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Abstract

This study employs a preference-based approach to estimate the value of aid programs using
cash transfers as a benchmark. Specifically, the quantity of cash, provided to a low-income
individual, which makes a person indifferent between a cash transfer and providing a particular
form of aid was elicited from residents of rural Kenyan villages (“recipients”) and the U.S.
(“donors”). Donor and recipient valuations of various aid programs were compared to one another
and to the estimated cost of providing each particular form of aid. Several general trends emerged
from these comparisons: First, recipients are generally indifferent to receiving, in cash, the cost
of items they are able to purchase and receiving the item itself. Second, while recipients might
privately under-value the benefits of public goods, the preference-based approach can shed light
on the relative value of different public goods. Third, donors over-value aid programs relative
to recipients, which may result in an inefficient allocation of resources. Donors so adjust their
valuations in response to information on recipient valuations, suggesting an information failure.
Finally, though this study does not conclusively show which aid programs are or are not more
valuable than their cost, it does illustrate a relatively simple method for estimating the value of
aid programs to both donors and recipients using cash transfers as the benchmark. This method
can easily be employed by governments, aid organizations and philanthropists to incorporate
the revealed preferences of recipients as well as donors in determining which aid programs to
support.

∗Many thanks to the Busara Center staff who made this research possible, in particular: Monica Kay, Millicent
Ojuka and James Vancel.
†Busara Center for Behavioral Economics, Nairobi, Kenya. jeremy.shapiro@busaracenter.org
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1 Introduction

Debate about the effectiveness of international aid has continued for decades without any resolu-
tion (e.g., Burnside and Dollar, 2000; Bourguignon and Sundberg, 2007; Rajan and Subramanian,
2008). This may come as no surprise, as the ambiguous overall effect of aid on growth masks sub-
stantive variability in the effectiveness of specific aid investments - the devil is always in the details.
Consequently, many in the aid industry choose to focus on the effectiveness of specific projects or
investments, and to answer questions such as which programs deliver benefits that exceed the cost
of providing the programs and how the relative benefits of aid programs compare to each other.

A prominent approach in the evaluation of specific aid programs is to evaluate such programs with
randomized control trials, or RCTs (Banerjee and Duflo, 2009; Cohen and Easterly, 2009). The
idea behind this approach is that by randomizing the implementation of an aid program across a
population of individuals, and carefully collecting data on outcomes of interest, such as income or
health, we can identify the causal impact of aid spending on outcomes of interest to governments
and donors. The number of RCTs applied to aid programs has increased significantly over the last
few decades, and has generated a substantial body of high quality research pertaining to the impacts
of specific forms of aid. Banerjee et al., (2015, American Economic Journal: Applied Economics),
for instance, find that micro-finance has modest impacts on the profits of existing businesses but
little impact on broader outcomes such as consumption. Kremer and Miguel (2004) show that
administering deworming medication to school children improves health and school attendance.
Banerjee et al., (2015, Science) demonstrate that a comprehensive program including livestock
transfers, cash transfers and training is successful in improving multiple measures of well-being,
including income, assets and self-perceived welfare. In a 2011 review,1 which included many RCTs,
DFID concluded that cash transfers alone also result in substantive reductions in poverty.

Alongside these successes, there are some challenges to and limitations in the ability of RCTs to
provide useful information by which to judge the effectiveness of aid programs (Deaton, 2010).
Notably, not all aid or development programs can effectively be studied with an RCT and there is
considerable uncertainty about how well the results of any particular trial will generalize to other
contexts. Beyond these concerns, there are several other challenges associated with using RCTs to
inform decisions of which aid programs merit investment and which do not. First, RCTs can be
both expensive and time consuming, which results in the number of RCTs being much smaller than
the number of potential aid investment opportunities. Second, in the case where RCT evaluations
are available, it is not easy to use the evaluations to prioritize or make tradeoffs between different
investment opportunities. For instance, the RCTs noted above show impacts on business profits,
school attendance, income, assets and psychological well-being. These RCTs are not helpful in
determining what weight should be placed on each distinct outcome in allocating dollars to aid
programs. A third, and related, issue is that a narrow RCT comparing a particular aid program to
a control group receiving nothing may not be especially helpful in deciding whether the benefits of

1http://r4d.dfid.gov.uk/PDF/Articles/cash-transfers-literature-review.pdf
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the program outweigh the costs. In the case of the comprehensive livestock transfer program, for
example, multiple RCTs document positive impacts across a variety of outcomes, but the program
is expensive (costing more than $1,000 per household in some instances). Do the benefits outweigh
the costs? Answering this question clearly depends on the opportunity cost of resources.

A potential solution to the third issue is to estimate the opportunity cost of aid funding in a par-
ticular context alongside a randomized program evaluation (i.e., test the benefits of a program
compared to a control group that receives a cash transfer cash equal to the cost of the program
rather than a control group that receives nothing). The idea of using cash transfers as a bench-
mark for the performance of aid programs has generated some discussion recently2 and would be
a useful innovation: ensuring that aid programs attracting significant funding do as well or better
than simply transferring that funding directly to low-income individuals is a worthwhile objective.
Unfortunately, this approach does not address the first and second issues above. Adding a cash
transfer comparison group to RCTs would make them more expensive and do nothing to reduce the
time required to obtain results. Therefore, it is unlikely that the number of cash vs. program RCTs
will soon be sufficient to inform all, or even the majority, of aid allocation decisions. Further, a cash
transfer component will not help in prioritizing among aid programs above and beyond what can
be accomplished by RCTs without a cash arm. Given that cash transfers impact a wide variety of
welfare indicators, being able to compare various aid programs to cash does not help any more than
comparing each aid program to another. The issue of multiple outcome indicators with different
units and subjective value remains.

Though cash transfers are not a unique measure of the opportunity cost of aid resources, and thus
are limited in informing cross-program comparisons, they are unique in that the welfare enhancing
value created by cash transfers relies on the preferences and decisions of the recipients themselves.
Indeed, the notion that cash transfers are a relevant performance benchmark stems from the notion
that transfer recipients will use the cash to maximally improve their well-being. This suggests
using cash transfers as a preference-based benchmark that can be much more cheaply implemented
than RCTs and, by virtue of assessing preferences in the common unit of cash, provide a relevant
datapoint in prioritizing among different aid programs.

This study reports the results of a pilot program designed to generate a preference-based cash
transfer benchmark. Approximately 100 individuals living in high-poverty regions in Kenya and
100 individuals living in the U.S. were asked to report the amount of cash that they were equally
happy receiving themselves or giving to a low-income Kenyan household, respectively, in lieu of
providing a good or service commonly delivered as part of aid programs. Truthful valuation of
goods and services was made incentive compatible by implementing (with some probability) the
choice made by the respondent and employing the Becker-DeGroot-Marschak to determine whether
cash or the good or service would be provided (Berry et al., 2015). The responses provide a cash-

2http://blogs.worldbank.org/developmenttalk/more-money-how-cash-transfers-can-transform-
international-development ; http://blog.givewell.org/2009/10/03/cash-as-a-benchmark/
;https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/show-them-money
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equivalent valuation for various goods and services commonly delivered through aid programs and
were subsequently compared between the Kenyan (“recipient”) and U.S., (“donor”) samples and to
the estimated cost of providing each item (i.e., good or service).

The results indicate that aid recipients are generally indifferent to receiving, in cash, the cost of
items they are able to purchase and receiving the item itself. This implies that cash transfers are
generally preferred, from the perspective of recipients, to private goods provided in kind. Although
there are likely exceptions for goods and services which are not easily purchased. In terms of public
goods, while recipients might privately under-value the benefits of public goods, the preference-based
approach can shed light on the relative value of different public goods by contrasting the valuation
of public goods while holding the expenditure level constant. Donor valuations indicate that donors
value aid programs more than recipients, which could easily lead to an inefficient allocation of
aid resources. Donors, however, respond significantly to information on recipient valuations, and
adjust their own valuations in line with recipient preferences. Finally, the results indicate that the
distributional allocation of consumer surplus should be considered in choosing among aid programs.
This study considers both the mean and median recipient valuation of aid programs. In all instances
the mean exceeds the median, and in some instances the mean exceeds the cost of the item while
the median does not. If the objective function of a particular aid program is to maximize consumer
(or recipient) surplus as defined by the total of the difference between each recipients’ valuation
of the program and the cost, the mean is a relevant parameter. If, however, the goal is to select
aid programs that are seen as net valuable by more than 50% of recipients, the median should be
considered.

Finally, regardless of the applicability of the general findings above to other contexts, this study
demonstrated the ability of a preference-based cash transfer benchmark to rapidly and cheaply
provide information that can inform the decision of whether to scale a particular aid program or
how to allocate resources across programs. Though not a replacement for information obtained
through other mechanisms, such as RCTs, the preference-based approach has the potential to reach
significant scale at low cost, and provides standardized information on the relative, and subjective,
value of various aid programs to the recipients of aid.

2 Data and data collection method

2.1 Data collection method

This study draws on two distinct datasets. The first comprises information obtained from interviews
with members of low-income rural Kenyan households (referred to as the “recipient” sample). This
information was collected through in-person interviews with 100 individuals residing in Makueni
and Machakos, two Kenyan districts with poverty rates of approximately 60%.3 The sample was

3https://opendata.go.ke/Poverty/Poverty-Rate-by-District/i5bp-z9aq
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drawn generally among residents of rural villages. Interviews were carried out by the Busara Center
for Behavioral Economics using tablet computers.

During these interviews, respondents where asked to inform the interviewer of the amount of cash
that, if received by them, would make them indifferent to receiving that amount of cash or a specific
item (good or service) commonly provided by international or governmental aid programs. These
items included: livestock (2 cows), insecticide treated bed nets, fertilizer, agricultural training, food
(corn flour), an additional teacher in the village, an additional community health worker (CHW) in
the village, deworming medication provided to children, funds to malaria research and funds to HIV
research. The Appendix provides the exact wording of these questions. In addition, the interviewers
collected basic demographic information and general information about the respondents exposure
to and experience with aid organizations.

The second dataset comprises information obtained from individuals electing to participate on the
online MTurk platform (referred to as the “donor” sample). An offer to participate in the survey,
for $1 in compensation, was posted on MTurk in May and June of 2015. A total of 111 individuals
participated during that period. The survey linked to the MTurk advertisement is available online.4

This surveys included basic demographic information as well as attitudes regarding international aid.
Participants in the MTurk were also asked to make choices regarding providing cash or items com-
monly provided by aid organizations to low-income households in Kenya. Specifically, for each item
listed above, respondents indicated the minimum amount of cash that would make them indifferent
between donating that amount of cash to the recipient or donating the item to the recipient. The
MTurk survey included two versions: an “information” version and a “no information version.” In
the no information version, respondents read once sentence of contextual information (e.g., “hunger
is a problem in developing countries”) before indicating how large of a cash donation made them
indifferent to providing the item to the recipient. In the information version, respondents also read
a sentence which informed them of the approximate value placed on the item by recipients (e.g.,
“most poor households prefer $3.50 or more instead of 22 pounds of corn flour”). The information
provided was based on the median valuation of each item from a sub-sample (collected early in
this study) of the recipient population. Participants were assigned to either the information or no
information treatment through random number generation.

All choices were incentivized through a lottery. The recipient sample was informed that a random
sample of winners would be chosen from the survey. For these winners one choice would be selected
at random and they would receive either the good or service mentioned in that question or cash.
Whether recipients received the item or cash was determined by the Becker-DeGroot-Marschak
method. Similarly, the donor sample was informed that winners would be randomly selected. For
each winner a random choice would be selected and either cash or the item mentioned would be
donated on their behalf to a real Kenyan household. Again, whether the household received the item
or cash was determined by the Becker-DeGroot-Marschak method. Respondents were informed that

4https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1LG_zpCWpOO3m433kkeOS2td5cwaf3v0RPIc0lasRp3Q/viewform?usp=send_form
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the Becker-DeGroot-Marschak Method would be used, and it was thus optimal to report truthful
indifference points between cash and the items mentioned.

2.2 Sample characteristics

Table 1 shows summary statistics for the recipient sample. Respondents are generally middle aged
(~43 years old) and married, with an average of ~5 household members. They have completed
approximately 10 years of education, on average, which equates to completion of 8th Form. This is
a low-income population, reflected by an average of Kenyan Shillings (KSH) 257 (or approximately
USD 2.50) spent across all household members in the last day, KSH 1,650 (USD 16.50) in the
last week and having KSH 228 (USD 2.30) on hand in cash. It is also reflected in self-perceived
economic situation where respondents rate themselves a 3.3 on a scale of 1 to 10 (representing the
best possible situation). As noted this is a rural population: farming is one of two most income
source for 96% of respondents and livestock follows at 26% of respondents.

For the donor sample, Table 2 shows basic demographic information from the MTurk survey. This
population is slightly younger than the recipient sample (~36 years old) and exhibits significant
socio-economic diversity. Fifty percent of respondents have completed 4-year college or beyond,
while 10% had no college (the remaining 40% having completed some college or a 2-year degree).
Similarly, there is variation in household income: the median household earns less than $60,000
per year, however some higher income groups are represented (e.g., 30% of respondents earn more
than $90,000). More than half of respondents have traveled out of the US, and 30% have visited a
developing country.

2.3 Estimating costs

A primary goals of this study is to contrast the valuation, by recipients and donors, of items (goods
and services) commonly provided by international aid organizations and governments to the cost of
providing such goods and services. Costs, however, vary across geography and are often difficult to
estimate (e.g., it can be complicated to allocate organizational overhead costs to specific programs).
In this study, costs of providing the item are estimated in two ways:

1. Respondent estimated cost: for many goods and services, the cost of the item was asked
directly of the survey respondent. Respondents were asked how much it would cost to purchase
a local cow, a insecticide treated bed net, 10 kg of fertilizer and 10 kg of corn flour. In addition,
they were asked to estimate the monthly salary of primary school teachers, community health
workers and government agricultural extension agents.

2. Externally estimated cost: external estimates (coming from direct observation of markets, or
other sources) were sought to estimate the cost of the good or service.
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Table 3 documents the sources of information for each estimated cost, and any transformations made
to the original survey data in making the cost estimates. Table 3 also documents transformations
made to donor survey questions to make the answers comparable to the recipient survey questions.

3 Results

3.1 Valuations

3.1.1 Recipient valuations

Figures 1 through 4 provide a perspective on how potential recipients of international or govern-
mental aid value specific items relative to the cost of the item. Figures 1 and 2 show the results
related to goods and services with a public good aspect. Figure 1 shows that, on average, the value
respondents place on items exceeds the cost of these items, often by a significant margin. Figure
2, however, which shows the median valuation of items, reveals substantial skew in the distribution
of values. When considering the preferences of the median recipient, recipients value an additional
community health worker and an additional teacher well above the estimated cost (per household)
of providing this service. For other public goods, however, recipients value the items at less than or
equal to the estimated cost of providing the good or service.

Figures 3 and 4, which present analogous results for private goods, show a similar pattern. Figure 3,
pertaining to the mean valuation, indicates that individuals value goods and services above the cost
of provision, while Figure 4, showing the median valuation, indicates that individuals are essentially
indifferent between private goods and services and a quantity of cash equal to the cost of those
items. One exception, which may be driven by the fact that it can not be readily purchased, is
agricultural extension services, which appear more highly valued than the cost of provision when
considering both the mean and median valuation.

Table 4 provides the numbers underlying Figures 1 through 4. Tables 5 and 6 show the results of a
t-test and sign test, respectively, testing the equality of the mean value and estimated cost and the
median value and estimated cost. With the exception of malaria research, Table 5 indicates that
the mean valuation of each item by respondents is statistically different from the estimated cost of
the item. For private goods and services, Table 6 shows that the median valuation of agricultural
extension is greater than the cost. The costs and median valuations of other private goods and
services are not statistically different from one another. For public goods, with the exception of
deworming, median valuations are statistically different from the estimated cost of providing the
items, indicating that recipients value a CHW and a primary school teacher above the cost of
provision, but other public goods and services below the cost of provision.
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3.1.2 Donor valuations

Figures 5 through 8 present mean and median donor valuations and the estimated cost of each item.
Mean and median valuations of items by the donor sample are split out depending on whether or
not the donor received information related to recipients’ valuation. As with the recipient sample,
donors generally express mean valuations above the estimated costs of various items. Also, the
median donor in the no information condition values goods and services above the cost of providing
the item (with the exception of livestock and malaria research). Donors in the information condition,
however, typically report lower valuations for items that often do not exceed the cost of the item
(see further discussion below).

The numbers underlying these figures are shown in Table 7, and statistical tests of equality between
mean and median valuations and estimated costs are shown in tables 8 and 9. As shown in Table
8, donor valuations in the no information condition differ from the estimated cost at conventional
significance levels for nearly all items (except for livestock, and the difference for malaria research is
marginally significant: p-value = 0.11). For donors in the information condition, mean valuations of
items are significantly different from the estimated cost only for 5 of the 9 items: livestock, extension
services, deworming and an additional community health worker or primary school teacher. Table
9 shows that for nearly all items the donor median valuation is statistically different from the
estimated cost at or near a 10% significance level (with the exception of bed nets in the information
condition).

3.2 Donor and recipient preferences

In addition considering whether recipients value receiving items at or above the cost of proving
them, and whether donors value giving an item above its cost, it is also important to consider
whether donors value items at higher or lower levels than recipients. This relative valuation is
shown in Figures 9 through 12. The figures show that, absent information on recipient preferences
and with the exception of livestock, donors value items more than recipients. In some instances the
differences are quite large, e.g., in assessing the value of a community health worker donors value
the CHW 5 times more than recipients.

When information regarding the preferences of recipients is provided donors tend to increase or
decrease their valuations towards the valuation provided by recipients. As seen in the figures and
Table 7, this occurs for both public and private goods.Table 10 reports t-tests of equality in mean
valuation of items between donors and recipients. When information on recipient preferences is
provided to donors, none of the differences is statistically significant above a 10% level. Absent
information, mean donor valuations differ from mean recipient valuations at or above a 5% level for
7 of the 10 items.

It should be noted, however, that the information provided to donors on the valuations of recipients
does not precisely match the valuations shown in the tables, the reason being the information shown
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in the donor survey was calculated from a sample while the recipient data collection was ongoing.
As shown in Table 7, for 7 of the 10 items, the median valuation expressed by donors was exactly
equal to the figure relating to recipient valuations provided in the survey. For the remaining 3 cases
(corn flour, bed nets and malaria research) the median donor continued to value the items 30% -
50% more highly than the recipient valuation reported in the survey.

4 Discussion and conclusion

A fundamental goal of international and governmental aid is to provide disadvantaged individuals
with items of value in order to increase their welfare. Value is, however, often subjective and critical
questions such as whether the value of a particular aid program exceeds the cost of providing it
or how to rate the relative value-to-cost profile of different aid programs are difficult to answer.
This study seeks to address these questions by estimating the cash-equivalent value of various aid
programs from donors and recipients. Comparing the valuations of various programs between donors
and recipients and to the estimated costs of the programs illuminates several trends that inform the
optimal design of and selection among approaches to providing aid.

First, recipients are generally indifferent to receiving, in cash, the cost of items they are able to
purchase and receiving the item itself. The value placed on purchasable items (livestock, bed nets,
food and fertilizer) for the median recipient is not statistically different than the estimated market
cost of those items. This suggests that the decision to provide aid in cash or in-kind should be
driven by factors such as the relative overhead cost associated with each, and supports the general
shift towards cash-based aid rather than in-kind aid which is occurring in many developing countries
(DFID, 2011). The results do not imply, however, that cash transfers are preferred to all forms of in-
kind private goods and services. Agricultural extension, for example, is not typically readily available
for purchase is valued by the median recipient at a high multiple of the estimated cost of providing
the service. When a private good or service can not be provided though a market mechanism, it
may be more beneficial to provide the good or service than to distribute cash equivalent to the cost
of the good or service.

Second, while recipients might privately under-value the benefits of public goods, the preference-
based approach can shed light on the relative value of different public goods. In some instances,
such as the provision of an additional community health worker or another primary school teacher,
recipients’ private valuations of the public good exceeds the estimated cost of providing the good.
In other cases, such as malaria research and deworming children, recipients’ private valuations are
less than the estimated cost of the good. This does not imply that providing the public good is not
worthwhile as individuals may not fully internalize the public value of the good. The preference-
based approach is helpful, however, in understanding recipient’s relative valuations across public
goods. In this sample. for instance, though the median recipient does not value HIV nor malaria
research strictly above the cost of providing it, they do value HIV research more highly than malaria
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research.

Third, donors value aid programs more than recipients, but do incorporate information on recipient
valuations into their decisions. That donors value aid programs more highly than recipients creates
the potential for inefficiency: if donors value a program at twice the level of recipients, funding
the program may be sub-optimal as recipients would be better off by providing them with the cash
amount that makes donors equally happy with providing cash or the program. In effect, donors
are willing to overpay for aid programs. This study suggests that this willingness to overpay is not
innate, but in part relates to missing information about the value of aid programs to recipients.
Providing this information causes donor valuations to shift significantly. Therefore, providing infor-
mation on the preferences of recipients is critical in enabling donors to optimally make allocation
decisions.

Fourth, the distributional allocation of consumer surplus should be considered in choosing among
aid programs. This study considers both the mean and median recipient valuation of aid programs.
In all instances the mean exceeds the median, and in some instances the mean exceeds the cost
of the item while the median does not. If the objective function of a particular aid program is to
maximize consumer (or recipient) surplus as defined by the total of the difference between each
recipients’ valuation of the program and the cost, the mean is a relevant parameter. If, however,
the goal is to select aid programs that are seen as net valuable by more than 50% of recipients, the
median should be considered.

These general finding are based on a relatively small sample of survey respondents from two Kenyan
districts, on a relatively limited selection of items commonly provided by aid organizations and based
on rough cost estimates for the provision of these items. While the general trends discussed above
may apply in other contexts, the main contribution of this study is not to conclusively state whether
or not the specific aid interventions considered are or are not valuable to recipients relative to the
cost of provision. Rather, this study illustrates a relatively simple method for estimating the value
of aid programs to both donors and recipients using cash transfers as the benchmark. This method
can easily be employed by governments, aid organizations and philanthropists to incorporate the
revealed preferences of recipients as well as donors in determining which aid programs to support.
At the very least there appears to be support for this approach among recipients: when asked what
amount of cash would make them indifferent to having a non-governmental organization visit their
village to ask about their preferences before initiating an aid program in their village, recipients
reported a median valuation of $100. This valuation exceeds the estimated cost ($30) by more than
three times, making the elicitation of recipient preferences an attractive investment.
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6 Appendix

6.1 Recipient choices

The following survey topics were addressed to members of rural Kenyan households. Interviews
were conducted at the respondents home.

• Basic demographic information

• Questions pertaining to cash on hand, consumption and self perceived economic status

• Questions relating to the activities of non-governmental organizations in the respondent’s
community

• Questions related to local costs for various items

In addition, respondents were asked to make incentivized choices between goods and quantities of
cash. The wording for these choices is as follows:

• Imagine you were offered 2 local female cows, and a visit by an NGO for to help you improve
your business from livestock. What amount of cash, given to you, would be just as good, in
your opinion, as receiving the cows and training? Why did you chose that amount?

• Do you have a mosquito net?

– [If yes] Imagine you didn’t have a net imagine you were offered an insecticide treated
mosquito net. What amount of cash, given to you, would be just as good, in your opinion,
as receiving an insecticide treated mosquito net? Why did you chose that amount?

– [If no] Imagine you were offered an insecticide treated mosquito net. What amount of
cash, given to you, would be just as good, in your opinion, as receiving an insecticide
treated mosquito net? Why did you chose that amount?

• Imagine you were offered a 10 KG bag of DAP fertilizer for free. What amount of cash, given
to you, would be just as good, in your opinion, as receiving 10 KG fertilizer? Why did you
chose that amount?

• Imagine a government agricultural agent would visit you to give you advice on farming. What
amount of cash, given to you, would be just as good, in your opinion, as receiving a visit from
an agricultural agent? Why did you chose that amount?

• The government often spends money to try to create jobs, for example they might give com-
panies land to build factories or dig water trenches to help people get jobs. What amount of
cash, given to you, would be just as good, in your opinion, as having the government spend
KSH 10,000 on creating jobs? Why did you chose that amount?
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• Imagine the government offered to pay to have an extra primary school teacher at the nearest
school. What amount of cash, given to you, would be just as good, in your opinion, as having
an extra primary school teacher in the nearest school? Why did you chose that amount?

• Imagine the government would come give medicine that cures intestinal worms to all the
children at one school. What amount of cash, given to you, would be just as good, in your
opinion, as receiving as having the government give the medicine to kids at one school? Why
did you chose that amount?

• Imagine you could give money to help find a cure for malaria – it might not work and help
no one, but it might and help lots of people. What amount of cash, given to you, would be
just as good, in your opinion, as having KSH 10,000 spent on malaria research? Why did you
chose that amount?

• Imagine you could give money to help find a cure for HIV/AIDS – it might not work and help
no one, but it might and help lots of people. What amount of cash, given to you, would be
just as good, in your opinion, as having KSH 10,000 spent on HIV/AIDS research? Why did
you chose that amount?

• Imagine the government offered to pay to have an extra community health worker in your
village. What is the minimum amount of cash you would prefer having yourself to receiving
this? Why did you chose that amount?

• Imagine you were offered 10kg of ugali flour. What amount of cash, given to you, would be
just as good, in your opinion, as receiving 10 KG of ugali flour? " Why did you chose that
amount?

• NGOs sometimes come to places to provide services, such as free health care, bed nets, training,
and assets like homes or livestock. Imagine an NGO was planning to work in your community
and provide some thing or some service to you and others in your village Before they come,
you don’t know what they are going to do to try to help your village. There are two things
they could do:

1. Come to your village and ask you, and others, if you would rather they bring their service
to the village or just give you cash equal to what it would cost for them to bring their
service instead.

2. Or they could just come and provide the service directly without asking you if you prefer
cash or the service first.

– What amount of cash, given to you, would be just as good, in your opinion, as having
an NGO come and ask if you prefer cash or their services?

13
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6.2 Donor survey questions

The following survey topics were addressed to US residents who agreed to undertake an MTurk
survey. Surveys were conducted online.

• Basic demographic information

• International travel experience

• Perspectives on international aid

In addition, respondents were asked to make incentivized choices between goods and quantities of
cash that would be delivered to Kenyan households. One group received additional information
regarding what potential recipients indicated their preference would be, which is shown below in
brackets. The other group saw the question without this additional information. The wording for
these choices is as follows:

• Many non-profit organizations and charities provide livestock to poor families. The idea
behind this approach is that poor households will increase their assets and can earn income
from the sale of animal products (e.g., milk). [**NOTE** Most poor households prefer $500
or more instead of 2 cows and training.’ Please indicate the smallest amount of cash that you
think is just as good as giving a poor household 2 cows and training to care for them

• Malaria is a common problem in Kenya. By sleeping under an insecticide treated net, people
can prevent mosquito bites and infection with malaria. Many organizations provide bed nets
to poor households. [**NOTE** Most poor households prefer $5 or more instead of a bed
net.] Please indicate the smallest amount of cash that you think is just as good as giving a
poor household an insecticide treated bed net

• Most poor households in the world are small scale farmers. Fertilizer helps farmers produce
higher yields of their crops. [**NOTE** Most poor households prefer $10 or more instead of
fertilizer.] Please indicate the smallest amount of cash that you think is just as good as giving
a poor household a 22 pound bag of fertilizer

• Most poor households in the world are small scale farmers. Many governments and non-profit
organizations pay "extension agents" who visit farmers to provide farming advice. [**NOTE**
Most poor households prefer $100 or more instead of training.] Please indicate the smallest
amount of cash that you think is just as good as giving a poor household a visit from an
extension agent

• Many schools in developing countries have large class sizes or too few teachers. [**NOTE**
Most poor households prefer $100 or more instead of an additional teacher.] Please indicate
the smallest amount of cash given to **every** poor household with a primary school aged

14
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child in one village that is just as good as providing an extra primary school teacher in that
village for one year. Note: villages typically have 30 - 60 households.

• Many communities in developing countries lack medical facilities. One approach is to train
and pay local individuals (called "Community Health Workers") to visit families, provide basic
medicines and referrals to hospitals. [**NOTE** Most poor households prefer $100 or more
instead of a Community Heath Worker.] Please indicate the smallest amount of cash given
to **every** poor household in one village that is just as good as paying for a Community
Health Worker in that village for one year. Note: villages typically have 30 - 60 households.

• Intestinal worms are a common disease in developing countries. These worms cause infected
people to feel tired and ill. A simple cure (a pill) exists. [**NOTE** Most poor households
prefer $100 or more instead of deworming a school.] Please indicate the smallest amount of
cash that you think is just as good as paying for *one* school to receive a deworming treatment

• Malaria is a common disease in developing countries. There is currently no cure. [**NOTE**
Most poor households prefer $50 or more instead of $100 for malaria treatment research.]
Please indicate the smallest amount of cash given to a poor household that you think is just
as good as spending $100 on malaria research

• HIV/AIDS is a common disease in developing countries. There is currently no cure. [**NOTE**
Most poor households prefer $75 or more instead of HIV/AIDS treatment research.] Please
indicate the smallest amount of cash given to a poor household that you think is just as good
as spending $100 on HIV/AIDS research

• Hunger is a common problem in poor countries. [**NOTE** Most poor households prefer
$3.50 or more instead of 22 pounds of corn flour.] Please indicate the smallest amount of cash
given to a poor household that you think is just as good as giving them 22 pounds of corn
flour

15
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Figure I: Recipient preferences: public goods, mean valuation
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Recipient valuations & estimated cost

Valuation: trimmed (2%) mean External est cost

Notes: Figure shows the trimmed mean valuation given by the recipient sample for the indicated public good.
Estimated costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure II: Recipient preferences: public goods, median valuation
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Notes: Figure shows the median (p50) valuation given by the recipient sample for the indicated public good. Estim-
ated costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure III: Recipient preferences: private goods, mean valuation
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Notes: Figure shows the trimmed mean valuation given by the recipient sample for the indicated private good.
Estimated costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure IV: Recipient preferences: private goods, median valuation
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Notes: Figure shows the median (p50) valuation given by the recipient sample for the indicated private good.
Estimated costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure V: Donor preferences: public goods, mean valuation
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Notes: Figure shows the trimmed mean valuation given by the donor sample for the indicated public good. Estimated
costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure VI: Donor preferences: public goods, median valuation
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Notes: Figure shows the median (p50) valuation given by the donor sample for the indicated public good. Estimated
costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure VII: Donor preferences: private goods, mean valuation
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Notes: Figure shows the trimmed mean valuation given by the donor sample for the indicated private good. Estimated
costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure VIII: Donor preferences: private goods, median valuation
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Notes: Figure shows the median (p50) valuation given by the donor sample for the indicated private good. Estimated
costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure IX: Donor vs. recipient preferences: public goods, mean valuation

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000

Cash equal to malaria research

Cash equal to extra teacher

Cash equal to deworming one school

Cash equal to HIV research

Cash equal to CHW

Public goods
Donor and recipient valuations

Trimmed recipient mean Trimmed donor mean (no info)
Trimmed donor mean (info)

Notes: Figure shows the trimmed mean valuation given by the donor sample for the indicated private good. Estimated
costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure X: Donor vs. recipient preferences: public goods, median valuation
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Notes: Figure shows the trimmed mean valuation given by the donor sample for the indicated private good. Estimated
costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure XI: Donor vs. recipient preferences: private goods, mean valuation
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Notes: Figure shows the trimmed mean valuation given by the donor sample for the indicated private good. Estimated
costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Figure XII: Donor vs. recipient preferences: private goods, median valuation
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Notes: Figure shows the trimmed mean valuation given by the donor sample for the indicated private good. Estimated
costs (detailed in Table 3) are shown.
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Variable Mean
What	  is	  your	  age	  (years)? 42.7
Married 76%
Years	  of	  education 10.6
How	  many	  adults	  (18	  or	  older)	  are	  in	  your	  household	  including	  you? 3.1
How	  many	  children	  (17	  or	  younger)	  are	  in	  your	  household? 1.8
Self-‐perceived	  economic	  situation	  (1	  -‐	  10	  =	  best) 3.4
Farming	  is	  top	  two	  income	  source 96%
Livestock	  is	  top	  two	  income	  source 26%
Own	  business	  is	  top	  two	  income	  source 22%
Labor	  (wage	  or	  casual)	  is	  top	  two	  income	  source 18%
How	  much	  money	  did	  people	  in	  your	  household	  spend	  yesterday? 257
How	  much	  money	  did	  people	  in	  your	  household	  spend	  last	  week? 1,650
How	  much	  cash	  do	  you	  have	  on	  hand	  now? 228

Table	  1:	  Recipient	  sample	  summary	  statistics

Note:	  table	  shows	  summary	  statistics	  for	  recipient	  sample.	  See	  text	  for	  details.
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Variable Mean
What	  is	  your	  age? 35.8
Been	  outside	  US 60%
Visited	  developing	  country 30%
High	  school	  education	  (highest) 10%
Some	  college	  education	  (highest) 40%
Four	  year	  degree	  or	  more	  education	  (highest) 50%
Household	  income	  <	  $30K 30%
Household	  income	  $30	  -‐	  60K 40%
Household	  income	  $60	  -‐	  90K 10%
Household	  income	  $90	  -‐	  120K 20%
Household	  income	  $120	  -‐	  500K 10%

Table	  2:	  Donor	  sample	  summary	  statistics

Note:	  table	  shows	  summary	  statistics	  for	  donor	  sample.	  See	  
text	  for	  details.
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Item Respondent	  estimated	  cost External	  estimated	  cost
Adjustment	  to	  reconcile	  recipient	  and	  
donor	  survey

Two	  local	  female	  cows,	  and	  a	  visit	  by	  an	  
NGO	  for	  to	  help	  you	  improve	  your	  
business	  from	  livestock

Two	  times	  trimmed	  (2%)	  mean	  cost	  for	  local	  cow	  reported	  
by	  respondents,	  cost	  of	  training	  visit	  not	  included.

Based	  on	  market	  visits,	  a	  local	  cow	  costs	  ~	  USD	  200.	  The	  cost	  of	  the	  
visit	  is	  based	  on	  the	  estimated	  cost	  of	  agricultural	  extension	  
(below). None

Insecticide	  treated	  bed	  net Mean	  trimmed	  (2%)	  cost	  for	  net	  reported	  by	  respondents.
Estimated	  cost	  (USD	  5.30)	  reported	  by	  Against	  Malaria	  Foundation	  
(http://www.givewell.org/international/top-‐charities/AMF). None

Ten	  kilograms	  of	  fertilizer
Mean	  trimmed	  (2%)	  	  cost	  for	  fertilizer	  reported	  by	  
respondents. Cost	  (USD	  10)	  estimated	  from	  store	  visits	  in	  Kenya. None

Ten	  kilograms	  of	  corn	  flour
Mean	  trimmed	  (2%)	  	  cost	  for	  10	  kg	  corn	  flour	  (ugali)	  
reported	  by	  respondents.

Estimate	  USD	  5.20)	  from	  store	  visits	  and	  reported	  costs	  elsewhere	  
(http://www.businessdailyafrica.com/Corporate-‐News/Jogoo-‐
maize-‐flour-‐cost-‐rises-‐to-‐Sh107/-‐/539550/2686112/-‐/8ijo4pz/-‐
/index.html). None

Government	  gives	  deworming	  	  
medicine	  to	  kids	  at	  one	  school N	  /	  A

Reported	  cost	  of	  deworming	  one	  child	  (USD	  0.56)	  by	  Evidence	  
Action	  (http://www.evidenceaction.org/blog-‐full/how-‐do-‐we-‐
calculate-‐the-‐cost-‐of-‐deworming),	  multiplied	  by	  ~30	  children	  per	  
class	  (estimated	  from	  Ministry	  of	  Education,	  Science	  and	  
Technology,	  Statistics	  Section,	  2000)	  and	  by	  8	  classes	  per	  primary	  
school. None

Visit	  from	  agricultural	  extension	  agent N	  /	  A Estimate	  (USD	  5.20)	  from	  Muyanga	  and	  Jayne	  (2006). None

An	  extra	  primary	  school	  teacher	  in	  the	  
nearest	  school N	  /	  A

Estimate	  (USD	  316)	  derived	  from	  midpoint	  of	  eternally	  reported	  
salary	  range	  (by	  Reuters,	  2013:	  
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/06/24/us-‐kenya-‐strike-‐
idUSBRE95N0UX20130624)	  divided	  by	  ~100	  households	  per	  village	  
(estimated	  from	  Haushofer	  and	  Shapiro,	  2015.	  Assumes	  each	  
household	  has	  a	  primary	  aged	  child,	  or	  would	  at	  some	  point).

Donor	  survey	  answer	  divided	  by	  45	  
(midpoint	  of	  provided	  information	  on	  
households	  per	  village)

Additional	  community	  health	  worker	  in	  
village N	  /	  A

Estimated	  wage	  of	  CHW	  (USD	  80	  per	  month,	  from	  
http://www.millenniumvillages.org/uploads/ReportPaper/1mCHW
_TechnicalTaskForceReport.pdf)	  times	  12	  months	  divided	  by	  ~100	  
households	  per	  village	  (estimated	  from	  Haushofer	  and	  Shapiro,	  
2015).

Donor	  survey	  answer	  divided	  by	  45	  
(midpoint	  of	  provided	  information	  on	  
households	  per	  village)

Visit	  from	  NGO	  to	  ask	  about	  
preferences	  before	  starting	  operations N	  /	  A Estimated	  cost	  (USD	  30)	  of	  visit,	  calculated	  from	  project	  budget. Not	  asked	  of	  donor	  sample
KSH	  10,000	  spent	  on	  malaria	  research N	  /	  A USD	  100 None
KSH	  10,000	  spent	  on	  HIV	  research N	  /	  A USD	  100 None

Table	  3:	  Items	  and	  cost	  estimates
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Variable Mean_value
Mean_value

_trim p50
Mean_
Cost Est_Cost Public_good

Cash	  equal	  to	  bed	  net 27.32 17.39 5.00 4.12 5.30 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  ugali 29.98 16.98 8.00 7.41 7.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  extension	  (USD	  10s) 34.03 21.46 10.00 0.52 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  fertilizer 46.24 36.97 10.00 9.44 10.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  two	  cows	  (USD	  10s) 63.32 54.41 50.00 56.39 40.52 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  malaria	  research 214.22 115.37 70.00 100.00 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  HIV	  research 218.78 141.61 100.00 100.00 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  deworming	  one	  school 364.54 218.92 100.00 134.40 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  extra	  teacher 504.82 408.91 150.00 94.80 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  CHW 1363.60 367.27 100.00 8.64 Yes

Table	  4:	  Recipient	  valuations

Note:	  table	  shows	  the	  mean,	  trimmed	  mean	  (2%)	  and	  median	  valuation	  of	  each	  item	  as	  reported	  by	  
recipients.	  The	  mean	  cost	  as	  estimated	  by	  recipients	  and	  externally	  estimated	  cost	  (Est_Cost)	  is	  also	  shown.	  
See	  Table	  3	  for	  details	  on	  cost	  estimates.
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Variable Trim_mean_var Est_Cost Test_prob_est Public_good
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  ugali 16.98 7.00 0.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  fertilizer 36.97 10.00 0.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  extension 214.59 5.19 0.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  two	  cows 544.08 405.19 0.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  bed	  net 17.39 5.30 0.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  extra	  teacher 408.91 94.80 0.00 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  CHW 367.27 8.64 0.01 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  deworming	  one	  school 218.92 134.40 0.01 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  HIV	  research 141.61 100.00 0.08 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  malaria	  research 115.37 100.00 0.37 Yes

Table	  5:	  Recipient	  mean	  valuations	  vs.	  estimated	  price

Note:	  Table	  shows	  results	  from	  a	  t-‐test	  (test	  probability	  =	  p-‐value)	  of	  equality	  between	  the	  
trimmed	  mean	  recipient	  value	  for	  an	  item	  and	  the	  estimated	  cost	  of	  the	  item.
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Variable Median_var Est_Cost Pos_est Neg_est Tie_est Test_prob_est Public_good
Cash	  equal	  to	  extension 100.00 5.19 96.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  two	  cows 500.00 405.19 57.00 43.00 0.00 0.19 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  bed	  net 5.00 5.30 43.00 56.00 0.00 0.23 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  fertilizer 10.00 10.00 47.00 38.00 15.00 0.39 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  ugali 8.00 7.00 52.00 45.00 3.00 0.54 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  extra	  teacher 150.00 94.80 77.00 23.00 0.00 0.00 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  CHW 100.00 8.64 96.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  malaria	  research 70.00 100.00 18.00 58.00 24.00 0.00 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  HIV	  research 100.00 100.00 24.00 47.00 29.00 0.01 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  deworming	  one	  school 100.00 134.40 43.00 57.00 0.00 0.19 Yes

Table	  6:	  Recipient	  median	  valuations	  vs.	  estimated	  price	  	  	  	  

Note:	  table	  shows	  results	  from	  a	  sign	  test	  that	  the	  median	  valuation	  of	  an	  items	  as	  reported	  by	  recipients	  (Median_var)	  is	  
equal	  to	  the	  estimated	  price	  of	  the	  item.	  Results	  shown	  include	  the	  number	  of	  positive	  deviations	  from	  the	  estimated	  cost	  
number	  of	  negative	  deviations,	  number	  of	  ties	  and	  the	  test	  probability.	  
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Variable
Mean_value_

no_info
Mean_value_
trim_no_info

p50_no
_info

Mean_value
_info

Mean_value
_trim_info p50_info Mean_value

Mean_value
_trim p50 Est_Cost

Public_
good

Recipient	  
valuation	  
reported	  in	  

donor	  
survey

Cash	  equal	  to	  bed	  net 102.12 102.12 50.00 124.80 29.25 6.50 27.32 17.39 5.00 5.30 No 5.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  fertilizer 134.19 93.40 35.00 118.86 42.79 10.00 46.24 36.97 10.00 10.00 No 10.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  ugali 380.73 128.67 50.00 1069.01 109.58 5.00 29.98 16.98 8.00 7.00 No 3.50
Cash	  equal	  to	  CHW 2897.12 1653.97 500.00 440.62 253.18 100.00 1363.60 367.27 100.00 8.64 Yes 100.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  HIV	  research 415.51 250.26 100.00 19441.98 215.35 75.00 218.78 141.61 100.00 100.00 Yes 75.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  two	  cows	  (USD	  10s) 42.86 40.15 27.50 58.25 58.25 50.00 63.32 54.41 50.00 40.52 No 50.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  extension	  (USD	  10s) 101.59 17.14 10.00 32.99 21.88 10.00 34.03 21.46 10.00 0.52 No 10.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  extra	  teacher 3893.90 1374.83 300.00 612.73 612.73 100.00 504.82 408.91 150.00 94.80 Yes 100.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  malaria	  research 266.19 150.09 75.00 19592.02 368.33 75.00 214.22 115.37 70.00 100.00 Yes 50.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  deworming	  one	  school 719.92 559.91 200.00 414.27 414.27 100.00 364.54 218.92 100.00 134.40 Yes 100.00

Donor	  sample:	  no	  information Donor	  sample:	  with	  information Recipient	  sample Item	  information
Table	  7:	  Donor	  valuations

Note:	  table	  shows	  the	  mean,	  trimmed	  mean	  (2%)	  and	  median	  valuation	  of	  each	  item	  as	  reported	  by	  donors.	  The	  suffix	  "no_info"	  and	  "info"	  indicate	  whether	  the	  donor	  was	  show	  
information	  related	  to	  recipient	  valuations	  of	  the	  item.	  The	  externally	  estimated	  cost	  (Est_Cost)	  is	  also	  shown.	  See	  Table	  3	  for	  details	  on	  cost	  estimates.
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Variable Est_Cost
Trim_mean_
var_no_info

Test_prob_
est_no_info

Trim_mean
_var_info

Test_prob_
est_info

Public_
good

Cash	  equal	  to	  two	  cows 405.19 401.47 0.94 582.52 0.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  bed	  net 5.30 102.12 0.00 29.25 0.22 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  fertilizer 10.00 93.40 0.00 42.79 0.13 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  extension 5.19 171.40 0.00 218.76 0.03 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  extra	  teacher 94.80 1374.83 0.01 612.73 0.07 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  CHW 8.64 1653.97 0.00 253.18 0.02 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  deworming	  one	  school 134.40 559.91 0.00 414.27 0.09 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  malaria	  research 100.00 150.09 0.11 368.33 0.22 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  HIV	  research 100.00 250.26 0.10 215.35 0.25 Yes

Table	  8:	  Donor	  mean	  valuations	  vs.	  estimated	  price

Note:	  Table	  shows	  results	  from	  a	  t-‐test	  (test	  probability	  =	  p-‐value)	  of	  equality	  between	  the	  trimmed	  mean	  donor	  
value	  for	  an	  item	  and	  the	  estimated	  cost	  of	  the	  item.	  	  The	  suffix	  "no_info"	  and	  "info"	  indicate	  whether	  the	  donor	  
was	  show	  information	  related	  to	  recipient	  valuations	  of	  the	  item.

PRELIMINARY



Variable Est_Cost
Median_var
_no_info

Pos_est_no
_info

Neg_est_no
_info

Tie_est_no_
info

Test_prob_
est_no_info

Median_var_
info

Pos_est_i
nfo

Neg_est_i
nfo

Tie_est_
info

Test_prob_
est_info

Public_
good

Cash	  equal	  to	  bed	  net 5.30 50.00 57 2 0 0.00 6.50 26 26 0 1.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  fertilizer 10.00 35.00 51 2 6 0.00 10.00 22 12 18 0.12 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  extension 5.19 100.00 57 2 0 0.00 100.00 51 1 0 0.00 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  two	  cows 405.19 275.00 23 36 0 0.12 500.00 34 18 0 0.04 No
Cash	  equal	  to	  extra	  teacher 94.80 300.00 49 10 0 0.00 100.00 35 17 0 0.02 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  CHW 8.64 500.00 59 0 0 0.00 100.00 50 2 0 0.00 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  malaria	  research 100.00 75.00 13 32 14 0.01 75.00 7 34 11 0.00 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  deworming	  one	  school 134.40 200.00 37 22 0 0.07 100.00 17 35 0 0.02 Yes
Cash	  equal	  to	  HIV	  research 100.00 100.00 16 28 15 0.10 75.00 9 35 8 0.00 Yes

Table	  9:	  Donor	  median	  valuations	  vs.	  estimated	  price	  	  	  	  

Note:	  table	  shows	  results	  from	  a	  sign	  test	  that	  the	  median	  valuation	  of	  an	  items	  as	  reported	  by	  donors	  (Median_var)	  is	  equal	  to	  the	  estimated	  cost	  of	  the	  item.	  Results	  shown	  include	  the	  
number	  of	  positive	  deviations	  from	  the	  estimated	  cost,	  number	  of	  negative	  deviations,	  number	  of	  ties	  and	  the	  test	  probability.	  The	  suffix	  "no_info"	  and	  "info"	  indicate	  whether	  the	  donor	  
was	  show	  information	  related	  to	  recipient	  valuations	  of	  the	  item.
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Variable Information
Mean_trim_r

ecipient
Mean_trim_d

onor p_value
Cash	  equal	  to	  two	  cows Yes 544.08 582.52 0.61
Cash	  equal	  to	  bed	  net Yes 17.39 29.25 0.42
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  fertilizer Yes 36.97 42.79 0.74
Cash	  equal	  to	  extension	  visit Yes 214.59 218.76 0.96
Cash	  equal	  to	  extra	  teacher Yes 408.91 612.73 0.38
Cash	  equal	  to	  CHW Yes 367.27 253.18 0.59
Cash	  equal	  to	  deworming	  one	  school Yes 218.92 414.27 0.12
Cash	  equal	  to	  10K	  on	  malaria	  research Yes 115.37 368.33 0.11
Cash	  equal	  to	  10K	  on	  HIV	  research Yes 141.61 215.35 0.35
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  ugali Yes 16.98 109.58 0.19
Cash	  equal	  to	  two	  cows No 544.08 401.47 0.04
Cash	  equal	  to	  bed	  net No 17.39 102.12 0.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  fertilizer No 36.97 93.40 0.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  extension	  visit No 214.59 171.40 0.33
Cash	  equal	  to	  extra	  teacher No 408.91 1,374.83 0.01
Cash	  equal	  to	  CHW No 367.27 1,653.97 0.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  deworming	  one	  school No 218.92 559.91 0.00
Cash	  equal	  to	  10K	  on	  malaria	  research No 115.37 150.09 0.28
Cash	  equal	  to	  10K	  on	  HIV	  research No 141.61 250.26 0.15
Cash	  equal	  to	  10kg	  ugali No 16.98 128.67 0.00

Table	  10:	  Recipient	  vs.	  donor	  mean	  valuations

Note:	  table	  shows	  the	  mean	  trimmed	  (2%)	  estimated	  value	  of	  each	  item	  for	  the	  donor	  and	  
recipient	  samples	  and	  the	  p-‐value	  of	  a	  test	  of	  equality	  of	  these	  valuations.
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