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Abstract: 
 
 
To explore whether economic choices are susceptible to peer monitoring, we examine 
private versus public decisions between monetarily equivalent transfers of cash and 
food in northern Kenya. Many northern Kenyan communities face high-levels of 
chronic food insecurity and are tight-knit, often sharing humanitarian food transfers. 
Yet, humanitarian cash transfers are relatively new to the area. Whether cash will be 
subject to the same sharing norms is not well understand. Utilizing a randomized 
block experiment, we find that peer monitoring decreases the likelihood of choosing a 
cash transfer relative to at least some food. We argue that choosing food in public 
garners respondents a non-monetary benefit, which we call a “reputation effect.” That 
is, being monitored presents respondents an opportunity to publicly demonstrate a 
commitment to following local sharing norms. One finding of this study is that in 
communities where sharing is a salient social norm, preferences can be influenced by 
researchers’ use of public forums or private interviews. This has important 
implications for both researchers on decision-making and humanitarian actors seeking 
to identify appropriate forms of assistance. 
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Highlights: 
• In this northern Kenyan field experiment, we examine how framing shapes 

choices.  
• Respondents choose among monetarily equivalent goods in public or in 

private. 
• Choosing in front of peers increases the likelihood of choosing at least some 

food. 
• We argue that monitoring encourages commitment to local sharing norms. 
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1. Introduction 
Within pastoral communities in arid and semi-arid Kenya, community-based 

support, such as reciprocal lending for restocking, sending children to live with 

relatives or friends, giving gifts, and sharing food aid serve important forms of mutual 

insurance (Ensminger 1992, Spencer 1997, McPeak 2004). Nonetheless, increased 

climate variability, enclosure of commons, environmental degradation, and other 

factors make pastoralism an increasingly high-risk livelihood; as a result, the need for 

community-based support is now often greater than what is available (McPeak 2005, 

Little et al. 2008, Mude et al. 2009, Chantarat et al. 2012). Whether a community 

member – and her family – overcomes an adverse livelihood shock might ultimately 

depend on the relations that she has built in the community and her ability to draw on 

resources of her social assets (Little et al. 2008). Adhering to local sharing norms, and 

thus demonstrating one’s commitment to the community, may be one component of a 

portfolio of survival strategies. 

In northern Kenya, one commonly shared good within communities is food 

aid; sharing norms for food aid vary by tribe (Mude et al. 2012). Food aid merits 

specific attention because it has been widely distributed in a fifteen-long response to 

chronic food insecurity in the region. For at least 25 percent of our sampled population 

in Marsabit district, in northern Kenya, food aid comprises a quarter of their total 

income (McPeak et al. 2009). As of June 2008, approximately 40 percent of the 

Marsabit population (63,720 individuals) received monthly packages of United 

Nations World Food Programme food aid, delivered by the Kenyan Red Cross (Mude 

et al. 2012).  
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Among donor and recipient governments and aid agencies, there is an 

increasing interest in alternatives to food aid transfers, including delivering cash 

transfers (Upton and Lentz 2011). Under which conditions households prefer different 

transfers (generally cash, food, or some combination) and why certain transfers are 

prefferred, are ongoing areas of research (Harvey 2007, Barrett et al. 2009, Michelson 

et al. 2012). Notably, while there were established sharing norms for food aid at the 

time of our study, cash transfers, which few respondents have had previous experience 

with, were reportedly not subject to the same sharing norms. 

In this study, we aim to understand whether peer monitoring changes the 

relative value of monetarily equivalent cash and food transfers. We asked a random 

subset of respondents to choose food or cash privately and asked a second subset to 

reveal their preferences in front of peers. While many respondents choose cash 

regardless of the elicitation strategy, we find that peer monitoring almost doubles the 

proportion of respondents choosing at least some food, from 20 percent to 38 percent. 

This result indicates that transfer preferences can be significantly influenced based on 

the elicitor’s strategy of asking in public or in private.  

Our findings are consistent with Bowles (2009) who argues that social 

reputation is not separable from economic decisions, with Little et al. (2008) who 

argue that pastoralists manage their social assets when making choices, and with 

Fafchamps (2011) who argues that in the face of new economic opportunities, social 

norms are dynamic. We therefore argue that our results indicate that those respondents 

who choose food in front of peers are building reputation by demonstrating a 

willingness to follow established social norms of food sharing while those who choose 
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cash may reflect the still-flexible norms about whether cash transfers are expected be 

shared. This research is of practical importance – if food assistance preferences can be 

influenced by factors such as peer monitoring, humanitarian practitioners and 

policymakers, depending on program objectives, need to choose their elicitation 

strategy carefully. 

In the next section, we briefly discuss research on the roles of social norms in 

decision-making, the role of sharing norms for food aid and cash, and the northern 

Kenyan pastoral context. In section three, we present qualitative data to examine the 

diversity of local food aid sharing norms. In section four, we discuss the experimental 

design, our sampling strategy and descriptive statistics. In section five, we introduce 

the concept of reputation as a driver of economic decisions and develop a model that 

reflects incorporates a reputation effect that can increase the returns to choosing food 

in public relative to cash. We present findings in section six and conclude in section 

seven with suggestions for future research and policy implications. 

2. Literature  

2.1 Sharing norms 

Many researchers have argued that social forces shape decisions and regulate 

behavior (Hechter 1988, Ostrom 1990, Hechter and Opp 2001, Heckathorn 2002, 

Anthony 2005, Fafchamps 2011). Group attributes, such as strong group identity, high 

levels of reciprocity, and the threat of sanctioning, have been linked to cooperative 

outcomes, such as sharing and norm-abidance (Ostrom 1990, Heckathorn 2002, 

Anthony 2005). Members of cohesive communities are more likely to follow social 

norms, possibility due to sanctioning of non-norm abiding behavior (Coleman 1990, 
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Horne 2001).  That is, members of communities may make decisions about their own 

well-being that reflect expectations of the group. Ostrom (1990) argues that group 

membership influences individuals’ within-group behaviors (see also Heckathorn 

(2002), and Anthony (2005)). Bowles (2009) argues an individual’s long-standing 

social reputation is not separable from economic incentives and that “moral 

sentiments” combined with incentives can induce behaviors beneficial to others.  

Findings from sub-Saharan Africa about sharing norms are consistent with this 

body of work. Communities in Marsabit tend to be tight-knit, and composed of 

cohesive groups of individuals from the same tribe or allied tribes, who share the same 

ancestral tribal identity (Schlee 1989, Little et al. 2008).5  These community attributes 

aid in the formation of and abidance of social norms. Social norms in northern Kenya, 

such as the sharing of food aid, may have emerged over time as a way to manage the 

numerous risks and challenges of pastoral life. Ensminger (2004), observing a high 

degree of sharing in many comparatively less market-oriented societies in East Africa, 

argues sharing is attributable to precise sharing rules and is sustained by considerable 

monitoring within the community. Further, abiding by local norms is one strategy by 

which individuals manage their social assets.  Little et al. (2008) write that for 

pastoralists in arid and semi-arid northern Kenya “people (social assets) and animals 

(material assets) … are inherently complementary resources and both need to be 

managed effectively to avoid being poor” (p. 598). Later, we discuss the variation in 

sharing norms for food aid by Marsabit community. 

                                                
5 An exception is the more diverse Marsabit Town, the district capital and major hub of market activity 
in the district. 
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As of yet, there is relatively little information on the sensitivity of social norms 

to new market-based transfers, such as cash-based transfers, in less developed 

countries (Fafchamps 2011). When new norms about economic activities are emerging 

and old ones are still intact or evolving, people pick and choose among conflicting 

norms, which may result in choices that are more complex than what might be 

perceived through a lens of pure economically rational individual behavior (Horne 

2001, Fafchamps 2011). Fafchamps (2011) argues that as societies have become more 

engaged with cash economies, local norms, such as sharing norms, are changing as 

well.   

A few studies examine the different norms surrounding food transfers, cash 

and cash transfers. Ensminger (2004) finds that for some pastoral communities in 

Kenya cash is perceived as a private good and food aid as a semi-public or public 

good. Margolies and Hoddinott (2012) and Ahmed et al. (2009)) note that different 

transfers may be associated with particular obligations, for example, the belief that 

food transfers “should” be shared with extended family. MacAuslan and 

Riemenschneider (2011) report that in Zimbabwe, relative to food transfers, cash 

transfers were associated with a negative impact on intra-community relations; 

recipient households shared food with non-recipient households but did not share cash. 

Goldberg (2010), in a randomized field experiment, finds that in Malawi winners of 

windfall lotteries whose winnings are made public spend their winnings faster than 

those whose winnings are kept private. The author argues that the rapid spending by 

publicly announced winners is a means of decreasing the fraction of winnings that 

must be shared within the winner’s social network. Thus, money won in public comes 
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with a public expectation of abidance of sharing norms while privately won money 

does not (Goldberg 2010). 

Yet, the degree of influence of social norms on choices is difficult to identify. 

Within field experiment settings, the extent to which choices for actual, and not 

hypothetical, payouts (i.e., “revealed preferences”) are susceptible to social pressures 

has not yet received the same scrutiny as framing effects (e.g., see Hossain and List 

2012; see Tversky and Kahneman (1981) for a discussion of framing effects). Our 

field setting enables us to how changes in the surrounding environs produce social 

pressure that influences choices. We use a block-randomized experimental design to 

empirically test whether, and the degree to which, peer monitoring will affect decision 

making.  

2.2 Pastoralism, food aid, and sharing in northern Kenya 

Marsabit district6, an arid and semi-arid region of northern Kenyan, with an 

estimated population of 160,000 people, is the second poorest district in the nation 

(KNBS 2007).7 In 2007, 82 percent of its population was estimated to be below the 

$1.25 per day poverty line (Kenya Arid Lands Resource Management Project 

(ALRMP) II 2008). Throughout the past decade, the district’s level of global acute 

malnutrition has been above the World Health Organization’s “critical” threshold (15 

percent), indicating emergency levels of food insecurity in Marsabit (Kenya ALRMP 

II, 2008). Given the duration of high malnutrition rates, food insecurity is also chronic.   

                                                
6 Marsabit has now been split into three smaller districts, but we refer to the pre-2007 split of Marasbit 
district because food aid programs continue to be administered based on this larger district and the most 
recent census was at this larger district level. 
7 The most recent census in Marsabit was 1999. The population figure has been adjusted by 32 percent 
to reflect population increases during the past ten years (Kenya Department of Development 
Coordination – Office of the President 1999; Ouma et al. 2010). 
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Livelihoods in Marsabit are predominantly livestock based. 75 percent of 

Marsabit district’s residents obtained more than half of their income through pastoral 

activities (McPeak 2009). Shocks from multiple sources (e.g., drought, conflict, lack 

of grazing rights or access to water, human and animal diseases) make pastoralism an 

increasingly risky livelihood strategy (Mude et al. 2007, Little et al. 2008).  

Marsabit’s food relief operations operate mainly through continuous General 

Food Distribution under the United Nations World Food Programme Emergency 

Operations program. The number of food aid recipients fluctuates depending on food 

security assessments, although aid deliveries reach most communities for at least part 

of each year. In June 2008, the most recent data available prior to our April 2009 

survey, 40 percent of Marsabit district residents received food aid. 

Food aid recipients are identified through a community based targeting 

approach (Kenyan Food Security Steering Group (KFSSG) 2008a, and KFSSG 

2008b). Food aid deliveries are monthly. Targeted households included on a roster are 

eligible to receive a food basket comprised of maize, beans, and fortified vegetable oil. 

A representative of the eligible household waits outdoors, in line to collect the 

household rations.  Distributions are made in public. Generally, rations are offloaded 

the delivery truck and directly transferred to eligible households. Given the large 

proportion of the population who regularly receives food aid, there does not appear to 

be any stigma associated with receipt.  

3. Qualitative findings on sharing norms  

For a 2009 survey assessing markets and food insecurity (see Mude et al. 

2012), we purposively selected five communities across Marsabit District by market 
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access, production system and ethnicity: Dirib Gombo, Kargi, Logologo, Loiyangalani 

and North Horr. Loiyangali is the most diverse ethnically; the other communities have 

ethnic majorities. North Horr and Kargi are the most remote; respondents, on average, 

report requiring over an hour to reach small local markets. Notably, Dirib Gombo is 

close to the main artery between Marsabit and Isiolo but without a vehicle, is still 

quite far from a major market. A brief overview of the community attributes is 

available in Table 1 (see Chantarat et al. 2009 and McPeak et al. 2011 for in-depth 

discussions of Marsabit communities).  

Table 1 here 

During the development of the 2009 survey questions, we engaged in a series 

of focus group discussions and key informant interviews across Marsabit, including in 

the five selected communities. Our key informants and focus group members were 

community elders, local traders, and local officials and civil society actors who had 

grown up in the community.  

Food aid recipients often perceive re-targeting to be discouraged by aid 

organizations and, in part for this reason, many are reluctant to discuss precise intra-

community redistribution practices with aid agencies. As a result, this practice often 

goes undocumented or under-reported by aid agencies. For this reason we spoke not 

only with focus groups comprised of elders, who had authority to speak about such 

topics, but also with key informants present in the communities who were not aid 

recipients. During our discussions, informants readily acknowledged that their 

communities considered food - and food aid especially - is a resource to be shared. 
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Our informants also described how the precise nature of food aid sharing 

differs across communities. In Kargi, Rendille focus group members and informants 

explained that in their communities food aid must be shared with any neighbor or kin 

who asks for some. For Rendilles, while sharing is informal, it is expected.  Key 

informants from North Horr, a predominantly Gabra community, explained that 

following a food aid distribution, recipients are strongly encouraged by community 

leaders to return a portion of their food aid into a communal pile. Designated 

community members, usually elders, then re-allocate this food aid to certain 

households. Members of Dirib Gombo and Logologo communities, both of which are 

located near Marsabit town, the base for local aid agencies, acknowledged that food 

aid was redistributed but were more circumspect about indicating exactly how food 

aid redistribution occurred. Due to more frequent interactions with aid agencies 

relative to members of other communities, they may be more aware that some 

agencies frown upon sharing food, and thus could have been more reluctant to divulge 

information that may displease agencies. Loiyangalani is the most ethnically diverse 

of our sites, with small ethnically similar hamlets; our key informants from 

Loiyangalani were similarly circumspect in explaining precisely how food aid was 

shared.  

Members across focus groups argued that in their communities, cash received 

would not need to be shared with others, suggesting that cash is subject to less 

established or strict sharing norms than food aid even if cash transfers and food 

transfers have equivalent food security objectives (Ouma et al. 2010). While none of 

our focus group members had received cash transfers, discussions about remittances 
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from relatives living in Nairobi or elsewhere revealed that group members did not 

believe that the community had a claim over these remittances. Norms regarding the 

sharing cash transfers may not yet have emerged in northern Kenya in part because 

there had been no cash-based programs in operation in our sampled communities, and 

only one respondent in our experiment had any previous experience with cash 

transfers (Fafchamps 2011). Thus, our qualitative research found that community 

members seem unlikely to subject cash to the same norms as food.  

4. Experimental design, data and descriptive statistics  

To isolate the role of monitoring in choice decisions, we first asked core 

demographic questions via a household survey. Our 2009 market access survey was a 

random sample of 202 households from lists of middle and low wealth classes (Mude 

et al. 2012). These asset-poor households are most likely to be in need of food security 

responses and most likely to be targeted for future aid transfers.  In four communities, 

a previous survey team had established a complete wealth-ranking (high, medium, 

low) of households by herd size within each community (Chantarat et al. 2012). In 

Loiyangalani, where a comprehensive household wealth-ranking was unavailable, we 

randomly sampled households from a list of food relief recipients collected at food 

distribution points operated by the Kenya Red Cross using World Food Programme 

funds and aid.    

The household survey, limited to the household head, a spouse, or suitably 

competent adult member of the household, included questions on household 

demographics, income and assets, market access, food aid experience, and preferences 

over various forms of assistance.  At the start of the household survey, we told 
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respondents that they would receive a token of appreciation worth 200 Ksh for their 

participation in both the household survey and the later focus group discussion and 

that they would receive the token at the focus group discussion (FGD). A payment of 

200 Kenyan shillings was, at that time, slightly more than the then current rate for day-

labor.8  

Three to six weeks after participating in a household survey, 144 respondents 

were randomly assigned to two treatment sub-groups: making a transfer choice 

privately or publicly in front of other sampled respondents from the community. To 

address community heterogeneity potentially resulting from differences in dominant 

ethnicity, market access, sharing norms, or other unobservable factors in the five 

communities that may influence respondents’ choices, we employ a randomized block 

design.  This design allows us to examine the effect of monitoring on populations 

within each community (or “block”). Each treatment subgroup included six or seven 

respondents. We ran the experiment twice in each of our five blocks (once in the 

morning and once in the afternoon). Thus, ten sub-groups of six to seven individuals 

chose their preferences privately and ten sub-groups chose publicly, for a total of 

twenty subgroups. 

The experiments occurred in each sub-district’s main market town. Once 

participants had arrived for their session, the enumerator team directed participants to 

their randomly assigned treatment sub-group. In the first treatment sub-group, 

individuals revealed their preferences privately, one at a time, to a facilitator who was 
                                                
8 We consider 200 KSH a fair value for respondents’ opportunity costs, given that each respondent had 
to complete both the interview and attend either a morning or afternoon focus group discussion, which 
occurred in the sub-district market center and for some households was a substantial distance away 
from their homes. 
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far removed from other participants. In the second treatment sub-group, individuals 

were asked to reveal their preferences in front of the other members of the treatment 

sub-group.   

Prior to asking respondents for their preferences, enumerators told each 

treatment group that they would be asked to choose their preferred form of the token 

of appreciation: 200 Kenyan Shillings (Ksh) worth of maize, the dominant staple 

grain, valued at local market prices on the day of each experiment, 200Ksh in cash, or 

a 50 percent - 50 percent mixture of each and that the choice was binding. We selected 

maize to represent “food” because all households in our sample reported consuming at 

least some maize and because maize comprises the bulk of food aid deliveries to the 

area. The transfers were shown to each sub-group. See Appendix 1 for phrasing of the 

preference elicitation question. After everyone had made a choice, the treatment sub-

groups reconvened for a joint focus group discussion. Transfers were distributed at the 

end of the session. 

Of the initial 144 sampled respondents, we excluded 13 respondents with 

missing data and 11 attritors from the sample, decreasing the sample to 120. Appendix 

2 includes Table 1, which shows changes to the sample, and Table 2, which shows the 

logistic estimation of attrition. The attrition results suggest that cash-poor individuals 

and more educated individuals are more likely to attend the focus group discussion. 

This is in keeping with normal attrition, where both the poorer and better-off are more 

likely to participate in longitudinal surveys. 

We present descriptive statistics in Table 2 for the 120 individuals assigned to 

the private and public revealing subgroups. Student t-tests comparing mean attributes 
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of the two groups indicate that respondent characteristics, on average, do not 

statistically significantly differ from one another. Results are in Appendix Table 3.   

Common experience with food aid and with food aid sharing is born out in our survey. 

Only three households out of 120 did not report receiving food aid within the last year, 

which reflects both the ubiquity of food and that our sample was drawn from low and 

middle asset classes.  77 of 120 (64 percent) respondents reporting sharing or selling 

some of their food aid with relatives and neighbors. Only one respondent reported 

experience with cash transfers.  

During the survey, respondents were also asked their preference choice for a 

long-term transfer program. Most respondents preferred at least some food aid when 

we asked respondents whether they would like to receive an equivalent value of food 

aid, cash aid or a mixture, distributed for the same duration, frequency, and 

distribution currently in place (Mude et al. 2012). 26 percent chose cash, 24 percent 

chose food and the remaining half chose a 50-50 mix.  

When asked why they preferred cash, mix or food, respondents generally gave 

as a first response that they had a greater need for that particular transfer. The most 

common second reason given by 25 percent of those preferring cash was that cash was 

less visible and easier to hide. No one who preferred either food or a mix responded 

that a benefit of their choice was that the transfer was easy to hide or less visible, 

indicating that, for those who did not want to share, cash was perceived to be the best 

choice. 

Nearly 80 percent of respondents were women (95 of 120), reflecting that most 

adult males were pasturing their animals, sometimes in base-camps that were a several 
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days walk away from settlements. The sample includes female household heads 

(n=46) and females who are not household heads (n=49). The remaining respondents 

were males, all of whom were household heads (n=25). The average time required to 

reach each community’s central market by foot was 84 minutes.  

Table 2 here 

Raw data from the experiment indicates that of those individuals privately 

revealing their preferences, nearly 80 percent chose cash, less than two percent chose 

food, and the remainder chose a mix. Of those choosing in front of peers, 62 percent 

chose cash, nearly five percent chose food, and the remainder chose a mix. As 

described above, we combined food and mixture categories in the following models to 

reflect respondents’ preferences for at least some food compared to all cash.9 Thus, 

our descriptive statistics suggest that being monitored does influence transfer choice. 

We now turn to modeling this decision. 

5. Modeling reputation  

We develop a model in which respondents choose between cash and food as a 

function of whether they are monitored or not.  We hypothesize that cash is likelier to 

be preferred in private but food is likelier to be preferred in public. Choosing food 

while being monitored provides a respondent the opportunity to signal a willingness to 

share, which may build her reputation (Bowles 2009) and or her social assets (Little et 

al. 2008). We term this signal a “reputation-effect. ” The reputation effect changes the 

relative value of different forms of monetarily-equivalent transfers depending on 

whether an individual is monitored or not.  

                                                
9 There was not enough variation in responses to estimate a three-category multinomial logistic model.  
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Our dependent variable is presented as a binary choice of cash or at least some 

food. In our experiment, a small number of respondents selected a food-only transfer. 

Therefore, we combined food and mixture categories into the base category.  In Model 

1, respondent i from community j chooses the transfer, yij, that will maximize his or 

her utility, which is some combination of monetary value and reputation value, subject 

to whether they are being monitored or not:  

yij = f (wij, vj,
rx,εij)

yij ∈ At least some food = 0, Cash =1( )
wij = Treatment : monitoring =1
vj = Effect of block j
rx = Vector of attributes
εij = Experimental error   (1)

 

The monitoring treatment, wij, equals one for those revealing publicly in front 

of peers (i.e., being monitored) and zero for those privately revealing. The coefficient 

on wij reflects the marginal influence of reputational gains or losses on the probability 

of choosing when making a choice in the peer-monitoring group relative to making a 

private decision, holding community attributes constant.10 We expect that the 

monitoring by community members in the public group will shift respondents’ 

preferences away from cash only and toward at least some food because choosing 

food, which can be shared, being monitored generates non-monetary gains to one’s 

reputation as being norm-abiding. 

In Model 1, we also include community-level indicators, vj, to capture 

variation across the five blocks due to unobservable community characteristics 

                                                
10 The reputation effect could also occur through a contagion process, whereby the first revealer (chosen 
at random) establishes the choice from which to deviate. 
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(Brown and Melamed 1990).  By accounting for any community-specific factors that 

may also influence choices, we can better isolate the role of monitoring in people’s 

choice. Failing to adjust for these characteristics could introduce experimental error.   

In Model 2, to account for any imbalance in possible consequential covariates across 

the randomization, we incorporate a vector of adjustment variables, x, that may be 

related by chance with treatment assignment. For example, female respondents may 

prefer food relative to men because of food’s relative lack of fungibility, making it 

easier for women to control the transfer (Ahmed et al. 2009). This vector, x, includes 

household demographic and income characteristics:  frequency of food taken on credit 

(0 = less than weekly, 1 = at least weekly), per capita total cash expenditures in the 

past two weeks (in 1000s of Kenyan shillings (Ksh) per capita), walking distance from 

their house to their community’s central market (in minutes), past experience sharing 

food aid (0=never shared), respondent gender (0 = male, 1 = female) and maximum 

number of years of schooling attained within the household.   

 

6. Results 

We present results for two models in Table 3. Model 1 includes the treatment 

variable, “publicly revealing preferences”, which is coded one for choosing transfers 

publicly and zero for choosing privately. Model 1 also includes community indicators 

to adjust for any effects due to site-level nuisance factors. In Model 2, we introduce 

individual-level and household-level variables that could account for any variation in 

responses found in Model 1. We estimate conventional and robust standard errors; to 
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be more cautious, we report the larger robust standard errors, which also correct for 

any heteroskedasticity and intragroup correlation (Angrist and Pischke 2009).11  

Table 3 here 

In Model 1, we find that being assigned to the peer monitoring group decreases 

the predicted probability of choosing cash from 80.2 percent to 61.4 percent. Being 

monitored decreases the likelihood of choosing cash by 23 percent. This difference is 

statistically significant at conventional levels. 

With the exception of Dirib Gombo, community-level fixed effects do not play 

a role in preference choices. Residing in North Horr (the model’s base community) 

instead of in Dirib Gombo increases the odds of choosing cash compared to at least 

some food by more than 3.5 times. Dirib Gombo residents are near the main (unpaved) 

highway in Marsabit district, which is a major flash point for banditry and conflict.  

Thus, Dirib Gombo residents may prefer food, which does not require venturing onto 

the road during periods of insecurity.  

In Model 2, we assess whether our findings in Model 1 are produced by an 

imbalance in possible consequential covariates across the randomization. 

Incorporating respondent covariates into Model 2 allows us to establish whether the 

role of monitoring remains a significant factor in respondents’ transfer choices. Our 

control variables in Model 2, with the exception of time to market and living in Dirib 

Gombo, explain little of how respondents choose between cash and some food, 

                                                
11 We do not have enough clusters to reliably estimate clustered standard errors (Angrist and Pischke 
2009). We produced a one-way analysis of variance examining the intraclass correlation of the 
regressand by study site, finding an intraclass correlation of 0.037. This is sufficiently small to indicate 
that most of the variation is within study site rather than between study sites. Therefore, the study sites 
do not appear to be strong drivers our results.  
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suggesting that the treatment of monitoring strongly influences choice between cash 

and food. 

In Model 2, being monitored by a group of peers is strongly statistically 

significant (at the five percent level). Similar to Model 1, we find that 61 percent of 

respondents who are monitored are predicted to choose cash. Among those selecting 

transfers in private, 79 percent are predicted to choose cash, all else equal. Our pseudo 

R-square, a measure of goodness of fit, also improves from about 9 percent to almost 

13 percent. 

The effect of living in Dirib Gombo relative to living in North Horr continues 

to decrease the likelihood of preferring cash, although it is now significant at the ten 

percent level rather than at the five percent level in Model 1. Residing in other 

communities is not strongly associated with preference choice, all else held constant.  

We also find that, other than time to market, the socio-economic indicators 

poorly predict individuals’ revealed preferences. Per capita expenditures in the past 

week is not statistically significantly associated with a preference for either cash or for 

at least some food. Therefore, regular contact with cash does not appear to 

significantly drive preference choices in our sample.  Experiences with sharing food 

aid and with regularly needing credit are negatively associated with preference for 

cash but these estimates are very imprecise.12 Being further away from the local 

market increases the likelihood that people will prefer food rather than cash, at the five 

percent level. This suggests that market access contributes to people’s preferences, 

which is likely to be particularly salient in remote areas such as northern Kenya. 

                                                
12 Given the ubiquity of food aid, we excluded receipt of it from our model. 
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Respondent gender and the household’s maximum education level also are not 

strongly associated with preference choice. Therefore, commonly-held beliefs that 

women prefer less fungible food while men prefer greater fungibility with cash is not 

true in our experimental setting (see also Harvey 2007).  

There are reasons other than repuations as to why monetarily-equivalent 

transfers might be valued differently. Respondents may strongly prefer cash or food 

due to some other attributes, such as previous experience, or ability to hide it. 

Research in Malawi found that experience with certain transfers may predispose 

individuals to prefer those transfers relative to new or different transfers (Devereux et 

al. 2007).  Thus, respondents may be more likely to select food rather than cash, 

regardless of whether the transfer if public.  In contrast, cash offers greater flexibility 

and fungibility than food (Harvey 2007, Villa et al. 2011). The greater fungibility of 

cash could mean that cash is selected, regardless of whether monitoring occurs. Earlier 

research in and around Marsabit district indicates that despite frequent receipt of food 

aid, households rank food aid as a low-priority welfare-improvement intervention 

(McPeak et al. 2009, Mude et al. 2007). Thus, respondents may be willing to try a new 

form of transfer. Food, carried in sacks or bags, is also highly visible to neighbors and 

kin. Cash, which can be easily hidden, does not automatically signal neighbors, kin, 

and other community members to the availability of a transfer to be shared. Thus, 

respondents may choose a transfer to share or not to share based not on expectations of 

the other members of their treatment group but on respondents’ own calculus about 

sharing with those living closer to home.  All of these factors contribute to why cash 

or food might be more preferred. However, if these factors dominate, we should 
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expect to find no difference in the choices made across subgroups revealing in public 

or in private. Thus, given that we do find a statistically significant difference, we argue 

that our experiment isolates the role of monitoring in inducing sharing. 

Our findings are robust to alternative specifications and to inclusion of 

alternative variables. Findings using a probit model are consistent with our logit 

model. Findings are consistent regardless of whether we measure economic standing 

as per capita cash expenditures in the past two weeks, per capita income in the past 

year (in 1000s of Ksh per capita), or our measure of the marginal propensity to 

consume food (elicited through a proportional piling exercise during which 

respondents indicated the proportion of an increase in income that would spent on 

food)13. An analysis of outliers and influence identified two respondents with leverage 

nearly three times the average. These respondents live extremely far from their local 

markets (360 minutes and 2280 minutes away by foot (the 3rd most distant and furthest 

distance reported, compared to an average of 84 minutes). We report Model 2 with the 

two respondents removed. In Appendix 2, Table 4, we include these individuals in our 

estimate. Doing so makes the time to market variable insignificant; the other findings 

are similar.  Lastly, estimating results using fixed effects by ethnicity rather than 

community fixed effects does not change the significance of the other covariates and 

the ethnicity categories themselves are not statistically significant. These results are 

available in Appendix 2, Table 4 and Table 5. 

 

7. Discussion: monitoring and reputation 

                                                
13 Mude et al. (2012) provides details on generating marginal propensities to consume food. 
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We find respondents’ decisions between cash and at least some food are 

strongly influenced by peer monitoring. We did not find evidence that the willingness 

to follow sharing norms is related to gender, household education level, to household 

economic characteristics, or to residing in a particular community, other than Dirib 

Gombo. In Model 2, about 20 percent of those selecting a token of appreciation in 

private prefer at least some food while that share nearly doubles to 38 percent among 

those who are monitored by peers while choosing. In other words, while the majority 

of respondents prefer cash, peer monitoring almost doubles the number of respondents 

choosing food. 

If we had observed monitored and non-monitored groups choosing 

approximately equivalent ratios of cash to food, we would know that peer monitoring, 

at least in a field experiment context, did not shift the relative value of cash and food. 

Yet, we find that very presence of community-members at a moment of decision-

making is enough to change the relative worth of different transfers. The shift in 

relative value is what we call a “reputation effect.” We turn now to why this is the 

case.  

Several mechanisms that explain such a shift are consistent with our hypothesis 

that monitoring changes the relative values of cash and food aid. Choosing in public a 

transfer that can be shared signals a willingness to abide by sharing norms and 

potentially enhances exchange relations. A respondent may choose food that can be 

shared within the community in order to “get credit” from her peers as a person who 

follows social norms. Relatedly, peer monitoring could discourage individuals from 

deviating from the outcome desired by the community as a whole. Peer monitoring, 
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then, acts as a form of social control exerted by community members on individuals 

and rather than face sanctioning, respondents may choose to follow norms (Horne 

2001). Third, the very presence of community members during a decision could act as 

a visual reminder of the need to follow established food sharing-norms in their 

community. All of these interpretations may coexist within a community and may be 

salient for different members. Each of these interpretations may drive the respondent 

to value transfers differently in public in order to gain reputation. One direction for 

future research is to untangle which mechanism causes the reputation effect. 

An alternative explanation as to why people chose food in public was that they 

perceived that to be the choice that would impress enumerators who were looking for 

respondents to signal to their peers. Given everyone’s experience with food aid, these 

respondents may have thought that at least some food was the answered desired by 

enumerators. Nonetheless, based on our field-experience and the extensive training 

received by enumerators, particularly for the experimental component and we suspect 

that this was not the case (see Ouma et al. 2010). Further, the enumerators, during the 

household survey, differentiated themselves as members of a research team rather than 

members of an aid agency or government organization.  

Even when asked to choose in public, many respondents chose cash, which 

seems to indicate that the food sharing norm is not binding for some respondents in 

this situation. We consider possible explanations for why people deviated from the 

sharing norm. First, respondents in our experiment may be facing competing and 

emergent social norms (Fafchamps 2011). Thus, in an environment where cash is 

becoming newly commonplace, deviating from a sharing norm for cash may not be 
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subject to the same sanctions that exist for food aid. Second, some respondents may 

have felt that norms that apply to long-term food aid transfers did not apply to this 

experimental situation. The source and duration of different transfers (a token or a 

regularly food security transfer) may influence whether those transfers are subject to 

the same norms (Zelizer 1994; Duflo and Udry 2004 Fafchamps et al. 2011; Villa et 

al. 2011). Bowles (2009), however, argues that experiments can have had longer-term 

signaling impacts by demonstrating whether a respondent abides by or deviates from 

expected sharing norms. Third, each sub-group included only members from the same 

community. However, the sub-group members were not necessarily kin or neighbors. 

As a result, respondents may not have felt that sharing norms do not apply to the 

broader community but rather to a more localized, subset. We are inclined to rule this 

explanation out as unlikely, especially for the Gabra residing in North Horr, whose 

food sharing is managed and coordinated by local leaders.  

Our experimental findings highlight the importance of norm-abidance when 

preferences for food security transfers are elicited. Indeed, our survey findings indicate 

that, for long-term transfers, people prefer a mix of food and cash relative to just food 

or just cash (Mude et al. 2009). As cash becomes more commonplace, an important 

avenue for future research is to better understand community-sharing norms around 

cash. Within a community, if cash is not shared but food aid is, introducing cash 

transfers could harm those who are food insecure but not targeted. Such mis-targeted 

individuals may no longer be able to access others’ transfers, leaving them vulnerable. 

One implication could be more precise targeting of cash is warranted relative to food.  
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Our finding suggests the value of accounting for the effect of peer monitoring 

on preferences when deciding whether to provide cash or food. While food aid has 

hitherto been a fait accompli in northern Kenya, this is changing, particularly with the 

introduction of Kenya’s Hunger Safety Net Programme (Mude et al. 2012). As a 

result, the need for assessing preferences becomes increasingly important (Barrett et 

al. 2009). Those intending to distribute transfers might consider matching elicitation 

design to how the transfers will be ultimately delivered. Agencies distributing 

assistance who wish to discourage re-targeting by the community may prefer to elicit 

preferences privately. Agencies that encourage redistribution by the community may 

want to elicit preferences publicly. Lastly, the difference in approaches could be 

particularly relevant when seeking to hear the voices of marginalized community 

members, who may feel more compelled to provide the norm-abiding response in 

public than in private. 
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Table 1: Characteristics of Sampled Communities 
Site Name Ethnic 

Majority 
Market 
Access 

Agricultural/ 
Pastoral potential 

Annual Rainfall 
(mm) 

Dirib Gombo Boran Medium Agro-pastoral 392 
Kargi Rendille Low Pastoral 240 
Loiyangalani El Molo and 

Turkana 
Medium Fishing and Pastoral 238 

Logologo Ariaal: 
(Samburu and 
Rendille) 

Medium Pastoral 326 

North Horr Gabra Low Pastoral 237 
Sources: IBLI survey codebook (Chantarat et al. 2009) and McPeak et al. (2011) with the exception of 
Loiyangalani annual rainfall collected from Loy Airport, Loiyangalani Kenya 
(http://www.worldweatheronline.com/weather-averages.aspx?q=LOY. Accessed September 12, 2011). 
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics 

  

Privately 
revealed 

preferences 
(n=59) 

Publicly revealed 
preferences 

(n=61) Total (n=120) 

  Mean Std. Dev. Mean 
Std. 
Dev. Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

Respondent is female = 1 0.83 0.38 0.75 0.43 0.79 0.41 
Maximum number of years of 
schooling in household 5.05 4.79 5.77 4.87 5.42 4.82 
Marginal propensity to consume 
food 0.49 0.14 0.49 0.17 0.49 0.15 
Per capita food expenditure in 
past two weeks in 1000s of 
shillings 0.36 0.25 0.36 0.23 0.36 0.24 
Per capita annual cash income in 
1000s of shillings 42.88 66.13 45.71 66.85 44.32 66.23 
Take food on credit at least 
weekly = 1 0.54 0.50 0.61 0.49 0.58 0.50 
Received food aid = 1 0.98 0.13 0.97 0.18 0.98 0.16 

Shared food aid = 1 0.64 0.48 0.64 0.49 0.64 0.48 
Number of minutes to main 
market used by household 58.00 71.04 109.00 370.49 83.93 268.93 
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Table 3: Logistic Estimations of Cash Chosen Relative to At Least Some Food 
  Model 1 Model 2 

  
Coef. and 

Robust Std 
Errors 

Odds 
Ratio 

Coef. and 
Robust Std 

Errors 

Odds 
Ratio 

Treatment     
Publicly reveal preferences = 1 -1.013** 0.363** -0.978** 0.376** 
  -0.455   (0.461)   
Individual characteristics     
Respondent is female   0.390 1.478 
      (0.550)   
Household characteristics      
Maximum number of years of schooling in hh   -0.056 0.946 

   (0.054)  Per capita food expenditure in past two weeks 
in 1000s of shillings   0.515 1.673 

   (0.858)  
Take food on credit at least weekly = 1   0.039 1.04 

   (0.456)  
Shared food aid = 1   -0.281 0.755 

   (0.515)  
Number of minutes to main market used by hh   -0.006** 0.994 
      (0.003)   
Community fixed effects     
Dirib Gombo -1.267** 0.281** -1.166* 0.312 

 -0.632  (0.632)  
Kargi 0.285 1.33 0.092 1.096 

 -0.762  (0.800)  
Logologo -0.784 0.457 -0.381 0.683 

 -0.691  (0.737)  
Loyangalani 0.087 1.091 -0.051 0.95 

 -0.7  (0.723)  
Constant 1.838***  2.130*  
  -0.555   (1.098)   
Number of respondents 120  118  
R-squared 0.089  0.128  
Wald chi2 11.59 (5)  15.75 (11)  
Mean predicted probability of choosing cash  0.708  0.703  
 (0.039) 

 
(0.038)  Predicted probability of choosing cash for those 

being monitored 0.614  0.614  

 (0.058)  (0.059)  Predicted probability of choosing cash for those 
not being monitored 0.802  0.79  
  (0.052)   (0.052)   

Note: *, **, and *** indicates significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% levels, respectively. 
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APPENDIX 1  
SCRIPT USED TO ELICIT PREFERENCES 

 
Structure of Discussion: 

It is important to follow the “script” for revealed preferences in order to maintain 

comparability across sites. 

Once all 20 participants have arrived, welcome them and thank them for their time. 

 

Thank you all very much for coming and for once again giving your time to participate in 

our research.  Today we would like to continue the discussion we began with you 

individually several weeks ago when one of our colleagues visited you in your homes. We 

shall take no more than 3 hours of your time to discuss collectively issues of market access, 

supply availability, and issues related to food aid and the provision of assistance to this 

community during times of food insecurity.   

As you are aware we are researchers conducting a project for the International Livestock 

Research Institute.  We would like to stress that the information we gather is strictly for 

research purposes.  We are not associated with any NGO or Government program 

providing food aid or any other assistance.  We are simply trying to understand how the 

markets in the area work, how you are able to access food, and how well food aid has 

worked. We expect to use the findings of our research to inform NGO and government 

agencies offering relief and development services in this area and hope that our findings 

can improve food security programs.  However, we cannot guarantee that our findings will 

have any impact because we work for a research institution that does not implement 

programs. 
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Before we go on to the main discussion, we would like to offer you a small token of 

appreciation for the time you have given to us.  You all should have the IOU, “I owe you”, 

that we gave you following the household study.  The IOU states that we shall give you 

either Ksh 200 in cash, its equivalent value in maize, or a mix of Ksh 100 in cash and Ksh 

100 of maize.  We shall give you this token at the end of this session.  However, we would 

like to determine now which of these options you will receive. 

To make this process efficient, we would like to split you into three groups.  We have 

randomly selected these groups in advance.  

REVEALING PREFERENCES OVER GIFT: 

At this point the facilitators will then call out the randomly selected names and ask the 

relevant participants to gather in their respective groups.  There will be 3 groups each of 

which will be asked to reveal their preferences in a different decision making setting as 

follows: 

1. Group 1_Private Revelation: 6 individuals will be randomly selected for this group.  

The instruction will be presented to them as a group then they will each privately 

state their preference. Enumerators will not show any individual what others have 

chosen.  

2. Group 2_Individual Revelation Publically: 7 individuals will be randomly selected 

for this group.  They will be instructed that they will each individually, in a sequence 

that will be randomly determined, reveal their own preference amongst the group.   

3. Group 3_Consensus Revelation: 7 individuals will be randomly selected for this 

group.  They will be instructed that they must, as a group, come to a consensus on 

what package they are to receive.  They will all receive the same package. 
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The instructions: 

Ask Groups 2 and 3 to wait in an area separate from where the discussion with Group 1 will 

occur. 

Group 1: Once again we thank you for your initial cooperation and participation in our 

survey.  To show our appreciation for the time you took responding to our household survey 

and for the time you are spending with us today we will offer you one of the following 

(Show the equivalent values to the group):  

a) Ksh 200 in cash         

b) Maize worth Kshs 200   

c) Ksh 100 in cash plus maize worth Ksh 200. 

Each of you will come up to me one by one and let me know what your preference 

is.  Your choice will not be known to anyone. 

Facilitator: Record preferences in provided form. 

Group 2; Once again we thank you for your initial cooperation and participation in our 

survey.  To show our appreciation for the time you took responding to our household survey 

and for the time you are spending with us today we will offer you one of the following 

(Show the equivalent values to the group):  

a) Ksh 200 in cash        

b) Maize worth Kshs 200   

c) Ksh 100 in cash plus maize worth Ksh 200. 

I will ask each of you to state your preference.  You each will receive what you 

prefer.  The order in which you will state your preference has been chosen 

randomly. 
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Facilitator:  Follow the list and ensure that the sequence of preferences revealed is per 

the generated list. Record preferences in provided form. 

Group 3: Once again we thank you for your initial cooperation and participation in our 

survey.  To show our appreciation for the time you took responding to our household survey 

and for the time you are spending with us today we will offer you one of the following 

(Show the equivalent values to the group):  

a) Ksh 200 in cash        

b) Maize worth Kshs 200   

c) Ksh 100 in cash plus maize worth Ksh 200. 

Everyone in this group will receive the same package.  We would like you to decide 

among yourselves, which package you would like to receive. 

Facilitator:  Make note of the discussion dynamics as follows:  Do not intervene in the 

group discussion (unless there is a clarifying question). Listen to how the decision is 

being made.  
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APPENDIX 2 

ATTRITION 

 
Appendix Table 1: Sample Size14 

 Number of respondents 
Initial household survey sample n=144 
Incomplete interviews  n=13 
Attrition n=11 
Retained household survey sample for estimation n=120 
Preference elicitation at focus group discussions • Public n= 61 

• Private n=59 
 

13 households were missing answers to basic questions about the gender of the 

respondent or the household head, time to market, aid preferences, education, and 

shared food in addition to key types of information and were excluded from our 

estimations. These households with incomplete interviews were excluded from our 

sample. 

Below, in Appendix Table 2, is a logit estimation of the likelihood of attending 

the focus group discussion where preferences were elicited, given that the respondent 

completed the initial survey. All survey respondents from Kargi (n=39) attended the 

focus group discussion. Therefore, they were excluded from the attrition estimate. 

Eleven individuals did not attend the second meeting. 

Appendix Table 2: Attrition 
 Attrition 
Respondent gender 0.4 
  (0.9993) 
Household head gender 1.18 
  (1.0362) 

Maximum number of years of schooling in household 0.23** 

                                                
14 A third treatment subgroup asking individuals within each sub-group to come to consensus on their 
preference choice was not included in this analysis. The number of individuals in that sub-group was 
58.  
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  (0.0991) 

Number of minutes to main market used by household 0 
  (0.0064) 

Marginal propensity to consume food -0.8 
  (2.1894) 
Household size -0.03 
  (0.18) 

Per capita food expenditure in past two weeks in 1000s 
of shillings -0.95 
  (1.4678) 

Per capita annual cash income in 1000s of shillings 0 
  (0.0072) 

Take food on credit at least weekly = 1 1.81** 
  (0.8106) 
Shared food aid = 1 0.46 
  (0.8544) 
Dirib Gombo 1.5 
  (1.4071) 
Logologo -1.23 
  (1.1636) 
Loyangalani -0.09 
  (1.0139) 
Constant 0.52 
  (2.5737) 
R-squared 0.1958 
    
Note: *, **, and *** indicates significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% levels, respectively. 
   
  
  

 
 

Our attrition model finds, all else constant, each year of education a household 

receive is slightly associated with increases the probability of attending the focus 

group. Similarly, all else equal, moving from taking food on credit less than weekly to 

taking food on credit more frequently is associated with an increase in the likelihood 

of attending the focus group. These results are sensible. Those requiring food on credit 

on a weekly basis travel to market regularly (at least weekly) and can therefore attend 

such a focus group discussion with less inconvenience.  Those individuals from more 
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highly educated households may also slightly more frequently attend market centers, 

as households with more education are more likely to hold jobs in towns and market 

centers. 

These results suggest that cash-poor individuals and more educated individuals 

are more likely to attend the focus group discussion. This is in keeping with normal 

attrition, where both the poorer and better-off are more likely to participate in 

longitudinal surveys. The attritors are removed from the sample. 

Results from Appendix Table 3 indicate that the two groups are balanced. Thus, the 

treatment, rather than differences within treatment groups, drives the result.  

Appendix Table 3: Student t-test comparison of mean respondent characteristics 
assigned to reveal preferences either privately or publicly  
  T-test Pr(|T|>|t|) 
Respondent is female = 1 1.0263 0.3068          
Respondent’s household head status and gender 1.3830 0.1693          
Household head age     -0.2338 0.8156          
Maximum number of years of schooling in household -0.8158 0.4162          
Marginal propensity to consume food -0.1286 0.8979          
Per capita food expenditure in past two weeks in 1000s 
of shillings 0.1960 0.8449          
Per capita annual cash income in 1000s of shillings -0.2330 0.8162          
Take food on credit at least weekly = 1 -0.7066 0.4812          
Shared food aid = 1 -1.0389 0.3010          
Number of minutes to main market used by household -0.4605 0.6460          

Note: *, **, and *** indicates significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% levels, respectively. 
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Appendix Table 4: Robustness checks 

  

Complete 
sample with 

high leverage 
respondents 

Probit 
Standard 

Errors (not 
robust) 

Treatment    
Publicly reveal preferences = 1 -0.972** -0.573** -0.573** 
  (0.461) (0.259) (0.264) 
Individual characteristics    
Respondent is female 0.308 0.240 0.240 
  (0.529) (0.327) (0.325) 
Household characteristics     Maximum number of years of schooling in 
hh -0.019 -0.029 -0.029 

 (0.048) (0.031) (0.031) 
Per capita food expenditure in past two 
weeks in 1000s of shillings 0.773 0.353 0.353 

 (0.858) (0.521) (0.625) 
Take food on credit at least weekly = 1 -0.056 0.012 0.012 

 (0.434) (0.263) (0.281) 
Shared food aid = 1 -0.263 -0.177 -0.177 

 (0.524) (0.303) (0.318) 
Number of minutes to main market used by 
hh 0.000 -0.004** -0.004* 
  (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) 
Community fixed effects    
Dirib Gombo -1.107* -0.691* -0.691 

 (0.630) (0.379) (0.426) 
Kargi 0.410 0.026 0.026 

 (0.823) (0.445) (0.444) 
Logologo -0.558 -0.238 -0.238 

 (0.723) (0.433) (0.455) 
Loyangalani 0.187 -0.014 -0.014 

 (0.710) (0.419) (0.453) 
Constant 1.475 1.231* 1.231* 
  (1.036) (0.630) (0.645) 
Number of respondents 120 118 118 
R-squared 0.100 0.126 0.126 
Wald chi2 13.96 17.23 18.10 

Note: *, **, and *** indicates significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% levels, respectively. 
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Table 5: Robustness checks with alternate specifications 

  
Marginal 

propensity 
measure 

Annual cash 
income 

measure 

Ethnic 
categories 

Treatment    
Publicly reveal preferences = 1 -0.975** -0.973** -0.944** 
  (0.461) (0.460) (0.478) 
Individual characteristics    
Respondent is female 0.367 0.376 0.558 
  (0.544) (0.547) (0.577) 
Household characteristics     
Maximum number of years of schooling in hh -0.019 -0.062 -0.051 

 (0.048) (0.054) (0.053) 
Marginal propensity to consume food 0.773 

   (0.858) 
  Per capita food expenditure in past two weeks 

in 1000s of shillings -0.056 
 

0.822 

 (0.434) 
 

(0.972) 
Per capita annual cash income in 1000s of 
shillings -0.263 -0.000 

  (0.524) (0.003) 
 Take food on credit at least weekly = 1 0.037 0.034 0.171 

 (0.452) (0.463) (0.441) 
Shared food aid = 1 -0.229 -0.233 -0.558 

 (0.518) (0.512) (0.483) 
Number of minutes to main market used by hh -0.007** -0.007** -0.007** 
  (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Community fixed effects 

   Dirib Gombo -1.209* -1.185* 
  (0.618) (0.636) 
 Kargi -0.019 -0.014 
 

 (0.768) (0.793) 
 Logologo -0.416 -0.380 
  (0.732) (0.767) 
 Loyangalani -0.123 -0.094  

  (0.742) (0.718)   
Ethnic Group^ 

   Borana 
  

-0.277 

 
  

(0.743) 
Gabra 

  
0.524 

 
  

(0.852) 
Rendille 

  
0.934 

 
  

(0.766) 
Turkana 

  
0.944 

 
  

(0.929) 
Constant 2.466** 2.390** 1.154 
  (1.184) (0.999) (1.296) 



 

 46

Number of respondents 118 118 118 
R-squared 0.126 0.126 0.131 
Wald chi2 15.88 15.84 14.44 
^ Omitted category is "other" 

   Note: *, **, and *** indicates significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% levels, respectively. 
 


