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Abstract
While peer sanctioning can effectively sustain cooperation in laboratory public goods dilemmas, this result might not be generalizable to natural settings. In an experiment with randomly
sampled residents of 48 villages in Tanzania, I show that the personal attributability of voluntary
contributions reduced free riding only in a stranger setting, where individuals were unlikely to
ever meet in person, but not among co-villagers, where repeated social interaction outside the
experiment is possible. Instead, the need to anticipate the consequences of free riding for their
future social interactions and reputations outside the experiment caused some individuals to free
ride more. I propose that egalitarian norms and redistributive practices in village communities
propagate selective tolerance for free riding and create social incentives for individuals to free
ride, because they do not want to be perceived as wealthy, exploitable, or suspiciously generous.
Across villages, a more negative effect of such incentives in the experiment is associated with
lower actual revenue mobilization and greater prevalence of centralized enforcement structures
in the real world.
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Introduction
Repeated interaction and the possibility of uncoordinated, voluntary peer sanctioning can lead to
sustained cooperation in social dilemma situations, through mechanisms of reciprocity, altruistic
punishment and reputation formation (Ostrom et al., 1992; Fehr and Gächter, 2000, 2002; Sefton
et al., 2007; Gächter et al., 2008). While there are limitations to the effectiveness of peer sanctioning, for example if cooperation is eroded by anti-social punishment behavior (Nikiforakis, 2008;
Herrmann et al., 2008; Rand et al., 2009), or if is very costly to sanction others (Egas and Riedl,
2008), the widespread replicability of the finding and its robustness to many procedural variations
have caused great resonance over the past two decades (Chaudhuri, 2010; Balliet and Van Lange,
2013). Yet, almost all experimental evidence on the effectiveness of peer sanctioning stems from
laboratory experiments, where social sanctioning capacity is simulated through costly, pecuniary
punishment mechanisms in otherwise impersonal interactions. In this article, I examine how cooperation in a public goods dilemma is affected by the possibility that free riding can have real-world
consequences for individuals’ social interactions and reputations in their communities, outside the
experiment.
My results challenge optimistic views about the efficiency of peer sanctioning. In a novel experiment
with randomly sampled adult residents in 48 villages in Tanzania, I find that free riding is potentially
greater when individuals need to anticipate that it can have consequences for their future social
interactions and reputations in their village. This conclusion is based on a comparison of two
experiments: In a placebo experiment, carried out with strangers who are unlikely to ever interact in
person, personal attributability of voluntary contribution decisions significantly reduces free riding.
This is consistent with prior research on the effects of attributability on pro-social behavior.1 In
an identical experiment that was simultaneously carried out with co-villagers who are embedded
in ongoing social relationships, the personal attributability of voluntary contributions appeared to
increase free riding on average. I argue that this difference in the effect of attributability between
1

Various experiments have demonstrated that cues of attributability alone are sufficient to influence cooperation
(Bateson et al., 2006) or unilateral sharing decisions (Ekström, 2012; Hoffman and McCabe, 1996; Bohnet and Frey,
1999), even when reciprocity, sanctioning or reputational consequences are impossible.
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the two experiments is due to the presence of social incentives among co-villagers, which cause
some individuals to contribute less when their contribution is observable to their co-villagers than
they would be willing to contribute under anonymity.
By social incentives I mean the anticipated consequences of a person’s actions for her own future
social interactions and social reputation in a given social context. For example, Mancur Olson uses
the concept of social incentives to describe extrinsic motivations for cooperation that arise from
the anticipation of future social interactions, such as social sanctions, social pressure, reputational
consequences, and expected reciprocity (Olson, 1965, 60ff). Here, I distinguish social incentives
from social preferences. By social preferences I mean individuals’ intrinsic concerns about the
impact of their actions on others and their perception by others, independent of any anticipated
future social interactions.2
By definition, social incentives for cooperation depend on the social norms and norm enforcement
capacity in a community. I therefore also investigate what types of norms and practices the villages cause individuals to respond differently to the attributability of free riding in a co-villager
setting, compared to a stranger setting. Data from surveys and open-ended interviews with study
participants suggest that free riding on other people’s contributions is not only socially acceptable
in the villages, but even socially desired as a form of redistribution within the community. Egalitarian norms and practices of unequal contribution create incentives for individuals to hide their
willingness to contribute to public goods, so as to avoid being perceived as not in need, exploitable
or suspiciously generous. This explanation is consistent with ethnographic research on allocative
norms in peasant communities around the world, as well as with observational studies and behavioral experiments that have demonstrated the power of income sharing practices in village and
kinship economies (Baland et al., 2011; di Falco and Bulte, 2011; Jakiela and Ozier, 2012).
By examining the effect of real-world social incentives on free riding, this article makes several
original contributions to understanding the importance of peer sanctioning and repeated interaction
2

This distinction is consistent with how the concept of social preferences is conventionally used, namely to describe
motives such as altruism, inequity aversion, a sense of moral duty, or a preference for being perceived favorably by
others, which influence individuals’ decisions in the absence of repeated interaction (see e.g. Levitt and List 2007).
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for cooperation in public goods dilemmas. It is among the first experiments to identify the effects of
real-world social incentives on pro-social behavior, by comparing the effects of attributability across
different levels of social proximity in an otherwise identical setting.3 Among existing experiments
on free riding, the most similar is by Yoeli et al. (2013), who examine the effect of attributability on
voluntary participation in an energy-saving scheme in the US.4 My results are strikingly different
from those obtained by Yoeli et al. (2013) in the US, suggesting that social norms and norm
enforcement capacity around free riding vary across contexts. The article also complements a
nascent field-based experimental literature on sharing norms, which investigates the effect of social
incentives on unilateral sharing decisions in dictator games.5
This study is also the first to quantify real-world decentralized enforcement capacity in public
goods dilemmas in a cross-section of communities.6 This data is used to examine observational
relationships between the effect of village-level social incentives on cooperation in the experiment
and a set of real-world cooperation outcomes in the villages.7 These outcomes of interest were
specified in advance and documented in a pre-analysis plan. I find that a less negative effect
of social incentives on contributions in the experiment is associated with greater actual revenue
mobilization capacity in the village and lower prevalence of centralized enforcement structures.
Finally, the article also contributes to our understanding local-level public goods provision under
weak enforcement capacity. Prior research argued that informal social norm enforcement capacity
3
A similar technique has been used by Leider et al. (2009) to disentagle the effect of reciprocity from preferencebased motives for sharing in a dictator game among undergraduate students. Also, in a pure laboratory setting,
Habyarimana et al. (2004) varied the identifiability and the possibility of repeated interaction between players in a
dictator game to distinguish between preference-based and incentive-based mechanisms.
4
Yoeli et al. (2013) find that sign-up rates were higher when participation was revealed to neighbors by name
rather than in an anonymized form, especially in apartment buildings where the frequency of interaction is higher.
5
DellaVigna et al. (2012) show that social pressure plays an important role in door-to-door fundraising in the US.
Ligon and Schechter (2012), varying the attributability of decisions in dictator games in villages in Kenya, maintain
that sanctioning capacity and reciprocity have little effect on study participants’ decisions to send money to another
household in their village. Jakiela and Ozier (2012) show that individuals in rural Kenya are willing to pay a premium
to reduce the attributability of positive income shocks, so as to evade social pressure for redistribution in their kinship
networks. Contrary to these previous studies that focused on the effect of social incentives on unilateral sharing with
others, this paper tests whether social incentives contribute to the decentralized enforcement of cooperation in public
goods dilemmas.
6
For a study that compares centralized enforcement capacity in a cross section of farmer groups, see Baldassarri
and Grossman (2011); Grossman and Baldassarri (2012).
7
Other studies that have compared experimental measures of behavioral preferences and incentives to observational
outcomes across communities include Barr (2003) for risk pooling in villages, and (Jakiela and Ozier, 2012) for kinshipbased redistributive pressures.
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could be an important cause of variation in local-level public goods provision, especially in the
presence of ethnic diversity (Alesina et al., 1999; Miguel and Gugerty, 2005; Habyarimana et al.,
2007, 2009) or fragmented solidarity groups (Vedeld, 2000; Tsai, 2007b,a). By constructing a
behavioral measure of decentralized enforcement capacity and showing that it can explain variation
in real-world measures of public goods provision across communities, this article confirms the
relevance of this hypothesis.
The remainder of this article proceeds as follows. First, I explain the research objectives and theoretical motivation in detail. Then, I describe the experimental design and procedures. Next, I
present results showing that village-level social incentives on average increase free riding in a public
goods dilemma and discuss potential heterogeneity in this effect. Next, I demonstrate through a
separate experiment that this result is driven by actual social incentives behave more self-servingly,
not just by an erosion of trust. Subsequently, I discuss the nature of social disincentives for cooperation, based on debriefings with study participants and a larger literature on egalitarian norms,
sharing practices and social pressures in village communities. This is followed by a comparison
heterogeneous effects across villages, suggesting that a more positive effect of social incentives on
voluntary contributions is associated with greater revenue mobilization capacity in a village, better
maintenance of collectively used water points, and negatively associated with the prevalence of an
informal centralized enforcement institution.

Research Objectives and Relevance
As outlined in the beginning of the article, this study compares the effects of personal attributability on free riding in a public goods dilemma between a co-villager and a stranger setting. I argue
that the difference in the effects of attributability between the co-villager and stranger experiments
is due to social incentives that arise from the anticipation of future social interactions in the village. These real-world social incentives are present neither in the stranger setting, where future
interaction is unlikely, nor in the absence of attributability, where free riding cannot be attributed
to specific individuals. To the extent that the differential effects of attributability reflect the nature
5

and intensity of social incentives for cooperation in village communities, the experiment provides
insights into whether real-world social incentives in the villages are conducive or obstructive for the
decentralized enforcement of cooperation in public goods dilemmas. To validate this interpretation, I exploit village-level heterogeneity in how individuals’ responses to social incentives and test
whether this heterogeneity can explain variation in public goods provision across different villages.
For the villages where this study was carried out, these questions are of immediate relevance. In
Tanzania, villages are self-governing in the provision of important local public goods, such as the
maintenance of school buildings, water infrastructure and village offices, and in the organization
of collective activities in the village. Not all villages are equally successful at it. To fund village
projects, villages governments routinely have to collect revenues from local residents. However, the
village governments’ internal, centralized enforcement capacity with respect to such contributions
can be weak. Access to formal, external enforcement structures, such as the police or the judicial
system, is costly and sometimes inopportune, especially because it is often perceived as contributing
to the escalation of conflicts in the village. Thus, the possibility of free riding is realistic, and its
consequences are problematic for village-level public goods provision.

Theoretical Framework
The theoretical starting point for this study is the null hypothesis that free riding in a public goods
dilemma is lower when reputation formation and repeated social interaction are possible. This null
hypothesis would be falsified if it can be shown that real-world social incentives among co-villagers
are not actually conducive to the enforcement of cooperation in public goods dilemmas.
Social incentives can influence free riding in public goods dilemmas if and only if individuals know
that their contribution decision will be attributable to them ex post, by people with whom they
expect to interact in the future. Therefore, two necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for
social incentives to have an effect individuals’ behavior are attributability and social proximity.
However, both the attributability of decisions (Bateson et al., 2006; Ekström, 2012; Hoffman and
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McCabe, 1996; Bohnet and Frey, 1999) and the social proximity of the people affected by the
decisions (Baldassarri, 2012; Baldassarri and Grossman, 2013; Binzel and Fehr, 2013) have been
shown to influence pro-social behavior through mechanisms other than social incentives or repeated
interaction.8 To control for these potential direct effects of attributability and social proximity,
this study compares two experiments: one experiment which measures the effect of attributability
on free riding in a co-villager setting, where study participants are embedded in existing social
relationships, and a placebo experiment which measures the effect of attributability on free riding
in a stranger setting, where individuals are unlikely to ever interact in person.
Under the null hypothesis, i.e. if indviduals were less willing to free ride if doing so can have
consequences for their reputations and future social interactions in their community, we should
expect that the effect of attributability of individuals’ contributions in a public goods game is more
positive in the co-villager experiment than in a placebo experiment with strangers, as long as both
experiments are carried out in an identical manner. We would reject the null hypothesis if the effect
of attributability on contributions is significantly less positive in the co-villager experiment than in
the stranger experiment. This interpretation is based on the assumption that any putative effects
of attributability on contributions that operate through mechanisms other than social incentives
are, in expectation, not more positive in the stranger setting than in the co-villager setting. For
a formal derivation, see Appendix 1 (Identification Strategy). Theoretically, the possibility exists
that individuals’ behavioral responses to attributability, solely by virtue of their preferences and
independently of any possibility of future social interaction, vary with the identity of who is observing them. It is impossible to directly test this hypothesis, because the fact that the observer
is a co-villager inevitably implies that future social interaction is possible. In practice however,
this theoretical objection would only cast doubt on a rejection of the null hypothesis in one particular scenario: If the difference in the direct behavioral effects of attributability on contributions
between the two experiments is so large that it offsets any positive effects of social incentives on
8

For example, attributability could have an independent effect on free riding if individuals cared about how they are
perceived by people with whom the do not expect to ever interact. Social proximity could also influence cooperation
through a preference mechanism, for example if individuals exhibited directed altruism or co-villager bias, or through
information, risk aversion and ambiguity aversion, if individuals have more information about their co-villagers than
about strangers, or more reliable information, or at least less ambiguity about their co-villagers.
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contributions. It is difficult to envision a plausible mechanism that would lead to such a scenario.
To rule out the objection that the difference in the effects of attributability between the co-villager
and stranger experiments is driven by mechanisms other than social incentives, validation of the
experimental results is crucial. Three strategies are used to eliminate potential challenges to a
rejection of the null hypothesis. First, I show that the differential effects of attributability between
the co-villager and stranger experiments are not merely driven by the anticipation of the other
participants’ willingness to cooperate, i.e. by variations in trust, rather than by actual incentives
to free ride. I do so through an alternative set of experiments where the decision situation does
not involve a public goods dilemma, but an allocation decision within the group. These alternative
experiments are carried out at the same time in the same villages and with the same treatments,
but on different samples of study participants. Second, I describe plausible mechanisms that would
give individuals a social incentive to free ride, which are derived from open-ended interviews where
study participants explained the reasoning behind their decisions. To demonstrate the empirical
relevance of these mechanisms, I use data from closed-ended surveys and review related ethnographic literature. Finally, to rule out challenges to the causal attribution of the differential effects
of attributability to social incentives in the villages, I test whether, across villages, the differences
in the effects of attributability between the co-villager and stranger experiments can explain variation in a set of pre-specified indicators of village-level public goods provision in the real world.
Such relationships can only be expected if the observed effects in the experiment actually reflect
real-world social incentives in the villages.

Experimental Design
Outcome of interest and measurement
The outcome of interest in this study is individuals’ willingness to voluntarily contribute to a
public good. It is measured straightforwardly through a voluntary contributions public goods
game. The study participants were confronted with the following decision situation: Each study
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participant was assigned to a group of eight individuals. Each of the eight group members received
an endowment of ten 100 Shilling coins. Ex ante, the study participants did not know who the
other seven group members were, only if they were from their own village, or all from different
villages that were sampled from a large geographic area. All study participants had to allocate
their ten coins between two identical plastic jars. One jar was labeled ”Group” in Kiswahili, with
a pictogram symbolizing eight people, the other was labeled ”Self”, with a pictogram symbolizing
one person. The amount of money allocated to the ”Group” jar would be doubled and split equally
among all eight group members. The amount study participants allocated to the ”Self” jar would
be paid out in full to the study participant, without being doubled or shared with others.
The extent of free riding is measured by the proportion of their endowment study participants
decided to keep for themselves. It is important to note that the public goods game did not involve
intertemporal choices, nor did the allocation decisions depend on the study participants’ trust that
the interviewers would actually return to disburse their payoff. All payoffs, including the amount
study participants kept for themselves, were disbursed at the same time, on a specified date when the
survey team returned to the village after having collected the other study participants’ decisions.
All surveys and decision exercises were carried out in a one-on-one setting with an interviewer,
in complete privacy, and without interacting in person with any of the other study participants.
Comprehension checks ensured that the study participants understood this procedure, as well as the
logic of the decision situation, before they were allowed to make their decision. Specifically, study
participants understood that the maximal payoff would be attained if all group members contributed
their entire endowments to the group jar, and that payoffs would be unequal if some group members
contributed less than others. The instructions were standardized and framed deliberately neutrally
to minimize interviewer and framing effects.9
9

Especially, no reference was made to potentially value-laden concepts such as “public good”, “cooperation”,
“fairness”, “sanctions”, “punishment”, “reputation”, etc. The public goods game itself was referred to as a “decision
exercise”.
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Experimental Treatments
In the experiment, I manipulated (1) whether study participants’ contribution decisions in the
public goods games affected a group of unidentified co-villagers or a group of strangers, and (2)
whether their contribution decisions were, ex-post, personally attributable to them by the other
group members, or whether they would remain confidential.
In the co-villager condition, the study participants knew that the other group members were selected
at random from their own village. However, they were unable to infer ex ante who the other
members of their group were, since in every village a total of 48 residents took part in various
similar decision exercises that were carried out simultaneously. Thus, even if the study participants
knew who else was participating in the research activities, anyone out of these 48 co-villagers could
have been in their group of eight participants.
In the stranger condition, the study participants knew that no two members of a group were from
the same village. Strangers were referred to neutrally as ”person from another village” and the
distances between the sampled villages were up to several hours by car, so that study participants
were unlikely to ever meet or interact in person with their co-players in the stranger condition.
In the ex-post attributability treatment, the study participants were informed that every group
member’s contribution decision would be revealed to the other group members by name at the time
the payoffs were disbursed. Study participants’ names were recorded along with their contribution
decision. In the control condition, study participants were guaranteed that their contribution
decisions would remain confidential.
The order of the four treatment conditions was randomized at the individual level. All subjects
completed all four treatments. However, causal inferences in this study are solely based on the
study participants’ first treatments, i.e. on between-subjects comparisons, due to the possible contamination of later treatments by learning, order and carry-over effects from previous treatments.10
10
The reason for having study participants complete the three additional treatments was to increase the feasibility
and the statistical power of comparisons of village-level average effects, given the small sample sizes per village. This
comes at the cost of potentially introducing measurement error in the calcuation of village-level average effects, which
however should not be systematically related to other village-level outcomes, since the order of the treatments was
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Sampling and Study Population
The study was carried out in three districts in Tanzania: Mpanda DC (Katavi Region), Hanang
District (Manyara Region) and Mufindi District (Iringa Region). In each district, 16 villages were
sampled at random.11 In Mpanda DC, eight adult residents per village were randomly sampled for
the experiment. Subsequently, in Hanang and Mufindi, the number of participants per village was
increased to 16.
The sampling of the study participants was preceded by a listing of all households in each of the
subvillages (vitongoji ).12 The listing was carried out by village residents who were hired for this
task, typically the chairpersons of the subvillages. To ensure that the listing was complete, the
listing agents were informed that a public meeting would be held at which everyone could verify
their inclusion into the list, to publicly guarantee every household an equal chance of being invited
to participate in the study. The public meetings also served to inform the residents about the
planned research activity, to answer questions, and to establish trust and acceptance in the village,
so that the sampled individuals would not risk being judged negatively for participating in the
study.
In each village, the sample was stratified by subvillage, with sample sizes proportional to the number
of households in each subvillage. Within each subvillage, households were sampled at random with
equal probabilities of inclusion.13 In the sampled households, either a male or a female household
member between 18 and 70 years of age was invited to take part in the study, the gender being
chosen at random. If more than one male or female met the selection criteria, then the person whose
birthday was coming up soonest was invited. If no household member met the selection criteria and
randomly assigned.
11
In Hanang District, 12 out of a total of 68 villages were excluded from the sampling frame, because they were
not covered by the National Agricultural Input Voucher Scheme (NAIVS), which was of interest in a parallel study
carried out in conjunction with this experiment. In Mpanda DC, the local authorities of one village chose not to have
their village included in the study. This village was replaced by a randomly selected village from the same ward.
12
In Mpanda DC, study participants were sampled from existing resident lists that were maintained by the village
government. Many were updated recently in conjunction with the 2012 Census. While it did not appear that the
quality and completeness of these lists was systematically related to governance outcomes in the village, the approach
was nonetheless abandoned to prevent the risk of sampling bias.
13
The sample was drawn at the public meeting, using a specifically programmed tablet computer application. The
transparent demonstration of the process was adopted with the goal of building trust in the villages and securing
high participation rates.
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consented to participating in the study, then the household would be replaced by another randomly
selected household from the same subvillage.

Comparisons Across Villages
Since the experiment was conducted with random samples of residents in each of 48 villages, its
results can be validated by exploring the relationship between village-level average effects of social
incentives on cooperation in the experiment with real-world cooperation outcomes in the villages.
The nature and strength of social incentives in a village could be a reason why some villages
attain greater collective action capacity and more efficient self-governance outcomes than others.
To test this hypothesis, data on three observational outcomes was collected: (1) revenue-collection
capacity in the village, measured by the village budget per capita, (2) the maintenance of water
points, measured by the fraction of water points in the villages that were operational at the time of
data collection, and (3) the adoption of a village-level centralized enforcement institution, known
as sungusungu.14
The village budget and the functionality of water points both depend on internal enforcement
capacity in the village and are sensitive to problems of free riding. Therefore, these outcomes
should depend positively on social incentives to contribute to public goods. If the experiment
effectively measures the nature and strengths of social incentives for cooperation in the village,
then a less negative the effect of village-level social incentives on contributions in the public goods
game should be associated with a greater village budget per capita and better maintenance of
water points, conditional on the voluntary contribution behavior in the co-villager/non-attributable
condition. Similarly, if the effects of village-level social incentives on contributions in the experiment
reflect decentralized enforcement capacity in the village, and decentralized enforcement capacity
is a substitute for centralized enforcement, then they should be negatively associated with the
14
A fourth measure of decentralized enforcement capacity, the attendance of village meetings, was specified in the
pre-analysis plan, but abandoned later, as it turned out that village meetings are often called in direct response
to enforcement problems. Therefore, the frequency and attendance of village meetings could on the one hand be
promoted decentralized enforcement capacity, but could also indicate a lack thereof, so the relationship with the
effects observed in the experiment should be ambiguous.
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existence of centralized enforcement structures in the village.

Social Incentives Reduce Cooperation
Ex-post attributability reduced free riding in the placebo experiment with strangers, but not in
the co-villager experiment. In the stranger experiment, ex-post attributability increased average
contributions by approximately 5.5 percent of study participants’ endowments (s.e. 2.7 percentage
points). This result corroborates the findings of prior experiments on the effects of social observability in the absence of any social sanctioning capacity or reputational consequences (Bateson et al.,
2006; Ekström, 2012). It is significant at the 95 percent level and robust to different estimation
strategies and controls (see Table 1 below and Tables A.1 and A.2 in the appendix). Unsurprisingly,
the sharp null hypothesis of no effect of attributability in the stranger experiment can be rejected
through a permutation test (p=0.013).
The null hypothesis of equal or greater effects of ex-post attributability in the co-villager experiment
is also rejected. The difference in the effects of attributability on contributions between the two
experiments is about eight percent of study participants’ endowments (s.e. 3.7 percentage points),
or one third of a standard deviation of the contributions in the co-villager/non-attributable condition (Table 1). The interaction effect of the co-villager and attributability treatments is negative
and significant (p=0.014, one-tailed t-test) and robust to various model specifications and controls.
Alternatively, a permutation test can be used to reject the sharp null hypothesis of identical effects
of attributability in the co-villager and stranger experiments (p=0.013).
To the extent that the difference in the effects of attributability across the co-villager and stranger
experiment reflects the influence of village-level social incentives, it therefore seems that real-world
social incentives increase average free riding among co-villagers. The logic of this argument is
visualized in Figure 1. Under the aforementioned identifying assumptions, any direct behavioral
effects of attributability in the co-villager experiment appear to be more than offset by the negative
effects of social incentives on contributions. The combined effect of attributability on contributions
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in the co-villager experiment is not only significantly less positive than in the stranger experiment,
but also negative overall, albeit small and statistically indistinguishable from zero in the pooled
sample (p=0.19, permutation test).

Effect of Social Incentives in the Public Goods Game
Between-Subjects Analysis (First Treatments)
DV: Proportion of Endowment Contributed to the Public Good
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
Co-villager

0.091∗∗
(0.027)

0.098∗∗∗
(0.027)

0.092∗∗∗
(0.027)

0.091∗∗∗
(0.027)

Attributable

0.057∗
(0.023)

0.059∗
(0.023)

0.057∗
(0.027)

0.055∗
(0.028)

Co-villager×Attributable

-0.079∗
(0.037)

-0.086∗
(0.037)

-0.082∗
(0.038)

-0.082∗
(0.037)

Constant

0.47∗∗∗
(0.017)

0.54∗∗∗
(0.038)
yes

0.62∗∗∗
(0.073)
yes
yes

640

640

640

0.51∗∗∗
(0.11)
yes
yes
yes
640

Interviewer effects
Village effects
Individual controls
N (study participants)

Robust standard errors in parentheses (Columns (1) and (2): clustered by village).
+

p < 0.1,

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001 (two-sided)

Table 1: Effect of Social Incentives on Contributions to the Public Good. The table shows OLS
regressions contributions in the public goods game (as a fraction of study participants’ endowment) on
the co-villager and ex-post attributability treatments and their interaction term. The data is restricted
to each participant’s first treatment, to prevent confounding by order effects and panel conditioning.
On average, the presence of social incentives in the co-villager/ex-post observable treatment reduced
contributions by eight percentage points, conditional on the independent effects of co-villager bias and
attributability. This result is robust to controlling for interviewer effects (Column 2), village fixed effects
(Column 3) and individual-level characteristics (Column 4). Individual-level controls are gender, years of
education, age, age squared. A Tobit specification, taking into account that the proportion contributed
may be censored at zero or one, yielded almost identical results (Table A.1 in the appendix).
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0.70
0.65
0.60

Hypothesized effect of observability
in the absence of social incentives

Estimated effect of
social incentives

0.55

●
●

0.50

●

0.45

●

0.40

Mean Contribution in the Public Goods Game
(as fraction of subjects' endowment)

Covillager Experiment
Stranger Experiment

Anonymous

Observable Ex−Post

Figure 1: Mean Contributions by Treatment Condition. While ex-post attributability significantly
increases average contributions to the public good in the stranger condition, it decreases average contributions in the co-villager condition, albeit not significantly. The error bars indicate standard errors of
the mean.

Incentives to Free Ride or Erosion of Trust?
Is the difference in the effects of attributability across the co-villager and stranger experiments
actually driven by social incentives to free ride, or merely by individuals’ expectations about other
participants’ contributions? The latter would be the case if attributability somehow eroded trust
in the co-villager experiment, without actually giving people and incentive to free ride more.
To rule out this possibility, a parallel experiment was carried out with the same treatments, but
with a decision situation in which individuals’ decisions should not depend on their anticipation
of the other group members’ behavior. This parallel experiment was implemented at the same
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time, in the same villages, but with a different random sample of adult residents from the same
sampling frame. If, like in the public goods game, social incentives reduced pro-social behavior
in the parallel experiment, then arguably there must be social incentives that actively discourage
pro-social behavior.
The parallel experiment consisted of an “allocation game”, where study participants were asked
to make a proposal on how to allocate 12000 Shillings between two options. The proposer could
allocate money to the “group”, which was going to be split equally among all group members,
including the proposer. The proposer could also allocate money to her- or himself, which was not
going to be shared with anyone else. There were eight individuals in a group group and they were
unidentified ex ante. Each group member made an allocation proposal, but only one allocation
proposal per group would be selected at random and implemented. Like in the public goods game,
all payoffs were to be disbursed at a later date when the survey team returned to the village. To
make their allocation proposals, the study participants were presented with twenty four 500 Shilling
bills in a jar labeled ”Group” and an empty jar labeled ”Self”. The study participants made their
allocation proposals by moving any number of bills out of the ”Group” jar into the ”Self” jar.
Across villages, higher average capture proposals in the allocation game are associated with lower
average contributions in the public goods game (see Table 2). Since the two experiments were
carried out independently and on different random samples of residents, the existence of this villagelevel relationship confirms that subjects’ behavior in the experiments actually reflects the underlying
social dynamics in the different villages.
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DV: Avg. Contribution in the Public Goods Game
(Co-villager/Non-attributable Treatment)
Avg. Capture in the Allocation Game
(Co-villager/Non-attributable Treatment)

-0.24∗
(0.12)

Constant

0.63∗∗∗
(0.046)
yes
48
0.29

District effects
N (Villages)
R2
Standard errors in parentheses.
+

p < 0.1,

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001 (two-sided)

Table 2: Village-Level Relationship between Contributions in the Public Goods Game and
Capture Proposals in the Allocation Game. Both experiments were conducted simultaneously, but
on different random samples of village residents.
The differential effects of attributability on pro-social behavior between the co-villager and the
stranger experiments were successfully reproduced in the allocation game. The results are presented
in Table 3. Although the effects are noisier and significant only after controlling for interviewerand village effects, they are qualitatively similar to the results in the public goods game. Given
that ex-post attributability among co-villagers (compared to the stranger experiment) not only
had a less positive effect on contributions in the public goods game, but also on unilateral sharing
in the allocation game, I conclude that the differences in the effects of attributability across the
co-villager and stranger experiments cannot merely be attributed to an erosion of trust.15 Instead,
I argue that in the co-villager setting, the pro-social behavioral effects of attributability are offset
by social incentives that discourage contributions, at least for some individuals.

15

Consistent with this interpretation, I also show that the results of both experiments are unaltered if I control for
baseline measures of individual risk-seeking behavior (Table A.2 in the appendix).
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Effect of Social Incentives in the Allocation Game
Between-Subjects Analysis (First Treatments)
DV: Proportion of Group Money Captured
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
Co-villager

-0.055∗
(0.026)

-0.058∗
(0.026)

-0.072∗
(0.031)

-0.072∗
(0.032)

Attributable

-0.076∗
(0.031)

-0.079∗∗
(0.029)

-0.082∗∗
(0.032)

-0.085∗∗
(0.032)

Co-villager×Attributable

0.043
(0.043)

0.051
(0.044)

0.074+
(0.045)

0.079+
(0.045)

Constant

0.48∗∗∗
(0.020)

0.39∗∗∗
(0.041)
yes

0.22∗∗
(0.081)
yes
yes

638

638

638

0.24+
(0.13)
yes
yes
yes
638

Interviewer effects
Village effects
Individual controls
N

Robust standard errors in parentheses (Columns (1) and (2): clustered by village).
+

p < 0.1,

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001 (two-sided)

Table 3: Effect of Social Incentives on the Personal Appropriation of Group Resources. The
table shows OLS regressions of the proportion of the group money the study participants proposed
to allocate to themselves on the co-villager and ex-post attributability treatments and their interaction
term. The data is restricted to each participant’s first treatment, to prevent confounding by order effects
and panel conditioning. Individual-level controls are gender, years of education, age, age squared. All
specifications control for whether the respondent was the village chairperson (15 chairpersons were
purposively included in the sample in Mpanda DC). An alternative Tobit specification produced slightly
smaller standard errors without substantially changing the results.

Understanding Social Disincentives for Cooperation
Why would some individuals feel encouraged to free ride more when doing so can have consequences
for their reputations and future social interactions in the village? One possibility is that these
individuals act out of spite, seek attention, or expect to gain social recognition for anti-social
behavior. However, based on qualitative and survey-based data collection on the study participants,
an alternative explanation appears more plausible: Egalitarian norms and redistributive practices
in the villages create social incentives that discourage high voluntary contributions in public goods
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dilemms.
Egalitarian norms and redistributive practices are foundational to the moral economy of peasant
communities. Scott (1977) famously explained sharing practices as a form of “subsistence insurance” that offsets natural or social risks individuals are facing. Social pressures to share income or
to assist others are regarded as a prerequisite for practices of informal insurance and redistribution.
Platteau (2006, 824) aptly summarizes this view:
“[E]xternal reward and sanction mechanisms are needed to complement the work of
collective rituals and education. Severe sanctions are thus meted out in case individuals
promote their own interest at the presumed expense of the group. Among these sanctions, social ostracism often plays an important role. It is grounded in the embedded
nature of many village societies.”
Only little attention has been paid to the consequences of egalitarian norms and redistributive
pressures for cooperation in public goods dilemmas. Here, I argue that distributive norms can
override efficiency concerns in public goods dilemmas and thereby limit cooperation. The reason
is that selective free riding by individuals who are in need is a simple and powerful technology
for redistribution. Selective, need-based tolerance for free riding potentially entails less social
friction than active redistribution through income-sharing, transfers or discrimination in collective
allocation decisions. If non-enforceable contributions are primarily regarded as opportunities for
redistribution, social pressures and incentives for universal contribution in public goods dilemmas,
as they have been shown to exist in laboratory experiments, may not exist in real-world settings.
However, egalitarian norms and redistributive pressures might not only result in tolerance for free
riding, but actually create “perverse” social incentives that are in conflict with efficient economic
outcomes. As individuals attempt to evade redistributive pressures, they will seek to do so in
ways that are socially acceptable. For example, with regard to investment decisions, di Falco and
Bulte (2011) present evidence that individuals make inefficient expenditure decisions in the face
of redistributive pressures in kinship networks. Baland et al. (2011) show that village residents
in Cameroon escape forced solidarity by pretending to be poor. Jakiela and Ozier (2012), in an
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experiment in Kenya, show that individuals are willing to incur costs to hide income, so as to
avoid distributive pressures by their kinship groups. They also demonstrate that the strength of
these incentives varies across villages and is associated with some economic indicators in the village
(household assets, employment, wages, fertilizer use).
In the case of public goods dilemmas, several mechanisms are thinkable through which the presence
of redistributive pressures could result in social incentives that obstruct cooperation. For example,
if selective free riding is accepted as a form of redistribution, individuals might have an incentive
to free ride more in public, because they want to assert their position on the receiving end of
the redistributive arrangements in their community. Alternatively, if individuals seek to evade
redistributive pressures in the village, they may have an incentive to hide their generosity, in
order to avoid being regarded as exploitable or weak. Finally, in cultural contexts where allocative
outcomes are perceived as zero-sum and potentially susceptible to manipulation by witchcraft, overt
generosity could raise suspicion (Gable, 1997; Ferme, 2001; West, 2005).16
Each of these potential incentive mechanisms was actually mentioned by study participants in
open-ended interviews, as reasons that discouraged them from making greater contributions in
the co-villager/attributable exercise. In fact, most study participants were willing to justify their
decisions and provided coherent arguments when asked about their reasoning behind their choices.
Several plausible explanations emerged, and were later affirmed in closed-ended survey questions
to study participants in 32 villages, after open-ended debriefing interviews had been carried out in
the first 16 villages.
One important observation is that free riding is selectively tolerated in the villages studied. 23
percent of respondents stated that others in their village would find it acceptable if it turned out
that the respondent had contributed less than most others in the co-villager/attributable exercise.
Asked for a reason, most of those respondents who had stated that others would tolerate their
overproportional free riding explained that this was because they were poorer than others in the
16

On the relationship between wealth, inequality and witchcraft allegations specifically in Tanzania, see also Green
(2005); Miguel (2004); Mesaki (2009).
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village.17 Thus, individuals who are considered deserving by their communities may feel encouraged
to free ride not only secretly, but also in public. Unsurprisingly, 30 percent of respondents stated
that they did not contribute more in the co-villager/attributable condition, because they did not
expect that their co-villagers would appreciate it.
Similarly high shares of the respondents provided reasons that were more directly reflective of
social incentives that actively discouraged high contributions (Table 4). About a third of the study
participants were concerned with not signaling wealth or self-sufficiency, especially those who were
low-contributors in the confidential decision exercise. Slighly fewer respondents preferred not to
reveal their generosity, to avoid being regarded as weak, exploitable, or not rational. Finally, nine
percent were afraid of being considered a witch. While clearly a minority, responses of the latter
type occurred consistently in most villages, also in open-ended questions without any prompting
by the interviewer.

Reasons for Free Riding in the Co-villager/Attributable Condition
“If you had contributed more,
would the people in your village...”
. . . think that you want to show off how wealthy
you are?
. . . not recognize or appreciate your contribution
enough?
. . . think that you won’t need their help in the
future?
. . . think that you are weak, because you don’t
pursue your personal advantage enough?
. . . think that you make bad decisions, because
you don’t pursue your personal advantage enough?
. . . think that you are someone whose generosity
can easily be exploited?
. . . suspect that you are a witch?
Respondents

All
Respondents

High
Contributors

Low
Contributors

0.33

0.27

0.44

0.30

0.30

0.30

0.29

0.26

0.42

0.26

0.19

0.36

0.23

0.20

0.25

0.21

0.16

0.23

0.08
512

0.07
129

0.08
111

Table 4: Proportion of respondents affirming reasons for not contributing more. All of these
reasons had previously been mentioned in by study participants in open-ended debriefing interviews.
17

A small minority gave a different reason, stating that they did not expect that others would mind, because it
was just a research exercise.
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Columns (2) and (3) list the proportions separately for high contributors who contributed more than two
thirds of their endowment in the co-villager/attributable condition and low contributors who contributed
less than one third of their endowment.

Social Incentives Explain Variation in Cooperation across Villages
To further validate the interpretation of experimental results, I examining the correlation between
the average effect of social incentives in a village (i.e. the difference in the average effects of
attributability between the co-villager and stranger experiments) and a set of pre-specified realworld outcomes related to public goods provision in the villages: Village-level revenue mobilization
capacity, the maintenance of collectively managed water points, and the adoption of centralized
enforcement structures.
Taking the difference in the effects of attributability between the co-villager and the stranger
experiments as a measure of village-level social incentives to contribute in public goods dilemmas, I
find, as expected, a significant positive relationship with the per capita budget in the village (Table
5). In Tanzania, more than in some other countries, village-level revenue mobilization is vulnerable
to free riding at various levels. Village budgets are not financed through regular fiscal transfers,
capitation grants, or loans. Instead, they are based on direct contributions from residents, which
are voluntarily agreed on by the village general assemblies, but nonetheless difficult to enforce. In
some cases, village revenues also include project-specific contributions from outside donors, NGOs,
or local governments. Those may in part substitute for monetary contributions from residents.
However, outside funding is usually conditional on complementary inputs by the village residents,
for example labor or in-kind contributions, such as making bricks, clearing the ground for a building,
or executing the construction. Similar to monetary contributions, these complementary inputs are
hard to enforce. Moreover, the availability of outside funding often depends on the village’s capacity
to collectively petition for funds and to satisfy the donors. Overall, village revenues are therefore
an excellent indicator of a village’s capacity to overcome problems of free riding.
The data are also consistent with the expected negative relationship between the effect of social
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incentives on contributions in the public goods game and the fraction of broken water points in
the village. However, the null hypothesis of no such relationship cannot be rejected (see Table
6). Similar to village budgets, the maintenance of pump-operated water points is sensitive to free
riding. Adequate maintenance requires regular contributions of users, typically in the form of
water fees. However, contrary to initial expectations, the analysis was complicated by a number of
factors. First, the availability and type of pump-operated water points varies considerably across
villages and regions. Some villages also have access to piped water schemes that are managed
and maintained in different ways. Other villages have no improved water points at all. Second,
water points with motorized pumps have different maintenance needs than water points with hand
pumps. Third, in many villages either all or no water points are broken, leading to censoring of the
data. The Tobit regressions in Table 6 control for these confounding factors as good as possible,
but the estimates remain noisy.
Finally, a more positive effect of village-level social incentives on contributions in the experiment
is associated with a lower prevalence of centralized enforcement structures in the village (Table 7).
Specifically, I collected data on whether the village has a centralized enforcement institution known
as sungusungu. A sungusungu is a village militia tasked with maintaining law and order in the
village (Abrahams, 1989; Fleisher, 2000; Paciotti and Borgerhoff Mulder, 2004). While also acting as
a vigilante group against crime in the village, anecdotal evidence from the villages studied suggests
that village governments request the assistance of the sungusungu when a resident persistently
refuses to make agreed on contributions or violates village by-laws. In those cases, the sungusungu
confronts the person by showing up at their home and possibly confiscating property. If this
type of informal centralized enforcement is a substitute for spontaneous decentralized enforcement,
then we could expect a negative relationship between the prevalence of centralized enforcement
structures and social incentives for cooperation. Centralized and decentralized enforcement would
be substitutes if the adoption of centralized enforcement is motivated by a lack of decentralized
enforcement capacity, or if the existence of centralized enforcement structures subsequently reduces
the social importance attributed to spontaneous decentralized enforcement in the village.
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Revenue Mobilization Capacity
Summary
statistics
Mean
[SD]
Log(Village Budget Per Capita)

8.163
[1.45]

Average effect of social incentives
on contributions in the PGG

-0.013
[0.11]

Average contribution in the PGG
(co-villager/non-attributable)

0.52
[0.078]

DV: Log(Village Budget Per Capita (2012))

Constant
District effects
N (villages)
adj. R2

(1)

(2)

(3)

4.6∗
(1.9)

5.4∗
(2.2)

6.9∗∗
(2.0)

2.6
(3.2)

7.2+
(3.6)

8.2∗∗∗
(0.22)

6.9∗∗∗
(1.7)

39
0.11

39
0.11

5.0∗
(1.9)
yes
39
0.27

Note: Five villages that do not have a budget are excluded. Budget information is missing from four villages.
Standard errors in parentheses.

+

p < 0.1,

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001

Table 5: A more positive effect of village-level social incentives on contributions in the public
goods game is associated with greater revenue-mobilization capacity in the village. In the 39
villages that have a budget, it is on average 8147 TZS per-capita (s.d. 11327 TZS). The table reports
coefficients from OLS Regressions.
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Maintenance of Collective Infrastructure
DV: Fraction of Water Points that are Broken
(1)
(2)
(3)
Average effect of social incentives
on contributions in the PGG
Average contribution in the PGG
(co-villager/non-attributable)
Constant
Controls
District effects
N (villages)
Censored at zero
Censored at one

-0.65
(1.2)

-0.86
(1.4)

-0.99
(1.4)

0.77∗∗∗
(0.16)
yes

-0.69
(2.0)
0.77∗∗∗
(0.16)
yes

38
17
5

38
17
5

-0.067
(2.3)
0.71∗∗∗
(0.15)
yes
yes
38
17
5

Controls: piped water, fraction of water points with hand pumps, fraction of water points
with motor pumps, users per water point.
Tobit coefficients. Standard errors in parentheses.

+

p < 0.1,

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001

Table 6: A more positive effect of social incentives on contributions in the public goods game
was hypothesized to be associated with better maintenance of water points in the village. The
table reports Tobit coefficients.
Prevalence of Centralized Enforcement Capacity
DV: Does the village have a sungusungu (public order militia)?
(1)
(2)
(3)
Average effect of social incentives
on contributions in the PGG

-10∗
(4.5)

Average contribution in the PGG
(co-villager/non-attributable)
Constant
District effects
N (villages)

-0.62+
(0.34)
46

Logit coefficients. Standard errors in parentheses.

-9.2∗
(4.6)

-9.4∗
(4.5)

7.5
(5.1)

8.9
(5.9)

-4.6+
(2.7)

-5.9+
(3.3)
yes
46

46
+

p < 0.1,

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001

Table 7: A more positive effect of social incentives in the public goods game is associated with
lower prevalence of a centralized enforcement structure in the village. The table reports Logit
coefficients.

25

Conclusions
In this paper, I examined how cooperation in a public goods game is affect by the need for individuals to anticipate the consequences of free riding for their real-world social interactions and
reputations in their community outside the experiment. In the 48 villages in rural Tanzania where
the experiment was conducted, I reject that such social incentives reduce average free riding. In
a stranger setting, where individuals are unlikely to ever interact in person with the other group
members, attributability of contribution decisions in a public goods game caused individuals to free
ride less. However, in a setting with co-villagers, where the attributability of contribution decisions
could affect individuals’ future social interactions and reputations outside the experiment, any positive effects of attributability on contributions were more than offset. I argued that the difference
in the effects of attributability is a consequence of social incentives in the villages that discourage
high voluntary contributions.
This finding challenges laboratory results which assert the effectiveness of decentralized enforcement
of cooperation in public goods dilemmas (Fehr and Gächter, 2000, 2002; Henrich et al., 2006;
Gächter et al., 2008). In the villages studied, free riding seems to be selectively tolerated for
individuals who are perceived as economically vulnerable or otherwise deserving. This ought to be
to be understood in the context of broader egalitarian norms that extend beyond the immediate
cooperation dilemma. Selective free riding is potentially a simple and socially acceptable technology
of redistribution, even if it comes at an efficiency cost. If free riding is primarily understood as a
practice of informal redistribution, then social incentives can arise that further obstruct cooperation
in public goods dilemmas. Individuals may have an incentive to hide their generosity when voluntary
contributions are observable to others in their community, so as to not be perceived as exploitable or
weak. Additionally, individuals may free ride in public to assert their claim to being on the receiving
side of redistributive arrangements. Finally, if contributions signal economic status, individuals may
be afraid of being perceived as showing off or of attracting suspicion if they present themselves as
more generous than others expect them to be.
Even though the effect of village-level social incentives was evaluated in an artificial decision situa26

tion (a public goods game), the findings are validated by the fact across villages, the effects of social
incentives in the experiment can explain variation in pre-specified real-world cooperation outcomes.
A less negative effect of social incentives on contributions is associated with greater actual revenue
mobilization capacity in the village. A similar association might exist with the maintenance quality
of collectively used water points, but this result is not statistically significant. Finally, a more negative effect of social incentives on cooperation in a village is also associated with greater likelihood
that the village has adopted a centralized enforcement structure.
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Appendix
Distribution of contribution decisions in the public goods game
Stranger Experiment

0.4

0.4

Covillager Experiment

0.2
0.0

0.1

0.2
0.0

0.1

Relative frequency
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Figure A.1: Distribution of contribution decisions in the public goods game.
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Hypothesis tests using Tobit specifications
Public Goods Game

Allocation Game

DV: fraction of

DV: fraction of

endowment contributed

group money captured

(1)

Co-villager

Attributable

Co-villager×Attributable

Constant

(2)

(3)

(4)

0.0980∗∗

0.0993∗∗∗

-0.0651∗

-0.0823∗

(0.0307)

(0.0282)

(0.0299)

(0.0340)

0.0575∗

0.0580∗

-0.0838∗

-0.0911∗∗

(0.0246)

(0.0282)

(0.0334)

(0.0340)

-0.0819∗

-0.0858∗

0.0477

0.0820+

(0.0411)

(0.0388)

(0.0488)

(0.0496)

0.474∗∗∗

0.627∗∗∗

0.473∗∗∗

0.196∗

(0.0185)

(0.0753)

(0.0213)

(0.0939)

Interviewer effects

yes

yes

Village effects

yes

yes

Individual controls

yes

yes

N (study participants)

640

640

638

638

Censored at zero

19

19

57

57

Censored at one

34

34

22

22

Robust standard errors in parentheses (Columns (1) and (3): clustered by village).
+

p < 0.1

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001

Table A.1: Censoring of the outcomes does not substantially influence the results. The table
reports coefficients from Tobit regressions of the contributions in the public goods game (Columns
(1) and(2)) and capture decisions in the allocation game (Columns (3) and (4)) on the experimental
treatments and their interaction term. Individual controls are gender, years of education, age, age
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squared.

Controlling for risk preferences
Public Goods Game

Allocation Game

DV: fraction of endowment

DV: fraction of group money

contributed

captured

0.0835∗

-0.0793

(0.0356)

(0.0470)

0.0519

-0.120∗∗

(0.0363)

(0.0457)

-0.0955+

0.115+

(0.0496)

(0.0663)

Risk seeking behavior (Fraction of

0.0286

0.0799

endowment used to gamble)

(0.0398)

(0.0500)

Constant

0.561∗∗∗

0.0534

(0.159)

(0.185)

Interviewer effects

yes

yes

Village effects

yes

yes

Individual controls

yes

yes

N (study participants)

383

383

Censored at zero

12

35

Censored at one

21

18

Co-villager

Attributable

Co-villager×Attributable

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

+

p < 0.1

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001

Table A.2: The results are robust to controlling for risk-seeking behavior. For a random subset
34

of study participants, risk preferences were measured, using a gamble choice game with equal expected
payoff across choices. The table reports coefficients from Tobit regressions.

Instructions for the decision exercise
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PGG

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

ENG

[BLOCK 1]
Thank you for participating in the survey. Now I would like to invite you to take part in an exercise which
is about money. We will be collecting money from you as well as from seven other people who took part
in the survey. Right now, I will not tell you who these other seven people are. However, we are asking
each of them to contribute real money after having finished the survey.
Let me explain what we will do with the money we collect in this exercise: For each 100 Shilling coin a
person contributes, we will add another 100 Shilling coin. Then we will put all the contributions from
you and the other seven people together. This will be the group money. After we have collected the
contributions from all eight participants, we will split the group money equally among them. Each
participant will get an equal share of the group money.
We will come back on [INSERT DATE AND TIME] to give people their share of the group money from
each of their exercises. We cannot give you the money before [INSERT DATE], because we first have to
go around and collect the money from each of the eight participants in the group, including you.
Now let me ask you some questions. It’s ok if you don’t answer the questions correctly, I will just repeat
the instructions of the exercise.





From how many people we will collect money in this exercise?
What will happen with the money we collected?
When will you get your share of the group money?
Why can we not give you the money before?

[BLOCK 2]
Great, I think you understand. The money you contribute will be doubled, but you will be sharing it with
seven other study participants.
Let me give you some examples:






If all seven people contribute 1000 Shillings each, each will get 2000 Shillings back from the
group money.
If all eight people contribute 100 Shillings each, each will get 200 Shillings back from the group
money.
However, if seven people contribute 1000 Shillings each, and one person contributes only 100
Shillings, then each will get a share of 1775 Shillings back. Including the participant who
contributed only 100 Shillings.
If seven people contribute 100 Shillings each, and one person contributes 1000 Shillings, then
each participant will get 500 Shillings from the group money, including the person who
contributed 1000 Shillings.

Do you understand, or should I explain this again?
[BLOCK 3]
I will give you ten 100 Shilling coins [SHOW THE COINS, BUT DO NOT HAND THEM OVER YET]. You will
have to decide how many coins you share with the group and how many coins you keep for yourself.
Please put all of the coins that you want to keep for yourself into the jar that is labeled “SELF”. We will
keep this money for you and give it to you when we come back on [INSERT DATE].
Please put all of the coins that you want to share with the group into the jar that is labeled “GROUP”.
We will double the money you put into the group jar and put it together with the contributions from the
seven other participants of this exercise. When we come back on [INSERT DATE]. We will give each
participant their share of the group money.
Now let me ask you some more questions. It’s ok if you don’t answer the questions correctly at first; I
will just repeat the instructions of the exercise.



What will happen to the money that you put in the “SELF” jar?
What will happen to the money that you put in the “GROUP” jar?

PGG

COVILLAGER/SECRET

ENG

Before you make your decision, please be aware of the following:
1. Your decision in this exercise will be SECRET. I will record on the computer how
much you shared with the group, but we will not tell anybody about it.
2. The other seven participants from whom we will be collecting money in this exercise
will all be FROM THIS VILLAGE.
Let me ask you some final questions:
 Where are the other seven participants in this exercise from?
 Will we tell anybody how much money you shared with the group?
 Will we tell the village government how much money you shared with the group?
 Will we tell anyone how much money the other seven participants shared with the
group?
Here are the ten 100 Shilling coins. I will give you some privacy to make your decision.

PGG

COVILLAGER/PUBLIC

ENG

Before you make your decision, please be aware of the following:
1. Your decision in this exercise will NOT BE SECRET. I will record on the computer how much
you shared with the group and your name. Afterwards, we will tell you and every one of the
other seven participants in this exercise how much each group member has contributed,
when we give them their share of the group money.
2. The other seven participants from whom we will be collecting money in this exercise will all
be FROM YOUR OWN VILLAGE.
Let me ask you some final questions:
 Where are the other seven participants in this exercise from?
 Will we tell anyone how much money you shared with the group?
 Whom will we tell how much money you shared with the group?
 Will we tell the village government how much money you shared with the group?
 Will we tell anyone how much money the other seven participants shared with the group?
 Whom will we tell how much money the other seven participants shared with the group?
Here are the ten 100 Shilling coins. I will give you some privacy to make your decision.

PGG

STRANGER/SECRET

ENG

Before you make your decision, please be aware of the following:
1. Your decision in this exercise will be SECRET. I will record on the computer how much you
shared with the group, but we will not tell anybody about it.
2. The other seven participants from whom we will be collecting money in this activity will all
be FROM DIFFERENT VILLAGES IN THIS DISTRICT. No two people in the group will be from
the same village.
Let me ask you some final questions:






Where are the other seven participants in this exercise from?
Will we tell anybody how much money you shared with the group?
Will we tell the village government how much money you shared with the group?
Will we tell anyone how much money the other seven participants shared with the
group?

Here are the ten 100 Shilling coins. I will give you some privacy to make your decision.

PGG

STRANGER/PUBLIC

ENG

Before you make your decision, please be aware of the following:


Your decision in this exercise will NOT BE SECRET. I will record on the computer how much
you shared with the group. Afterwards, we will tell you and every one of the other seven
participants in this exercise how much each group member has contributed, when we give
them their share of the group money.



The other seven participants from whom we will be collecting money in this exercise will all
be FROM DIFFERENT VILLAGES IN THIS DISTRICT. No two participants in the group will be
from the same village.

Let me ask you some final questions:
 Where are the other seven participants in this exercise from?
 Will we tell anyone how much money you shared with the group?
 Whom will we tell how much money you shared with the group?
 Will we tell the village government how much money you shared with the group?
 Will we tell anyone how much money the other seven participants shared with the group?
 Whom will we tell how much money the other seven participants shared with the group?
Here are the ten 100 Shilling coins. I will give you some privacy to make your decision.

