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Supplementary Appendices 
 
This appendix is intended to be published on the journal’s websites. This supplementary 
appendix includes further background information (Appendix A), further matching results 
(Appendix B), results from additional analyses (Appendix C) the instructions of the 
experiment (Appendix D) as well as questionnaire (Appendix E).  

 
 

Appendix A.1: Study Region 

The Karas Region in Namibia is 162,348 square kilometres in size and is very sparsely 

populated. It only supports a population of 69,677 people, of whom more than half live in the 

communal areas of Namaland, Karasburg and Warmbad. The Namaqualand in South Africa, 

at the border to the Namibian Karas region, consists of the municipalities of Kamiesberg, 

Nama-Khoi, Richtersveld, and Khai-Ma, and comprises about 48,000 square kilometres with 

70,000 inhabitants. Approximately 30,000 people live in the six former “rural reserves” or 

“coloured reserves” of Richtersveld, Steinkopf, Concordia, Komaggas, Pella, and 

Leliefontein.  

The population density in the Namaland (Namibia) is 0.2 people per square kilometre and the 

lowest in the country. Altogether there are 1,235 households in the Namaland making a total 

population of 5,800 people.1 Many people live in small settlements of 2-10 households 

scattered across the Namaland. Similarly, the population density in Namaqualand (South 

Africa) is with 2.2 people per square kilometre extremely low for South Africa, but higher 

than in southern Namibia. 

In terms of economic development, both rural areas lag behind their country average. Namibia 

and South Africa are countries with huge distributional discrepancies with Gini coefficients 

above 0.6. In South Africa there has been a strong decline in general trust (1990: 26%; 1994: 

17%; 2001: 11%)  as well as an increase in the Gini coefficient at the same time (1991: 0.68; 

1996: 0.69; 2001: 0.71). According to the Human Sciences Research Council (2004), the Gini 

                                                           
1
 Republic of Namibia (2001). Namibia Population and Housing Census  2001. National Planning Commission.  
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coefficient increased in all population groups.2 The Gini coefficient among the coloured 

population rose from 0.56 in 1991 to 0.64 in 2001. The assessment of a households' social 

capital, participation and collective action was done with 215 structured interviews on 

household level in southern Namibia (n=64) and Namaqualand in South Africa (n=151) from 

August to November 2004.3. The household questionnaire focuses on social capital 

dimensions and was extended to include questions on collective action. The survey revealed 

that past co-operation in grazing management led to higher social cohesion, which favours 

effectiveness of the work of decentralized management committees and decision-making 

institutions. The socio-demographic variables from the survey on social capital and the second 

trust game are presented in Table A.1.  

 
  Social 

Capital 
Survey 
2004 

   Trust 
game 
2006 

   

  n age edu. income n age edu. income 

Kharkams  RSA 15 51 6 1138 40 35 10 596 
Paulshoek RSA 19 42 7 935 42 36 8 523 
Spoegrivier RSA 13 48 6 1047 26 30 9 314 
Soebatsfontein RSA 35 46 5 1268 22 41 5 660 
Tweerivier RSA 12 43 5 765 18 40 9 770 
Berseba Nam 14 41 10 n.a. 20 26 10 276 
Tses Nam n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 30 26 10 469 
Tseiblaagte Nam n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 20 20 9 453 
Table A.1 Comparison of the sample for the trust games and the social capital survey.  

 

 

                                                           
2
 Human Science Research Council (2004): Fact Sheet Poverty in South Africa. Pretoria.  

3 The survey and the experiment were carried out with different people, so that individual differences between 
the two methods could not be calculated.  
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Figure 1 Communal areas in Namibia and South Africa.  

Note: The experiments were conducted in the communal lands of Berseba in Namibia (rectangle with red frame) 

and in the Leliefontein reserve in the Namaqualand in South Africa (rectangle with green frame). 
 
 

A.2: The evolution of norms of exchange among the Nama  

The norm of generalised reciprocity evolved as a security and risk mitigation mechanism 

among the Khoi villages and clans.4 Whenever the herd of cattle of a village became too big 

and too difficult to herd together, the headman decided to separate the cattle. Several villages 

made up a clan and members lived in villages of up to twenty households. As the rainfall in 

                                                           
4 Khoi (“real people”) or Khoisan is the umbrella term for cultural and linguistic closely related ethnic groups 
such as the Nama, Orlam, San, Damara, Baster or Griekwa. Most of the Khoi have largely disappeared as a 
group, except for the largest group, the Namas who today make up 5% of the Namibian population (ca. 100.000). 
Most of them living in southern Namibia. 
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the semi-arid area is very erratic and spatially unevenly distributed, resources are not always 

and everywhere available. Access to resources is unpredictable and risk mitigation 

mechanisms for sustaining the herds and the families are of outmost importance. Members of 

the same clan shared a grazing territory while members of unrelated clans had to ask the 

ruling headman for permission to use the local resources. Several mechanisms like visiting 

arrangements among households and clans arose that became the basis for the reciprocal 

society. Families from other clans visited each other often or stayed in a village of an 

unrelated clan or exchanged gifts. Ties of reciprocity were strengthened even more when a 

gift was not repaid right away. It shows that trust exists between the exchange partners and 

that the parties acquired a sense for “fair exchange” over time (Johnson and Earle 1987:7). 

The exchange was also institutionalised as marriages had to be arranged between different 

clans.5 This improved the relations between the clans, and the evolved regional networks 

granted a secure access to grazing resources. In lean years, the network enabled clans to ask a 

well-disposed clan for access to their camp or territory. These visiting arrangements helped 

the Khoi to sustain larger populations of people and cattle over the years. Also, the hunting 

created the need for an exchange-based group larger than the nuclear family. As food could 

not be stored, the successful hunter shared the kill with his fellow villagers. This exchange 

was socialized through generalised reciprocity as well (ibid:50), though everybody got a share 

of the meat, which also mitigated the risk from the unpredictable hunting as not every hunt 

ended successfully. Nowadays, the “existence” of refrigerators and electricity has led to a 

strong individualization especially in South Africa where modernization is stronger. During 

interviews some farmers themselves even remarked the difference in sharing practices after 

having access to electricity today. In Namibia only households in larger towns possess access 

to electricity. 

 

Today, reciprocity among the Nama in Namibia still serves more aims than simply the 

immediate exchange of goods. It is used as a security mechanism for helping people in need 

or creating and maintaining social relationships. According to the anthropologist Klocke-

Daffa (1999), generalised reciprocity is still the dominant exchange system of the Nama 

culture. It is based on a network with a constant flow of people and goods among households, 

which supplies a comprehensive form of security plus a sense of ethnic identity. Nama people 

that receive money from the experimenter as a sender and have a strong traditional norm feel 

an obligation to send the money away and to build up a relation with their partner. For player 

                                                           
5 Such systems of marriage exchange are typical anthropological examples that point towards general principles 
that run through other aspects of the society. 
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2, having strong norms of generalised reciprocity as well, the immediate return of the gift 

would be a sign of little trust. It is a sign of trust in a society with generalised reciprocity to 

keep the gift. Only when the first player demands a compensation for the gift the second 

player has an obligation to reciprocate which was not possible during the experiment.6  

 

A.3: Different historical developments in Namibia and South Africa  

Originally, people in the Namaqualand and in southern Namibia were Khoi herders that share 

the same cultural tradition. Two thousand years ago the Khoi groups divided at the mouth of 

the Orange River which is today the border between South Africa and Namibia. The ‘great 

Namaqua’ migrated up north into Namibia, while the ‘little Namaqua’ turned south towards 

the Olifants River and settled in the Namaqualand of South Africa.  

 

When the first European settlers arrived in the Namaqualand in 1730, the Khoi exchanged 

goods and granted them permission to use their land. Later the settlers alienated the Khoi 

from their land and gradually undermined their society. Around 1800, the first observed 

cultural change among the Khoi was the adoption of the Dutch language (Boonzaier, 

1996:101).7 Movement and break up of groups also accelerated. Some families moved north 

to Namibia8, others stayed in the area where the Nama got ‘tickets of occupations’ granted by 

the British crown around mission stations that later became the ‘coloured rural reserves’. The 

Leliefontein reserve got its ticket in 1854. The reduction of their land base and the denial of 

migratory movements of the herds led to increasing poverty among the Khoi. In the middle of 

the 19th century, mining in the Namaqualand began and offered income possibilities for the 

Khoi. They provided the mines with wood resources or started working in the mines and 

supplied their families in the reserves with money. The circulation of money and the loss of 

their land replaced the traditional lifestyle of bartering and pastoralism among the Khoi who 

had stayed in South Africa and made the norm of generalised reciprocity obsolete. The Khoi 

                                                           
6 The pattern of “demand sharing” - i.e. the rule is that if you want something, you don't wait for it to be offered 
to you, you simply ask for it - has been described for Khoisan groups by Thomas Widlok (2004) and is in 
accordance with my and my colleagues’ experience made during several research stays in the study region. 
7 In Namibia, the Namas prefer to communicate in Nama, although they speak Afrikaans or English. In 
Namaqualand, only some old people in the Richtersveld still know how to speak Nama and some live in the 
traditional matjies hut.  
8 After about 1780, increasing competition from the whites led to the migration of a number of Bastard families 
to Rehoboth or Orlam people to the Nama region. The Orlams already adopted some Dutch culture and 
Afrikaans as their language and settled in the Berseba and Bethanie area, which nowadays forms a large part of 
the Namaland. Before the northward migrations by the Orlams from the end of the 18th century, the indigenous 
Nama communities in southern Namibia lived in well-organised and self-sufficient societies, as attested to by the 
first missionaries sent by the London Missionary and Wesleyan Societies (Omer-Cooper, 1994:24). 
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either settled in the ‘coloured reserves’ of the Namaqualand with people from very different 

locations of South Africa or crossed the border to Namibia where they had to arrange 

themselves with other Nama tribes. Mostly due to its remoteness and inaccessibility, 

European settlers did not arrive in Namibia from the Cape region (Omer-Cooper, 1994:3). 

The Nama tribe in our Namibian study area in Namaland could preserve large parts of their 

territory and retained their local institutions largely intact throughout colonial and Apartheid 

regime (Kössler, 2001).9 As such, the communal land of Berseba was still managed by 

captaincy and, despite some interference from colonial and Apartheid regimes into internal 

affairs, the Berseba community could maintain self-governance until independence in 1990. 

In the last ten years, successful community-based projects like the formation of local water 

point associations or conservancies were initiated in the Namaland in Namibia, showing that 

the communities there are capable of self-organization.  

The Coloured Rural Areas act 24 from 1963 gave power to the South African Minister of 

Coloured Affairs to mandate and control a local management board consisting of the most 

influential coloured people in the reserves. Although the management board was called 

autonomous, decisions had to be approved by the superiors and the power and duties were 

unrealistic in relation to its resources. Until 1988 only 13% of the population, ‘the burgers’, in 

the reserves were accorded full citizen status with voting rights and rights to stand for office 

on the board (Westaway, 1994:8; Boonzaier et al., 1996:129). Elected board members were 

typically elder farmers who lacked formal schooling and the relevant skills for administration. 

Therefore, services were not fulfilled, the infrastructure was of poor quality, and the water 

points too small in relation to the number of livestock (Couch and Pendleton, 1998:12).  

 

A.4 Local institutions and the decline of trust in Namaqualand (South 

Africa) 

The communal land of Berseba in southern Namibia was, despite some interference from 

colonial and Apartheid regimes into internal affairs, managed by captaincy. The Berseba 

community could maintain self-governance until independence in 1990. In the last ten years, 

successful community-based projects like the formation of local water point associations or 

conservancies were initiated in the Namaland in Namibia, showing that the communities there 

                                                           
9 The colonial administration granted exclusive rights to the Berseba clan since they stayed aloof from the Nama 
Uprising against the German colonial power in 1804-1807. For example, anthropological research shows that the 
people maintained traditional norms of generalised reciprocity (Klocke-Daffa, 1999). Moreover, the Namibians 
still speak their indigenous language. 
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are capable of self-organization. The South African Namaqualanders, however, were faced 

with challenging worldviews through stronger western influence. Appendix A.2 describes 

how land dispossession from the European settlers and external intervention from Apartheid 

system have replaced the social identity and general reciprocal norms in the Namaqualand. 

More recent developments of maladministration might be responsible for the observed low 

levels of trust in the Namaqualand. 

 

With the Rural Areas Act 1 of 1979, the Minister of Coloured Affairs had the power to 

reorganize the communal system which had been distinguished as inferior to commercial 

farming systems and a cause for rural poverty. As a consequence, in 1984 the Apartheid 

administration together with the management board undertook an attempt to privatise 

communal land in order to boost a commercially farming coloured middle class. The 

establishment of the 47 fenced off 'economic units' on the commons worsened the skewed 

distribution of access to land and wealth in the commons. In Leliefontein, the wealthier 

farmers could afford to lease 30 of the 47 units, while only 17 units were set aside for 

communal use of 230 farmers. Many small farmers had to sell their animals or move to the 

proximity of towns to free up space for the neediest subsistence farmers. Also the use of fuel 

wood from the commons was forbidden, which further devastated people’s livelihoods. 

Besides the economic impact, the inhabitants of the reserves became divided. The supporters 

of the privatisation were the holders of the units who were also board members or closely 

related to board members. The remaining population fought against the privatisation and 

together with NGOs the case was put forward to the Supreme Court, where it was overruled in 

1988. However, Cousins (1996:11) summarizes that "… the struggle over property rights has 

left a legacy of factional division and bitterness within the reserves". The communities are 

especially faced with the clashing worldviews of traditional farming practices based on high 

numbers of livestock on a common rangeland versus imitating individualized commercial 

farming practices with fenced off areas that have been presented to them as being superior to 

their traditional farming practice. 

 

From the times of the board system, a lot of money was granted for development projects, but 

never reached its initially designated purpose. The autonomous, not transparent and 

undemocratic nature of the board was recklessly exploited by its members. Westaway 

(1994:13) mentions multiple corruption scandals in her report on the administration of the 

Namaqualand. According to her interviewees, people who got elected to the council changed 

their behaviour because they started to work in a corrupt and inefficient structure of the 
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management board. The corruption scandals of board members that were sufficiently well 

founded even forced the House of Representatives to appoint commissions of inquiry and the 

resignations of board members. Villagers began to form their own committees as a 

countermeasure against the influence of the board. In Paulshoek, a village in the Leliefontein 

area, people started to withhold their taxes from the board and instead transferred it to a new 

formed village committee in 1988. The low payment morale lasts until today, although the 

board was abolished with independence in 1994. After an intermediate phase governed by a 

Transitional Council consisting of both members of the old Management Board and new 

community organisations, the administration is fulfilled by a council representing different 

wards and a Municipality since 1998. With new development projects coming into the area, 

the formation of sectoral committees in the villages is popular. The fear among people that 

their leaders are still corrupt and withhold money is widely spread. In the survey on Social 

Capital 2004, there was an interesting correlation between a high number of committees in a 

village and low levels of trust and reciprocity. Distrust seems to be a consequence of corrupt 

local institutions. According to Ensminger (2002:13), one could say that when it pays to be 

untrustworthy, there is generally more of it, and thus the probability that an individual will 

find himself in an exchange situation with an untrustworthy person goes up. If this is common 

knowledge among citizens, less trust is exhibited. According to this view, local institutions in 

the Namaqualand still do not punish untrustworthy behaviour as much as they should in order 

to establish trust.  
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Appendix B: Additional Material from the matching estimation 

Table A.2 presents a descriptive summary of the socio-demographic characteristics of our 

study sample, separated by country before and after the matching for those who were 

randomly assigned to be player 1 in the trust game and Table A.3 presents the same 

information for the player 2. 

 
Variable Sample Namibia (mean) South Africa (mean) %bias % reduction bias t-value p>t 
age Unmatched 24.21 36.62 -117.9  -4.99 0.00** 

 Matched 24.72 25.29 -5.5 95.4 -0.38 0.70 

education Unmatched 9.18 8.23 31.9  1.52 0.13 

 Matched 8.84 9.90 -35.8 -12.2 -1.45 0.15 

Gender (1=male) Unmatched 0.47 0.34 27  1.32 0.19 

 Matched 0.48 0.31 35.3 -30.6 1.24 0.22 

Income Unmatched 3564.90 6592.40 -49.3  -2.27 0.03* 

 Matched 3050.60 4223.20 -19.1 61.3 -0.87 0.39 

married Unmatched 0.06 0.26 -55.9  -2.46 0.02* 

 Matched 0.08 0.04 11.3 79.8 0.58 0.57 

single Unmatched 0.91 0.69 57.5  2.57 0.01* 

 Matched 0.88 0.95 -18.6 67.7 -0.9 0.37 

household size Unmatched 6.56 5.41 44.5  2.27 0.03* 

 Matched 6.04 5.38 25.2 43.4 0.94 0.36 

methodist Unmatched 0.53 0.80 -58.4  -2.95 0.00** 

 Matched 0.64 0.58 11.6 80.1 0.38 0.71 

luther reformed Unmatched 0.35 0.19 37  1.86 0.07(*) 

 Matched 0.28 0.29 -3 91.9 -0.1 0.92 
Table A.2a Variables included in the matching estimation for trust (socio-demographic), t-
values of differences between Namibia and South Africa before and after matching as well as 
the reduction in bias due to the matching. 

       
Variable Sample Namibia (mean) South Africa (mean) %bias % reduction bias t-value p>t 
Committee Unmatched .11 .28 -42  -1.92 0.058(*) 

 Matched .12 .12 -0.8 98.2 -0.04 0.971 

No of church visits Unmatched 2.35 1.68 52.7  2.68 0.009** 

 Matched 2.36 1.66 55.2 -4.7 2.37 0.021* 

Lend money Unmatched 1.79 .95 66.4  3.30 0.001** 

 Matched 1.84 1.8 -1.7 -97.4 -0.06 0.951 

Victim of crime Unmatched .20 .10 26.8  1.36 0.176 

 Matched .21 .06 40.6 -51.3 1.76 0.84(*) 

Motive 1 Unmatched .44 .50 -11.7  -0.56 0.57 

 Matched .45 .48 -6.9 41 -0.28 0.78 

Motive 2 Unmatched .52 .48 8.5  0.41 0.68 

 Matched .54 .65 -21.4 -152.3 -0.89 0.37 

Motive 3 Unmatched .29 .32 -6.5  -0.31 0.75 

 Matched .30 .22 16.3 -151.5 0.69 0.49 

Motive 4 Unmatched .26 .52 -55.1  -2.60 0.01* 

 Matched .24 .31 -14.9 72.9 -0.64 0.52 
Table A.2b Variables included in the matching estimation for trust (attitudes), t-values of 
differences between Namibia and South Africa before and after matching as well as the 
reduction in bias due to the matching. 
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Notes:  

a) The symbol **,*, and (*) indicates significance for one sided test at a 1%, 5% and 10% 

percent level, respectively. 

b) Motive 1: “It would be unfair not to send anything”; Motive 2: “The receiver probably 

needs the money more than I do”; Motive 3: “I will get punished, either during lifetime or 

afterwards, if I am not generous to others.”  Motive 4: “I believe I will gain from sending 

money” 

 

      

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1
Propensity Score

Untreated Treated: On support
Treated: Off support

 
Figure A.2a Region of common support for the trust estimation (socio-demographic) 
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Figure A.2b Region of common support for the trust estimation (attitudes) 

 
 
Variable Sample Namibia (mean) South Africa (mean) %bias % reduction bias t-value p>t 
age Unmatched 25.39 36.89 -109.8  -4.22 0.00** 

 Matched 27.06 27.43 -3.4 96.9 -0.12 0.91 

education Unmatched 10.46 8.35 78.8  3.09 0.00** 

 Matched 9.86 9.28 21.8 72.3 0.64 0.53 

Gender (1=male) Unmatched 0.71 0.32 83.4  3.32 0.00**  

 Matched 0.60 0.64 -9.5 88.6 -0.24 0.81 

Income Unmatched 7387 7176 2.4  0.09 0.93 

 Matched 5973 7001 -11.7 -387 -0.29 0.78 

married Unmatched 0.03 0.38 -92  -3.49 0.00** 

 Matched 0.06 0.19 -32.8 64.3 -0.99 0.33 

single Unmatched 0.92 0.57 90.1  3.46 0.00** 

 Matched 0.86 0.73 33.6 62.8 0.9 0.38 

household size Unmatched 7.3 5.95 39.8  1.65 0.10 

 Matched 8.2 6.32 54.5 -36.9 1.32 0.20 

methodist Unmatched 0.46 0.78 -68.7  -2.78 0.01* 

 Matched 0.46 0.59 -25.6 62.8 -0.63 0.53 

luther reformed Unmatched 0.5 0.19 68.1  2.77 0.01* 

 Matched 0.46 0.40 15.1 77.8 0.37 0.72 
Table A.3a Variables included in the matching estimation for trustworthiness (socio-
demographic), t-values of differences between Namibia and South Africa before and after 
matching as well as the reduction in bias due to the matching. 

 
Variable Sample Namibia (mean) South Africa (mean) %bias % reduction bias t-value p>t 
Committee Unmatched .21 .48 -58.6  -2.31 0.02* 

 Matched .20 .29 -20.8 64.5 -0.6 0.55 

No of church visits Unmatched 2.8 1.7 55.1  2.33 0.02* 

 Matched 3.0 1.5 68.7 -24.6 1.60 0.12 

Lend money Unmatched 1.1 1.4 -23.1  -0.92 0.36 

 Matched 1.2 1.7 -44.8 -93.4 -1.22 0.23 
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Victim of crime Unmatched .39 .18 45.3  1.84 0.07(*) 

 Matched .40 .55 -34.8 23.1 -0.84 0.40 

Motive 1 Unmatched .53 .56 -6.3  -0.25 0.80 

 Matched .73 .40 64.9 -929 1.86 0.07(*) 

Motive 2 Unmatched .5 .56 -13.4  -0.53 0.59 

 Matched .4 .63 -47.0 -251 -1.30 0.20 

Motive 3 Unmatched .32 .75 -95.5  -3.84 0.00** 

 Matched .40 .65 -54.9 42.6 -1.37 0.18 
Table A.3b Variables included in the matching estimation for trustworthiness (attitudes), t-
values of differences between Namibia and South Africa before and after matching as well as 
the reduction in bias due to the matching. 

Notes:  

a) The symbol **,*, and (*) indicates significance for one sided test at a 1%, 5% and 10% 

percent level, respectively. 

b) Motive 1: “It would be unfair not to send anything”; Motive 2: “The receiver probably 

needs the money more than I do”; Motive 3: “I will get punished, either during lifetime or 

afterwards, if I am not generous to others.”   
                        |                                  | 

0 .2 .4 .6 .8
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Treated: Off support

 
Figure A.3a Region of common support for the trustworthiness estimation (socio-
demographic) 
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Figure A.3b Region of common support for the trustworthiness estimation (attitudes) 
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Appendix C: Additional analyses of determinants of trust and 

trustworthiness 

The additional analysis is divided into two sections, Section C.1 explains the first mover’s 

decision to send money, analysing the second mover’s decision to send some money back to 

player 1 is analysed in section C.2. Due to the difficulties of recruitment in Namibia and the 

frequent zero amounts sent in South Africa, which reduce the number of observations for the 

second player, the regression models presented in section C.1 and C.2 covers a pooled data set 

for both countries. Using Chow’s (1960) breakpoint test that the two sets of regression 

coefficients for Namibia and South Africa are equivalent, we cannot reject (F=1.31; p= .25) 

the null hypothesis, thus allowing us to merge the data sets. 

 

Two different strategies were pursued to analyse the data in C.1 and C.2. All regression 

models contain individual and household characteristics as well as stated motives for sending 

money.10 Besides in depths interviews with some players after the game, participants filled in 

a post game questionnaire containing questions on general trust, their habits of lending 

money, and their motives for sending money during the experiment. The motives include 

fairness, helping, religion, and profit maximizing and were based on the study of Johansson-

Stenman et al. (2006) in rural Bangladesh. The regression models control for each of the 

session (and location) by including a session (location) dummy.11 The full model with all 

variables is reported as well as a model containing all significant variables using a general-to-

specific modelling approach. Before eliminating insignificant variables, a joint F-Test of 

insignificant variables was done to check whether the coefficients of the group of variables 

were jointly equal to zero. The main difference to the regression in the main text is that 

session dummies are more accurate in controlling for heterogeneity between sessions than the 

country dummy. The reason these regressions are in the appendix are that it is not the focus of 

the paper to explore determinants of trust and trustworthiness (there already exists several 

studies) also the ratio of number of variables to number of observations is not favourable to 

get reliable results.   
                                                           
10 However, some of the post-game questionnaires had missing values which were imputed using the nearest 
neighbour fit in order to keep the number of observations high enough for regression analyses presented in the 
supplementary appendix. Thus, instead of using mean values to replace missing values, missing values of person 
1 were replaced by the values of another person that had similar answers as person 1 on other variables. Several 
tests of mean differences where done before and after imputing the missing values without detecting any 
changes. 
11 Including 7 village dummies instead of 9 session dummies does not alter the results.  
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C.1 Determinants of trust 
The regression models 1-3 for the amount sent are presented in Table A.4 of the appendix. 

The individual characteristics that influence the first mover’s decision are the individual’s 

income, education and whether the person is a head of the household. These variables were 

thus included in the matching procedure. Furthermore Motive 4, “I believe I will gain from 

sending”, is significant. When judged by the overall fit (Adj. R2 and S.E. of Regression), 

model 2 is preferred to model 1.12 However, using Ramsey’s RESET test one has to reject the 

hypothesis that model 2 is correctly specified at the 5% level without exactly knowing what 

could be the specification error. When controlling for all session dummies in regression 

model 2 one still has to reject at the 10% level the hypothesis that the model is specified 

correctly. The best way to correct for the misspecification is to use the logarithmic function of 

the dependent variable. Re-estimating model 1 with the log of amount sent leads to a model 

without specification problems and excluding the insignificant variables leads to model 3 

where all session variables are included (although 3 session dummies are insignificant at the 

10% level but all jointly significant) and with only education and Motive item 4 as remaining 

explanatory variables.  

 

In model 2, the coefficient for education implies that ten additional years of schooling, which 

is the difference between having completed secondary school and having only attended 

primary school, increases the amount sent by 1.2 ZAR. That is the same as saying that a one 

percent increase in schooling, holding all other variables constant, raises the amount sent by 

0.45%. A one percent change in schooling in model 3 increases the amount sent by 1.13%.13 

Thus model 3 estimates a larger effect for education than model 2. A further analysis of the 

coefficients in model 2 yields that raising the annual income by 1000 ZAR increases the 

amount sent by 0.04 ZAR. A one per cent increase in income raises the amount sent by 

0.11%. One cannot reject the hypothesis that 1,000 ZAR more annual income have the same 

effect as 1 additional year of schooling in model 2 (F=2.74; df=1, 100; p=0.10). Being the 

head of the household increases the amount sent by 0.72 ZAR. This effect can be explained 

                                                           
12 The use of session dummies gives a model with better properties and a better fit than using the group 
characteristics. The model with group characteristics violates the normality assumption that the error term is 
independent from the explanatory variables and normally distributed which is needed for reliable statistical 
inference in small sample sizes. I used socio-demographics like age (std. dev.), gender (proportion of men), 
income (gini coefficient), religion (percentage belong to main religious group), participation in collective action 
(std. dev.), group size (number of participants) as well as differences of time that individuals live in the village 
(std. dev.). These results are available upon request.  
13 In the semilog model 3 the elasticity is β1*X i while in the linear model the elasticity is given by β1*X i/Y i. 
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with the responsibility of a household head to serve the well-being of all household members 

and therefore behaving more generously. In model 2 the 4 session dummies are highly 

significant and one cannot reject the hypothesis that they are jointly different from 2.2 ZAR 

(F=1.75; 4, 100; p=0.14). The motive item 4 is interesting, as people who stated that they 

believed they would gain money from sending money away did actually send less than those 

who did not report to believe that they would gain from sending money away. This implies 

that those having stated to send their money due to a self-interested investment decision rather 

than altruist motives sent 86% less, an elasticity of 0.47. Using model 2 implies a reduction of 

1.1 ZAR or an elasticity of 0.29.  

 
 

Model  1 2 3 
Variables Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE 
Socio-demographic       

 Age -0.055 0.099     
 Age squared 0.001 0.001     
 Male -0.414 0.603     
 Married -0.224 0.549     
 Head of Household 0.912* 0.455 0.725* 0.329   
 Household size -0.058 0.088     
 Education (No of years) 0.339** 0.092 0.120** 0.041 0.137** 0.049 
 Years living in village -0.010 0.019     
Occupation       
 Employed -0.282 0.363     
 Unemployed 0.682 0.627     
 Pensioner  -0.950 1.060     
 Farmer -0.892 0.887     
Economic situation       
 Individual income 7.3E-5* 3.1E-5 4.E-5(* 2.26E-5   
 Household Wealth  3.42E-6 9.46E-6     
 Wealth Diversity -0.097 0.225     
 Savings account -0.202 0.636     
 Trade 0.301 0.940     
Collective action       
 Committee member 0.673 0.634     
 Unpaid collective work 0.399 0.504     
 Days of unpaid collective work 0.002 0.002     
Religion       
 Methodist 0.380 0.639     
 Luther -0.856 1.102     
 Roman Catholic 0.474 0.852     
 Frequency of church attendance -0.018 0.201     
Motives       
 Lend money -0.231 0.233     
 General Trust 0.183 0.453     
 M1 -0.020 0.470     
 M2 0.298 0.438     
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 M3 -0.251 0.486     
 M4 -1.51** 0.440 -1.13** 0.324 -0.86** 0.309 
 Understand 0.621 0.523     
Controls       
 Constant -1.786 2.199 0.038 0.466 -1.08(*) 0.561 
 Session Dummies 9 sessions 4 sessions 9 sessions (5 

sessions are 
significant) 

No. of observations 109  109  109  
SE of regression 1.78  1.73  1.34  
Adj. R2  0.43  0.46  0.39  
Joint-test all variables F= 3.23** F= 12.9** F= 7.43** 
Heteroscedasticity test F= 1.53(*) F= 5.08** F= 1.20 
Normality test (Jarque Bera)  1.08  2.76  0.88 
RESET test (2 fitted terms) F= 7.31** F= 4.51* F= 0.70 
Testing exclusion restriction   F= 1.64(*) F= 1.22 
Table A.4 OLS Regression of amount sent with session dummies. Model 1 and 2 uses amount sent as 
dependent variable. Model 3 uses the logarithmic function of amount sent as dependent variable.  

Notes: 

i) The estimator is OLS with White (1980) Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & 

Covariance. 

ii) The symbol **,*, and (*) indicates significance at a 1%, 5% and 10% percent level, 

 respectively.  

iii) Reference categories of dummies that are not obvious: Occupation: Occasional work; 

Farmer: All other types of work; Religion: Others (Apostolic church, NGK).  

 

C.2 Determinants of Trustworthiness 
Similarly to the models for the amount sent by player 1, one can estimate the influence of 

different explanatory variables on the return ratio. Again, using the logarithm of the return 

ratio eliminates misspecification and violations of the normality assumption. The regression 

models 4 and 5 for return ratio are presented in Table A.5. Model 4 represents the model 

including all covariates and model 5 only the significant variables after testing for joint 

exclusion of the insignificant variables. Again it is favourable to include all session dummies 

in model 5. Since the number of valid observations decreases from 109 to 67, the models 

including group heterogeneity instead of session dummies violate the assumptions needed for 

ordinary least square estimation and are not presented. From model 5 one can see that an 

increase of one person in the household reduces the return ratio by 8.2% or that being 

employed reduces return ratio by 83%. The effect of employment is high since only 20% of 

the sample was employed. People living in larger households are used to the need of more 

resources and perhaps competition for resources and thus will be more opportunistic. To 
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explain the impact of employment is more puzzling since income was related to higher 

amount sent. It might be that employed people have a higher preference for money than for 

increasing the well-being of someone else. The positive effects on return ratio are days of 

collective action and whether a person lends money in real life. Ten more days of unpaid 

collective work thus raises the return ratio ceteris paribus by 9% and an increase of one 

category on how often someone lends money raises return ratio by 29%. Thus, the socio-

demographic characteristics for trustworthiness highlight characteristics of people that are 

used to share and co-operate. 

 

Model  4 5 
Variables Coeff. SE Coeff. SE 
 Amount Sent by player 1 -0.068 0.125   
Socio-demographic     
 Age 0.041 0.143   
 Age squared -0.000 0.001   
 Male -0.296 0.522   
 Married 0.919 0.547   
 Head of Household -0.375 0.685   
 Household size -0.114* 0.055 -0.082* 0.035 
 Education (No of years) 0.031 0.082   
 Years living in village -0.016 0.017   
Occupation     
 Employed -1.809* 0.685 -0.832* 0.414 
 Unemployed 0.124 0.586   
 Pensioner  3.228 3.055   
 Farmer 0.039 0.513   
Economic situation     
 Individual income 2.44E-5 3.35E-5   
 Household Wealth  -1.13E-6 7.69E-6   
 Wealth Diversity 1.409 0.953   
 Savings account -0.131 0.639   
 Trade -0.209 0.821   
Collective action     
 Committee member -0.770 0.531   
 Unpaid collective work 0.061 0.573   
 Days of unpaid collective work 0.008(*) 0.005 0.009** 0.003 
Religion     
 Methodist -0.608 1.035   
 Luther -0.214 0.787   
 Roman Catholic -0.585 1.051   
 Frequency of church attendance 0.073 0.119   
Motives     
 Lend money 0.337(*) 0.188 0.294* 0.133 
 General Trust -0.603 0.476   
 M1 0.493 0.536   
 M2 0.280 0.522   
 M3 0.365 0.475   
 Understand     
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Controls     
 Constant -3.196 2.881 -1.117* 0.424 
 Session Dummies 9 sessions (1 session is 

significant) 
9 sessions (3 sessions are 

significant) 
No. of observations 67  67  
SE of regression 1.10  1.01  
Adj. R2  0.29  0.40  
Joint-test all variables F= 1.68* F= 4.40** 
Heteroscedasticity test F= n.a. F= 3.32** 
Normality test (Jarque Bera)  0.35  1.25 
RESET test (2 fitted terms) F= 2.23 F= 2.01 
Testing exclusion restriction   F= 1.42 
Table A.1 OLS Regression of the logarithm of return ratio with session dummies. 

Notes see Table A.4 

 

From the regression model there is no obvious explanation for the lower return ratio in 

Namibia. The differences of the sample averages of the four significant variables in model 5 

are not statistically significantly between Namibia and South Africa at the 5% level. Only 

household size is weakly significantly larger in South Africa than in Namibia, which 

coincides with the fact that South Africans also returned more than Namibians (t=1.92; p<.1). 

Thus, there is no evidence for correlation between the explanatory variables and the two 

countries.  
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Appendix D: Experimental Protocol 

 
Thank you all for taking the time to come today. This game may take approximately 2 hours 

including the survey, so if you think you will not be able to stay that long without leaving, 

please let us know now. Before we begin, I want to make some general comments about what 

we are doing here today and explain some rules that we need to follow. We will be playing a 

game for real money that you will take home. You should understand that this is not [insert 

name of researcher]’s own money. It is money given to [him/her] by [his/her] university to 

use to do a research study. This is research - not part of a development project of any sort. The 

same kind of games we are playing today have been carried out by other universities all 

around the world. 

Before we proceed any further, let me stress something that is very important. Many of you 

were invited here without understanding very much about what we are planning to do today. 

If at any time you find that this is something that you do not wish to participate in for any 

reason, you are of course free to leave, whether we have started the game or not. If you have 

heard about a game that has been played here in the past, you should try to forget everything 

that you have been told. This is a completely different game. 

We are about to begin the game. It is important that you listen as carefully as possible, 

because only people who understand the game will actually be able to play it. [Insert name of 

researcher] will run through some examples here while we are all together. You cannot ask 

questions or talk about the game while we are here together. This is very important and please 

be sure that you obey this rule, because it is possible for one person to spoil the game for 

everyone, in which case we would not be able to play the game today. Do not worry if you do 

not completely understand the game as we go through the examples here in the group. Each of 

you will have a chance to ask questions in private with [insert name of researcher] to be sure 

that you understand how to play. 

 

This game is played by pairs of individuals. Each pair is made up of a Player 1 and a Player 2. 

Each of you will play this game with someone from your own village. However, none of you 

will know exactly with whom you are playing. Only [insert name of researcher] knows who is 

to play with whom and [he/she] will never tell anyone else. [Insert name of researcher] will 

give $8 to each Player 1 and another $8 to each Player 2. Player 1 then has the opportunity to 

give a portion of their $8 to Player 2. 

They could give $8, or $6, or $4, or $2, or nothing. [Note: It is important to allow only 5 

options for dividing the money—this is to simplify the game and to create the same focal 
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points across sites.] Whatever amount Player 1 decides to give to Player 2 will be tripled by 

the research before it is passed on to Player 2. Player 2 then has the option of returning any 

portion of this tripled amount to Player 1. Then, the game is over. Player 1 goes home with 

whatever he or she kept from their original $8, plus anything returned to them by Player 2. 

Player 2 goes home with their original $8, plus whatever was given to them by Player 1 and 

then tripled by [insert name of researcher], minus whatever they returned to Player 1. 

 

Here are some examples [you should work through these examples by having all the 

possibilities laid out in front of people, with Player 1’s options from $8 to $0 and a second 

column showing the effects of the tripling. As you go through each example demonstrate 

visually what happens to the final outcomes for each Player. Be careful to remind people that 

Player 2 always also has the original $8]: 1. Imagine that Player 1 gives $8 to Player 2. [Insert 

name of researcher] triples this amount, so Player 2 gets $24 (3 times $8 equals $24) over and 

above their initial $8. At this point, Player 1 has nothing and Player 2 has $32. Then Player 2 

has to decide whether they wish to give anything back to Player 1, and if so, how much. 

Suppose Player 2 decides to return $6 to Player 1. At the end of the game, Player 1 will go 

home with $6 and Player 2 will go home with $26. 

 

2. Now let’s try another example. Imagine that Player 1 gives $6 to Player 2. [Insert name of 

researcher] triples this amount, so Player 2 gets $18 (3 times $6 equals $18) over and above 

their initial $8. At this point, Player 1 has $2 and Player 2 has $26. Then Player 2 has to 

decide whether they wish to give anything back to Player 1, and if so, how much. Suppose 

Player 2 decides to return $0 to Player 1. At the end of the game Player 1 will go home with 

$2 and Player 2 will go home with $26. 

 

3. Now let’s try another example. Imagine that Player 1 gives $4 to Player 2. [Insert name of 

researcher] triples this amount, so Player 2 gets $12 (3 times $4 equals $12) over and above 

their initial $8. At this point, Player 1 has $4 and Player 2 has $20. Then Player 2 has to 

decide whether they wish to give anything back to Player 1, and if so, how much. Suppose 

Player 2 decides to return $6 to Player 1. At the end of the game, Player 1 will go home with 

$10 and Player 2 will go home with $14. 

 

4. Now let’s try another example. Imagine that Player 1 gives $2 to Player 2. [Insert name of 

researcher] triples this amount, so Player 2 gets $6 (3 times $2 equals $6) over and above their 

initial $8. At this point, Player 1 has $6 and Player 2 has $14. Then Player 2 has to decide 
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whether they wish to give anything back to Player 1, and if so, how much. Suppose Player 2 

decides to return $4 to Player 1. At the end of the game, Player 1 will go home with $10 and 

Player 2 will go home with $10. 

 

5. Now let’s try another example. Imagine that Player 1 gives nothing to Player 2. There is 

nothing for [insert name of researcher] to triple. Player 2 has nothing to give back and the 

game ends here. Player 1 goes home with $8 and Player 2 goes home with $8. Note that the 

larger the amount that Player 1 gives to player 2, the greater the amount that can be taken 

away by the two players together. However, it is entirely up to Player 2 to decide what he 

should give back to Player 1. The first player could end up with more than $8 or less than $8 

as a result.  

 

We will go through more examples with each of you individually when you come to play the 

game. In the mean time, do not talk to anyone about the game. Even if you are not sure that 

you understand the game, do not talk to anyone about it. This is important. If you talk to 

anyone about the game while you are waiting to play, we must disqualify you from playing. 

[Bring in each Player 1 one by one. Use as many examples as necessary.] 

 

First player: You are Player 1. Here is your $8. [At this point $8 is placed on the Table in 

front of the player.] You can give Player 2 nothing, $2, $4, $6, or $8. Player 2 will receive 

this amount tripled by me plus their own initial $8. Remember the more you give to Player 2 

the greater the amount of money at his or her disposal. While Player 2 is under no obligation 

to give anything back, we will pass onto you whatever he or she decides to return. [Now the 

player hands back whatever he or she wants to have tripled and passed to player 2.] [Note to 

researcher: Finish all Player 1’s and send them to a third holding location— they must not 

return to the group of Player 1’s who have not played and they must not join the Player 2’s. 

Once all Player 1’s have played you can begin to call Player 2’s. Player 2’s can be paid off 

immediately after they play and sent home.] 

 

Second player: You are Player 2. First, here is your $8. [Put the $8 in front of Player 2.] Let’s 

put that to one side. [Move the $8 to one side but leave it on the Table.] This pile represents 

Player 1’s initial $8. [Put this $8 in front of the researcher.] Now [insert name of researcher] 

will show you how much Player 1 decided to give to you. It will be tripled. Then you must 

hand back the amount that you want returned to Player 1. [Take Player 1’s offer out of the pile 
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representing Player 1’s stake and put it down in front of Player 2, near but not on top of 

Player 2’s $8. Then add to Player 1’s offer to get the tripled amount. Receive back Player 2’s 

response.] Remember, you can choose to give something back or not. Do what you wish. You 

must hand [insert researcher’s name] the amount of money you want to send back to Player 1. 

[Now the player hands back his return for Player 1.] You are now free to go home, but do not 

visit with any of the waiting players. 
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Appendix E: Pre and Post game Questionnaire 

 

Date: ______________ Village: _______________________________ 

 
BASIC PLAYER DATA SHEET 
Individual’s Name  
Birth Year  
Sex (M/F)  
Education in Years  
Household Head (h=head, s = Spouse of Head, n = neither)  
Household head name  
Current Marital Status (M=Married, D=Divorced, W=Widowed, 
S=Single) 

 

Number of Offspring  
Religion (e.g. RK, NGK, Methodist)  
Frequency of Attendance at Religious Services 
(Times per month: Never=0, 1 per month=1, 2 per month=2, etc.) 

 

Speak English (No=0, A Little=1, Fluent=2)  
Number of Years Living in this Village   
Are you a farmer?  
Are you member of a village committee?  
 
 
COMMUNITY COOPERATION 
"We want to know all of the cooperative activities you have participated in this year with individual 
other than your close kin and people who live in your household." Tell us if we have left out any 
activities. [sibs, half sibs, parents and grandparents do not count, uncles and cousins do] 
 
Cooperative Activities 
with Non-Household, 
Non-Close Kin 
Individuals  
 

Did you get 
paid for 
participating in  
the activity 
(Yes, No) 
 

IF YOU PARTICIPATED 
Average 
Number 
of 
People 
Involved 

Frequency 
(Put a number in one 
box only) 
 
Per 
Week 
 

Per 
Month 
 

Per 
Year 
 

      
      
      
      
      
      
      
 
 
EXAMPLES OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES : Garden Preparation, Communal Hunting, Communal 
Gathering, Communal Fishing, Herding, Well Digging, Water Projects, Irrigation Repairs, Construction of 
Communal Building (School, Sports Field, etc.), Road Repairs, Reforestation, Tree Planting, Raiding, Fund-
Raising, Dispute Resolution, House Building 



26 

EXAMPLES OF SOCIAL ACTIVITIES : Post-harvest Festival, Club Associations, Political Associations, 
Religious Group/Services/Feasts, Age-grade Ceremonies, Funerals, Weddings, Circumcision Ceremonies, 
Grooming/Hair Plaiting 
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INCOME BY SOURCE FOR INDIVIDUALS 
 
Income Source 
(Describe in Detail) 
Wage Labor (Casual or Prof) 
Trade (Not of own goods—only profit from 
purchase and re-sale) 
Rental Income 
Sale of Home Production (Specify Crop, Stock, 
Milk, Meat, etc.) 
Cash Remittances (Specify Source) 
In Kind Remittances (Type&Source) 
Other (Specify in Detail) 

Amount 
(Correspond 
ing to 
Period in 
the Next 
Column) 
 

Period 
(Check One) 

W
ee

kl
y 

M
on

th
ly

 

S
ea

so
na

lly 

Y
ea

rly
 

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
Number of days this individual worked in wage labor of any sort in the past month: _________ 
Was this number of days in wage labor typical of the preceding year? Yes _____ No _____ 
 

WEALTH BY SOURCE FOR INDIVIDUAL’S HOUSEHOLD 
Farm Acreage 
Livestock (List each species on different line) 
Rental Property 
Farm Equipment (Tractors, Plows, Milling, Generators) 
Boats/Outboard Motor 
Other Capital Equipment (Sewing Machine, etc.) 
Commercial Vehicle (Truck, Donkey Cart, Bicycle, SUV) 
Firearm 
Shop 
Bank Account Balances 
Other (Specify in Detail) 

Number 
(Acreage, 
Livestock, etc.) 
 

Calculate 
Local 
Value 
(Use 
recent 
sales to 
calculate 
value) 

   
   
   
   
   
   
 
 
HOUSEHOLD SIZE: ________ 
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FOOD CONSUMPTION BY HOUSEHOLD 
"Please list for me everything that was eaten by you in your household yesterday" 
 
Food Types Consumed Yesterday 
Grains (Specify), Pasta, Gruel, 
Meat (Specify)/Fish, Milk, 
VegeTables (Specify), Fruits, 
(Specify), Sauces, Cooking Oil, 
Sugar, Tea/Coffee, Beer, 
Processed Foods, Purchased 
Meals, Other (Specify) 

Source of 
Food 
(Check One 
Only) 
 

P
u

rc
h

as
ed 

F
ro

m
 

H
o

m
e 

G
ift

 to
 th

e 
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld 

    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
 
Was this a typical day in the food consumption of your household? Yes _____ No ______ 
If no, why not (for example, lots of visitors or absent household members, celebration, etc.)? 
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INTERVIEWS TO FOLLOW COMPLETION OF THE TRUST GAME 
 
 

This may be done in addition to the post-game interviews carried out at the time of the 
games for  those who had time following the last session. Alternatively, they can be 

done after all of the games are completed and in separate interview sessions. 
 
 

These interviews most probably cannot be done with all players. This is how you could proceed: 
Select a stratified sample of x Players (e.g. in partner games: x Players 1s and x Player 2s. For proposers, take 
the x/3 highest offers, x/3 from the middle, and the lowest x/3 offers. For responders, take the x/3 toughest 
rejecters (highest threshold, most offer levels rejected), x/3 middle rejecters, and the x/3 responders who were 
least willing to reject). 
 

 

Questions (to be translated): 
 
 
1.) GENERAL IMPRESSION: 
 
What do you think of this experiment / experience? 
 
(crazy … just money falling from the sky → realistic … recognizable problems) 
 

Did you enjoy it? 
 

If yes - why? 
 

If no why not? 
 

Did you understand everything? 
 

 
 

 
2.)  REAL LIFE APPLICATION: 
 
Did the game you participated in [ note which ones ] remind you of decisions situations 
you know / encountered so far in real life? 
 

If yes – which ones?  
 

Why? Please describe? 
 
If no or only little - what were the differences? (e.g. to the situations mentioned in the 
examples explaining the games) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.) INFORMANTS MOTIVES: 
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Why did you allocate/decide the way you did [allocation example]? 
(e.g. selfish, according to middle, altruistic) 

 
 

Are you satisfied with your decisions or would you decide/play differently if you 
could play again? 
 
 
How much do you think most other people allocated? 
 
Player A: Would most people have accepted less? 
 
Player B: How would you feel if you received a very low offer from the other player (e.g. 
would care, unlucky, happy, angry, sad, fearful, hatred, etc.) 
 
 
By putting a tick mark in any of the four boxes you can indicate why you sent money. 
You may put tick marks in more than one box. 

you think it would be unfair not to send anything. ...............................................................................................� 
you think the receiver probably needs this money more than you do ................................................................� 
you believe that you will get punished, either during your lifetime or afterwards, if you are not 

generous to others 
� 

you believe that you will gain from sending the money .......................................................................................� 
 
By putting a tick mark in any of the three boxes you can indicate why you sent back 
money. You may put tick marks in more than one box. You can put tick marks in any of 
the boxes even if you did not send back any money. 
you think it would be unfair not to send anything back ....................................................................................� 
you think the sender probably needs this money more than you do. ................................................................� 
you believe that you will get punished, either during your lifetime or afterwards, if you are not 
generous to others. .............................................................................................................................................

� 

 
 
How often in the last year, did you lend a small amount of money money to friends and 
neighbours ? [enough to pay for expenses for your household for one week]  

once a year or less  � 

about once every other month  � 

about once a month  � 

about once a week  � 

more than once a week.  � 
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Generally speaking, do you believe that most people (also strangers) can be trusted or 

can’t you be too careful in dealing with people? 

Yes  � 

No  �  

Don’t know  � 

 
In the past 12 months, have you been a victim of a crime?  

Yes  � 

No � 

 
 
4.) PERSONAL IMPACT OF THE GAME- ACHIEVEMENT: 
 
What are you planning to do with the gain? 
 

When? (immediately – later) 
 

Are you going to share with somebody? 
 

With whom? 
 
 

 


