented societies is often an assumption
on the part of aid agencies more than an assessment. This assumption is often very strong among
aid workers and it is implicitly self-supported (“if these societies were taking care of their poor,
there would be no need for targeting”). It serves both as a justification for targeting itself and as a
“proof” that that it works (“target groups are vulnerable precisely because outside of the context
of aid targeting they tend to get less than others from resources allocation at the village level”).
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On the other hand, distributors have been shown to be significantly influenced

in their decision-making by other group members (Messick & Sentis, 1983, Robert &

Carnevale, 1997, Bornstein & Yaniv, 1998). In the context of aid targeting, influential

community members could very well influence elites’ decisions through peer-pressure

or bargaining, especially since the elites will have to stand by these decisions toward

the rest of the community even after the aid agency has left. The role that commu-

nities at large play in the targeting process has been subject to growing attention.

Numerous aid programs now directly involve communities in the design of targeting

aid programs in the belief that members of the community are better positioned than

government or aid agencies to identify qualified recipients and get goods to them ef-

ficiently. While it is widely appreciated that involving communities in identification

and distribution raises the prospect that local leaders will influence the allocation

process in a way that benefits them or their supporters (Alatas et al., 2013), there

is also evidence that involving the community at large can also be accountability

and legitimacy enhancing (Winters, 2012, Alatas et al., 2012). It is possible that the

public nature of aid programs could also serve to keep elites in check and counter-

balance their natural tendency to over-favor their self-interest in resource allocation.

I call such explanations in which it is the rest of the community that influences the

elites’ decisions groups effects. Group effects, whether in the form of peer-pressure or

bargaining dynamics, are the results of community involvement, insofar as they can

only be at play when decision-making is public to some extent.

In some regards, it may be more credible for group effects to affect allocations

rather than for distributor effects, especially in one-off distributions like most hu-

manitarian emergencies. Distributor effects simply hinge on the fact that instruc-

tions given by a third-party are sufficient to convince elites to change their long-held

preferences over resource allocations. Yet, while long-run, repeated framing effects
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can influence preference formation (Tversky & Kahneman, 1985, Brewer & Kramer,

1986, Slovic, 1995), there is little compelling evidence that isolated framing effects

can have strong effects on preferences, let alone long-lasting ones (Levin et al., 1998,

Druckman, 2004). On the other hand, groups effects are consistent with the fact

that community members have long-standing relationships with one another. Recent

work on dictator games has also shown that altruistic preferences actually tend to

disappear in private, anonymous distributions which further suggests that it may be

the fact that the targeting process is public or monitored that actually fosters its

efficiency (Winking & Mizer, 2013).

The third family of explanations that could account for differences in allocation

between non-targeted and targeted windfalls are third-party effects. One other major

way in which aid targeting is different from other situations in which resources are

allocated within a community is that there is third-party overseeing the process,

namely the aid agency. Third-party effects regroup all the mechanisms that hinge on

the presence of the aid organization during distributions, which range from Hawthorne

effects (it is simply the presence of an external observer that matters)7 to effects that

have more to do with the capacity of the aid agency to enforce sanctions of rewards.8

It is a long-held belief in the aid community that monitoring plays a big role in

making aid targeting effective, and in particular that it can help supersede adverse

community dynamics. Yet, this has not been substantiated with empirical evidence

to date, and there are also good reasons to think that monitoring and sanctions may

not be strong incentives to respect targeting criteria in the context of aid programs.

In practice, most aid agencies have little to no effective monitoring capacities nei-

ther during nor after a program. Simple monitoring of distributions is already very

7Wallace (2015) also calls it the “Heisenberg’s lesson of aid intervention”.
8The community and /or distributor could either expect sanctions if they don’t comply or expect
benefits from repeated interactions with the aid organization if they comply.
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complicated. Most aid agencies often only check that the individuals that come to

the distribution correspond to lists of beneficiaries that have been established. How-

ever that doesn’t guarantee that the beneficiaries’ lists were drafted correctly in the

first place, nor does it prevent the re-allocation of resources once the NGO has left.

Similarly, the idea that aid agencies as a principal can effectively enforce sanctions

and rewards toward the recipient community a their agent is not very credible.9 Once

funds have been received from donors and work with the community has begun, it is

very unlikely that an aid agency will decide not to proceed with the planned distri-

butions, a reality of which recipient communities are probably aware.10 Sanctions to

individual contraveners are also unlikely. First, the imposition of sanctions supposes

effective complaint mechanisms. While such mechanisms usually formally exist, they

are not much used to report targeting errors or incidents. Second, it supposes that

individual sanctions can actually be enforced. But aid workers are not likely to come

back to the recipient community and get back distributed goods from individuals

that were not supposed to receive them. Overall, there are reasons to think that

monitoring has much less effect on resource allocation than is usually expected.

Finally, there is yet another way in which the provision of targeting instructions

could affect the allocation of aid resources, namely through learning effects. There

9The fact that the decision-making process is monitored by a third-party can either make the dis-
tributor care about norms of fairness or make the community compelled to enforce them. Sev-
eral principal-agent frameworks would adequately describe this situation, in particular three-tiered
models with a principal (the aid agency), a supervisor (the elites) and an agent (the rest of the
community) (Pendergast, 2001). Since aid workers usually do not have not long-standing, sustained
relationship with recipient communities, the capacity of the aid agency, as a principal, to successfully
enforce a contract over the respect of targeting criteria with the community hinges on its monitor-
ing capacities and its credible commitment to enforce sanctions if targeting instructions are not
respected.

10In very rare cases, NGOs have threatened “misbehaving” recipient communities with stoping the
aid program and pulling back when targeting criteria were not respected. This was the case for
example with an OXFAM program in eastern DRC in 2013 that was fraught with corruption and
capture. But, in the end, as in most cases, the incident was often “resolved” somewhat peacefully
by loosening targeting criteria to include a larger pool of beneficiaries.
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is some anecdotal evidence of a long-time framing effect of aid targeting instructions

at the community-level. The increased number of complex emergencies since the

1990s has resulted in multiple, repeated humanitarian and development interventions

targeting the same geographical areas and the same populations. Aid workers now

report that recipient communities that have become “used to” receiving assistance

often display learned behaviors such as being less resistant to the imposition of tar-

geting criteria than “first-timers” and even facilitating the process of targeting by

having lists ready, or even having “the vulnerable” present themselves upfront for

identification.11 According to observers, it is not so much that prolonged exposure

to targeted aid transfers contributes to reshape distributive preferences either on the

part of the recipient community at large or of its elites, nor that these communities

have abandoned their traditional conceptions of fairness (Maxwell & Burns, 2008). It

is rather that they strategically adjust their behaviors or display attitudes that are

believed to yield more benefits (Cason & Mui, 1998, Van Dijk & Vermunt, 2000).

2 Empirics

Now let us explore empirically what it is, if anything, about providing targeting

instructions, involving the recipient community, or monitoring by a third party that

actually changes how resources are allocated. To distinguish between various possible

explanations for the effect of targeting on resource allocation, I have gathered data

in eastern Democratic Republic of the Congo about how carefully selected groups of

villagers choose to allocate money among themselves in various situations. Each group

in the sample is composed of five people from the same village: one is a member of the

11Arguably, the fact that “being a vulnerable” (rather than “being vulnerable”) has become an identity
marker in places that receive assistance regularly suggests a strategic use of humanitarian linguo
and targeting categories.
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local elites, two are sampled from the poorer half of the village, and the other two are

sampled from the other half of the village (the richer half). In each group, one person

is in charge of allocating a sum of money among themselves and the four other group

members. Using a 2×2×2 factorial design, I vary three things about these allocations:

whether the distributor is asked to target poor group members or not (Treatment 1:

targeted or non-targeted distributions), whether the distributor is alone when making

a decision or whether other group members are present (Treatment 2: private or public

distributions), and whether the enumerator is obviously and actively monitoring the

distributor’s decision or not (Treatment 3: monitored or non-monitored distributions).

I then compare the share of the windfall that is allocated to the two poorer group

members, to the elite and to the two non-poor group members in each of the eight

treatment conditions.

The distributor effects, group effects and third-party effects described in the pre-

vious section can be identified with specific combinations of the three treatments.

Distributor effects are observable as the effect of targeting instructions in private,

non-monitored allocations. Community or group effects can only be at play in public

allocation, whether monitored or not. Conversely, third-party effects can be observed

when comparing monitored allocations, whether public or private, to non-monitored

allocations. The design also allows for the exploration of the various interactions

between the three treatments.

2.1 Context

In order to leverage a relevant context and rich data about real-life power structures,

social roles, and relationships between participants, I have gathered the empirics

for this study in the regions of North-Kivu and South-Kivu in eastern Democratic
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Republic of the Congo (DRC).12 Since 2004, armed conflict, general insecurity and the

lack of economic development in the Kivus region have contributed to create one of

the world’s most complex and long-standing humanitarian crisis. With one out of ten

persons forcefully displaced at least once in the past decade and in need of assistance,

it has become one of the largest humanitarian mission currently in operation.

In 2017, out of the 208 relief organizations operating in the entire country, 162

organizations were regularly assisting internally displaced persons (IDPs) in east-

ern DRC by distributing food, relief items (such as tents, cooking ustensils, hygiene

kits, ...) or cash transfers (OCHA, 2017). While most of these aid projects target

specifically IDPs in their sites of displacement, similar programs that seek to assist

vulnerable individuals more generally both among displaced and host populations are

also quite common. Overall, whether they happen to have directly benefited from as-

sistance or not, rural villages in eastern DRC are used to the presence of humanitarian

organizations.13

Despite the increasing appeal of Goma and Bukavu, the two major local urban

centers, the population of North- and South-Kivu is still largely rural. Most of these

rural communities are agro-pastoralist, with small trade being the second most com-

mon activity and source of income. Small rural villages such as those sampled for

this study usually comprises from 50 to 150 households. With an average of 5 mem-

bers per household, such that one could more or less argue that everybody knows

everybody in these communities.

As in many humanitarian and development contexts, the definition of poverty

12While the same effects of targeting and its moderators could theoretically be observed in the lab,
among participants that do not know each other, I believe I am much more likely to recover effects of
interest in this context, especially since I don’t have to prime group members about their respective
roles.

13In that regard, I would argue that in the study sample, while all villagers were by no means “used” to
assistance, asking them to allocate resources among themselves while providing them with targeting
criteria was not a surprising nor weird exercise for them either.

15



in rural eastern DRC is complicated, insofar as sources of vulnerability are not just

economic but also social, ethnic and political. While arguably everybody is poor with

regard to international standards, there are still observable differences between the

poorest and richest individuals in each village. For example, in all of the villages in the

sample, the poorest decile of respondents reported earnings less than $4/month while

the richest respondents declared earning more than $150/month. In most villages,

the population can be broken down into wealth categories using indicators defined

by the community itself: in informal discussions, the groups often self-identify as

‘better-off’, ‘regular’ or ‘very poor’ (Save The Children, 2002).14 Indicators of wealth

differ from one village to the next, but overall the two most important criterion of

wealth are access to land and therefore the size of the plots cultivated, as well as the

number of small livestock a household owns. Typically, “better-off” households own

between 1 to 3 hectares of cultivated land and have a few chickens, goats, sheep, or

cows. Poorer people, on the other hand, work in fields owned by others for around

500 Congolese Francs (CF) per day — about .5$US— and own no livestock if one

chicken.

In those villages, political power is largely concentrated in the hands of the village

chief, who is most of the time male (90%) and whose authority is derived from custom

rather than election. As such, the village chief is not particularly accountable to

poorer segments of the village population. Traditionally, the primary role of the chief

is in fact to allocate land and to settle disputes in the village. In fact, according

to 87% of respondents in my baseline survey, the village chief is expected to treat

everyone in the community equally, and only 4% of respondents consider that taking

14See Household Economic Assessment methodology. According to some focus groups, it would seem
that ‘rich’ households no longer exist in most of the villages in the sample due to their migration to
urban centres during the periods of conflict. For that reason, I prefer henceforth to talk about the
poor and the non-poor in each village.
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care of the poor is one of the roles of the chief. On the other hand, the chief is expected

to benefit to some extent from his position and status. For 32% of respondents in

the sample, when the chief makes a decision he actually mostly takes into account his

own interest rather than the interest of the entire community (54%). In practice, for

example, in occasions were resources are shared among villager, such as food during

a banquet, the chief is usually both the primary decision-maker about allocation as

well as the first- and best-served.

The chief is assisted in his public duties by various elites. These elites are called the

“eyes of the chief”, and they can act as representatives of the chief in various instances.

In rural eastern DRC as in many other humanitarian contexts, these elites are involved

in the process of distributing the aid windfall in aid-recipient villages. Even though

they are not usually intended beneficiaries of aid programs, NGOs usually rely on

these elites for various aspects of the beneficiary identification and / or aid distribution

process. The economic status of elites can vary, although in practice they are mostly

in the better-off or the regular category and rarely among the poor. However, their

social status is distinctly higher than non-elites village members. As the village chief,

while they do not receive official compensation for their work, they are often expected

to somehow profit from their position.

2.2 Methodology

A total of 400 respondents from 10 rural villages in five districts of the Kivus were

surveyed for this study. Out of consideration for external validity and possible het-

erogeneous treatment effects, the villages were block sampled by district, such that

in each district one village that had received aid from an NGO in the past five years

and one that had not would be picked.
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In each village, I have administered a baseline survey to 8 elites and 32 non-elite

members of the village. The members of the elite were randomly sampled from a

comprehensive list provided by the village chief.15 The non-elite respondents were a

gender-balanced, representative sample of the rest of the village.16

Using this baseline survey, I have constructed a poverty index and sorted the 32

non-elite respondents into the 16 poorest (hereafter the ‘poor’ half of the sample) and

the 16 richest (the ‘non-poor’).17 All 40 respondents are then randomly dispatched

into 8 groups of 5 persons that each included 2 poor, 2 non-poor and 1 elite. Each

group is assigned a “room” in which distributions occur.18

For each distribution, one of the five group members is designated by the enumera-

tor as the distributor. The distributor is asked to allocate 13.500CF (13.5$US) among

all group members. The allocation is done by putting 27 tokens, each representing

(and somewhat resembling) a bill of 500CF into five cardboard ballot boxes on top of

which there is a picture of one of the group members. Participants are incentivized to

take these distributions seriously since they are informed that the compensation that

they stand to receive at the end of the day for their participation in the surveying

activities will in fact reflect the results of one of the distribution rounds that they

have participated in during the day.19

15The chief of the village was asked to provide in advance a list of “the eyes of the chief”, local elites
that could act as his representatives in the distributions. The list included all village members that
had official formal duties related to the governing of the village. In short, they were all more or less
village council members.

16The representative sample of the rest of the village specifically excluded the chief and members of
the elite, but it could include their family members. In a different paper, I leverage the fact that
the sample is balanced to provide a gendered analysis of the result of the experiment.

17The poverty index is described in more details in the next section.
18Distribution surveys were administered in specific, private spaces. Often times, actual school rooms

were used since part of the surveying was done over the holidays. Other times it was churches
or other local public buildings depending on availabilities and permission. Occasionally, separate
room-like spaces were set-up ad hoc with poles and pagne cloth.

19In practice, one round to be rewarded is randomly selected among the rounds played, and each par-
ticipants earnings are scaled and added to a fixed compensation of 500FC. On average, participants
have received 2500CF, which is the equivalent of two to three days of work in the fields. See field
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Each group is randomly assigned one of the 2×2×2 possible treatment conditions.

First, the distributor is either alone in the room and presented with pictures of the

group members (including herself) on ballot boxes or the distributor is in the room

with the other group members and presented with the same ballot boxes. Second,

the distributor is either instructed to target poor group members (“Distribute this

windfall as you want among the members of your group. It is intended for the poorest

people in your group.”) or receives no specific targeting instructions (“Distribute this

windfall as you want among the members of your group.”). Finally, the enumerator

either goes out of the room and informs the distributor that he will not know anything

about his decision or stays in the room, actively observes the allocation process, takes

notes, asks the distributor to explicitly state how many tokens are put in each box, and

informs the distributor that all these observations will impact the payment received

at the end of the day.20

Treatment assignment is decided at the group level. While the targeting and mon-

itoring treatments are factorial, I have decided not to randomize the public/private

treatment due to considerations about the power of the design. In practice, in a given

group, each member has first separately received the same monitoring and targeting

treatments as a distributor in private. Then, a public allocation is organized un-

der the same treatment condition in which the elite is always distributor and with

all other group members present in the room. Each individual in each group thus

participates in BOTH a public and a private distribution.21 From a methodological

manual for more details on the payment scheme.
20Monitoring treatments are often considered in the literature as some of the most difficult manipula-

tion to credibly enforce in such settings. With this manipulation, I have attempted to make both the
no-monitoring and the monitoring treatment as strong as possible. As a further manipulation check,
in addition to debriefing questions on perceptions about monitoring, the first round of measures with
a given population was systematically done without either the monitoring nor the no-monitoring
treatment. This offers the possibility to assess whether each treatment individually as well as the
difference between treatment is strong enough that one could expect it influences actual behaviors.

21I have also decided not to randomize the order of the public / private distributions under the
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standpoint, assumptions such as sequential ignorability are likely to be satisfied.

Finally, to further increase the size of the sample, after each group has gone

through a round of private and public allocations, the 40 respondents are shuffled

into new, different groups. The permutation of respondents is such that two people

who have been together in a group in one round can not be in the same group again

in subsequent rounds.22 In the end, two or three such rounds of private and public

distributions were played in each village.23 The final dataset comprises a total of 224

public distributions and 1120 private distributions.24

2.3 Estimation Strategy

I look at the causal effect of targeting instructions (X) on resource allocation (Y)

while controlling for two moderating factors, namely group-related effects (M1) and

third-party related effects (M2) (Baron & Kenny, 1986). In equation form, the general

causal model including a treatment indicator for targeting (X with a specific level

represented by x ∈ {0, 1}), two mediators (M1 ∈ {private, Public}, M2 ∈ {non −

monitored,Monitored}) and a dichotomous outcome (Y ), where X may affect Y

directly and/or X may affect any of the Mj, j ∈ {1, 2}, which then affect Y , is:

Y = i+ αX + β1M1 + β2M2 + γ1X ·M1 + γ2X ·M2 + γ3M1 ·M2 + δX ·M1 ·M2 + ε

assumption that doing the private distribution first is not likely to influence the public distribution,
while the other way around is probable. This exclusion assumption is not uncommon in social
psychology studies, in which it is generally assumed that individuals reveal their actual preferences
in private distributions.

22This was intended to avoid collusion. Further steps were taken in order to satisfy exclusion restric-
tions and limit the risk of spill-overs of the treatments.

23While, the design of the experiment was originally intended to permit up to five different rounds of
distribution measures in each village, time constraints ended up limiting the surveying activities.

24Due to concerns about the monitoring treatment and to ensure a clear first round of data, the
monitoring treatment only started at round 2. In other round, at round 1, the only treatment
assigned was for the distribution to be targeted or not targeted.
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where α is the direct effect of the targeting instructions on the decision of the dis-

tributor; β1 is the direct effect of the group dynamics; β2 is the direct effect of the

third-party; γ1 is the effect of the interaction of targeting instructions and group dy-

namics ; γ2 is the effect of the interaction of targeting instructions with third-party;

γ3 is the effect of the interaction of group dynamics and third-party; δ is the effect of

the interaction of targeting instructions, group dynamics and third-party.

In terms of potential outcomes, I can identify the effects of targeting instructions

by comparing the outcomes of targeted and non-targeted distributions. To look at the

effect of community involvement, I compare the outcomes of public and private dis-

tributions. Finally, for the effect of monitoring, I compare the outcomes of monitored

and non-monitored distributions.

	 PRIVATE	 	 PUBLIC	
	 NON-

MONITORED	
MONITORED	 	 NON-

MONITORED	
MONITORED	

TARGETED	
	

Y(1,p,m)	 Y(1,p,M)	 	 Y(1,P,m)	 Y(1,P,M)	

NON-
TARGETED	

Y(0,p,m)	 Y(0,p,M)	 	 Y(0,P,m)	 Y(0,P,M)	

	
Table 1: Table of Potential Outcomes

α = E{Y (1, p,m)− Y (0, p,m)}

β1 = E{Y (0, P,m)− Y (0, p,m)}

β2 = E{Y (0, p,M)− Y (0, p,m)}

γ1 = E{Y (0, P,M)− Y (0, p,M)} − E{Y (0, P,m)− Y (0, p,m)}

γ2 = E{Y (1, p,M)− Y (1, p,m)} − E{Y (0, p,M)− Y (0, p,m)}

γ3 = E{Y (1, P,m)− Y (1, p,m)} − E{Y (0, P,m)− Y (0, p,m)}

δ = [E{Y (1, P,M)− Y (0, P,M)}+ E{Y (1, p,m)− Y (0, p,m)}]

−[E{Y (1, p,M)− Y (0, p,M)}+ E{Y (1, P,m)− Y (0, P,m)}]
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3 Data

Each respondent was administered a baseline survey as well as additional surveys

before, during and after each private and public allocation. The survey instruments

include both behavioral and attitudinal measures.25 Additional qualitative, village-

level data was also gathered during focus groups.26

3.1 Outcome measures

The main outcome measured both in private and public distributions is the number

of tokens —among the 27 that are distributed— that each group member receives in

a given allocation.27 Enumerators also record additional information during public

distributions, including which group members participates in the discussion, in what

ways, and whether that seems to influence the elites’ (who is always the distributor

in public allocations) decision.

25For more details about the data collection process and the wording of the questionnaires see Field
Manual.

26In between their participation in the private and public distribution survey in a given round, while
other group members were taking the private distribution survey, respondents were also encouraged
to participate in various focus groups. The point of the focus groups was both to limit direct
interactions between group members before the public distribution and to gather more qualitative
information about several aspects of the village culture that could be relevant in explaining further
the results of the surveys. See Field Manual for more information of the focus groups.

27Social psychology experiments have shown that the divisibility of the windfall affects the way it
is allocated in group distributions, and specifically which coalitions are formed (van Beest et al.,
2004). I have voluntarily chosen a number of tokens that is not divisible by five in order to force
respondents to choose to favor at least one group member in the allocation. In the 1344 distributions
observed, there are 5 instances in which respondents refused to allocate all the tokens and preferred
the equal distribution of 5 tokens to each group members while giving back the 2 extra tokens to
the enumerator.
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3.2 Poverty measures

I use the baseline survey to distinguish richer from poorer respondents, and hence to

block randomize groups for distribution surveys. Getting reliable measures of poverty

in the baseline survey was thus paramount. To that effect, a lot of attention has been

given to developing several appropriate, concurring measures of economic and social

status.28

In the baseline survey, there are several questions related to assets, revenues,

housing and other objective measures of the economic poverty of the respondent. The

baseline survey also includes questions about social relations and connections in order

to provide objective measures of social vulnerability.29 These measures were combined

into a poverty index,30 and the 32 respondents from the general population were

sorted into two groups accordingly. The high correlation across the various measures

of economic poverty and social vulnerability should give reasonable confidence that

the poorer and richer half of the sample were correctly identified (ρ = .65). Since the

50% cut-off is arbitrary, there are no theoretical reasons to expect much difference

between the richest member of poorer half of the population and the poorest member

of richer half. As a control variable in all estimations, I use a measure of within-group

inequality along the poverty index.

Economic poverty and social vulnerability are also assessed subjectively both by

the respondents themselves and by the enumerators in charge of administering the

28See Dilley & Boudreau (2001), Galasso & Ravallion (2005) for extended discussions on how concep-
tions of poverty are subjective and Harragin & Chol (1998), Ravallion (2009) on how poverty is not
just economical.

29See Field Manual for the questionnaires.
30The index was developed based on the results of a pilot, and in consultation with the enumerators

team. In the index, I use the measures of objective social and economical poverty that were both
the most meaningful and that had the largest variation in the pilot sample. These included: earning
more than 50$/month (-), or less than 10$ (+), owning a cell phone (-), being unable to send children
to school because of money (+), owning more than one bedframe or one mattress (-), not owning
any blankets (+), owning more than one field (-), owning cows (-), etc.
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surveys. For these subjective measures, the questions ask whether a respondent’s

situation is worse, the same or better than the rest of the village on a given dimension.

The same type of questions were used to test the capacity of respondents to assess

correctly who were the poorer member(s) in their group.

The correlation between being one of the two poorer group members in the ex-

periment and the poverty index is high (ρ = .86), which is expected since the index

was used to block randomize the composition of the groups. The fact that there is

less correlation between the experiment’s poor indicator and other measures of eco-

nomic poverty is not a source of major concerns since it is most likely the reflection of

one of three things.31 First, poverty or vulnerability is multi-dimensional and cannot

be just measured with economic indicators. This has been often emphasized by aid

organizations themselves, and it has prompted the shift since the 1990s from using

economic poverty as a targeting criteria to using the more generic notion of vulner-

ability that encompasses social and political sources of poverty (Dilley & Boudreau,

2001). It is also one of the reasons why I have chosen to use a multi-dimensional

index in this study, the other main reason being that it is harder to “cheat” with a

multi-dimensional index. An alternative explanation for the poor “poor” correlation

could be indeed that villagers that participated in the study are used to being sur-

veyed by aid agencies. This might be create an incentive not to answer truthfully

to questions that are obviously attempting to determine wealth. This explanation is

supported by the fact that the enumerator’s subjective evaluation of the respondent’s

economic situation is more accurate than the respondents own responses.

31The correlation with income is .46, and the correlations with subjective measures of economic poverty
either by the respondent himself (.17) or by the enumerator (.25) are even smaller.
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3.3 Other measures

Attitudes toward group members

In each round, respondents are surveyed on their attitudes toward their group mem-

bers. Survey questions about within-group relationships include estimations of the

level of knowledge, friendship and trust respondents have for each group member.

Pro-poor preferences

In the baseline survey, respondents also answer questions about their conceptions of

fairness in order to assess their preferences for distributive justice (“Which is more

just: (1) giving to all the same; (2) giving more to the poor; etc.”). I use the answer

that it is “More just to give more to the poor” to this fairness question as an indicator

of pro-poor proclivity. I include pro-poor proclivity as a control in all estimations.

Since the same questions are also included in all post-distribution surveys, it is

possible to assess changes in justice norm perceptions pre- and post-treatment within

individual respondents.

Expectations

Both the baseline survey and the post-distribution surveys include questions about

the role of the chief in the village to assess respondents’ expectations about elites’

behaviors. After public distributions, respondents are also debriefed on their percep-

tions of the allocation process and its outcome.
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4 Results

In this section, I present the results of the experiment. I start with a few general

remarks about compliance, treatment checks and some characteristics of the sample

population. Then I look at the main results of interest. For all additional findings,

please refer to Appendix B to D.

4.1 Preliminary remarks

Compliance and Treatment Checks

There are no compliance issues in this experiment. In general, the intended main

treatment (target the poor or not) seems to have been correctly understood by par-

ticipants. In post-distribution surveys, participants were asked to recall whether the

distribution in their previous group was intended to benefit to all group members or

only to the poor members of the group. They have reported the correct treatment

95% of the time, and among elites - who were the distributors in the public sessions

- only 1.8% have reported the wrong treatment.

Interestingly, respondents have perceived that the elites decision in their last public

distribution complied with the treatment 70% of the time when the allocation was

not targeted and and 78% of the time when the allocation was intended to benefit

the poor. The elites report a compliance with targeting instructions of 73% and 83%

respectively. The two measures are highly correlated (ρ = .82) which suggests both

that targeting instructions were understood in the same way by the elites and other

group members and that there are some instance of intentional non-compliance with

the targeting instructions.
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Identifying the Poor

An important part of the experiment relies both on the capacity of the survey team

to sort respondents properly into two categories - the poor and the non-poor - so

that the composition of each group can be controlled for, and on the capacity of

group members to correctly identify the poorer members of their group. Participants

were asked to rank subjectively each of their four group members in comparison to

themselves, both in terms of economic wealth and social status. When asked whether

each group member is poorer, the same or richer than themselves, non-poor group

members mis-categorize poor group members (i.e. consider a poor group member to

be richer than themselves) only 1.5% of the time. Conversely, poor group members

mis-categorize non-poor group members (i.e. consider a non-poor group member to

be poorer than themselves) only 3% of the time. It thus seems that participants did

not have any problems in identifying the poorer members within their group in the

same way as the experiment intended.

Interestingly, participants were also asked to rank subjectively each of their four

group members in comparison to the rest of the village. But the variance in the

village ranking is much smaller than the variance of the personal ranking: a lot of

respondents refused the idea that there were differences within the village and gave all

group members systematically the same ranks both on economic and social measures.

In comparison, they had no resistance and no difficulty evaluating the difference in

economic poverty and social status locally between group members and themselves.

This possibly points to another explanation for the low correlation between subjective

measures of poverty and our poverty index. There is widespread conception within

aid recipient communities that community members should not be ranked according

to their poverty, especially by a stranger, and that within villages objective differences
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should be minimized: in other words “everybody is poor”.

4.2 Main Findings

In Table 2, I present the causal effect of targeting instructions, public setting and

monitoring on the share of the windfall that the poor receives. I present the same

results on the share of the windfall that the non-poor and the elites receive in Ta-

bles 3 and ?? respectively. The data presented in these tables correspond to public

allocations (n = 221) and private allocations (n = 221) in which the elite was the

distributor.32

By construction, the share of the windfall that does not go to poor group members

or to the member of the elites in the group goes to the non-poor group members. In

other words, in terms of interpretation of the findings, when I find both an increase

in the share that the poor receives and a decrease in the share that the elite keeps to

themselves, it suggests that there is a transfer from the elites toward the poor. When

I find only for the former, it rather suggests that there is transfer from the non-target

group (the non-poor) toward the poor. Finally, when I find support for the latter but

not the former, it could be that broader “sharing” mechanisms are at play, in which

elites are prompted to share the windfall with the community at large, but not with

the poor in particular.

The first, striking observation to take away from these tables is that in all spec-

ifications the value of the constant is around 5 or 6 —a number that represents the

numbers of tokens received on average by players in non-targeted, non-monitored,

private distributions— and the effect size of each treatment is between 0 and 1 in

absolute value. In other words, the story I am telling here about those group alloca-

32Since the monitoring treatment only starts in round 2, models (4) to (7) include only 284 rather
than 442 observations.
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tions is really about how the elites decide to allocate the two extra tokens, after they

have seemingly given 5 of the 27 tokens to each of the five group members, including

themselves. That said, there is a much higher variability in private allocations (in

which it was not rare to observe distributor allocate to themselves more than half

up to the entire windfall while other group members would receive none) than in

public ones (in which the number of tokens received by any group members at any

point ranges from 3 to 8). What targeting instructions and monitoring affect is pre-

cisely whom in the group receives one or two extra tokens. This finding is consistent

with something that came out of the discussions in focus groups: most villagers dis-

played a strong norm when first talking about their village to the facilitators, and

possibly to any observer from outside the village, to first and foremost describe the

village as homogeneous. Yet eventually, as conversations became more specific, large

differences in socio-economic situations and status among villagers appeared to be

well-identified by everyone. It may also speak to the fact that a large majority of

villagers recognized the importance for the chief to treat everyone somewhat equally

to avoid creating conflict within the village.

4.2.1 Effect of Targeting Instructions

Targeting instructions have a significant, yet small positive effect on the share of the

windfall that the poor receives.33 From a baseline of 5.39 tokens (FC2700 / $2.70), an

additional 0.13 token (FC60 / $.07) of the 27 tokens allocated ($13.5) goes to the poor

when the windfall is targeted compared to when it is not, which represents a little over

2.4% increase.34 There is a similar increase in the share that the non-poor receives.

33Here I consider the effect of targeting instructions on their own, hence I look at specification (1) in
tables 2, 3 and 4.

34There are 27 tokens allocated in each distribution, each representing FC500 / $0.5. I present the
result tables with the increase in number of tokens for readability, but in the text, I will present the
findings in terms of their corresponding monetary value.
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Table 2: Effects of Targeting Instructions, Public & Monitoring

On the Share of the Poor

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

Targeted 0.13** 0.13** 0.02 0.09 0.17* 0.09 0.05
(0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.06) (0.12)

Public 0.38*** 0.28*** 0.39*** 0.36***
(0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.12)

Monitored 0.09 0.17* 0.09 0.24**
(0.06) (0.09) (0.06) (0.12)

Targeted × Public 0.21** 0.24
(0.10) (0.17)

Targeted × Monitored -0.16 -0.14
(0.13) (0.17)

Public × Monitored -0.15
(0.17)

Targeted × Public × Monitored -0.05
(0.24)

Constant 5.39*** 5.20*** 5.25*** 5.35*** 5.33*** 5.15*** 5.14***
(0.19) (0.18) (0.18) (0.22) (0.22) (0.20) (0.21)

Observations 442 442 442 284 284 284 284

With controls. Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(Distributions by the elite only)



Table 3: Effects of Targeting Instructions, Public and Monitoring

On the Share of the Non-Poor

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

Targeted 0.11** 0.11** 0.16** 0.06 -0.02 0.06 -0.02
(0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.08) (0.06) (0.12)

Public 0.19*** 0.25*** 0.14** 0.13
(0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.12)

Monitored 0.04 -0.03 0.04 -0.10
(0.06) (0.08) (0.06) (0.12)

Targeted × Public -0.10 0.00
(0.10) (0.17)

Targeted × Monitored 0.15 0.26
(0.12) (0.17)

Public × Monitored 0.13
(0.17)

Targeted × Public × Monitored -0.20
(0.23)

Constant 5.34*** 5.24*** 5.22*** 5.27*** 5.29*** 5.20*** 5.23***
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.21)

Observations 442 442 442 284 284 284 284

With controls. Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(Distributions by the elite only)



Table 4: Effects of Targeting Instructions, Public & Monitoring

On the Share of the Elite

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

Targeted -0.48*** -0.48*** -0.38*** -0.32** -0.34* -0.32*** -0.08
(0.12) (0.10) (0.14) (0.14) (0.19) (0.12) (0.24)

Public -1.16*** -1.05*** -1.06*** -0.94***
(0.10) (0.14) (0.12) (0.23)

Monitored -0.26* -0.28 -0.26** -0.28
(0.13) (0.19) (0.12) (0.24)

Targeted × Public -0.21 -0.51
(0.20) (0.33)

Targeted × Monitored 0.04 -0.24
(0.27) (0.34)

Public × Monitored 0.00
(0.33)

Targeted × Public × Monitored 0.57
(0.47)

Constant 5.53*** 6.12*** 6.07*** 5.74*** 5.74*** 6.27*** 6.23***
(0.39) (0.35) (0.35) (0.46) (0.46) (0.41) (0.42)

Observations 442 442 442 284 284 284 284

With controls. Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(Distributions by the elite only)



Accordingly, the share of the elite decreases by four times this amount in targeted

allocations compared to non-targeted allocations. From a slightly higher baseline

of 5.53 tokens ($2.75), targeting instructions cause a decrease of 0.48 tokens ($.24),

which represents a decrease of almost 9%. This suggests that targeting instructions

prompt a transfer from the elite to both the poor and the non-poor.

4.2.2 Effect of Public Setting

The effect of the public treatment on the amount received by the poor is significant

and almost three times as large as the effect of targeting instructions. In public

settings, each poor receives on average $.20 (0.38 tokens) more than it would have

in a private distribution. The effect of the public treatment is also positive and

significant on what the non-poor gets. The size of the direct effect of the public

treatment is about twice as big as the size of the direct effect of targeting instructions

with an increase of $.10 (0.19 tokens) of the amount received by each non-poor group

member.

In model (3) of Table 2, both the direct effect of the public treatment and the

interaction of public and targeting treatments are positive and significant for the

share of the poor. Targeting instructions, when provided in public settings, further

increase the share received by each poor group members by $.10 (0.21 tokens). On

the other hand, looking at the share of the non-poor in Table 3, only the direct effect

of public is positive and significant and it is about half the size of the effect on the

share of the poor in model (2) —no interaction— and comparable in size in model

(3) —with interaction. This is consistent with a transfer from the elite to the rest

of the group between private and public distributions, and from the non-poor to the

poor between public non-targeted and public targeted distributions.

The direct effect of targeting instructions drop in significance and in effect size
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when accounting for its interaction with public settings —models (3) and (7). This

suggests that it is actually in public settings that targeting instructions have an effect

on the share of the windfall given to the poor, and that this is what drives the positive

effect of targeting instructions overall.35

As expected, the effect of the public treatment on the share of the windfall that

the elite keeps for themselves reflects all these findings. In public settings, the elite

decides to keep $.60 (1.16 tokens) less than what they would have in private, whether

in a targeted or non-targeted allocation. This represents a decrease of almost 20%

of their share. (See Appendix C for further analysis of the conditional effects of the

public treatment).

4.2.3 Effect of Monitoring

According to Table 2, in most specifications the effect of monitoring on the amount

received by the poor is either slightly significant or insignificant. There is no effect of

monitoring at all on the share that the non-poor receives. However, in models (5) and

(7), in which the targeting treatment and the monitoring treatment are interacted,

monitoring has a significant positive direct effect of increasing by $.08 or 0.17 tokens

(resp. $.12 or 0.24 tokens) what the poor receives. Combined with the previous

findings about conditional effect of targeting instructions in public, this suggests that

monitoring has an effect on the share of the windfall received by the poor when the

allocation is made in private, but only then.

In Appendix D, I show that changes in the identity of the distributor have no

effect on these main results. When I compare private distributions in which non-poor

group members or poor group members are distributors to private distributions by

35This is consistent the findings presented in Appendix C: in Table C.1, I find that targeting in-
structions have a positive, significant effect on the share received by the poor in public settings
only.
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the elite in the same groups, the share received by the poor, the non-poor and the elite

respectively are not significantly impacted by targeting instructions or monitoring. If

anything, targeting instructions and monitoring seem to only have an effect on the

allocation when the elites is the distributor. If anything, poor and non-poor respon-

dents tend to display in private more predatory behaviors than their elites. In fact,

the few instances in which a distributor allocated the entire windfall to themselves in

private were for poor or non-poor distributors.

4.3 Heterogeneous treatment effects

In the following section, I present additional findings about the effects of the various

treatments in villages that had received aid from an aid organization in the previous

five years and villages that did not. I also present an analysis of the evolution of the

effects of the various treatments over time by rounds.

4.3.1 Aid and No Aid

In Table 5, I show the direct causal effects of each of the three main treatments on

what the poor, the non-poor and the elite receive in private and public distributions

in which the elite is the distributor in the five villages in the sample that had received

assistance from an NGO recently and in the five villages in the sample that had not.

I find that targeting instructions have a slightly significant, positive direct effect

of + $.08 (0.16 tokens) on the amount received by the poor only in villages that

received aid. Conversely, only in villages that received aid does the provision of

targeting instructions cause the elite to keep $.27 (0.53 tokens) less of the windfall

than they would have if the allocation was not targeted to the poor.

By contrast, the effect of the public treatment is positive, large and significant in
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Table 5: Comparing the Effects of Targeting in Villages that received Aid or not

Poor Rich Elite

No Aid Aid No Aid Aid No Aid Aid

Targeted 0.01 0.16* 0.06 0.10 -0.17 -0.53***
(0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.19) (0.16)

Public 0.26*** 0.52*** 0.26*** 0.02 -1.04*** -1.08***
(0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.07) (0.17) (0.16)

Monitored 0.05 0.09 0.16* 0.01 -0.40** -0.21
(0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.18) (0.17)

Constant 5.15*** 4.97*** 5.21*** 5.22*** 6.23*** 6.66***
(0.29) (0.32) (0.33) (0.28) (0.64) (0.61)

Observations 140 144 140 144 140 144

With controls. Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(Distributions by the elite only)

all contexts. Yet the size of the effect (0.52 tokens or $.26) on the share received by

the poor is twice as big in villages that received aid than in villages that did not (0.26

or $.13). In the meantime, the public treatment also has a significant, positive and

large effect on the amount received by the non-poor, but only in villages that did not

receive assistance recently. Overall, this suggest that, in villages that are not used

to receiving aid, the part of the windfall that the elites distribute to the rest of the

community is split between the non-poor and the poor, whereas it goes mostly to the

poor in villages that are used to receiving assistance by NGOs.

Finally, the results in Table 5 suggest that monitoring only has an effect in villages

that are not used to receiving assistance and that this effect mostly benefits to the

non-poor, who receive $.08 more on average when allocations are monitored in non-aid

villages.

These differences between aid and no aid villages are also supported by the survey

data. In terms of influence of the group in public distributions, in villages that are

used to receiving assistance, in 25% of the cases, respondents considered that group
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discussions did not have much influence on the elite’s decision and in 36% of the

cases, they report that the group had a lot of influence whereas in non aid villages,

respondents report that group discussions had not much influence in 21% of the cases

and that they has a lot of influence in 42% of the cases. And the perception of

influence is bigger during non-targeted allocations than during targeted allocations

in non aid villages whereas it doesn’t vary across treatment conditions in aid villages.

On the other hand, only 11% of poor respondents think they have influence in non-aid

contexts (and 22% of the non-poor), while in aid villages, the rates for the poor and

the non-poor are similar and are around 20% as previously reported. Finally, non-

poor group members speak in favor of others significantly more often in aid contexts

(40%) than in non-aid contexts (30%).

4.3.2 Rounds

In Table 6, I present the direct causal effect of the three main treatments on what

the non-poor, the poor and the elite receives by round.

The analysis by rounds suggests that the effect of targeting instructions diminishes

over time. While the causal effect of targeting instructions on the share of the poor

(resp. the elite) is positive and significant (resp. negative and significant) in the first

round, both the size and the significance of the effect disappear in subsequent rounds.

By contrast, the direct causal effect of the public treatment on what the elite

gives away and what the poor gets are significant and consistent over rounds. But

the positive, significant effect of the public treatment on the share of the non-poor

observed in the first round (.29), while still significant in the second round is much

smaller (.16) and is smaller and insignificant in the last round (.12). This suggests

that the effect of the public treatment on the share that the non-poor gets disappears

over time, while the effect of the public treatment on the share that the poor receives
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Table 6: Comparing the Effects of Targeting in Successive Rounds

Poor Rich Elite

R1 R2 R3 R1 R2 R3 R1 R2 R3

Targeted 0.21** 0.11 0.02 0.16 0.03 0.10 -0.74*** -0.31* -0.29*
(0.10) (0.08) (0.09) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08) (0.19) (0.17) (0.17)

Public 0.37*** 0.38*** 0.41*** 0.29*** 0.16* 0.12 -1.35*** -1.07*** -1.03***
(0.10) (0.08) (0.09) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08) (0.18) (0.16) (0.17)

Monitored 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.03 -0.40** -0.23
(0.08) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.17) (0.18)

Constant 5.04*** 4.97*** 5.27*** 5.36*** 5.35*** 5.14*** 6.23*** 6.39*** 6.08***
(0.35) (0.29) (0.29) (0.38) (0.31) (0.26) (0.68) (0.60) (0.54)

Observations 158 158 126 158 158 126 158 158 126

With controls. Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(Distributions by the elite only)



can be sustained over time.

Finally, there are only two rounds to compare with the monitoring treatment, but

the fact that it has a negative, significant effect on the share retained by the elite in

the second round and a smaller, negative, non significant effect in the third round

suggests that, as for targeting instructions and contrary to public settings, the effects

of monitoring may also be temporary.

5 Discussion

In this section, I draw some conclusions from the results of the experiment about the

existence of distributor effects, community effects and third-party effects in targeting.

I also discuss more broadly the external validity of these findings, and how they shed

light on our understanding of the targeting of foreign aid resources or of other windfalls

in general.

5.1 General remarks

Generally speaking, the first characteristic of the findings in this study is that the

effects of each treatment when they exist are rather small in size. But they are also

significant, consistent and robust across specifications. The small effect size is not

of much concern: the stakes in the private and public distributions, while sufficient

to motivate the participant to take the simulation seriously, were relatively small.36

In comparison, one can expect aid targeting to yield bigger effects in size and cause

larger, more substantive variations in the shares receives by recipients.

36As mentioned, in each round the participants were allocating the equivalent of the salary for 7
days of work in the fields between five people and that is about what they expected to receive as
compensation at the end of the day.
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5.2 Importance of Community Dynamics

Overall, this study strongly supports the idea that group effects, or more generally

community dynamics, play an important role in making targeting the poor effective.

There is also some support for the idea that the provision of targeting instructions

prompts broader sharing dynamics at the distributor-level. The one consistent effect

of targeting instructions is to induce less capture by the elite. However, the part of

the windfall that is not retained by elites does not necessarily go to the poor. There

is consistent evidence in this study that the non-poor can also receive more as a result

of targeting. Since it benefits both poor and non-poor group members, the nature

of the effect of targeting instructions is consistent with sharing dynamics rather than

with targeting the poor strictly speaking.

In general, there is strong support for community effects in targeting that are

consistent over time and robust across specifications, as well as much larger in size

than the effect of targeting instructions or monitoring. There is also evidence in

support of a positive interaction of community effects (made possible by the public

treatment) and distributor effects (induced by targeting instructions) on targeting

the poor. In the experiment, the instance in which targeting instructions actually

contribute to targeting the poor is during public distributions. Combined together,

these findings could suggest that transparency about targeting criteria, and the in-

volvement of the community at large in the process of targeting can help limit elite

capture. Conditional on elite capture being limited, the role of targeting instructions

is to limit capture by the non-targeted. Getting a better understanding of the com-

munity dynamics at play in aid targeting seems a promising way to further improve

targeted aid programs and their outcomes. In further work based on the same ex-

periment, I investigate whether the community dynamics at play are more consistent
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with peer-pressure or with bargaining dynamics (Strauss-Kahn, 2018d).

Overall, the results of this experiment strongly point to transparency and a better

involvement of the recipient community at large in the targeting process as the most

efficient ways to improve the outcomes of aid programs. Conversely, spending more

money and time trying to increase monitoring capacities or to define more precise

targeting instructions may not be as promising leverages as one could have thought.

5.3 The Role of Outsiders

Aid agencies often think that better monitoring and evaluation systems would be

enough to ensure good targeting outcomes (Transparency International, 2014). In

this experiment, however, there is little consistent evidence that monitoring can have

a sustainable, positive effect in targeting the poor. It could be that the monitoring

treatment in this experiment is not strong enough. Monitoring treatments are par-

ticularly difficult to implement credibly and successfully. However, since monitoring

seems to have an effect in some specific contexts in the study, even though relatively

small in sizes, it may well be that the findings reflect the absence of a strong effect

of monitoring in targeting in general.

Monitoring has a limited effect in private distributions, yet the nature of this effect

seemingly is consistent with sharing dynamics rather than with targeting the poor.

And I have consistently found little to no support for the effects of monitoring by a

third-party in public distributions. These findings are consistent with several recent

papers which suggest that altruistic preferences actually tend to disappear in dictator

games when the anonymity of the process is better enforced, that is when the distrib-

utor is not pressured into being altruistic neither by the knowledge that he is being

observed by a third-party nor by the judgment of the receiver in front of him (Franzen
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& Pointner, 2012, Winking & Mizer, 2013). In other words, monitoring could actu-

ally work in private settings as a substitute for peer-pressure by the community. The

results also suggests that third-party effects when they exist may be superseded by

long-standing community dynamics. This is especially credible in cases where the

interactions of the third-party with the community are limited, which is arguably the

case in most humanitarian contexts. Finally, the effect of monitoring also seems to

diminish over time and with previous exposure to aid programs. This idea that the

effect of monitoring, when it exists, might be temporary is consistent with observa-

tions in the field that recipient communities eventually learn about the inefficiency of

complaint mechanisms and that sanctions eventually loose their credibility.

In line with existing work on the influence of in-group versus out-group enforcers

(Goette et al., 2006, Bernhard et al., 2006), one way to interpret both the findings

about monitoring and the findings about community involvement in this paper would

be that while outsiders can affect the allocation process between a distributor and

a receiver, outsiders that are also part of the group (in this case non-poor, non-elite

group members) are more effective than external observers. In other words, while

this observation warrants additional work on this specific point, it could be that

monitoring and sanctions by an in-group are more effective in aid targeting than

monitoring and sanctions by an outsider.

5.4 Sharing and Conflict Management

Sharing dynamics —in which aid windfalls are shared within the recipient community

at large rather than allocated to the target group only— are often observed in aid

targeting contexts. Yet this possible result of targeted aid programs arguably defeats

the purpose of concentrating resources on those most in need. It is also an outcome
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that is often difficult to interpret. It can either be seen as a positive outcome — a

correction mechanism when targeting criteria or indicators are ill-defined—37 or as

an adverse outcome —the collusion of the elites with the non-poor to the detriment

of the poor. When looking at outcome perceptions by participants in this study, the

results however point to neither of these explanations. Combined with qualitative

information from the baseline surveys, I suggest that this study rather points to the

possibility that sharing, by effectively limiting between-group differences in a public

setting, could be a conflict management mechanism.

In this experiment, there is no evidence that targeting criteria were misunderstood

nor that targeting indicators were inappropriate: group members had no difficulty

identifying poorer members of the group compared to themselves. In cases were tar-

geting instructions were not respected, survey evidence suggests that it is not that

these instructions were not well understood by the distributors or by the community

at large, but rather that they were voluntarily ignored. Yet, there is no evidence

of attempts at specifically marginalizing or excluding the poor from the allocations

either. This all points to the dilution of the windfall among a larger group of benefi-

ciaries than the target group rather than to a possible collusion of the elites and the

non-poor against the poor.

Participants in the experiment seem to agree on not aspiring to stronger target-

ing of the poor, and they declare being satisfied with outcomes in which targeting

criteria were not respected. Overall, 90% of respondents report that the outcome of

their last public distribution did correspond to their personal preference. And when

respondents - both non-poor and poor - had the perception that the allocation out-

37While it could also have pointed to the fact that the study’s understanding and participants’ un-
derstanding of “the poor” may not aligned, this interpretation is largely disproven by the survey
data that shows that participants identified correctly the relative economic situation of their group
members.
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come benefitted mostly to the elite or the non-poor, they were still satisfied with the

outcome more than 80% of the time (70% for the poor).38

The task of targeting the poor was considered fair and acceptable by most. Yet,

survey results also point to the fact that the community in general was resistant to

making differences among village members. As mentioned, in a lot of cases partic-

ipants purely and simply gave the same economic and social ranking to all group

members in comparison with the rest of the village. This is consistent with reports

in the aid literature that recipient communities often try to argue with aid workers

that “everybody is poor”.

According to ethnographic and sociological studies, public behaviors of “indis-

tinction” can act as a mechanism for conflict prevention.39 The weak effect size

of targeting instructions could thus actually result from unexpected, counteracting

community dynamics. Indistinction as a means of conflict management is also an

explanation consistent with multiple reports about targeted aid interventions that

recipient communities were reluctant to targeting specific groups (Maxwell & Burns,

2008). Finally, it is also consistent with the fact that the baseline shares received by

each group members in public distributions were quite similar. In private distribu-

tions, there was much more variance, private distributions by elites were also much

closer to equal sharing than the rest.40

Equal sharing is actually an outcome that happens rather often in community-

38In non-targeted public allocations, 7% of respondents report that the allocation benefited mostly to
the elite (while no respondents report that the allocation benefitted mostly to the non-poor). On the
other hand, in targeted public allocations, 6% of respondents report that the allocation benefited
mostly to the non-poor and powerful (while only 1% of respondents report that it benefited mostly
to the elite).

39On the role of distinction in the organization of human societies, see also Bourdieu (1984) on the
use of distinction by elites see Daloz (2009).

40In public distributions, every member of the group received between 2 and 8 of the 27 tokens to be
allocated with a mean between 5 and 6, and a standard deviation by type of recipient inferior to 1.
On the other hand, in distributions, allocations spanned from 0 to 27 tokens, except for the elite (0
to 14) and standard deviations were at least twice as big.
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based targeted aid programs, even though it is explicitly discouraged since it dilutes

the effect of the windfall in a large pool of recipient. Similarly, although this exper-

iment was specifically designed to avoid the possibility of equal distribution, there

were a few instances in which distributors allocated 5 tokens to each group members

and refused to distribute the two additional tokens and would rather give them back

to the enumerator. This propensity to equal sharing speaks to the existence of strong

collective norms of equality in the allocation of outside windfalls in these villages,

despite large actual inequalities between groups.

For aid organizations, such observations that sharing may be a result that is some-

times strongly preferred by the recipient community to effective targeting may be of

importance. It emphasizes the fact that the objectives of targeted aid programs (eco-

nomic redistribution to the poor) and the objectives of humanitarian and development

assistance at large (do no harm) can sometimes be conflicting. Targeting has indeed

effects both on economic redistribution and social cohesion. If there are contexts in

which the compliance with targeting instructions work against the preservation of

peaceful relationships within the community, there is a choice to make in terms of

which sets of objectives should subsume to the other.

5.5 Pro-poor Preferences and the Role of the Elites

In this experiment, there is little evidence of distributor effects that could play in

favor of targeting the poor. Targeting instructions do not seem to affect distributors’

preferences into being more prosocial and there appears to be no groups in the com-

munity that have significantly more pro-social preferences than the elites such that

they would allocate bigger shares of the windfall to the poor if they were to be in the

position of the distributor.

45



Overall, there is not as much heterogeneity between groups as one could have

expected within the sampled communities in terms of prosocial preferences, attitudes

and behaviors. According to the baseline survey, 42% of non-elites and only 26% of

elites originally have pro-poor preferences. And similarly, only 41% of the poor in our

sample have pro-poor preferences: the poor do not have more prosocial preferences

than the rest of the general population.41 And overall, the communities in the sample

do not have strong prosocial norms to begin with: prioritizing the poor in allocations

is not the preference, nor the expectation in usual, non-targeted distributions. De-

spite having more prosocial preferences than their elites, both poor and non-poor

group members do not behave accordingly when they are the distributor in private

allocations: they do not allocate greater shares of the windfall to the poor than the

elite would do. On the contrary, one thing that varies with changes in the identity

of the distributor in private allocations is the range and variance in one’s allocation

to oneself. For both poor and non-poor distributors, there are instances in which

the distributors take all 27 tokens for themselves, which never happens with elite

distributors. By contrast, despite having less pro-poor preferences than the general

population, elites actually behave in a more prosocial manner than the rest of the

population in private distribution.

Not only are baseline preferences across groups within the community not consis-

tent with usual theories about distributor effects, observed changes in those prefer-

ences are not in the expected direction either. If anything, the targeting treatment

seem to further decrease participants’ prosocial proclivities. And while there are

41While counter-intuitive and against their self-interest, this aversion can be explained by the existence
of a stigma in being assisted and speaks to the multi-dimensionality of vulnerability. Poor community
members may be rendered less economically vulnerable by recognizing their status as poor, but they
could become in the same time more socially vulnerable. This is also consistent with the observation
that the poor refused at least as much as the rich if not more to rank other people in the village in
terms of their wealth.
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changes in conceptions of fairness and pro-poor preferences within individual respon-

dents pre- and post-treatment, there is little evidence that these changes are due to

the treatment since they happen in both ways. After the first round, the propor-

tion of non-elite respondents that favor giving more to the poor has decreased from

42% to 36% (pooling both those who received the targeting treatment and those who

did not), while 54% of respondents now prefer giving the same to everyone. But

among elites, it is the contrary: the proportion in favor of giving to the poor has

increased from 26% to 44% after the first round of distributions. Among those who

have changed their preferences after receiving the targeting treatment, 46% changed

in favor of more pro-poor preferences (56% among elites, 40% among the poor, 46%

among the rich), but 54% changed for less pro-poor preferences. After receiving the

non-targeted treatment, 30% of those who changed their preferences were more pro-

poor than in the baseline (41% among elite, 30% among the poor, 25% among the

rich), and 70% were less pro-poor than before.

Overall, these results suggest that changing the identity of the distributor might

not be an effective way to target the poor. In the same time, while elites seem to ulti-

mately behave in a more prosocial way than the rest of the community, this behavior

is not consistent with their own preferences. I suggest that this observed disconnect

between preferences and behaviors can reflect the fact that in this experiment, and

in aid targeting more generally, elites actually have two roles to play. Each of these

roles come with a different set of constraints that are hard to reconcile. As commu-

nity leaders, they have duties toward the community as a whole: this points toward

sharing windfalls among all community members. As an agent the aid organization

intervening in the community, they are temporarily in the position to capture the

windfall according to their self interest, while in the meantime being prompted to

target the poor.
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While it may come as a surprise to some aid workers, in many traditional societies,

it often is not the role of chiefs to redistribute to the poor. For example, only 4%

of respondents in the sample actually think that taking care of the poor is one of

the roles of the chief. Contrarily to representatives in western societies, most of the

time traditional leaders are not elected and they often retain their chiefdom for life.

As a result, there is arguably no natural accountability mechanism that makes elites

cater to poor populations in order to gain votes, which is a common explanation of

preferences for redistribution. On the contrary, according both to the elites and the

general population of the communities in our sample, the primary role of a chief is

to avoid conflict within the village. And this finding most likely applies to many

other aid recipient communities (Strauss-Kahn, 2018b). In other words, this could

explain that chiefs —or their representatives— are expected to allocate resources to

all community members indiscriminately whenever possible.42

Several anthroplogical studies have suggested that capture can also be a way for

a chief to express and to legitimate power (Boehm & Boehm, 2009). In other words,

a chief that doesn’t take what he can where it can may be considered not strong

enough to be chief. If capture is a display of strength, then changing the distributor

to non-elites could actually increase the need to display and legitimate said power and

lead to more capture by the distributor rather than less. In the experiment, non-elite

distributors clearly had less self-control during private allocations, especially during

the first round. Several of them, poor and rich alike, did not hesitate to capture the

entire 27 tokens at their disposal. Conversely, targeted instructions have an effect on

42According to the baseline survey, 87% of respondents think the chief should treat everyone in the
village equally. Among the elites themselves, the perception that the role of the chief is to treat
everyone equally rises to 96%. This contrasts with the fact that 42% of the same populations think
that it would be fairer to give more to the poor in a distribution. In a sense, there seems to be
somewhat of a mismatch between villagers’ expectations about their elites and their own aspirations:
villagers seem to have more pro-poor preferences than their institutions entail.
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elites as distributors in the sense of diminishing capture, but not on any other type

of distributors.

Overall, these findings about the behaviors of alternates to elites as distributors

may be of importance for aid organizations. Aid agencies sometimes attempts to

bypass local power structures by changing the distributor from traditional elites to

women, new elites, or other “gatekeepers”. The expectation is that these alternate

distributors are less likely to capture the aid windfall. While this might be the case

in the short term, several findings of the experiment suggest that it may not be the

case in the long-term. First because these alternate distributors do not have more

distributive preferences than the elites, and they don’t have either preferences for

sharing that would stem from their duties toward the community at large, so there

are no reasons why they would be guided by anything other than their self-interest.

This is already reflected in this experiment in extreme capture behaviors in many

non-monitored private distributions by non-elites.

5.6 Learning Effects

Finally, the findings of the experiment support the existence of learning effects in

targeting both over time and by exposure to the targeting process. For an aid agency,

these learning effects can be either fostering or hindering the implementation of a

successful targeted aid program. On the one hand, while targeting instructions and

monitoring do seem cause actual targeting of the poor, their capacity to do so also

seem to diminish over time. Only the public effect of the targeting process seem to be

stable over time. On the other hand, in places that are used to receiving assistance

and, hence, to aid targeting, there seems to be more actual targeting of the poor and

less sharing of the assistance with non-targeted beneficiaries.
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6 Conclusion

In aid targeting, there are three characteristic elements that always go together: the

targeting instructions, the community involvement and the monitoring. Since there

is always a little bit of all three albeit in various ways, it is difficult to distinguish

what does what in the targeting process. This paper aims at shedding light on the

causal effect of targeting instructions and these two moderators. In doing so, I aim at

contributing to a better understanding of the variation in the outcomes of targeted

aid programs and to foster their improvement in three ways.

First, the results of this paper contribute to debunk some traditional assumptions

in the aid world, by calling into question the effectiveness of monitoring by a third-

party. Second, this paper points to the existence of strong sharing norms in recipient

communities than can run contra the implicit redistributive norms of aid targeting

as well as to possible underlying tensions for elites between their role as a distributor

and their role as community leaders. As such, rather than focusing on the capacity

of the aid agency as a principal to enforce a contract with the recipient community

as a whole, these observations call overall for a better understanding of community

dynamics and the ways in which they can either foster or hinder the effectiveness

of targeting. Finally, the results suggest that rather than targeting instructions by

themselves, it is mostly the public aspect of the targeting process that consistently

contribute to the effective targeting of the poor over time.

In subsequent work, using the same setting, I further unpack the community dy-

namics at play in public distributions in order to gain a finer understanding of the

bargaining dynamics and peer-pressure effects that actually prompt effective targeting

of the poor (Strauss-Kahn, 2018d). While this paper already highlights the poten-

tial role of non-poor non-elites community members in fostering successful targeting,
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additional work will explore the nature of their influence on elites’ decision-making

as well as offer a more detailed theoretical framework that models the interactions

between these various actors within recipient communities (Paler et al., 2018).
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B Control Variables

Pooling together public and private distributions, as well as private distributions by

non-elite group members, Table B.1 shows the causal effect of targeting instructions

at all on the share of the windfall allocated to the poor. Each poor group member

received on average 19.7% of the distributed windfall (while elites received 18.8% and

each rich group member 20.9%). Table B.1 shows that a small but significant increase

by 2.2% in the share received by the poor can be attributed to targeting instructions

but only when the distributor was the elites.43

In Table B.1, the distributor’s pro-poor preferences have an impact on the share

received by the poor, which decreases by 2.6% when all available data is pooled

together. There seems to be no significant effect of pro-poor preferences when the

elite is the distributor. But this could be because there is a significant negative

effect of the gender of the distributor (a 4.3% decrease) on what the poor receives.

According to the baseline survey, 42% of the general population, women and men

alike, think it is fairer in a distribution to give more to the poor.44 But only 26% of

elites have such pro-poor preferences, and among them 84% of women elites are not

pro-poor.45

43The same control variables displayed in Table B.1 are also used in all regressions and results presented
in this paper. But for the sake of concision, the controls are omitted from the subsequent tables.

44According to the baseline survey, 47% of non-elites prefer giving the same thing to everyone. In the
entire population, an additional 11% declares that they prefer giving more to those who deserved
more. Since the notion of who “deserves more” is ambiguous, I drop the observation for these 61
respondents when computing the pro-poor preference measure. It is to be noted that 27 of these
respondents are all-male members of the elite, which means that I don’t have an observation of
pro-poor preferences for 33.8% of the elites.

45While I have stratified my population sample on gender, it was impossible to do so for the elite
sample, since women are much more rarely members of the elite than men (only 10%).
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Table B.1: Effect of targeting instructions on the share of the poor

(1) (2)

(All) (Elites Only) (All) (Elites Only)

Targeted 0.03 0.13** 0.00 0.09
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.07)

Pro-poor (distributor) -0.13** 0.04
(0.06) (0.07)

Poverty Index (recipient) 0.01 0.04*
(0.02) (0.02)

Controls:
- Age (distributor) -0.00 -0.00 -0.00* -0.01*

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
- Gender (distributor) 0.06 -0.11 0.02 -0.23**

(0.06) (0.09) (0.06) (0.11)
- Age (recipient) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
- Gender (recipient) -0.04 -0.08 -0.06 -0.09

(0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.10)
- Within-group Inequality 0.01 -0.01 0.02 -0.04

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Constant 5.36*** 5.39*** 5.47*** 5.47***

(0.16) (0.19) (0.18) (0.25)

Observations 1316 442 1080 300

Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(All available data)



C Conditional Effects of Public Distributions

Table C.1: Comparing the Effects of Targeting in Private and in Public

On the Share of the Poor

In Private In Public
(1) (2) (1) (2)

Targeted -0.00 0.08 0.18** 0.27**
(0.09) (0.13) (0.08) (0.11)

Monitored 0.18* 0.25* 0.00 0.09
(0.09) (0.13) (0.07) (0.11)

Targeted × Monitored -0.16 -0.17
(0.19) (0.15)

Constant 5.17*** 5.15*** 5.52*** 5.50***
(0.31) (0.31) (0.25) (0.25)

Observations 142 142 142 142

With controls. Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(Distributions by the elite only)
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D The Identity of the Distributor

Tables D.2, D.3, and D.4 show that changes in the identity of the distributor have no

effect. Comparing private distributions in which rich group members or poor group

members to distributions by the elite, neither the share received by the poor, the rich

and the elite are significantly impacted by targeting instructions or monitoring. If

anything, targeting instructions and monitoring seem to only have an effect on the

allocation when the elites is the distributor.

Table D.1: Effect of the Distributor’s Identity on what Distributors give to themselves

Poor Rich Elite

(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)

Targeted 0.31 0.44 0.11 0.19 -0.24 -0.22
(0.19) (0.27) (0.23) (0.33) (0.19) (0.27)

Monitored 0.12 0.25 -0.31 -0.23 -0.44** -0.43
(0.19) (0.27) (0.23) (0.33) (0.19) (0.27)

Targeted × Monitored -0.27 -0.16 -0.03
(0.39) (0.47) (0.38)

Constant 5.49*** 5.47*** 5.92*** 5.88*** 6.23*** 6.23***
(0.56) (0.56) (0.74) (0.75) (0.66) (0.66)

Observations 288 288 284 284 144 144

Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(Private distributions only)
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Table D.2: Effect of the Distributor’s Identity on the Share of the Poor

Poor Rich Elite

(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)

Targeted 0.08 0.15 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 0.07
(0.08) (0.12) (0.07) (0.11) (0.09) (0.13)

Monitored -0.03 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.16* 0.27**
(0.08) (0.12) (0.07) (0.11) (0.09) (0.13)

Targeted × Monitored -0.15 0.01 -0.22
(0.17) (0.15) (0.18)

Constant 5.41*** 5.39*** 5.15*** 5.15*** 5.27*** 5.24***
(0.25) (0.25) (0.24) (0.24) (0.32) (0.32)

Observations 288 288 284 284 144 144

Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(Private distributions only)

Table D.3: Effect of the Distributor’s Identity on the Share of the Elite

Poor Rich Elite

(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)

Targeted -0.24** -0.20 -0.14 -0.14 -0.24 -0.22
(0.12) (0.16) (0.12) (0.18) (0.19) (0.27)

Monitored 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.03 -0.44** -0.43
(0.12) (0.16) (0.12) (0.18) (0.19) (0.27)

Targeted × Monitored -0.08 -0.00 -0.03
(0.23) (0.25) (0.38)

Constant 5.80*** 5.79*** 5.36*** 5.36*** 6.23*** 6.23***
(0.34) (0.34) (0.40) (0.40) (0.66) (0.66)

Observations 288 288 284 284 144 144

Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(Private distributions only)
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Table D.4: Effect of the Distributor’s Identity on the Share of the Non-Poor

Poor Rich Elite

(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)

Targeted 0.05 -0.05 0.10 0.11 0.14 0.03
(0.08) (0.12) (0.09) (0.14) (0.09) (0.12)

Monitored 0.01 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 0.06 -0.05
(0.08) (0.12) (0.09) (0.14) (0.09) (0.12)

Targeted × Monitored 0.20 -0.01 0.23
(0.17) (0.19) (0.18)

Constant 5.19*** 5.21*** 5.67*** 5.67*** 5.11*** 5.14***
(0.25) (0.25) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31)

Observations 288 288 284 284 144 144

Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

(Private distributions only)
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