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What Have Been the Impacts of World Bank CDD Programs? 
Operational and Research Implications

Introduction

Community Driven Development (CDD) is an approach that 
gives communities control over the planning, investment, 
and management decisions for local development activities. 
The philosophy behind CDD is that involving communities 
in these decisions often leads to the better use of resources 
geared toward meeting the most pressing needs. This bottom- 
up approach has become a key operational strategy for 

Community-driven development (CDD) is an approach that emphasizes community control over planning decisions and investment resources. 

A rigorous evaluation process helps determine CDD’s effectiveness in various settings and highlights areas that need strengthening for second-
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many national governments and international aid agencies 
for the delivery of services, improvement of livelihoods, and 
empowerment of people. The World Bank currently supports 
approximately 400 CDD projects in more than 90 countries, 
valued at almost US$30 billion.1 Over the past decade, CDD 
investments have represented between 5 and 10 percent of 
the overall annual Bank lending portfolio. Although the  
design of these programs has evolved over time, at their core, 
most of these programs aim to improve the living conditions 
of poor communities through increased participation.

There is a growing body of evidence documenting the 
impacts of CDD interventions. Several studies have tried to 
V\QWKHVL]H� WKH�ÀQGLQJV�RI�GLIIHUHQW�DVSHFWV�RI� WKH�UHVHDUFK��
This “meta-analysis” summarized in this note2 focuses spe-
FLÀFDOO\�RQ�DYDLODEOH�HYDOXDWLRQV�RI�:RUOG�%DQN�VXSSRUWHG�
CDD programs to examine cumulative evidence and trends 
on a comparative basis. By doing so, it draws lessons 
about operations and results.3 The study analyzes a total of  
17 World Bank-supported CDD programs with robust 
impact evaluations from South and East Asia, Africa, Latin 
America, and Central Asia, and draws implications for Bank 
operations (see annex 1 for a list of the programs and impact 
evaluations reviewed). 
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Methodology

The meta-analysis was essentially a desk review that focused  
on: (1) World Bank-supported CDD projects and (2) their 
“robust” impact evaluations. A robust impact evaluation has 
a large enough sample size to allow for the claim of some  
degree of internal validity, is well-constructed, and has a 
control group. To enhance quality control, every impact 
evaluation included in the meta-analysis underwent a peer 
review process. Relevant information from accompanying 
qualitative studies, project design documents, and comple-
tion reports were also drawn upon to inform the discussion. 
Finally, the study team spoke to several CDD experts, task 
team leaders, and evaluators in order to more fully under-
stand the contextual and design issues leading to the stated 
results.

Results from Impact Evaluations

1. Socioeconomic Welfare

Household economic welfare, measured in terms of  
income, assets, consumption, and expenditures, can be 
considered the ultimate goal of all CDD projects. However, 
only four out of the 17 projects reviewed in this study stated 
an explicit goal of improving socioeconomic conditions for 
the poor and vulnerable in their project development objec-
tives. These four projects focused on livelihood activities to 
a greater degree than the other projects in the meta-analysis. 

Most of the programs—especially Social Funds—focus more 
on improving the coverage and quality of health, education, 
and other social services, such as road and water access, 
than on direct welfare or income gains. In addition, poverty 
reduction and welfare improvement are generally considered 
long-term goals that are beyond the scope of some of these 
projects with three- to four-year phasing periods; therefore, 
they were never explicitly included in their objectives.

Nevertheless, nine projects that were reviewed in the 
meta-analysis reported on household welfare and poverty  
impacts as part of their evaluations (see annex 2), and  
seven of them demonstrated positive impacts. For example, 
in the Nepal Poverty Alleviation Fund (PAF), the estimated 
net program impact for PAF participants on real per capita 
consumption growth was 19 percent. Other impacts included 
a 19 percentage point decline in the incidence of food insecu-
ULW\��GHÀQHG�DV�VHOI�UHSRUWHG�IRRG�VXIÀFLHQF\�IRU�VL[�PRQWKV�
or less). In the Senegal National Rural Infrastructure Program 
(PNIR), a per capita household expenditure was 65 percent 
higher in the treatment areas with the completed project 
FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH�FRQWURO�DUHDV��7KLV�ÀJXUH�LV�H[WUHPHO\�KLJK��
partly because the households were particularly poor at the 
baseline, with per capita consumption equivalent of US$0.23 
per household member per day.

Two of the nine projects—the Afghanistan National 
Solidarity Program II (NSP2) and Indonesia Urban Poverty 
Project II (UPP2)—showed no poverty impacts. For NSP2, 

Key Results and Areas of Interest

CDD projects are, by their very nature, multisectoral, catering to several objectives. Many CDD programs reviewed for 
WKLV�VWXG\�ZHUH�LQLWLDWHG�LQ�UHVSRQVH�WR�HFRQRPLF�DQG�ÀQDQFLDO�FULVHV��GLVDVWHUV��RU�FRQÁLFWV�LQÁXHQFLQJ�WKHLU�IRFXV�DQG�
eventual outcomes. The impact evaluations were also tailored to these focus areas. In order to provide some standardiza-
tion and common framework for assessment, the meta-analysis focused on six key questions:

1. What is the welfare impact of CDD programs?
2. :KR�EHQHÀWV�from these program interventions—poorest quintiles, women, ethnic groups? Do the interventions reach 

impoverished areas and poor households?
3. Do the programs improve access to and use of basic services?
4. Do the programs improve social capital using the standard proxy measurements for social capital: trust, collective 

action, association, groups, and networks)?
5. Do the CDD programs improve local governance �SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ� ORFDO�PHHWLQJV��VDWLVIDFWLRQ��DQG�LQFUHDVHG�FRQÀ-

GHQFH�ZLWK�JRYHUQPHQW�RIÀFLDOV��DZDUHQHVV�RI�SURJUDP�DFWLYLWLHV��DQG�VR�RQ�"
6. Do CDD operations have any LPSDFW�RQ�YLROHQW�FRQÁLFW�LQ�FRQÁLFW�DIIHFWHG�DUHDV"

In order to derive operational and research implications from this study, the meta-analysis also examines some of the 
contextual factors behind these results as well as whether and why there might be impacts along these six dimensions 
(box 1).
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the lack of welfare impacts was not surprising because the 
midline survey report clearly stated that the evaluation was 
conducted prior to the completion of many subprojects and 
focused primarily on the creation of local councils and the 
socialization and planning process. In the UPP2, there was 
QR�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQLÀFDQW�LPSDFW�RQ�WKH�ZHOIDUH�RI�WKH�SRSX-
lation living in the project areas as measured by per capita 
consumption, access to credit, and assets. This evaluation 
raises questions about how to best adapt the CDD model to 
urban settings.

In sum, CDD projects are performing well with regard to 
poverty reduction and in improving the welfare of the poor, 
but these impacts take time to become manifest and are 
GHSHQGHQW�RQ�ZKHWKHU�RU�QRW�VSHFLÀF�OLYHOLKRRG�LQYHVWPHQWV�
are made. However, there is still room for unpacking the  
design of these projects based on different social and eco-
nomic contexts in order to ensure positive impacts on income 
in the diverse settings in which CDD programs operate.

2. Poverty Targeting

When addressing questions about targeting, it is impor-
tant to differentiate between two levels of targeting: (1) 
inter-community—the geographic choices of communi-
ties the project will engage; and (2) intra-community—
WKH� GLVWULEXWLRQ� DQG� WDUJHWLQJ� RI� VSHFLÀF� JURXSV� ZLWKLQ�
communities. It is important to remember that most CDD 
SURJUDPV� LQYHVW� LQ� SXEOLF� JRRGV� WKDW� EHQHÀW� WKH� EURDGHU�
community (the poor and nonpoor), including infrastructure 
and services like roads, bridges, schools, and health centers. 
Therefore, in CDD economic infrastructure, a community 
can choose to promote economic growth for the entire area,  
DOORZLQJ�HYHU\RQH�WR�EHQHÀW��DV�RSSRVHG�WR�D�PRUH�QDUURZO\�
targeted assistance program (such as individual household 
safety nets). Nevertheless, it is important to determine if 
CDD programs—including the investments with a broader 
IRFXV³KDYH�EHQHÀWHG�PRUH�SRRU�WKDQ�QRQSRRU�KRXVHKROGV�
and individuals, even for these types of investments.

Evidence from the 14 programs examining targeting 
is generally positive with regard to geographical poverty 
targeting and the selection of poor areas to operate (see 
annex 2). The geographic distribution of program funds 
from the central level was pro-poor, especially when those 
programs used poverty maps and the latest survey informa-
tion to target poor areas in the country. For example, in a 
cross-country analysis of social funds in Armenia, Bolivia, 
Honduras, Nicaragua, Peru, and Zambia, Rawlings and  
others (2003)4 found that the geographic distribution of social 
fund spending was progressive in all countries, with poor 

districts receiving more per capita than wealthier ones. In 
fact, the very poorest districts received shares that exceeded 
their share of the population.

In terms of second-level household targeting, much of 
the data indicate that poorer households are more likely to 
EHQHÀW�IURP�&''�LQYHVWPHQWV�WKDQ�EHWWHU�RII�KRXVHKROGV� 
For example, in the Nepal PAF, where participatory well-
being ranking was used to identify the poor and socially 
disadvantaged, a higher decline (24 percentage points) in 
food insecurity for households in disadvantaged castes or 
HWKQLF�JURXSV�ZDV�IRXQG��3RVLWLYH�ÀQGLQJV�ZHUH�DOVR�HYLGHQW�
in the India Andhra Pradesh District Poverty Initiative Pro-
gram (APDPIP) as well as the Philippines Kapit-bisig Laban 
Sa Kahirapan-Comprehensive and Integrated Delivery of  
Social Services Program (KALAHI-CIDSS).

However, there is some variation in household target-
ing and types of investments based on certain socioeco-
nomic characteristics—such as urban versus rural. In the 
Armenia Social Investment Fund (ASIF), which relied on 
a nationally-representative household survey, the target-
ing of its resources was slightly progressive in urban areas 
and slightly regressive in rural areas. The study suggests 

Box 1. Factors Contributing to Positive Impacts on Poverty 
Reduction and Improved Access to Services 

Based upon project and evaluation reports and discussions with 

SURMHFW� VWDNHKROGHUV�� WKH�PHWD�DQDO\VLV� SRVLWV� VHYHUDO� K\SRWK-

HVHV� WR� H[SODLQ� VRPH� RI� WKH� VXFFHVV� LQ� SRYHUW\� UHGXFWLRQ� DQG�

improved access to services. 

��The establishment of a more participatory and inclusive  

model of service delivery, allowing communities to identify the 

poorest among them as well as their own development needs; 

�� 7KH� SURYLVLRQ� RI� high-quality and adequate facilitation and 

technical assistance; 

��Capacity-building for communities; 

��Utilization of poverty maps to target resources to poor areas; 

��7KH�SURYLVLRQ�RI�EORFN�JUDQWV�RI�VXIÀFLHQW�VL]H�RYHU�VHYHUDO�
years that are used for economically productive purposes; and

�� Flexibility in project design and implementation with an ap-

SURDFK�RI�´JURZWK�LQ�OHDUQLQJµ�LQ�WKH�PHGLXP�DQG�ORQJHU�WHUP�

These design features are important for any future program 

DLPHG�DW�KDYLQJ�D�JUHDWHU� LPSDFW�RQ�SRYHUW\�DQG�EDVLF�VHUYLFH�

delivery. 
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that the progressive urban targeting may have been due to 
the fund’s focus on Yerevan, whose population was acutely  
suffering from economic dislocation;  and the regressive 
UXUDO�WDUJHWLQJ�PD\�KDYH�UHVXOWHG�IURP�WKH�GLIÀFXOWLHV�IDFHG�
by rural communities providing the required 10 percent 
community contribution.

Projects also must be mindful of the interplay between 
politics and the allocation of resources at the local level. 
In the Tanzania Social Action Fund (TASAF), while the cen-
tralized funding allocation to districts was pro-poor, the 
ZLWKLQ�GLVWULFW� WDUJHWLQJ� ZDV� QHXWUDO� DW� EHVW�� %HQHÀFLDU\�
households were slightly poorer than the average eligible 
household; they were also much more likely to be civically 
DQG�SROLWLFDOO\�DFWLYH��UHODWHG�WR�YLOODJH�OHDGHUV��DQG�EHQHÀ-
ciaries of other welfare programs. These results point to the 
importance of political involvement and widespread access 
to program information so that communities can mobilize 
DQG�ÀOH�SURSRVDOV��0DUJLQDOL]HG�RU�SRRUO\�HGXFDWHG�PHP-
bers are likely to have less program awareness and a more 
GLIÀFXOW�WLPH�QDYLJDWLQJ�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�SURFHVV�

*HRJUDSKLF�SRYHUW\�WDUJHWLQJ�LV�DQ�HIIHFWLYH�ÀUVW�VWHS�LQ�
HQVXULQJ� WKDW� WKH� SRRU� EHQHÀW� IURP�SURMHFW� LQYHVWPHQWV��
+RZHYHU��VHYHUDO�UHSRUWV�FLWHG�GLIÀFXOWLHV�HQJDJLQJ�VSHFLÀF�
groups within communities, such as seasonal migrants, 
refugees, aged persons, and the destitute. Programs that are 
scaling up also have concerns about covering the poorest of 
the poor or marginalized groups. Participatory poverty tar-
geting at the household level can also be effective, but more 
attention should be paid to the socioeconomic characteristics 
and local politics in which projects operate in order to avoid 
capture and uneven resource allocation.

3. Access and Utilization of Services

Improvements in the access to and use of services, espe-
cially in health, education, and drinking water, are evident 
across the CDD programs reviewed (see annex 2). In Senegal 
PNIR, access to clean water and health services increased 
by 22.4 percent and 24.1 percent, respectively, in the treat-
ment areas as compared to the control areas. The Philippines 
.$/$+,�&,'66� HYDOXDWLRQ� DOVR� LGHQWLÀHG� DQ� LQFUHDVH� LQ�
access to health facilities, secondary school, and college in 
the treatment area. A six percent increase in the proportion 
of households with year-round access to roads. For the most 
part, impacts on access to or use of services directly derive 
from the types of subprojects funded through the project 
grants.

:KLOH�VRPH�SURMHFWV�GLG�QRW�REVHUYH�DQ\�LPSDFW�RQ�VSHFLÀF�
services—for example, access to clean water in the Indonesia 

UPP2 or improvement in health in the Armenia Social Invest-
ment Fund (ASIF) communities—they still impacted other 
types of services, such as an access to adequate sanitation in 
UPP2 and access to water in ASIF.

Impacts on longer-term outcomes were ambiguous. 
There are some reported positive impacts in a few projects 
LQ�DUHDV�VXFK�DV�FKLOG�QXWULWLRQ�DQG�XQGHU�DJH�ÀYH�PRUWDO-
ity: in the Nicaragua Emergency Social Investment Fund, 
for example, there were improvements in health outcomes 
because of water investments, with the incidence of stunting 
(low height-for-age) falling from 25 to 14 percent. However, 
in education, two programs—the Bolivian Social Investment 
Fund and Indonesia’s PNPM-Rural Generasi Sehat dan 
Cerdas (PNPM Generasi)—measured achievement in math-
ematics and language tests and found no impact; however, 
this could also have been a function of the evaluations’ short 
timeframes.

These results may also reveal the limits of an exclusive 
CDD approach without parallel sector investments from 
the supply side in, for example, teacher pay, curriculum 
quality, or allocation of doctors. Multisectoral approaches, 
especially in collaboration with line ministries and private 
sectors, need to be further explored.

In sum, impacts on access and utilization of ser-
vices are generally positive, especially when subproj-
ects are implemented in particular sectors. However, 
in order to measure outcomes that require long-term 
investments—such as health status or learning achieve-
ment—additional high-quality and timely evaluations are 
needed. Project teams also need to be more realistic about 
what could be achieved within a three-to-four year project 
phase. Because more CDD projects are entering into their 
second or third phases, there are more opportunities to  
analyze longer-term outcomes.

4. Social Capital

6RFLDO�FDSLWDO�LV�EURDGO\�GHÀQHG�E\�WKH�:RUOG�%DQN�DV�´WKH�
norms and networks that enable collective action,” and 
it is often assumed that CDD projects contribute to this. 
By working together using a CDD approach, CDD proj-
ects should, in theory, build trust, networks, and collective 
action. Social interaction and networks as well as trust and 
reciprocity as elements of social capital can, in turn, produce 
FROOHFWLYH�RXWFRPHV��ERWK�EHQHÀFLDO�DQG�KDUPIXO��*URRWDHUW�
and van Bastelar 2002).5 Given the link between CDD and 
social capital, impact evaluations attempt to measure social 
capital improvements during the intervention and by deter-
mining if there are spillover effects outside of the project 
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sphere. For example, do communities take collective action 
to solve other village problems, not necessarily related to the 
CDD project? To measure social capital, evaluators generally 
examine three types of proxy indicators:

�� Memberships in networks and associations, such as the 
density of networks, involvement in associations, and 
group membership;

�� Local collective action, including key questions related to 
how groups of individuals work together to solve collec-
tive action problems;

�� Trust toward other members of the community and/or 
different levels of government in terms of decision mak-
ing and the delivery of services.

Of the projects covered under the meta-analysis, only one—
Sierra Leone—had an explicit goal of improving social capital. 
However, as a variable of high interest to development prac-
titioners, social capital is still frequently measured in impact 
evaluations. In the meta-analysis, eight projects looked at 
impacts related to greater trust, association, and collective 
action.

To date, the evidence indicates that there was very little 
positive impact on social capital. Out of the eight projects, 
results for the Philippines KALAHI-CIDSS, Zambia Social 
Recovery Project II (SRP2), and Armenia Social Investment 
)XQG�ZHUH�PL[HG�� ZKLOH� WKH� RWKHU� ÀYH� SURJUDPV� VKRZHG�
no impact (see annex 3). Positive stories can be found in, for 
example, the Philippines KALAHI-CIDSS, which saw a 12.3 
percentage point increase in the proportion of respondents 
who indicated that most people in their village can be trusted 
as compared to the control area. They also perceived that the 
people in their village are willing to help other people in 
need, with the net difference of 7.6 percent as compared to 
the baseline and control areas. However, even here, collec-
tive action showed a decrease of 2.7 percent more in treat-
ment areas compared to control areas.

One possible reason for this overall lack of impact on 
social capital is the relatively short time span for measure-
ment. Among the eight evaluations that did try to measure 
social capital in a rigorous way, the Indonesia’s KDP/BRA 
showed zero effect when the evaluation occurred after one 
year of implementation. The Philippines KAHAHI-CIDSS 
showed more positive effects and spillover impact after 
seven years of implementation, as described above. This 
could have been anticipated, because transformational soci-
etal and institutional change can require longer periods of 
time to occur, and there can be a time lag prior to the detec-
tion of these effects.

Another hypothesis is that, given the amorphous,  
PXOWLGLPHQVLRQDO�QDWXUH�RI�WKHVH�FRQFHSWV�RI�´HPSRZHU-
PHQWµ�DQG�´VRFLDO�FDSLWDO�µ�WKH�PHDVXUHPHQW�WRROV�RU�SUR[\�
indicators that were used may not be robust enough to 
capture them. For the impact evaluations discussed in the 
meta-analysis, a mixture of tools was used to measure social 
capital: quantitative surveys, behavioral games, and qualita-
tive techniques. It would be worthwhile to further explore 
how these instruments could be more effectively applied 
when such outcomes are so heavily dependent on the social, 
economic, cultural, and political context. But despite these 
caveats, the lack of evidence on social capital impacts is 
clearly an area requiring further study and analysis because 
it is arguably at the heart of why a CDD approach should be 
XVHG�LQ�WKH�ÀUVW�SODFH�

5. Local Governance

CDD programs aimed at improving local governance usu-
ally refer to changes in the way a government interacts with 
its citizens within the project domain as well as outside of 
project parameters. This includes citizen’s participation in 
decision making and management, transparency of program 
LQIRUPDWLRQ��HIÀFLHQW�DQG�HIIHFWLYH�GHOLYHU\�RI�VHUYLFHV��DQG�
accountability to citizens. As proxies for improved local gov-
ernance, impact evaluations often measure:

�� People’s attitudes toward various levels of government;
�� Participation in public assemblies or meetings inside and 

outside of the project domain;
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�� Awareness of project information and other local civic 
activities;

�� 6SLOORYHU�HIIHFWV�LQ�WHUPV�RI�WKH�ZD\�JRYHUQPHQW�RIÀFLDOV�
and citizens approach and manage other development 
programs and civic activities, such as whether or not they 
use a participatory approach or community-led decision-
making model in other programs.

Overall, the evidence shows positive to mixed results 
for local governance in terms of attitudes toward gover-
nance, participation in other village assemblies, awareness 
of project information and other civic activities, and spill-
RYHU� HIIHFWV� LQ� WKH� ZD\� JRYHUQPHQW� RIÀFLDOV� DQG� FLWL]HQV�
approach and manage other development programs and 
civic activities.

7KHUH� DUH� RQO\� ÀYH� &''� SURJUDPV� WKDW� H[SOLFLWO\�
examine local governance issues in their evaluations. 
Sierra Leone GoBifo demonstrated positive impacts on the 
behavior of local leaders in the planning and management of 
DFWLYLWLHV��LQFUHDVLQJ�FRPPXQLW\�FRQÀGHQFH�RI�ORFDO�RIÀFLDOV��
The Philippines KALAHI-CIDSS also performed well, with 
D� ÀYH� SHUFHQW� KLJKHU� YLOODJH� DVVHPEO\� DWWHQGDQFH� RXWVLGH�
of the project, a three percent increase in the awareness of 
income and expense details of their local government unit, 
and improved attitudes toward government. Indonesia’s 
KDP-BRA showed no improvement in local governance, but 
the project only lasted for one year, which might explain the 
lack of impact. Indonesia UPP2 was seldom recognized as 
a program that had the ability to solve the most important 
problems faced by the community.

A number of elements might explain these positive to 
mixed results. Almost all the social funds started as “tem-
porary” programs with semiautonomous agencies. Thus, 
institutional sustainability and longer-term reform were not 
a real focus in the earlier program phases. Many of the pro-
grams were started at a time of crisis, and the fact that much-
needed services and assistance were delivered at all, and that 
FRPPXQLWLHV�ZHUH�VDWLVÀHG�ZLWK�WKRVH�VHUYLFHV��PD\�OHDG�WR�
a continued emphasis by governments on service delivery 
alone instead of on instigating real local governance reforms.

It is possible that the government reform road map is 
QRW�\HW� FOHDUO\�GHÀQHG�RU� WKDW� WKH�GHFHQWUDOL]DWLRQ�DJHQGD�
is ambiguous when assigning roles and responsibilities to 
local entities. In these cases, project designs lack clarity and 
coherent visions. Or, for various social, political, and cultural 
reasons, behavioral norms encouraged or induced by the 
project may not spillover into other spheres of community 
life. Additionally, like social capital, societal and institutional 
transformation may take a long time to become manifest. 
)LQDOO\�� WKH�GLIÀFXOW\� LQ�GHÀQLQJ� WKH�FRQFHSW�´JRRG�JRYHU-
nance” might make measurement and impact evaluations 
GLIÀFXOW�

���&RQÁLFW

CDD projects exist in numerous countries affected by vio-
OHQW�FRQÁLFW��Many governments use the CDD approach to 
deliver services more rapidly to their citizens and to build 
state-society links with a more inclusive decision-making 
SURFHVV��+RZHYHU��JLYHQ�WKHVH�YHU\�GLIÀFXOW�FRQWH[WV��SRVL-
tive results are not guaranteed. In fragile situations where 
security is problematic, goods may not be readily available, 
technical expertise may be limited, and where the state’s 
authority may be in question, implementing any program 
can be challenging.

7KH� PHWD�DQDO\VLV� LQFOXGHV� ÀYH� HYDOXDWLRQV� H[DPLQ-
LQJ� WKH� LPSDFW� RI� FRQÁLFW� LQ� IRXU� FRXQWULHV�� two of them 
IUDJLOH� DQG� FRQÁLFW�DIIHFWHG� FRXQWULHV³$IJKDQLVWDQ� DQG�
6LHUUD�/HRQH³DQG�WZR�GHDOLQJ�ZLWK�PRUH�ORFDOL]HG�FRQÁLFW�
affected situations—the Philippines and Indonesia (see 
annex 2). There was no impact on the macrolevels of vio-
lence, except with the Moro Islamic Liberation Front rebel 
group in Mindanao, Philippines.

At the micro or village level, however, Indonesia dem-
onstrated improvements in group relations over a period 
of time. For example, in KDP2, there was little evidence of a 
SURMHFW�HIIHFWLQJ�YLROHQW�FRQÁLFW�DW�DQ�DJJUHJDWH�OHYHO�RU�KDY-
ing a direct positive impact on nonproject-related violence at 
WKH�ORFDO�OHYHO��+RZHYHU��WKH�HYDOXDWLRQ�GLG�ÀQG�WKDW�.'3��
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FRQWULEXWHG�VLJQLÀFDQWO\�WR�EHWWHU�LQWHUJURXS�UHODWLRQV�DFURVV�
a range of different identity cleavages. Improvements in the 
quality of group relations grew larger over time, with vil-
lages that have had KDP for four years generally showing 
greater improvements than those that have had the project 
for less time. The evaluation also showed that KDP-related 
FRQÁLFWV�ZHUH� IDU� OHVV� OLNHO\� WR� HVFDODWH� LQWR� YLROHQFH� WKDQ�
those related to other development projects, partly due to the 
presence of effective complaints channels to defuse tensions 
before they escalate.

In general, development programs must operate cau-
WLRXVO\� LQ� FRQÁLFW� DQG� IUDJLOH� VLWXDWLRQV��CDD programs 
DUH� QR� H[FHSWLRQ�� 7KH\� FDQ� DWWUDFW� FRQÁLFW� E\� LQWURGXFLQJ�
competition for funds or by bringing development funds 
into a community, but in some cases, they can also address 
longstanding grievances of exclusion and a nonresponsive 
state or introduce community mechanisms for mediating 
EXUJHRQLQJ�FRQÁLFWV��DV�ZDV�VHHQ�LQ�,QGRQHVLD�

Operational and Research Implications

The meta-analysis points toward several important opera-
tional and research implications as a new generation of CDD 
programs emerge.

Operational Implications

�� Be clear about project objectives and be realistic about 
what can be achieved, especially on governance and 
social capital fronts within the social, political, and eco-
nomic contexts in which the projects operate. Project teams 
should also be ready for implementation challenges. As 
the interviews with task team members demonstrated 
(box 2), every team faces challenges that can completely 
alter expected impacts; these should, therefore, be fac-
tored into programs and into evaluation design.

�� Project teams should work with governments to 
develop clearer road maps for institutional and gover-
nance reforms. Institutional change takes time, and there 
is no straight, quick path to genuine reform. At the same 
time, CDD programs are beginning to have longer time-
frames. The average duration of CDD projects included in 
the meta-analysis is 11.8 years, implemented over several 
phases. These longer timeframes provide an opportunity 
to discuss longer-term road maps for institutional and 
social change.

�� Use existing poverty maps and national statistical data 
to improve the geographic targeting toward poor areas. 
At the household level, program teams must consider 
social and political contexts in order to successfully utilize 

community participatory targeting when reaching more 
marginalized groups.

�� ,Q�IUDJLOH�DQG�FRQÁLFW�DIIHFWHG�DUHDV��SURMHFW�GHVLJQHUV�
must better understand both the positive and negative 
impacts of CDD interventions and approach the situa-
tions cautiously. More effort should be put into looking 
IRU� VSHFLÀF� GHVLJQ� IHDWXUHV� OLNH� WKH� JULHYDQFH�KDQGOLQJ�
mechanisms that can effectively mitigate negative out-
comes and enhance positive impacts.

�� Invest in capacity building and training for project staff, 
ORFDO�JRYHUQPHQW�RIÀFLDOV��DQG�FRPPXQLW\�JURXSV��This 
is important for long-term sustainability; it could also 
potentially contribute to social capital formation and 
improved local governance.

�� Pay greater attention to the operations and maintenance 
(O&M) arrangements for subproject investments. One 
possibility would be to explore piloting a variety of 
options for O&M arrangements within CDD programs.

�� Experiment in the development of stronger modes of 
collaboration with supply-side actors, including sectoral 

Box 2. Implementation Challenges 

Some project teams cited several common challenges in Imple-

PHQWDWLRQ� WKDW� DOVR� DIIHFW� RXWFRPHV� LGHQWLÀHG� LQ� HYDOXDWLRQV��

Below is a snapshot of such underlining factors. 

��'HOD\HG�DQG�LQDGHTXDWH�ÀQDQFLDO�GLVEXUVHPHQWV�due to: cur-

UHQF\�GHYDOXDWLRQV��ODWHQHVV�DQG�LQVXIÀFLHQW�DPRXQW�RI�JRYHUQ-

PHQW� FRXQWHUSDUW� ÀQDQFLQJ� SDUWLFXODUO\� DW� ORFDO� OHYHOV�� ODWH�

WUXVW�IXQG�RU�GRQRU��DV�ZHOO�DV�FRPPXQLW\�FRXQWHUSDUW�ÀQDQFLQJ�

��&RQÁLFW�DIIHFWHG� VLWXDWLRQV—seven of the countries covered 

LQ�WKH�PHWD�DQDO\VLV�IDFHG�YDU\LQJ�GHJUHHV�RI�YLROHQW�FRQÁLFW��

PDNLQJ�SURJUDP�GHOLYHU\�RI�UHVRXUFHV�DQG�VHUYLFHV�GLIÀFXOW��

�� Setbacks due to natural disasters VXFK� DV� GURXJKWV�� ÁRRGV��

HDUWKTXDNHV�� WVXQDPL� DQG� VWRUPV³ÀYH� FRXQWULHV� ZHUH� KLW� E\�

VXFK�FKDOOHQJHV��WKRXJK�LQ�VRPH�FDVHV��&''�SURJUDPV�DOORZHG�

TXLFN�DQG�ÁH[LEOH�UHVSRQVH�WR�HPHUJHQF\�QHHGV��

��'LIÀFXOWLHV�LQ�FRRUGLQDWLQJ�ZLWK�RWKHU�PLQLVWULHV�for construc-

WLRQ��VXSHUYLVLRQ��2	0��DQG�WHFKQLFDO�TXDOLW\�VXSSRUW�

��Maintaining locally built infrastructure and long-term ar-

rangements for O&M; 

�� Less than optimal monitoring and evaluation systems—reli-

DEOH�0,6�LQ�SODFH��QHHG�IRU�JRYHUQPHQW�FRXQWHUSDUWV�WR�XVH�WKH�

DYDLODEOH� LQIRUPDWLRQ� IRU�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�DFWLYH�PRQLWRULQJ��

(YDOXDWLRQV�QHHG�WR�FRPH�LQ�WLPH�WR�LQIRUP�WKH�QH[W�SKDVHV�RI�

design or scale-up. 
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OLQH�GHSDUWPHQW�DQG�SULYDWH�VHFWRU�DJHQWV��ÀQDQFLDO�LQWHU-
PHGLDULHV�� DQG� EDQNV� IRU� PLFURÀQDQFH� DFWLYLWLHV�� 7KLV�
is especially relevant for service-delivery effectiveness, 
quality improvement, and sustainability.

Monitoring, Reporting, and Evaluation Implications

�� Monitoring, reporting, and evaluation systems need to 
be improved to provide relevant information to project 
managers overseeing programs, so that course adjust-
ments can be made as needed. In particular, reporting and 
management information systems require special atten-
tion. Rigorous impact evaluations of WB CDD programs 
are few and far between—only 17 rigorous evaluations 
DUH�LGHQWLÀHG�LQ�WKH�PHWD�DQDO\VLV�

�� Longitudinal studies are scarce. The impact evaluations 
included in the meta-analysis measured an average of 3.1 
years of intervention despite program durations averag-
ing almost 12 years. There is a tension between the need 
to obtain quick information on project impacts in order 
to inform future program directions and the time needed 
for some of these impacts to materialize. By their nature, 
certain impacts may take longer to appear, such as gover-
nance spillover effects and education learning outcomes. 
Many more long-term, high-quality, and timely impact 
evaluations are required to inform the decision-making 
process.

Future Research Implications

�� Examine longer-term social capital and local govern-
ment impacts to better understand clear pathways 
toward reform. Much more analytical work is warranted 
to examine pathways for longer-term local governance 
reform and the enabling factors for broadening and sus-
taining the impacts of CDD community-driven develop-
ment. Local leadership transformation is also important 
to sustain these changes.

�� Compare CDD approaches versus non-CDD approaches 
using other government service-delivery mechanisms. 
None of the impact evaluations in this study compare 
“head on” CDD approaches with alternative mechanisms 
like direct central- or local-government service delivery, 
partly because these CDD programs grew as a response 
to the decades-long failure of top-down, centrally-driven 
service delivery. Therefore, governments do not think 
that this hypothesis needs to be experimentally tested. 
The cost for testing top-down versus bottom-up CDD 
DSSURDFKHV� FRXOG� EH� ERWK� RSHUDWLRQDOO\� DQG� ÀQDQFLDOO\�
large. Still, more evidence along these lines would greatly 
inform the policy decision making.

�� Examine why some programs are able to reach excluded 
and marginalized groups better than other programs. 
This could have several design implications in terms of tar-
geting criteria, training, and implementation modalities.

�� Unpack the black box of decision making. Very little is 
known or documented about how decisions are made 
regarding the allocation of resources. Additional qualita-
tive and ethnographic work in this area would be valuable.

�� Analyze and build more evidence on sustainability. The 
issue of sustainability came up repeatedly in the review 
regarding several dimensions. CDD programs would 
EHQHÀW� IURP�DGGLWLRQDO�VWXGLHV�RQ� WHFKQLFDO�TXDOLW\�DQG�
O&M to sustain physical investments; institutional sus-
tainability and linkages with government agencies and 
the private sector that sustain investments is crucial. As 
mentioned above, in order to examine the sustainability 
of impacts, longer-term evaluations are needed to assess 
whether program impacts continue or begin to yield 
diminishing returns.

Concluding Thoughts

Depending on the country context, the emphasis by govern-
ments on achieving socioeconomic welfare goals and service 
delivery through participatory means is likely to continue. 
7KLV�PD\�EH�HVSHFLDOO\�WUXH�IRU�IUDJLOH�DQG�FRQÁLFW�DIIHFWHG�
countries as well as those still tackling high levels of vul-
nerability and pockets of poverty. However, for this next 
generation of longer running CDD programs, numerous 
issues emerge, including continuing poverty reduction and 
service-delivery efforts in an effective and sustained man-
ner, institutional reform from the bottom-up, community 
participation in governance, building in-country capacity, 
enhancing community resilience and social safety nets, and 
urbanization.

What the meta-analysis makes clear is that there is not one 
linear, straightforward path to achieving project objectives—
or for that matter, changing social or governance norms. In 
examining some of the factors behind programs achieving 
positive or negative results, it is evident that the undertak-
LQJ�RI�LQVWLWXWLRQDO�UHIRUPV�LV�D�PXFK�PRUH�GLIÀFXOW�SURFHVV�
than getting roads built or children immunized. The fact that 
many of these CDD programs arose as a direct response to 
RYHUO\�FHQWUDOL]HG�DQG�LQHIÀFLHQW�VWDWH�EXUHDXFUDFLHV�PHDQV�
that changing the way governments and bureaucracies oper-
ate will take time and will be a bumpy road.
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Annex 1. Summary of Impact Evaluations
Name of CDD Program Associated Evaluation Papers/Studies

�� Afghanistan: National Solidarity 

3URJUDP�,,��163��
%HDWK��$QGUHZ��)RWLQL�&KULVWLD��5HXEHQ�(QLNRORSRY��DQG�6KDKLP�$KPDG�.DEXOL��������´5DQGRPL]HG�
Impact Evaluation of Phase II of Afghanistan’s National Solidarity Programme (NSP).” Estimates of 

,QWHULP�3URJUDP�,PSDFW�IURP�)LUVW�)ROORZ�XS�6XUYH\��163��$IJKDQLVWDQ�

�� India: Andhra Pradesh District Poverty 

Initiative Program (APDPIP) 

'HLQLQJHU��.ODXV��DQG�<DQ\DQ�/LX��������´/RQJHU�7HUP�(FRQRPLF�,PSDFWV�RI�6HOI�+HOS�*URXSV�LQ�
,QGLD�µ�3ROLF\�5HVHDUFK�:RUNLQJ�3DSHU�1R��������'HYHORSPHQW�5HVHDUFK�*URXS��6XVWDLQDEOH�5XUDO�DQG�
8UEDQ�'HYHORSPHQW�7HDP��:RUOG�%DQN��:DVKLQJWRQ��'&�

3 1HSDO��3RYHUW\�$OOHYLDWLRQ�)XQG�,,�
�3$)��

3DUDMXOL��'LOLS��*D\DWUL�$FKDU\D��1D]PXO�&KDXGKXU\��DQG�7KDSD�%LVKQX�%DKDGXU��������Impact of 

Social Fund on the Welfare of Rural Households: Evidence from Nepal Poverty Action Fund.  

:RUOG�%DQN��:DVKLQJWRQ�'&�

4 ,QGRQHVLD��.HFDPDWDQ�'HYHORSPHQW�
3URJUDP�,,��.'3���

9RVV��-RKQ��������Impact Evaluation of the Second Phase of the Kecamatan Development Program. 

-DNDUWD��:RUOG�%DQN�

%DUURQ��3DWULFN��5DFKDHO�'LSURVH��DQG�0LFKDHO�:RROFRFN��������´/RFDO�&RQÁLFW�DQG�&RPPXQLW\�
'HYHORSPHQW�LQ�,QGRQHVLD��$VVHVVLQJ�WKH�,PSDFW�RI�WKH�.HFDPDWDQ�'HYHORSPHQW�3URJUDP�µ� 
,QGRQHVLDQ�6RFLDO�'HYHORSPHQW�3DSHU�1R������:RUOG�%DQN��:DVKLQJWRQ�'&�

�� ,QGRQHVLD��3130²5XUDO�*HQHUDVL�6HKDW�
GDQ�&HUGDV��3130�*HQHUDVL��

2ONHQ��%HQMDPLQ�$���-XQNR�2QLVKL��DQG�6XVDQ�:RQJ��������Indonesia’s PNPM Generasi Program: 

Interim Impact Evaluation Report. -DNDUWD��:RUOG�%DQN�

6 ,QGRQHVLD��.'3�%DGDQ�5HLQWHJUDVL�
$FHK��.'3�%5$��

%DUURQ��3DWULFN��0DFDUWDQ�+XPSKUH\V��/DXUD�3DOHU��DQG�-HUHP\�:HLQVWHLQ�������� 
´&RPPXQLW\�%DVHG�5HLQWHJUDWLRQ�LQ�$FHK��$VVHVVLQJ�WKH�,PSDFWV�RI�%5$�.'3�µ�,QGRQHVLDQ�6RFLDO�
'HYHORSPHQW�3DSHU�1R������:RUOG�%DQN��:DVKLQJWRQ�'&�

�� ,QGRQHVLD��8UEDQ�3RYHUW\�3URJUDP�,,�
�833���

3UDGKDQ��0HQQR��9LMD\HQGUD�5DR��DQG�&KULVWLQD�5RVHPEHUJ��������´7KH�,PSDFW�RI�WKH�&RPPXQLW\�
/HYHO�$FWLYLWLHV�RI�WKH�6HFRQG�8UEDQ�3RYHUW\�3URMHFW�µ�Draft.

8 3KLOLSSLQHV��.DSLW�ELVLJ�/DEDQ�6D�
.DKLUDSDQ³&RPSUHKHQVLYH�DQG�
Integrated Delivery of Social Services 

3URJUDP��.$/$+,�&,'66�

$VLDQ�3DFLÀF�3ROLF\�&HQWHU��������Final Survey for the Kalahi-CIDSS Impact Evaluation.  

0DQLOD��$VLD�3DFLÀF�3ROLF\�&HQWHU�

/DERQQH��-XOLHQ��������The Kalahi-CIDSS Impact Evaluation: A Synthesis Report. Discussion Paper. 

6XVWDLQDEOH�'HYHORSPHQW��(DVW�$VLD�DQG�3DFLÀF�5HJLRQ��:DVKLQJWRQ��'&��:RUOG�%DQN�

9 Senegal: Programme National 

d’Infrastructures Rurales (PNIR)

$UFDQG��-HDQ�/RXLV��DQG�/HDQGUH�%DVVROH��������´'RHV�&RPPXQLW\�'ULYHQ�'HYHORSPHQW�:RUN"�
Evidence from Senegal.” Draft. &(5',�&156��8QLYHUVLWp�G·$XYHUJQH��DQG�(8'1��'HYHORSPHQW� 
3DSHU�1R������:RUOG�%DQN��:DVKLQJWRQ�'&�

��� 6LHUUD�/HRQH��*R%LIR� 
�-6')�IXQGHG�SURJUDP��

&DVH\��.DWKHULQH��5DFKHO�*OHQQHUVWHU��DQG�(GZDUG�0LJXHO������D��´7KH�*R%LIR�3URMHFW�(YDOXDWLRQ�
5HSRUW��$VVHVVLQJ�WKH�,PSDFWV�RI�&RPPXQLW\�'ULYHQ�'HYHORSPHQW�LQ�6LHUUD�/HRQH�µ�)LQDO�5HSRUW��
%URZQ�8QLYHUVLW\��$EGXO�/DWLI�-DPHHO�3RYHUW\�$FWLRQ�/DE��DQG�8QLYHUVLW\�RI�&DOLIRUQLD��%HUNHOH\��

BBBBB������E��´5HVKDSLQJ�,QVWLWXWLRQV��(YLGHQFH�RQ�$LG�,PSDFWV�8VLQJ�D�3UH�$QDO\VLV�3ODQ�µ�Draft. 

%URZQ�8QLYHUVLW\��$EGXO�/DWLI�-DPHHO�3RYHUW\�$FWLRQ�/DE��DQG�8QLYHUVLW\�RI�&DOLIRUQLD��%HUNHOH\�

�� 7DQ]DQLD�6RFLDO�$FWLRQ�)XQG��7$6$)� %DLUG��6DUDK��&UDLJ�0F,QWRVFK��DQG�%HUN�g]OHU��������The Squeaky Wheels Get the Grease: 

Applications and Targeting in Tanzania’s Social Action Fund. 7KH�:RUOG�%DQN��:DVKLQJWRQ�'&�

��� =DPELD�6RFLDO�5HFRYHU\�3URMHFW�,,� &KDVH��5REHUW�6���DQG�/\QQH�6KHUEXUQH�%HQ]��������Household Effects of African Community 

Initiatives: Evaluating the Impact of the Zambia Social Fund. :DVKLQJWRQ�'&��:RUOG�%DQN�

��� %ROLYLD�6RFLDO�,QYHVWPHQW�)XQG�,,� 1HZPDQ��-RKQ��0HQQR�3UDGKDQ��/DXUD�%��5DZOLQJV��*HHUW�5LGGHU��5DPLUR�&RD��DQG�-RVH�/XLV�(YLD�� 
������´,PSDFW�(YDOXDWLRQ�RI�6RFLDO�)XQGV��$Q�,PSDFW�(YDOXDWLRQ�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��+HDOWK��DQG� 
:DWHU�6XSSO\�,QYHVWPHQWV�E\�WKH�%ROLYLDQ�6RFLDO�,QYHVWPHQW�)XQG�µ�The World Bank Economic  

Review �����������²����

��� +RQGXUDV�6RFLDO�,QYHVWPHQW�)XQG�,,,�
�)+,6���

(6$�&RQVXOWRUHV�,QWHUQDWLRQDO��������(YDOXDFLyQ�([�SRVW�'HO�)RQGR�+RQGXUHxR�GH�,QYHUVLyQ�6RFLDO�
�)+,6�����(ODERUDGR�D�VROLFLWXG�GHO�)+,6��,QIRUPH�%RUUDGRU��7HJXFLJDOSD�

��� Nicaragua Emergency Social 

,QYHVWPHQW�)XQG�,,��),6(���
:RUOG�%DQN������D��1LFDUDJXD��´6HFRQG�,QYHVWPHQW�)XQG�3URMHFW�µ�,&5��5HSRUW�1R���������+XPDQ�
DQG�6RFLDO�'HYHORSPHQW�'HSDUWPHQW��/&+6'���&HQWUDO�$PHULFD�&RXQWU\�0DQDJHPHQW�8QLW��/DWLQ�
$PHULFD�DQG�WKH�&DULEEHDQ�5HJLRQDO�2IÀFH�

��� 3HUX�6RFLDO�)XQG��)21&2'(6�� 3D[VRQ��&KULVWLQD��DQG�1RUEHUW�5��6FKDG\��������´,PSDFW�(YDOXDWLRQ�RI�6RFLDO�)XQGV��7KH�$OORFDWLRQ�
DQG�,PSDFW�RI�6RFLDO�)XQGV��6SHQGLQJ�RQ�6FKRRO�,QIUDVWUXFWXUH�LQ�3HUX�µ�World Bank Economic  

Review �����������²����

��� $UPHQLD�6RFLDO�,QYHVWPHQW�)XQG�
�$6,)��

&KDVH��5REHUW�6��������´,PSDFW�(YDOXDWLRQ�RI�6RFLDO�)XQGV��6XSSRUWLQJ�&RPPXQLWLHV�LQ�7UDQVLWLRQ�� 
7KH�,PSDFW�RI�WKH�$UPHQLDQ�6RFLDO�,QYHVWPHQW�)XQG�µ�World Bank Economic Review �����������²����
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Annex 2. Summary of Impacts on Poverty Reduction, Targeting and  
Use/Access to Services

Name of Project

Poverty Reduction 

(consumption/expenditure)

7DUJHWHG�WRZDUG�SRRU�� 
vulnerable groups

Use/Access to Services  

�HGXFDWLRQ��KHDOWK��ZDWHU��URDGV�

�� $)*+$1,67$1³
163��,QWHULP�
Evaluation 

X No difference in household 

LQFRPH��SHU�FDSLWD�DQQXDO�
LQFRPH��RU�PHGLDQ�SHU�FDSLWD�
income

¥�<HV��)RU�IHPDOH�JURXSV³
HQJDJHPHQW�LQ�FRPPXQLW\�OLIH��
PHGLFDO�FDUH��VFKRROLQJ��DQG�
involvement in income-generating 

activities 

¥�<HV�����SHUFHQWDJH�SRLQW�LQFUHDVH�LQ�ZDWHU��
strong impact on connectivity and usage in 

electricity

X No:�7UDQVSRUW��LUULJDWLRQ��ZHDN�LQ�KHDOWK��
school

�� INDIA— 

Andhra Pradesh 

DPIP 

¥�<HV�����SHUFHQWDJH�SRLQW�
increase in per capita 

FRQVXPSWLRQ������LQFUHDVH�LQ�
assets

¥�<HV������QXWULWLRQDO�JDLQV������
LQFUHDVHG�DVVHWV�IRU�WKH�SRRU��EXW�
not consumption 

1�$

3 NEPAL— 

Poverty 

Alleviation  

)XQG�

¥�<HV�����SHUFHQWDJH�SRLQW�
increase in per capita 

FRQVXPSWLRQ������GHFOLQH�LQ�
incidence of food insecurity

¥�<HV��+LJKHU�GHFOLQH�LQ�IRRG�
LQVHFXULW\�����SHUFHQWDJH�SRLQWV�IRU�
GLVDGYDQWDJHG�++V��IRU�H[DPSOH��
IURP�GLVDGYDQWDJHG�FDVWH�HWKQLF�
groups)

¥�<HV� Education; school participation of 

�����DJHG�FKLOGUHQ������JLUOV������SRLQW�QHW�
increase

X No:�+HDOWK�RU�FKLOG�PDOQXWULWLRQ

4 INDONESIA— 

.'3��
¥�<HV�����SHUFHQWDJH�SRLQW�
increase in per capita 

consumption for poor households

¥�<HV�������UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�
unemployment

¥�<HV������KLJKHU�UHDO�SHU�FDSLWD�
consumption gains among poor 

KRXVHKROGV�������KLJKHU�SURSRUWLRQ�
of households moving out of 

SRYHUW\�LQ�SRRU�GLVWULFWV��YXOQHUDEOH�
households near the poverty line 

were less at risk of falling into 

poverty

X No for female-headed households

¥�<HV��$FFHVV�WR�KHDOWK�FDVH�ZDV������� 
higher in program area

X No impact on enrollment rates

�� INDONESIA— 

.'3�%5$�
¥�<HV������GHFOLQH�LQ�´SRRUµ�
UHSRUWHG�E\�YLOODJH�KHDG��
increase in assets and farming  

of land

X No impact on employment 

levels

¥�<HV��/DUJHU�SURSRUWLRQ�RI�FRQÁLFW�
YLFWLPV�������WKDQ�QRQYLFWLPV�������
received support

§�0L[HG��%OXQW�DW�KRXVHKROG��++��
OHYHO��ERWK�FRQÁLFW�DQG�QRQ�FRQÁLFW�
DIIHFWHG�SHUVRQV�EHQHÀWHG

¥�<HV��&RQÁLFW�YLFWLPV�VHH�WKH�ODQG�WKH\� 
IDUP�GRXEOH�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�WKH�SURJUDP

X No impact�RQ�HGXFDWLRQ��KHDOWK��RU�
infrastructure

6 INDONESIA— 

3130�*HQHUDVL�
1RW�WKH�REMHFWLYH� ¥�<HV� Twice as effective in areas 

at the lowest health and education 

FRYHUDJH�DW�EDVHOLQH

§�0L[HG��3DUWLDOO\�DW�++�OHYHO��RQO\�
HGXFDWLRQ��QRW�KHDOWK

¥�<HV��2YHUDOO�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQLÀFDQW�
SRVLWLYH�LPSDFWV�RQ����HGXFDWLRQ�DQG�KHDOWK�
indicators

�� INDONESIA— 

8UEDQ�3RYHUW\�
Program II 

X No impact on per capita 

consumption or assets 

X No overall:����LPSURYHG�DFFHVV�IRU�
VDQLWDWLRQ�DPRQJ�WKH�SRRUHVW��EXW�
project groups consisted mostly of 

WKH�PRUH�HGXFDWHG��DIÁXHQW��DQG�
RIÀFLDOO\�FRQQHFWHG�

¥�<HV�����IRU�LPSURYHG�DFFHVV�WR�VDQLWDWLRQ��
���IRU�SRRUHVW

X No impact on access to clean water

8 3+,/,33,1(6³ 

.$/$+,�&,'66�
¥�<HV�����LQFUHDVH�LQ�SHU�FDSLWD�
consumption 

¥�<HV� The poorest villages were 

PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�EH�SULRULWL]HG�GXULQJ�
the multivillage decision-making 

forums. The greatest impact on per 

capita consumption was found in the 

poorest households and communities 

����LQFUHDVH�

¥�<HV��,QFUHDVH�LQ�DFFHVV�WR�KHDOWK�IDFLOLWLHV��
VHFRQGDU\�VFKRRO������SHUFHQWDJH�SRLQWV�
higher in treatment); college (an increase 

in the treatment and a decrease in the 

control group with a net positive change 

RI�����SHUFHQWDJH�SRLQWV�������LQFUHDVH�
IURP�EDVHOLQH�����GLIIHUHQFH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�
treatment and control group with regard to 

WKH�QXPEHU�RI�ÀQDQFLQJ�LQVWLWXWLRQV

X No impact on access to water and 

elementary school enrollment rates

9 6(1(*$/³ 

PNIR 

¥�<HV������LQFUHDVH�LQ�KRXVHKROG�
H[SHQGLWXUH��FRXOG�EH�GXH�WR�
WKH�SDUWLFXODUO\�ORZ�EDVHOLQH³
86������SHU�KRXVHKROG�PHPEHU�
per day

¥�<HV��)RU�SRRUHU�KRXVHKROGV��EXW�
there is political patronage with 

regard to which villages receive 

funding 

¥�<HV� Increased access to clean water 

��������DQG�KHDOWK�VHUYLFH����������FKLOG�
nutrition measured in anthropometrics 

VLJQLÀFDQWO\�LPSURYHG�GHVSLWH�WKH�DEVHQFH� 
of targeting in the PNIR

(continued)



��

Annex 2. Continued

Name of Project

Poverty Reduction 

(consumption/expenditure)

7DUJHWHG�WRZDUG�SRRU�� 
vulnerable groups

Use/Access to Services  

�HGXFDWLRQ��KHDOWK��ZDWHU��URDGV�

��� SIERRA LEONE—

*R%LIR�
¥�<HV��+LJKO\�VLJQLÀFDQW�������
standard deviation unit increase 

LQ�KRXVHKROG�DVVHWV������LQFUHDVH�
LQ�WKH�QXPEHU�RI�SHWW\�WUDGHUV�

Not indicated in report ¥�<HV� Increase in community centers 

���������VFKRROV��VHHG�EDQN���������� 
ODWULQHV��������D�VWURQJ�SRVLWLYH�LPSDFW� 
on the quality of the materials and 

FRQVWUXFWLRQ�IRU�SULPDU\�VFKRROV��JUDLQ� 
GU\LQJ�ÁRRUV��ZDWHU�ZHOOV��DQG�ODWULQHV

��� TANZANIA— 

Social Action 

)XQG�,,�

1�$ ¥�<HV��0LOGO\�SUR�SRRU�RYHUDOO��
progressive for national geographic 

WDUJHWLQJ��QHXWUDO�ZLWKLQ�GLVWULFW�
targeting 

1�$

��� ZAMBIA— 

Social Recovery 

Project II 

1RW�WKH�REMHFWLYH� ¥�<HV��,Q�UXUDO�DUHDV�ZLWK�����RI� 
the resources going to the poorest 

���������JRLQJ�WR�WKH�SRRUHVW����

X No:�,Q�XUEDQ�DUHDV

¥�<HV������RI�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�LQ�VFKRRO�LQ�
WUHDWPHQW�FRPSDUHG�WR�����LQ�FRQWURO�� 
����RI�KRXVHKROGV�UHSRUWHG�VLFNQHVV�LQ�
WUHDWPHQW�FRPSDUHG�WR�����LQ�FRQWURO� 
�JLYHQ�WKH�VDPH�OHYHO�RI�DFWXDO�VLFNQHVV�� 
the program increased awareness)

��� BOLIVIA— 

Social Investment 

)XQG�

1RW�WKH�REMHFWLYH� ¥�<HV� Progressive for poorest 

districts; poorer households 

EHQHÀWHG��KHDOWK�DQG�HGXFDWLRQ�
GLG�EHWWHU�DW�UHDFKLQJ�WKH�SRRU��
VHZHUDJH�IDUHG�ZRUVH��IRU�++�
WDUJHWLQJ��LQ�DOO�VL[�FRXQWULHV��6)�
EHQHÀWV�ZHUH�FRQFHQWUDWHG�DPRQJ�
WKH�SRRU��ZLWK�SRRUHU�KRXVHKROGV�
PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�EHQHÀW�IURP�D�6)�
investment than ones that are  

EHWWHU�RII

¥�<HV��+HDOWK�FHQWHUV�DQG�ZDWHU�VXSSO\�
V\VWHPV�VHHP�WR�KDYH�OHG�WR�D�VLJQLÀFDQW�
UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�XQGHU�DJH�ÀYH�PRUWDOLW\� 
�D�GHFOLQH�IURP������GHDWKV�SHU�������WR� 
�����SHU�������

X No: School infrastructure led to little 

LPSURYHPHQW�LQ�HGXFDWLRQ�RXWFRPHV��H[FHSW�
IRU�D��²������GHFOLQH�LQ�GURSRXW�UDWHV

��� +21'85$6³
Social Investment 

)XQG�

1RW�WKH�REMHFWLYH ¥�<HV��(GXFDWLRQ������LQFUHDVH�LQ� 
DJH�IRU�JUDGH���KHDOWK������LQFUHDVH�LQ� 
the share of sick people seeking  

professional medical services)

��� 1,&$5$*8$³
Emergency Social 

,QYHVWPHQW�)XQG�

1RW�WKH�REMHFWLYH ¥�<HV��(GXFDWLRQ���²����KLJKHU�SULPDU\�
enrollment rates in treatment); increase  

in the share of households with access to 

piped water; health (incidence of stunting 

IDOOLQJ�IURP���²����

��� PERU— 

6RFLDO�)XQG�
�)21&2'(6��

1RW�WKH�REMHFWLYH ¥�<HV��(GXFDWLRQ�����LQFUHDVH�LQ�WKH�
SUREDELOLW\�RI�EHLQJ�LQ�VFKRRO�IRU�H[WUHPH�
SRYHUW\�KRXVHKROGV���EXW�QR�LPSDFW�ZLWK�
indigenous communities

��� ARMENIA— 

Social Investment 

)XQG�

1RW�WKH�REMHFWLYH� §�0L[HG��2Q�DYHUDJH��EHQHÀFLDU\�
households were less well off than 

other households; Regressive in 

UXUDO��SURJUHVVLYH�LQ�XUEDQ�

¥�<HV������SULPDU\�HQUROOPHQW�LQ�WUHDWPHQW�
FRPSDUHG�ZLWK�����LQ�FRQWURO������RI�
WUHDWPHQW�++�KDYH�DFFHVV�WR�FROG�ZDWHU�
FRPSDUHG�WR�����LQ�FRQWURO

X No impact on health outcomes

SUMMARY Out of 9 projects, 7 positive Out of 16 projects, generally 

positive to mixed

Out of 15 projects, generally positive
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$QQH[����6XPPDU\�RI�,PSDFWV�RQ�*RYHUQDQFH��6RFLDO�&DSLWDO��DQG�&RQÁLFWV
Name of Project Governance Social Capital &RQÁLFW

�� $)*+$1,67$1³ 

National Solidarity Program 

,,��163���,QWHULP�HYDOXDWLRQ�

¥�<HV������LQ�WUHDWPHQW�FRPSDUHG�
WR����LQ�FRQWURO�YLOODJHV��PDOH�
villagers report that village 

DVVHPEO\�PHHWV�RQ�UHJXODU�EDVLV��
more awareness of CDC issues and 

more positive attitudes toward 

government; positive for women

X No:�:HDN�RU�QR�HYLGHQFH�
WKDW�163�DIIHFWV�WUXVW�EHWZHHQ�
YLOODJHUV��VROLGDULW\��RU�RXWEUHDNV�
RI�YLOODJH�GLVSXWHV�DQG�WULEDO�IHXGV�

X Limited effects: No impact on 

VSHFLÀF�PHDVXUHV�RI�FRPPXQLW\�
WUXVW�RU�VROLGDULW\��RQ�WKH�RXWEUHDN�
RI�YLOODJH�GLVSXWHV��RU�WULEDO�
feuds; very limited effect on 

WKH�SUHYDOHQFH�RI�FRQÁLFW�DQG�
perceptions of safety and security 

�� NEPAL— 

3RYHUW\�$OOHYLDWLRQ�)XQG�
�3$)�

Not measured ;�1R�VLJQLÀFDQW�GLIIHUHQFH  

LQ�WUXVW��UHVSHFW��UHODWLRQVKLS�
EHWZHHQ�GLIIHUHQW�HWKQLF�JURXSV��
FRPPXQLW\�GLVSXWHV��DQG�VR�RQ�

Not measured 

3 INDONESIA— 

.HFDPDWDQ�'HYHORSPHQW�
3URJUDP�,,��.'3���

0HDVXUHG�LQ�QH[W�VXUYH\� 0HDVXUHG�LQ�QH[W�VXUYH\� §�0L[HG� Little impact on 

FRQÁLFW�DW�DQ�DJJUHJDWH�OHYHO�
and little direct positive impact 

on nonproject-related violence 

at the local level; however 

.'3��FRQWULEXWHG�VLJQLÀFDQWO\�
to improvements in intergroup 

UHODWLRQV��LQFOXGLQJ�HWKQLF��
UHOLJLRXV��DQG�FODVV��DSSHDUV�WR�
EH�HIIHFWLYHO\�UHHQJLQHHULQJ�
UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�FLWL]HQV�DQG�
the state at the local level

4 INDONESIA— 

.'3�%5$�
X No: Trust in government; 

knowledge of government affairs; 

DWWLWXGHV�DERXW�JRYHUQPHQW�VLPLODU�
in treatment and control areas 

X No:�&RQÁLFW�YLFWLPV�LQ�DUHDV�
UHFHLYLQJ�SURJUDP�ZHUH����� 
less likely to say they accept  

H[�FRPEDWDQWV�LQ�DOO�UROHV�LQ�
village life compared to control 

areas; while not resulting in 

increased social tensions or 

FRQÁLFW��LW�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�WKH�
program was not effective in 

EXLOGLQJ�WUXVW�EHWZHHQ�YLFWLPV� 
DQG�IRUPHU�FRPEDWDQWV�

X No: After one year of project 

LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ��QR�LPSDFW�RQ�
social cohesion; in fact there is 

evidence of decreased acceptance 

RI�H[�FRPEDWDQWV�E\�FRQÁLFW�
YLFWLPV�LQ�SURMHFW�DUHDV��EXW�WKHUH�
is no evidence that these tensions 

escalated into violence

�� INDONESIA— 

8UEDQ�3RYHUW\�3URJUDP�,,� 
�833���

X No: UPP seldom mentioned as a 

program that deals with the most 

LPSRUWDQW�SUREOHPV�RI�WKH�XUEDQ�
village 

X No impact on community 

SDUWLFLSDWLRQ��RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�
PHPEHUVKLS��RU�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�
community-initiated activities 

Not measured 

6 3+,/,33,1(6³ 

.$/$+,�&,'66�
¥�<HV��1R�VLJQLÀFDQW�LPSURYHPHQW�
in individual’s trust to local 

RIÀFLDOV��EXW�VLJQLÀFDQWO\�KLJKHU�
WUXVW�WRZDUG�QDWLRQDO�RIÀFLDOV��
���LQFUHDVH�LQ�DWWHQGDQFH�LQ�
YLOODJH�DVVHPEOLHV��3URSRUWLRQ�RI�
households aware of income and 

H[SHQVH�GHWDLOV�RI�WKHLU�EDUDQJD\�
ORFDO�JRYHUQPHQW�XQLW�LQFUHDVHG�E\�
���FRPSDUHG�WR�FRQWURO�DUHDV

¥�<HV�������SHUFHQWDJH�SRLQW�
increase in the proportion of 

respondents indicating that 

most people in their village can 

EH�WUXVWHG��PRUH�KRXVHKROGV�LQ�
treatment perceived that people 

in their respective barangays are 

willing to help other people if 

QHHGHG��WKH�QHW�GLIIHUHQFH�LV�����
percentage points

X No: Collective action showed a 

����SHUFHQWDJH�SRLQW�GHFUHDVH�LQ�
treatment

§�0L[HG������GHFUHDVH�LQ�WKH�
QXPEHU�RI�0RUR�,VODPLF�/LEHUDWLRQ�
)URQW�UHODWHG�FRQÁLFW�HYHQWV������
LQFUHDVH�LQ�FRQÁLFW�HYHQWV�UHODWHG�
to the New People’s Army

(continued)
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Annex 3. Continued
Name of Project Governance Social Capital &RQÁLFW

�� SIERRA LEONE— 

*R%LIR�
X No systematic differences: 

EHWZHHQ�KRZ�GHFLVLRQV�JHW�PDGH�
in treatment versus control 

communities 

X No change: in the role of women 

and youth in community decision 

making outside the project itself

X No impact: on participant’s 

DFFHVV�WR�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW�ORFDO�
governance

¥�<HV� more active and improving 

community attitudes toward local 

government

X No treatment effects on the 

VWDQGDUG�SUR[\�PHDVXUHPHQWV�IRU�
VRFLDO�FDSLWDO³WUXVW��FROOHFWLYH�
DFWLRQ��JURXSV�DQG�QHWZRUNV��
LQFOXVLRQ��DQG�LQIRUPDWLRQ��$OVR�
no indication of spillover of local 

norms or institutional practices 

outside the immediate project 

sphere. 

X No impact: on crime and 

violence

X No impact:�2QO\���RXW�RI����
LQGLFDWRUV�UHODWHG�WR�FRQÁLFW�RU�
violence considered is statistically 

VLJQLÀFDQW³D�UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�
household reports of physical 

ÀJKWLQJ�RYHU�WKH�SDVW�RQH�\HDU

8 ZAMBIA—  

Social Recovery Project II 

Not measured ¥�<HV��,Q�UXUDO�DUHDV������RI�VRFLDO�
investment fund communities 

IHOW�VFKRRO�UHKDELOLWDWLRQ�DFWLYLW\�
increased social capital compared 

WR�����LQ�FRQWURO�FRPPXQLWLHV

X No: ,Q�8UEDQ�DUHDV��RQO\������RI�
KRXVHKROGV�IHOW�WKH�XUEDQ�VRFLDO�
fund projects increased social 

FDSLWDO��D�SURSRUWLRQ�VLJQLÀFDQWO\�
less than for other projects with 

which they were compared

Not measured 

9 ARMENIA— 

6RFLDO�,QYHVWPHQW�)XQG�
�$6,)�

Not measured §�0L[HG� Communities that had 

FRPSOHWHG�WKH�VXESURMHFW�ZHUH�
less likely than the control 

group to complete other local 

LQIUDVWUXFWXUH�SURMHFWV��EXW�
FRPPXQLWLHV�WKDW�MRLQHG�$6,)�ODWHU�
WKDQ�WKH�ÀUVW��EHQHÀFLDU\�JURXS�
and that had not yet completed 

their projects reported more 

collective action

Not measured 

SUMMARY Out of 5 Projects,  

Positive to Mixed

Out of 8 Projects,  

Mixed to No Impact

Out of 5 Projects,  

Mixed to Negative
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Annex 4: World Bank CDD Programs Covered in this Study

AFRICA

Senegal. Programme National 
d’Infrastructures Rurales (PNIR). 
2000–12 (PNIR/PLDP) (2000–05). 
Water supply, schools, health 
centers or posts, livestock, women’s 
activities, agriculture, youth and 
sports, commerce, and miscellaneous.

Sierra Leone. GoBifo. 2005–10 
(2005–09). Local public goods 
construction; agriculture and livestock 
management; skills training and 
income generation; and social 
projects, such as youth sport clubs. 

Tanzania. Social Action Fund 
Project II. Only for analysis on 
targeting aspect. 2000–13 (2004–13). 
Education, health, water, roads, 
irrigation, markets, and support to 
vulnerable groups.

Zambia. Social Recovery Project II. 
1991–2005 (1995–2000). Education—
80%; health—12%; and nutrition and 
economic infrastructure.

EUROPE AND CENTRAL ASIA
Armenia Social Investment Fund. 
1996–2012 (1996–2000). 

EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Indonesia. Kecamatan Development Program II (KDP2). 1998–2014 (2002–07). 
Rural village infrastructure—70%; revolving funds and social services—30%.

PNPM-Rural Generasi Sehat dan Cerdas (PNPM Generasi). 1998–2014 (2007–10). 
Education (56%) and health activities (44%) to meet 12 education and maternal and 
child healthcare targets.

KDP/Badan Reintegrasi Aceh (KDP/BRA). 2006–07 (same). 
Economic activities such as livestock (89%) and rural infrastructure (10%).

Urban Poverty Program II (UPP2). 1999–2014 (2002–08). 
Revolving funds for providing microcredit services, small infrastructure 
improvements (roads, drains, water, sanitation, and so on).

Philippines. Kapit-bisig Laban Sa Kahirapan—Comprehensive and Integrated 
Delivery of Social Services Program (KALAHI CIDSS). 2002–14 (2003–10). 
Rural infrastructure (water systems, school buildings, and so on—50%; basic 
transport infrastructure—28%; and community enterprise facilities.

SOUTH ASIA 

Afghanistan. National Solidarity Program II. 2003–15 (2006–11). 
Infrastructure (water, sanitation, rural road, irrigation, and so on) 
and human capital development. 

India: Andhra Pradesh District Poverty Initiative Program (DPIP). 
2000–16 (2000–06). Microfinance activities: household dairy—30%; 
agriculture—29%; and nonfarm trade and sheep rearing—10%. 

Nepal. Poverty Alleviation Fund II (PAF 2). 2004–14 (2008–14). 
Income generation (livestock, agriculture)—72%; small-scale 
infrastructure and services (microirrigation, water supply, 
and so on)—17%.

REGION Country. Project name. Total project period (period relevant to IE). 
Types of subprojects funded under IE phase

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Bolivia. Social Investment Fund II. 
1987–2004 (1993–98). Water; school 
construction; health and sanitation.

Honduras. Social Investment Fund III. 
1990–2012 (1995–99). Small-scale 
infrastructure; furniture and 
equipment; and training for 
education, health, water, and 
sanitation; child and elderly care 
centers and orphanages.

Nicaragua. Emergency Social 
Investment Fund II. 1992–2006 
(1994–97). Social infrastructure—
70 percent; education; health; 
economic infrastructure; social 
services; and environment.

Peru. Social Fund (FONCEDES). 
1993–2000 (1993–97). Social 
infrastructure (school, water, and 
sanitation); social assistance; 
economic infrastructure (rural roads, 
bridges, irrigation system); and 
productive projects.

School rehabilitation, potable water, 
and irrigation and health facilities.
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AFRICA

Senegal. Programme National 
d’Infrastructures Rurales (PNIR). 
2000–12 (PNIR/PLDP) (2000–05). 
Water supply, schools, health 
centers or posts, livestock, women’s 
activities, agriculture, youth and 
sports, commerce, and miscellaneous.

Sierra Leone. GoBifo. 2005–10 
(2005–09). Local public goods 
construction; agriculture and livestock 
management; skills training and 
income generation; and social 
projects, such as youth sport clubs. 

Tanzania. Social Action Fund 
Project II. Only for analysis on 
targeting aspect. 2000–13 (2004–13). 
Education, health, water, roads, 
irrigation, markets, and support to 
vulnerable groups.

Zambia. Social Recovery Project II. 
1991–2005 (1995–2000). Education—
80%; health—12%; and nutrition and 
economic infrastructure.

EUROPE AND CENTRAL ASIA
Armenia Social Investment Fund. 
1996–2012 (1996–2000). 

EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Indonesia. Kecamatan Development Program II (KDP2). 1998–2014 (2002–07). 
Rural village infrastructure—70%; revolving funds and social services—30%.

PNPM-Rural Generasi Sehat dan Cerdas (PNPM Generasi). 1998–2014 (2007–10). 
Education (56%) and health activities (44%) to meet 12 education and maternal and 
child healthcare targets.

KDP/Badan Reintegrasi Aceh (KDP/BRA). 2006–07 (same). 
Economic activities such as livestock (89%) and rural infrastructure (10%).

Urban Poverty Program II (UPP2). 1999–2014 (2002–08). 
Revolving funds for providing microcredit services, small infrastructure 
improvements (roads, drains, water, sanitation, and so on).

Philippines. Kapit-bisig Laban Sa Kahirapan—Comprehensive and Integrated 
Delivery of Social Services Program (KALAHI CIDSS). 2002–14 (2003–10). 
Rural infrastructure (water systems, school buildings, and so on—50%; basic 
transport infrastructure—28%; and community enterprise facilities.

SOUTH ASIA 

Afghanistan. National Solidarity Program II. 2003–15 (2006–11). 
Infrastructure (water, sanitation, rural road, irrigation, and so on) 
and human capital development. 

India: Andhra Pradesh District Poverty Initiative Program (DPIP). 
2000–16 (2000–06). Microfinance activities: household dairy—30%; 
agriculture—29%; and nonfarm trade and sheep rearing—10%. 

Nepal. Poverty Alleviation Fund II (PAF 2). 2004–14 (2008–14). 
Income generation (livestock, agriculture)—72%; small-scale 
infrastructure and services (microirrigation, water supply, 
and so on)—17%.

REGION Country. Project name. Total project period (period relevant to IE). 
Types of subprojects funded under IE phase

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Bolivia. Social Investment Fund II. 
1987–2004 (1993–98). Water; school 
construction; health and sanitation.

Honduras. Social Investment Fund III. 
1990–2012 (1995–99). Small-scale 
infrastructure; furniture and 
equipment; and training for 
education, health, water, and 
sanitation; child and elderly care 
centers and orphanages.

Nicaragua. Emergency Social 
Investment Fund II. 1992–2006 
(1994–97). Social infrastructure—
70 percent; education; health; 
economic infrastructure; social 
services; and environment.

Peru. Social Fund (FONCEDES). 
1993–2000 (1993–97). Social 
infrastructure (school, water, and 
sanitation); social assistance; 
economic infrastructure (rural roads, 
bridges, irrigation system); and 
productive projects.

School rehabilitation, potable water, 
and irrigation and health facilities.
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