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The Problem of Causal Inference

• In  develop m en t , wh en  im p lem en t in g  a  p o licy, p rogram m e or  p ro ject ,  we wish  t o  kn ow if it  
m ade a  d ifferen ce in  p eop le  lives  i.e . if it  h ad  an  im p act  on  t h e  ou t com es  of in t eres t  

• To do  so , we com p are  in d ividu a ls  t h a t  p a r t icip a t ed  in  t h e  p ro ject  ( t r ea t ed ) an d  in d ividu a ls  
t h a t  d id  n o t  (con t ro l)

• To en su re  t h a t  t h e  d ifferen ces  fou n d  bet ween  t h ese  in d ividu a ls  is  du e t o  t h e  p ro ject
o Ben eficia r ies  sh ou ld  be s im ila r  in  bo t h  observed  an d  u n observed  ch a ract er is t ics  ( in t ern a l 

va lid it y)
o Ex- an t e  an d  ex- p os t m easu rem en t  

• BUT it  in  « rea l life »  t r icky 
1. Peop le  can n ot  be  coerced  in t o  p a r t icip a t in g  t o  develop m en t  p rogram s
2. Collect in g  bot h  ex- an t e  an d  ex- p os t  da t a  is  cos t ly 

 ben eficia r ies  m ay be d ifferen t  from  n on - ben eficia r ies  even  before  t h e  im p lem en t a t ion  of 
t h e  p rogram



Selection Bias 

• Hen ce, a r e  t h e  d ifferen ces in  ou t com es  iden t ified  du e t o  t h e  p re- exis t in g  d ifferen ces  
an d / or  t o  t h e  p rogram ?

 Is su e of s e lect ion  b ia s  (Du flo  e t  a l.,  20 0 6 ; Wh it e , 20 13) 

• For  t h is  s t u dy, we focu s  on  socia l cap it a l. 

• Wh y? 
o Par t icip a t ory p ro ject s , com m u n it y d r iven  develop m en t  e t c. - >  r e ly on  co llabora t ion  

bet ween  s t akeh older s  (Ber t h et  e t  a l.,  20 18 ; Com p agn u cci e t  a l.,  20 21)
 Socia l cap it a l is  in creas in g ly r ecogn ized  a s  an  im p or t an t  in gred ien t  for  t h e  su ccess  of t h ese  
co llabora t ive  p ro ject s   (Ch a ra t sa r i e t  a l.,  20 20 ; Kin g  e t  a l.,  20 19 ; van  Rijn  e t  a l.,  20 12)

o Th rou gh  fr equ en t  m eet in gs , t r a in in g  an d  jo in t  act ivit ies , t h e  p ro ject  m ay a lso  in crease  
t ru s t  an d  coop era t ion  in  t h e  t r ea t ed  com m u n it ies  



Social Capital and Development Projects 

Socia l Cap it a l Developm en t  
Pr oject s

H2

H1



Concepts

Structural Social 
Capital 

Social Capital 
Bridging

Bonding

“ t h e socia l n et wor ks  an d  t h e n or m s  
of r ecip r ocit y an d  t r u s t wor t h in ess  
t h a t  a r ise  fr om  [in d ividu a ls ]”  
(Pu t n am , 20 0 0 ) Cognitive Social 

Capital 



Purpose of the Study 

• In ves t iga t e  if t a r get ed  ben eficia r ies  of developm en t  p r oject s  exh ibit  h igh er  levels  of 
socia l cap it a l com par ed  t o  n on - ben eficia r ies  

• Ex- ante m easu r em en t  of socia l cap it a l 

• To t h e  bes t  of ou r  kn owledge, n o  o t h er  s t u d ies  u se  in cen t ivized  gam es  t o  m easu r e  
socia l cap it a l ex- an t e  t h e  im p lem en t a t ion  of a  dev. p r o ject  (Ban  e t  a l.,  20 20 ; 
Avdeen ko an d  Gilligan , 20 15) 



Case Study 

• Mu r eh wa  Dis t r ict  in  Zim babwe 

• Im p lem en t ed  by loca l NGO 

• Pu r pose of t h e  p r oject : su ppor t in g  
com m u n it ies  in  se t t in g  u p  Village Savin g 
an d  Loan  Associa t ion s (VSLA) 

→ self- r egu la t ed  a ssocia t ion s  

→ t r u s t  is  key t o  en su r e  t h a t  t h e  m on ey is  
sa fegu a r ded  an d  t h a t  loan s  a r e  r epa id  



Sampling

• Fr om  a  lis t  of n ewly r egis t er ed  a ssocia t ion s  p r ovided  by t h e  NGO: r an dom  select ion  of 10  
a ssocia t ion s  

→ 5 t h a t  wer e  n ot  or gan ized  in  t h e  pas t  
→ 5 t h a t  wer e  p r eviou s ly or gan ized  in  s im ila r  in it ia t ives  

• Each  a ssocia t ion  is  com posed  of 15 t o  25 m em ber s

• On e associa t ion  = on e exper im en t a l sess ion  ( t a r get ed  ben eficia r ies )  

• On e exper im en t a l sess ion  wit h  t a r get ed  ben eficia r ies  = on e exper im en ta l sess ion  wit h  con t r o l 
in  n ea r by village 

• Sam ple  is  ba lan ced  

• N = 34 0



Measurement

Incentivized 
Games

Altruism (DG)

Trust (Investment 
game)

Cooperativeness (PGG)

Stated 
Preferences

Risk - tolerance

Patience 

Trust

Cogn it ive  Socia l Cap it a l 

Grid adapted from Avdeenko and Gilligan 
(2015)

Level of relationship among 
participants

St r u ct u r a l Socia l Cap it a l 

Socio - demographic questionnaire 

World Bank questionnaire General network questions



Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 1: t a rget ed ben eficia r ies (t r ea t m en t grou p ) h ave a h igh er level of socia l cap it a l
t h an n on - ben eficia r ies

Hypothesis 2: t a r get ed ben eficia r ies t h a t h ave p r eviou s ly par t icipa t ed in pr oject s or
in it ia t ives s im ila r t o t h e p roject a t s t ake exh ibit h igh er socia l cap it a l t h an t a rget ed
ben eficia r ies t h a t h ave n ot



Methodology

• Tr ea t m en t  effect s  a r e com p u t ed  t h r ou gh : 

o Or d in a r y leas t  squ a r es  (OLS) 
𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖 = 𝛼𝛼 + 𝛽𝛽𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖

Wh er e 𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖 is  t h e ou t com e of in t er es t ,  𝛼𝛼 t h e con s t an t ,  𝛽𝛽 t h e t r ea t m en t  effect  (ATT),
𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 equ a l t o  1 if su bject  𝑖𝑖 is  t r ea t ed , 0  o t h er wise,  an d  𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖 t h e er r or  t er m . Th e con s t an t  
r ep or t s  t h e m ean  for  t h e con t r o l gr ou p . (Avdeen ko & Gilligan , 20 15)

o Or der ed  Pr obit



Hypothesis 1

Target ed  ben eficia r ies  ( t r ea t m en t  grou p ) h ave a  h igh er  
level o f socia l cap it a l t h an  n on - ben eficia r ies



Results (OLS – wit h  con t r o ls )  

 Target ed  ben eficia r ies  a r e  m ore a lt ru is t ic an d  t ru s t wor t h y t h an  n on - ben eficia r ies .



Results (Ordered Pr obit )



Results (Ordered Pr obit )



Relationships

• Nu m ber  of su bject s in  exp er im en t a l
sess ion  = h et er ogen ou s

• For  each  qu es t ion s  in  t h e m a t r ix,  we 
ca lcu la t ed  t h e fo llowin g:

𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡
𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡 𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 − 1

For  in s t an ce, t h e in dex I_family in d ica t es  
t h e p r op or t ion  of su bject  i’s  fam ily 
m em ber s  in  su bject  i’s  exp er im en t a l 
sess ion . 



Results

The density of relations in the treated group is higher than the one in the control group



Results

• Tar get ed  ben eficia r ies  
a r e m em ber s  of m or e 
gr ou p s  an d  ga t h er  
socia lly m or e oft en  
t h an  n on -
ben eficia r ies . 

• Less  in t er act ion  wit h  
ou t s ide

m or e bon d in g  socia l 
cap it a l?



Hypothesis 2

Tar get ed  ben eficia r ies  t h a t  h ave p r eviou s ly p a r t icip a t ed  in  p r o ject s  or  
in it ia t ives  s im ila r  t o  t h e p r o ject  a t  s t ake exh ib it  h igh er  socia l cap it a l 

t h an  t a r get ed  ben eficia r ies  t h a t  h ave n ot



Results 

 No d ifferen ces  in  socia l p referen ces  for  t a rget ed  ben eficia r ies  t h a t  were  p reviou s ly p a r t  o f s im ila r  
in it ia t ives . 



Results

Targeted beneficiaries that were involved in similar initiatives in the past exhibit 
more bonding social capital. 



Conclusion

• Differ en ces  in  socia l p r efer en ces  bet ween  t a r get ed  ben eficia r ies  an d  n on - ben eficia r ies  
(H1)

 Tar get ed  ben eficia r ies  a lr eady h ave h igh er  levels of socia l cap it a l t h an  n on - ben eficia r ies  

• No d iffer en ces  in  socia l cap it a l bet ween  r espon den t s  t h a t  p r eviou s ly pa r t icipa t ed  in  
s im ila r  in it ia t ives  an d  t h e  on es  t h a t  h ave n ot  (H2)

• Pu r ely ex- pos t  an a lys is  of socia l cap it a l  pot en t ia l b ia s  

• Beyon d  t h e  qu es t ion  of p r ogr am  eva lu a t ion , it  is  key t o  r eflect  on  wh om  pa r t icipa t e  t o  
developm en t  p r oject s , if socia l cap it a l m a t t er s  in  t h e  pa r t icipa t ion  t h en  h ow do we 
t a r get  in d ividu a ls  t h a t  h ave lower  socia l cap it a l? 



ANNEX



Balancing tests 



Incentivized Games & Control Variables 



Pictures of the experiments
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