hamlets in which the road was located by first randomly selecting a hamlet, and then randomly
selecting a neighborhood (RT) in that hamlet. A complete list of households in the RT was obtained
from the neighborhood head, and two households were drawn randomly from that list. Individual
respondents were drawn from a list of all adults age 18 or over in the selected households. Two
additional respondents were selected from the hamlets in which the road was not being built using
the same procedure. As men in the village tend to participate much more in road construction
activities, the randomization was designed such that, of the four respondents selected in this manner,
three were men and one was a women. In villages receiving the Comment Form treatment, an
additional four respondents were drawn using the same procedure, two from hamlets with the
project and two from hamlets that did not contain the project. Two respondents were drawn
randomly from the attendance list of Village Meeting II, which was held before the randomization
was announced, and is therefore exogenous with respect to the experiments. Finally, in some
Comment Form villages an additional 3 respondents were added, randomly selected from the two
neighborhoods above (the reasons for this will be discussed below). Each respondent received
compensation of Rp. 10,000 ($1.20), equal to slightly more than half of the typical daily agricultural
wage in the study area.

Given this sample selection, a natural question is whether the sample should be re-weighted
to reflect the fact that different respondents had different probabilities of being sampled. As is
apparent from the description of the sampling, women were systematically undersampled, and
those who attended a pre-randomization village meeting were systematically oversampled. In all
specifications, I control for how the respondent was sampled (i.e., whether the respondent was
from a hamlet with or without the road project, whether the respondent was selected from the
attendance list at Village Meeting II, and whether the household was one of the 3 additional
households added in the Comment Form villages). The question is whether, given these control
for level differences among these samples, one needs to reweight to account for treatment effect
heterogeneity in the relationship between missing expenditures and perceptions. As discussed by
Deaton (1995), weighting the sample makes the point estimates invariant to survey design, but
reduces the effective power and, in the presence of treatment heterogeneity, does necessarily obtain
consistent estimates for the true average population effect. Accordingly, the results presented
below in the text are unweighted. Using sample weights in the regressions that account for the
differential probability of sampling and which weight each village equally (i.e., so that comment
form villages are not over-weighted in the regression) does not substantively change the results,
but not surprisingly it does reduce the statistical significance of the missing expenditures variable
in columns (2) and (3) of Table 2.

As discussed above, beyond simply measuring perceptions, an additional goal of the survey was
to measure how stated perceptions about corruption change when respondents know that their
answers will be used for monitoring. To examine this, after all corruption questions except for
questions involving corruption in the road project had been asked, a randomly selected subset of
respondents in the Comment Form villages were told that their responses to the questions about
corruption in the project would be used, anonymously, as part of the overall report on the comment
forms presented at the accountability meeting (the Form B treatment discussed above). Due to
a training error, approximately 60% of enumerators appear to have given Form B surveys to all
households in Comment Form villages. In the Form B experiment discussed above, I restrict atten-
tion to those villages where the experiment was carried out properly. Moreover, in approximately
half of all Comment Form villages, three additional households were surveyed, drawn randomly
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from the same neighborhoods as before, two of whom received Form A and one of whom received
Form B. In all specifications I include a dummy variable for which version of the form each house-
hold received in all specifications, as well as dummies for whether the household was sampled as
part of this additional three households per village, in addition to dummies for which experimental
treatment the village was assigned (i.e. comment forms, invitations, or audits). Although I include
these dummies in all specifications in this paper, doing so does not substantially affect the results.

In addition to the corruption question, the household survey included a wide variety of other
covariates, such as a household roster, education levels, participation in social activities and in the
road project, assets, and family relationships to various village officials. To estimate household
expenditure of respondents, I used the 1999 SSD (Hundred Villages Survey), an Indonesian statis-
tics bureau dataset, containing 3,193 rural Javanese households. The SSD asked both a detailed
expenditure questionnaire and the same set of asset questions used in my household survey. In the
SSD, I used OLS to estimate the relationship between log household expenditure and the follow-
ing variables, all of which I observe in my survey: log household size, whether the household was
headed by a woman, the percentage of household members consisting of children ages 0-3, 4-6, 7-9,
10-12, and 13-16, dummies for whether the household has a stove, refrigerator, radio, television,
satellite dish, motorbike, car, and electricity, dummies for floor type, wall type, and ceiling type,
the total amount of land held by the household, whether the household consumes meat at least once
a week, whether each household member has at least two sets of clothes, whether the household
uses modern medicine when a child is sick. I then used the estimated coefficients from the SSD to
predict household expenditure in my survey. Combined, these 34 variables have an R-squared of
0.58 predicting log household expenditure in the SSD, which suggests that predicted expenditure
is a reasonable approximation for actual expenditure, at least for the purposes used here.
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Table 1: Summary Statistics

Panel A: Corruption Perceptions

Perceived corruption involving:
None
Low
Medium
High
Very high
Refused to answer
Num obs.

Panel B: Other variables

Missing expenditures

Missing expenditures

Missing quantities

Inflated prices

Inflated prices — no project suppliers
Inflated prices — buyers only

Missing expenditures for materials only
Missing expenditures

Missing quantities

Inflated prices

Inflated prices — no project suppliers
Inflated prices — buyers only

Household covariates:

Education (years)

Age

Female

Predicted log per-capita consumption
Participation in social activities
(number of times in last 3 months)
Participation in social activities in last 3

months where road project likely discussed

Lives in project hamlet

Attended development meeting
Family member of village government
Family member of road project leader
Version B of survey form

Village covariates:

Log population

Mean village education level (years)
Share of population poor

Ethnic fragmentation

Religious fragmentation

Intensity of social participation

Meetings with written accountability report

Number of ordinances from village
parliament

Road Project

64.1%
21.1%
5.3%
0.4%
0.2%
8.9%
3691

Mean
0.237
0.243

-0.014
-0.022
0.046
0.237

0.203
0.228
-0.026
-0.043
0.002

7.340
41.063
0.302
11.473
22.449

6.801

0.553
0.260
0.301
0.058
0.337

8.209
4.257
0.407
0.031
0.020
11.042
0.328

3.981

President
13.9%
12.8%
22.9%

9.2%

3.4%

37.7%
3691

Std. Dev.
0.343
0.320
0.210
0.205
0.258
0.343

0.395
0.353
0.240
0.235
0.250

3.238
11.693
0.459
0.284
20.159

5.907

0.497
0.439
0.459
0.234
0.473

0.562
1.082
0.212
0.085
0.047
11.680
0.383

3.157

Subdistrict
Staff

22.1%
15.6%
14.5%

1.6%

0.2%
45.9%

3691

Min
-1.103
-1.287
-1.031
-1.051
-0.941
-1.103

-1.255
-1.355
-1.031
-1.051
-0.941

18

10.620

o O O oo

6.347
1.061
0.019
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000

Village Head
47.1%
18.0%

9.5%
1.8%
0.3%
23.3%
3691

Max
1.674
1.288
0.783
0.451
1.076
1.674

1.878
1.878
0.832
0.529
0.783

18
90

12.898
162

55.389

B

10.096
7.806
0.945
0.513
0.424

87.875
1.000

22.000

Village
Parliament
52.4%
14.5%
6.4%
0.7%
0.1%

25.9%
3691

Num obs.
477
477
477
461
427
477

477
477
476
438
211

3686
3691
3691
3487
3691

3472

3691
3662
3691
3691
3667

477
472
474
472
472
459
470

471

Notes: For perceived corruption, the figures given are percentage responses to the question “In general, what is your opinion of the likelihood of corruption / KKN (corruption, collusion,
nepotism) involving [...]?” where [...] is the President of Indonesia (Megawati Sukarnoputri), the staff of the subdistrict, the village head in the respondent’s village, the village parliament, or
the road project, as indicated in the columns. Sample is limited to those villages where the missing expenditures variable is not missing.
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Table 2: Relationship Between Perceptions and Missing Expenditures

1) ) Q) (4) (©) (6)
Likelihood of Corruption Any Likelihood of Corruption
in Road Project in Road Project
(Ordered Probit) (Dummy variable 0-1,
Probit Marginal Effects)
Missing expenditures 0.186 0.280* 0.307** 0.097 0.119** 0.123***
(0.175) (0.167) (0.135) (0.060) (0.057) (0.047)
Corruption perceptions of:
President — low 0.726*** 0.130 0.214*** -0.011
(0.119) (0.146) (0.045) (0.052)
President — medium 1.018*** 0.253* 0.320*** 0.042
(0.132) (0.134) (0.043) (0.042)
President — high 1.180*** 0.423*** 0.365*** 0.091*
(0.163) (0.149) (0.057) (0.054)
President — very high 1.190*** 0.305 0.282*** -0.019
(0.299) (0.279) (0.103) (0.093)
President — refused to answer 0.432%** -0.080 0.155*** -0.055
(0.141) (0.134) (0.042) (0.044)
Subdistrict official — low 0.294** 0.129***
(0.119) (0.047)
Subdistrict official — medium 0.277** 0.114**
(0.133) (0.052)
Subdistrict official — high 0.512* 0.238*
(0.306) (0.143)
Subdistrict official — very high 0.744 -0.084
(0.656) (0.181)
Subdistrict official — refused to -0.046 0.032
answer (0.110) (0.039)
Village head — low 0.495*** 0.205***
(0.096) (0.040)
Village head — medium 0.762*** 0.260***
(0.150) (0.054)
Village head — high 0.590** 0.085
(0.285) (0.116)
Village head - very high 1.920*** 0.650***
(0.438) (0.044)
Village head — refused to 0.302* 0.102**
answer (0.159) (0.050)
Village parliament — low 0.199* 0.048
(0.113) (0.047)
Village parliament — medium 0.311 0.094
(0.213) (0.086)
Village parliament — high 0.595 0.210
(0.374) (0.154)
Village parliament — very high -0.398 -0.153
(0.750) (0.144)
Village parliament — refused 0.501*** 0.171***
to answer (0.152) (0.053)
Respondent Covariates No No Yes No No Yes
Sample Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 3314 3314 2931 3639 3639 3226
Mean dep. var 0.36 0.36 0.35

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the subdistrict level. In columns (1) — (3), dependent variable is the categorical responses to the
perceptions question, i.e., ‘none’, ‘low’, ‘medium’, ‘high’ and “very high’ (in that order). In columns (4) — (6), dependent variable is a dummy that takes
value 0 if answer was ‘none’ and 1 if answer was ‘low’, ‘medium’, ‘high’, “very high’, or if the respondent refused to answer. Corruption perceptions of
President, Subdistrict Official, Village head, and Village Parliament are dummies for respondent’s perceived corruption levels of the respective officials.
Respondent covariates are age, education, gender, predicted per-capita expenditure, participation in social activities, relationship to government and project
officials. Sample controls are dummies for the three experimental interventions (audit, invitations, and invitations + comment forms), dummies for the
different strata of respondents sampled, and a dummy for which version of the form the respondent received.

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 3: Investigating measurement error

(@) 2 ®)

Any Likelihood of Corruption
in Road Project
(Dummy variable 0-1)
Panel A: OLS linear model

Missing expenditures 0.096 0.117** 0.109**
(0.059) (0.055) (0.042)
Corruption perceptions of:
President No Yes Yes
Subdistrict official No No Yes
Village head No No Yes
Village parliament No No Yes
Respondent Covariates No No Yes
Sample Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 3639 3639 3226
Mean dep. Var 0.36 0.36 0.35
Panel B: IV for measurement error
Missing expenditures 0.111* 0.131** 0.128***
(0.061) (0.058) (0.044)
Corruption perceptions of:
President No Yes Yes
Subdistrict official No No Yes
Village head No No Yes
Village parliament No No Yes
Respondent Covariates No No Yes
Sample Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 3639 3639 3226
Mean dep. Var 0.36 0.36 0.35

Notes: See notes to Table 2. Panel A replicates columns (4) — (6) of Table 2 using a linear probability model, rather
than probit. Panel B replicates the same regressions instrumenting for missing expenditures calculated using half of
the core samples with missing expenditures calculated using the other half of the core samples.
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Table 4: Accuracy — Prices vs. Quantities

@) ) ®) (4) ®) (6)
Likelihood of Corruption Any Likelihood of Corruption
in Road Project in Road Project
(Ordered Probit) (Dummy variable 0-1,
Probit Marginal Effects)
Inflated prices 0.433 0.627** 0.669*** 0.177* 0.205** 0.204**
(0.277) (0.270) (0.251) (0.096) (0.091) (0.081)
Missing quantities 0.057 0.118 0.112 0.049 0.069 0.070
(0.183) (0.177) (0.155) (0.062) (0.060) (0.053)
Corruption perceptions of:
President No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Subdistrict official No No Yes No No Yes
Village head No No Yes No No Yes
Village parliament No No Yes No No Yes
Respondent Covariates No No Yes No No Yes
Sample Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 3314 3314 2931 3639 3639 3226
Mean dep. var 0.36 0.36 0.35

Notes: See Notes to Table 2.
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 5: Robustness to alternative missing expenditures measures

@) ) @) (4) ©) (6)
Likelihood of Corruption Any Likelihood of Corruption
in Road Project in Road Project
(Ordered Probit) (Dummy variable 0-1,
Probit Marginal Effects)
Panel A: Materials only
Missing materials expenditures 0.160 0.281** 0.313*** 0.078 0.105** 0.108***
(0.148) (0.142) (0.116) (0.052) (0.049) (0.041)
Observations 3314 3314 2931 3639 3639 3226
Panel B: Materials only
Missing materials expenditures — prices 0.418* 0.611*** 0.659*** 0.171** 0.201*** 0.199***
(0.230) (0.231) (0.220) (0.081) (0.078) (0.070)
Missing materials expenditures — quantities 0.008 0.101 0.115 0.023 0.051 0.056
(0.163) (0.153) (0.133) (0.055) (0.052) (0.046)
Observations 3308 3308 2925 3633 3633 3220
Panel C: Materials only, exclude price quotes from KDP project suppliers
Missing materials expenditures — prices 0.402 0.606** 0.671*** 0.170* 0.200** 0.206***
(0.255) (0.255) (0.233) (0.088) (0.085) (0.075)
Missing materials expenditures — quantities -0.009 0.082 0.101 0.027 0.054 0.065
(0.202) (0.189) (0.156) (0.065) (0.062) (0.052)
Observations 3046 3046 2683 3358 3358 2970
Panel D: Materials only, use price quotes from buyers only
Missing materials expenditures — prices 0.212 0.391 0.359 0.124 0.158* 0.120
(0.307) (0.303) (0.263) (0.098) (0.096) (0.089)
Missing materials expenditures — quantities 0.051 0.044 -0.002 0.029 0.031 0.027
(0.238) (0.211) (0.185) (0.074) (0.070) (0.074)
Observations 1484 1484 1353 1650 1650 1499
Notes for all panels:
Corruption perceptions of:
President No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Subdistrict official No No Yes No No Yes
Village head No No Yes No No Yes
Village parliament No No Yes No No Yes
Respondent Covariates No No Yes No No Yes
Sample Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: See Notes to Table 2. In Panels A and B, missing expenditures, prices, and quantities are defined for materials (sand, rock, gravel) only, and excludes missing
labor expenditures. In Panel C, missing materials prices is calculated using only price survey data from suppliers who had never supplied to the KDP program. In Panel
D, missing materials prices is calculated using only price survey data from buyers of materials, not sellers.

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 6: Are beliefs systematically biased?

1)

2

(©)

(4)

Likelihood of Corruption
in Road Project

(Continuous variable scaled to 0-1,

Any Likelihood of Corruption
in Road Project
(Dummy variable 0-1,

OLS with fixed effects) Conditional logit model)
Education (years) 0.004*** 0.002** 0.065*** 0.051***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.018) (0.019)
Age -0.001*** -0.001** -0.003 -0.001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.005) (0.005)
Female -0.017%** -0.012** -0.183* -0.160
(0.005) (0.005) (0.105) (0.108)
Predicted per-capita consumption 0.024*** 0.021** 0.217 0.148
(0.009) (0.009) (0.193) (0.199)
Participation in social activities 0.001 0.000 0.013** 0.011*
(0.000) (0.000) (0.006) (0.006)
Participation in social activities -0.003*** -0.003** -0.075*** -0.069***
where road project likely discussed (0.001) (0.001) (0.021) (0.021)
Lives in project hamlet -0.027*** -0.026*** -0.781*** -0.764***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.108) (0.110)
Attended development meeting -0.006 -0.005 -0.312*** -0.320***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.110) (0.112)
Family member of village government 0.008 0.006 0.043 0.021
(0.005) (0.005) (0.112) (0.116)
Family member of project leader -0.011 -0.009 -0.399** -0.402**
(0.008) (0.008) (0.203) (0.205)
Version B of survey form 0.011 0.011 0.135 0.124
(0.009) (0.009) (0.169) (0.170)
Sample controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
President corruption perception No Yes No Yes
Observations 3727 3727 2675 2675
R-squared 0.49 0.51
Mean dep. var 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40
Fixed effects Village Village Village Village
P-value of joint F-test <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01

See Notes to Table 2. Village head corruption perception and President corruption refer to dummies for the respondent’s response to the corruption question about
village head and President of Indonesia, respectively, as in Table 2. Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include village fixed effects. Note that the
sample size is lower in the conditional logit specification since all villages where there is no variation in the dependent variable are automatically dropped from the
conditional logit model.

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 7: Biased beliefs vs. biased reporting?

1)

)

(©)]

(4)

Likelihood of Corruption
in Road Project

(Continuous variable scaled to 0-1,

Any Likelihood of Corruption in
Road Project
(Dummy variable 0-1,

OLS with fixed effects) Conditional logit model)
Education (years) -0.002 0.002 0.006 0.075
(0.003) (0.004) (0.051) (0.077)
Age -0.002** -0.000 -0.011 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.014) (0.019)
Female -0.032** -0.004 -0.373 -0.776**
(0.015) (0.018) (0.284) (0.394)
Predicted per-capita consumption 0.021 -0.009 -0.227 -1.029*
(0.028) (0.038) (0.408) (0.578)
Participation in social activities 0.002 0.000 0.053** 0.062
(0.002) (0.002) (0.027) (0.039)
Participation in social activities -0.005 -0.000 -0.146* -0.214
where road project likely discussed (0.005) (0.006) (0.083) (0.141)
Lives in project hamlet -0.029** -0.031* -0.928*** -1.138***
(0.015) (0.017) (0.338) (0.393)
Family member of village government 0.011 0.031 -0.071 0.253
(0.017) (0.022) (0.339) (0.395)
Family member of project leader -0.062** -0.028 -0.419 0.158
(0.029) (0.034) (0.539) (0.719)
Form B version of survey 0.011 -0.398 0.129 -15.812
(0.012) (0.574) (0.225) (12.926)
Form B x Education (years) -0.008 -0.114
(0.006) (0.104)
Form B x Age -0.003** -0.020
(0.001) (0.025)
Form B x Female -0.063** 0.697
(0.028) (0.592)
Form B x Predicted per-capita 0.051 1.495
consumption (0.052) (1.135)
Form B x Participation in social 0.003 -0.018
Activities (0.003) (0.045)
Form B x Participation in social activities -0.008 0.123
where road project likely discussed (0.008) (0.148)
Form B x Lives in project hamlet 0.020 0.214
(0.027) (0.476)
Form B x Family member of village -0.040 -0.608
Government (0.033) (0.565)
Form B x Family member of project -0.071 -0.795
Leader (0.056) (1085)
Sample controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
President corruption perception Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 502 502 428 428
R-squared 0.52 0.54
Mean dep. var 0.10 0.10 0.37 0.37
Fixed effects Village Village Village Village
P-value of joint F-test of main effects 0.09 0.51 0.02 0.12
P-value of joint F-test of Form B interactions 0.11 0.63

See Notes to Table 2. Village head corruption perception and President corruption refer to dummies for the respondent’s response to the corruption question about
village head and President of Indonesia, respectively, as in Table 2. Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include village fixed effects.
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 8: Corruption Perception and Attendance at Monitoring Meetings

1) ) ®) (4)
Attend any village meeting about Attend village accountability
the road project meeting for road project
(Dummy variable 0-1, (Dummy variable 0-1,
Conditional logit model) Conditional logit model)
Corruption perceptions of President 0.160** 0.173*
(linearized from 0-1) (0.078) (0.094)
Any corruption involving President 0.603*** 0.458*
(dummy variable) (0.205) (0.253)
Education (years) 0.043* 0.044* 0.083** 0.087***
(0.024) (0.024) (0.034) (0.033)
Age 0.019*** 0.019*** 0.021** 0.021**
(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009)
Female -0.185 -0.183 -0.678*** -0.683***
(0.164) (0.163) (0.235) (0.234)
Predicted per-capita consumption 0.406 0.339 0.284 0.220
(0.255) (0.257) (0.333) (0.334)
Participation in social activities 0.002 0.001 -0.020* -0.020*
(0.008) (0.008) (0.011) (0.010)
Participation in social activities 0.046 0.050 0.114*** 0.116***
where road project likely discussed (0.034) (0.035) (0.042) (0.041)
Lives in project hamlet 0.674*** 0.671*** 0.959*** 0.943%**
(0.169) (0.167) (0.216) (0.215)
Family member of village government 0.258* 0.271* 0.586*** 0.599***
(0.155) (0.157) (0.208) (0.209)
Family member of project leader -0.186 -0.186 0.007 -0.009
(0.222) (0.219) (0.343) (0.341)
Version B of survey form 0.135 0.124 0.019 0.019
(0.169) (0.170) (0.025) (0.025)
Sample controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 1249 1249 829 829
Fixed effects Village Village Village Village

Notes: See Notes to Table 6. All specifications are conditional logit models, where the village is the conditioning variable. Coefficient estimates are expressed as log
odds ratios. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Note that the sample size is lower in columns (3) and (4) as, in the conditional logit specification, all villages where
there is no variation in the dependent variable are automatically dropped from model.

39



Table 9: Village Level Differences

) ) ®) (4) (©) (6) @)
Missing Likelihood of Corruption Any Likelihood of Corruption Trust other villagers
Expenditures in Road Project in Road Project (Dummy variable, Std Dev 1)
(Linear scale, Std Dev 1) (Dummy variable, Std Dev 1)
Demographics:
Log population 0.263** 0.176*** 0.129** 0.175%** 0.119** -0.142* -0.156**
(0.112) (0.061) (0.055) (0.058) (0.051) (0.076) (0.075)
Mean village education level -0.040 -0.052 -0.021 -0.049 -0.007 -0.010 -0.024
(years) (0.047) (0.032) (0.031) (0.034) (0.033) (0.041) (0.043)
Share of population poor -0.335 -0.143 -0.123 -0.113 -0.062 0.406** 0.437**
(0.252) (0.165) (0.133) (0.159) (0.140) (0.191) (0.191)
Social characteristics:
Ethnic fragmentation -1.449** 1.721%** 1.297*>** 1.928*** 1.467*** -1.082* -0.929
(0.568) (0.322) (0.293) (0.340) (0.332) (0.593) (0.651)
Religious fragmentation -1.350 0.082 -0.318 0.092 -0.301 -1.031 -0.822
(1.089) (0.734) (0.705) (0.721) (0.700) (0.756) (0.755)
Intensity of social 0.024 -0.054* -0.041 -0.073** -0.063** 0.084** 0.077*
participation (0.064) (0.029) (0.025) (0.029) (0.026) (0.042) (0.043)
Transparency:
Meetings with written -0.243 -0.021 -0.007 -0.077 -0.082 -0.231** -0.232**
accountability report (0.155) (0.093) (0.074) (0.089) (0.076) (0.114) (0.113)
Number of ordinances from -0.019 0.007 0.015 0.012 0.015 0.006 0.007
village parliament (0.017) (0.012) (0.009) (0.011) (0.010) (0.013) (0.013)
Experimental interventions:
Audit treatment -0.302** -0.053 -0.125* -0.028 -0.064 -0.179 -0.152
(0.130) (0.088) (0.070) (0.087) (0.072) (0.115) (0.118)
Invitations treatment -0.030 0.024 0.026 -0.006 0.023 -0.054 -0.054
(0.106) (0.077) (0.068) (0.069) (0.064) (0.069) (0.070)
Invitations + comment -0.022 0.161* 0.121 0.108 0.095 0.091 0.123
Treatment (0.094) (0.089) (0.073) (0.088) (0.077) (0.082) (0.084)
Corruption perceptions of:
President N/A No Yes No Yes No Yes
Subdistrict official N/A No Yes No Yes No Yes
Village head N/A No Yes No Yes No Yes
Village parliament N/A No Yes No Yes No Yes
Respondent Covariates N/A No Yes No Yes No Yes
Sample Controls N/A Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 443 3056 2716 3366 2996 3302 2954
R-squared 0.06 0.06 0.23 0.06 0.17 0.05 0.05

Dependent variable in column (1) is missing expenditures; dependent variable in columns (2) and (3) is the linearized variable of corruption perceptions described in the text, dependent variables in columns (4) and (5) are dummy variables of
corruption perceptions, and dependent variable in columns (6) and (7) are a dummy for trusting other villagers. Note that all dependent variables have been rescaled to have mean 0 and standard deviation 1. Observations in columns (2) — (7) are
weighted by the inverse of the number of observations in each village, to ensure that each village receives the same weight as in column (1). Estimation is by OLS, though as discussed in the text, estimation of columns (2) and (3) by ordered probit
and columns (4) and (5) by probit produce qualitatively similar results. Sample controls are as defined in the notes to Table 2; household controls are all of the individual respondent-level variables considered in Table 6; village head and President
Corruption perception refer to dummies for how the respondent answered the corruption questions about the village head and President of Indonesia, respectively, as included in column (3) of Table 2. Robust standard errors in parentheses, adjusted
for clustering at subdistrict level.* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Figure 1: Map of study area
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Notes: Each dot shows the location of a study subdistrict. The average level of missing expenditures in the district is indicated by the
shading of the district. The major cities of East and Central Java are labeled.
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Figure 2: Distributions of Missing Expenditures
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Notes: The graph shows kernel density estimates of the PDFs of the missing expenditures, missing
quantities, and inflated prices variables.
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