Targeting

Our targeting process involves three steps: regional targeting, household-level targeting, and back-checking.

We first use data from the Government of Kenya to identify regions with a high proportion living below the poverty line.  In 2009 we conducted initial pilots in Eldoret district due to the high proportion of people living in Internally Displaced Person camps due to post-election violence.  In 2010 we began work in Rarieda District of Nyanza Province.  Geographical Dimensions of Well-being in Kenya Vol. II (Kenyan Statistics Bureau, World Bank, SID) provides the most recent estimates of regional poverty available; these show that as of the late 1990s 74% of Rarieda District was below the poverty line.  This initial round of geographic targeting thus provides a kind of safety net: even if our asset-based targeting process yielded a beneficiary pool no poorer than average they would still be very poor.  We would generally be happy to give our own money to any household in the targeted villages.

Within targeted regions we choose locations that are safe, minimize recruitment costs (i.e. have a high density of poor households) and are underserved (we try to avoid areas that already have high NGO coverage).  We estimate the proportion of households in each village living in non-solid homes through conversations with locals and choose villages with the highest rate.  For the ongoing randomized controlled trial we selected randomly from among the 1/3 of villages with the highest proportion of non-solid homes.

Second, we hire local staff to collect lists of names and distribute SIM cards to individuals living in mud or thatch (but not cement) houses.  Micro-data from earlier surveys show that such households are typically poorer than average on other dimensions as well (15% fewer household assets, 46% less livestock by value, etc.); we are in the process of collecting precise data on wealth and consumption by house type as part of our impact evaluation.  Two additional benefits of the housing-type proxy means tests are that it is transparent and objective to recipients and non-recipients and is easily and publicly verifiable.  The first feature helps diffuse conflict and forestall grievances; the second feature is important for holding our field staff accountable, as discussed below.  

Our staff introduce GiveDirectly to recipients, making it clear that the transfers are grants and not loans and can be used for whatever they want.  They then issue the recipient with a SIM card (if they are not already a registered MPESA user) and instructions for registering it.

Third, different staff members back-check a large fraction of candidate recipient households to verify that they satisfy our targeting criteria and that the correct name and number was recorded for transfers.  In the past we have back-checked 100%; this will continue through the RCT and then, barring significant new concerns arising, we will reduce the proportion back-checked to a random 40% of recipients.  If there is any sign of misbehavior by the original name collector then he/she is not paid, and any serious incident leads to dismissal.

The targeting process is designed to address a number of common challenges:

· Favoritism and bribery.  It is common in Kenya for intermediaries (e.g. a village chief or elders) tasked with identifying beneficiaries to either allocate benefits to their friends and family or to request bribes from potential recipients in exchange for eligibility.  We avoid this problem by doing all of our targeting ourselves and using objective, verifiable criteria; independent monitoring and back-checking; and incentive contracts.

· Theft.  Where eligibility is determined by ownership of an card or document, theft is a real concern.  In our setting the use of SIM cards combined with MPESA technology provides a layer of security: we can observe the names registered on an MPESA account before we send transfers to and check that it matches the name registered in our database.  MPESA then requires that the person who collects the funds has a national ID card that also matches the name on the account.

· Gaming of eligibility criteria.  Another common concern is that individuals may “game” an eligibility rule – for example, hide their television set or say that a motorcycle belongs to a neighbor.  We focus on a relatively hard-to-alter characteristic, the material out of which homes are constructed.  In addition, the fact that our recruitment visits take place unannounced, on short notice, irregularly and quickly limits the scope for gaming, and the back-check process serves as a further check – a household would need to successfully game two rounds of audits.

