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A.1 Location of the Study Sites

Figure A.1.1: Location of the study sites in Tanzania. The study was carried out in three rural
districts in Tanzania (from North to South: Hanang district in the Manyara region, Mpanda DC in the
Katavi region, Mufindi district in the Iringa region). Per district, 16 villages were sampled, stratified by
ward (see Appendix A.2).
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A.2 Sampling Procedure
The study was carried out in three districts in Tanzania: Mpanda DC (Katavi Region), Hanang
District (Manyara Region) and Mufindi District (Iringa Region). These districts were chosen purposively, based on geographic and cultural variation and the availability of existing ethnographic
research about social dynamics at the village level. In each district, 16 villages were sampled at
random.1 In Mpanda DC, eight adult residents per village were sampled for each experimental condition. 24 other residents were sampled for another, simultaneous behavioral study. Subsequently,
in Hanang and Mufindi, the number of participants per experimental condition was increased to
16, so that in every village in the study the total number of individuals participating in research
activities was 48.
Among the 48 study participants in a village were the village chairperson and the village executive
officer (VEO). The village leaders were purposively assigned to the contribution/embezzlement
condition. To ensure that the other study participants were unaware that their village leaders were
participating in the study as well, the field team was instructed to approach the village leaders
discreetly at the end of the data collection, after the decisions of all other study participants had
been recorded. This was done to avoid biasing study participants’ decisions by knowledge of their
village leaders’ participation. Since there is no treatment variation in village leaders’ decisions, they
are excluded from the experimental analyses in this paper, and only data from randomly sampled
adult residents is used.
The sampling of the study participants was preceded by a listing of all households in each of the
subvillages (vitongoji ).2 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, public
1

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 a requirement for a different
component of the research project. In Mpanda DC, the local authorities of one village chose not to participate in the
study. This village was replaced by a randomly selected village from the same ward.
2
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.
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meetings were held at which everyone could verify their household’s inclusion into the list. The
listing agents knew about this in advance and therefore had an incentive to carry out a complete
listing. The public meetings also served to inform the residents about the planned research activity,
to answer questions, and to build enough trust that most residents felt comfortable volunteering to
participate 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. The sample was drawn at the public meeting, using a specifically
programmed tablet computer application. The transparent demonstration of the process was key
to building trust in the villages and to preventing the spread of false information about the study.
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, with the gender being chosen at random. If more than
one person of the chosen gender met the selection criteria, then the person whose birthday was
coming up soonest was invited. If no household member met the selection criteria and consented
to participating in the study, then the household would be replaced by another randomly selected
household from the same subvillage.
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A.3 Descriptive Statistics on the Study Population
[INSERT TABLE A.3.1 HERE]
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A.4 Treatment Group Sizes and Balance Tests
[INSERT TABLES A.4.1 AND A.4.2 HERE]
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A.5 Distribution of Outcomes by Experimental Condition
Experiment 1: Voluntary Contribution Decisions

Experiment 2: Embezzlement Decisions
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Contribution Decision (as fraction of endowment)

A.6 Joint Distribution of Contribution and Embezzlement Choices
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Figure A.6.1 Individuals who embezzle more contribute less.

Heatmap of the joint distribution

of contribution decisions and embezzlement proposals, with LOESS curve and 95 percent confidence
intervals.

9

A.7 Spatial Distribution of Contribution and Embezzlement Outcomes (Village Level)
Hanang District

Average
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Mpanda DC
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Figure A.7.1 Within and between districts, lower embezzlement is associated with greater
contributions. This correlation does not appear to follow any obvious spatial pattern.
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A.8 Details on the Research Process
Research Context and Timeline
The two experiments reported in this paper were carried out as part of a research project which
focused on measuring social incentives for cooperation and social accountability pressures in a crosssection of Tanzanian villages. This project focused on three types of decision situations that are of
fundamental importance to understanding patterns of public goods provision and rent extraction
in village communities: contributions to a public good, embezzlement of contributed resources, and
embezzlement of windfall resources. For each of these decision situations, experiments were carried
out to distinguish between preference- and incentive-based motives for pro-social behavior.
Each experiment was based on a behavioral decision exercise in which both the social proximity of
study participants (co-villagers or strangers) and the personal attributability of individual decisions
(attributable ex-post vs. non-attributable) were manipulated in a cross-cutting design, resulting
in four experimental conditions. For purposes of validation, study participants repeated the decision exercise in each of the four conditions (co-villager/attributable, co-villager/non-attributable,
stranger/attributable, stranger/non-attributable) in random order, each time within a different
group of study participants.
For each of the three decision situations, the experimental results regarding the attributability
manipulation are reported in two companion papers (Lierl, 2014a,b). Since the assignment of
decision situations to study participants was randomized as well, the comparison between the
behavior of study participants in the different decision situations has a causal interpretation. In
this paper, I compare the different decision situations. I analyze the non-attributable decisions,
because these have a straightforward interpretation: They reflect intrinsic behavioral dispositions,
which are unaffected by the anticipation of future interactions with the other group members.
The data collection was carried out sequentially in three districts: In June 2013 in Mpanda DC
(Katavi region), in November/December 2013 in Hanang District (Manyara Region) and in February 2014 in Munfindi District (Iringa Region).
11

The hypotheses and a proposed data analysis strategy for this paper were pre-specified in a preanalysis plan on November 7th, 2013 (see below). Although the research design pre-dates the data
collection in Mpanda DC, this pre-analysis plan was drafted after a first round of data collection in
Mpanda DC had already been completed, but before the data collection from Hanang and Mufindi
Districts was completed, and without knowledge of any data from Hanang and Mufindi districts.
The drafting of an updated pre-analysis plan after experiences with the data collection in Mpanda
DC had explicitly been anticipated in a first pre-analysis plan, dated June 16, 2013. Due to time
constraints, the first version of the pre-analysis plan had focused exclusively on the experimental
comparisons within each of the three decision situations, not on the comparisons between the
decision situations.
Since data from Mpanda DC was used to illustrate the proposed data analyses in the pre-analysis
plan for this paper, Appendix A.9 also reports the respective data analyses under exclusion of
the data from Mpanda DC, alongside separate analyses of the data from Mpanda DC. The key
hypothesis tests can be replicated in both data sets.

Pre-Analysis Plan
The section of updated pre-analysis plan that refers to the experimental comparisons between the
three decision exercises is included below (Source: Pre-Analysis Plan, November 7th, 2013, pp. 2-5:
available at http://egap.org/file/632/download?token=aLjtyZYaWeAsGgXHiBjYDfLtaiDf249GEotU1eSsjvw).
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Question A: What is the effect of agency problems on cooperation in public
goods dilemmas?
Little systematic evidence exists on how cooperation in public goods dilemmas is affected by the
risk of capture of contributions for private benefits, even though real-world problems of public
goods provision are frequently plagued by agency problems of the provider of the public good.
This experiment consists of a voluntary contributions public goods game in which, depending
on the treatment condition, the contributions can be captured by a member of the group.
The working hypothesis is that the presence of agency problems will reduce cooperation in
public goods dilemmas, because the risk of capture of resources decreases the expected return
from the public good. On the other hand, the beneficiaries of the public good may generally
trust that capture is limited, and therefore contribute to a public good despite the risk that
their contributions will not benefit everyone equally. Thus, agency problems might not cause a
complete breakdown of cooperation in a public goods dilemma. One reason why people might
expect that capture is limited is if people have a tendency to appropriate less of a group resource
if this resource has been raised through contributions from the members of the group. This
hypothesis is tested as well. Thus, this experiment examines whether positive contributions
are realized in a public goods game with agency problems and by how much agency problems
decrease the level of public goods provision.
Experimental treatments:
The study participants are randomly assigned to one of the three games described in the
original research design document and in the appendix of this pre-analysis plan: (1) A classic
public goods game (involving no agency problems), (2) an “accountability game” which is a
public goods game in which each player then also makes a proposal on how to allocate the
total contributions between themselves and the group and one proposal is implemented at
random, and (3) “group sharing game” in which players make allocation proposals between
themselves and the group over a fixed amount of money that has not been raised in the form
of contributions. Only data from the covillager/anonymous conditions of these games is used
for the purposes of this research question.
Hypotheses:
It is expected that there will be nonzero contributions in the one-shot public goods game even
when agency problems are present. However, the possibility of capture is expected to decrease
these contributions. At the same time, it is expected that the capture of group resources is
lower when these originate from contributions from the group as opposed to from an external
source.
• Hypothesis A.1: The possibility of capture in a public goods game causes lower contributions.
• Hypothesis A.2: When facing the choice how much money to allocate to themselves as
opposed to having it shared equally with the other group members, individuals allocate
less to themselves if the money stems from contributions by the group members.
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Data analysis strategy:
The data analysis will only use the data from the covillager/anonymous conditions of the abovementioned behavioral games. Additionally, the data analysis will be restricted to subjects’
first games, in order to prevent contamination by the fact that some study participants had
been exposed to different treatment conditions before. The data analysis will present easy-tointerpret one-tailed difference-of-means t-tests as well as coefficients and standard errors from
Tobit regressions (clustered by village) to take into account the censoring of the data at zero
and full contributions and the dependency of errors within villages.
The tables below illustrate the proposed hypothesis tests, using the data from the first wave of
data collection in Mpanda DC.
Hypothesis A.1:
Treatment
(capture possible)

Control
(capture impossible)

Difference

P-Value
(one-tailed)

0.52

0.63

-0.11∗

0.042

Mean Contribution

(1)
(2)
Contribution to the Public Good
Possibility of capture

-0.131∗
(0.0557)

-0.108+
(0.0632)

Female

-0.0783
(0.0777)

Age

0.00211
(0.00177)

Years of Education

0.0147∗
(0.00635)

Interviewer effects
Constant
Observations
left-censored
right-censored

no

yes

0.626∗∗∗
(0.0427)
66
0
0

0.670∗∗∗
(0.134)
66
0
0

Standard errors in parentheses (clustered by village).
+

p < 0.1

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001

Tobit regression of the fraction of the endowment respondents contributed to the public good on an indicator of
whether the possibility of capture existed (in the accountability game) or did not exist (in the public goods game).
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Hypothesis A.2:
Treatment
(contributions)

Control
(windfall)

Difference

P-Value
(one-tailed)

0.37

0.54

-0.17∗

0.022

Mean Personal Appropriation

(1)
(2)
Capture of Group Money
Money originates from
contributions

-0.216∗
(0.0820)

Female

-0.228∗∗
(0.0817)
0.105
(0.115)

Age

-0.00407
(0.00359)

Years of Education

-0.0210
(0.0153)

Interviewer Effects
Constant
Observations
left-censored
right-censored

no

yes

0.558∗∗∗
(0.0649)
58
8
6

0.744∗
(0.284)
58
8
6

Standard errors in parentheses (clustered by village).
+

p < 0.1

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001

Tobit regression of the fraction of the group resource captured by the respondent on an indicator of whether the
group resource originated from contributions by group members (in the accountability game) or from a windfall (in
the group sharing game).

Replication of the Data Analyses Proposed in the Pre-Analysis Plan
For methodological reasons, the data analysis strategy that has ultimately been used in this paper
deviates in several respects from the data analysis strategy that has been proposed in the preanalysis plan.
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First, instead of reporting simple comparisons of means, the regressions reported in this paper
allow for clustering of errors by villages and alternatively include village fixed effects. This is a
more conservative approach, considering that study participants’ beliefs about their co-villagers’
behavior likely depend on shared experiences within the village. For reference, implementations of
the simple difference-in-means tables from the pre-analysis plan are provided below in Table A.8.1.
Hypothesis 1
Treatment
Control
(capture possible) (capture impossible)

Mean Contribution

0.50

0.57

Hypothesis 2
Treatment
Control
(contributed)
(windfall)

Mean Embezzlement

0.37

0.41

Difference

P-Value
(one-tailed
Welch t-test)

-0.07∗∗

0.0025

Difference

P-Value
(one-tailed
Welch t-test)

-0.04

0.10

Table A.8.1: Implementation of comparison of means tables from the pre-analysis plan (using data
from the co-villager condition, as in the pre-analysis plan).
Second, since the number of censored observations at zero/full contribution and zero/full embezzlement is low, simple OLS regressions were used, rather than Tobit regressions. The advantage of
reporting OLS coefficients is that these are easier to interpret and the hypothesis tests are independent of modeling and distributional assumptions. For reference, Tobit coefficients are reported
below in Tables A.8.2 and A.8.3, using data from the co-villager condition as in the pre-analysis
plan.
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(1)
Possibility of capture

-0.074∗∗
(0.027)

Female

Age

Years of Education

Contribution to the Public Good
(2)
(3)
(4)
-0.080∗∗
(0.025)

-0.061∗
(0.027)

-0.061∗
(0.026)

0.069∗
(0.028)

0.053+
(0.027)

-0.00015
(0.00097)

0.00030
(0.0011)

.0042
(.0036)

0.0051
(0.0035)

Interviewer effects

no

yes

no

yes

Village Fixed Effects

no

no

yes

yes

0.57∗∗∗
(0.021)
338
7
22

0.65∗∗∗
(0.096)
338
7
22

0.65∗∗∗
(0.065)
338
7
22

0.70∗∗∗
(0.11)
338
7
22

Constant
Observations
left-censored
right-censored

Standard errors in parentheses (Columns (1) and (2): adjusted for clustering by village).
+

p < 0.1

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001 (two-sided)

Table A.8.2: Columns (1) and (2): Implementation of comparison Tobit regressions from the preanalysis plan (using data from the co-villager condition). Standard errors in parentheses, adjusted for
clustering by village. Columns (3) and (4): Inclusion of village fixed effects.
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Capture of Group Money
(2)
(3)
(4)

(1)
Money originates from
contributions

-0.037
(0.033)

-0.016
(0.032)

-.064+
(0.035)

-0.037
(0.035)

Female

-0.097∗∗∗
(0.027)

-0.087∗∗
(0.030)

Age

-0.0017
(0.0011)

-0.0023∗
(0.0011)

Years of Education

-0.0075
(0.0051)

-0.0060
(0.0060)

Interviewer Effects

no

yes

no

yes

Village Fixed Effects

no

no

yes

yes

0.40∗∗∗
(0.029)
328
34
8

0.58∗∗∗
(0.14)
328
34
8

0.27∗∗∗
(0.016)
328
34
8

0.45∗∗∗
(0.14)
328
34
8

Constant
Observations
left-censored
right-censored

Standard errors in parentheses (Columns (1) and (2) : adjusted for clustering by village).
+

p < 0.1

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001 (two-sided)

Table A.8.3: Columns (1) and (2): Implementation of Tobit regressions from the pre-analysis plan
(using data from the co-villager condition). Standard errors in parentheses, adjusted for clustering by
village. Columns (3) and (4): Inclusion of village fixed effects.

A.9 Results Excluding Mpanda DC
In Mpanda DC, the data had been collection prior to submission of the pre-analysis plan. Although
the choice of the two working hypotheses was theoretically motivated and not influenced by the
initial data analysis, the credibility of the study is strengthened if the results from Mpanda DC can
be replicated in the subsequent data collection (Tables A.9.1. and A.9.2).
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DV: Voluntary Contributions
(as fraction of endowment)
Excluding Mpanda DC Only Mpanda DC
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
0.0057
0.012
0.069
0.043
(0.026)
(0.030)
(0.057) (0.057)

Embezzlement Possible

Co-Villager

0.091∗∗
(0.030)

0.088∗∗
(0.029)

0.10
(0.067)

0.10
(0.064)

Embezzlement Possible × Co-Villager

-0.067+
(0.036)

-0.078+
(0.041)

-0.18+
(0.099)

-0.14
(0.094)

Constant

0.46∗∗∗
(0.019)

0.51∗∗∗
(0.072)
yes
524

0.53∗∗∗
(0.039)

0.56∗∗∗
(0.12)
yes
116

Village Fixed Effects
N

524

116

Standard errors in parentheses (Columns (1) and (3): adjusted for clustering by village).
+

p < 0.10,

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001 (two-sided)

Table A.9.1: Experiment 1, excluding Mpanda DC. Excluding Mpanda DC does not alter the sign
of the effects or the conclusions from hypothesis tests. Reported are OLS coefficients, with standard
errors in parentheses. Columns (1) and (3): Standard error estimates are adjusted for clustering by
village. Columns (2) and (4): Village fixed effects are included.
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DV: Embezzlement Decisions
(as fraction of group resource)
Excluding Mpanda DC
Only Mpanda DC
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
-0.071∗ -0.073∗ -0.100∗∗
-0.13
-0.082 -0.13
(0.033) (0.033) (0.036) (0.079) (0.10) (0.11)

Contributed Resources

Co-Villager

-0.083∗∗
(0.026)

-0.070∗
(0.032)

-0.069∗
(0.032)

0.062
(0.057)

0.080
(0.10)

0.074
(0.10)

Contributed × Co-Villager

0.060+
(0.033)

0.054
(0.043)

0.054
(0.044)

-0.039
(0.066)

-0.12
(0.14)

-0.12
(0.14)

Expected Amount of Group Money

-0.10
(0.068)
0.47∗∗∗
(0.021)
527

Constant
N

0.28∗∗∗
(0.050)
527

0.36∗∗∗
(0.069)
525

-0.23
(0.19)
0.48∗∗∗
(0.060)
105

0.32+
(0.17)
105

0.50∗
(0.23)
105

Standard errors in parentheses (Column (1): adjusted for clustering by village).
+

p < 0.10,

∗

p < 0.05,

∗∗

p < 0.01,

∗∗∗

p < 0.001 (two-sided)

Table A.9.2: Experiment 2, excluding Mpanda DC. Excluding Mpanda DC does not alter the
sign of the effect of voluntary contributions on embezzlement. However, in one respect, the results in
Mpanda DC differ from those in Hanang and Mufindi Districts: In Mpanda DC, voluntarily contributed
group resources are embezzled at significantly lower rates than windfall resources in the co-villager
condition (p = 0.009, one-sided t-test, adjusted for clustering by village), but less so in the stranger
condition (p = 0.059, one-sided t-test, adjusted for clustering by village). In Hanang and Mufindi
districts, voluntarily contributed group resources are embezzled at significantly lower rates than windfall
resources only in the stranger condition (p = 0.021, one-sided t-test, adjusted for clustering by village),
but not in the co-villager condition (p = 0.37, one-sided t-test, adjusted for clustering by village). At
the same time, in Hanang and Mufindi districts, embezzlement is significantly lower in the co-villager
condition to begin with, due to negative co-villager bias. By contrast, in Mpanda DC there is positive,
but statistically insignificant co-villager bias in the embezzlement of windfall resources, meaning that
study participants are willing to embezzle windfall resources to a greater extent if these are shared
among co-villagers, as opposed to strangers. The table reports OLS coefficients, with standard errors
in parentheses. Columns (1), (2), (4) and (5): Standard error estimates are adjusted for clustering by
village. Columns (3) and (6): Village fixed effects are included.
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A.10 Instructions for the Decision Exercises
Voluntary Contributions Game Without the Possibility of Embezzlement

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?
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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.
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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.
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Voluntary Contributions Game With the Possibility of Embezzlement and Embezzlement Decision Concerning a Contributed Resource

ACC

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. First, 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 we have done the interview
with them.
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 is going to be the GROUP MONEY. After we have
collected the contributions from all eight participants in the group, we will distribute the group
money among these eight participants.
How are we going to distribute the group money among the participants? We will ask each of the
eight people to make a proposal on how to distribute the group money. Then we will draw one of
these eight proposals at random. Then we will split the money according to the proposal that was
drawn.
In their proposal, each participant must indicate what share of the group money they want to
allocate to themselves and what share of the group money they want to have split equally among all
members of the group.
Thus, if YOUR PROPOSAL is drawn and you proposed to have all the money split equally among all
members of the group, then you will get the same share of the group money as everyone else. On
the other hand, if you proposed to keep all of the group money for yourself, then you will get all of
the group money, and none of the other seven participants will get anything from the group money.
If you proposed to keep half of the group money for yourself and to have the other half split equally
among all members of the group, then you will get half of the group money, plus your share in the
other half of the group money which is being split equally among all eight participants.
Of course, this is what happens if YOUR PROPOSAL is drawn. If ANOTHER PERSON’S PROPOSAL is
drawn, then the money will be distributed according to that person’s proposal, not according to your
proposal.
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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 and the proposals from each of the eight people, including you.

[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 want to share with the group and how many coins you want
to 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.
But before that, all players have to make their proposals on how to distribute the group money. To
make your proposal, I will put twenty four bottle caps into the group jar. This will symbolize the
group money. By taking bottle caps out of the “GROUP” jar and placing them into the “SELF” jar, you
can indicate what share of the group money you propose to keep for yourself. The remaining share
will be split equally among all eight participants, including you.
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?
 If you want to propose to keep half of the group money for yourself, how do you do that?
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Before you make your decision, please be aware of the following:
1. You decision on how many of the ten 100 Shilling coins you contribute to the group will be
SECRET.
2. Your proposal on how to split the group money will be SECRET in this exercise. I will record
on the computer how much you proposed to keep for yourself, but we will not tell anybody
about it.
3. The other seven participants will all be FROM YOUR OWN VILLAGE. We will ask each of
them to make a proposal on how to split the group money between themselves and the
group.
Let me ask you some final questions:
 Where are the other seven participants in this exercise from?
 Will we tell anybody how many of your ten 100 Shilling coins you contributed to the group?
 Will we tell anybody how much of the group money you proposed to keep for yourself?
 Will we tell the village government how much money you proposed to keep for yourself?
Here I have twenty four bottle caps in the jar with the “GROUP” symbol. These bottle caps symbolize
the group money.
To make your proposal, please leave the bottle caps that you propose to allocate to the group in the
jar and take the bottle caps that you propose to allocate to yourself out of the “GROUP” jar and put
it into the jar with the “SELF” symbol, then I will record your decision on the computer.
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Before you make your decision, please be aware of the following:
1. You decision on how many of the ten 100 Shilling coins you contribute to the group will be
SECRET.
2. Your proposal on how to split the group money will be SECRET in this exercise. I will record
on the computer how much you proposed to keep for yourself, but we will not tell anybody
about it.
3. The other seven participants will all be FROM DIFFERENT VILLAGES OF THIS DISTRICT. We
will ask each of them to make a proposal on how to split the group money between
themselves and group. 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 many of your ten 100 Shilling coins you contributed to the group?
 Will we tell anybody how much of the group money you proposed to keep for yourself?
 Will we tell the village government how much of the group money you proposed to keep for
yourself?
 Are people allowed to talk with others about this information?
Here I have twenty four bottle caps in the jar with the “GROUP” symbol. These bottle caps symbolize
the group money.
To make your proposal, please leave the bottle caps that you propose to allocate to the group in the
jar and take the bottle caps that you propose to allocate to yourself out of the “GROUP” jar and put
it into the jar with the “SELF” symbol, then I will record your decision on the computer.
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[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. In this exercise, we will be splitting 12,000 Shillings among a group that
consists of you and seven other people. Let me explain how we are going to split the money:
We will ask each of the eight people in the group to make a proposal of how to split 12,000 Shillings
between themselves and the group. Then we will draw one of the eight proposals at random. Then
we will split the money according to the proposal that was drawn.
If YOUR PROPOSAL is drawn, the money that you have proposed to allocate to the group will be split
equally among all eight members of the group, including you. Everyone in the group will get the
same share of the group money. That means that you will get the same share of the group money as
everybody else. However, the money that you have proposed to allocate to yourself will only be
given to you and will not be shared with anyone else.
Of course, this is what happens if YOUR PROPOSAL is drawn. If ANOTHER PERSON’S PROPOSAL is
drawn, then the money will be distributed according to that person’s proposal, not according to your
proposal.
We will come back on [INSERT DATE AND TIME] to give people their share of the money from each
of their exercise. We cannot give you the money before [INSERT DATE], because we first have to go
around and collect the proposals from each of the eight people, including you.
Now let me ask you some questions. It’s ok if you don’t answer the questions correctly at first; I will
just repeat the instructions of the exercise.
 How much money are we going to distribute in this exercise?
 Among whom are we going to distribute the money?
 How is the money going to be distributed?
 How do we select the proposal according to which the money is distributed?
 What are we asking you to do in this exercise?
 If your proposal is drawn, what will happen to the money you proposed to allocate to the
group?
 If your proposal is drawn, what will happen to the money you proposed to allocate to
yourself?
 When will you get your share of the money?
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 Why can we not give the money to you before?

[BLOCK 3]
Here I have twenty four 500 Shilling bills in the jar with the “GROUP” symbol. [SHOW THE BILLS, BUT
DO NOT HAND THEM OVER YET].
I would now like to record your proposal on how to split them.
To make your proposal, please leave the money that you propose to allocate to the group in the jar
with the “GROUP” symbol. Please take the money that you propose to allocate to yourself out of the
“GROUP” jar and put it into the jar with the “SELF” symbol. When you are done, I will record your
proposal into the computer and take the money back.
Once we have recorded the proposals from all eight people, the computer will select one of them at
random. That means that each proposal has the same chance of being selected. Whether or not your
proposal is selected will only depend on the lottery, it will not depend on what you have proposed in
your proposal.
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.
 If you want to propose that all the money is split equally within the group, how do you make
such a proposal?
 If you want to propose that one third of the money is split equally within the group, and two
thirds of the money are allocated to yourself, how do you make such a proposal?
 If you want to propose that all of the money is allocated to yourself, how do you make such
a proposal?
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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
proposed to keep for yourself, but we will not tell anybody about it.
2. The other seven participants will all be FROM YOUR OWN VILLAGE. We will ask each of
them to make a proposal on how to split 12,000 between themselves and group.
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 proposed to keep for yourself?
 Will we tell the village government how much money you proposed to keep for yourself?
Here I have twenty four 500 Shilling bills in the jar with the “GROUP” symbol.
To make your proposal, please leave the money that you propose to allocate to the group in the jar
and take the money that you propose to allocate to yourself out of the “GROUP” jar and put it into
the jar with the “SELF” symbol. Then I will record in the computer and take back the money.
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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
proposed to keep for yourself, but we will not tell anybody about it.
2. The other seven participants will all be FROM DIFFERENT VILLAGES IN THIS DISTRICT. We
will ask each of them to make a proposal on how to split 12,000 between themselves and
group. 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 proposed to keep for yourself?
Will we tell the village government how much money you proposed to keep for yourself?

Here I have twenty four 500 Shilling bills in the jar with the “GROUP” symbol.
To make your proposal, please leave the money that you propose to allocate to the group in the jar
and take the money that you propose to allocate to yourself out of the “GROUP” jar and put it into
the jar with the “SELF” symbol. Then I will record in the computer and take back the money.
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