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The One Slide Presentation 
What is this paper about? 

 

» We explore the link between 
what people say they prefer 
and what they actually do 

 

How do we do it? 

» Using a battery of field 
experiments (trust game, 
voluntary contributions 
mechanism and risk pooling 
game), paired with surveys 
questions regarding social 
capital and porsociality.  

» The data is representative of 
the population from 6 Latin 
American cities: Bogota, 
Buenos Aires, Caracas, 
Montevideo, Lima and San 
Jose.  

What did we find? 

» Individuals with higher agreement 
with a set of pro-social statements 
and who invest more in their 
social capital, are more willing to 
trust another person and are 
more interested in risk-pooling in 
economic experiments.  

» We find that what people say 
through surveys and incentivized 
experiments is linked to what 
people do  

» This gives credence to the idea 
that experiments can carry useful 
information to understand 
motivations and intentions in key 
issues of development such as 
pro-social behavior and social 
capital formation 
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The problem of collective action 

» Cooperating is one way in which societies 

advance, but this does not happens freely 

» The achievement and sustainability of 

cooperative equilibria requires trust on 

participating individuals 

» Uncertainty on the beliefs and intentions of the 

individuals, or their willingness to trust and 

cooperate, lies at the core of the problem of 

collective action 

» Then, the question “To what extent do people 

trust and cooperate?” demands attention. 



One contribution: data 

» The attempts to explore the questions of trust 
and cooperation are not new. There is an 
intense, but scattered literature 

» This paper contributes to the literature by using 
a set of experimental tools for which there is a 
consensus  in the profession, applying them to a 
set of representative samples of the population 
in 6 capital cities 

» Bogota, Buenos Aires, Caracas, Lima, 
Montevideo and San Jose 



The contribution of this paper: what 

people say vs. what people do 

» There have been important efforts to link the 
results from economic experiments to real life 
situations 

» Neill et al. (1994), Karlan (2005), Carpenter and 
Knowles-Myers (2007), Benz and Meier (2008)  

» However, not much has been done to link 
experimental results to the most prominent tool 
to capture social information: surveys 

» At least, not for representative samples 

» Using samples of college students: Glaeser et al. 
(2000) and Carpenter and Verhoogen (2003) 



Comparing experiments and surveys 

» We focus on well-known laboratory experiments 

where protocols and main findings appear to be 

well established.  

» We applied three simple games: trust, voluntary 

contribution and risk sharing. We also measured 

individual aversion to risk, ambiguity and losses 

» Paired with standard approaches to social data 

collection 

» We applied standard sampling procedures and 

surveys questionnaires regarding social capital, 

cohesion and collective action 
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The Logistics 

» The project started on the first quarter of 2007 

when we met with the fieldwork teams from the 6 

cities in Bogota 

» The meeting had the purpose of homogenizing 

criteria, procedures, scripts and protocols (timing 

of the activities).  

» There we agreed on the sampling and 

experimental designs 



Sample Design 

» Stratified random sampling: the strata were chosen on 

the basis of education, average family income of the 

districts/neighborhoods, gender and age 

» With the quotas defined by the stratification, we 

proceeded to invite individuals to the sessions, offering a 

show up fee and game payments 

» Each session had 30 invitees, assuming that 20 of them 

will show up. 

» There was a continuous monitoring of sampling quotas 

and invitees 



Experimental Design 

» Pre-survey to gather basic information (age, sex, 

neighborhood of residence, schooling level) 

» Four activities in which participants made 

individual decisions that had economic 

outcomes for themselves and for the others in 

the session 

» Socio-demographic survey and participants’ 

payments  



One session  

» Street recruitment based on social 
heterogeneity and stratified 
sample 

 

» N=~20 people, Std.Dev=4.4 

» Activity 1: Trust Game (pairs) 

» Activity 2: VCM (public goos) 

» Activity 3: Risk (risk, 
ambiguity, loss aversion) 

» Activity 4: Risk-pooling 

 

» ~2.5 hours / session 

 

» Avg. US$10 / 2 hours 



Activity 1: Trust Game 

» Individuals were randomly assigned in 
two different rooms, half of them 
assumed the role of Player 1 and the 
others of Player 2 

» Identities were never revealed, but each 
player received information about 
demographic characteristics of each 
other 

» Each player received an endowment 

 

“Player 1, you can send Player 2 part of 
your endowment. The amount you send 
will be tripled on its way” 

“Player 2, after you receive the amount 
sent by Player 1 you can decide to send 
something back. This amount will not be 
tripled” 

No. De Jugador

Estrato/barrio/distrito/localidad en el cual reside

Edad

Número General 

Único

La siguiente información es de la persona con la cual 

usted está jugando:

Sexo

Nivel educativo aprobado



Activity 1: Trust Game 

» Strategy method 

» Right before making their decisions, individuals were 

asked to predict the decisions made by the other player 

 

» (0,0) is the sub-game perfect Nash equilibrium of this 

game 

» Then, the amount send by player 1 could be interpreted as 

a measure of trust (controlling for risk-aversion) 

» The amount send by player 2 could be interpreted as a 

measure of reciprocity 

 

 



Activity 2: VCM (Voluntary Contributions Game) 

» Back to the main room. Here all 

players of the session participate 

at once  

» Players receive a token that can 

be invested in P or G 

» If kept (P), worth 1000 Pesos 

» Each token invested in group 
(G) yields extra 100 Pesos to 
EVERYONE 

» MPCR=0.10 

» Group composition announced 

» Players asked to predict % 
cooperators 



Activity 2: Voluntary Contributions Mechanism 

» The more people decide 
to contribute to the group 
account, the more gains 
for everyone.  

» However, for each 
individual not-to-
contribute is a dominant 
strategy 

» This is the typical 
trade-off faced by the 
provision of public 
goods. 



Lab setting 

They can see each other,  

but can not talk during the session 

They are told of the social demographic  
composition of the session  

(Number, gender, strata, education) 



Activity 3: 3 Risk Games 

» Each player individually made decisions over 3 games measuring 
individual attitudes toward risk, ambiguity and losses.  

» The first stage offered to the participants known probabilities and 
known outcomes for six 50/50 lotteries that went from a sure low 
payoff to an all-or-nothing higher payoff (the lotteries in between 
gradually increased in expected value and in the spread of the 
low and high payoff).  

» The second stage offered the same payoffs for the six lotteries 
mentioned, but individuals did not know the exact probabilities, 
as they did in the first stage. They only knew that at least 30 
percent of the chances were for the low payoff and that at least 
30 percent were for the high payoff (but did not know the exact 
probabilities)  

» The third stage used the same six lotteries with 50/50 
probabilities, but including the possibility of negative payoffs in 
some cases. 
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Activity 4: Risk Pooling 

» Each player chooses between: 

» To form a group to share equally the gains from 

another risk aversion game, and 

» To play the risk aversion game individually.  

» Once they decide whether to form a group, the 

total number of people forming the group is 

announced and the individuals decide, each, on 

the risk choice.  



Obs
Std. 

Dev.
Min Max Mean

Experiment results

First players' average initial offer (percentage) 1517 0.3 0 1 0.4

Second player's return offer if (percentage): 

Effective P1's offer 1539 0.2 0 1 0.3

P1's offer is 0% 1566 0.2 0 1 0.2

P1's offer is 25% 1566 0.2 0 1 0.3

P1's offer is 50% 1565 0.2 0 1 0.3

P1's offer is 75% 1564 0.2 0 1 0.3

P1's offer is 100% 1564 0.2 0 1 0.3

Percentage of participants that contributed to group account 3094 0.4 0 1 0.2

Percentage of participants that shared risk 3096 0.5 0 1 0.5

Socio-demographic characteristics

Average age 3092 15.05 17 80 38 40

Percentage of female population 3096 0.50 0 1 0.54 0.54

Percentage with public education 3096 0.41 0 1 0.79 0.52

Percentage working in the public Sector 1798 0.33 0 1 0.13 0.11

Parental relationship (percentage)

    Household head 3096 0.49 0 1 0.41 0.38

    Wife/Husband 3096 0.43 0 1 0.24 0.24

    Son/Daughter 3096 0.45 0 1 0.27 0.27

    Other 3096 0.26 0 1 0.08 0.11

Marital status (percentage)

    Single 3096 0.48 0 1 0.35 0.33

    Formal or Informal Union 3096 0.50 0 1 0.50 0.55

    Divorced, Widow. 3096 0.36 0 1 0.15 0.13

Educational level (percentage)

   Secondary Incomplete or Less 3096 0.50 0 1 0.45 0.48

   Secondary Complete 3096 0.44 0 1 0.25 0.25

   Tertiary Complete or Incomplete 3096 0.45 0 1 0.29 0.27

Socio-economic level of the neighborhood of residence (percentage)

   Low 3091 0.50 0 1 0.52 -

   Middle 3091 0.46 0 1 0.30 -

   High 3091 0.38 0 1 0.18 -

Variables

Experiment sample (weighted)
Household 

surveys 
1/

Descriptive stats: socio-dem and experimental 
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Survey questions: Social Capital, Beliefs 

and Preferences 

» Participation in groups and organizations  

» Opinions about the Welfare State  

» Experiences of exclusion from social and economic 

activities 

» Civil, political and social rights reported as not respected 

(and why) 

» Perception of most unprotected groups 

» Perceptions of differences among people that generate 

the most conflict 

» Here 

Trust Experiments.doc


Descriptive stats: stated social capital and pro-

social attitudes 

Bogotá Bs. As. Caracas Lima Montevideo San José

Social Capital variables

Participation in any social organization (%) 45.40 47.01 44.62 33.52 37.99 42.07

Assistance to the meetings of any social organization (%) 43.17 37.12 43.94 32.63 34.19 39.29

Participation in the decision planning of any social organization (%) 33.19 25.54 36.34 26.15 24.79 30.49

Hours in a month spent in social organizations 7.82 8.81 12.78 4.79 7.53 6.62

Pro-social attitudes (%)

Pro-social index  82.07 76.88 74.12 81.22 73.43 78.65

Individual Prosocial categories

Agreement with:

People should worry about other people's well-being 90.71 89.95 86.00 91.56 91.56 92.24

In a good society, people feel responsible for others 79.61 84.15 74.58 77.01 84.03 78.73

Rich countries have moral obligation to share wealth with poor countries 72.31 67.21 69.42 77.24 58.33 69.72

Public social protection programs help prevent hunger and malnutrition 92.95 77.61 81.12 80.53 76.45 77.65

People have the moral obligation to share part of their resources with poor people75.34 65.34 58.17 78.78 57.04 75.54
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Empirical Strategy 

icicicicicicic MSZXosocialExperimentSocialCap   54321 Pr

Participation in social organizations (4 measures: 

participation, assistance to meetings, participation in the 

decision making, hours per month) 

Experimental outcomes (3 games: trust,  

VCM and risk pooling) 

Index of prosocial attitudes 

Individual characteristics  

(age, schooling, SES) 

Experimental controls  

(risk aversion) 

Matched players’ charactersitics 
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Findings 

» SK←Trust (first player), Prosocial 

» Consistently accross measures of SK and 

Prosocial (T4, T5) 

 

» Less consistency for the results of the trust 

game using info for the second player (T6). 

Similar to what is found for risk pooling (T7) 

 

» No relationship when using  VCM (T8) 

 



Conclusions 

» What people say is actually closer to what they 

do 

» Trusting and risk-pooling experimental behavior is 

associated with stated daily lives behavior 

regarding social capital, but less so when 

analyzing their behavior in the public goods game 

» Trusting others and willingness to share risks 

can be important to understand what people 

believe about the altruistic and redistributive 

roles of society and the state, and also help 

explain the investment people make in their 

social capital.  

 



Conclusions (2) 

» If preferences such as altruism, trust and risk-

sharing propensity are of importance in the 

understanding of how social norms and social 

capital emerge and contribute to poverty 

reduction; measuring these through the use of 

economic experiments as complements of other 

tools should be a fruitful avenue.  

» For instance, detecting groups where inter-

personal trust is low, using incentivized 

experiments, would suggest policy makers that 

additional efforts should be made to create the 

conditions in which social capital is built by 

communities.  

 




