





themselves. Three series of four games were played. An attempt was made to make the

groups fairly similar so that they could easily be compared. Thus the first group of traders

resembled the first group of frue villagers®. Two woman and three men played. The oldest

man came from a different trading village than the others.

The game was off to an interesting start with all players from the same trading-village

investing 100 MK. The man from another village withheld 40 MK. This pattern was repeated

in round two. The man from a different village kept 20 MK while the other players invested

100 MK. After two attempts without achieving perfect cooperation it appears the group had
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Fig 10: Group investment and payoff in group 5

enough. Levels of investment dropped
dramatically. In round 4 on only 1 player
invested 100 MK. The results are not
easily interpreted. This was the first
group of players, but in the second series
of games. It would be naive to think the
players had not heard rumours about past
games. Interviews show, however, that
the rumours were not very accurate. One
had heard stories about someone winning
a bike; others claim to have heard
nothing. A strategy was not planned

before they arrived. Figure 10 graphically

displays how much the group invested

and how much it received in payoffs.

The next game was played the following day. The group consisted of women-only. They were

from two different trading villages; three from one, two from another. In the first two rounds

all players invested 100 MK. In round three, one player deviated and kept 20 MK. The last

two rounds saw another player keep first 20 MK and 60 MK in the final round. All in all,

however, the game had high levels of investment.

%2 Remember that also the trader-area is divided in social units called villages. In the games traders from
different villages participated. Thus it will be interesting to see if this in any way influences the results. This
division amongst traders in villages has been little explored earlier in the thesis and remains a topic future
research could shed more light on.
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was a trader. This game turned out interesting in several ways. It differed greatly from past
games, especially five-round games, in terms of investment-levels. In the first round we saw
the lowest level of investment in any opening-round, totalling at 320 MK. One of the men
from the true village invested nothing. The woman from the true village invested 40 MK,
while the last true villager invested 100 MK. The trader man invested 80 MK while the

woman invested 100 MK.

This woman kept her strategy throughout the game, altruistically investing 100 MK regardless
of her fellow player’s actions. From round one to round two the group’s performance
improved considerably. Only two people kept money. The man who previously kept 100 MK
now invested 40 MK while the true village-woman invested 60 MK. The remaining players
invested 100 MK. From this point collective investment-levels dropped sharply towards the
last round. Group 9 is with Group 5 the only two groups where five players never
simultaneously invested 100 MK. Two players acted altruistically throughout the game, one
of them a true village man, the other a trader-woman. The trader keeping money

systematically kept a smaller amount than the true villagers investing sub-maximally.

4 ™ Post-game interviews show distrust
Public Goods Game: between players; especially true
Group 9: investment villagers expressed not trusting traders.

Even though average investment for
338 /\ true villagers was 56 MK and average
:gg P \‘_ investment for traders was 90 MK, true
250 villagers expressed keeping money in
igg fear of trader’s actions. As one of the
100 respondents clearly said: “you can’t
58 ‘r@&* trust traders!”. Figure 14 graphically
Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4 Round 5 displays how much the group
=&—Group Investment Trader average collectively invested at each stage of
——\/illager average

) the game. In addition it displays

fig 14: Investment as group, average investment for traders average investment of traders and true
and average investment for true villagers . . .
villagers in every round. Average is

used because of the uneven number of
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players in the two groups.

Given the observations about this social boundary earlier, the result is not surprising. In this
game the groups performed poorly when playing together. This, however, is not the case for
the last three games. Explaining the results from these games I think may be just as much a
methodological endeavour as it is a theoretical task. After the first game three more games
were played. One with five rounds, two with ten rounds, as before. There were 25 rounds left
to observe at group level; 125 individual decisions. Let me get to the point: out of these 125
decisions 124 were identical. In 124 out of 125 cases players invested 100 MK. This is, of
course, something that renders many of my findings and assumptions about social boundaries
and institutions in this area questionable. How could it be that this, something so important to

the institutional reality of the woeld outside the games does not affect the games?

I have several ideas. First I cannot completely rule out the possibility of being wrong about
the areas social and institutional makeup and the way that these boundaries affect people’s
behaviour in various situations. The two case-studies, however, indicate that the boundaries
are indeed real. Another, more likely explanation, is that a genuine process of learning a good
strategy for harvesting money has occurred. Investing 100 MK consistently you will earn
1000 MK at the end of a 5-round game and 2000 MK in a 10-round game provided the others
do the same. Players in groups 9-12 had 8 games played before them, adding up to 40 players.
This is a community of real social boundaries, but none the less it is a close-knit, small place.
Believing that people playing towards the end of the summer had not discussed the games

with previous players and also thought about possible strategies seems naive.

This is mentioned as a problem in the literature. Inspired by laboratory science it is described
as contamination (see Wagner 1958 or Shwartzman 1997). Once you play several games in
one locality it is very hard to keep them from contaminating each other — knowledge about the
first game spills over to the second and the effect is increased in the third. A public goods
game is not isolated from the rest of the world and one cannot expect it to be hidden like some
separate, parallel time-spatial event. While critics claim experimental games are far away
from empirical reality (Swedberg 2001), once they are played it is hard to argue that they do
not compose part of reality for participants and others hearing about them. Post-game
interviews hint at this as a likely explanation. In two out of three games participants admitted

having a strategy before the game. They were, however, uncertain if promises would be kept.
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Fig 16: Group investment and payoff in group 11

This uncertainty was most explicitly
directed from frue villagers towards
traders. Several respondents explained
using the first few rounds as test-
rounds. Once it was established that all
kept the agreement there was no reason
to deviate. Figures 15-17 graphically
display this

5.9 Concluding remarks: learning
from public goods games?

In this chapter I have spent substantial
amounts of space and energy on the
results from a set of public goods
games. At the end of this exercise |
comment on the fruitfulness of such an
endeavour. Further I elaborate on how
the games has succeeded or failed in
answering the questions formulated for

them at the chapters beginning.

Let us begin with the latter task. The
first question I asked was: Will groups
of people consisting exclusively of
people from the same village achieve
better results (as a group) than groups
with people from mixed villages?

Answering this is a relatively simple

task. I will assess this simply by looking at group-payoff. The gains people make from

defecting is individual gain, while payoff in many ways measure group-performance. The true
villagers’ payoffs in the four games were: (1) 4960 MK, (2) 4240 MK, (3) 9960 MK, and (4)
8760 MK. This adds up to 27920 MK as a true villager result of all four games. When playing
alone traders achieved: (1) 3740 MK, (2) 4900 MK, (3) 9440 MK, and (4) 10000 MK. This

adds up to 28080 MK. Over 4 rounds traders perform slightly better than villagers. The
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e ~ difference is, however, limited; after

Public Goods Game: 150 individual choices by true villagers
Group 12, and 150 by traders the difference is a

e investment and payoff mere 160 MK.

10 - In the last series of games traders and
50 villagers were mixed. Their payoffs
jzz B were: (1) 3480 MK, (2) 5000 MK, (3)
200 9960 MK, and (4)10000 MK. This

0 adds up to 28440 MK. Thus playing
IIROICIICIFCRIC S RS together gave the best end result.

qpé\ QOOQQOOQ qp"oqp‘)Q Q»o\)(\ qp\)oq\o‘)o Q9°10\>°b Group 9, the first group in this series is

S —#—Group Investment Group payoff ) the single game with overall poorest
Fig 17: Group investment and payoff in group 12 performance, but all in all the results

does little to support the thought of social boundaries as barriers for cooperation and

collective action.

The second question asked was: Will groups with a strong presence of traditional leaders
such as chiefs achieve better results as a group than groups with no presence of this kind?

Approaching this question requires a more qualitative mindset than the previous one.

Let us begin with a few observations in addition to some information which was revealed
through post-game interviews. The chief of the true village played in the first game of the first
series. This means he could not have planned ahead or instructed his fellow players. Still this
game deviates from the first game of the other two series. In series 2 and 3 the first group
always performs poorly, while in this round levels of investment were high. The chief’s battle
cry; “Let’s harvest” or “we are here to harvest!” may have influenced the way other players
acted. Respondents in many types of interviews indicated that this chief is a powerful and
feared by many of his clients. Thus acting selfishly, keeping money in his presence may have
been considered risky. This fits many observations made in regards to the borehole. Several
respondents said the main reason for paying the monthly fee was fear of the chief’s (and his

family) reaction if they did not.
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The next way in which the chief may have influenced the games is of a different character all
together”. Once we started doing post-game interviews with respondents from the frue
village groups we began hearing rumours about a meeting held at the chief’s residence. Some
claimed all players from the village had been summoned and instructed by the chief to play
the game a certain way. Other statements were not as clear, but it appears a meeting of some
sort took place after the first day of playing. The result from the following series, however,
does not show all players contributing the 100 MK in every round. Both game 2 and game 4
show distinct variations in pattern of investment. Thus if it is true the chief made an attempt at
controlling the behaviour of other players many did not do as he said, perhaps in the lack of
his presence. Regardless of that, the meeting is part of making the public goods game part of
larger empirical reality for the villagers. Further it illustrates that collective action, even when

there is time to plan ahead should not be taken for granted.

If we disregard the meeting there is one other game where one could suspect traditional
institutions would be a particularly strong force due to presence of their representatives. This
was game number 2, played with no less than two sisters of the chief’ 4. Where the first game
saw an un-expected high level of investment, this game has several instances of free-riding.
Overall the level of investment is relatively high, but in every round (except round 1) at least
one player keeps a substantial amount of money and earns from other players investments.
This was also done by one of the chief’s sisters. In light of what we know about the
management of money in the borehole organisation this may not come as a surprise. In terms
of answering our question of whether or not groups with strong presence of traditional leaders

performs better than others it does little to back this up.

At this point we have an answer to both questions. They are vague and provide little in terms
of support for the past findings of this thesis. People from the same village did not perform
better as groups than mixed groups. This may be a result of methodological flaws. It should,

however, not be seen as a failure, but as an indicator of cooperation across social boundaries

| would like to stress that it is not the chief as an individual that is of prime importance here. More significant
is his role as representing and leading a specific kind of system or social organisation. With this follows a
specific set of institutional “guidelines”. Thus the chief (and perhaps others in his family) can be seen as the
materialization, the physical presence of these institutions.

% The term sister can be interpreted in many ways in Malawi. In this case, however, it means the same as it
most often means in Europe, a sister that is a woman sharing your father and mother.
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as being possible given the right circumstances. For external agents wanting to initiate

common pool resource regimes and other institutional setups this should be a positive signal.

The second answer is extremely vague. It does not appear that groups with strong presence of
traditional leaders perform better than other groups. Again this may partly be ascribed to

methodological issues, but at this point that is hard to determine.

What can we learned from the games? Most inspiring is it that cooperation is possible. Both
case studies show what I have referred to as clashes of institutions and conflicts across social
boundaries leading to severe problems of cooperation. The common pool resource-problems
in one of the cases have been so troublesome that the system has collapsed (the irrigation
system) and the other case shows clear symptoms of low sustainability (the borehole). With
this as a backdrop it should be clear to external agents (as well as local forces) that making
cooperation between the groups of people possible should be a goal. The public goods games
do not give an answer to how one should solve social dilemmas and in particular common
pool resource-dilemmas. What it does, however, is hint at it not being an impossible task.
Especially series 2 and 3 gives hope. The first game in both series show poor results, (group 5
and group 9) while later games display massive improvement. Real world institutions are set
up to govern regular repeated interactions, in my case studies in relation to two different
common pool resources. The results of the games may indicate people being able to learn and
adjust behaviour within the constraints of institutions, in this case the games, despite

countervailing forces from other institutions. For institutional designers this is good news.

Further research, local knowledge, local institutions, power structures and external agents can
all possibly be a part of solving (some of) the social dilemmas faced in the region. As we have
seen, however, they can also constitute a problem, and finding the right “mixture” will not be
an easy task. In the irrigation-system people continued working together despite the divisions
and conflicts caused by social boundaries for as long as external funding was present. The fact
that some respondents saw these games as “development games” might be an indicator that a
similar effect was in play here. As long as possibilities for cash-transfers in exchange for

certain actions are possible cooperation may not difficult.
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6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

My point of departure for this thesis was the following research question: “How can social
institutions explain the different level of success in two common pool resource governance-
regimes in the central region of Malawi?”. Let us now try to assess the material presented and

hint at what the answer(s) to the question may be.

As is often the case in social science the answer will depend on how a question is phrased
and, to use a worn out analogy, the theoretical spectacles utilised to interpret data. In this
thesis I have argued that using the institutional framework is a suitable strategy for studying
common pool resource-regimes. This is visible throughout the thesis and also shines through
in the way I phrase my question of research. There are three main reasons for this. First the
characteristics of common pool resources create a number of well-known problems (see e.g.
Dolsak and Ostrom 2003). Many of these will materialise as social dilemmas for individual
appropriators of common pool resources (See e.g. Kollock 1998 or Ostrom 2005). Solving
these dilemmas may be an individual task, but we often see groups and organisations attempt
solving them together. The cases studied in this thesis both display this feature. Second is the
institutional framework itself. In studying situations of choice it allows insights to be drawn
from different schools of thought. It does not assume models of either Homo Sociologicus or
Homo Economicus (See Elster, 1989; 2007). In addition to lending itself to the study of
individual choice it is suitable for macro-oriented views at organisational structures and the
ways people operate together as groups. Third the knowledge of social institutions today is
not restricted to scholars. The theory is utilised as a practical tool by NGO’s and other agents
of development who sees institutional design and “getting institutions right” as the best way
of solving social dilemmas related to common pool resource governance (Nemarundwe and
Kozanayi, 2003). That being said I by no means argue the institutional frameworks
superiority in casting light on every aspect of the phenomenon studied. I do not want to be

like the blind men of Buddha’s famous parable, failing to see the whole of the elephant®.

% “p number of disciples went to the Buddha and said, “There are (...) many scholars who indulge in (...)
dispute, some saying the world is infinite (...) others that it is finite (...).What, Sir, would you say concerning
them? The Buddha answered: “Once (...) there was a Raja who called to his servant, “(...) go and gather (...) all
blind men (...) and show them an elephant”. (...) He did. He said to the blind men “here is an elephant” and
presented to one its head, another an ear, another a tusk, the trunk, the foot (...) saying to each that was an
elephant. (...) The Raja (...) said: “(...) what (...) is an elephant?” (...) The man with the head answered: “the
elephant is like a pot”. He who observed the ears replied “It is like a basket”. Those knowing the tusk said a
ploughshare (...). They then quarreled, shouting, 'Yes it is!' 'No, it is not!' (...) till they came to blows (...). The
raja was delighted (...). “Just so are these (...) scholars holding various views blind and unseeing (...) In ignorance
they are by nature quarrelsome (...), each maintaining reality is thus and thus." (Burlingame 1994, 75).
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Many other approaches would have brought fruitful results; focus on social capital, trust,
networks and network analysis, pure game theory or even assemblage theory are a few of the

countless possibilities.

Let us again look at my question of research. “How can social institutions help explain the
different level of success for two common pool resource governance regimes in the central
region of Malawi?”. To answer this we first need to establish that there is a difference in the
level of success for the two common pool resource-regimes. When comparing the two cases
of study the difference is obvious. One system has collapsed, the other has not; the latter is
thus more successful than the first. That was the easy part. The tricky part is showing how
social institutions can explain this difference in success. Let us begin in a simple way. We
remember the basic assumption of institutions as being the “rules of the game in society”
(North 1990, 3). The extractable resource from both the common pools I have studied is
water. Thus I have been interested in water-institutions; the rules “...of water development,
allocation and utilization” (Saleh and Dinar 2004, 11). It is important to remember, however,
that not all institutions influencing behaviour related to these common pool resources are
explicitly tied to water or the common pool resource. Societal norms, values and other codes
of conduct are part of shaping human behaviour in general, and al/so behaviour displayed in

situations related to common pool resources.

Simply put it is possible to explain the different levels of success by saying that the
institutions around the borehole are more suited for solving (the specific) common pool
resource-problem(s) tied to that particular system than the institutions governing the irrigation
system is. This is an answer, however, without much substance. Let me therefore look shortly
at some of the central similarities and differences between the two cases and try to make the

simple answer bit more elaborate.

Ostrom (e.g. 1993; 2005) has identified a set of design principles that has been derived from
studying long-enduring institutions for governing common pool resources. It is important to
note that these are not specific rules that should blindly be adopted by local communities, but
underlying principles of design; traits found in rules that must be shaped according to local
circumstances. Both cases studied adopt solutions that violate the assumptions of these
principles. The irrigation system does this to a larger extent than the borehole, and its collapse

thus strengthens Ostrom’s assumptions.
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Both cases are characterized by a group of appropriators that in many ways are not
homogenous. Social boundaries create different rules for people on different sides. This
feature is stronger in the case of the irrigation system. People from many different villages
work together and their status in terms of power and possibility to affect the outcome is
clearly visible. The irrigation system has an explicit set of rules that is meant to regulate the
members conduct, but local institutions deeply vested in the minds of people point in
directions different from the rules designed by outsiders. In other words institutions in the
cultural-cognitive pillar of institutions (Scott, 2001) are stronger and out-trump the new rules.
In the meantime appropriators from different villages have different cultural-cognitive
backgrounds. The literature is not clear on whether or not this type of diversity is positive or
negative for the common pool resource-outcome, but the cases in this study suggests a
negative effect of too diverse a group of appropriators. An objection to this point of view is
that the rules designed by outsiders are simply the wrong rules. Had the rule makers
considered the socio-institutional reality of this area to a larger extent they may have been

able to craft rules working with the traditional institutions rather that working against them.

A third point is the role of external agents. The irrigation system has, compared to the
borehole, been much more influenced by the actions of NGO’s and the government. These
agents have had their own explicit sets of rules for how the resource should be governed. The
local community had to adopt these. The literature is numerous in warnings about how one
goes about designing institutions (e.g. Goodin 1996; Dolsak and Ostrom 2003; Mandondo
1997; Nemarundwe and Kozanayi 2003). As hinted at above it can be argued that when
implementing their organisational and institutional frameworks the external agents did not
have enough knowledge about the institutions already in place and how these would interact
with the new systems. This seems very true for the irrigation scheme, and to a certain degree
also for the borehole. If the external agent had known more about the social situation and
institutions in the area they might for example foresee that their choice of location could
cause future conflict. None the less they have to a much larger degree been left alone than in
the irrigation system. In the public goods games cooperation can be interpreted as being
achieved through external funding, stable rules of the game and a process of learning.
Similarly cooperation in the irrigation-scheme seems to have been dependant on the external
funds (in pure cash) to a much larger degree than the case was with the borehole. Once the

cash was depleted cooperation ended abruptly. This may seem discouraging to outsiders

91



wanting to provide aid, but I must stress that also NGO’s, governments and others should be

receptive to local signals so that they may learn from past errors.

A fourth point worth considering is the complexity involved in the social systems. The
irrigation system is a much more complex structure, both socially and physically than the
borehole. This means there are challenges present in irrigation systems that cannot be found
in the borehole-case. Irrigation creates social dilemmas that are not present in the same way at
boreholes. The head ender/tail ender asymmetry (as described in Ostrom, 1993) is an example

of this, the inclusion of many villages another.

Another issue that I have yet to raise is the boreholes status as a primary source of drinking
water. People know that its breakdown will make obtaining clean water substantially more
difficult. This makes the common pool resource of tremendous importance. Even though
irrigation obviously provides benefits for farmers, it is secondary in terms of immediate
human need, and a supplement which adds to security. Thus the threshold for free-riding and
appropriation in other ways that could damage the resource may be lower. This point is,
however, somewhat speculative and the status of different natural resources could use

illumination through further research.

The points above add up and paint a picture of one common pool resource-regime that
institutionally is significantly less well-equipped to endure than the other. Both common pool
resources provide a resource that is vital to the survival and well-being of ordinary
Malawians. It is not more than five years since the country experienced its latest famine. In
this light it is sad that a system of irrigation with its possibilities of limiting the scope of- and
avoiding future famines fall victim to events like described in this thesis. A series of
unfortunate circumstances has occurred simultaneously, many of them of institutional
character. On the other hand a borehole has survived many of the same challenges.
Experimental data has provided grounds for optimism, and given the right institutional

framework I am certain future projects of this kind could be successful.

This thesis has shown through two case-studies and a series of experimental games that
cooperation can be achieved in this area. It has also shown, however, that achieving it is not
an easy task. Through experiments we have seen that even under conditions that the literature

claims to be ideal it should not be taken for granted.
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As final concluding remarks let me say the following. In the study of common pool resources
institutions are important. They affect the way people work together (or alone) to solve social
dilemmas. Common pool resources take many shapes, but in common they hold importance
to the lives and well-being of their appropriators. Thus studying and trying to understand
types of resources and their interplay with institutions is an important endeavour for social
scientists of varying disciplines, especially if one believes that the well-being and flourishing

of people and their lives are important.

If Saleh and Dinar (2004) are correct in their assumptions about humankind approaching a
global water-crisis, many common pool resources similar to those studied in this thesis will
face similar and perhaps even more difficult problems in the years to come. In areas where
water is an even scarcer recourse we can only speculate on possible outcomes. Will we see
full-scale wars fuelled by different groups need and strive to control water sources? In light of
this the understanding of how existing institutions affect the resource-outcome becomes
extremely important. Further the importance of developing an understanding of how to- and
how not to design institutions become increasingly important. If nothing else this thesis has
underlined the importance and urgency of increased insight in the complex interplay between

natural resources and social reality.
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Appendix 1.
Core questions/themes for semi-structured interviews about the two cases of study

Establish respondent’s identity and connection to the borehole/irrigation project. (Ask
about name, which village respondent belongs to an whether or not the respondent use
the particular borehole/irrigation-scheme in question)

Could you tell us about the history of the borehole/irrigation project? (follow up on:
dates, places, people/organisations involved. The respondent’s personal involvement,
and what the respondent thinks of the involvement of others. The involvement of
chiefs)

What can you tell us about how the borehole/irrigation project is governed? (follow up
on: changes to this over time, how governing body is chosen — today and in the past,
who is in governing bodies, what powers governing body possesses, who oversees
governing bodies, who do they report to? What does respondent think of the job the
governing bodies do? Does respondent trust the governing bodies?)

How is the boreholes/irrigation project daily operation financed? (follow up on: who
controls the money, who collects fees, what punishments are there for not paying fees,
where money is kept, if there are written records, if respondent trusts those handling
money, if there are special rules for how money should be handled, if money has ever
been embezzled)

What can you tell us about maintenance on the physical structures of the irrigation
project/the borehole (follow up on: who participates, who pays, who does not
participate, different “types of people” participating, the punishments — formal or
informal for not participating, the role of external agents)

Who are the people using the borehole/the irrigation project (follow up on: how many
are they, from different villages, differences in wealth, power, status, different “types”
of people)

Do you know any rules tied to the borehole/irrigation project? (follow up on:
violations of the rules, sanctions— what are they and who has the power to apply them,
difference in rules/sanctions for different people, special rules for people in governing
bodies, written or oral rules, if level of rules/punishment today is proper, If there is a
need for more rules, if some “types of people” violate the rules more frequently than
others, if there are unwritten rules/assumptions about behaviour related to the

borehole/irrigation project, monitoring — who does it and how? How many do you



know that has been punished, how many violations do you know of that has not been

punished, have you been punished?)

e Do users of the borehole/irrigation project trust the other users of the same borehole/

irrigation system? (follow up on: level of trust in these project compared to other

projects in the area, instances where trust has been breached, if users of the same

borehole/irrigation project socialise outside the context of the systems, if they lend

other participants money, food or other valuables, if trust has increased/decreased

since the beginning)

e Throughout the interview; follow up on points of special interest. Scrutinise

vigorously if respondent gives information on topics not discussed in past interviews.

Appendix 2.

The public good game as it was explained to the participants. English and Chichewa version.

The public good game 200706

Sewero la chuma cha mudzi
Trading Centre

Dear all of you,
We are very pleased to see so many here
today.

We have asked you to come here to play a
game. By playing the game we propose you
may earn some money. The rules are simple
but the results may be variable, some may
earn a substantial amount some very little.
But no player will go home with nothing.

Since there are so many here we should state
very clearly at the outset that there are just 20
people that will be selected to play. You may
stay to listen to the explanation for the game.
Once we are through with that those who do
not think it worthwhile to play will be asked
to leave. Then we will select 20 by drawing
lots.

These 20 will be divided into 4 groups with 5
players in each. Then each group will get to
play. Group 1 today, groups 2 and 3
tomorrow and then group 4 the day after that.

When the game starts players are given 100
kwacha. Then each participant is supposed to
decide on investing the money or not. If you
do not invest the money you keep the 100

Zikomo amai ndi abambo,
Tiri okondwa kuona m’mene mwabwerera
mwaunyinji chonchi.

Takuitanani kuti mudzapange sewero.
Nkusewera masewero amenewa mulandira
ndalama ndipo pakutha kwa masewerowa
ndalamazo zikhala zanu. Malamulo a
masewerowa ndiyapafupi koma zotsatira zake
zikhoza kukhala zosiyana-siyana. Ena
akhonza kupata ndalama zambiri, koma ena
mwina pango’ono. Koma palibe aliyense
amene angachoke opanda kanthu.

Popeza kuti mwachuluka, tineneretu pano
kuti amene asankhidwe kuti asewere nawo
masewero amenewa ndi anthu 20 okha. Muli
ololedwa kumvera zakaseweredwe ka
masewerawa. Ngati muganiza kuti simufuna
kusera nawo, tidzakupemphani kuti mupite.
Awo aganiza kuti asewera nawo akhale.
Ndipo mwa amenewa tidzasankhapo anthu 20
mwa maula.

Anthu 20 osankhidwawa tidzawagawa
m’magulu anai ya anhtu asanu pagulu. Gulu
liri lonse lidzatha kusewera seweroli. Gulu
loyamba lisewera lero, lachiwiri ndi lachitatu
mawa ndipo lachinai mkuja.




kwacha. If you want to invest it you can
invest 20, 40, 60, 80, or 100 kwacha.

Depending on how much each one invests,
you may at the end of the game put in your
pocket as much as 260 kwacha every time we
play or it may be as little as 40. We will play
the game 5 times today. Thus in the worst
case, the least you will earn is 200 kwacha
and in the best of circumstances you may take
away 1300 kwacha. But doing that is not
easy.

In each play there will always be 5 players
and the rules of the play are simple. But they
are made so that what you earn depends as
much on what your fellow players do as on
what you do yourself.

The game is like five persons being offered to
do some work together in one day. If the
work is completed during the day each will
get 200 kwacha. Each one might find work
that provides 100 kwacha this day. But
sometimes joint work is necessary and if all
work hard and complete the work they have
started the pay will be 200 kwacha to each
this day. However if someone goes away to
do extra work for himself, hoping that the
others will be able to complete the work, the
work will not be completed and the pay to
each will be less than 200. Sometimes it will
be less than the 100 kwacha one might have
earned working alone.

In the game here we are not doing work. We
call it investment. The investments you make
or do not make go into a common chest and
there the money breeds so that the amount
coming out is twice as large as the one you
put in. This is the same as five working
together can earn more than each one
working alone. If all five players put in 20 of
the 100 kwacha you will be given, there will
be 5 times 20 kwacha, or one hundred
kwacha. After breeding these become 200
kwacha and this is then divided equally
between the players so that each gets back 40
kwacha. You put in 20 kwacha and get 40
back. You still have 80 so that after such a

Masewera akayamba, aliyense pa gulu
adzapatsidwa K100. Tsono aliyense
adzayembekezeka kusungako ndalamazi
mkathumba ngati ku banki. Ngati simufuna
kutero mukhoza kusasungitsa. Koma ngati
mufuna kusungitsa mukhoza kusungitsa K20,
K40, K60, K80 kapena K100.

Malingana ndim’mene aliyense wasungitsira,
ndikotheka kuti pakutha paseweroli aliyense
akhoza kuchoka ali ndi ndalama zokwana
K260 nthawi iriyonse mwasewera
masewerowa. Komanso nkutheka kuchoka
nditindalama tochepa ngati K40. Gulu liri
lonse lidzasewera masewera amenewa
kasanu. Motero kuti zitati zabvutitsitsa ka
K200 konse munthu atapata. Koma
zitayenda bwino, munthu akhonza kuchoka
pano ndi K1300. Koma zimenezo sizapafupi
ai.

Nthawi iriyonse masewerawa adzakhala a
gulu la anthu asanu ndipo malamulo ake ndi
apafupi. Koma maserawa akonzedwa motero
kuti ndalama zimene mungapate zidzalingana
ndi m’mene anzanu kapena inuyo
mukusungitsira.

Masewera amenewa afanana ndi kuti anthu
asanu agwire ntchito pamodzi ya tsiku
limodzi. Ngati amaliza ntchitoyi, aliyense
alandira K200. Koma aliyense payekha
akhoza kupeza ntchito ya malipiro yokwana
K100 patsiku. Koma nthawi zina ntchito
yamgwirizano imafunika ndipo aliyense
akamalimbikira ndi kumaliza ntchitoyo,
aliyense alandira K200. Koma ngati wina
akagwira ntchito kwina alikuganiza kuti
anzakewo amaliza ntchitoyo, ntchitoyo
siingathe ndipo aliyense akhoza kulandila
ndalama zochepera K200. Mwinanso
ukakagwira ntchito pawekha ukhonza
kulandila ndalama zochepera K100.

Koma pano tichita masewera osati kugwira
ntchito. Masewerowo tikuwatcha kusungitsa
ndalama ndicholinga chopanga phindu.
Mukasungitsa, kaya simudasungitse koma
azanu asungitsa, ndalamazo zikalowa mu
thumba la nonsenu ndipo ndalamazo




game you will have 120 rather than 100.

Now we come to the part that may cause you
some problems. There is no rule about how
much each one of you should put into the
common chest. Each one has to decide for
herself or himself: Should it be nothing, 20,
40, 60, 80, or 100 kwacha?

The problem lies in what you believe the
other players do. If you put in 100 kwacha
and the other 4 put in nothing there will be
100 kwacha in the chest. These breed to
become 200 and each one of you get 40
kwacha returned. You who put in 100 kwacha
have 40 and those who put in nothing have
140.

On the other hand if you put in nothing and
all the other 4 put in 100 each there will be
400 in the chest. These breed to become 800
kwacha and are divided equally among you
so that each gets 160. Those who invested
100 will now have 160 while you who
invested nothing will have 260.

If some invest say 40 or 60 or 80 kwacha the
sum in the chest will be less but it still breeds
to become twice as large and is still divided
equally among you. The amounts will be in
between those we have mentioned. If all
invest everything you will all double your
capital. If you do not invest while the others
invest you will earn more income than the
others. If no one invests anything then each
one of you has the 100 kwacha you were
given. If you invest for example 20 kwacha
while nobody else invests there is only 20
kwacha that breeds to become 40 kwacha.
Divided equally on the five players each gets
8 kwacha. You who invested 20 kwacha will
now have 88 kwacha and those who invested
nothing have 108.

Do you understand the rules of the game? We
have explained the rules as well as we are
able to. If you have questions, if there are
some parts of our explanation that you do not
understand, please help us by asking a
question.

zikachulukitsidwa kotero kuti Kwacha
iriyonse ikabala inzake. Izi
ndichimodzimodzi ngati anthu asanu kugwira
ntchito pamodzi kuti alandire ndalama
zochuluka kupambana kugwira aliyense
payekha. Ngati aliyense atasungitsa K20 pa
K100 imene mwapatsidwa, ndiye kuti
mwasungitsa K100. Ndipo K100 imeneyi
itachulukitsidwa ikwana K200 ndipo
idzagawidwa mofanana kotero kuti aliyense
adzalandira K40. Munasungitsa K20 koma
mwapanga K40. Kuphatikiza ndi K80 imene
mudatsala nawo ija ndiye kuti tsopano muli
ndi K120.

Tsopano tibwera pambali imene
ingakubvuteni inu. Palibe lamulo lokuuzani
kuchuluka kwa ndalama zimene
mungasungitse. Aliyense adziwa yekha
ndalama zimene afuna kusungitsa. Kaya ndi
K20, K40, K60, K80 kapena K100,izo ziri
kwainu.

Pamene pali bvuto ndipoti munthu udziwe
kuti kodi anzako asungitsa ndalama zingati.
Ngati inu musungitsa K100 koma anzanu
asungitsa zero, ndiye kuti mu thumba lanu
mukhala K100. Ikachulukitsidwa ikwana
K200 ndipo aliyese alandira K40. Inu amene
mudasungitsa K100 mukhala ndi K40 koma
amene sadasungitse aja akhala ndi K140.

Komanso, ngati inu mutapanda kusungitsa
koma anzanu ndi kusungitsa aliyense K100
ndiye kuti muthumba mukhala K400.
Imeneyi pochulukitsa ikwana K800 ndipo
pamapeto pake aliyense amene adasungitsa
akhala ndi K160 pamene amene sadasungitse
akhala ndi K260.

Koma ngati ena asungitsa K40 kapena K60
kapena K80, ndalama mthumba zikhalamo
zochepa koma zichulukitsidwabe
ndikugawidwa mofanana kwa aliyense.
Ndalama zokhala ndi inu zikhala pakati pa
K40 ndi K260. Ngati inu nonse mutasungitsa
K100 aliyense ndiye kuti ndalama zanu
zidzabelekana kawiri. Koma ngati nonse
simusungitsa kanthu, ndiye kuti aliyense
adzakhala ndi K100 imene adapatsidwa.




There are today  people here. We said at
the start that we would select 20 to play the
game. We also said that there will be 5
players in a game. Thus we will play a total
of 4 games. We want to select these 20 today.
We want to do this by drawing lots as in a
lottery. We have explained how the game is
played and those who think such games
inappropriate should feel free to go home.
When we get to the stage where we play the
game only the players will be allowed to stay.

Mwachitsanzo ngati inu mutasungitsa K20
ndipo anzanu onse osasungitsa kalikonse,
ndiye kuti K20 ibalana kukwana K40 ndipo
aliyense alandira K8. Chooncho inuyo
amene munasungitsa pamapeto pake mukhala
ndi K88 koma anzanu amene sadasungitse
akhala ndi K108.

Kodi mwamvetsetsa? Ngati pali mafunso,
kapena pena pake simudamvetse kulibwino
kufunsa kuti tifotokozenso.

Pali anthu pano. Poyamba paja
tinanena kuti tisakhapo anthu 20 okha oti
asewere masewerowa. Tinanenanso kuti
tikuikani m’mgulu ya anthu asanu. Tsopano
tifuna tisankhe anthu 20. Izi tipanga mwa
maula. Tafotokoza m’mene masewera
achitikire ndipo ngati alipo amene sakufuna
kusewera nawo ndiwomasuka kupita
kunyumba panopa. Tikatha kusakha anthu
oti asewere, ndiwokhawo amene adzaloredwa
kukhala pano. Ena nonse mudzafunsidwa
kuti muchoke.

Appendix 3.

Core questions for short semi-structured interviews concerning the public good games.

e Who in the game did you trust most prior to the game?

e  Who did you trust the least?

e Did your group agree on a strategy prior to the game?

e Before the game; how much did you believe the others would invest, and why?

¢ Did you have any friends/relatives/family in the game?

e If so; did you discuss with these prior to the game?

¢ Did the other players in the group know each other well?

e I[fyou had a chance to play the same game over again; what would you do?

e For players of late games; had you heard about the games played earlier — what had

you heard?

e Throughout the interview; probe with specific game/game results in mind




Appendix 4
Pre-game and post-game questionnaires filled out by participants of public goods games.
Filled out by participants under assistance of interpreters fluent in Chichewa

QUESTIONS TO BE ASKED BEFORE THE GAME

A1. Date (record)

A2. Player no (record)

Day Month  Year Player number
| l | |
D1 Is [player] male or female? (record)
Male 1 0
Female 2 []

D2 How old were you at your last birthday?

Completed years

D3 How long have you been going to school?
Did not complete primary
Completed primary
Secondary junior certificate
Completed secondary school
Do not know

/I [ [ [

D4 How much land does your household own?

Do not own land

Approximate amount owned

D5 And how much does it rent?

Do not rent land

Approximate amount rented

N6 Do you think your household has more or less land and other valuable
resources than what is typical for the households in your village?
About
Much the Much
less Less same More more

] [] ] [] []




QUESTIONS TO BE ASKED AFTER THE GAME player no

M1 Generally speaking, do you think most people can be trusted or that they cannot be
trusted?
Most people can be trusted 1 ]
Most people cannot be trusted 2 []
WM1 Do you in general trust leaders and officials? Do you trust all, most, some or
just a few people in the following groups?
All Most  Some Onlya Do not
few know
Government officials [] [] [] [] []
Councillors [] [] [] [] []
Local assembly staff ] ] ] ] ]
Traditional authorities ] ] L] ] ]
Group village headmen ] ] [] [] []
Village headmen ] [] [] [] []
Courts [ L] [ L] L]
Army [ [ [ [ L]
Leaders of NGOs ] ] L] ] ]
Police ] [] L] [] []
Traders L] ] [] L] L]
Teachers L] ] L] L] L]
School administrators ] ] L] [] []
Religious leaders L] ] L] ] ]
WM2 Do you in general trust people in this area? Do you trust all, most, some or
just a few people in the following groups?
o All Most  Some Onlya Do not
few know
Your family members [] ] [] ] L]
Your relatives ] ] L]
Your village [] [] [] [] []
People from outside the village ] ] ] ] ]
People of same ethnic group ] ] ] ] ]
People from outside ethnic group ] ] ] ] ]
People from same church/mosque ] ] ] ] ]
People not from same
church/mosque ] ] ] ] ]
D4 How long would it take you to earn 100 kwacha?
Do not know [
Approximate number of hours |
D5 And how long would it take you to earn 1000 kwacha?
Do not know L[]
Approximate number of hours | |
D6 What where you speculating about when you decided how much to put in the common chest?

< write on the other side of this sheet >
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