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Local governance 
and social capital:  
Do chiefs matter?  

Niccolo F. Meriggia & Erwin Bultea 
Development Economics Group 

Wageningen University 

Abstract: We ask whether the quality of 

local chiefs affects within-village social 

capital, and measure both chief quality and 

social capital (trust) by a series of lab-in-the-

field experiments. Our main conclusions are 

that there is significant variation in the 

quality of local chiefs, but also that this does 

not affect local levels of trust.  

1. Introduction 

A rapidly growing literature identifies the 

quality of leadership as a key determinant of 

economic performance. The relevance of 

leaders for development has been 

demonstrated at various “administrative 

levels” including the country level  (e.g., 

Besley, Montalvo, and Reynal-Querol 2011; 

Jones and Olken 2005), the provincial or 

chiefdom level (e.g., Acemoglu, Reed, and 

Robinson 2014), and the local or village 

level (e.g., Kosfeld and Rustagi 2015). The 

finding that leadership shapes economic 

outcomes is not surprising. For example, 

leaders are engaged in the provision of 

public goods, which may foster (or hamper) 

development (Chattopadhyay and Duflo 

2004). It is therefore no surprise that so-

called participatory development projects 

and community-driven development projects 

– bypassing state institutions, and tackling 

local governance issues at the local level 

directly – occupy an increasingly important 

position in the international portfolio of 

development interventions. For example, in 

the past decade, the World Bank alone has 

invested USD 85 billion in participatory 

approaches (Mansuri and Rao 2013). 

In this study we focus on leadership at the 

village level. Local leaders not only provide 

public goods, they may also affect economic 

performance via other, less direct channels. 

For example, evidence is accumulating that 

the quality of leadership matters for the 

dynamics of social capital. Social capital is a 

vague concept, but refers to trust among 

group members, shared norms, converging 

expectations, and perhaps even altruism or 

pro-social preferences. Social capital is 

believed to reduce transaction costs and 

enhance the ability of groups to overcome 

so-called social dilemmas. In light of such 

expectations, social capital should also 

positively affect economic performance 
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(e.g., Knack and Keefer 1997; Zak and 

Knack 2001, Qin and Bulte 2010). We 

consider one dimension of social capital, or 

trust, and ask whether the quality of local 

leaders affects within-village trust and 

trustworthiness.  

The objective of this paper is twofold. First, 

we seek to probe whether the quality of local 

leadership is correlated with trusting 

behaviour of villagers. As in Beekman et al. 

(2014), we ask whether leadership affects 

individual behaviour via “internalization”, 

hence we organise an experiment where the 

type of leader should not affect individual 

payoffs. Unlike Beekman et al. we focus on 

trusting behaviour and reciprocity, or 

amounts sent and returned in a trust game 

(rather than PPG contributions). Second, we 

correlate our measures of the quality of local 

governance with observational data 

capturing social capital or overall 

development in the village. 

Our main hypothesis, which we seek to test 

using experimental data, is that “good 

chiefs” foster expectations of reciprocal 

behaviour, and therefore contribute to higher 

levels of social capital and inter-villager 

trust. But our results are sobering. While our 

experiments are able to document 

meaningful differences across both chiefs 

and villagers, we do not observe statistically 

significant correlations between chief type 

and experimental play of villagers. Our 

failure to reject the null-hypothesis of no-

effect is not due to lack of power. The study 

is based on a unique dataset collected in no 

less than 140 African villages, containing 

experimental play by 1742 respondents. We 

therefore conjecture that either villagers 

have a limited ability to form correct 

expectations about the quality of their leader 

(e.g., bad leaders are able to conceal their 

true nature in daily life), or that the 

internalization effect of local leaders does 

not extend to the domain of inter-villager 

trust – trust dynamics may to a larger extent 

be governed by other social processes.1 

The paper is organized as follows. In section 

2 we outline our experimental approach and 

summarize our data. We pay special 

attention to how we try to capture the quality 

of leadership. We vary the information 

structure of the games to obtain three 

complementary measures of chief quality 

(integrity, propensity to reward good 

behaviour, and group-mindedness). In 

section 2 we introduce key concepts and 

outline the theoretical framework linking the 
                                                 
1 A third explanation, obviously, is that chiefs behave 
differently in the experiment than in daily life, so that 
we are unable to meaningfully gauge the quality of 
governance in the experiment. 
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chief to social capital. In section 3 we relate 

chief types to amounts sent and returned in a 

trust game played by villagers. This section 

also contains our regression results, and 

presents the results of regression models 

with observational indicators of social 

capital or village-level development as 

dependent variables. Section 4 concludes. 

2. Trusting the Chief 

Gambetta (2000) writes that “when we say 

we trust somebody or that somebody is 

trustworthy, we implicitly mean that the 

probability that he will perform an action 

that is beneficial (…) is high enough for us 

to consider engaging in some form of 

cooperation with him.” Thus, trust reflects 

expectations about the behavior of others, 

and captures the willingness of a party to be 

vulnerable to the actions of another party. It 

is based on the expectation that the other will 

behave fairly, or perform certain actions 

important to the trustor, regardless of the 

ability to monitor that other party (see also 

Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 1995). Trust 

is a determinant of economic performance 

because it lowers transaction costs, expands 

the range trading opportunities, and 

facilitates coordination on socially-desirable 

outcomes. 

We measure trust by contributions of 

villagers in a trust game. As is well known, a 

concern for efficiency implies that the sender 

in a trust game should send the entire 

endowment to the receiver, as the amount 

sent is tripled in the process (see below for 

details). However, selfish senders will only 

transfer positive amounts in case they are 

sufficiently confident that the receiver will 

reciprocate and send back at least the 

transferred amount. The trust game thus 

captures expectations about the behavior of 

others – the core element of trust, as 

discussed above.2 We use the trust game to 

measure trust (and possibly altruism) among 

fellow villagers, but also as a tool to measure 

chief quality. Specifically, by observing how 

chiefs play the game, and adjust their 

behavior across treatments, we are able to 

group the chiefs into a small number of so-

called types – from good to bad. 

Why would leaders affect social capital, or 

in-group trust? The literature provides three 

suggestions.3 First, Grossman and 

                                                 
2 Evidence is mounting that amounts sent in a trust 
game not only capture expectations about others’ 
behavior, but also pro-social preferences (Sapienza, 
Toldra-Simats and Zingales 2013) and possibly risk 
preferences (Karlan 2005). One approach to isolate 
expectations may be via triangulation (e.g.; Cox 
2004). 
3 Strictly speaking this literature focuses on voluntary 
provision of local public goods (which may be 
measured in a so-called public goods game), rather 
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Baldassarri  (2011; 2012) demonstrate that 

enforcement of rules and sanctioning of 

deviation behaviour is one mechanism via 

which leaders affect social capital. The 

quality of local leadership, and the style of 

sanctioning, have been shown to matter for 

behaviour by followers (Kosfeld and Rustagi 

2015), and arguably increases the 

predictability of the behavior of others 

(fostering the development of favourable 

expectations about others’ behavior). 

Second, Jack and Recalde (2015) show that 

“leadership by example” may be a relevant 

mechanism. A first mover in a sequential 

decision environment can influence others to 

behave in a socially desired fashion, for 

example by signalling important information 

(see also D’Adda 2011). Third, by affecting 

group dynamics, leaders can (indirectly) 

manipulate group mindedness (e.g.; Gächter 

and Renner 2014). Insofar as the salience of 

group membership affects identity-based 

payoffs (as in Akerlof and Kranton 2005) or 

fosters pro-social preferences, contributing 

to group mindedness may be mechanism via 

which leaders may steer behaviour of their 

followers. 

In this paper we consider an alternative, 

more indirect channel via which the quality 

                                                                          
than trust, but a case can be made that these issues 
are closely related 

of local leadership might matter for social 

capital. That is; we explore whether 

followers “internalize” the quality of their 

leader, so that it affects their behaviour even 

if there is no reason to expect an impact on 

individual payoffs. For example, Beekman et 

al. (2013, 2014) demonstrate that “corrupt” 

village leaders undermine voluntary 

contributions to a public good in an 

experiment, even if there is no reason to 

believe that the leader observes experimental 

earnings and will “tax” villagers based on 

their play in the experiment. Their preferred 

explanation is that villagers learn about the 

(more or less predatory)  context within 

which they operate in daily life, and 

subsequently internalize norms of behaviour 

that enables them cope. For example, in 

villagers where public goods (such as 

plantation earnings) are seized by a corrupt 

chief, the incentive to engage in the 

contribution of public goods is eroded. 

Villagers will bring these beliefs about how 

to behave, learned in real life, into the lab, 

and contribute lower amounts in a public 

good game (PPG). 

The validity of our approach rests upon two 

assumptions. First, we assume villagers will 

“internalize” their chief type, so that the 

quality of the chief affects their behaviour 

even in settings where the chief has no role 
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to play. We assume that such internalization 

may occur via repeated exposition to the 

chief and his behaviour in daily village life. 

In other words, we assume a bad chief might 

erode local levels of social capital, which 

will adversely affect the interaction among 

villagers even regarding issues unrelated to 

the chief. Second, we assume we can obtain 

decent proxies for chief quality (and 

follower behaviour) via lab-in-the-field 

experiments – in our case we observe 

behaviour in various trust games. In other 

words, simple experiments may be used to 

elicit reduced form simplifications of 

complex phenomena such as the quality of 

leadership.  

3. Experiments and Data 

In our study, we collected experimental and 

survey data from 200 randomly selected 

rural villages in the Adamawa region of 

Cameroon. Adamawa is a sparsely populated 

region situated in northern Cameroon, with 

approximately 1 million inhabitants.  

Muslim Fulbe (Fulani) represent the major 

ethnic group (60%), even though other 

ethnic groups of Paleo Sudanese or Bantu 

origins are present (INS, 2010). The regional 

economy is mostly based on extensive cattle 

production, and  52,9 % of the population 

live below the poverty line (UNDP 2010). 

Adamawa is the second least developed 

region and third least educated in Cameroon 

(INS, 2012) 

The selected villages were visited between 

June and July 2013 for a baseline consisting 

of a village focus group (with local 

authorities) and a household4 questionnaire. 

Village focus group discussion was used to 

collect detailed information on village 

characteristics, including presence of village 

organizations (VOs), number and types of 

common projects in the village. Three 

months later, the same villages and 

households were visited to gather 

information on households’ risk preferences, 

and other regarding preferences (i.e. 

altruism, distributive preferences, and trust 

in others) using Artefactual Field 

Experiments (AFEs). All households were 

visited at their homes, and after collecting 

general information, the head of the 

household was invited to participate in the 

research activity in privacy (i.e. without 

being observed by other co-villagers or 

family members). Many households in the 

region are illiterate, and therefore all 

explanations of the games were conducted 

                                                 
4 Surveyed household were selected employing 
stratified random sampling, assuring a representative 
and non-biased sample of the population.  
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orally by our enumerators, who were 

instructed to proceed with the games only 

after the household fully understood the 

instructions.  

All households played the following games; 

i) a risk game, where risk preferences were 

elicited following the procedure proposed by 

Holt and Laury (2002) with lotteries adjusted 

to local currency as in Table 1; ii) a standard 

Triple Dictator Game (TDG) where 

participants were endowed with 10 

Experimental Currency Units  (ECUs) and 

asked to allocate ECUs between themselves 

and another person in the village; iii) a 

Reverse Triple Dictator Game (rTDG) and 

iv) a trust-investment game (IG)5. 

The IG is at the core of the this study, and 

for this game we employ a within subject 

design proposed by Ashraf et al. (2006). 

With this design all participants participate 

in the experiment both as first movers 

(trustor) and as second movers (trustee). 

First movers, were asked to share their 

endowment EIG (consisting of ten 

experimental tokens each worth 100 XAF 

each) with another recipient in the village, 

the trustee.  The amount sent by the first 

mover XIG, would be tripled by the 
                                                 
5 The detailed description of the experimental 
procedure for each of the aforementioned game can 
be found in Meriggi and Leuveld (2015). 

experimenter and the second mover would 

receive 3XIG. The second mover could then 

return any amount of money YIG between 0 

and 3XIG to the first mover. After indicating 

how much money they would send to the 

trustee, participants were asked to indicate 

how much they expected in return from the 

second mover. Finally participants, play the 

game in the role of second movers. Similar 

to Ashraf et al. (2006), we used the strategy 

method where second movers had to decide 

on a contingent action for every possible 

amount sent by the first mover. Responses 

from the participants were recorded in 

double copy (version A and version B). At 

the payoff session (taking place the last day 

of our visit to the village), a random drawn 

would determine whether participants would 

be paid based on their choices as  first 

movers or as second movers. In either case, 

participants had to draw an envelope 

containing version B with the responses of 

another participant. In case the participant 

was drawn to be a first mover, his payoff 

would be determined by subtracting the 

amount sent XIG from his endowment EIG, 

and adding the amount returned by the 

second mover for the corresponding 

situation YIG(recorded on version B from 

drawn envelope). In case the participant was 

drawn to be a second mover, his payoff 
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would be determined by three times the 

amount sent by another first mover in the 

village and recorded on version B on the 

drawn envelope, minus the amount the 

trustee returns for the corresponding 

situation. Therefore the payoff for first 

mover corresponds to EIG-XIG+YIG, and the 

payoff of the trustee corresponds to 3XIG-

YIG. 

In our version of the IG game, all 

participants played two rounds of this game; 

in the first round, they were informed that 

the “other player” was an anonymous person 

from the same village, and that this person 

was never going to find out the identity of 

the participant being interviewed or the 

decisions he made. In the second round, 

participants were informed that the other 

player would be the village chief and (as in 

the previous round) the village chief would 

never find out the identity of the participants 

or his decisions made during the game. 

In all villages we played the same trust game 

with village chiefs. While the first round was 

exactly the same for village chiefs and its 

constituency, in the second round village 

chiefs played a different game. In fact, at the 

beginning of the second round, chiefs were 

told that for this round his choices in the 

game would be “publicly announced” in case 

one of the participants in the experiment 

randomly drew this round for the final 

payoff.  

We call the first round of the game “non-

observable actions” conditions (chief’s 

actions in the game cannot be observed), and 

the second round of the game “observable 

actions” conditions (because chief’s actions 

in the game can be observed).6 

To add more variation to the “degree of 

observability” in players’ actions, we 

randomly assigned half of the villages to two 

treatments called a) Observable payoffs, 

and half the villages to b) Non-observable 

payoffs.  

In group a, before each games players were 

reminded that their actions in the game will 

never be observed ,but we could not assure 

complete confidentiality of the final payoff. 

In group b, instead, players were reminded 

before each game that both actions in the 

game and final payoff would be strictly 

confidential. 

Games were followed by a light survey on 

households’ perceptions on general topics 

                                                 
6 Similarly to other participants, chiefs choices were 
recorded in double copy (version A and version B). In 
case participants drew to be paid for the choices made 
in this game, their payoff would be determined by the 
combination of participant’s choice and chief’s choice 
in the second round of the game. 
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like gender issues and religion, and two 

experimental auctions where two different 

types of devices for production of clean 

energy7. 

At the end of our visit to the village (one to 

three days after the completion of the 

session), respondents were asked to meet us 

in a common space (normally a public 

structure with the possibility to have a space 

with privacy for payments), where their 

payoff would be determined individually by 

a series of random draws. Therefore, 

subjects did not know their payoff or other 

people payoffs until the very end of the 

experiments. Neither in the observable or 

non-observable payoff treatment earnings 

were actually revealed. 

Amounts sent by normal villagers in round 1 

of IG is used as our indicator for individual’s 

pro-social behavior, whereas chief’s 

behavior in the different rounds of IG is used 

to construct the following indicators: 

• Integrity: the chief has a “moral” 

behavior. This represented by 

dummy variable assuming value 1 if 

amounts sent by the chief are 

consistent across “non-observable 

                                                 
7 Rigorous procedures to avoid possible 
contaminations of results were put in palce. 

actions” and “observable actions”, 

and 0 otherwise; 

• Rewarding: the chief rewards 

kindness of it constituency with 

kindness. We built this indicator by 

interpolating a line through the 10 

contingent actions chosen by the 

chief in the role of the second mover 

under “observable actions” 

conditions. If the slope indicates that 

the chief return more than he receives 

(i.e. rewards kindness with kindness), 

then the chief gets value 1, and 0 

otherwise; 

• Group mindedness: the chief shares 

more than he expects in return. If the 

leader sends more than he expects in 

return as a first mover under “non-

observable actions” conditions in 

the IG, then this indicator assumes 

value 1, and 0 otherwise. 

4. Experimental and 
Regression Results 

In 30 of the 199 visited villages, the chief 

were absent during our visit, and therefore 

chief could not take part into our study. In 24 

villages we had high ethnic fractionalization, 

and different village chiefs for different 

ethnic groups, and in 5 villages we found 

authorities ranking higher in the local 
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hierarchy than village leaders (i.e. Belaka 

and Lamido). We dropped all these 

observations from our analysis to have a 

homogenous sample, and we are left with 

140 chiefs observations and 1742 household 

observations for 140 different villages.  

According to our classification of chief 

types, 49  of the 140 chiefs are “moral” 

leaders, 77 are “rewarding” leaders, and 49 

are “group-minded” leaders; of these leaders 

16 are both “moral” and “group minded”, 27 

are both “moral” and “rewarding”, 15 are 

“group minded and rewarding.”  Only 7 

leaders qualify as outstanding, and these 

individuals are “moral” as well as 

“rewarding” and “group minded.”  

A Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test 

indicates that chiefs’ contributions under 

“non-observable actions” conditions were 

more likely to be lower than under 

“observable actions” conditions  Z= -3.552, 

p= 0.000. This effect is stronger when both 

payoffs and actions are observable, than 

when only actions are observable (Z=-3.044, 

p = 0.002 VS.  Z= -1.896, p= 0.058). The 

magnitude of this difference is statistically 

significant when we compare chiefs’ 

contributions in round 1 (M= 3.65 , SD= 

0.160) and in round 2 (M= 4.121 , SD= 

0.165); t(139)= -2.921 ; p= 0.004. Looking 

closely, we see that in “non-observable 

payoffs” villages there is no difference 

between amounts sent by the chief in round 

1 (M=3.708 , SD=0.271) and round 2 

(M=3.953 , SD0.261); t(64)= -1.061; 

p=0.293. However, the difference between 

amount sent by the chief in round 1 

(M=3.600 , SD=0.187) and round 2 

(M=4.267 , SD=0.208) is statistically 

significant when also the payoff is 

observable t(74)=-2.986 , p=0.0038. Under 

no conditions, we find differences in 

fractions expected in return by chiefs or total 

fractions returned by the chief. 

When it comes to villagers behavior, we find 

that villagers are more likely to send lower  

amounts to their peers  (and higher amounts 

to their chiefs) Z=-12.786 , p=0.000; this 

holds both under non-observable payoffs 

(Z=-9.981 , p=0.000), and observable 

payoffs (Z=-8.814 ,  p=0.000). 

The same, however, does not hold for 

fractions expected in return, and total 

fraction returned. In fact, villagers expect 

higher fractions in return from fellow 

citizens (M=0.361 , SD=0.005) than from 

their chiefs (M=0.343 , SD=0.005), 

t(1741)=3.072 p=0.002. Villagers, return 

higher fractions to their chiefs (M=0.329 , 

SD=0.004) than to their fellow citizens 
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(M=0.319 , SD=0.003), t(1741)= -4.24. This 

result holds both for observable and non-

observable payoffs groups. 

Therefore, we test the hypothesis that, via 

repeated exposition to chiefs’ behavior, 

followers internalize chief’s type into their 

pro-social behavior. We first assess whether 

chief type influence villagers pro-social 

behavior either directly (through individuals’ 

contribution as first movers in the first round 

IG ), or indirectly (through villagers 

expectations of return as first mover in the 

first round of IG). Therefore, the two 

dependent variables we focus on at this stage 

are: (i) Amount sent by villagers to an 

anonymous person in their village within IG; 

(ii) Fraction of the amount sent as first 

mover, that villagers expect in return when 

playing the IG with an anonymous person in 

the village. We believe that chiefs can 

influence the pro-social behavior both with 

just one “behavioral feature” or with a 

combination of them. Therefore, we first test 

the single effect of one “chief type” at the 

time on (i) and (ii), and then we test the 

interactions effect of chiefs’ type on the two 

dependent variables of interest.  

We include a series of conventional 

household and village controls (age, 

education, wealth, gender, household size, 

marital status, village size, village 

accessibility presence of a market, presence 

of a cattle market). In addition, we include 

(ii) as a control for (i), because the fraction 

of amount sent expected in return by first 

movers can influence pro-social behavior 

(and therefore influence individuals’ pro-

sociality indirectly).  

Given the truncated distribution of our 

dependent variable (ranging from 0 to 10), 

for the regression having (i) as a dependent 

variable we perform a tobit. We calculate 

cluster robust standard errors using villages 

as the independent clustering unit (and 

therefore assume that decisions are 

correlated within clusters, but independent 

across clusters). 

Results for (i) and (ii) are reported in Table 2 

and Table 3 respectively. 

We find no evidence that our classification 

of chief type influences pro-social behavior 

of chiefs’ constituency.  

5. Discussion and 
concluding remarks 

Both academic work and development 

interventions increasingly focus on the 

quality of local governance as a key 

ingredient for sustainable development. 
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Earlier research has established that good 

leaders are associated with the provision of 

specific public goods, fostering economic 

performance and social outcomes. In policy 

circles, participatory local development 

interventions have emerged as a key tool for 

leveraging development. One might 

reasonably ask: how important are local 

chiefs for development? What are the 

channels via which chiefs affect cooperation 

and investments? 

While the economic literature on local 

governance is growing rapidly, it is fair to 

conclude that we still know very little about 

how local chiefs contribute to development. 

Some analysts perceive chiefs as “local 

despots”, who are hardly accountable to their 

constituency and who are primarily 

motivated by self-interest (e.g. Mamdani 

1996). However, according to the 

Afrobarometer, the chieftaincy continues to 

enjoy considerable support across the 

African continent.  

We have explored the relation between 

village chief types and one specific 

dimension of social capital – within village 

trust. We measure chief quality and 

villagers’ trust (and perhaps pro-social 

preferences) using a series of trust game. 

Our main result is that there seem to be no 

correlation between chief type and social 

capital. While we document considerable 

variation in terms of behavior by chiefs (in a 

lab-in-the-field setting) as well as by 

villagers, the two issues do not appear to be 

correlated.  

If this results extends beyond our sample of 

Cameroonian villages, the main implication 

is that bad chiefs may undermine local 

development by the under-provision of key 

public goods, but do not hamper 

development by eroding social capital and 

within-village trust. In other words, chief 

type and behavior by the chief may be 

unimportant in shaping social preferences. 

One caveat should be noted. The validity of 

our approach depends on the assumption that 

the chief’s behavior in the trust game is 

correlated with his behavior in daily life. 

Even if that is the case, some chiefs may be 

good at misleading or confusing their 

constituency about their intentions, making it 

difficult for villagers to assess the quality of 

their chief. 
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Tables and Figures 
Table 1: Risk game lotteries. XAF stands for the CFA franc, the currency used in Cameroon. 

Option A  Option B Expected Payoff 
Difference 

1/10 of 2,000 XAF, 9/10 of 1,600 XAF 1/10 of 3,850 XAF, 9/10 of 100 XAF XAF 1170 

2/10 of 2,000 XAF, 8/10 of 1,600 XAF 2/10 of 3,850 XAF, 8/10 of 100 XAF XAF 830 

3/10 of 2,000 XAF, 7/10 of 1,600 XAF 3/10 of 3,850 XAF, 7/10 of 100 XAF XAF 500 

4/10 of 2,000 XAF, 6/10 of 1,600 XAF 4/10 of 3,850 XAF, 6/10 of 100 XAF XAF 160 

5/10 of 2,000 XAF, 5/10 of 1,600 XAF 5/10 of 3,850 XAF, 5/10 of 100 XAF XAF -180 

6/10 of 2,000 XAF, 4/10 of 1,600 XAF 6/10 of 3,850 XAF, 4/10 of 100 XAF XAF -510 

7/10 of 2,000 XAF, 3/10 of 1,600 XAF 7/10 of 3,850 XAF, 3/10 of 100 XAF XAF -850 

8/10 of 2,000 XAF, 2/10 of 1,600 XAF 8/10 of 3,850 XAF, 2/10 of 100 XAF XAF -1180 

9/10 of 2,000 XAF, 1/10 of 1,600 XAF 9/10 of 3,850 XAF, 1/10 of 100 XAF XAF -1152 

10/10 of 2,000 XAF, 0/10 of 1,600 XAF 10/10 of 3,850 XAF, 0/10 of 100 XAF XAF -1185 
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Table 2: Chief type and pro-social behavior  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
        
INTEGRITY 0.074   0.161 0.120  0.108 
 (0.105)   (0.140) (0.136)  (0.114) 
REWARDING  0.024    0.095 0.088 
  (0.102)  0.085  (0.135) (0.118) 
    (0.128)    
GROUPMINDED   0.040  0.092 0.125 0.112 
   (0.107)  (0.131) (0.145) (0.120) 
        
INTEGRITY*REWARDING    -0.169    
    (0.204)    
        
INTEGRITY*GROUPMINDED     -0.141   
     (0.209)   
        
REWARDING*GROUPMINDED      -0.176  
      (0.214)  
        
INTEGR*REWARD*GROUPMIND       -0.290 
       (0.268) 
        
EXPETEDRET 1.151*** 1.145*** 1.147*** 1.152*** 1.150*** 1.135*** 1.151*** 
 (0.296) (0.296) (0.297) (0.296) (0.297) (0.298) (0.298) 
        
MARRIED 0.012 0.012 0.013 0.016 0.009 0.009 0.007 
 (0.148) (0.148) (0.148) (0.149) (0.148) (0.148) (0.149) 
        
HHSIZE 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 
 (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 
        
ASSET_INDEX 0.576 0.588* 0.585 0.588* 0.582* 0.595* 0.590* 
 (0.353) (0.354) (0.356) (0.355) (0.353) (0.356) (0.352) 
        
AGE 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 
 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
        
VILLSIZE -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
        
CATT_MRKT -0.030 -0.037 -0.031 -0.047 -0.038 -0.049 -0.059 
 (0.102) (0.104) (0.105) (0.103) (0.105) (0.103) (0.104) 
        
MRKT_DIST 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
        
_cons 2.440*** 2.450*** 2.453*** 2.386*** 2.426*** 2.406*** 2.379*** 
 (0.222) (0.230) (0.224) (0.238) (0.224) (0.241) (0.239) 
N 1675 1675 1675 1675 1675 1675 1675 
pseudo R2 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 

Cluster Robust Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 
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Table 3:Chief type and expectations of return 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
INTEGRITY -0.012   -0.021 -0.009  -0.016 
 (0.017)   (0.025) (0.020)  (0.018) 
        
REWARDING  0.021  0.015  0.038* 0.020 
  (0.016)  (0.021)  (0.020) (0.019) 
        
GROUPMINDED   -0.000  0.005 0.028 0.004 
   (0.018)  (0.024) (0.025) (0.022) 
        
INTEGRITY*REWARDING    0.016    
    (0.034)    
        
INTEGRITY*GROUPMINDED     -0.009   
     (0.036)   
        
REWARDING*GROUPMINDED      -0.050  
      (0.037)  
        
INTEGR*REWARD*GROUPMIND       0.016 
       (0.038) 
        
EXPETEDRET -0.022 -0.024 -0.023 -0.024 -0.022 -0.024 -0.024 
 (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 
        
MARRIED 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.003*** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
        
HHSIZE -0.110** -0.109** -0.112** -0.108** -0.110** -0.107** -0.108** 
 (0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.047) (0.045) 
        
ASSET_INDEX -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
        
AGE -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000* -0.000* 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
        
VILLSIZE -0.003 -0.005 -0.003 -0.004 -0.004 -0.009 -0.004 
 (0.020) (0.019) (0.020) (0.019) (0.020) (0.019) (0.020) 
        
CATT_MRKT 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

        
Constant 0.395*** 0.382*** 0.392*** 0.390*** 0.394*** 0.371*** 0.385*** 

 (0.027) (0.029) (0.027) (0.032) (0.027) (0.032) (0.032) 
N 1675 1675 1675 1675 1675 1675 1675 

pseudo R2 0.0126 0.0140 0.0120 0.0150 0.0127 0.0166 0.0152 
Cluster Robust Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 
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