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Summary

The International Labour Organization’s (ILO)'s Gender and Entrepreneurship Together
training programme (GET Ahead) seeks to enhance women’s opportunities in
entrepreneurship through knowledge and skills development in business and
management. The programme brings a unique gender perspective and interactive
approach in order to expose women, primarily from low-income settings, to business and
working environments, development of business ideas, product design and management
practices. The programme began in Thailand in 2001 and has now been carried out in at
least 21 countries, serving approximately 400,000 women. This study assesses an
intervention implemented in Kenya with the core objective of facilitating business growth.
It offered women with small businesses in rural markets a five-day training course. Its
delivery followed ILO’s implementation manuals and relied on local training providers. A
year after training, some women who had received GET Ahead were offered
complementary group and individual support services over a five-month period.

This impact evaluation focuses on understanding the impact of GET Ahead — and
subsequent mentoring — on profitability, sales and business survivorship for treated
firms. The second research question explores changes in secondary outcomes among
treated firms. Next, the study focuses on the intervention’s impact on primary outcomes
of non-treated firms; lastly, it seeks to understand the causal chain of process and
mechanisms. It departs from the hypothesis that training and mentoring should lead to
an increase in business knowledge, greater deployment of business practices and a
potential increase in profitability or sales.

We worked with a sample of 3,537 women in 157 markets in four counties of Kenya:
Kakamega, Kisii, Embu and Kitui. These regions are largely rural, with most of the
population below the poverty line. These markets are typically small and remote, largely
consisting of women operating a limited variety of businesses.

We used a two-stage randomised experiment to allow for estimation of the causal impact
of training participation. First, we allocated markets to treatment or control. Then within
the treatment market we randomly selected 1,172 women to invite to training. A
comparison of women invited to training in the treatment markets and women in the
control markets enables us to estimate the impact of training. Comparing the women in
treatment markets who were not invited to training with women in the control markets
enables a measurement of spillover impacts of operating in a market where others are
trained. We conducted four rounds of follow-up surveys — two after one year, and two
after three years — to measure impacts.

After three years, treated women are earning higher profits than the pure control group,
with no spillover impact on other women in their markets. They also are more likely to
have surviving businesses and higher weekly sales. This increase in business income is
accompanied by improvements in mental health and subjective wellbeing. Examining
impacts at market level shows that the treated markets have more customers each
week, as well as higher sales. There is no change in the rate of new business entry into
these markets. Treated firms show an increase in the proportion of good business
practices used. A key mechanism for this market growth appears to be the training they
received: business owners began keeping more reliable opening hours and diversifying



their range of products. Both factors make the market more attractive for customers and
allow overall sales to grow, rather than reallocating sales from one business to another.

Treatment impacts are stronger after three years than after one year. Few firms receive
finance, and training does not increase the use of credit. As a result, it seems that firm
owners have had to slowly build their inventories by reinvesting profits over time.
Mentoring intervention was costlier per woman and has not had a significantly different
impact than training alone.

Many evaluations of business training programmes have struggled to find significant
impacts. A key reason for this has been the use of relatively small samples with
heterogeneous firms. This lack of statistical significance has been interpreted by some
as evidence that training seldom works, rather than the correct interpretation that there is
a lack of evidence as to whether it works or not. The treatment impacts here are not
larger than those found in prior studies, but they are much more precise and show that
training can have a positive impact. The impact of US$2.60 per week is not
transformative, but it represents an important increase in income for poor women.
Moreover, and importantly, this benefit to trained women does not come at the expense
of other women operating in their same markets. It appears that training passes a cost-
benefit test, since gains would need to last 1.5 years to offset the costs.
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1. Introduction

Governments, non-governmental organisations, multilateral organisations and private
sector funders around the world promote and offer a variety of direct support to small
businesses to help them grow. These investments recognise the important role small
enterprises play in providing incomes and livelihoods, especially where there is a lack of
sufficient wage employment. Business training is one of the most common services
through which to foster the growth of micro, small- and medium-sized enterprises. It
seeks to enhance knowledge and management skills, strengthen creditworthiness and
business networks, and ultimately boost performance, growth and sustainability of
existing small enterprises.

In 2013, the World Bank and the International Labour Organization (ILO) set out to
design an impact evaluation that would focus on understanding the impact of business
training on women entrepreneurs, their businesses, and female-owned businesses
around them. This strong attention to women responds to the common interest in
improving knowledge about what works, how and why with regard to improving women’s
economic empowerment and enterprise development (ILO 2015). Female
entrepreneurship is skewed towards smaller and informal enterprises and is often
concentrated in less productive firms and less profitable sectors (ILO 2015; World Bank
2012). Microenterprises run by women account for a large share of marketplace activities
in many African countries. However, the majority of these businesses are very small in
scale, yielding subsistence amounts of earnings for their owners and rarely growing to
the point where they create above-subsistence incomes for their owners or jobs for
others. Accordingly, efforts to improve their business outcomes have the potential to
trigger individual and social gains conducive to gender equality, decent work, productive,
good-quality employment and inclusive labour markets (Sustainable Development Goals
5 and 8).

The business training package evaluated in this study is the ILO’s Gender and
Enterprise Together (GET Ahead) programme, which promotes enterprise development
among women in poverty who want to begin, or are already engaged in, small-scale
businesses. GET Ahead is a modular training package aimed at supporting primarily
semi-illiterate women, with or without an income-generating activity, in order to build their
basic business skills and competencies to ensure they start, run and/or grow their small
businesses effectively.

The study was set in rural markets in Kenya with the objective of testing how the GET
Ahead programme affects the profitability, growth and survival of female-owned
businesses, and to evaluate whether any gains in profitability come at the expense of
other business owners. A year-and-a-half after the training had taken place, a mentoring
intervention was randomly assigned among trained women to test whether additional
group-based and in-person support strengthens the impacts of training on intended
outcomes. See evaluation questions in Box 1.



Box 1: Key evaluation questions

The impact evaluation aimed to measure the causal impact of GET Ahead on
profitability, growth and survival of female-owned businesses; to test whether
mentoring services strengthen the impacts of business training on intended
outcomes; and to evaluate whether any gains in profitability came at the expense of
other business owners. Specific questions included:

1. Mechanisms: Does training lead to changes in business knowledge and
practices? To what extent does training work through teaching new skills and
to what extent through increasing women'’s self-confidence to make changes
and risks and willingness to negotiate? Do business knowledge and practices
change from complementary mentoring services?

2. Impacts on treated businesses: Does implementing the practices taught in
training lower costs, raise revenues and increase profits? What do better
business outcomes mean in terms of how women run and operate
businesses, the control they have over their business and how they balance
work and their daily lives? Do profits, revenues and costs change from
complementary mentoring services?

3. Impacts on other businesses: Do firms that were not offered training suffer a
reduction in sales and profits when firms around them are trained? Does
having firms in a marketplace that received mentoring lead to positive or
negative impacts on the profitability, sales and business survivorship of non-
treated firms?

The study relied on a randomised experiment in 157 rural markets in four counties in
Kenya’'s Western and Eastern regions. With a sample of 3,537 firms, the design followed
a two-stage randomisation process, first randomising at market level and then
randomising the offer of training to individuals within treated markets. The follow-up
mentoring intervention was randomly assigned to surviving businesses within markets
comprising 16 or more firms. Four rounds of follow-up surveys with low attrition were
used to measure impacts at one and three years after training.

The unique value added by the study stems from the enormous popularity of business
training as a policy option for small business development around the world, coupled
with three key gaps in the existing literature related to both programme content and
analysis. These gaps are:

o Gender-blind training content: Most standard business training programmes
attempt to provide basic business skills, but typically ignore the role of gender in
business operations, constraints and solutions. In response to this perceived gap,
GET Ahead addresses the practical and strategic needs of low-income women in
enterprise by strengthening their basic business and management skills. It shows
women how to develop their personal entrepreneurial traits and obtain support
through groups, networks and institutions in the enterprise development field
(Bauer et al. 2004). GET Ahead was first launched in Thailand in 2001 and has
so far reached 18 countries around the developing world. One impact evaluation
of the same programme took place in Viethnam, showing firm growth 12 months
after training (Bulte et al. 2016).



GET Ahead seeks to create a ‘business mind’ among low-income women through
a participatory and experiential approach that uses group and play exercises.
Through such exercises, women learn about product design, the production
process and underlying costs and sales strategies. The programme also
discusses household and societal constraints faced by women in business and
strategies for overcoming them.

¢ Untested value of mentoring in boosting training effects: By intensifying the
treatment effect of GET Ahead through mentoring, the study sought to contribute
to the limited evidence base on the role of mentorship and its combination with
business training in developing contexts. Mentoring exhibits great potential to
enhance entrepreneurial skills and business success. lts pedagogy fits well with
the preferred learning styles and psychosocial needs of entrepreneurs, but its
impact on mentees remains unclear. Karlan et al. (2012) find that business
advice from international consultants does not lead to improvements in the
performance of small tailoring enterprises in Ghana, while Valdivia (2012) finds
that individual and group visits during a three-month follow-up after training led to
improved business practices among Peruvian women, vis-a-vis women who
received training only.

e Systemic design failures in experiments of business training programmes:
The recent rapid growth in impact evaluations of business training programmes
and subsequent reviews (McKenzie 2011; Grimm and Paffhausen 2015;
McKenzie and Woodruff 2015) have identified three key limitations in study
design:

o A significant number of studies suffer from low statistical power and are
therefore unable to rule out large positive or negative impacts of the training
(McKenzie and Woodruff 2013);

o Studies are often unable to trace sources of improvement in revenues and
profits through the causal chain; and

o There are no measurements of the extent to which treated firms derive gains
from reallocation versus market growth. A partial exception is Calderén et al.
(2012), who attempt to measure spillovers across markets in rural Mexico.
The study randomised 17 markets into 7 treated and 10 control groups, but
the small sample size coupled with high attrition left little power to test the
hypothesis.

As public and private investments in enterprise development increase, the debate about
spillovers from business training gains relevance and calls for more and better evidence
(Rotemberg 2014). This concern is particularly apparent when working with
microenterprises in rural markets in developing countries, where it is easy to believe that
if firms are all selling similar products in a small market, any extra sales made by trained
firms must come from competing to draw these sales away from neighbouring untrained
firms. Conversely, if better management practices are best thought of as a technology
(as in Bloom et al. 2015), then there might be positive spillover benefits as untrained
firms copy practices adopted by trained firms, and therefore become more productive.
Moreover, if training leads firms to expand the variety of products offered and customer
services provided, the overall market size may increase, particularly in underdeveloped
marketplaces.



This study builds on the existing literature and above-mentioned gaps to test, through a
gender lens, the impact of business training and mentorship on entry, exit and
reallocation at the market level, as well as impacts on individual firms within markets and
the subjective wellbeing, confidence and other soft skills of female entrepreneurs.

This report addresses all questions presented in the Pre-Analysis Plan (PAP) submitted
to 3ie in February 2014. In addition to the introduction, the report is organised as follows:
a description of the GET Ahead programme and the mentorship offer, with underlying
theories of change and research hypotheses; the context of the study and timeline; and
the evaluation’s design, methods and implementation. It also details an impact analysis,
a discussion of the results and implications for policy and practice. Further information is
displayed in the appendices.

2. Intervention, theory of change and research hypotheses

2.1 The business training intervention: The Get Ahead Programme

The training package provided is the ILO’s Gender and Entrepreneurship Together
programme: Get Ahead for Women in Enterprise. In contrast to conventional business
training materials, GET Ahead brings a gender lens to enterprise development, exploring
and addressing the needs of low-income women in enterprise by strengthening their
basic business and management skills. The programme seeks to develop trainees’
personal entrepreneurial traits, as well as their ability to work in and benefit from their
groups, local networks and institutions (Bauer et al. 2004). The programme began in
Thailand in 2001 and has been carried out in at least 21 countries, serving approximately
400,000 women.

The programme has four key modules, with the following themes:

¢ Module 1: Basics on gender and entrepreneurship. The module introduces GET
Ahead and delivers basic concepts on the promotion of gender equality between
men and women and the life cycle of people and enterprises.

e Module 2: The business woman and her environment. The module focuses on
raising awareness among women about their strengths and weaknesses, as well
as the current or future working environment and its effect on the business.

e Module 3: The business project. The module offers trainees information on the
development of business ideas, opportunities and challenges, as well as basic
information about marketing, production, services and technology, and financing,
including costing and bookkeeping.

¢ Module 4: People, organisation and management. The module focuses on soft
skills involved in managing a business (or a family business), with information on
management of self and others, business support and networking, and action
planning.

Some of the topics covered throughout these modules are not often emphasised in
general business training programmes; for example, conversations about the difference
between sex and gender and the role of cultural constraints in shaping women in
business; dividing household and business tasks; and how to network with other women
and the role of women’s associations. In addition, it covers topics more typical of
standard programmes, such as record-keeping and bookkeeping; separating business



and household finances; marketing; financial concepts; costing and pricing; generating
and fine-tuning new business ideas; setting smart objectives; and traits required for
business success.

The programme seeks to create a ‘business mind’ among low-income women engaged
in small-scale businesses. The training methodology is participatory, with practical
exercises to teach concepts. Modules expose women to different situations and
environments, simulating real business life. For example, women learn about different
costs involved in production and how to account for their own costs through making
lemonade. They have role play exercises to practise different sales strategies for
customers; and make necklaces to discuss a production process and the importance of
different factors in product design.

The course took place over five days. All trainers had at least five years’ experience in
training small firms, as well as tertiary qualifications. Training took place in two-to-three
locations per county. The locations were chosen to be relatively central to clusters of
marketplaces, and were typically held in local hotels or church buildings. Training was
offered for free and participants were provided transport subsidies of approximately
US$6 per day to cover the costs of travelling from their residences to these locations (an
average of 14 kilometres). The cost of providing the training is estimated between
US$222 and US$333 per woman trained.’

Training took place immediately after the baseline surveys in each county, between June
and November 2013.2 Of the 1,172 individuals assigned to training, 77.7 per cent
attended at least one day of training. Of the individuals who attended at least one day,
94.6 per cent attended all five days. Diwan et al. (2014) report on a choice structure
experiment linked to this study, which intended to increase training attendance. They
discuss the correlates of attendance and find that age and marital status are strong and
statistically significant predictors of attendance. All else being equal, women aged above
35 are 35 percentage points more likely to attend training than those below 35, while
married women are 24 percentage points less likely to attend than unmarried women.
This potentially reflects the competing demands on their time from other household
tasks. Women are also more likely to attend if they have previously participated in
training (perhaps reflecting greater perceived benefits from attending), have a large
household (potentially providing more people to undertake household and business
tasks in their absence) and are located closer to the training venue (reducing travel
time). Women who earn more profits are less likely to attend, perhaps reflecting a higher
opportunity cost of time, or that they think there is less need to improve.

2.2 The mentoring intervention

After the one-year follow-up results, and emerging evidence suggesting that many
business training programmes may be too short to show sizeable impacts (McKenzie
and Woodruff 2013, 2015), the principle investigators decided to add a mentoring
component for half the sample assigned to training.

' The smaller number reflects workshops with 20 attendees, while the larger number is for
workshops with 30 attendees.
2 The baseline data and a baseline report and paper based on encouraging take-up:

<http://microdata.worldbank.org/index.php/catalog/1985>.



The mentoring intervention provided personalised, hands-on problem-solving support
and peer learning to women who had previously participated in the GET Ahead
programme, with the goal of reinforcing intended business training outcomes — from
improved management skills to business growth. The intervention targeted 446 women
who had been exposed to the business training in 2013 and expressed interest in further
support through mentorship. Two local public service providers, Kenya Industrial Estate
(KIE) and the Women Enterprise Fund (WEF), were identified as partners in delivery of
the mentoring services. KIE implemented mentoring in Kakamega and Kisii, while WEF
focused on Embu and Kitui.

The design of the mentoring intervention combined group and individual sessions for a
period of five months (July-November 2015). Each female-owned firm (or mentee)
received 15 mentoring sessions: 10 through group sessions and 5 through one-to-one
meetings with the mentor. Group sessions occurred twice a month, every two weeks,
while individual sessions took place once a month. Each mentor was assigned a group
of five mentees. The table below summarises the topics covered during the 10 group
mentoring sessions. Individual sessions deepened discussions on the above topics
based on the needs of the mentee and her business.

The ILO contracted a mentoring expert for programme development and curriculum
design, which were subsequently discussed and delivered to mentors from KIE and
WEF.

e Atotal of 110 mentors were recruited; only 100 were subsequently trained, and
89 selected for the programme.

e The programme reached out to 446 women who had participated in the GET
Ahead programme; 392 signed up for the programme, were inducted and
received training. However, only 361 women stayed in the programme throughout
the five months.

e Therefore, while 89 mentors were originally linked to 392 mentees, by the end of
the programme the number of mentees per mentor ranged from 3 to 6.

o Reasons for dropping out included: (1) in most cases, a lack of interest after
realising no grants were involved in the offer; and (2) in a few cases there were
considerations about the mentoring programme not being helpful in enhancing
skills and business growth.

Monitoring and evaluation of the mentoring was done through: (1) monthly meetings with
mentors and implementing partners; (2) monthly reports per mentor; (3) tracking of
journals filled out by mentors after each session; (4) visits and phone calls with mentors
for follow-up and support; (5) two meetings between the ILO and implementing partners
throughout the duration of the programme; and (6) one closing forum in each county to
gather feedback from all parties.

Mentors were female business owners of a similar average age to the study sample, with
75 per cent having had post-secondary education and 68 per cent having studied
business or accounting, and with a median of 5.5 years of business experience. They
were recruited and trained by WEF and KIE.

Out of the 392 women who signed up for the mentoring programme, 388 attended at
least one session. Conditional on attending, the median went to 77 per cent of all



sessions. Take-up is thus 388/524 (74%) of those assigned, and 388/446 (87%) of those
in business at the time of the intervention. The cost of providing mentoring is estimated
at US$553 per women trained.?

2.3 The theory of change and research hypotheses

The aim of business training programmes is to help trainees and mentees grow their
businesses. Consider a standard firm production decision, in which a firm owner with
entrepreneurial ability 8, and production function f{.), chooses inputs of labour L and

capital K to maximise profits:

m=pf(0,K,L) —wL—1rK st K<TtA (1)

Where p is the market price of their product, w and r are the prevailing market input
prices for labour and capital, and 7 reflects how binding credit constraints on capital
acquisition are, given wealth level A.

Business training and mentoring can then potentially increase profit levels through
several channels. Increasing entrepreneurial ability may allow the business owner to
produce more with the same inputs, giving the business more to sell. Better upkeep of
records and financial accounts may make it easier for the owner to obtain financing,
thereby alleviating credit constraints and again allowing the business to produce more. If
markets are perfectly competitive, firm owners will be able to sell all they produce at
market price p and there will be no spillover impact on other firms in the market.

However, if firms are competing with one another for customers, then the price p need
not remain constant as firms produce more. Better marketing practices, better customer
service, and more efficient cost control may enable trained firms to compete away
customers from other firms in the market. As a consequence, any gains to treated firms
could come at the expense of lower sales and lower profits for non-treated firms in these
markets.

Conversely, one of the hopes of the training providers is the possibility of positive
spillovers to other firms in the market. A first potential channel is that trained business
owners might teach learned skills to others in the market, or that others in the market
may be able to observe and adopt the new practices, irrespective of whether they are
directly taught. Second, the GET Ahead training emphasises the role of networks and
women working together to seek financing or purchase products together to obtain bulk
discounts, which could result in lower costs and higher profits for both treated and
untreated firms. Implicit in this discussion is the assumption that the production function
f(.) is itself unchanged. But business training may encourage firm owners to consider
producing new products or offering new services. This offers another means for treated
firms to grow without negatively impacting non-treated firms — they can expand the
market through increasing variety.

3 This estimate is based on the number of women who attended at least one session.



The theory of change tested by the impact evaluation of the business training
programme is as follows:

Step 1: When training is available, individuals take it up. Take-up is an important
element across various types of training interventions and can strongly affect
the feasibility of experimental designs. Studies with randomised invitations to
attend training often struggle with low take-up and widespread heterogeneity
of firms, which dramatically reduces power (McKenzie and Woodruff 2015).

Step 2: Women stay in the training and subsequently, as a result of training, improve
their business knowledge.

Step 3: The acquired business knowledge prompts women to implement some of the
ideas and practices learnt.

Step 4: Implementation of these practices improves business profits and revenues.
Step 5: Improved business outcomes lead to real improvements in women’s lives.
Some studies have suggested that assisting women’s economic

advancement may have positive impacts on empowering them in their
homes and communities, but could also have some unintended negative
consequences, such as increased conflict in the household, increased time
pressure or loss of business control.

The mentoring offer followed a similar logic assuming an underlying causality between
mentorship and business knowledge, with a subsequent boost in business practices,
followed by increased profitability or sales.

The theory of change assumes the availability of necessary inputs to carry out the
training — from financial to human resources (including ILO staff and trainers).

The corresponding research hypotheses* are:

1. Impact on primary outcomes for treated firms: GET Ahead training and
subsequent exposure to mentoring may have positive average impacts on
profitability, sales and business survivorship for treated firms. Related
underlying assumptions include:

a. Treatment leads to higher survivorship;

b. Treatment leads to business owners making higher sales and earning greater
profits; and

c. Treatment does not affect reporting errors.

2. Impact on secondary outcomes for treated firms: GET Ahead training and
subsequent exposure to mentoring may have positive effects on overall
employment, empowerment, subjective wellbeing and household asset
ownership. The evaluation relied on a women’s economic empowerment
framework in order to examine broader aspects of women’s agency, control over
resources, and livelihoods. This hypothesis implies assumptions on treatment

leading to:
a. Individuals being more likely to be employed and earning higher income from
labour;

b. Greater empowerment of women in terms of decision-making around finances
and business;
c. Increase in subjective wellbeing and improvement in mental health; and

4 The PAP expands further on evaluation features designed to test specific research hypotheses.



d. Increase in household durable asset ownership.

3. Impact on primary outcomes for non-treated firms: Other firms in your
marketplace receiving training and mentoring may have negative impacts on the
profitability, sales and survivorship of non-treated firms.

4. Causal chain of process and mechanisms: Training and mentoring should lead to
increases in business knowledge and greater deployment of business practices,
and potentially increase profitability or sales through increased marketing, better
responsiveness to down periods, greater access to finance, better inventory
management, better avoidance of household demands and increased self-
confidence. Better business practices are strongly associated with better firm
performance across a range of countries in both the cross-section and over time
(McKenzie and Woodruff 2015). Some assumptions supporting this causality
include:

a. Treatment leads to an increase in business knowledge and increased use of
standard business practices.

b. Increased marketing and better presentation of business results in treated
firms gaining more customers, potentially from non-treated firms.

c. Better record-keeping enables businesses to keep better track of business
conditions and react more quickly to down periods (Drexler et al. 2011; Karlan
and Valdivia 2011).

d. Treated firms are able to obtain more financing from banks and microfinance
organisations and build up higher levels of inventories and capital stock.

e. Better inventory management and better purchasing practices enable firms to
reduce spoilage of stock and take advantage of bulk discounts, thereby
lowering business expenses.

f. Trained women have greater self-efficacy in entrepreneurial tasks and devote
more time to working in their business.

5. Heterogeneity of impacts: The study focuses on three main dimensions of
treatment effect heterogeneity with regard to how the effect of treatment on
spillovers varies with the scope for competition, and how effectiveness on
individual firm owners varies with their existing skill levels and empowerment.

a. The first hypothesis assumes that the negative spillover effect of treatment on
non-trained firms will be stronger for firms facing more competition and firms
producing a higher share of their goods for the local market.

b. The second assumption is that treatment is more effective for women who
initially have higher skills.

c. lItis lastly assumed that treatment is more effective for women with higher
initial levels of empowerment.

3. Context

Small enterprises are a major job creation engine. There are approximately 420 to 510
million small- and medium-sized enterprises worldwide, of which 80-95% are in low- and
middle-income countries (IFC 2010). The smallest enterprises in developing countries
are often low-productivity and informal, but an important source of income vital for
livelihood and coping strategies. Similarly, with regard to female entrepreneurs, the
incidence of small and informal businesses increases vis-a-vis male entrepreneurs (ILO
2015; World Bank 2012).



In Kenya, the situation is no different. Across the country, women face severe
disadvantages compared to men. They are less likely to find a job in the formal
economy, and earn lower wages when they do. In rural areas, women have less access
to productive assets (e.g. land and credit) and earn lower incomes than men for
comparable farm work (World Bank 2014). Furthermore, female entrepreneurs in Kenya
cite a lack of training opportunities as a barrier to business growth (Lock and Lawton
Smith 2015).

In 2012, the ILO launched the Women'’s Enterprise Development programme in Kenya
with the objective of providing training and support services for women who wished to
start and run businesses, while employing a gender perspective that contributed to their
empowerment. The GET Ahead training was a contributing component to the
programme.

Once the ILO identified GET Ahead as a relevant and likely subject for an impact
evaluation, a multi-stakeholder retreat in October 2012 was used to pre-select 10 of
Kenya’s 47 counties as possible locations for the study.

A subsequent, more detailed participatory review process involving the ILO, government
ministries and organisations serving female entrepreneurs® was used to select four
counties for the study: Kakamega and Kisii in Western region; and Embu and Kitui in
Eastern region. These regions are largely rural, each with an average population of
approximately 1 million, the majority of whom are below the poverty line.

In each of the four counties, field staff from Innovations for Poverty Action (IPA) Kenya
mapped out all market centres deemed as ‘medium’ or ‘large’ outside of the main cities
and conducted a market census of all female-owned businesses between June and
November 2013 (see Timeline). Altogether, 6,296 female-owned businesses in 161
markets were listed. After the census, three markets in Kakamega county were dropped
due to the small number of women in these markets. An eligibility filter was applied to
determine which women to include in the baseline survey.

This filter required the women to:
e Have reported profits, and not to have reported profits that exceeded sales;
e Have a phone number that could be used to invite them for training;
o Be 55 years or younger in age;
¢ Not be running a business that only dealt with phonecards or M-Pesa;
¢ Not be attending school; and
e To have at least one year of schooling.

It also required that:
o The person responding not be an employee;
e The business not have more than three employees;

5 Stakeholders consulted included the Department of Micro and Small Enterprise Development of
the Ministry of Labour, the Ministry of Youth Affairs, the Ministry of Cooperative Development and
Marketing, the Ministry of Youth, the Federation of Women Entrepreneurs Associations, the
Women Enterprise Fund (WEF), the Youth Employment Development Fund, business
development service providers and Inoorero University.
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e The business have profits in the past week of between 0 and 4,000 KSH; and
e Sales in the past week were less than or equal to 50,000 KSH.

These criteria were chosen to reduce the amount of heterogeneity in the sample (thereby
increasing the ability to detect treatment effects), and to increase the odds of being able
to contact and find individuals again. Applying this eligibility filter reduced the 6,296
individuals to 4,037 individuals (a 64% reduction). Baseline surveys took place soon after
the listing surveys in each county, between June and November 2013. Out of a target of
4,037 individuals, enumerators were able to interview 3,537 (87.6%) in time to consider
inviting them for the training.

The 3,537 individuals were located in 157 separate markets, which were typically small,
remote, and largely consisting of women operating a limited variety of businesses, such
as selling fruits, vegetables, grains and dried fish products from tables, as well as
offering services, such as hairdressing, dressmaking and small food kiosks. The market
is a designated place in the village, and authorities typically build several stalls for the
sellers to display their goods and services and charge them a fee to sell in the market.
The average market in the study has 22 firms surveyed in it, with 75 per cent in retail
trade and 25 per cent in services.®

In order to address concerns about external validity, the study relied on existing evidence
and meta-reviews (McKenzie and Woodruff 2013) to provide a sense of the range of
outcomes of business training programmes in different locations around the world, as
well as key design insights for the next generation of studies. Key factors influencing the
design are: (1) studies typically measure outcomes only, with one follow-up; (2) they
often lack statistical power; and (3) they are mostly unable to trace the source of any
improvements in profits and revenues through the causal chain — in particular whether
they arise from spillovers. The study is designed to build on this existing literature in part
by overcoming these issues.

The design also attempts to tackle concerns about applicability and replicability of
results, particularly the fact that many business training evaluations evaluate new
programmes that are designed just for microfinance clients and have not been
implemented in many other countries. The evaluated business programme (GET Ahead)
has been implemented in over 12 countries and is expected to expand further; therefore,
results from this evaluation are directly applicable to programme design at global level.

Finally, few studies look at contextual and social dimensions to explain economic
empowerment. As explained in Golla et al. (2011), women face many social constraints
to economic advancement and realising the benefit of their economic activities. The
inclusion of a women’s economic empowerment framework in this study sought to help
frame the measurement of economic outcomes within a broader empowerment context.

8 In addition, markets typically have a market day once a week, where outside vendors come to
sell goods, such as clothing, plastic housewares and shoes. These vendors, who are only in the
market one day a week, are not included in our study.
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4. Timeline

e Listing and baseline survey: June-November 2013

e Business training intervention: June-November 2013

¢ Round 2 follow-up: June-October 2014 (one year post training)

¢ Round 3 short follow-up: November 2014-February 2015

e Mentoring intervention: July-November 2015

¢ Round 4 follow-up: February-July 2016 (three years post training; 6-10 months
post mentoring)

e Round 5 follow-up: May-October 2016

5. Evaluation: Design, methods and implementation

5.1 Ethical measures

This evaluation was reviewed for ethical concerns by the Internal Review Board of IPA,
Maseno University Ethics Review Committee, the National Commission for Science,
Technology and Innovation, and ICRW for the qualitative part of the study. Ethical
considerations avoiding harm to participants were strictly respected at all stages. These
considerations, along with special gender considerations for interviewing women, were
included in training for all survey staff. All staff involved in the project with access to
personal identifying information all took a human subjects training course.

Potential risks of the study included people spending time on the study that might be
better spent addressing other issues. This risk was addressed by securing informed
consent and clarifying that study participants could drop out at any time, even in the
middle of an interview or group discussion.

A key concern was confidentiality of sensitive business data. Women may not wish to
share this information with other women or spouses. For this reason, questions on
individuals’ specific business outcomes were asked only in private interviews. Women’s
names have not been included in the final data set; instead they are identified by a
unique ID number. IPA takes a number of precautions to ensure the confidentiality of all
information collected from subjects in the studies it conducts. The names of focus group
participants were not collected. For structured interviews and household surveys,
subjects’ names were recorded only on the first page of the survey form, which was
detached before the survey booklets were given to the data entry firm for digitisation.
Interviewers were trained to keep data confidential.

Ethical concerns could be raised regarding village-level randomisation of the training
assignment, which could be interpreted as ‘denying services’ to women in need. The
randomisation process was conducted with great transparency to ensure it appeared as
a fair allocation of limited available spots in the training. The team also believed that the
randomised approach would allow better understanding of the ethical implications of the
spillover effects possibly generated by training programmes that may have increased
sales for one trained business owner at the expense of a non-trained business owner.
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5.2 Evaluation strategy

Individuals were assigned to treatment and control samples for the GET Ahead business
training intervention in a two-stage process (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Randomisation design

= = = = s =

Baseline sample

157 markets, 3537 firms

Market-level

93 markets

Treatment markets

, 2160 firms

Control markets
64 markets, 1377 firms

Individual-level randomisation

: Treated firms

i| 1172 firms

o~

988 firms

Control firms

S

\

GET AHEAD
Business
Training

Intervention

Mentor

Markets
37 markets

983 firms

524 treated

459 controls

Training-only

Markets
36 markets
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521 treated

442 controls

Training-only

Small markets
20 markets
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Control

Markets
44 markets

1158 firms

Control

Small markets
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219 firms

Additional
Mentoring
Intervention

Notes: The graphic shows assignment to treatment. The first intervention of business training
assigned firms to the GET Ahead business training programme using a two-stage randomisation:
first, markets were assigned as treatment or control; then, within markets, firms were randomly
selected for training. Then at the second stage, markets with fewer than 16 firms at baseline
(‘small markets’) were dropped, and half the training treatment markets were assigned to also
have those assigned to training within the market receive mentoring. Mentoring was only offered
on the condition that the firm survived.
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First, markets were assigned to treatment (some individuals in them were invited to
training) or control (no one in the market invited to training) status. Randomisation was
performed within 35 strata defined by geographical region (within county) and the
number of women surveyed in the market. The need to ensure sufficient numbers for
training meant that more than half the markets were allocated to treatment: 93 were
assigned to treatment and 64 were assigned to control.

Then, within each market individuals were assigned to treatment (invited to training) or
control (not invited to training) within treated markets by forming four strata, based on
quartiles of weekly profits from the census (<450, 451-800, 801-1,500, 1,501-4,000), and
then assigning half the individuals within each stratum to training. This resulted in 1,172
of the 2,160 individuals in treated markets being assigned to treatment and 988 assigned
to control (Table 1).”

Table 1: Summary of random assignment

Markets Individuals Control
Treatment  Control in in

#of in treated  treated control

County Strata Total Treatment Control Total market market market
Kakamega 9 31 19 12 782 257 220 305
Kisii 9 34 20 14 844 274 237 333
Embu 6 36 20 16 715 231 189 295
Kitui 11 56 34 22 1196 410 342 444
Total 35 157 93 64 3537 1172 988 1377

Table 2 provides some basic characteristics of firms at the market level for treatment and
control markets. Randomisation succeeded in generating markets with comparable
characteristics, with a test of joint orthogonality unable to reject the null hypothesis that
average characteristics of the markets are unrelated to treatment assignment. The
typical marketplace in the study has 22 surveyed firms, and the average firm earns 1,100
KSH (US$13) per week in profits on sales of 4,500 KSH. In the typical market, 75% of
study firms are retail-based and 25% are service-based; 46% of firms in the average
market claim to have a business licence, and only 8.5% say they have previously
undertaken any form of training to help their business.

" When the number of firms within a stratum was odd, the additional unit was also randomly
allocated to training.
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Table 2: Verification of randomisation at the market level

Treated Control Test of equality

Means of markets markets p-value
Number of individuals in baseline 23.2 21.5 0.162
Mean weekly profits from census for baseline 1133 1103 0.299
respondents

Mean weekly sales from census for baseline 4648 4307 0.055
respondents

Share of firms in retail 0.75 0.75 0.934
Share of firms in services 0.25 0.25 0.959
Share of firms registered with city council 0.47 0.45 0.368
Sha_re of flrrT?S.WIth any form of previous 0.09 0.08 0.481
business training

Test of joint orthogonality 0.403
Number of markets 93 64

For the follow-up mentoring intervention, markets with 15 or fewer firms in the study were
dropped, since these would have too few firms to make mentoring cost-effective. This left
73 of the 93 treated markets; 37 of these were randomly assigned (within the original
randomisation strata) to mentoring, and the remaining 36 were assigned to training only.
Within the mentoring markets, all individuals assigned to training were also to be offered
mentoring services; however, in practice only surviving businesses were offered these
services. A comparison was drawn between mentoring and training: only markets to the
44 markets in the control group with 16 or more firms.

To verify the random assignment, Table 3 provides key characteristics of the women
selected in the sample and their firms, by treatment assignment.®2 The sample looks
similar across the three groups; and again, the joint orthogonality of baseline
characteristics cannot be rejected when comparing the treatment group to the spillover
group, the treatment group to the pure control or the spillover group to the pure control.

The average woman in the sample is 36 years old, has 9 years of schooling, and has
been running her firm for just over 6 years. Two-thirds of the women are currently
married. The modal firm has no employees (only 20% have one or more employees).
The mean firm earns 1,100 KSH (US$13) per week in profits on sales of 5,500 KSH
(US$65) and has capital stock of 31,000 KSH (US$370).° One quarter have received
financing from a bank or microfinance organisation; and 45 per cent are registered at
local level. Only 35 per cent of firms keep business records at baseline; and on average
firms are using just over half of the 26 business practices in the McKenzie and Woodruff
(2015) index. This suggests scope for improvement resulting from business training.

8 Table 1 in the Appendix offers information on the means by treatment status for mentoring.
9 The exchange rate was approximately 1US$ = 84 KSH in 2013 at the time of baseline.
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Table 3: Individual characteristics and verification of randomisation

Means by treatment assignment

Treatment Spillover Pure Pure
group group control  control p-value p-value p-value
(MHvs (1)vs (2)vs
(1) (2) ®3) SD. (2 ) 3)
Age 36.0 35.6 35.7 9.05 0482 0454 0.690
Years of education 8.92 8.91 9.09 292 0910 0.569 0.515
Married 0.67 0.66 0.67 047 0404 0.638 0.518
Household size 497 4.85 4.85 210 0.188 0.262 0.499
Age of firm 6.39 6.57 6.27 6.92 0574 0.741 0.403
Number of employees 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.63 0.747 0.989 0.953
Weekly profits 1128 1140 1091 834 0.987 0.395 0.322
Weekly sales 5220 5885 5401 8048 0.065 0.266 0.288
Capital stock 30571 34092 29370 60530 0.248 0.863 0.101
Ever received bank/MFI loan 0.24 0.25 0.24 043 0.891 0.482 0.934
Keeps records 0.37 0.34 0.34 047 0.235 0.094 0.974
Business practices Score 0.53 0.53 0.52 0.19 0934 0.487 0.598
Retail firm 0.77 0.76 0.75 043 0446 0.121 0.474
Registered with city council 0.44 0.45 0.42 049 0.328 0.447 0.100
Joint orthogonality test p-value 0.597 0435 0.691
Sample size 1172 988 1377

Notes: Tests of treatment versus spillover group control for individual-level randomisation strata are
based on robust standard errors. Tests of the treatment or spillover group compared to the pure
control group control for market-level randomisation strata use standard errors clustered at the

market level.

5.3 Power calculations: Business training

Many existing business training programmes and other private sector development

programmes in Africa have very low statistical power (McKenzie 2011; McKenzie and
Woodruff 2013). Lessons from existing literature supported the design of evaluation

features aiming at increasing the study’s power.

e McKenzie and Woodruff (2013) show that the coefficient of variation (the key

metric for how varied firms are) ranges from 0.5 to 0.8 in two studies that
explicitly screened firms on size (Berge et al. 2014; De Mel et al. 2014) to
between 2 and 3 in most other studies. The study’s listing and screening

approach intended to bring the coefficient of variation down to at least 0.8, which

is the first key parameter used for power calculations.

e To increase power, the study relied on multiple survey rounds, with the gain
depending on the autocorrelation of profits. In the power calculations, rho was set
to 0.4, following McKenzie’s (2012) finding of an autocorrelation of 0.3-0.5 being

common for business profits and revenues.
o Lastly, to increase power the study design aimed to secure high intervention

take-up.
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The above parameters supported power calculations to detect a given treatment effect
for individual-level randomisation. The outcome of interest was the following: ‘What is the
impact of training on firms allocated to training as compared with firms not allocated to
training in the same markets?’ The calculation suggested a treatment and control group
size of 207 firms each.'® With 1,172 individuals in treated markets assigned to treatment
and 988 to control, the study had plenty of power to detect the effect. In fact, the minimal
detectable effect at 80 per cent power is a 10.9 per cent increase in profits. Allowing for
an anticipated attrition rate of 10 per cent, this leads to a minimum detectable effect of an
11.6 per cent increase in profits.

The power for estimating the following questions — ‘What is the impact of the training on
firms allocated to training relative to a situation where no one is treated?’ and ‘What is
the spillover impact of trained firms on non-trained firms?’ — depends on a further
parameter, which is the intra-cluster correlation of profits or revenues within a market.
One advantage of the low autocorrelation and heterogeneity of profits for the same firm
over time is that the intra-cluster correlation tends to be quite low — much lower than the
0.1-0.2 typically found in education and health studies.

Based on work in Egypt, Ghana and Sri Lanka, the intra-cluster correlation likely falls
between 0.02 and 0.05. The study conservatively uses 0.05 and finds a sample size of
352 per group.' These power calculations do not account for any reduction in variances
from the matched triplet randomisation or the stratification by sector within sample;
coupled with the somewhat conservative assumption on the intra-cluster correlation, this
suggests that the study would have reasonable power to detect at least a 15 per cent
change in profits (or revenues).

5.4 Power calculations: Mentoring

Survival and profits were the focus of the power calculation for the subsequent mentoring
intervention. The one-year survival rate in the control group is 0.90. Assuming that the
failure rate will be 10 per cent per year for the next two years, then the control mean after
three years would be 70 per cent survival, leading to:

e 90.8 per cent power to detect a 10 percentage point increase in the 3-year
survival rate when comparing treatment to control within mentoring markets;

e 86 per cent power to detect a 10 percentage point increase in the 3-year survival
rate when comparing treatment to the pure controls, using a clustered
randomisation; or when examining spillovers by comparing the spillover controls
in mentoring markets to the pure controls in pure control markets.

These calculations were conservative in that they are not conditional on randomisation
strata fixed effects; if this were the case, the power would increase (Bruhn and McKenzie

0 Based on STATA’s sampsi command [sampsi 100 118.75, pre(1) post(2) sd1(80) r01(0.4)
r1(0.4)] with ANCOVA to obtain the sample size needed to detect a 25 per cent increase in
profits.

" Using the sampclus command in STATA after the sampsi command above, we find that the
sample size needed to detect a 25% increase in profits under the same assumptions, as above, is
352 in each group (using the command sampclus, obsclus(15) rho(0.05) after the command given
above), while the minimal detectable effect with 10% attrition and rho of 0.05 is approximately
20%.
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2009). These calculations were based on intent to treat (ITT) effects; since the mentoring
intervention is conditional upon individuals who have already agreed to be in the study
for two years, mentoring take-up was expected to be at 90% or higher, in which case
these ITTs of 10% correspond to local average treatment effects (LATE) of 11.1%.

With regard to profits, enterprises are purposively screened at baseline to make them
more homogeneous in size than most business training studies. As a result, the baseline
coefficient of variation for profits was 0.8, compared to coefficients of variation of 1.5-2 in
many existing studies (McKenzie and Woodruff 2013). The intra-cluster correlation is low
at 0.03 so that clustering does not reduce power much compared to pure randomisation.
Two rounds of follow-up surveys were conducted within close proximity of one another
and averaged for power (McKenzie 2012). The autocorrelation between profits at
baseline and these follow-up profits was assumed to be 0.3, while the autocorrelation in
profits one month apart is 0.7. Based on weekly profits of 1,100 KSH for the controls at
baseline, the following was calculated:

e 83 per cent power to detect a 13 per cent increase in profits when comparing
treatment to control within mentoring markets;

e 81.9 per cent power to detect a 13 per cent increase in profits when comparing
treatment to the pure controls using the clustered randomisation, or when
examining spillovers by comparing the spillover controls in mentoring markets to
the pure controls in pure control markets.

Again, actual power would be greater after allowing for the use of randomisation strata
fixed effects. As a result, the experiment continued with confidence on the study’s power
to detect effects that were of economically meaningful size — in particular, the size seen
in other studies in the literature (McKenzie and Woodruff 2015).

5.5 Follow-up surveys

Four rounds of follow-up surveys were conducted to measure outcomes approximately
one year and three years after training occurred (see Timeline). Two types of survey
were used. A comprehensive long-form survey collecting data on a wide range of
business outcomes was used in rounds 2 and 4. These were supplemented by much
shorter surveys in rounds 3 and 5. These short surveys were conducted two or three
months after the long surveys, and were intended to provide a second observation on
volatile business outcomes, such as sales and profits, as well as an additional
opportunity to gather data from individuals who could not be found at the time of the long
survey.

Table 4 details response rates. Overall, 95 per cent of the sample were interviewed in at
least one of rounds 2 or 3, and 92.3 per cent were interviewed in at least one of rounds 4
or 5. In addition, in cases of refusal, travel, death or for other reasons, information was
collected from other household members or close contacts on whether the individual in
the sample was currently operating a business. This offered survival status for 99.3 per
cent of the sample at one year and 97.2 per cent at three years. There is no significant
difference in data availability with treatment status at the three-year horizon, although
those assigned to treatment are 1-2 percentage points more likely to have data available
at the one-year horizon.
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Table 4: Data availability by treatment status

Round2 Round3 R2orR3 Round4 Round5 R4 orR5

Panel A: Interviewed
Assigned to training 0.034** 0.030*™*  0.023*** 0.009 0.023* 0.010
(0.012) (0.011) (0.008) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011)

Spillover group 0.014 -0.013 -0.003 -0.026* 0.002 -0.009
(0.013) (0.014) (0.010) (0.014) (0.015) (0.012)
Pure control mean 0.886 0.889 0.943 0.894 0.876 0.923

Panel B: Data on survival available

Assigned to training 0.011* 0.016** 0.002 0.005 0.010 0.003
(0.006) (0.006) (0.003) (0.009) (0.010) (0.007)
Spillover group 0.015** -0.003 0.002 0.000 0.008 0.004
(0.006) (0.008) (0.004) (0.010) (0.010) (0.007)
Pure control mean 0.968 0.962 0.991 0.947 0.924 0.970

Panel C: Data on weekly sales and profits available
Assigned to training 0.027**  0.031*** 0.016** 0.013 0.031** 0.011
(0.012) (0.009) (0.006) (0.013) (0.013) (0.010)

Spillover group 0.015 -0.006 -0.003 -0.007 0.011 0.006
(0.013) (0.012) (0.008) (0.014) (0.014) (0.011)

Pure control mean 0.907 0.913 0.964 0.903 0.881 0.939

Sample size 3537 3537 3537 3537 3537 3537

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level.

*, ** and *** indicate significance at the 10, 5, and 1 per cent levels, respectively.
Data on weekly sales and profits availability codes data as available if firm is known to
be closed (since then sales and profits are known to be zero).

In addition to the survey data, two other sources of information aided in assessing
impact. The first were photos of the businesses’ inventories, which were taken at the
time of the baseline survey and in rounds 2 and 4. Two independent field staff valued
these inventories based on the market prices of the different items and averaged these
values to get a photo-based measure of the size of the firm. They also visually compared
the firms in photos to determine whether the business looked bigger in relative terms to
what it was at baseline. Second, intensive qualitative work about impacts over the first
year of the study was carried out by ICRW in 2015 (ICRW 2015).

5.6 Measurement of key outcomes:

e All nominal values were converted into real Kenyan shillings (August 2013) using
the consumer price index for the midpoint of each survey round.

e ‘Firm survival’ is measured as whether the owner still operates a business,
regardless of whether they have changed the business line. For individuals who
could not be interviewed, survival was measured by asking family members and
neighbours about the status of the owner.

o ‘Daily sales’ are sales of the business in the last day, coded as zero if the
business was closed that day or is closed for good. It is truncated at the 99th
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percentile (i.e. observations above the 99th percentile were replaced with the
99th percentile).

‘Weekly sales’ are total sales of the business in the last week, coded as zero if
the business was closed that week or is closed for good. It is truncated at the
99th percentile. When aggregated across all firms in the market, this forms total
market sales.

‘Main product sales’ are obtained by multiplying the number of units of the main
product sold in the last week by the unit price, truncated at the 99th percentile
and coded as zero if the business is closed.

‘Business profits’ are measured using the direct question of de Mel et al. (2009),
using the previous week as a reference period since pre-testing found that a
weekly rather than monthly recall was easier for business owners to answer:
‘What was the total income the business earned during last week after paying all
expenses including wages of employees, but not including any income you paid
yourself? That is, what were the profits of your business in the last week?’ This is
coded as zero if the business is closed, and truncated at the 99th percentile.
When aggregated across all firms in the market, this forms total market profits.
‘Main product profits’ are obtained by multiplying the mark-up on the main
product sold by the number of its units sold in the last week, truncated at the first
and 99th percentile, and coded as zero if the business is closed.

‘Photo inventories’ are the value of inventories as assessed by valuing a
photograph of the business inventories. A common set of market prices is used to
aggregate products. Two independent enumerators would count the number of
each product they could see in the photo (e.g. 53 tomatoes) and then aggregate
by the price per product. If the two valuations differed by more than 5,000 KSH,
they would iterate again until they agreed on a valuation.

‘Aggregate index of profits and sales’ is the average of standardised z-scores of
the primary profits and sales measures.

‘Employed for pay’ is coded as 1 if they are self-employed or worked for wages in
the last week.

‘Income from work’ is the sum of weekly profits and income gained from wage
work in the last week.

‘Empowerment index’ is the sum of the following outcomes: compelled to spend
money on husband or family (coded 1 if answer is no); not the only person with
access to their firms’ money (coded as 1 if only they have access); has some
money that they have sole control over and can spend how they like; and do not
need anyone’s permission to visit a friend, travel to sell a business asset, travel to
a new location to work, stay overnight in a different town, work later than usual
hours, take out a loan or spend money on an investment for their business.

‘Life ladder today’ and ‘life ladder five years” are measured by a standard 10-step
Cantril ladder, where individuals are asked to imagine the best (step 10) and
worst (step 1) possible lives for themselves, and then say which step represents
their current position and where they will be in five years.

‘Mental health’ is measured by the MHI-5 index of Veit and Ware (1983), coded
so higher scores denote better mental health.

‘Household durables index’ is the first principal component of dummy variables
for ownership of 10 household assets (iron and heaters, fridge or freezer, fan,
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sewing machine, radio or CD player, TV or DVD player, motorcycle or scooter,
car or van, oven, and gas cooker) and of the number of cows and goats owned.
‘Number of new entrants’ is the number of firms operating in the market outside
of the experimental sample that have opened since the baseline survey and
training intervention.

‘Total other firms’ is the total number of other firms operating in the market
outside of the experimental sample (new entrants plus those pre-existing firms
that were not included due to absence from the market at the time of listing, or
being dropped by the eligibility filters).

‘Other firm profits’ is the total profits in the market of the other firms outside the
survey sample.

‘Weekly customers’ is the number of customers the firm has had in the last week,
truncated at the 99th percentile. This is coded as zero for firms that are closed.
When aggregated to the market level, this forms total market customers.
‘Business knowledge’ is the number of correct answers out of seven questions
intended to measure whether the firm owner can calculate sales, expenses and
profits.

‘Business practices’ is the proportion of 26 practices in marketing, record-
keeping, buying and stock control, and financial planning used by the firm
(McKenzie and Woodruff 2015). This is only measured for firms surviving at the
time of the survey.

‘Worked with a mentor’ is a dummy variable for whether they have worked with a
mentor to try to improve their business in the last year (only asked in round 4).
‘Entrepreneurial self-efficacy’ is the number out of 10 of business activities in
which the owner rates themselves as ‘very confident’ in their abilities (only asked
in round 2). This includes entrepreneurial tasks, such as ‘Estimate customer
demand for a new product’, ‘Persuade a bank to lend you money’ and ‘Identify
good employees’.

‘GET Ahead attitudes’ is the sum of scores from 11 questions designed to
measure the attitudes that GET Ahead training is meant to encourage. These are
scored 1 to 5, where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. Questions will
be coded so that higher scores indicate better entrepreneurial attitudes.
Examples include, ‘Even when my business is going well, | keep my eyes open in
case | find a way to improve it’; ‘| don’t worry about where my business will be in
the future — I just plan week-to-week based on what comes up’ (negatively
coded); and ‘My business provides about the same as others/is doing about the
same as others, so there’s no need to make it better.” (negatively coded).
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6. Programme: Design, methods and implementation

Since 2004, the ILO has introduced women’s enterprise development interventions
through technical cooperation projects and a dedicated group of trainers in over 12
countries. GET Ahead is a management training programme designed by the ILO with a
strong gender component that focuses on helping women in poverty who want to begin
or are already engaged in business to strengthen their basic management skills. The
programme:

differs from conventional business training materials by highlighting essential
entrepreneurial skills from a gender perspective...It addresses the practical and
strategic needs of low-income women in enterprise by strengthening their basic
business and people management skills. It shows women how to develop their
personal entrepreneurial traits and obtain support through groups, networks and
institutions dealing with enterprise development (Bauer et al. 2004).

GET Ahead is often complemented by other measures aimed at helping women
entrepreneurs to access additional business services as a means of starting or
consolidating businesses. These services have in the past included supporting access to
finance, financial literacy training and markets, and building the capacity of women
entrepreneurs’ associations to help them better defend and advocate for their needs and
rights, etc.

The following table provides further details on the activities delivered:

Table 5: Model for a GET Ahead five-day workshop for entrepreneurs

Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4 Day 5

¢ Opening e The business | e Production, e Finance e Management

e Gender equality environment: services and | e Management or
promotion: life she is not technology of self and networking
cycle of people alone ¢ Marketing others e Action
and enterprises | e Business ¢ Business Planning

e The business ideas support and ¢ Closing
woman: she o Marketing networking
can do it

The programme’s mentors were female business owners of a similar average age to the
study sample, with 75 per cent having had post-secondary education and 68 per cent
having studied business or accounting, and a median of 5.5 years of business
experience. They were recruited and trained by implementing partners WEF and KIE.

Each mentor was assigned to a group of 3-6 mentees. The programme then entailed 10
group sessions in which the mentor met the mentees, with 1 session held every 2 weeks
for a period of 5 months, following a standardised structure (Table 6). In addition, the
mentor would meet with the individual mentees once a month over this period to provide
individualised guidance. The mentoring process aimed to reinforce the business training
by asking the business owner to identify core goals for their business, consider where
gaps exist, explore options to fill these gaps and then take action towards meeting these
goals.
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Table 6: Mentoring approach and activities

Implementing the
way forward

done on the agreed action points
o |dentifying successes, challenges,
way forward

Session Objective/Module Outcome Time
Session 1: ¢ Introduction of ¢ Knowing each other 2 hrs
Introduction, mentor/mentees e Being clear on the mentorship
objectives and e Definition of objective and expectations
agreement objectives e Understanding and signing the
e Understanding the mentoring agreement
mentoring agreement
Session 2: Goals review Mentees’ goals established 2 hrs
GROW goal e How the mentees will appear when
they are successful
o How the business will appear after
growing, with regard to sourcing,
production, marketing, packaging,
sales, networking, access to
finance and general business
management
Session 3: Reality analysis Current status established 2 hrs
GROW reality e Where is the mentee right now in
light of her personal and business
goals?
e Business performance established
in terms of sourcing, production,
marketing, packaging, sales,
networking, access to finance and
general business management
Session 4: Identifying key gaps Gaps identified by exploring the 2 hrs
GROW gap (goals vis-a-vis current difference between the goal and the
analysis status) current reality
Session 5: Exploring options to A list of options to close each of the 2 hrs
GROW exploring | address identified gaps gaps identified (in terms of capabilities,
options skills and assets)
Session 6: Financial analysis o Exploring the feasibility of filling in 2 hrs
Feasibility the gaps
assessment e What is the cost of implementing
the options?
¢ What will be the source of finance
required to close the gaps?
Session 7: Plan of action to address | e  Analysing options and agreeing 2 hrs
GROW way identified gaps way forward
forward/action e Drawing up an action plan with
points clear timelines and budget
Session 8: Evaluating progress e Exploring what the mentee has 2 hrs
Implementing the done on the agreed action points
way forward o |dentifying successes, challenges,
way forward
Session 9: Evaluating progress e Exploring what the mentee has 2 hrs
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Session Objective/Module Outcome Time

Session 10: End of programme e Documenting the impact of the 2 hrs
Evaluation, evaluation, review of mentorship (i.e. how the mentee

review of action action plan and and business have benefited from

plan and agreement on the mentoring sessions)

sustainability sustainability plan e Reviewing the action plan based on

outcome of sessions 8 and 9
e Agreeing on a sustainability plan
after the end of formal mentorship

The evaluated intervention sought to identify 1,200 female small business entrepreneurs
in 2-3 counties in Kenya. As the evaluation design advanced, a participatory process
was established to support county selection. A total of 10 out of 47 counties across
Kenya were pre-selected as possible locations for the study. A more detailed review of
these 10 counties was then used to select four counties in which training was ultimately
provided: Kakamega and Kisii in Western region; and Embu and Kitui in Eastern region.
Ultimately, 1,172 individuals were assigned to business training in treated markets and
988 were assigned to control.

The final beneficiaries of the interventions were women entrepreneurs. Other
beneficiaries included business development service providers who were trained to
provide gender-responsive services to these women. All intermediaries and providers
were aware that the intervention was the subject of a rigorous impact evaluation.

The evaluation involved close collaboration between researchers and programme
implementers in the field, which had the enormous advantage of allowing the results to
have immediate and strong links to policy and practice.

Roles and responsibilities:

e The research was led and managed jointly by the ILO and the World Bank. The
lead principal investigator was David McKenzie, an expert in impact evaluation of
firm programmes, having published over 100 papers and completed randomised
experiments in more than 15 countries.

e The training and mentoring programmes were managed by the ILO team (Jane
Maigua, Virginia Rose and Susana Puerto) with support from Valerie Breda.

e The local implementing partners in the delivery of the mentoring programme were
WEF and the KIE, semi-autonomous government agencies with a focus on
women’s entrepreneurship development. The partners were identified on the
basis of their common mandate for promoting enterprise development,
industrialisation and facilitating the graduation of micro- and small-sized
enterprises into medium-sized enterprises, as well as their ability to influence
public action in entrepreneurship in Kenya.

o WEEF is a semi-autonomous government agency in the Ministry of Devolution
and Planning. It was established in August 2007 to provide accessible and
affordable credit as a means of supporting women in starting and/or
expanding their businesses for wealth and employment creation. WEF also
provides business support services, such as capacity building, marketing,
promotion of linkages and infrastructure support. It is a flagship project under
the social pillar in Vision 2030, and therefore serves as a demonstration of the
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Kenyan government’s commitment to the realisation of the Millennium
Development Goal on Gender Equality and Women Empowerment (MDG 3).

o KIE is a government parastatal in the Ministry of Industrialisation. Established
in 1967, KIE seeks the promotion of industrialisation through development
and incubation of small- and medium-sized enterprises.

o Data collection tasks were the responsibility of IPA Kenya. IPA supported the
implementation of the evaluation from its inception in 2013, including data
collection and coordination and logistical support, to the implementation of the
training and mentoring programmes.

There were no deviations from the study PAP. Strong monitoring measures were taken
throughout programme implementation and the rollout of the evaluation to ensure design
fidelity. IPA and ILO teams kept records of attendance at the trainings and mentoring
sessions.

7. Impact analysis and results of the key evaluation questions

7.1 Estimation approach

A pre-analysis plan and the associated trial were registered on the American Economic
Association’s Social Science Registry on 21 February 2014. The assigned registry
number is AEARCTR-0000287."? This plan pre-specified the primary and secondary
outcomes of the study, the estimation approach and the causal chain to be investigated
prior to the collection of any follow-up data. Subsequent funding enabled the
implementation of the short follow-up surveys to collect additional data on profits and
sales immediately following the long-form surveys, and to add the mentoring
intervention.

Following McKenzie (2012), the analysis pools this short- and long-run follow-up data to
obtain average effects at one and three years and uses an analysis of covariance
specification where the baseline data are available in order to maximise power.
Individual firm-level outcomes are examined by estimating for firm j in market j at time
t=2,..,5:

Yijc = Bo + BiTij * 1Year, + B,T; j * 3Years, + B35, j * 1Year, + B,S; j x 3Years, +
MYy je=1 + VBMij g + Xp i 0+ 332,81 =) + ¢, (2)

where Y; ; ; is the given outcome variable measured in round t; Y; ; ,—, is its baseline value
and BM; j .-, is a dummy variable indicating whether this baseline value is missing; T; ; is
an indicator for being in a treatment market and assigned to treatment; S; ; is the spillover
term measuring whether firm i is a control firm in a market assigned to treatment; 1Year;
is a dummy taking the value one in follow-up rounds 2 and 3; 3Years, is a dummy taking
the value one in follow-up rounds 4 and 5; X,, is a vector of randomisation strata dummy
variables (geographic region*market size*profit range) (following Bruhn and McKenzie
2009); &5 are survey round dummies; and ¢; ; ; is the error term, which is clustered at the
market level to account for the market-level random assignment. 8; and B, provides the

12 <http://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/287>.
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intent-to-treat effects at one- and three-year horizons, which is the effect of being
assigned to treatment relative to being a firm in the control markets. Note that the 3-year
impact represents the impact of having been assigned to receive business training 3
years earlier, followed by having a 50 per cent chance of being assigned to receive
mentoring approximately 9 months earlier. The test §,=£, determined whether the
impacts differ over time, and 8,=p,=0 determined whether the hypothesis that there is no
treatment effect in any period can be rejected.

One of the main questions of interest in this study is whether there are spillovers from
treated individuals to other individuals within the same villages. These spillovers could be
positive (e.g. treated women share knowledge with control women in the same markets)
or negative (e.g. treated women compete away the sales of control women from the
same markets). f; and 5, measure these spillover effects at the one- and three-year
horizons by comparing control firms in treated markets to control firms in control markets.

To test whether assignment to the mentoring treatment had a differential impact from
training alone, the analysis relied on the following regression, estimated using only
rounds 4 and 5:

Y, jt = Yo + viMentor; ; + y,Trainonly; ; + ysSpillovermentor; ; +
YaSpilloverTrainonly; j + mY; =1 + YBMjj =1 + Xp; j0 + 8,1t =4) + & (3)

where Mentor indicates being in a market assigned to mentorship and being assigned a
mentor, Trainonly indicates being in a market assigned to training only and being
assigned training, and Spillovermentor and SpilloverTrainonly are the spillover
groups in the mentor and training-only markets. The question is only estimated for
markets eligible for the mentoring intervention (those with more than 15 firms at
baseline). The standard errors are again clustered at the market level. The testy; =y,
was conducted to determine whether mentoring has a different effect from training alone.

The main analysis focuses on the ITT. Table 7 reports the LATE of receiving training on
the primary outcomes, by instrumenting training attendance with training assignment in
equation (2). None of the control group attended training, so the LATE is the same as the
average treatment effect on the treated. The LATE impacts are approximately 24 per
cent higher than the ITTs.
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Table 7: LATE impacts for primary outcomes

Main Main
Firm Daily Weekly product Weekly product Photo  Aggregate
survival sales sales sales profits profits inventories index

Impact of receiving training, allowing for

spillovers

Received

Training*1 year 0.007  202** 355 187 97 65 597 0.061*
(0.012) (85) (318) (370) (86) (113) (421) (0.032)

Received training*

3 years 0.038** 212** 1283*** 562 273** 192 1017 0.108***
(0.016) (104) (428) (329) (108) (119) (1087) (0.039)

Spillover group*1

year 0.002 32 -476* 157 -65 -16 336 -0.011
(0.011) (70) (268) (327) (66) (93) (343) (0.026)

Spillover group*3

years 0.013 1 25 181 -30 5 670 0.002
(0.014) (85) (328) (269) (79) (94) (867) (0.029)

Sample size 13508 12943 12909 12064 12881 11985 5598 12923

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level.

All regressions control for randomisation strata fixed effects, the baseline value of the outcome
and survey round fixed effects.

Receipt of training instrumented with assignment to training.

7.2 Impacts

7.2.1 Impacts on primary outcomes at the individual level

The primary outcomes are whether the business training succeeds in helping the firm
survive and any increase in firm sales, profits and size (as measured by the photo value
of inventories). Several measures of these variables were considered, as specified in the
PAP, along with an aggregate index, which is the average of standardised z-scores of
these outcomes and provides an overall measure of whether the intervention has
succeeded in increasing firm performance while also controlling for multiple hypothesis
testing. Table 8 provides the results.
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Table 8: Impacts on primary outcomes

Firm Daily Weekly Main product Weekly Main product Photo Aggregate
survival sales sales sales profits profits inventories index
Panel A: Impact of assignment to training, allowing for spillovers
Assigned to training*1 year 0.006 161** 284 150 78 52 482 0.049*
(0.010) (68) (255) (297) (69) (91) (343) (0.026)
Assigned to training* 3 years 0.030** 171** 1038*** 454~ 221** 155 818 0.088***
(0.013) (85) (349) (268) (88) (97) (879) (0.032)
Spillover group*1 year 0.002 32 -476* 157 -65 -16 337 -0.011
(0.011) (70) (270) (328) (66) (93) (345) (0.026)
Spillover group*3 years 0.013 1 27 182 -29 5 671 0.002
(0.014) (85) (330) (270) (79) (95) (874) (0.030)
Mean of pure control group 0.852 1173 5763 3368 1439 1137 8567 0.005
Sample size 13508 12943 12909 12064 12881 11985 5598 12,923
p-value: Training 1 year = 3 years 0.056 0.889 0.006 0.380 0.051 0.399 0.679 0.148
p-value: Spillover 1 year = 3 years 0.403 0.726 0.103 0.943 0.650 0.866 0.688 0.647
p-value: Training effect zero both years 0.068 0.047 0.008 0.239 0.043 0.269 0.344 0.024
Panel B: Impact of mentoring compared to training alone, allowing for spillovers
Assigned to mentoring 0.011 172 1216 586 279 133 1909 0.098**
(0.018) (115) (486) (366) (116) (129) (1339) (0.041)
Assigned to training alone 0.052*** 209" 954 523 300 236" 256 0.104**
(0.016) (110) (427) (357) (114) (132) (941) (0.042)
Spillover group to mentoring 0.024 -75 138 391 -16 27 1972 -0.001
(0.018) (112) (451) (340) (99) (120) (1299) (0.037)
Spillover group to training alone 0.003 122 -3 231 53 69 -192 0.034
(0.020) (105) (401) (380) (97) (129) (1095) (0.037)
Sample size 5822 5625 5606 5535 5591 5530 2655 5,608
p-value: Mentoring = Training alone 0.030 0.765 0.605 0.886 0.877 0.522 0.184 0.901

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level.

*, ** and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

All regressions control for randomisation strata fixed effects, for the baseline value of the outcome and for survey round fixed effects.
Panel B uses only survey rounds 4 and 5, since the mentoring intervention was carried out after round 3.

Aggregate index is the average of standardised z-scores of the other variables. See data appendix for variable definitions.



Panel A shows the one- and three-year impacts of assignment to training, while panel B
separates the three-year results by whether the firm is in a market also assigned to
mentoring or one assigned to training only. Over the one-year horizon the direct impacts
are all positive, but only the impact on daily sales is statistically significant at the 5 per
cent level, and there is a 0.05 standard deviation increase in the aggregate index,
significant at the 10 per cent level. These estimates are all larger in magnitude by year
three, with statistically significant impacts on survival (3 percentage points), daily sales
(171 KSH, or 14.6% of the control mean), weekly sales (1,038 KSH, or 18% of the
control mean), weekly sales of the main product the business sells (454 KSH, or 13.4%
of the control mean), and weekly profits (221 KSH, or 15.4% of the control mean). The
overall aggregate index shows a 0.088 standard deviation increase, which is significant
at the 1 per cent level. The year three results are statistically different from year one
results for key outcomes of survival, weekly sales and weekly profits, and the null
hypothesis of no treatment effect in either period can be rejected.

The impact on the objective and independent measure of business size; i.e. the value of
inventories as photographed in the firm, is positive (818 KSH, or 9.5% of the control
mean), but not statistically significant. We carry out three robustness checks on our
primary outcomes. First, we use the objective visual photographic evidence as to
whether the business looks bigger than it was at baseline (Table 9). Second, we report
results conditional on survival (Table 10). Third, we examine transformations of profits
and sales, which are less susceptible to outliers (Table 11).

Table 9: Robustness checks: Is the business visually larger after three years?

All firms  Survivors All firms Survivors
Assigned to training 0.042** 0.037
(0.021) (0.023)
Spillover group 0.019 0.019
(0.022) (0.023)
Assigned to mentoring 0.059** 0.058*
(0.028) (0.031)
Spillover group for mentoring 0.022 0.017
(0.030) (0.032)
Assigned to training alone 0.034 0.022
(0.028) (0.029)
Spillover group for training 0.028 0.023
(0.026) (0.027)
Sample size 2864 2571 2527 2265
p-value: Mentoring = Training alone 0.440 0.286

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level.

*, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

Outcome is whether photographs of business inventories in the round 4 survey shows the
business to be larger than in the baseline photograph.

Columns 2 and 4 are conditional on the firm surviving; columns 1 and 3 code closed firms as not
being bigger.

Columns 3 and 4 are for the ‘non-small’ markets for which mentoring was randomised.



The analysis and robustness checks based on the photographs compares the round 4 business to the baseline business and classifies it as
bigger, smaller or the same size.' Treated businesses are 4.2 percentage points more likely to be classified as bigger, which is significant at

the 5 per cent level (Table 9).

Table 10: Robustness checks: Impact on primary outcomes conditional on survival

Daily Weekly Main product Weekly Main product Photo Aggregate
sales sales sales profits profits inventories Index
Panel A: Impact of assignment to training, allowing for spillovers
Assigned to training*1 year 165** 294 126 69 46 604 0.051*
(77) (287) (329) (75) (102) (392) (0.029)
Assigned to training* 3 years 145 967** 380 182* 124 487 0.080**
(94) (382) (294) (98) (107) (1017) (0.035)
Spillover group*1 year 30 -557* 168 -79 -23 357 -0.012
(78) (290) (368) (70) (105) (404) (0.028)
Spillover group*3 years -24 -46 169 -61 -17 607 -0.001
(95) (354) (303) (86) (108) (982) (0.033)
Mean of pure control group 1386 6818 3993 1702 1348 10694 0.107
Sample size 11339 11305 10460 11277 10381 4775 11319
p-value: Training 1 year = 3 years 0.804 0.027 0.509 0177 0.567 0.902 0.324
p-value: Spillover 1 year = 3 years 0.574 0.138 0.998 0.840 0.964 0.797 0.733
p-value: Training effect zero both years 0.097 0.034 0.435 0.180 0.494 0.307 0.068
Panel B: Impact of mentoring compared to training alone, allowing for spillovers
Assigned to mentoring 171 1289** 628 295** 132 2081 0.107**
(132) (529) (395) (132) (142) (1560) (0.045)
Assigned to training alone 165 792* 360 233* 183 -658 0.087*
(118) (456) (383) (119) (140) (1093) (0.044)
Spillover group to mentoring -124 -28 355 -68 1 2020 -0.015
(120) (467) (367) (102) (133) (1414) (0.039)
Spillover group to training alone 139 26 243 62 66 -460 0.046

3 The analysis uses the objective visual photographic evidence as to whether the business looks larger than it was at baseline.



Daily Weekly Main product Weekly Main product Photo Aggregate

sales sales sales profits profits inventories Index

(118) (438) (441) (110) (150) (1220) (0.042)
Sample size 4862 4843 4772 4828 4767 2193 4845
p-value: Mentoring = Training alone 0.967 0.354 0.559 0.674 0.761 0.058 0.693

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level.

*, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels respectively.
All regressions control for randomisation strata fixed effects for the baseline value of the outcome and for survey round fixed effects. Panel B
uses only survey rounds 4 and 5, since the mentoring intervention was carried out between round 3 and round 4. Aggregate index is the average
of standardised z-scores of the other variables. See data appendix for description of the different outcome variables.

Our main analysis codes profits and sales as zero for firms that have closed down (since they are not earning profits or sales). Table 10 shows
that firms assigned to training have significantly higher weekly profits and weekly sales, and a higher aggregate index even when conditioned
on survival. Table 11 also shows the results remain significant after using an alternative definition of firm survival, and when using alternative
transformations of profits and sales, such as the inverse hyperbolic sine and logarithmic transformations. Finally, it also addresses the potential
concern that business training affects how profits and sales are reporting by showing no treatment effect on the number of reporting errors, nor

on the difference between the reported inventories and the size based on valuing photographs of inventories.
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Table 11: Robustness of primary outcome results

Alternative  Inverse Hyperbolic Log Log Number Inventory
survival sales profits sales profits errors  reporting
Assigned to
training*1 year 0.006 0.124 0.098 0.094**  0.068 -0.014 0.060
(0.010) (0.116)  (0.101)  (0.037) (0.047) (0.026) (0.063)
Assigned to
training*3 years 0.031**  0.569** 0.428*** 0.172*** 0.138*** 0.006 0.078

(0.014) (0.136) (0.119) (0.048) (0.051) (0.030) (0.063)
Spillover group*1
year 0.001 -0.015 -0.008 -0.027  0.010 0.004 -0.053
(0.011) (0.120) (0.103) (0.040) (0.045) (0.029) (0.066)
Spillover group*3
years 0.013 0.237 0.182 0.009 0.043 -0.014 0.028
(0.014) (0.151)  (0.130) (0.047) (0.047) (0.029) (0.074)
Mean of pure control

group 0.835 7.270 6.240 8.265 6.889 0.542 0.849
Sample size 13666 12909 12881 10420 10790 11541 4391
p-value: Training 1
year = 3 years 0.046 0.001 0.003 0.036 0.112 0.607 0.836
p-value: Spillover 1
year = 3 years 0.374 0.069 0.110 0.385 0.463 0.638 0.375

p-value: Training
effect zero both
years 0.074 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.027 0.847 0.344

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level.

*, ** and *** indicate significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels respectively.

All regressions control for randomisation strata fixed effects, the baseline value of the outcome
where available, and for survey round fixed effects. See test for variable definitions

Figure 2 and Figure 3 show the quantile treatment effects on profits and sales for the
three-year time horizon. The quantile effects increase by quantile, showing that the
impacts were larger at the top of the distribution than the bottom, but are statistically
significant from the 20th percentile onwards until at least the 80th percentile.

Consider next the evidence for spillover effects. Over a one-year horizon, there are
negative spillovers on weekly profits and weekly sales, with this effect significant at the
10 per cent level for sales. However, there are also positive and insignificant spillover
estimates for several of the other profits and sales measures and, as a result, the impact
on the aggregate index is small, with the point estimate being a 0.01 standard deviation
reduction, which is not statistically significant. Over the three-year horizon, none of the
outcomes show a significant spillover impact, and the aggregate index has a 0.002
standard deviation increase, which is small and not statistically significant. Likewise, the
quantile treatment effects in Figure 2 and Figure 3 show the spillover impacts to be much
smaller than the direct effects, and not statistically significant. As a result, it is not
possible to reject the prospect that there are no spillover effects (either positive or
negative) on untreated firms operating in the same markets as treated firms.



Figure 2: Quantile treatment effects on profits after three years
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Notes: ITT effects from quantile regressions controlling for randomisation strata and baseline
profits, combining round 4 and round 5 survey data. Straight dashed line shows OLS estimate; 95
per cent confidence intervals displayed allowing for clustering at market level.

This picture of either small or no spillovers in sales and profits is consistent with the
qualitative work, with some respondents saying they saw no change in market
competition as a result of some women being trained, while others noted a mix of
positive (passing on knowledge to other firms) and negative (treated women providing
better customer service to attract customers) spillovers.

Panel B (Table 8) examines whether the impacts differ for those assigned to mentoring
versus training alone. The impacts are similar in magnitude for most outcomes, with
survival being the one exception, where training alone appears to have a larger impact
than training followed by mentoring. When the overall index is considered, which
accounts for multiple testing, there is a 0.098 standard deviation increase for mentoring
and 0.104 standard deviation increase for training alone. These impacts are very similar
in magnitude and the equality hypothesis cannot be rejected (p = 0.901).
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Figure 3: Quantile treatment effects on sales after three years
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Notes: ITT effects from quantile regressions controlling for randomisation strata and baseline
sales, combining round 4 and round 5 survey data. Straight dashed line shows OLS estimate; 95
per cent confidence intervals displayed allowing for clustering at market level.

7.2.2 Impacts on secondary outcomes at the individual level

In order to examine the extent to which these improvements in profits and sales translate
into broader individual wellbeing, the study’s PAP specified four domains of secondary
outcomes to examine (see section 2.3 Theory of change and research hypotheses). The
impacts on these outcomes are shown in Table 12.
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Table 12: Impacts on secondary outcomes

Employed All work Empowerment Life ladder Life ladder 5  Mental Household
for pay income index today years health durables index
Panel A: Impact of assignment to training, allowing for spillovers
Assigned to training*1 year 0.009 177* 0.109 0.254 0.253*** 0.265* 0.108*
(0.008) (96) (0.110) (0.050) (0.064) (0.151) (0.058)
Assigned to training*3 years 0.020* 389*** -0.037 0.221*** 0.322*** 0.356** 0.091
(0.011) (141) (0.094) (0.049) (0.054) (0.162) (0.065)
Spillover group*1 year 0.003 -112 0.013 -0.011 0.000 0.115 0.048
(0.009) (93) (0.113) (0.056) (0.068) (0.143) (0.059)
Spillover group*3 years 0.011 24 0.070 0.062 0.029 0.272 0.073
(0.012) (133) (0.105) (0.046) (0.058) (0.174) (0.070)
Mean of pure control group 0.885 2.144 7.034 5.015 7.982 17.707 -0.063
Sample size 13508 12881 5873 12609 12608 5873 5823
p-value: Training 1 year = 3 years 0.323 0.114 0.289 0.581 0.420 0.659 0.813
p-value: Spillover 1 year = 3 years 0.533 0.283 0.689 0.297 0.740 0.460 0.721
p-value: Training effect zero both years 0.169 0.019 0.543 0.000 0.000 0.034 0.137
Panel B: Impact of mentoring compared to training alone, allowing for spillovers
Assigned to mentoring 0.005 488** -0.062 0.283*** 0.417*** 0.477* 0.226*
(0.015) (187) (0.133) (0.063) (0.057) (0.206) (0.121)
Assigned to training alone 0.035** 477> 0.133 0.204*** 0.271*** 0.169 0.132
(0.014) (181) (0.115) (0.056) (0.064) (0.217) (0.106)
Spillover group to mentoring 0.017 30 -0.019 0.192*** 0.093 0.236 0.306***
(0.015) (180) (0.142) (0.052) (0.067) (0.232) (0.117)
Spillover group to training alone 0.005 178 0.293** 0.042 0.064 0.049 -0.000
(0.016) (153) (0.128) (0.052) (0.062) (0.221) (0.128)
Sample size 5822 5591 2470 5511 5511 2470 2465
p-value: Mentoring = Training alone 0.062 0.958 0.174 0.270 0.037 0.237 0.450

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level.

*, ** and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
All regressions control for randomisation strata fixed effects, for the baseline value of the outcome where available

and for survey fixed effects. Panel B uses round 4 and 5 data only.



The first set of secondary outcomes concerns employment, whether self-employment or
wage work. Column 1 of Table 12 shows that 88.5 per cent of the pure control group are
engaged in some form of employment for pay at the time of the three-year follow-up
surveys, and an increase in firm survival also translates into an increase in employment.
Column 2 looks at all income from work, which combines profits from self-employment
with any earnings from wage labour. Higher profits are not offset by lower wage
earnings, as total income from work increases by 389 KSH per week, or 18.1 per cent of
the control mean.

The second set of outcomes concerns topics and approaches emphasised in the training
that aimed to empower women in decision-making around finances and business. The
study measures 10 different outcomes in this domain (e.g. are they compelled to spend
money on their husband or family, do they need someone’s permission to travel to sell a
business asset, do they have money they have sole control over, etc.). The average
individual in the control group is able to do seven out of these 10, and column 3 shows
that training is not found to have any sizeable or significant impact on this measure of
empowerment at either time horizon. This is consistent with the qualitative assessment,
which noted that training did not appear to change individual or household decision-
making dynamics (ICRW 2015).

The third domain examined is subjective wellbeing and mental health. Subjective
wellbeing today and the anticipated subjective standard of living in five years’ time is
measured on a Cantril ladder, with mental health using the MHI-5 index of Veit and Ware
(higher scores indicate better mental health). Respondents showed a great deal of
optimism about the future, seeing themselves on step 5 out of 10 on the life ladder
currently, but expecting to be on step 8 in five years’ time. Training increases both
current and future subjective wellbeing by 0.2-0.3 steps. The impact on mental health is
positive and also statistically significant in both time periods. Finally, the impact on
ownership of household durable assets is measured. There is a positive, but marginally
significant impact in year one, and a positive but insignificant impact in year three. The
only evidence of a significant difference between groups receiving mentoring or training
alone is observable in the ‘any employment’ outcome, which is consistent with the
differential survival effect. Taken together, these results show that higher profits and
sales do appear to have translated into higher overall wellbeing for women provided with
training.

7.2.3 Market-level impacts

Our results show that firms assigned to treatment have grown, with no negative spillover
for the untrained in the same market. This suggests that the overall markets have grown.
To formally test this hypothesis, the outcomes are aggregated to the market level, and
estimated through the following equation at the level of the 157 markets:

TotalY; = By + p1MarketTrained; « 1Year; + f,MarketTrained = 3Years, +
+nTotal; - + X[0 + X3, 6,1(s =t) + &,  (4)

Where MarketTrained indicates market j was assigned to training, TotalY is the total
of outcome Y (profits, sales, or customers) in market j at time t, and the standard errors
are clustered over time at the market level.



Table 13 shows the results of estimating equation (4). By year three, overall profits have
grown by 2,554 KSH per week (9.2% of the control mean, not statistically significant),
overall sales in the market by 15,353 KSH per week (13.7% of the control mean,
significant at the 5% level), and the total number of customers in the market per week by
318 (16.7% of the control mean). These results are consistent with the overall market
growing, at least over the longer term.

A market census was conducted in rounds 2 and 4 to determine whether there had been
new entrants to the market since the time of training, and whether these new entrants, in
addition to existing firms that did not pass the eligibility filters, had cut back on profits due
to some firms being trained. Table 13 shows positive but not statistically insignificant
impacts on the numbers of new entrants in these markets, the total number of firms not
in the survey and the weekly profits of these firms. The success of those trained,
therefore, also does not come from crowding out new entrants.

Table 13: Impacts on market level

Total Total Total # New Total Other
market  market market entrants other firm
profits sales customers firms profits

Market assigned to training*1

year 792 2672 131 0.193 1.473 4439
(1378) (5211) (104) (0.509) (1.375) (2940)

Market assigned to training*3 2554 15353** 318** 0.833 1.290

years 2662
(1568) (6613) (124) (0.785) (1.784) (3685)

Mean of control markets 27651 110944 1916 8.59 2248 34870

Sample size 628 628 628 301 301 301

p-value: 1 Year = 3 Years 0.201 0.021 0.038 0.517 0.933 0.684

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level. Unit of observation is market
survey round.

*, ** and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

Regressions include controls for randomisation strata, survey round and baseline value of
outcome where available.

8. Discussion

8.1 Why do these impacts arise? Causal chain and mechanisms

The surveys and PAP enable tracing out of the causal chain from providing training
through to changes in business outcomes, and examination of the different mechanisms
through which training may or may not have an effect. Since different mechanisms are
examined, the study provides sharpened g-values that hold constant the false discovery
rate when reporting results for specific outcomes (Table 14). All outcomes at the three-
year horizon that have p-values below 0.05 also have sharpened g-values below 0.05,
whereas only the one-year impacts that are significant at the 1 per cent level have
sharpened g-values below 0.10.
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Table 14: Sharpened ¢g-values for mechanism impacts

1-year 3-years
Measure p-value Sharpened q p-value Sharpened q
Business knowledge 0.839 1.000 0.175 0.096
Business practices 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Worked with mentor 0.000 0.001
Weekly customers 0.648 1.000 0.001 0.004
Gained new customer 0.082 0.387 0.040 0.039
Lost new customer 0.025 0.127 0.006 0.011
Sales per customer 0.396 0.847 0.138 0.087
Open set time 0.010 0.015
Introduce new product 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Profit ratio 0.131 0.537 0.530 0.249
Monitors sales trends 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Fraction stock spoiled 0.620 1.000 0.521 0.249
Received bulk discount 0.700 1.000 0.141 0.087
Production cost change 0.320 0.847 0.466 0.249
Received loan 0.323 0.847 0.506 0.249
Business bank account 0.010 0.015
Inventory value 0.246 0.847 0.050 0.046
Capital stock 0.953 1.000 0.003 0.007
Own labour 0.957 1.000 0.000 0.001
Self-efficacy 0.838 1.000 0.293 0.152
Get Ahead attitudes 0.396 0.847 0.032 0.036
Women's association 0.870 1.000 0.002 0.006
Number discuss business 0.388 0.847 0.037 0.039
Works with others 0.154 0.544 0.195 0.102

Note: To control for multiple hypothesis testing when examining multiple mechanisms, we
construct sharpened g-values following Anderson (2008) and Benjamini et al. (2006). This
process uses a two-stage procedure to control the false discovery rate when reporting results for
specific outcomes. Table 14 reports the original p-values and corresponding sharpened g-values.
We see that all three-year outcomes that have p-values below 0.05 also have sharpened g-values
below this level. In contrast, over the one-year horizon, only the impacts on business practices,
introducing new products and monitoring sales trends are significant after this adjustment.

8.1.1 Changes in business knowledge, practices and use of a mentor

The first step in the causal chain is for training to lead to changes in business knowledge
and business practices among women receiving training. Business knowledge was
assessed by giving respondents a description of a business and asking them seven
questions that involve calculating revenue, value of stock on hand, variable costs, total
expenses, profits, fixed costs and break-even point. This proved very difficult for most
participants, with the median respondent only answering two out of seven questions
correctly and only 0.5 per cent answering all correctly. These questions were only asked
in the first long follow-up survey and was asked of both those with surviving businesses
as well as those whose business had closed down.

Column 1 of Table 15 shows that there is no significant treatment effect or spillover effect
on business knowledge. This is consistent with the financial literacy results of Carpena et
al. (2011), who find that financial literacy training does not improve performance on
questions involving numerical calculations.
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Business practices are measured through a set of 26 questions that capture information
about marketing, record-keeping, buying and stock control, and financial planning of the
firm. These questions are only measured in the long follow-up survey rounds for firms
that survive. These questions have been shown to correlate strongly with business
performance in a range of countries by McKenzie and Woodruff (2015) and to predict
future survival and growth of the firm. The mean firm in the pure control group employs
53 per cent of these practices.

Column 2 shows that the impact of being invited to training is a statistically significant
increase in the use of business practices at both the one-year and three-year horizons:
treated firms have a 0.05-0.07 increase in the proportion of practices used. This is
approximately a 10-13% increase in the control mean. There is a marginally significant
positive spillover in business practices to untreated firms in the same marketplaces over
one year; however, the magnitude is very small (0.01) and the three-year impact is
smaller still and not significant. The increase in practices is three times as large for those
assigned to mentoring (0.096) as those assigned to training alone (0.033), suggesting
that mentoring helped to reinforce business practices.

Table 15: Impact on business knowledge, business practices and use of a mentor

Business knowledge Business practices Worked with mentor

Panel A: Impact of assignment to training, allowing for spillovers

Assigned to training*1 year -0.018 0.049***
(0.089) (0.008)
Assigned to training* 3 years 0.068*** 0.335***
(0.009) (0.037)
Spillover group*1 year 0.124 0.014*
(0.091) (0.008)
Spillover group*3 years 0.006 0.018
(0.009) (0.020)
Mean of pure control group 2.000 0.533 0.106
Sample size 3059 5404 2520
p-value: Training 1 year = 3 years 0.067
p-value: Spillover 1 year = 3 years 0.389
p-value: Training effect zero both years 0.000
Panel B: Impact of mentoring compared to training alone, allowing for spillovers
Assigned to mentoring 0.096*** 0.666***
(0.012) (0.028)
Assigned to training alone 0.033*** 0.108***
(0.010) (0.020)
Spillover group to mentoring -0.006 0.009
(0.011) (0.023)
Spillover group to training alone 0.004 0.047*
(0.012) (0.026)
Sample size 2,236 2,212
p-value: Mentoring = Training alone 0.000 0.000

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level.

*, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

All regressions control for randomisation strata fixed effects.

Business knowledge only collected in round 2, mentoring only collected in round 4.

Business practices collected in rounds 2 and 4, with regression controlling for survey round and
for baseline business practices.

Outcomes are conditional on operating a firm.
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Finally, column 3 confirms that those assigned to the mentoring treatment are indeed
much more likely to say they have used a mentor. However, there is also a significant
impact on using a mentor from those firms assigned only to training, suggesting that
training did lead to a doubling in the use of mentor, even without the separate
mentorship intervention.

8.1.2 Impact on dealing with customers

Increased marketing and better presentation of the business may enable a firm to
increase sales as a result of gaining new customers and being better able to retain
existing customers. This is examined in the first three columns of Table 16.

Table 16: Impact on dealing with customers

Gained Lost Open Introduced
Weekly new regular Sales per business new
customers customer customer customer atsettime product

Panel A: Impact of assignment to training, allowing for
spillovers

Assigned to training*1 year 1.7 0.023* -0.038** 25.5 0.116™**
(3.8) (0.013) (0.017)  (30.0) (0.022)
Assigned to training*3 years ~ 14.5***  0.034**  -0.041***  38.7 0.062*** 0.089***
(4.4) (0.016) (0.015)  (25.9) (0.024) (0.021)

Spillover group*1 year -2.2 0.009 -0.020 0.7 0.007
(3.9) (0.014) (0.018) (20.6) (0.021)

Spillover group*3 years -0.7 0.008 -0.009 2.2 0.030 0.008
(4.6) (0.018) (0.016) (17.1) (0.023) (0.021)

Mean of pure control group 100 0.767 0.804 134 0.342 0.269

Sample size 12867 12977 12978 11186 2398 6216

p-value: Training 1 year = 3

years 0.004 0.586 0.878 0.734 0.327

p-value: Spillover 1 year = 3

years 0.753 0.964 0.666 0.951 0.970

p-value: Training effect zero

both years 0.003 0.049 0.003 0.247 0.000

Panel B: Impact of mentoring compared to training alone, allowing
for spillovers

Assigned to mentoring 12.1* 0.004 -0.048***  50.3 0.103*** 0.102***
(6.1) (0.021) (0.017)  (38.0) (0.033) (0.028)
Assigned to training alone 12.0**  0.054*** -0.054*** 246 0.030 0.084***

(5.2) (0.020) (0.017)  (24.6) (0.031) (0.028)
Spillover group to
mentoring 0.8 0.000 -0.035* -5.3 0.026 0.021

(6.4) (0.022) (0.020) (19.1) (0.030) (0.026)
Spillover group to training

alone -4.3 0.009 -0.002 -0.0 0.039 0.022
(6.0) (0.023) (0.019)  (20.5) (0.032) (0.029)

Sample size 5,602 5,636 5,636 4,801 2,090 2,636

p-value: Mentoring =

Training alone 0.992 0.020 0.758 0.558 0.071 0.597

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level.

*, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

All regressions control for randomisation strata fixed effects.

Opening at set time only asked in round 4 survey and is conditional on business operating.
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The women in the study sample serve a median of 60 customers and mean of 100
customers per week in the control markets (after top-coding at the 99th percentile to
reduce the influence of outliers). Column 1 shows that those assigned to training are
serving an additional 14 customers a week after three years, significant at the 1 per cent
level. Columns 2 and 3 show that treated firms are more likely to have gained a new
customer during the last three months, and less likely to have lost a regular customer
during the same time period. There is no significant spillover impact, which is consistent
with previous evidence that the total number of customers in the market increased.

Total sales of the business increased, as did the number of customers. Column 4
considers the sales per customer. The point estimates are positive, suggesting more
revenue per customer, but is not statistically significant. If outcomes are instead
considered in log form, the identity is:

log(sales) = log(sales/customers) + log(customers) (5)

Then the treatment effects are 17.6% on sales (p = 0.006), 9% on sales per customer (p
= 0.107) and 8.5% on the number of customers, suggesting that the increase in sales
volume is coming approximately evenly from expanding the number of customers as well
as from obtaining more revenue per customer.

Why might business owners gain more customers? The qualitative work in part points to
a better customer experience, with cleaner shops that are more likely to open on time,
and owners being more pleasant to customers. For example, the qualitative work noted
one woman saying:

There are those who didn’t know how to attract customers, but now | can see
they have been able to attract customers...They are talking to them nicely unlike
before where they would talk rudely’, and another noting that now, ‘I try to talk
[with] customers in a nice and professional way. | try to make delicious meals and
make my place of work look attractive to them...| make sure [my cooking] it's up
to the customers’ standard, not watery food (ICRW2015)

In qualitative interviews with those who had gone through mentoring, one participant
said, ‘I used to not care much about my business, | could open late, and sometimes the
shop would remain closed if | don't feel like opening. Now | know that it is important to
put effort into my business.’

This potential channel is incorporated into the three-year follow-up survey, which asks
whether the business always opened at a set time each day. Column 5 shows that this
only occurs among 34 per cent of the control group and training increases this by a
significant 6 percentage points. Mentoring appears to have a greater impact than training
alone on having regular opening hours.

The second way in which firms were able to attract more customers was diversifying the
range of products they sold. Banerjee and Duflo (2008) note the preponderance of small
businesses in developing countries all selling similar things, with no reason for
customers to seek them out in terms of either product line or shopping environment.
Column 6 shows that firms assigned to training were 9-11 percentage points more likely
to have introduced a new product to their business, significant at the 1 per cent level.
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There was tremendous variety in the new products introduced, with almost every
business that introduced a new product providing a different answer as to what this
product was. Examples included avocados, oranges, carrots, garlic, fertiliser, body oil,
cowpeas, belts, hair oil, tea, tobacco and Weetabix. Since most firms were selling only a
handful of products, this diversification could have attracted customers that would not
have otherwise purchased from them.

8.1.3 Impact on financial control, access to finance and capital levels

The analysis continues by examining the extent to which training enables firm owners to
produce more, or earn higher profits, by managing resources more effectively and
overcoming financial constraints. Several studies have emphasised the possibility that
business training may have its strongest impact on sales during a bad month by helping
participants identify strategies to reduce downward fluctuations in sales through
diversifying the products they offer, as well as being more proactive about alternative
activities during slow months. McKenzie and Woodruff (2013) note, however, that
evidence for this has been mixed in existing studies. This channel is examined in
columns 1 and 2 of Table 17, showing that although businesses are more likely to
regularly use business records to determine whether sales of a particular product are
increasing or decreasing, this does not translate into an impact on reducing fluctuations
in profits in bad months relative to usual months.

Columns 3, 4, and 5 of Table 17 examine the firms’ inventory management and
purchasing outcomes. There are no significant impacts of treatment on the fraction of
stock lost to spoilage, the receipt of bulk discounts in purchasing or in the cost of
producing the firm’s most profitable item. The last is measured with considerable noise,
so the insignificant point estimate admits a wide confidence interval.

Better business practices may enable firms to obtain more financing. This may work
through either the demand or supply side for formal finance. On the demand side,
individuals who have received training may have more plans for expansion or feel more
confident approaching banks. On the supply side, banks may be more willing to lend to
firms that keep better records or have higher profitability and sales. However, column 6
of Table 17 shows that access to finance is limited in the sample, with only 17 per cent of
the pure control group receiving a loan from a bank or microfinance organisation in the
last year, and that treatment does not have a significant impact on this. This is consistent
with the qualitative work, which found a number of challenges on both the demand and
supply side for formal finance: women were often afraid of what might happen if they fell
behind on payments, found the loan application process cumbersome and time-
consuming, and faced challenges in terms of ability to provide documentation and/or
collateral in some cases (ICRW 2015).
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Table 17: Impacts on financial control, access to finance and capital levels

Ratio of Monitors Fraction Received a Production Received Has Capital
worst/current sales stock lost bulk cost loan from business Inventory  stock
profit trends to spoilage discount change (%) bank/MFI bank account value value
Panel A: Impact of Assignment to Training, Allowing for Spillovers
Assigned to training*1 year 0.014 0.112%** -0.007 0.009 15.536 0.017 2475 -52
(0.009) (0.023) (0.014) (0.023) (15.561) (0.017) (2125) (882)
Assigned to training* 3 years -0.007 0.141** -0.014 0.034 13.954 0.013 0.058** 5889**  3219***
(0.011) (0.022) (0.021) (0.023) (19.084) (0.019) (0.022) (2978) (1085)
Spillover group*1 year -0.004 0.025 0.037** -0.028 7.825 0.014 -339 -828
(0.009) (0.024) (0.017) (0.025) (17.121) (0.018) (1966) (917)
Spillover group*3 years -0.011 0.000 -0.005 0.013 -5.558 -0.017 -0.003 3350 672
(0.012) (0.023) (0.024) (0.024) (20.019) (0.021) (0.023) (2829) (1065)
Mean of pure control group 0.450 0.269 0.194 0.423 160.4 0.172 0.354 19918 13410
Sample size 10609 6214 4989 5879 5541 5404 3005 6183 6203
p-value: Training 1 year = 3 years 0.136 0.263 0.766 0.447 0.935 0.850 0.107 0.002
p-value: Spillover 1 year = 3 years 0.622 0.355 0.102 0.255 0.526 0.139 0.093 0.174
p-value: Training effect zero both years 0.252 0.000 0.767 0.308 0.569 0.583 0.137 0.005
Panel B: Impact of mentoring compared to training alone, allowing for spillovers
Assigned to mentoring -0.024* 0.194*** -0.038 0.029 -8.074 0.004 0.048 15371***  3180**
(0.012) (0.029) (0.026) (0.030) (23.297) (0.026) (0.034) (4523) (1504)
Assigned to training alone -0.015 0.070*** -0.009 0.002 -15.671 0.044* 0.099*** 4705* 2561*
(0.013) (0.024) (0.028) (0.030) (25.575) (0.026) (0.025) (2793) (1330)
Spillover group to mentoring -0.010 -0.012 0.002 -0.012 -3.198 -0.023 0.010 9707** 628
(0.014) (0.031) (0.032) (0.030) (25.752) (0.027) (0.035) (3770) (1365)
Spillover group to training alone -0.029** -0.014 -0.029 0.010 -41.846 0.006 0.023 2649 -133
(0.014) (0.032) (0.034) (0.032) (26.112) (0.028) (0.025) (3198) (1451)
Sample size 4563 2636 2078 2497 2389 2236 2636 2634 2635
p-value: Mentoring = Training alone 0.515 0.000 0.353 0.432 0.791 0.157 0.137 0.021 0.720

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

All regressions control for randomisation strata fixed effects. Mentoring regressions only for three-year follow-up.

Business bank account not asked in round 2 follow-up survey.



Firms are 5.8 percentage points more likely to be using business bank accounts (column
7). Columns 8 and 9 then look at whether firms have grown in size according to their
inventory levels and capital stock. By year three, both the inventory levels and capital
stocks are higher in the treatment group, which is consistent with them having more to
sell and with building up the size of the firm. The inventory impact is larger and
statistically significant (at 1% level) after mentoring than after training alone. Since firms
did not receive more finance, this build-up in inventories and capital is likely to reflect re-
investment of profits. This may also explain why impacts are stronger after three years
than one year, since it takes time for firm owners to slowly reinvest profits into more
merchandise to sell.

8.1.4 Impacts on owner hours, attitudes, and social capital

The final set of intermediate outcomes and mechanisms are examined in Table 18. A
first analysis looks at whether women changed the amount of time they are devoting to
their business. The qualitative work suggested this might be the case, as evidenced by
this quote from one participant:

Then | used to open [my business] any time | wished...l would open much
later...but these days it’s better since | constantly open at nine and close at night
at around eight. Those days | just used to do a little work, | could not stay for
long. Whenever | got some money to pay for my merry-go-round, then | would
just close my business for the day. Also, then if | got someone who was buying
five bags of maize, then | could just close business and leave for home, but these
days | stay until | am convinced that it’s time to leave (ICRW 2015)

This qualitative finding does not appear in the one-year horizon; however, it is there over
three years for both mentoring and training alone, with women working four hours more
per week.



Table 18: Attitudes and associations

Own labour Entrepreneurial  GET Ahead Women's # Discuss Works together
hours self-efficacy attitudes association business with other women
Panel A: Impact of assignment to training, allowing for spillovers
Assigned to training*1 year 0.059 -0.037 -0.018 0.003 0.181 0.035
(1.106) (0.181) (0.021) (0.017) (0.210) (0.024)
Assigned to training* 3 years 4.596*** 0.057*** 0.584** 0.033
(1.274) (0.018) (0.277) (0.026)
Spillover group*1 year -2.060* -0.180 -0.047** 0.026 0.032 -0.000
(1.138) (0.171) (0.022) (0.019) (0.224) (0.025)
Spillover group*3 years -0.192 -0.013 0.066 0.010
(1.356) (0.017) (0.308) (0.024)
Mean of pure control group 42.6 4.457 3.802 0.115 4.672 0.490
Sample size 6215 3059 3059 5400 5398 5403
p-value: Training 1 year = 3 years 0.001 0.042 0.259 0.959
p-value: Spillover 1 year = 3 years 0.189 0.155 0.934 0.731
p-value: Training effect zero both years 0.001 0.005 0.072 0.242
Panel B: Impact of mentoring compared to training alone, allowing for spillovers
Assigned to mentoring 4777 0.055** 0.920** 0.027
(1.642) (0.023) (0.362) (0.039)
Assigned to training alone 4.300** 0.062*** 0.303 0.030
(1.677) (0.023) (0.329) (0.032)
Spillover group to mentoring -0.429 -0.029 0.040 -0.016
(1.758) (0.020) (0.417) (0.032)
Spillover group to training alone 0.101 0.002 -0.003 0.041
(1.659) (0.025) (0.390) (0.031)
Sample size 2635 2234 2235 2236
p-value: Mentoring = Training alone 0.814 0.795 0.135 0.940

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the market level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
All regressions control for randomisation strata fixed effects. Mentoring regressions only for three-year follow-up.
Self-efficacy and Get Ahead attitudes only asked in round 2.



The training was also intended to increase women’s confidence in their ability to perform
business tasks. Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is measured through 10 questions that
capture information on the owner’s confidence in their ability to perform key business
activities, such as formulating ideas for new products, selling a product to a customer
they are meeting for the first time and persuading a bank to lend them money for their
business. The mean control group individual is very confident in their ability to do 4.5 out
of these 10 tasks, and Column 2 shows no significant effect of training on self-efficacy. In
addition, 11 questions were intended to measure the types of attitudes that GET Ahead
tries to encourage. These include willingness to take risks to get ahead in business,
planning for the future, feeling confident that one can find solutions to problems that arise
and keeping eyes open for ways to improve the business. These are scored on a five-
point scale, where five indicates greatest agreement. The mean score across these
questions is 3.8 for the pure control group. Column 3 shows no significant effect of
treatment on these.

The training also emphasised and encouraged cooperation with other women in the
marketplace. The remaining columns of Table 18 examine aspects of this. Columns 4, 5
and 6 consider membership of women’s associations, discussing business with other
women in the market, and working with other women to obtain bulk discounts or
purchase goods together. There are no significant treatment effects on any of these
measures over the one-year horizon, but treated individuals were found to be more likely
to belong to associations and discuss business with others over the three-year horizon.
Despite the trainers’ hope that treated women would band together with untreated
women to purchase inputs at discounts together, there is no direct effect nor spillover
effect on this outcome.

8.2 Cost benefit

The analysis shows that, over a three-year horizon, the training has grown these
underdeveloped markets, increasing the total volume of sales and number of customers.
As a result, gains to the treated firms do not come at the expense of lost customers for
untreated firms in the same markets. The cost of training was approximately US$200 per
person assigned to training and the gain in weekly profits was 221 KSH (US$2.60). The
gain in profits would therefore need to last at least 76 weeks, or approximately 1.5 years,
for the benefits of the programme to exceed the costs. Although there is no long-term
means of examining these benefits, they seem greater at three years than one year,
thereby suggesting that this outcome appears plausible. This cost-benefit calculation is
most suitable for deciding whether it would be individually profitable for a business owner
to undertake training and to measure producer surplus given the lack of spillovers.
Measurement of the social cost benefit would need to also take into account the change
in consumer surplus arising from increased product variety and from any price changes
(which we do not measure precisely).

The additional mentoring treatment cost approximately US$553 per individual assigned
to mentoring. Since it is not possible to reject the notion that impacts on primary
outcomes are the same for mentoring as for training alone, the evidence here suggests
that adding mentoring does not pass a cost-benefit test.



9. Implications

Firms assigned to training are 3 percentage points more likely to survive after 3 years,
earn 18 per cent higher sales and make 15 per cent higher profits. Their owners have
better mental health and a higher subjective standard of living. These gains are greater
at three years than at one year after the training and are similar for firms assigned to
training only as for firms also assigned to a mentor. These gains come with no significant
spillover effects on untreated firms operating in the same markets, and total sales and
the total number of customers is higher in the treated markets than control markets.
There is also no reduction in new entry into these markets after training. This market
growth appears to stem from better customer service, better business practices and the
introduction of new products, with no significant impacts on access to finance or input
management. The conclusion is that, in underdeveloped markets, microenterprise
growth need not come at the expense of competitors and business training can help the
overall market grow.

Factoring in the cost of training, the evaluation shows that the gain in profits would need
to last for at least 76 weeks, or approximately 1.5 years, for the benefits of the
programme to exceed the costs. The data at three years suggest that this is plausible.
Adding mentoring does not increase cost effectiveness.

9.1 The findings in today’s research context

Better business practices are strongly associated with better firm performance across a
range of countries in both the cross-section and over time (McKenzie and Woodruff
2015). However, in their review of the growing body of experimental literature assessing
the impact of business training in developing countries, McKenzie and Woodruff (2013)
note that the evidence on effectiveness is mixed, in part because many studies have low
statistical power and measure impacts over short durations.

Three strands of this literature are of particular relevance to this study. The first is
evidence that business training may be less effective for female business owners, either
because they work in sectors with very low efficiency scales or because they face many
other constraints that limit the ability of their businesses to grow (e.g. de Mel et al. 2014;
Berge et al. 2014; Giné and Mansuri 2016). GET Ahead, the training programme
examined in this study, was designed especially for women with low education levels.
Bulte et al. (2016) evaluate the impact of this same programme on female microfinance
clients in Vietnam and find some evidence of firm growth 12 months after training. The
results show stronger and longer-term evidence that this training can help female-owned
businesses to grow.

Second, several studies examine whether augmenting standard business training with
mentoring can enhance its effectiveness. Valdivia (2015) and Giné and Mansuri (2016)
find that individualised hand-holding or mentoring after training does not have sustained
impacts relative to training alone. Brooks et al. (2016) find, also in Kenya, that assigning
a mentor to a young firm does increase profits in the short-run, but the effect fades over
time. The results are consistent with mentoring not delivering additional gains compared
to training alone.
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Third, almost all of the existing literature to date has been unable to measure impacts at
the market level and therefore cannot determine whether any gains are experienced by
untrained firms. The one exception is Calderén et al. (2013), who worked with 17 villages
in rural Mexico, assigning 7 to treatment and 10 to control. They find no significant
spillovers, although this may in part reflect low statistical power given the small number
of villages and because they lose 18 per cent of their sample to attrition and 41 per cent
to closure by their second follow-up. The paper builds on this work and not only shows
no significant spillovers, but significant growth at the market level.

9.2 Implications for policymakers and practitioners

Many markets in developing countries are underdeveloped, with poorly managed firms
selling a narrow variety of products. The results of this paper show that training can be
one way to develop these markets.

Governments and practitioners investing in and developing measures to support women
in business can rely on training interventions to improve the survival, profitability, and
growth of female-owned businesses that receive training. The positive impacts and long-
term horizon found in Kenya suggest there is scope to expand small businesses run by
women. Furthermore, the lack of negative spillovers among competitor businesses
implies that business training has the potential to create cost-effective social gains.

The evaluation also prompts development actors to improve programme design. With
increased attention to enterprise development, implementers are called on to boost their
interventions by: (1) integrating gender perspectives and empowering women to take on
training opportunities; (2) targeting the development of an array of skills — from hard to
soft, in a participatory manner; and (3) paying further attention to mechanisms to improve
business survival, sales and profits as key triggers of individual wellbeing.

Provided the proximity of the government, social partners and other key stakeholders to
the programme and the evaluation, the study findings can have tangible impacts in
Kenya. At national level, the government and development partners can internalise the
results and expand/improve implementation through already-trained service providers,
such as WEF, KIE and the Kenya Youth Enterprise Development. At the local level, local
governments and civil society organisations serving women can improve the design and
delivery of their interventions.
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Appendix

Table A1: Means by treatment status for mentoring intervention

Assigned  Training Spillover Spillover for Pure
mentor alone for mentor  training alone control p-value p-value
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (1) vs (2) (3) vs (4)
Age 35.73 36.39 35.38 35.70 35.80 0.262 0.807
Years of education 9.08 8.76 9.00 8.89 9.08 0.019 0.321
Married 0.69 0.65 0.68 0.64 0.68 0.166 0.999
Household size 4.96 4.99 4.93 4.83 4.86 0.962 0.841
Age of firm 6.36 6.82 6.53 6.73 6.31 0.310 0.491
Number of employees 0.27 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.26 0.985 0.422
Weekly profits 1124 1115 1132 1155 1085 0.782 0.643
Weekly sales 5657 5054 6028 6016 5247 0.596 0.558
Capital stock 37859 24222 39042 27324 26733 0.001 0.005
Ever received bank/MFI loan 0.26 0.26 0.23 0.27 0.23 0.652 0.061
Keeps records 0.36 0.37 0.33 0.36 0.34 0.967 0.318
Business practices score 0.53 0.52 0.53 0.53 0.52 0.153 0.920
Retail firm 0.77 0.81 0.76 0.79 0.75 0.223 0.115
Registered with city council 0.48 0.36 0.49 0.39 0.40 0.001 0.023
Sample size 524 521 459 442 1158

Notes: Means and sample sizes are shown for samples in non-small markets, for which mentoring intervention is applied.



Online appendixes
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The International Labour Organization’s
Gender and Entrepreneurship Together
training programme (GET Ahead) seeks to
enhance women’s opportunities in
entrepreneurship through knowledge and skills
development in business and management.
McKenzie and colleagues evaluated the
impact of offering women with small
businesses in rural Kenya a five-day training
course. A year after training, some women who
had received GET Ahead were offered
complementary group and individual support
services over a five-month period. After three
years, women who received training earn
higher profits, and are more likely to have
surviving businesses and higher weekly sales.
A key mechanism for this market growth
appears to be the training they received:
business owners began keeping more reliable
opening hours and diversifying their range of
products. The increase in business income is
accompanied by improvements in mental
health and subjective well-being.
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