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1. Introduction

This document outlines the pre-analysis plan for the evaluation of a radio drama
show for building social cohesion and mitigating conflict in Sierra Leone and Guinea,
implemented by Talking Drum Studios (TDS). The radio program was created and
disseminated within the context of larger peacebuilding project intended to improve the
livelihoods of farmers and herders in the border region between the two countries, with
additional components implemented by WFP and IOM. The project ran for two and half
years and was supported with funds from by the UN Peacebuiding Fund (PBF). This
study isolates and tests the impact of the “peace radio” programming in a survey
experiment following the completion of the project.

This pre-analysis plan is written prior to (the completion of) micro-data collection
and analysis. It is designed to commit the authors to testing the listed hypothesis using
the empirical approach detailed below and to explain any additional or explorative
analyses and approaches not outlined below.

The document is structured around four sections. Section 2 provides the theoretical
motivation of the study and the research questions. Section 3 outlines the study sites
and population, while section 4 details the experimental design, randomization
procedures and the hypotheses. Section 5 outlines the estimation strategy and the
study outcomes; and section 6 highlight the heterogeneity and exploratory analyses to
be conducted.

2. Theoretical Motivation

Conflicts between farmers and herders have a long history in West Africa (Moritz, 2010;
Bukari et al. 2018; Benjaminsen and Ba, 2009). Over the past couple of decades, both
media and scholarship underscore that the prevalence and intensity of such conflicts
have rapidly proliferated (Ajala, 2020; Nwankwo, 2021; United Nations, n.d.; Centre for
Democracy and Development, 2021). These conflicts are mostly attributed to
competition over resources between the two groups, most notably land and water
(Brottem, 2020; Issifu et al. 2022; Rattinger et al. n.d.); are ignited as livestock of
nomadic herders graze on crops of sedentary farmers (Issifu et al. 2022; Centre for
Democracy and Development, 2021); and are deemed to only be increasing with the
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intensification of changing climate patterns, among other dynamics (George et al. 2022;
Brottem, 2021; Seter et al. 2018). Thus, such conflicts present an ongoing policy
challenge for stakeholders invested in building and maintaining peace in the region,
especially as they may compound the intensity of other types of conflicts (e.g., those
characterized by ideological factors).

Against this background, and in contexts with or at risk of farmer-herder conflicts,
media-based interventions in have been employed as one approach that may be (cost-)
effective in addressing them and promoting peace. Such interventions are underpinned
by the premise that messages disseminated over the media can change underlying
perceptions and beliefs that individuals hold towards the out-group, particularly those
that may fuel the onset and persistence of violence (Bilali et al. 2016; Bilali and
Vollhardt, 2015; Paluck, 2009; Blouin and Mukand, 2019). By improving said attitudes,
these processes may lead to more positive individual behaviors towards the out-group,
thereby improving social cohesion. Therefore, these interventions are seen as having
significant potential to and already facilitating these processes that accommodate non-
violent resolution of disputes, lowering violence and promoting peace.

Generally, the existing evidence on the effectiveness of media on individual attitudes is
scant but growing. On the one hand, a stream of literature highlights that radio was
effective in inciting violence and hateful attitudes that for example, incited violence in
Rwanda (Yanagizawa-Drott 2014); supported the rise of the Nazi party and their policies
in Germany (Adena et al. 2015); and triggered ethnic hatred towards Serbs in Croatia
(DellaVigna et al. 2014). In the other direction, a larger literature investigates the
effectiveness of radio as an instrument for promoting more positive outcomes, with
mixed findings. In the context of the US, Becker (2022) finds that exposure to critical
political content affects political attitudes, while Armand et al. (2023) also find a radio
program to have improved tolerance and reduced bigotry, with impacts on progressive
intergroup behaviors.

In contexts with ongoing or recent conflicts, a study from East Africa shows that
exposure to persuasive radio messages increased defections from the LRA and
significantly mitigated the negative impacts of war (Armand et al. 2020). Further studies
show that media exposure increased support for the peaceful reconciliation and
reintegration of ex-combatants in Colombia and Nigeria (Bruneau et al., 2022; Blair et
al., 2021). In addition, dramatized peace radio messaging is shown to have been
effective in improving a host of perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors that (in)directly
improve social cohesion in Rwanda, Burundi, and in Eastern DRC (Paluck 2009; Bilali &
Vollhardt, 2013; Bilali et al., 2015). With more mixed findings, Bilali & Vollhardt (2015)
find that priming a radio drama lowered beliefs that intergroup dialogues can facilitate
peace; while in Burkina Faso, Grossman et al (2023) find little positive evidence of
peace radio messaging, observing instead some unintended negative effects, e.g.,
increasing intolerance and lowering trust to the out-group. Therefore, this body of
evidence suggests that media can be a persuasive instrument to influence peace-
relevant attitudes and behaviors; but it remains mixed and limited to only a few
contexts, none of which is explicitly said to experience farmer-herder conflict.

Page 2 of 11



Pre-Analysis Plan (PAP)

Research Objectives

In this study, we aim to add to this growing literature base investigating the impacts of a
media intervention in a context with ongoing conflict (risk). We add to this literature in
assessing the effectiveness of a radio show on improving intergroup relations and
mitigating farmer-herder conflicts in communities located at the Sierra Leone and
Guinea border. Titled “Cross-Border Bush Wahala”, the radio show was created within
the broader context of a UN-supported peacebuilding project to address farmer-herder
conflicts through a prong of interventions intended to improving livelihoods and social
cohesion. In our study, we isolate and test the efficacy of the media components, both
in the locations where the broader project took place, as well as in comparison control
areas that did not receive any elements of the UN-peacebuilding programming.

Methodologically, our study relies on priming and a survey experimental approach,
where a group of randomly selected study participants are (re-) exposed to dramatized
content in the radio podcast, while a control group is exposed to placebo radio
programming relating to health practices. Thereafter, we investigate the impacts of the
primed radio messages on mainly farmer-herder attitudes and behaviors towards the
outgroup. Against this backdrop, the key aim of this research is to answer the following
question:

e What are the impacts of (re-) exposure to pro-peace radio programming on

farmer-herder attitudes, affect and behaviors towards the out-group?

In a separate but related objective, our study employs a vignette experiment to
disentangle the drivers of farmer-herder conflicts in the region, which remains a gap in
the literature. Here, we ask:
e To what degree are conflicts between farmers and herder driven by purely
economic considerations versus identity-related (or sociotropic cultural) ones?

The remainder of this document focuses on the main research question, while annex A
outlines the pre-analysis plan for the second research question.

3. Context and Study Sites

We intend to answer this research question with quantitative data collected in Sierra
Leone only and include two types of villages or communities in our sample. First, are
the ten communities that were targeted as beneficiaries of the 2.5-year UN PBF-
supported project (we refer to these as “treatment” villages). As such, these
households had access to and may have been exposed to peace radio content prior to
data collection. We also collect data from an additional 15 villages that did not benefit
from the peacebuilding project (the “control” villages), which are therefore expected to
not have had prior exposure to the peace radio messaging prior to our survey
experiment. We selected control sites to match treated villages in that they are also
remote communities located near the border, and they experience transhumance
migration and farmer-herder conflicts. Additional criteria include matching on the
administrative geographic area (i.e., villages in the same two chiefdoms), the village
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size, access to radio, and a proxy for social development (i.e., the presence of a primary
school). The treated and selected control villages are listed in the table below.

Village District Treatment Status
(UN PBF Project)
1 Firawa Mongo Treatment
2 Lansanaya Mongo Treatment
3 Teremafeh Mongo Treatment
4 Walia Mongo Treatment
5 Gberia Fotombo Sulima Treatment
6 Kalyere Sulima Treatment
7 Kambaya Sulima Treatment
8 Koindukura Sulima Treatment
9 Masendukedeh Sulima Treatment
10 Yendeya Sulima Treatment
11 Kalyereh Mongo Control
12 Smithia Sulima Control
13 Morobundu Mongo Control
14 Duraya Sulima Control
15 Kalia Sulima Control
16 Dansaya Sulima Control
17 Gbongbandor Mongo Control
18 Danyoroh Mongo Control
19 Korba Sulima Control
20 Limbaya Sulima Control
21 Koromandor Mongo Control
22 Serafaia Mongo Control
23 Banjuguia Sulima Control
24 Darko Kalia Mongo Control
25 Karimbu Sulima Control

Our study relies on one wave of data to be collected after the completion of the UN
PBF-supported project (data to be collected in the window of May-June, 2024). Given
the small size of both treatment and control villages, an insight gleaned from satellite
imagery and scoping visits by the research team, we collect data from all households in
study sites, i.e., conduct a census in the 25 villages. We estimate that this approach
will lead to a sample of 1600 — 1800 households in our study. We aim for a gender-
balanced pool of household representatives, which is to be achieved through ensuring
that enumerators interview either the male or the female head of household (randomly
drawn). While we also aim to interview both farmers and herders, the relative sizes of
these groups are a function of community distributions, which we hope to capture as
we will interview all households in pre-selected communities.

Page 4 of 11



Pre-Analysis Plan (PAP)

4. Experimental Design

To evaluate the main research question, we will use priming and a survey experimental
approach. Half of the households interviewed will be randomly assigned to listen to
either peacebuilding radio messaging (the “treatment”) or place radio messaging that is
unrelated to peacebuilding (“the control”).

Radio treatment: the treatment audio will essentially be condensed material from the
radio content that was produced by TDS and broadcast on local radios during the
implementation of the project. This audio is about 8 minutes long, and focuses on the
dramatized content created, where some (commonly occurring) conflict between a
farmer and a herder is introduced, the (potential for) conflict escalation is highlighted,
and the potential responses to this situation are presented. The drama will conclude
with a peaceful resolution of the conflict, making salient the mutually beneficial nature
of this outcome, for both the individuals involved and for the community. As such the
treatment messaging is to encourage behaviors that prevent violence, improve out-
group attitudes, and thus support peaceful cohabitation of farmers and herders.

Control radio: the control audio will also be material that was produced by TDS in the
past, although not at all related to peacebuilding nor topics with relevance for social
cohesion. The selected content was determined (in conjunction with TDS) and relates
to promoting good health practices. The content is also dramatized, and highlights the
perils of harmful health practices, but concludes with making salient the beneficial
nature of adopting good health practices. As such, this content also encourages
improved knowledge and behaviors, but in a domain unrelated to peacebuilding. To
match the treatment audio, the health drama is also approximately 8 minutes long and
structured in a similar manner.

Randomization & Procedures: household assignment to treatment or control will
occur from within the survey software (Survey-CTO) at the time of the interview, using
simple random assignment with equal probabilities across participants. Interviewers
will thus not know which audio will play until they reach that part of the survey and
press play. To facilitate content delivery, audios are recorded in an accessible language
(in Sierra Leonean Creole), and interviewers will be instructed to play it loudly (through
the tablet device).

Following the audios, participants will answer a small set of questions that serve as
attention checks. To minimize demand effects, they will perform a distraction task
before the survey collects the measures to be used as outcomes for the study.

5. Hypotheses and Measures

To evaluate most research questions, we compare outcomes across individuals
exposed to the peace radio drama in the survey (i.e., “treated” participants), to those
who listed to the health radio drama (i.e., “control” participants). To do so, we will run
ordinary least squares regression predicting our dependent variables, including a
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logical indicator for treatment assignment. Specifically, our estimation takes the
following form:
Yi = Bo+ BTy + BoXi + &,

where Y;is the outcome, T;is the binary indicator for treatment assignment, X;is a
vector of controls, and ¢;is the standard error term. The vector of controls to be
included will be determined by tests for balance conducted prior to the main analyses,
where control variables will be those variables that are significantly unbalanced (at 5
percent) between treatment and control assigned individuals. Variables to be included
in these balance tests are those listed for heterogeneity analysis. Community and
enumerator fixed effects will also be included in all regressions.

Our main dependent variables (Y;) and the hypotheses associated with them are
grouped into ten outcome families. Within each family, we test for significance along
each measure, and will correct for multiple hypothesis testing. Further, we construct
and test for significance on an index of the individual measures under each outcome
grouping, which will be constructed using a PCA of the standardized scores of the
different measures. The ten core outcomes and hypotheses are described next.

5.1 Alternative community-based analysis

To evaluate H9 and H10, we employ a different research design comparing responses in
"treatment" communities with those in "control" communities as listed in Section 3.
Our OLS regression in this case takes the following form:

Y = Bo + 1T + B2 X; + &,

where c represents the community, i represents the individual, Y; is the outcome, X is a
vector of controls, and g;is the standard error term. Control variables will include:

Age

Main livelihood

Gender of respondent

Size of household

Income

Assets (including ownership of a mobile phone, radio, shoes per household
member; and household infrastructure variables)

Ethnicity

Level of education

9. Literacy

oasr0b=

© N

Because of the small number of clusters (25), standard errors will be calculated using
wild cluster bootstraps (Cameron et al 2008).
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5.2 Missing values

For the age, we expect to encounter missing observations in this variable. We assume
these observations to be missing at random, and will therefore use stochastic
imputation to fillin the missing values (Rubin, 1976; Little and Ruben, 2019). As a
robustness check, we will also include a dummy variable to control for the imputed
values. If any other control variable has more than 1 percent of observations missing,
the same imputation procedure will be used.

5.3 Hypotheses

H1: Generalized trust will be higher for treatment-assigned individuals

This hypothesis will be measured through the following survey items:
e "Most people who live in this village/ neighbourhood can be trusted."
e "Inthisvillage/ neighbourhood, one has to be alert or someone is likely to take
advantage of you."
e "Most people in this village/neighbourhood are willing to help if you need it."
e "Inthisvillage/neighbourhood, people generally do not trust each other in
matters of lending and borrowing money."
As mentioned, these measures will also be group intro an generalized trust index.

H2: Institutional trust will be higher among treatment-assigned
individuals

This hypothesis will be measured through the following indices made up of reported
trust of the following institutions:
e Formal authorities trust index: the District Council, Local government officials
¢ Informal authorities trust index: Traditional authorities/leaders such as the
Chief, Cattle Settlement Committees
e Border enforcement trust index: border guards

H3: Change in trust will be higher for treatment assigned individuals

This hypothesis will be tested through the following survey items:
e Overall, do you think that over the last two years, the level of trust in this
village/neighbourhood has gotten better, worse, or stayed about the same?
e How welldo people in your village/neighbourhood help each other out these
days?

H4 Tolerance will be higher for treatment assigned individuals
Tolerance will be measured through the following prompt that collects four survey
responses: “For each of the following types of people, please tell me whether you
would like having people from this group as neighbors, dislike it, or not care”:
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e People of a different religion?

e People supporting another political party?

e People with a different livelihood such as cattle owners? [Farmer-specific]
e People with a different livelihood like farmers? [Herder-specific]

e People from other tribes?

H5 Intergroup behaviors will be more positive will be more positive for
treatment assigned individuals

H5a: Altruism — will be higher among treatment assigned individuals, measured
through:
e Amountgiven inincentivized dictator game

H5b: Spite — will be lower among treatment assigned individuals, measured through:
e propensity to reduce partner’s income in incentivized joy-of-destruction game

H5c: Cooperation — will be higher among treatment assigned individuals, measured
through:
e self-reported (economic) contact with out-group

H6 Conflict resolution perceptions / descriptive norms will more
peace-aligned for treatment assignhed individuals:
This hypothesis will be tested through the preferences for and judgements of peaceful
vs. confrontational conflict resolution approaches (elicited following the presentation
of typical scenario that leads to a farmer-herder conflict).

e |.e., propensity of selecting to “go to the cattle settlement committee” or “the

chief” over fighting / inflicting harm to the aggressor(s).
e How justified they think [confrontational act] is?

H7 Alleviation of commitment problems will be lower for treatment
assigned individuals
e [f somebody in the farming village promises that he will keep cattle paths open,
do you believe that he will?
e [fsomebody in the farming village promises to consult with the cattle owners
before burning any bush, do you believe that he will?

H8 Subjective security will be higher for treatment assigned individuals
This hypothesis will be tested through the following survey items:

e How safe do you feel traveling around Falaba?

e How safe is it for female family members?

e "Amember of this community will be a victim of violence in the next 9 months."

e "Afarmer-cattle owner dispute will occur in the next 12 months."
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H9 Individuals in treatment communities will have more productive
farms
This hypothesis will be tested through the alternative analysis procedure described
above comparing individuals in treatment communities to individuals in control
communities. It will be measured via the following survey items:

e What was your income from farming?

e How that amount changed in the last two years?

e How many times per year did you harvest?

e What was yourincome from herding?

e How hasthat amount changed in the last two years?

H10 Reported Conflicts will be lower for treatment communities
This hypothesis will be tested through the following survey items:
e number and types of reported conflicts in past year

6. Additional Analyses

6.1 Heterogeneity and sub-group analysis

We will run the analyses for farmers versus herders (assuming sufficient power), as well
as for male versus female survey respondents. Further, we will run heterogeneity
analyses based on covariates we expect to affect the outcomes specified, namely:
e Demographics: age, tribe, religion, gender, livelihood, household size, number
of children, status as household head
e Treatment or control status of the community as listed in Section 3
e Wealth: based on assets, household infrastructure and self-reported household
income
e Education: educational attainment and literacy
e Social capital: social ties and social/ political engagement
o Livelihood assets: access to or competition over land and water
¢ Individual traits: personality (two domains selected from the “Big Five”), risk
profile (self-reported), time preferences, and life satisfaction / outlook.

6.2 Outliers and Exclusions

We will exclude respondents who drop out of the survey before completing the
outcome measurement. Additional interviews to be dropped include those that do not
meet data quality thresholds during the monitoring procedures of the data collection
partner.
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ANNEX A:

1. Introduction

As mentioned, a separate but related objective of the study is to disentangle the drivers
of farmer-herder conflicts in the region. Here, we ask the following research question:
e To what degree are conflicts between farmers and herder driven by purely
economic considerations versus identity-related (or sociotropic cultural) ones?

2. Vignette Design

We employ a small vignette experiment embedded in the main survey to evaluate this
research question. We restrict this part of the study to the larger pool of farmer
household respondents, and present a scenario that allows us to investigate whether
tribe identity and nationality play a significant role in intergroup relations. The vighette
takes the following form:

“Suppose you are buying some cake from the market. There are two stalls in the

market right next to each other. The first stall is run by Aminata, the wife of a farmer

from your tribe here in Sierra Leone.

e "The second stallis run by Saio: the wife of a Koranko Cattle Owner from here in
Sierra Leone. " [Group-1]

e "The second stallis run by Saio: the wife of a Koranko Cattle Owner from across
the border in Guinea." [Group-2]

e "The second stall is run by Yeanor: the wife of a Limba Cattle Owner from here in
Sierra Leone." [Group-3]

e "The second stallis run by Yeanor: the wife of a Limba Cattle Owner from across
the border in Guinea." [Group-4]

e "The second stallis run by Jeneba: the wife of a Yalunka Cattle Owner from here
in Sierra Leone." [Group-5]

e "The second stallis run by Jeneba: the wife of a Yalunka Cattle Owner from
across the border in Guinea." [Group-6]

e "The second stallis run by Neneh Binta: the wife of a Fula Cattle Owner from
here in Sierra Leone." [Group-7]

e "The second stall is run by Neneh Binta: the wife of a Fula Cattle Owner from
across the border in Guinea." [Group-8]

The scenario presented thus presents respondents with two stall options, where one is
an in-group member, and varies details about the tribe and nationality of the outgroup
member who is at the other stall. Respondents are thus randomly allocated to see one
of the eight groups, as shown above.
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3. Outcomes:

H1 Behavioral intentions: response to a question that is directly about the herder out-
group member: “At what point would you buy from the second stall instead?” Where
answer options are:

I would always buy the cheapest cake.

The cake would need to be a little bit cheaper.

The cake would need to be a lot cheaper.

I would always buy the cake from Stall 1 (Aminata, the person in my tribe).

H2 Attitudes and descriptive norms: we also measure attitudes towards the outgroup
member through the following items:

e | would feel comfortable working with him/her.

e | would lend her/him money.

e | would like having her/him as my neighbor.

e | would welcome him/her marrying my daughter/son.

e | would attend a gathering they organize with their friends if | was invited.

4. Analyses

Our analyses will again involve running OLS estimation to test whether group
assignment has a significant effect of the specified outcome variables. As before, we
will explore heterogeneity along the same set of specified covariates and run the
analysis for male versus female respondents.
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