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1 Introduction 

 

"Where the extended family exists, any member of the family whose 

income increases may be besieged by correspondingly increased demands 

for support from a large number of distant relations. This it at any time a 

deterrent to making superior effort, […]"  

Lewis (1955) 

 

Risk sharing among households through solidarity transfers contributes to an increase in 

welfare and living conditions in many developing countries (e.g. Townsend 1994, Murdoch 

1999, Fafchamps forthcoming). Solidarity transfers occur within networks of friends, 

neighbours and relatives and are important in the management of income fluctuations due to 

idiosyncratic shocks. Usually solidarity transfers consist of loans, monetary and non-monetary 

gifts (such as food) or labour. Hence, in the context of low income societies, where the access to 

formal insurance is weak or non-existent, solidarity becomes an indispensable mechanism to 

cope with economic uncertainties and idiosyncratic shocks. But, there might also be negative 

effects from a strong norm of solidarity. This paper approaches ‘the dark side of solidarity’ by 

implementing a twofold experimental framework by combining a field with a real effort 

experiment.  

 

Generally, the economic literature focuses on the benefits of social networks in the context of 

mutual insurance against illness or bad harvest and access to information and employment 

opportunities. Social networks help to alleviate insurance and (credit) market imperfections 

through money transfers and gifts. Negative effects of risk sharing are seldom considered. Acts 

of giving are not always voluntary but are often “demanded” from the network members 

(Platteau 2000, Hoff and Sen 2006, Grimm et al. 2011 and literature cited therein). If the family’s 

expectations increase disproportionally with income the network might discourage the 

individual’s capital accumulation. Imagine the following fictive example: 

 

A young man is self-employed with a monthly average income of 40 US-$. His 

father lives in the village, earning on average 20$. The son supports his family 

with 20% of his earnings, i.e. 8$ per month. One day, the son is offered an 

employment with a salary of 60$. The father takes the opportunity to retire. 

Hence, in addition to the payment of 8$ the son has to compensate for the 

income loss of 20$ so that the solidarity tax rises to 46%. An income increase of 

50% translates into a tax increase of 130%. Despite the job promotion 

demanding for higher working effort, the son remains with the same net 

income of 32 US-$.  
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Recently, attention to the negative impact of inter-family solidarity has increased among 

researchers of different fields. Yet, the topic remains delicate and up-to-date only little empirical 

research has attempted an in-depth analysis. In fact, our paper offers an empirical rationale to 

the mostly anecdotal evidence from anthropologists that high demand for financial support by 

members of an entrepreneur's family hinders savings and investments in capital and labour and 

therefore long term economic growth.1  

 

To close the gap between existing anecdotal and lacking robust empirical evidence we suggest 

an experimental framework that allows drawing conclusions on a causal effect of solidarity 

obligations on entrepreneurial activity. We chose a twofold approach. By conducting a field 

experiment we are able to measure the subjects' behavioral change within their natural 

environment. By adding a real effort experiment we gain further insights on the subjects' beliefs 

that will help us to understand the results from the field experiment.     

 

This research contributes in a special way to the current literature. First, this study is among the 

first to measure a causal relationship between solidarity obligations and entrepreneurial 

activity. Recently, Jakiela and Ozier (2011) investigated the impact of solidarity obligations by 

running lab experiments in Kenya. Jakiela and Ozier vary the observability of investments to 

understand the impact of expected solidarity obligations on the willingness to invest. In contrast, 

we investigate on the impact of solidarity obligations on entrepreneurial activity by measuring 

the work output in a natural environment.       

 

The field experiment was part of a broader research project that was conducted in collaboration 

with the ISS Rotterdam. The complementary paper by Grimm et al. (2011) uses the survey data 

to show that solidarity obligations towards the family may imply forgoing profitable 

investments and consequently, economic growth. The contribution of our paper is to combine 

the survey data with experimental results to show the immediate impact of solidarity 

obligations on entrepreneurial activity. 

 

Our results show that this implicit increase in solidarity obligations significantly reduces 

entrepreneurial activity. Entrepreneurial activity turns out to reduce by 15% if solidarity 

obligations from the social network and the family, respectively hold.   

 

The paper is organized in 3 Sections. Section 2 describes the experimental design, the sample 

collection and our hypotheses. Section 3 resumes the results. Section 4 concludes.    

 

                                                           
1  Anthropologist have documented cases explaining that entrepreneurs must resist normative 

pressures to support their extended families if they wish to reinvest in their firms (see e.g. 
Belshaw, 1965; Bloch, 1973; Hart, 1975; Holy, 1996, p. 110; Nafziger, 1969; Whyte, 1996) 
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2 Experimental Design  

 

2.1 Background of the Study 

Subjects were 151 informal tailors holding a workshop in Ouagadougou. According to the 

National Statistics Office and the Informal Economy Survey of 2002 (Enquête 1-2-3), the 

confection industry constitutes with 22% and a total workforce of 12,395 individuals the biggest 

industrial branch in Ouagadougou. 74% of the tailors are self-employed with their workshop 

being integrated in their place of residence.    

 

To measure the causal effect of solidarity obligations on entrepreneurial activity, we offered 

tailors a lucrative job. 94 tailors took part in the field experiment (FEX) and 57 in the real effort 

experiment (REX). All tailors were offered the same job. The job consisted in the reproduction of 

small bags. Therefore, tailors received a restricted amount of raw material (three rice sacs) from 

which they could produce as many bags as possible within a restricted time of 24 hours. We paid 

a fixed price of 2,000 Fcfa2 per bag that corresponded to predefined quality standards. If tailors 

accepted the job they received 2,000 Fcfa in advance in order to purchase material such as 

zippers and lining. They also received an example of the bag to reproduce.  

 

Tailors were randomly assigned into treatment and control groups. In the treatment groups of 

both experiments the tailors' social networks and families got involved in the job offer. The aim 

was to confront the tailors with their peers' demands for financial support. Generally, in field 

experiments subjects are not aware of being part of an experiment. Therefore, in the FEX 

solidarity obligations were implemented implicitly. In the REX this was done explicitly. Subjects 

of the control groups could fulfil the job without any involvement of their families.  

 

2.2 Field Experiment 

The objective of the FEX was to inform the tailor's social network about a prospective job offer 

and in the same time credibly inform the tailor that the social network was aware of a potential 

income opportunity. To achieve this goal we collaborated with Grimm et al (2011) in a larger 

survey study that comprised 383 randomly chosen tailors running a workshop in Ouagadougou. 

The survey covered a broad set of demographic and business questions. Also, it covered 

questions on the tailors' social network. A social network is defined by the entity of individuals 

                                                           
2  2,000 Fcfa correspond to 3 Euro; (1 Euro = 655 Fcfa). The legal minimum wage in the formal 

sector was fixed to 30,684 Fcfa in 2009. According to the Enquête 1-2-3 for Burkina Faso the 
mean monthly income of tailors in Ouagadougou was 16,000 Fcfa in 2002. 
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living outside the tailor’s household he supports financially on a regular basis. The survey 

recorded all individuals the tailors’ regularly support financially as their social network. Mobile 

phone numbers (if available) as well as the amounts of annual monetary transfers were 

retained.  

 

For each tailor we conducted a telephone interview with one member of the social network. The 

questionnaire asked for the identity and characteristics of individuals supporting the 

interviewee financially. The questions were identical for all individuals whether the 

corresponding tailor was assigned to the treatment or the control group. We did not reveal from 

whom we got the contact information.  

 

In the treatment group we asked a particular question we did not ask in the control group. If 

among the supporters the interviewee cited a tailor the interviewee was asked after the regular 

set of questions about the tailor's contact details. This question was justified by a simple 

explanation: A friend of the interviewer was currently working for a German organisation that 

needs an important amount of tailors for a short-term job. Tailors needed to work in 

Ouagadougou and that, financially speaking the job sounded lucrative. The interviewer then 

asked for the mobile phone number and address of the cited tailor. Since interviewers were not 

informed about any details on the job they were not able to give further information. We assume 

that once the social network is informed about an income opportunity, solidarity obligations will 

be pronounced and become binding.  

 

To assure that neither the tailor nor the network member suspected a connection between the 

surveys and the subsequent job offer we were only able to implement the treatment if the 

interviewee indeed cited the corresponding tailor. After the phone interviews we were able to 

match 61% network members to the corresponding tailor.  

 

2.3 Real Effort Experiment 

In the REX we implemented solidarity obligations in an explicit way. In the treatment group, 

prior to the job offer, we asked tailors about the contact details of their family heads. A family 

head is defined as the person whose authority is recognized by the entire family. In the 

treatment group, the job of producing as many bags as possible within 24 hours was conditioned 

on the fact that by the end of the 24 hours task it would be the family head who decides on the 

allocation of the payment. Hence, demands for financial support become explicit.  

 

Note that in the control group the tailor's family got not involved into the job offer and no 

information about the family was retained. The only difference between the control group in the 

FEX and the REX is that in the REX tailors were aware of being in an experiment.  
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2.4 Random Sample Collection 

To organize the experimental setup we used the survey data covering 383 tailors in 

Ouagadougou. To identify the tailors taking part in the FEX we eliminated tailors that reported 

to have no social network as well as those with no network member having access to a mobile 

phone. Further, we eliminated the few larger businesses with more than five paid employees. 

We did so to avoid outliers in the subject pool having access to more machines and co-workers 

compared to the average tailor. The assignment to control and treatment group in the FEX was 

done using a stratified random sampling method (see Bruhn and McKenzie 2009).3 Figure 1 

below summarises the number of subjects in each experimental stage.   

 

Figure 1: Status of Participants 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

After the phone interview we were able to match 59 network members to the corresponding 

tailor, i.e. 59 network members cited the same tailor that had been surveyed beforehand. These 

tailors constituted the treatment group. We retained 67 subjects for the control group. The 

remaining network members could not been reached by phone or were not willing to answer 

our questions. From this subject pool we had to drop a number of tailors who were not available 

during the time of the experiment.4 

 

                                                           
3  Therefore, we defined a variable ‘share of income spent on transfer to network’ and divided it into 

quartiles. We further stratified along gender dimension so that we ended up having eight different 
strata.   

4  There were several reasons: Some shops were closed the day of the experiment, some tailors 
were undetectable, sick or travelling. Other tailors refused the job offer. Since the reasons for 
refusals were multiple and not all credible we will not include the refusals into the data set. 
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To identify tailors taking part in the REX we excluded tailors whose core family lived outside the 

country. Also, as in the FEX we excluded tailors paying more than five employees. From the 

remaining tailors 32 were randomly assigned to the treatment and 25 to the control group.  

 

2.5 Hypotheses  

In our experimental setup tailors have the opportunity to significantly increase their income by 

producing as many bags as possible within 24 hours. More precisely, tailors have the 

opportunity to make on one day an average monthly income. This gives them an important 

incentive to increase work input regardless of the involvement of their family or social network. 

Our null hypothesis says that there are no differences in mean behaviour between treatment and 

control group.  

 

However, tailors being part of the treatment groups are confronted with solidarity obligations 

from their social network. Tailors might anticipate expectations of higher financial support once 

their social network is informed about an income opportunity. We argue that tailors in the 

control group will perceive the network’s demands for financial support as burden. Therefore, 

we suggest that the treatment and the resulting solidarity obligations from the social network 

will negatively impact the tailor's work incentives.  

 

3 Results 

"Elle me fait pas savoir qu'elle a besoin de soutient  

mais quand j'ai de l'argent je me sens dans l'obligation  

morale de leur faire parvenir de l'argent." 5 

Mrs Minata Ouedraogo 

 

3.1 Participants' Characteristics 

We implemented an experimental setup that allows us to isolate an effect of interest and draw 

conclusions on potential causalities. In our experiments, the general procedure was identical for 

all tailors and tailors have been randomly assigned into treatment and control groups. Hence, if 

we assume that the randomization was successful, the only remaining difference between both 

groups is the implemented treatment of obliged solidarity. All effects in terms of entrepreneurial 

activity can therefore be attributed to the effect of the treatment. However, to draw the correct 

                                                           
5  “She doesn’t let me know that she needs (financial) support but if I have money I feel the moral 

obligation to give them money.” (our translation) 
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conclusions from the experimental outcomes it is important to cancel out a potential impact of 

other factors, such as personal and business characteristics that may impact the tailors' 

productivity.  

 

Table 1 (see Appendix)6 reports mean characteristics of all tailors for the FEX and the REX 

separately. Also, it tests for significant differences in means between treatment and control 

groups. We find a significant difference for the share of Muslim participants in the REX (with 

significantly more Muslims in the control sessions and consequently more Catholics in the 

treatment sessions). Also, in the treatment group of the FEX we find significantly more tailors 

descending from a tailor family compared to the control group. For the total sample we find no 

significant differences for any characteristic. We will consider the results by controlling for these 

characteristics.  

 

Tailors who participated in the study tend to be young (35 years of age) and male (83%). 62% of 

the tailors are married. In our sample, half of the tailors are Muslim, 31% are Catholic. Most 

(73%) of the participants' ethnic origin is Mossi who were born in Ouagadougou or the 

surrounding region (30%). More than half of the tailors were born in Burkina Faso but outside 

the agglomeration of Ouagadougou. On average a tailor has 4.7 brother and sisters sharing the 

same father and mother. 25% of the tailors have never been enrolled to school, 41% did not 

complete primary school. The average tailor in our sample has never completed primary school. 

The tailors’ average household comprises 4.6 individuals (including the tailor himself). On 

average a tailor supports 2.4 individuals financially on a regular basis with an annual sum of 

81,165 Fcfa.  

 

Regarding the tailors' businesses, tailors invested on average 194,443 Fcfa to open their 

workshops that have a mean age of 6.8 years. 13% of the tailors stated that they chose this 

business because of family traditions. 22% of the tailors stated that they were willing to take 

major risks to run their business. Today, each tailor employs on average 3.8 workers. The 

majority of the employees are trainees that do not receive a formal remuneration. In most cases 

trainees only receive some money to pay for lunch. The mean weekly profit of the participants is 

9,748 Fcfa.  

 

In terms of productivity, we can state that in 24 hours tailors produced on average 8,26 bags 

from the restricted amount of three rice sacs. Figure 2 highlights that the range of bags that were 

produced goes from 1 to 22 bags. Most tailors (19%) produced 9 bags within 24 hours and 

therefore earned 18,000 Fcfa.  

 

                                                           
6  Table 2 in the Appendix resumes the tailors' average characteristics for the total sample as well as 

for the FEX and the REX separately. Table 3 gives an overview of the variables and their meaning. 
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3.2 Main Result 

The graphs displayed in Figure 3 below clearly confirm our hypothesis. Figure 3 highlights the 

average number of bags produced in both experiments where the FEX is displayed on the left 

hand side and the REX on the right hand side. Tailors in the treatment group produced indeed 

fewer bags compared to tailors in the control groups. This is true for both experiments.  

 

Figure 3: Comparison of Means between FEX and REX 

 

 

 

 
 FEX REX 

 mean SE mean SE 

treat 7.72 0.516 7.53 0.559 
control 8.98 0.533 8.88 0.803 

 

We observe that the two experiments lead to almost identical outcomes. In the control and the 

treatment groups tailors produced almost the same average number of bags regardless of the 

experimental framework. The Mann-Whitney Test supports the suggestion. In the control group 

of the FEX tailors produced on average 9 bags, in the REX they produced 8.9 (MW z = 0.367, Prob 
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> |z| = 0.7137). In the treatment group of the FEX tailors produced on average 7.7 bags and 7.5 

in the REX (MW z = 0.155, Prob > |z| = 0.8770). We therefore merge the two experiments for our 

further analysis.  

 

Table 3 (see Appendix) describes the results from the OLS-regressions of the treatment on the 

outcome variable being the number of bags produced within 24 hours. We control for the 

different experiments by integrating a dummy variable for the REX. Also, in all models we 

control for the interaction effect between the treatment and the REX. In the first column we 

analyse the pure treatment effect by controlling for the treatment, the experiments as well as for 

their interaction.  

 

We find a reduction by 1.26 bags due to the treatment. The effect is significant on the 10% level. 

According to our previous observations, neither the experimental setup nor the interaction of 

the REX with the treatment impacts the tailors’ productivity significantly. Also, the non-

parametric Mann-Whitney Test confirms a significant difference in means (on a 5% level) with z 

= 2.022 and, Prob > |z| = 0.043. Hence, we can state that the treatment of obliged solidarity had 

an important impact on the tailors’ behaviour by reducing their production by 15%.  

 

In columns 2 to 4 we include further personal and business characteristics and several 

interaction terms. From column 2 we can infer that the treatment effect remains highly 

significant (on a 10% level) and negative despite the inclusion of further controls. The effect is 

robust, production reduces by 1.31 bags.   

 

Grimm et al. (2011) found in a recent paper that the distance of entrepreneurs to their families 

severely impacts solidarity obligations. Interestingly, we find further evidence for this 

observation. In column 3 we interact the treatment with the tailor's migration history. Hereby 

we distinguish between tailors who were born in Ouagadougou and therefore live close to their 

family and those who migrated from outside the city. We find a strong negative and highly 

significant treatment effect. Hence, tailors who are not born in Ouagadougou react stronger to 

the treatment, namely with a reduction of almost 2 bags compared to tailors who were born in 

the capital. The information provided with our treatment gives families living outside the city 

additional information on the tailors’ income they usually lack. Also, our result implies that the 

additional information provided by the treatment does not add observability about the tailors’ 

income to their families. Therefore, the treatment effect is weaker for tailors from Ouagadougou. 

In line with this reasoning, we further observe a significantly positive interaction effect. We 

conclude that tailors whose family got not involved in the job offer availed from the opportunity 

by increasing entrepreneurial activity.  
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In column 4 we report the results of a model where we include an interaction between the 

tailors’ family tradition of being tailor and the treatment. Interestingly, we observe a positive 

effect of the treatment on tailors who are descending from a family of tailors. The interaction 

effect is highly significant (on a 5% level) and the increase translates to a production of 3.5 more 

bags. This is a plausible result if we consider such families to be more able to assess the job 

opportunity. Hence, the tailor is confronted to higher peer pressure from the family to 

successfully fulfil the task.  

 

Having found significant effects for the treatments in different models controlling for personal 

and business characteristics, we can support our hypothesis that obliged solidarity decreases 

tailors’ entrepreneurial activity. Controlling for the different experiments only, the treatment 

leads to a mean reduction of at least 15%. Controlling for personal and business characteristics 

we find a reduction of up to 25%. We observed a significant impact of the tailors' ethnic origin. 

Mossi produce on average fewer bags. Also, household size matters. Tailors living in medium 

sized households tend to produce more. Bigger households reverse the effect. Further, we found 

that tailors who migrated to the city react to the treatment in a significantly stronger way 

compared to tailors who were born in Ouagadougou. Lastly, tailors originating from a family of 

tailors react positively to the treatment by increasing entrepreneurial activity. 

 

Finally, in the REX we were able to reveal the tailors’ beliefs prior to the treatment. Before 

tailors in the treatment groups started the production we asked how much they expected their 

household head to claim if they earned the hypothetical amount of 10,000 Fcfa (production of 5 

bags) and 20,000 Fcfa (production of 10 bags), respectively. The analysis of these beliefs further 

corroborates our results. 

 

We find that tailors who expect higher demands from their family heads reduce their 

productivity significantly. Spearman's Rho testifies a negative correlation between the number 

of bags being produced and the expected tax rate if the tailors earned a hypothetical amount of 

10,000 Fcfa (Spearman's Rho=-0.3488;  Prob > |t|= 0.0545).  

 

Taken together, we can state that not only solidarity obligations lead to a significant reduction in 

entrepreneurial activity but also the anticipation of further demands for financial support lead 

entrepreneurs to reduce work effort in order to circumvent payments. 
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4 Conclusion 

 

"Les demandes de soutien familiale impact négativement sur mes projets 

d'investissement. Chaque fois il me fait savoir qu'il a besoin d'argent pour 

résoudre un problème, souvent je lui donne."  

Mr. Amado Corgo (id=9029) 

 

We examined the impact of obliged solidarity on entrepreneurial activity. We defined obliged 

solidarity as implicit and explicit demand for financial support by an entrepreneur’s social 

network. Whereas most works on solidarity analyse positive impacts of solidarity transfers 

within social networks (i.e. risk sharing among households), this paper focuses on the 'dark side' 

of solidarity namely when financial transfers become an obligation and reduce entrepreneurial 

activity. We suggest that excessive demands for financial support hamper economic growth by 

deviating resources that are supposed to be invested in an economic activity.   

 

To analyse the economic effect of obliged solidarity we implemented two different setups, a field 

and a real effort experiment. In both experiments the treatment groups faced a situation in 

which they were either implicitly or explicitly exposed to solidarity obligations from their family 

or social network. We were able to quantitatively derive the causal effect of demands for 

financial support by comparing the production level of the treatment groups with the control 

groups in which the social network did not get involved.  

 

In this paper we showed that the treatment effect of obliged solidarity is not only significant but 

also very large. We could observe a reduction in entrepreneurial activity by at least 15% as soon 

as the subjects were exposed to solidarity obligations. From the two experiments we can derive 

several conclusions: First, a tailor's effort choice depends of the weight of solidarity obligations 

(the expected as well as the real weight) where higher demands (and higher expected demands) 

lead to a significant decrease in entrepreneurial activity. The higher the expected demand for 

financial support the lower is the tailors' effort level. Second, the geographic distance to a tailor’s 

family impacts the treatment effect of 'obliged solidarity'. Tailors whose families do not live in 

the city are more affected by the negative impact of obliged solidarity. We argue that the 

treatment revealed additional information to the family they usually never acquire. By 

anticipation of higher demands of financial support after the job, tailors prefer to minimize 

productivity. Last, tailors with medium-sized households and tailors originating from a family of 

tailors react positively to the treatment by producing more bags. Tailors belonging to the ethnic 

group of Mossi produce on average fewer bags.  
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Our results apply to the real world. The tailors' effort choice in the experiment translates into 

small entrepreneurs' investments into their businesses. This investment plans are hampered 

through either real or anticipated solidarity obligations. A conflict rises if many individuals rely 

on only few family members who deal with situations of financial distress. Profits cannot be 

accumulated for future investments and eager individuals may by anticipation reduce 

entrepreneurial activity.  

 

Note that one should not confound obliged solidarity with other forms of solidarity that are 

indispensable for societies lacking access to formal insurance systems and credit markets. 

Solidarity becomes an obstacle to economic growth only if a large group of (vulnerable) 

individuals financially relies on a much smaller group or, if demands for financial support 

increase disproportionally with increasing income. If supporters are as in our study self-

employed solidarity obligations deviate financial resources from (lucrative) investments. Also, 

solidarity becomes an obstacle if it generates the perverse effect we described in our study. If 

solidarity obligations drive entrepreneurs to reduce effort the whole community loses.    

 

"[...] if status and prestige are valued not only in themselves but as 

necessary means to economic security, the provision of alternative means 

to the latter goal, e.g., by insurance against unemployment or illness, may 

well diminish the relative value placed on status-oriented behavior."  

Wolf (1955) 

 

This perverse effect can be circumvented by (formal) insurance systems that replace the 

informal system relying on solidarity obligations. Insurances enable families to face income 

fluctuations or idiosyncratic shocks and allow income earners to anticipate regular expenses for 

financial support. Instead of individual insurances, insurances could be supplied on an 

aggregated (family or village) level. Here, all network members provide regular payments that 

will be allocated in times of financial constraints. Uncertainty will decrease and better planning 

for higher savings and investments is realizable.       
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6 Appendix 

 

Table 1: Descriptive Stattistics - Comparison of Means 

VARIABLES 
Total 

Sample 
FEX REX 

  Total Treat Control Total Treat Control 
N  94 47 47 57 32 25 
age 34.96 35.17 35.21 35.12 34.61 35.40 33.6 
 (8.33) (8.39) (7.80) (9.02) (8.29) (8.67) (7.82) 
gender 0.83 0.82 0.83 0.81 0.84 0.783 0.88 
 (0.38) (0.39) (0.37) (0.398) (0.37) (0.42) (0.33) 
muslim 0.50 0.48 0.53 0.45 0.53** 0.41 0.68 
 (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.499) (0.48) 
mossi 0.73 0.76 0.70 0.81 0.68 0.72 0.64 
 (0.45) (0.43) (0.46) (0.397) (0.47) (0.46) (0.49) 
siblings 4.74 4.76 4.82 4.53 4.84 4.96 4.68 
 (2.47) (2.53) (2.77) (2.29) (2.39) (2.32) (2.52) 
married 0.62 0.61 0.55 0.66 0.65 0.63 0.68 
 (0.49) (0.49) (0.50) (0.48) (0.48) (0.49) (0.48) 
household 4.62 4.69 4.55 4.83 4.49 4.66 4.28 
 (2.67) (2.66) (2.60) (2.74) (2.71) (2.27) (3.23) 
migrate 2.56 2.72 2.79 2.66 2.29 2.18 2.44 
 (0.98) (0.98) (0.99) (0.96) (0.94) (1.02) (0.82) 
migrate1 0.24 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.31* 0.40 0.2 
 (0.43) (0.39) (0.39) (0.39) (0.46) (0.49) (0.41) 
network 2.45 2.44 2.51 2.43 2.42 2.69 2.08 
 (1.24) (1.15) (1.21) (1.06) (1.40) (1.595) (1.04) 
transfers 81.16 90.34 90.91 89.76 66.03 72.12 58.2 
 (73.4) (74.5) (77.5) (72.2) (69.6) (76.9) (59.5) 
employee 3.81 3.87 3.85 3.89 3.71 3.66 3.80 
 (1.65) (1.60) (1.32) (1.85) (1.73) (1.81) (1.66) 
profit 9.75 11.45* 10.74 12.15 6.95** 8.19 5.36 
 (9.12) (10.26) (9.27) (11.21) (5.93) (6.79) (4.21) 
risk 2.27 2.29 2.34 2.23 2.22 2.25 2.2 
 (0.99) (1.01) (0.95) (1.09) (0.96) (1.04) (0.87) 
experience 6.83 7.19 7.14 7.23 6.24 6.18 6.32 
 (5.64) (5.99) (5.22) (6.73) (4.99) (4.69) (5.45) 
tradition 0.13 0.15* 0.08 0.21 0.11 0.16 0.04 
 (0.34) (0.36) (0.28) (0.41) (0.31) (037) (0.2) 
capital 194.44 197.81 166.80 229.5 188.83 148.59 242.5 
 (212.25) (216.84) (119.01) (282.18) (206.20) (136.60) (266.96) 
credit 0.15 0.11 0.15 0.09 0.19** 0.09 0.32 
 (0.35) (0.32) (0.36) (0.28) (0.40) (0.296) (0.48) 
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Table 2: Explication of  Variables 

VARIABLES  

age Age of tailor 
 min 21 max 59 years 
gender Dummy 
 1=male 
muslim Dummy 
 1=muslim 
mossi Dummy, ethnic origin: Mossi being dominant ethnic group in Ouagadougou 
 1=Mossi 
siblings Number of siblings from same father and mother 
 min 0 max 13 siblings 
married Dummy 
 1=married 
household Number of household members (incl. tailor) 
 min 1 max 15 members 
migrate Migration history (place of birth) 
 1=Ouagadougou, 2=environs, 3=Burkina, 4=West Africa, 5=outside West Africa 
migrate1 Dummy 
 1=born in Ouagadougou 
network Number of network members 
 min 1 max 7 members 
transfers Annual money transfers to network members  
 (in 1,000 Fcfa) min 0 max 373 T Fcfa 
employee Number of employees (paid and unpaid, incl tailor) 
 min 1 max 11 members 
profit Mean daily profit (in 1,000 Fcfa) 
 min 1 max 47 T Fcfa 
risk Willingness of taking risks (regarding business only) 
 1=high risk, 2=medium risk, 3=small risk, 4=no risk 
experience Age of business 
 min 1 max 28 years  
tradition Dummy: Reason why the tailor started that business 
 1= because of family tradition 
capital Capital needed to start the business (in 1,000 Fcfa) 
 min 10 max 1500 T Fcfa 
credit Dummy 
 1=received a loan to build up business 
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Table 3: Model Comparison -- Bags Produced 

VARIABLES  (1) bags (2) bags (3) bags (4) bags 
treatment -1.255* -1.305* -2.016*** -1.786** 
 (0.739) (0.718) (0.752) (0.750) 
rex -0.0987 -0.860 -0.904 -1.094 
 (0.887) (0.940) (0.918) (0.936) 
treat_rex -0.0934 0.606 0.364 0.767 
 (1.209) (1.232) (1.208) (1.220) 
age  -0.0837 -0.0976* -0.0913* 
  (0.0512) (0.0503) (0.0507) 
gender  1.265 1.111 1.265 
  (0.864) (0.846) (0.854) 
muslim  0.688 0.787 0.783 
  (0.595) (0.583) (0.590) 
mossi  -1.785** -1.909*** -1.472** 
  (0.694) (0.680) (0.704) 
siblings  -0.127 -0.128 -0.150 
  (0.118) (0.116) (0.118) 
schooling  -0.111 -0.142 -0.0788 
  (0.335) (0.327) (0.331) 
married  1.492* 1.578** 1.424* 
  (0.774) (0.757) (0.765) 
household  0.766** 0.725* 0.843** 
  (0.376) (0.368) (0.373) 
household^2  -0.0661** -0.0608** -0.0725** 
  (0.0282) (0.0276) (0.0280) 
migrate1  0.877 -1.122 0.702 
  (0.683) (1.012) (0.681) 
network  0.201 0.241 0.231 
  (0.278) (0.272) (0.275) 
transfers  -0.00187 -0.00124 -0.00111 
  (0.00503) (0.00493) (0.00499) 
employee  -0.0217 -0.0690 -0.0512 
  (0.192) (0.189) (0.190) 
profit  0.0274 0.0240 0.0184 
  (0.0344) (0.0336) (0.0342) 
risk  -0.379 -0.405 -0.288 
  (0.307) (0.300) (0.307) 
experience  0.0774 0.101 0.0880 
  (0.0624) (0.0616) (0.0619) 
tradition  -0.374 -0.448 -2.082* 
  (0.873) (0.854) (1.216) 
capital  0.000938 0.000792 0.00128 
  (0.00160) (0.00157) (0.00159) 
credit  1.152 1.208 1.101 
  (0.854) (0.835) (0.844) 
treat_tradition    3.533** 
    (1.773) 
treat_migrate1   3.492***  
   (1.329)  
Constant 8.979*** 9.332*** 10.41*** 9.337*** 
 (0.523) (2.405) (2.386) (2.377) 

Observations 151 148 148 148 
R-squared 0.033 0.267 0.306 0.290 

 


