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Abstract: Rigorous evaluations of large-scale governance rmef@rograms are rare,
particularly in post-conflict or semi-authoritari@ettings such as those found in contemporary
Rwanda. This paper evaluates a recent program spmhsdy the Millennium Challenge
Corporation to promote civic participation in logalvernance in Rwanda. The initiative supported
civil society organizations advocating for locadugs and trained district government officials to
increase responsiveness to citizens. Our evaluases a stratified random assignment design,
whereby districts were matched on baseline charatits and randomly assigned to either a
treatment or a control group. Using nationally esgntative household-level survey data, we find
a pattern of small negative effects on citizeng'cpwed knowledge about local government
affairs, perceived citizen influence on governmefiicials, and satisfaction with government
services. There were no discernible impacts on enems of government meetings, familiarity
with government officials, or perceived access t@egnment information. We investigate the
underlying mechanisms producing these impacts uguaitative interviews and find that the
program succeeded in encouraging citizens to qurekital government policies more openly in
some circumstances. With the global interest ofod@gencies in improving democracy, human
rights, and governance in a variety of contextsluiting post-conflict settings, this represents a
substantial contribution to the evidence base tiggthe effectiveness of nationwide governance
programs and interventions.
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Although *“citizen participation” is often cited as principal or ancillary objective in
governance reform initiatives, outcomes relatedciic participation are rarely evaluated
rigorously. One of the main impediments to evahluatin this field is the unavailability of
rigorously defined comparison groups: these refioitiatives are frequently nationwide in scope,

targeting the entire population of interest. Anotbkhallenge relates to the complex range of



interrelated outcomes associated with citizen @iadtion and influence. For example, supporting
new advocacy campaigns designed to change govetmpolkies might raise citizens’ awareness
about governance issues and simultaneously inco#agen dissatisfaction with the government’s
performance.

Although evaluations of nationwide governance atities are rare, a number of smaller
studies have attempted to explore the effects adlloivic participation interventions, such as
information campaigns. Results of a natural expenimn Brazil involving corruption audits
showed that providing citizens with audit resuk$dse voting significantly reduced the likelihood
that officials with poor records would be reelec(Edrraz and Finan 2008). Similarly, a random-
assignment study in India found that a CSO-ledrinfdion campaign about the performance of
local officials significantly reduced the reelectichances of officials the CSO rated as poor
(Banerjee et al. 2011). But studies also sugg@stdéclines in citizen satisfaction could instead
be attributable to declines in citizen influencer Example, a randomized study in Indonesia found
that citizens who did not participate directly iolipymaking (in this case, by delegating local
policy choices to elected leaders) are less likelye satisfied with policy outcomes (Olken 2010).

Given the small number of studies completed to,dhterelationship between citizen access
to information and the extent of citizen influenparticipation, and satisfaction with policymaking
outcomes remains poorly understood. In particulaore evidence is needed regarding the
potential impacts of civic participation initiatisen a wider range of programmatic and policy
contexts that more closely resemble the type gflascale governance programs currently being
undertaken in the field. Development agencies anthdations invest heavily in programs
designed to strengthen governance and democratiegses, and such programs are often targeted
toward countries with policy environments that nmapede the programs’ success for a variety of

different reasons. For example, programs encougagtizen participation are regularly targeted



both to nations with weak central government stmgs (i.e. post-conflict environments) and to
semi-authoritarian states discouraging some forfngpen political discourse. Given the wide

range of potential contexts for these programss especially important to begin testing the
effectiveness of large-scale governance intervaestin practice, where implementers often face
particular implementation constraints related tdgious project timelines and challenging policy

environments.

This study takes advantage of the staggered impi&tnen of a civic participation
strengthening program in Rwanda, funded by theddilium Challenge Corporation (MCC), to
examine impacts on a number of civic participataaricomes. The program was designed to
encourage a more open environment for local cingagement and improve government
transparency and accountability. We employed difstichrandom assignment design to identify
how the program affected citizen perceptions ahoaéss to government information, satisfaction
with government services, and citizens’ perceptiabsut their influence on local government
decision making. In addition, we conducted qualiafield work (in-depth, one-on-one and small
group interviews and observations) to understaaditiderlying processes that link the program’s
activities to the outcomes listed above. Findingsnf the qualitative surveys complement the
guantitative analyses, as they help to contexteddmv the program activities were implemented
and also the extent to which the activities werplémented as intended.

This paper contributes to the literature by prdasentigorous impact findings for a
governance intervention implemented at the couetrgl. Also, by combining qualitative survey
findings with the quantitative impact findings, wevestigate the mechanisms linking the
intervention’s activities to the outcomes examiiredhe evaluation. With the global interest of

donor agencies in improving democracy, human rigintsl governance in a variety of contexts,



this represents a substantive contribution to tidemce base regarding the effectiveness of
nationwide governance programs and interventions.

We find that the program increased citizens’ wghess to voice concerns about local
governance; in treatment districts, more citizexised concerns about opaque government affairs,
low citizen influence, and poor local services. Hoer, the size of these effects was modest, and
the program did not impact citizens’ awareness o¥egnment meetings, familiarity with
government officials, or perceived access to gavemt information. Qualitative data suggest that
these impacts may have been tempered by the priggtanited activity schedule and uneven
implementation across districts. Even with thes&ations, the program’s successes in fostering
greater willingness among citizens to voice csticicould represent meaningful first steps toward
increasing public advocacy and producing positivenges in local governance over time.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows.i8edtdetails the intervention and the context
in which it was implemented. Section Il discusdes ¢valuation design and the data collection
strategy. Section Ill presents the empirical sghagind Section IV presents the evaluation’s impact
estimates. Findings from the qualitative field wanle discussed in Section V, and Section VI

concludes with a discussion of both the quanti¢gasind qualitative findings.

|. Program Design and Context

Beginning in 2002, the Government of Rwanda (Go&adm an extensive decentralization
initiative designed in part to encourage more eitiarticipation in local government. With
support from multilateral donors including the WlbBank and the United Nations Development
Program (UNDP), the GoR undertook a series of ne$aio develop more open and effective local

political institutions (UNDP 2005). These decengation reforms were designed to increase the



accountability and transparency of government arehtpower local communities to take control
of their governance processes (World Bank 2009).

As these decentralization reforms have been impiede however, civil society
organizations (CSOs) have struggled to meaningfefigage with governance processes and
influence government policymaking at both the naicand local levelAlthough many CSOs
are active in Rwanda, there are important resbnstion their political activities and direct
advocacy (USAID 2002). The GoR has been accuseaibstfucting the activities of multiple
human rights groups operating in the country (HuRahts Watch 2011), and policies limiting
political dissent in Rwanda have garnered criticfsom outside observers, especially following
the 2010 presidential elections (Amnesty Intermatio2010; Human Rights Watch 2010;
European Parliament 2012). To avoid these chalengany CSOs focus on issues that are less
closely tied to national politics in Rwanda. In gree, this has limited the capacity of CSOs to
attract funding and support beyond what is avadlabtough government initiatives, calling their
independence into question.

In response to these issues, MCC sponsored the dRwEnreshold Program (RTPhat
includes, among other components, two initiatiedated to civic participation. The Strengthening
Civic Participation and Strengthening Civil Socigymponents of the RTP were intended to
enhance the involvement of local and national CBQgvernment policymaking, support new
efforts by government leaders to invite more activec participation, and promote well-informed

citizen participation in public affairs. The Strehgning Civic Participation component focused

! Since its inception in 2004, MCC has funded itiitizs to promote economic growth and poverty reidact
around the world. MCC supports large, multiyearedlegment initiatives, known as “Compacts”, in caigd that
achieve high scores on a set of economic and gameenindicators. Compacts fund development présritientified
by recipient country governments. Separately, MGG provides smaller “Threshold” programs to coi@stthat are
close to meeting the Compact requirements buskaitt of the eligibility criteria in some areas.ré&shold programs
are intended to support policy reform and help toes improve their Compact eligibility scores (MO®reshold
Program, available abftp://www.mcc.gov/pages/program/type/thresholdgpani, accessed November 25, 2014).




on interventions at the local level (largely addneg district-level governance), and the
Strengthening Civil Society component targeted C&@kcentral government officials operating
at the national level.

In this paper, we present impact estimates forRfm€’s Strengthening Civic Participation
component. This component was originally designed as a tlysse- initiative focused on (1)
supporting the efforts of CSOs to advocate for llassues and (2) training local government
officials to increase responsiveness to the comscamd priorities of citizens. Together, these
activities were intended to encourage a more opeirament for local civic engagement and
participation with improved government accountaili

All activities under the Strengthening Civic Pagation Component of the RTP took place
between June 2009 and December 2011 and were iraptechby the Urban Institute (Ul) in
coordination with USAID and GoR stakehold@Bhe primary activities planned for the program
included training for local government officials emechanisms to increase civic participation,
technical assistance to build the management amdcady capacity of local CSOs, grants to
district governments and CSOs, and technical assistto the Ministry of Local Government and
Ministry of Finance to develop and distribute dzeih’s guide to the national budget. The program
also planned to provide technical assistance tal ldevelopment bodies called the Joint Action
Development Forums (JADF)—a set of district-leviatiprms for government officials, CSOs,

and development partners to share action plangngove coordination.

2t was not possible to evaluate the Strengthe@ing Society component of the RTP in this studytlae scope
of the program’s activities with the central gowaent prevented identification of a valid comparigpoup.

3 Other components of the RTP were implementedvayiaty of different implementing organizations! RITP
initiatives were coordinated by USAID with oversigiom the GoR and funding from MCC.



Importantly, the program’s original work plan calldor an optional third year of
implementation (in 2012) that did not take plader@#CC and the GoR jointly agreed to suspend
the program. As a result, many planned activitiesamot fully implemented, including a majority

of the grant disbursements intended for CSOs aral pvernment bodies (Table 1).

Table I. Implementation Status of Planned Strengthening Civic Participation Activities

Planned Activities Realized Activities (15 Phase | Districts) Implementation

Local Government Activities

District needs assessments (2010) Diagnostic interviews completed in all phase | Fully
districts implemented

Training on decentralization reform  Training completed in all phase | districts, with  Mostly

and participatory budget planning 669 of 729 expected participants attending. implemented

Grants to local governments 5 of 15 district governments completed all Partially

planned grant activities (remaining 13 districts implemented
partially completed activities)

CSO Activities

Building of CSO capacity to engage Some planned training was tied to grant-based  Partially

in policy discussions/dialogue activities that were not completed. implemented
Development of institutional and Some planned training was tied to grant-based  Partially
organizational capacity of CSOs activities that were not completed. implemented
Grants to CSOs 13 of 43 CSOs completed all planned grant- Partially
funded activities (remaining 30 CSOs did not implemented

receive grants)

Other Activities

Consultations with citizens Consultations took place as planned Fully
regarding civic participation via implemented
public forums and radio broadcast
outreach
Develop district-level service Fewer resources than anticipated were Partially
Improvement Action Plans among expended on this element of the program due  implemented
citizens to a need for increased staff resources for

capacity-building and grant activities
Dissemination of a national budget Guides were widely distributed in program Fully
guide for citizens areas, aided by high demand from local CSOs implemented

The implementer originally planned to conduct atiég in two separate, year-long phases,
with 15 districts receiving activities in each pbaéfter an initial year of planning, training
activities and technical assistance took placé&ididtricts over the course of the program’s second
year (2011). The phase Il districts were schedtda@ceive activities the following year (2012),

but the RTP was not extended to this third impletagom year. As a result, the program completed



only 10 months of local government training and C&@port activities in phase | districts and
several of the planned technical assistance amt disbursement activities did not take pléce.
For example, only 5 of the 15 local district goveents receiving grants were able to complete
all planned grant activities. Similarly, only 13 thfe 43 CSO grants planned for phase | were

ultimately disbursed and fully implemented. Nonehaf phase Il districts received RTP activities.

II. Evaluation Design and Data Collection

The phased rollout of the program allowed for atgted random assignment design in which
Rwanda’s 30 districts were randomized to eithersphHaor phase Il (15 in each phase). Districts
within each province were first matched in pairguoups of three on the following five district-

level characteristics, measured using adminisgatata collected from government sources:

» Population change between 2002 and 2006
» Population density

e Common Development Fund (CDF) appropriation amotort$Y 2008 (as a proxy
for poverty levels)

» Percent of district budget from local (vs. federajenues in FY 2008
» District expenditure per capita on good governaar social affairs

These matched district pairs or triplets were theed as randomization blocks. A public lottery
was conducted in the presence of district offictalsandomly assign districts within each block
to the treatment group (districts that would reegivogram activities in phase | in 2011) or the
control group (districts that would not receive gregram activities until phase I1). As indicated,
the 15 phase Il districts never received progrativiies because the RTP was not extended
beyond 2011. Thus study outcomes were measuredebafty activities were implemented in

control districts. Figure 1 shows the assignmeritedtment and control districts, by province.

4 Specifically, if the program had been extendearntother year of implementation a number of additigmants
to CSOs and district governments would have begpedsed in phase | districts (and activities relabethose grants
would have still been ongoing in phase | distragtthe time of our follow-up survey in March 2012).



Figure I. District Assignments for the Strengthening Civic Participation Component
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Note: Treatment districts are shaded in grey; control districts are white. Dark borders indicate
provincial boundaries.

The Strengthening Civic Participation Program aédlig began in January 2010 with initial
implementation planning. Random assignment of idistivere completed in June 2010 and the
primary program activities were implemented in theatment districts over the course of the
program’s second year, starting in March 2011 arding) in December 2011. We administered a
baseline household survey before the start of progactivities, in January 2011, and a follow-up
survey in March 2012, after the program activigesled.

Nationally, civic participation trends during thieriod may have been affected by other
related programs and initiatives. As part of a sgjgamedia component, the RTP sponsored two
community radio stations which began broadcastingune 2011. In this same period, a number

of other donors and organizations implemented &tyanf programs related to civic participation



and local governance. For example, Norwegian P&opled partnered with local civic
organizations to address issues related to youiticpbparticipation, the European Union funded
programs to improve access to basic services atmuesge good governance at the local level,
and Catholic Relief Services implemented publicrasfructure projects and microfinance
programs in rural districts. To the extent thatsthether programs were successful in impacting
citizens, it is possible that some changes in natide civic participation outcomes would have
occurred in the absence of the RTP. However, th#ss initiatives did not systematically target
the evaluation’s treatment group or control grougd are not likely to bias the study’s impact

estimates.

1. Household survey and qualitative data

We designed a household survey to collect data efealuating the impacts of the
Strengthening Civic Participation program, whichsvaaministered at baseline before the program
(in early 2011) and one year afterwards (2012). $hevey questionnaire drew from several
existing survey instruments used widely in deveigpcountries, including the Afrobarometer
Round 4 Democracy and Governance in Uganda SuAfegliarometer 2008), the South African
Social Attitudes Survey: Role of Government IV (HamSciences Research Council 2006), the
Social Audit of Local Governance Household Surve§&(Prism Research 2006), and the Social
Cohesion in Rwanda Opinion Survey (National Unitgd &econciliation Commission 2007). We
also adjusted wording of the English version of theestionnaire to facilitate an accurate
translation into Kinyarwanda. USAID staff and GoRiaals to ensure that the translation

accurately reflected the intended meaning in tealloontex®.

5 The survey instrument can be found at [http://wmrathematica-
mpr.com/~/media/publications/pdfs/international/nda_baselinerpt.pdf]
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The baseline survey had a target sample size 0000espondents. To ensure that the sample
was representative and widely distributed acrosstiuntry, sample targets were calculated at the
sector level. Using census data we calculatednbgoption of the national population within each
sector. We determined the number of individualsstiovey in each sector by applying that
proportion to our targeted sample size of 10,00% Jurvey sample included all 416 sectors in
Rwanda. Within each sector, households were selesiag a random walk method (Wood et al.
2012), and after enumerating all household memteesadult respondent (age 16 or older) per
household was selected at random.

In 2012, we surveyed a second, cross-sectionallsashi0,000 Rwanda citizens located in
the same 416 sectors; the sample consisted of @aetesd randomly selected respondents in each
sector. Data collection procedures for the 2012onat household survey were designed to be
consistent with those in 2011 to facilitate a maghil comparison of trends over time (however
small updates were made to the survey instrumesdgture additional items of interest requested
by key evaluation stakeholders, streamline theesuadministration process, and facilitate easier
data entry and data cleaning procedures). Therasglonse rate for the follow-up survey was 97.4
percent. This high response rate is similar to20&1 baseline survey, which achieved a 96.3
percent response rate.

Table 2 shows the characteristics of respondentsar2012 survey sample, and compares
them to the sample in the baseline survey that ptaée in 2011. The demographic composition
of the two samples is very similar, although thesere modest differences between the two
samples in the composition of respondent’s houskshdtor example, in 2012, 47 percent of
respondents said that they are the heads of thegehold, compared to 41 percent in 2011. Also,
22 percent of responding citizens in 2012 said thay live with four or more people in their

household. In 2011, 30 percent reported living audeholds of this size. The demographic
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composition of these two survey samples alignsetyowith other national demographic data
obtained by the World Health Organization (WHO),MidBank, and Rwanda’s National Institute

of Statistics (NISR).

Table 2. Respondent and Household Characteristics (Percentage)

Characteristic 2011 2012
Gender
Male 45 43
Female 55 57
Age
16-20 14 10
21-30 33 34
31-40 23 24
41-50 15 15
51-60 8 9
Over 60 6 8
Years of education
None 15 16
1-6 53 51
7-11 21 20
12 or more 11 13
Relationship to head of household
Head of household 4] 47
Spouse 29 32
Son or daughter 19 14
Other relative 11 6
Number of adults living in respondent's household
1 (Respondent lives alone) 5 9
2 40 45
3 25 24
4 or more 30 22
Total respondents 9,619 10,032

Source: Mathematica Citizen survey, 2011 and 2012.

The evaluation also included qualitative data abibe—primarily in-depth interviews—to
explore mechanisms linking program activities te thutcomes measured in the evaluation’s
impact analyses. Qualitative data sources includmi-structured in-person or telephone
interviews with (1) nine local Rwandan governmelfic@ls (primarily mayors and vice mayors)
from six districts, (2) 33 representatives fromR®andan CSOs throughout Rwanda (including
respondents in both treatment and control disjrietsd (3) 10 implementation and oversight staff

in the U.S. and Rwanda responsible for implemeritiegcivic participation activities, as well as
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(4) review and analysis of 24 RTP implementatigoorés. During the interviews, the research

team either took detailed notes or (where possibErded the discussion. The notes or recordings
were then transcribed, translated, cleaned (whexeessary), and cross-checked against
component documents and reports. These notesgtiissand program reports were then coded

using qualitative data analysis software (NVivo).

2. Basdline Equivalence of Treatment and Control Groups

Using data from the baseline survey, we testedhi®baseline equivalence of the treatment
and control groups. If the random assignment pre@educceeded, we would expect there to be
no systematic pattern of baseline differences betwthe treatment group and control group.
Indeed, as shown in Table 3, differences betweengdnder and age distributions of the two
district groups are all less than three percenpag@s and none of these differences is statigyical
significant at the 1 or 5 percent levels. Similathe treatment and control groups are statisyicall
indistinguishable with respect to all of the surgayeasures of socioeconomic status (education,

employment status, use of dirt-floor housing, arehhtonsumption).

Table 3. Baseline Equivalence of Demographic and Socioeconomic Characteristics

Characteristic Treatment Control Difference
Gender (% male) 46 44 2.6
(1.9)
Age
<20 13 15 -1.7
(0.9)
21-30 33 34 -0.9
(1.3)
31-40 24 23 1.4
(0.7)
41-50 15 14 0.7
(1.0)
> 50 15 14 0.5
(0.5)
Years of education (% > 6) 30 34 ég)
Employment (% earning income) 45 47 (;i)
Housing quality (% with dirt floor) 69 64 ((55.8)
Meat consumption (past two weeks) 29 38 8.5

13



(4.4)

Total Number of Respondents 4,851 4,743
Source: Citizen survey (Mathematica 2011).
Note: Differences are measured by ordinary least squares regressions of the relevant characteristic

on the treatment dummy with a vector of indicator variables for the random assignment blocks.
All regressions used robust standard errors clustered at the district level. None of the
differences shown in this table are statistically significant at either the 1 or the 5 percent level.

In addition to respondent demographics, we alsonex@d whether the treatment and control
groups were equivalent at baseline on the mainc gparticipation outcome measures. We
estimated the impacts of the Strengthening Civitié}ation program for six outcome indices
(Table 4)® We constructed outcome indices for several reasbinst, estimating impacts by
comparing the treatment and the control groups lange number of separate survey questions is
likely to result in one or more statistically sijoant impacts by chance (Benjamini and Hochberg,
1995). Second, since factor analysis assumesheailiserved variables are influenced by a few
underlying variables or factors that are unobsereedstructing those underlying latent variables
(the unobserved factors) can provide useful infdimnaabout patterns of responses among survey
respondents. Third, grouping survey questionsanfew outcome indices helps make it possible

to examine and interpret programmatic impactstiaetable manner.

Table 4. Survey Items Used to Establish Outcome Indices

Outcome Index Components

Awareness of Local Government Meetings Awareness of public meeting—budget
Awareness of public meeting—nonbudget
Awareness of NGO activity
Awareness of JADF

Familiarity with Local Government Officials Name the district mayor
Name at least one member of district council
Name at least one member of sector council
Name at least one member of cell council

Knowledge about Local Government Affairs Ever received district budget information

8 A formal explanation of the factor analysis methaded for this study is available at [http://wwwathematica-
mpr.com/~/media/publications/pdfs/international/aada_threshold_program_fnlirpt.pdf]
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Access to District Government Information

Citizen Influence

Satisfaction with Local Services

Have enough information to assess government
performance

Access to budget information
Access to government salary information

Respondent can influence government policy

Respondent can openly disagree with a government
official without negative consequences

Satisfied overall with drinking water services
Satisfied overall with waste collection services
Satisfied overall with education at local schools
Satisfied overall with local health facilities

Source: Citizen survey (Mathematica 2011 and 2012).

At baseline, we did not find any significant dié&ices between the two district groupings on

the study’s six outcome measures (Table 5). Eattome measure was scaled to a value between

0 and 100 by converting each of the six estimatextofs to binary variables: if a survey

respondent’s factor score was above the mean $aootke full survey sample in that year, the

binary variable was coded as 100, otherwise itagaed as 0. Thus, the impact estimates compare

the percentage of citizens with an above-averag®rfacore in the treatment districts with the

percentage in control districts.

Table 5. Baseline Equivalence of Treatment and Control Districts on Civic Participation Indices

Treatment
Districts’ Control Districts’
Civic Participation Indices Baseline Index Baseline Index Difference
Awareness of Local Government Meetings 39 36 3.4
(2.6)
Familiarity with Local Government Officials 50 47 2.5
(2.4)
Knowledge About Local Government Affairs 38 38 -0.1
(3.2)
Perceived Access to Government Information 43 44 -0.7
(1.7)
Citizen Influence 60 61 -0.4
(3.5)
Satisfaction with Local Services 72 74 -2.0
(4.0)
Source: Citizen survey (Mathematica 2011).
Note: Differences are measured using the same approach shown in Table 2. None of the differences

shown in this table are statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
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[I1. Empirical Strategy

We estimate the impacts of the Strengthening CRagticipation program by using the

following ordinary least squares regression:

whereY;,; is the civic participation outcome of interest fiodividual i in districtd measured at
timet, which is the follow-up year in this ca§&R EAT, is the treatment dummy variable indicating
whether a district was randomly assigned to rec&i@atment;BLOCK;,;; represents a set of
dummy variables indicating the randomization blokk;, is the individual-level demographic
characteristicsY, ., is the district-level mean of the outcome variablmeasured at timel,
which in this case is the baseline year; and fynall;; is the random error. The terfhis our
coefficient of interest representing the impadhef Strengthening Civic Participation program on
outcomeY. The standard errors in (2) are clustered at ihteict level using the standard Huber-
White estimator to account for the possibility ofrelations among individuals’ characteristics
within districts’
V. Impact Estimates

Table 6 summarizes the main findings. For eaclhefsix outcome indices, the table shows
the impact of the program as measured by the reigresdjusted difference between the treatment
group mean and control group mean. The Strengthe@ivic Participation component had no
positive and statistically significant impact oryai the six civic participation indices. Ratheor f

three of the six outcomes, the regression-adjust@dct estimates are negative and statistically

"The respondents in each district received a weight corresponding to the district’s probability of being assigned to
treatment within a given block (accounting for the fact that some blocks had two districts and other blocks had three
districts). Within a given district, all survey respondents were weighted equally.

16



significant. Specifically, the program had a stataly significant (at the 5 percent level) negati
effect equal to four percentage points on satigfaakith local services and a negative impact of
two percentage points on both the citizen influesnog knowledge about local government affairs

outcomes.
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Table 6. Main Impacts of the Strengthening Civic Participation Program

Awareness Familiarity Knowledge
of local with local about local Access to Satisfaction
government government government government Citizen with local
meetings officials affairs information influence services
M 2) (3) 4) (5) (6)
Treatment 1.38 -0.92 -1.95* -1.10 -2.21% -3.87%*
(1.87) (1.35) (0.90) (0.88) (1.03) (1.24)
St“tmme 7.69 24.00 25.91%* 6.21 -5.19 0.67
baseline (19.86) (16.54) (6.78) (18.32) (7.87) (9.52)
Male 1.05 9.47%* 3.89%* 2.87% 3.43%* -0.31
(1.26) (0.06) (1.06) (1.27) (0.80) (1.17)
Age -0.02 0.06 -0.10* -0.36%* -0.17%* -0.13**
(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Zgﬂrcsat"lgn 10.79%* 14.80%* 8.34%* 8.14%* 5.00%* -4.96%*
% > 6) (0.88) (1.15) (1.11) (1.58) (1.12) (1.25)
Employed 9.83** 13.09** 8.43%* 6.38** 7.95%* 1.05
(1.54) (1.39) (0.80 (0.96) (1.36) (1.20)
Dirt floor 0.92 -4.29% -0.55 -6.00** -4.74% -2.60
housing (1.42) (1.38) (1.20) (1.65) (1.50) (1.54)
Meat in 7.36%* 3.63% 4.35%* 5.42%* 3.03* -1.56
diet (1.55) (1.38) (1.11) (1.34) (1.30) (1.31)
N 9,113 9,233 8,797 8,683 9,034 8,707
Note: Differences are measured by ordinary least squares regressions of the relevant outcome index

(0-100 scale) on the treatment dummy. All regressions include fixed effects for the study’s
random assignment blocks, and used robust standard errors clustered at the district level.

** Difference is statistically significant at the 5 percent level,
*** Difference is statistically significant at the 1 percent level.

Each outcome index denotes the percentage of mitindio have an above-average index
score for that outcome. Thus, the negative impatbwr percentage points on satisfaction with
local services implies that the program activit@sered the percentage of citizens with an above-
average satisfaction-score by four points in tleattment districts. Likewise, we find that the
component lowered the percentage of treatment-geibizens with an above-average index score
by two percentage points for the citizen influeaocel knowledge about local government affairs
outcomes. We did not find any significant impaatsasvareness of local government meetings,
familiarity with local government officials, or pegived access to government information.

We also examined the change in outcomes from In&stdi follow-up in the treatment and

control districts for the three indices with stagally significant negative impacts (Figure 2). As
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noted, the baseline and follow-up surveys each dékmtent samples of citizens in the same study
districts. Thus, the outcomes are not directly caraple, in the sense that they do not represent
changes in outcomes for the same group of indivsglugstead, the figure shows average outcomes
in the same set of districts in 2011 (at baselar@) in 2012 (one year after program activities
began and after the RTP ended). However, becaasmitbome indices are converted into binary
variables, they have the same interpretation far pears: they represent the percentage of citizens
in the sample with above-average outcome scores.

For the satisfaction with local services outcorhere was a negative trend from 2011 to 2012
in the treatment districts, but almost no changeh control districts. In 2011, more than
70 percent of the citizens reported above-averatigfaction scores in both groups (meaning that
more than 70 percent of citizens in both the treathand control groups reported a higher
satisfaction score than the national average).0h22the percentage of citizens with above-
average satisfaction levels in the control disgristas almost unchanged (the difference was
approximately -1 percentage points); however, fafion levels dropped by approximately 6
percentage points in the treatment districts. &sngly, for the knowledge of government affairs
outcome there was a sharp positive change in ttoepiage of citizens with above-average scores
in both the treatment and control districts. Thasipive trend was more pronounced in the control

districts than in the treatment districts, however.

Figure 2. Change in Selected Outcome Indices in Treatment and Control Districts
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1. Impacts on Subgroups

To examine if the impacts were more prominent ansafiggroups of interest to policymakers,
we also estimated the impacts of the Strengthe@inig Participation component for citizens with
specific characteristics. We tested whether impditfisred significantly for women, adults under
the age of 35, low-income citizens (defined asehobo live in dwellings with a dirt floor), and
different education groups (those with at leastrimm@ary education and those with at least a
secondary-level education). Table 7 presents thdtss comparing the impacts for each of these
subgroups to the program’s overall impact. Spealific each estimate represents the difference
between the impact for members of a subgroup anthése who are not part of that subgroup.
We did not find statistically significant differees, either positive or negative, in any of the iotpa
estimates for the subgroups we examined.

We conducted additional subgroup analyses to tbsther the impact estimates are driven
by differential exposure to certain program acdkgt To do so, we exploited variation in the
implementation of grants to local governments axahened if the pattern of impacts differed in

the group of five treatment districts that complleddl planned grant-funded activities before the
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RTP concluded (the remaining 10 treatment distieteived some grant funds but did not

complete all planned activities).

Table 7. Subgroup Impacts of the Strengthening Civic Participation Component

Level of Education

Youth House with At Least At Least

Civic Participation Indices Women (under 35) Dirt Floor Primary Secondary
Awareness of local government 0.5 0.8 -4.0 1.9 0.4
meetings (2.6) (2.5) (2.9) (2.1) (3.5)
Familiarity with local government 0.1 2.7 -0.5 -1.7 2.0
officials (2.4) (2.4) (2.7) (2.4) (3.2)
Knowledge about local -1.4 0.9 0.6 -1.7 -2.5
government affairs 2.1) (2.4) (2.4) (2.3) (2.5)
Access to government 0.8 -0.2 4.8 -2.5 -0.7
information (2.6) (1.9) 3.2) 3.2) (5.2)
Citizen influence 1.2 -2.6 -3.0 -1.2 2.5

1.7) (2.0) (2.6) (2.2) 3.1)
Satisfaction with local services 3.2 -1.9 -1.5 -2.6 2.2

(2.1) (1.8) (2.4) (2.1) (2.5)
Subgroup Sample Size 5,722 5,433 6,13 3,283 1,310

Note:

Entries in each cell represent percentage point differences between impact estimates for
members of the tested subgroup and for all respondents who are not part of the subgroup.
Estimates are based on a separate set of impact regressions for each subgroup and each
outcome index. None of the differences shown in this table are statistically significant at the 5
percent level.

As shown in Table 8, on four of the six civic peifiation outcomes the impacts in full-

implementation districts were statistically indigfuishable from the impacts in other districts.

However,

we did find statistically significant déffences for two outcomes. In the full-

implementation districts the intervention hadmare negative impact on citizens’ reported

satisfaction with local services (with a differerafé percentage points relative to impacts in othe

districts); also, in the full-implementation distis the intervention hadraore positive impact on

perceived

knowledge about local government affawth a difference of 4 percentage points).

These results should be interpreted with cautiomvdver, as the small number of districts

involved limits our power to detect significantfdifences between subgroups. In addition, the five

district governments that were able to fully impkrhprogram grants are not a random subsample

of the study’s treatment districts. As a resulisipossible that these differences in impacts may
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be correlated with an unobserved factor. For examlplcal governments in a few treatment
districts may have been particularly eager to enaut initiatives and reforms during the study
period; under such a scenario, these districtsdcdidve produced local changes in civic

participation outcomes even in the absence ofrttezviention and its grant-funded activities.

Table 8. Subgroup Impacts for Respondents in Districts Completing SCP Grants

Difference in Impacts for Respondents in

Civic Participation Overall Impacts of the SCP SCP Treatment Districts That Completed
Indices Component All Planned Grant Activities
Awareness of local 1.4 2.9
government meetings (1.9) (4.0)
Familiarity with local -0.9 -1.6
government officials (1.4) (2.6)
Knowledge about -2.0* 4.1%
local government (0.9) (1.9)
affairs
Access to government -1.1 2.8
information (0.9) 1.7)
Citizen influence -2.2% 1.6
(1.0) (2.4)
Satisfaction with local -3.9%* -5.6%*
services (1.2) (1.4)
Sample Size 9,233 1,572
Source: Citizen survey (Mathematica 2012).
Note: Entries in each cell represent percentage point differences between impact estimates for

members of the tested subgroup and for all respondents who are not part of the subgroup.
Estimates are based on a separate set of impact regressions for each subgroup and each
outcome index.

*Difference is statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
**Difference is statistically significant at the 1 percent level.

2. Robustness Checks

We examined the robustness of the main impactrgsliby estimating the impacts with
outcome variables constructed in three alternatiags. For our main impact estimates, we used
factor analysis to identify one factor for eachamme domain using sets of survey questions and
then converted the estimated factor scores toypirarables. These outcome variables were coded
as 100 if the score was above the mean score shthele and 0 otherwise. In our first alternative
model, we use the Yercentile as the cutoff instead of the meanulrsecond alternative model,

we use the raw factor scores estimated from therfanalysis without converting them to binary
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variables. In our third alternative model, we comstthe outcome variables directly as the equally
weighted average of the responses from the suruestipns (that is, without using the survey-
guestion weights suggested by factor analysis).réselts from these three alternative models are
presented in columns two to four in Table 9; coluinshows the study’s preferred benchmark
results, for comparison.

For the awareness of local government meetingsligaity with local government officials,
and satisfaction with local services outcomes, aumnfl the same results under all three alternative
models as in our main model—not statistically digant for the first two and significantly
negative for the third. For the other three outcoragables, the main impact findings were
sensitive to the way outcome variables were coottds Under each alternative model, the sign
of the impact estimates remained consistent, lustandard errors fluctuated enough to change

the statistical significance of the impact estimatader certain specifications.

Table 9. Sensitivity of Impacts to Alternative Specifications

Main Alternative Specifications
Civic Participation Indices Specification® ay Q) (3)°
Awareness of local government 1.4 1.9 2.6 3.1
meetings (1.9) 1.7) 3.7) (4.0)
Familiarity with local -0.9 0.3 -0.3 0.4
government officials (1.4) (1.4) (3.0) 4.4)
Knowledge about local -2.0% -2.0% -3.1 -1.7
government affairs (0.9) (0.9) (2.0) (1.3)
Access to district government -1.1 -1.9* -3.3% -2.7%
information (0.9) (0.8) (1.6) (1.3)
Citizen influence -2.2% -1.0 -4.1 -3.0

(1.0) (0.9) (2.2) (2.4)
Satisfaction with local services -3.9%* -5.5%* -5.9*% -8.2%*

(1.2) (1.2) (2.3) (2.4)

Note: Entries in each cell represent the impact estimate corresponding to different regressions of the

relevant outcome index and the model specification. Regressions include dummies for random
assignment blocks, controls for respondents’ demographic characteristics and baseline
measures of the relevant outcome index as shown in equation (1). All regressions used robust
standard errors clustered at the district level.

2 Binary outcome equal to 1 if the factor score is above sample mean and 0 otherwise.

® Binary outcome equal to 1 if the factor score is above the sample’s 75" percentile 0 otherwise.

¢ Qutcome is continuous raw factor scores scaled to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.
4 Qutcome is the unweighted average of relevant survey questions, no factor analysis.

* Difference is statistically significant at the 5 percent level,
** Difference is statistically significant at the 1 percent level.
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Next, we conducted an additional subgroup anatgsiest whether the impact estimates are
driven by differential exposure to the other intaritons carried out under the RTP. Specifically,
we tested whether the impacts of the SCP compapgrdared to be different in the districts that
also received strong broadcast signals from orf@thr of the community radio stations created
by the RTP (examining impacts separately in the tveatment districts that contained an RTP
station broadcast tower). Across all of the civactipation outcomes we measured, there were
no significant differences between the SCP compdsménpacts in this broadcast area and the

component’s impacts in the treatment districtsidetthe broadcast area (Table 10).

Table 10. Subgroup Impacts for Respondents in Districts with an RTP-funded Radio Station

Difference in Impacts for Respondents

Overall Impacts of the SCP in RTP Radio Stations’ Broadcast
Civic Participation Indices Component Districts
Awareness of local 1.4 2.3
government meetings (1.9) (4.0)
Familiarity with local -0.9 -0.9
government officials (1.4) (4.0)
Knowledge about local -2.0% -1.6
government affairs (0.9) (1.2)
Access to government -1.1 -2.3
information (0.9) (1.3)
Citizen influence -2.2% 1.2
(1.0) (2.0)
Satisfaction with local -3.9%* 4.5
services (1.2) (2.4)
Sample Size 9,233 733
Source: Citizen survey (Mathematica 2012).
Note: Entries in each cell represent percentage point differences between impact estimates for

members of the tested subgroup and for all respondents who are not part of the subgroup.
Estimates are based on a separate set of impact regressions for each subgroup and each
outcome index.

*Difference is statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
**Difference is statistically significant at the 1 percent level.

Finally, we conducted a “falsification” test to emae whether our results are driven by
factors unrelated to the Strengthening Civic Pgodition, such as differential economic growth in
the treatment districts. To conduct this test, weduour main analytical approach in equation (1)
to assess whether the program had an “effect” oaetdifferent economic indicators: 1)

employment; 2) housing quality (residences witliréfldor); and 3) the percentage of respondents
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eating meat in the past two weeks. We did not &ng statistically significant impacts of the
program on these three economic outcomes. Thufgldikcation test suggests that the program’s
impacts were not likely to be generated by econdattors or trends outside of the intervention

itself.

V. Qualitative Results

To provide additional context for these results,amaducted qualitative research examining
why the program produced declines on several o$tingey’s outcome indices. One possibility is
that the program inadvertently harmed some typesvaf participation. For example, incomplete
rollout of the program may have produced unfulfillexpectations among citizens hoping for
increased access to and engagement with local goest. Alternatively, a different hypothesis
is that the program helped citizens to feel morafootable criticizing local government. In other
words, an “intended outcome” interpretation wouldggest that program activities raised
awareness of governance problems and encouragasghsito voice negative opinions. If program
activities raised citizen awareness about exisgpogernance challenges or encouraged freer
criticism in public forums or semi-public activiie(such as our study survey), negatively
impacting survey outcomes could represent a sultdefast step in the program’s theory of
change.

Qualitative data provide relatively little evidentoesupport the first hypothesis (that negative
impacts reflect unintended outcomes) and more anbat evidence to support the second
hypothesis (intended outcomes). Across intervigvesyand locations, CSO and local government
respondents did express disappointment that progaivties only lasted for 10 months and that
implementation of several RTP activities was nahpteted. However, this disappointment was

directed almost exclusively at program administgt@nd in many cases respondents voiced
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support for extending the program because theygiitatiwas well-designed and effective. Indeed,
CSO and government respondents often noted howhemr view, the program increased
engagement with local government, encouraged grediigen openness in criticizing local
officials, and raised citizens’ expectations that government should be responsive to their
concerns. Key insights from the qualitative intews are presented below.

Limited CSO capacity. Interviews with CSO officials and implementers gesf that CSOs
often lacked the infrastructure necessary to abgoaht funds, budget appropriately, and apply
resources to pursue civic participation goals éffety. As one implementer explained, “CSOs
were not very adept at managing themselves—sortieahost basic mistakes they were making
were striking—they were learning about what is dé@dization, what is the role of civil society,
what is planning, how to have a role in planningyho make budgets work.” The need to improve
the operational capacity of CSOs may have redutedesources available for civic participation
strengthening activities. Several implementersest#tat, as a result of these capacity constraints,
the program devoted more time and resources thampated to training and managerial capacity
building. This left implementers with fewer oppatrities to support the type of CSO-led advocacy
campaigns that would have influenced civic paratign outcomes more directly. Combined with
the fact that grant-funded CSO and local governraetvities were only partially implemented,
administrative staff and beneficiaries consistemticed concerns that the program only realized
part of its potential.

I mpacts on citizen attitudes toward gover nment. Despite these challenges, many CSO and
local government respondents stated that prograinitess helped citizens to develop new views
on their proper role in public decision making. dnmber of CSO respondents discussed how the
Strengthening Civic Participation component’s atigg helped citizens to feel “freer with their

local leaders.” One CSO respondent was “persopé&ysed with the fact that citizens can be able
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to criticize when things aren’t going as expectedrsat they can be improved on.” Three other
CSO respondents and one local government respondemhented independently that after the
program occurred, citizens were more able to @gior engage with local government. As one
implementer elaborated, “CSO final reports commete how citizens did not know they had a
right to criticize government until some of our amemity dialogues and training.”

Several respondents pointed out that these chamggs noteworthy because civic
participation was not a strongly held norm in Rwan@SO0Os, local government officials, and
implementers all noted that it is not a common ficador citizens to voice strong views in public
or advocate for their positions with local govermiefficials. As one implementer elaborated, the
“culture doesn’t permit people to often say whagytlthink and what they don’t like.” Another
stressed that “civic participation is a new andsgese concept in Rwanda.” Framing it differently,
one CSO respondent suggested that program adigiped “enlighten citizens on the roles and
responsibilities of the cell, sector, and distteaders...| am now free to communicate with our
leaders in the district. The same applies to thiezeris—now they aren’t afraid of asking about
things that are going wrong.” However, it is alsgbrtant to note that respondents in at least two
control districts noted a similar trend of growingizen empowerment vis-a-vis government,
suggesting that in some cases similar changes may lbeen occurring nationwide due to trends
and activities beyond those of the RTP.

I mpacts on civic engagement. In addition to attitudinal changes, CSO and lgmlernment
respondents reported that the program resultedeiatey interaction and dialogue between local
government and citizens. For example, several &S@ondents described successful interactions
with local government officials in the wake of theopgram. They reported increases in citizens’
active participation in public meetings, articutafi priorities and offering feedback through

official events, and speaking out more broadly.e8avdistrict mayors also associated program
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activities with an increase in their beneficiakractions with the citizenry. CSO respondents felt
that having local civic leaders present for comrmmumeetings helped to “eliminate distrust and
build confidence with the population as well as gogernment.”

In sum, the qualitative data support the argunteattthe program’s negative effects on citizen
views about government (as expressed in our suta&g) represent intentional consequences of
the program and its activities. In addition, a ggriof respondents noted that the RTP’s partial
implementation and limited CSO capacity limited gregram’s effectiveness. This is consistent
with the modest size of the program’s impacts, #ralfact that the program did not have a

statistically significant impact on several keyaames.

V1. Discussion

For the outcomes showing insignificant effects (@mass of government meetings,
familiarity with government officials, and percetraccess to government information), it appears
that the civic participation initiative was not alib impact several of its targeted outcomes on
citizens. Importantly, none of the program’s ad¢ies involved direct interactions between
implementing program staff and general citizengaeatment districts. Instead, program activities
were designed to build the capacity of CSOs andllgovernment officials, relying on those
receiving technical assistance to take actionswioatid in turn promote interaction. As a result,
even if program activities changed the amount afirmanication between CSOs and government
officials, those changes did not alter the perosstiof Rwandan citizens about several civic
participation measures within the time period & @valuation. It is possible that the intervention
will produce larger or more positive impacts onsth@utcomes in the longer run—a topic for

potential future study. However, it is also impaottégo remember that this RTP component was
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not fully implemented. It is not possible to assebsther the program would have produced larger
(either positive or negative) impacts if the fubp of activities had been implemented as planned.

However, our impact findings (combined with qudiita data) suggest that even under a
limited implementation schedule some of the comptgeactivities succeeded in modestly
increasing citizens’ willingness to voice conceabsut the quality local government services, lack
of knowledge about local government affairs, and #mount of citizen influence on local
government decisions. The Strengthening Civic Elgation component supported the work of
CSOs whose activities were designed to raise aitezeareness about local policy problems and
to encourage citizens to voice their concerns. CS(gorted by the program reported that their
activities deliberately sought to encourage citizém voice dissatisfaction more openly. In this
sense, causing citizens to report that they ar® dasisfied with government services or other
policies could represent a first step in the inkation’s theory of change. Potentially, an initial
decrease in citizens’ satisfaction in treatmentridts and a greater willingness among citizens to
voice criticism could encourage public advocacy imfldence local governance over time. In this
context, the program’s impacts on citizen attitud@pear to be an intentional byproduct of
increased CSO activism and increased citizen cdnmfaoicing critical views.

This evaluation has implications for the design angdlementation of future interventions
related to improving civic participation in locabgernance. Our results highlight the importance
of the local context in determining the amountiwit and types of interventions required to impact
governance outcomes. The activities evaluated iariRla were carried out within an abbreviated
10-month timeframe, and resources were divided gmanwide range of activities. The
implementers and program stakeholders we intendegfeen pointed out that time constraints
made it very challenging to produce meaningful ¢gesnin citizen behavior or governance

outcomes. Local capacity constraints also affetitedorogram in several unanticipated ways. In
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particular, the limited operational capacity of GSSlowed program implementation, requiring
that the program spend more time and resourceinmy CSOs’ basic organizational systems
before key grant-funded activities could begin.

Evaluations such as this one are particularly ingrdrin the democracy and governance
sector. Development agencies and foundations nage investments in programs designed to
strengthen democratic institutions and processeslityle is known about the effectiveness of
these programs in practice, where implementersndfiéee challenging grant schedules and
political environments that are unreceptive to mefo A final outcome of this study is to
demonstrate that, under the right conditions, passible to complete a detailed evaluation to
assess the impacts of large-scale governancetivea many of which remain untested or
experimental in nature. Continuing such evaluagfforts remains a vital pathway to determining
whether these programs improve outcomes for cisizestablishing a stronger evidence base to

inform the design of future governance intervergion
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