ONLINE SUPPLEMENT TO

[bookmark: _GoBack]How Clients Select Brokers: 
Competition and Choice in India’s Slums 

Adam M Auerbach and Tariq Thachill



S.1 Slum Leader Conjoint Question				2

S.2 Slum Neighbor Conjoint Question				4

S.3. Experimental Treatments					6

S.4. Main Results							8

S.5 Robustness Checks						9

S.6 Heterogeneous Treatment Effects 				16

S.7 Slum Level Analysis		 				19

S.8 Additional Figures						27

S.9 Slum Leader Survey and Leader-Resident Comparisons	34






S.1. SLUM LEADER CONJOINT QUESTION

In some slums there are people who do netagiri (politicking). I’m not talking about the ward councilor or MLA. I’m talking about community leaders who live inside the slum. I recently visited a settlement just like this one in [Jaipur/ Bhopal], where residents were having a lot of problems and decided to form a vikas samiti (development association) to improve development in the slum. There could only be one adyaksh (president), though, and two people wanted the position. I will tell you a little bit about these two people and then ask your opinion about them.

Note: The list below represents one ordering of the attributes, but this ordering was randomized across interviews. The order of attributes was constant across both candidates within each pair.
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	[image: ]

	This is the first candidate: 	
	This is the second candidate: 

	· He is a member of [JATI], which is a part of the [CASTE GROUP] community.
· He comes from [STATE] state.
· He works as a [OCCUPATION]
· If we talk of politics, he usually [PARTY].
· He is [EDUCATION]
	· He is a member of [JATI], which is a part of the [CASTE GROUP] community.
· He comes from [STATE] state.
· He works as a [OCCUPATION].
· If we talk of politics, he usually [PARTY].
· He is [EDUCATION].



1. Would you like me to repeat this information? 
· No [Move to Q2]
· Yes [Enumerator: Repeat all information for both candidates]

2. In your opinion, which of these two candidates would be the best leader for a slum like yours? 
· First candidate 
· Second candidate 
· Don’t know




Figure S.1: Slum Leader Cognitive Placeholders

Note: Enumerators arbitrarily selected colors across pairs and interviews. All artwork is original and credited to Anthony Lavadera.
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S.2. SLUM NEIGHBOR CONJOINT QUESTION

Now I am going to tell you about two people who are looking to move with their families into this slum. Because of a lack of space, only one of their families can come into the slum, and would have to live quite close to you. I will tell you a little bit about these two people and then ask your opinion about them.

Note: The list below represents one ordering of the attributes, but this ordering was randomized across interviews. The order of attributes was constant across both candidates within each pair.
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	This is the first person [point to man]: 	
	This is the second person [point to man]: 

	· He is a member of [JATI], which is a part of the [CASTE GROUP] community.
· He comes from [STATE] state.
· He works as a [OCCUPATION].
· If we talk of politics, he usually [PARTY].
· He is [EDUCATION].
	· He is a member of [JATI], which is a part of the [CASTE GROUP] community.
· He comes from [STATE] state.
· He works as a [OCCUPATION].
· If we talk of politics, he usually [PARTY].
· He is [EDUCATION].




1. Would you like me to repeat this information? 
0. No [Move to Q2]
1. Yes [Enumerator: Repeat all information for both people]

2. Which of these two people would you prefer to have live close to you in the slum?
1. First person
2. Second person
3. Don’t know


Figure S.2: Slum Neighbor Cognitive Placeholders

Note: Enumerators arbitrarily selected colors across pairs and interviews. All artwork is original and credited to Anthony Lavadera.
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S.3. EXPERIMENTAL TREATMENTS

                                                                       Ethnicity (Jati)
	Jati
	Caste Group
	Frequency

	Same as Respondent
	Same as Respondent
	3/12

	Sharma (Brahmin)
	Upper Caste
	1/12

	Chauhan (Rajput)
	Upper Caste
	1/12

	Agarwal (Bania)
	Upper Caste
	1/12

	Pasi
	Lower Caste
	1/12

	Baerwa
	Lower Caste
	1/12

	Dhobi
	Lower Caste
	1/12

	Khan
	Muslim
	1/12

	Quraishi
	Muslim
	1/12

	Ansari
	Muslim
	1/12



                                                              Ethnicity (State of Origin) 
	State
	Frequency

	Same as Respondent
	2/10

	Rajasthan[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Note: Jaipur is the capital city of Rajasthan and Bhopal is the capital city of Madhya Pradesh.] 

	2/10

	Madhya Pradesh
	2/10

	Bihar
	1/10

	Uttar Pradesh
	1/10

	West Bengal
	1/10

	Maharashtra
	1/10



                                                              Connectivity (Occupation)
	Occupation
	Frequency
	Connectivity 
	Reason

	Municipal Sweeper
	1/9
	High
	Works Outside Slum + in City Government

	Municipal Clerk
	1/9
	High
	Works Outside Slum + in City Government 

	Municipal Security Guard 
	1/9
	High
	Works Outside Slum + in City Government 

	Painter 
	1/9
	Medium
	Works Outside Slum

	Street Vendor 
	1/9
	Medium
	Works Outside Slum

	Auto Rickshaw Driver
	1/9
	Medium
	Works Outside Slum

	Runs Corner Shop in Slum
	1/9
	Low
	Works Inside Slum

	Runs Tea Shop in Slum
	1/9
	Low
	Works Inside Slum

	Runs Cigarette-Paan Shop in Slum
	1/9
	Low
	Works Inside Slum



Partisan Affiliation
	Politics
	Frequency

	Supports BJP
	1/3

	Supports Congress
	1/3

	Does not support any party 
	1/3



                                                                           Education
	Education
	Frequency

	Is a College B.A. Pass
	1/3

	Is an 8th Class Pass
	1/3

	Has Never Gone to School
	1/3




Note on Using Directly Observable Indicators of Capability and Connectivity: As illustrated in our list of treatments above, we avoided direct evaluative statements about any attribute in our experiment (‘this individual is unconnected/ moderately connected/ highly connected’). First, such statements are problematic because they provide an explicit ordering of candidates, and carry strong normative connotations that one trait (and candidate) is more desirable than another. Evaluative treatments can thus induce social desirability bias. By contrast, our jobs treatment does not include this explicit ranking terminology (no job was stated as higher or lower than another). Second, we avoided abstract statements of connectivity because we wished to provide the information slum residents actually have access to when making their choices. Residents cannot directly observe a leader’s connectivity. Leaders may themselves boast having ‘high connectivity’ to the municipal government, but this may easily be cheap talk. Residents must therefore infer a broker’s potential connectivity from directly observable traits. Residents easily observe a broker’s profession, and indeed this is something slum residents routinely know about one another. Thus we do not use an abstract statement such as ‘Leader X has a high/medium/low capability.’ Instead we provide information on an important observable trait (education) from which residents routinely infer capability. 
We were also wary of putting information that involved people other than the broker as part of an experimental treatment, such as the broker having a family member who works in the municipal government as an indicator of their connectivity. Such information could distract from the main aim of the treatment. For example, invoking family connections inevitably signaled connectivity rooted in co-ethnicity (family members will almost always be of the same jati, region, and faith), which would blur multiple treatments. Further, using different familial relationships as treatments would lead to comparisons of familial closeness. Neither of these pitfalls is an issue with the profession treatment, which does not involve family members. 






















S.4. MAIN RESULTS 


Table S.1:  Main Results from Conjoint Experiments

	VARIABLES
	DV: Preferred Profile

	(0-1 scale)
	

	
	   Leader
	Neighbor

	Co-Ethnic
	
	

	Jati
	0.064***
	0.122***

	
	(0.021)
	(0.021)

	Religion
	0.071***
	0.135***

	
	(0.018)
	(0.019)

	State
	0.087***
	0.101***

	
	(0.015)
	(0.015)

	
	
	

	Muslim
	-0.098***
(0.023)
	-0.058**
(0.023)

	Dalit
	-0.026
(0.021)
	0.032
(0.021)

	
	
	

	Co-Partisan
	0.076***
(0.018)
	0.071***
(0.018)

	
	
	

	Incumbent
	-0.013
(0.019)
	-0.031
(0.020)

	
	
	

	Opposition Party 
	0.008
	-0.032*

	
	(0.020)
	(0.019)

	
	
	

	Works Municipal Job
	0.039**
(0.018)
	0.055***
(0.018)

	Works Outside Slum
	0.025
(0.018)
	0.045**
(0.018)

	Secondary Education
	0.084***
(0.018)
	0.045**
(0.018)

	College Education
	0.133***
(0.018)
	0.079***
(0.018)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	N (Profiles)
	4350
	4252


Notes: Standard errors clustered by respondent. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01


S.5 ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

We perform a series of robustness checks to guard against particular design effects and ensure our randomization protocol worked as intended. Overall our diagnostics find little evidence of systematic design effects. 
First, we conduct a standard randomization balance check by regressing important respondent attributes on indicator variables for all leader profile attributes (Table S.2). These demographic variables were all binary indicators of gender (1=female), household income (1=above mean income), time in the settlement (1=above mean time in the slum), and education (1=above mean years of schooling). Following Hainmueller et al. (2014), we use an omnibus F-test to evaluate whether the hypothetical slum leader attributes are jointly insignificant. These F-tests report p-values between 0.179 (time) and 0.904 (income), indicating the 12 attributes are jointly balanced in this test. As is expected over such a large number of attributes, certain respondents were more likely to see particular attributes than others (for example women were more likely to see co-partisans), but these were in line with what we could expect to be the product of statistical chance (only 4 out of 48 attributes registered p-values of less than 0.10). Controlling for these demographic variables (female, income, time in slum, and education) does not change our main findings (Table S.3).
	Our study could not exhibit carryover effects, which applies to conjoint experiments in which respondents are presented with multiple iterations of the same decision. In our framework, all respondents were only presented with a single iteration of the experiment. 
	We do conduct diagnostics to assess a variety of potential order effects that might impact our findings. First, since we include two experiments on our instrument (the leader and neighbor experiments), we examine potential experiment order effects. In the survey, we randomized whether a respondent heard the leader or neighbor question first. Not doing so would have obviously compromised our ability to discern if the differences we observe between preferences for leaders and neighbors were an artifact of one of these experiments always preceding the other. Counterbalancing through randomization, and aggregating AMCEs across both orderings helps ensure our overall results are not driven by a particular ordering of our experiments.
To examine if the AMCE of individual attributes varied across the two experiment orderings, we interact each attribute indicator with a binary indicator that identifies respondents who heard the leader experiment before the neighbor experiment. We examine each of these 12 interaction effects for both the leader and neighbor results (Table S.4). Of these 24 interaction effects, only two (for shared jati within the leader experiment and opposition party affiliation within the neighbor experiment) appears to vary depending on the experiment order.[footnoteRef:2] Omnibus F-tests fail to reject the hypothesis that all 12 interaction effects are jointly equal to zero in both the leader (p<0.528) and neighbor (p<0.540) experiments. [2:  The interaction effect suggests the AMCE for jati is higher when the leader experiment precedes the neighbor experiment. It is important to note this single result may itself be an artifact of statistical chance, given the large number of interaction effects (24) being examined. However (unlike with opposition affiliation for the neighbor experiment for which there is no intuitive expectation) one potential explanation for this result is that the respondent feels increasing social desirability pressures not to divulge a jati coethnic bias as s/he receives additional choices. We are skeptical of this explanation for three reasons. First, if respondents are more hesitant in general to report a jati coethnic bias on their second decision, then we should see a similar result in the neighbor experiment, which we do not. Second, even within the leader experiment, we do not see any equivalent order effect regarding expressed preferences for other forms of co-ethnicity (for co-religionist or co-state leaders). Based on our extensive experience in the study setting, we see no reason why these latter ethnic biases, especially for religion, should be regarded by our respondents as less socially undesirable than those for jati. Third, the positive interaction effects for low-rank Muslim and Dalit leaders, while statistically insignificant, suggest respondents become more comfortable in expressing (socially undesirable) ethnic discrimination against these low-rank leaders when the leader experiment follows the neighbor experiment. ] 

We similarly examine profile order effects. We do so by interacting each attribute indicator with a binary variable identifying if a given profile was the first of the two a respondent received (Table S.5). In this case, only one of the twelve interaction effects is significant, suggesting only the positive effect of co-partisanship is partly driven by profile ordering. Once again, omnibus F-tests fail to reject that the twelve attributes are jointly indistinguishable when an attribute occurs in the first or second presented profile (p<0.402). 
We similarly test for attribute order effects: whether the AMCE for an attribute varies depending on the order in which it appeared on the attribute list (between 1 and 5). Here, we regress the outcome on the attribute indicator, an indicator variable identifying the order position for that attribute in a given profile (1-5), and interactions between the two. We then use F-tests to examine whether these interaction effects are jointly indistinguishable from zero. These tests fail to reject the null hypothesis of no attribute order effects for 9 of the 12 leader attributes at the 0.05 level, and 8 at the 0.10 level. The only three attributes for which we do reject this null hypothesis are the indicators for lower caste Dalits, Muslim, and incumbent leaders.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Further investigation suggests that even in these cases, order effects are somewhat haphazard and do not display trends of either primacy or recency effects (Krosnick and Alwin 1987). ‘Primacy effects’ are when a respondent disproportionately cues on attributes that are in an early order position, and ‘recency effects’ are when a respondent disproportionately cues on late order positions. However, we see no evidence of either effects, as the ranking of AMCEs for Dalit leaders by attribute order are (3, 4, 5, 2, 1), Muslim leaders are (5, 3, 4, 2, 1) and for incumbent leaders are (3, 5, 2, 4, 1).
] 

Finally, we considered the potential concern of respondents being presented with leaders who had implausible attribute combinations. We were extremely careful during the design stage to choose attributes that were common individually, but also plausible in combination with other attributes. Thus we specified occupations that were common for slum residents, but also plausible for a candidate of any educational level or caste background to hold. We also found partisan affiliates from all ethnic and religious groups (including Muslim party workers within the Hindu nationalist BJP). While all combinations are not equally typical, this is not a requirement for effective conjoint analysis, and including plausible but atypical profiles can even be desirable (Hainmueller et. al 2014). However, our results are also robust to excluding all responses in which one or both of the two profiles included a Muslim BJP candidate (Table S.6). 


Table S.2: Randomization Check
	
	
	
	

	  Variables (0-1 scale)
	
	
Dependent Variable 
	

	
	Female
	High Income 
	Veteran
	Educated 
(>5 years)

	Leader Attributes
	
	
	
	

	Co-Ethnic
	
	
	
	

	Jati
	-0.007
	0.011
	-0.035
	-0.003

	
	(0.022)
	(0.021)
	(0.021)
	(0.022)

	Religion
	-0.013
	-0.007
	-0.020
	0.040

	
	(0.021)
	(0.021)
	(0.021)
	(0.021)*

	State
	-0.000
	0.001
	-0.011
	0.015

	
	(0.016)
	(0.016)
	(0.016)
	(0.016)

	Muslim
	

-0.021
(0.023)
	

0.003
(0.023)
	

-0.031
(0.023)
	

0.010
(0.023)

	Dalit
	-0.020
	0.028
	-0.010
	0.012

	
	(0.021)
	(0.021)
	(0.021)
	(0.021)

	Co-Partisan
	
0.052***
	
-0.035*
	
-0.028
	
-0.019

	
	(0.020)
	(0.019)
	(0.020)
	(0.020)

	Incumbent
	-0.030
	0.020
	0.028
	0.035*

	
	(0.021)
	(0.021)
	(0.021)
	(0.021)

	Opposition
	0.007
	0.027
	0.014
	0.010

	
	(0.020)
	(0.020)
	(0.020)
	(0.020)

	Works Municipal Job
	
-0.004
(0.019)
	
0.004
(.018)
	
-0.007
(0.019)
	
0.010
(0.019)

	Works Outside Slum
	
0.006
	
0.003
	
0.027
	
0.009

	
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)
	(0.019)

	Secondary Education
	
0.009
	
0.004
	
-0.038**
	
0.010

	
	(0.018)
	(0.018)
	(0.018)
	(0.018)

	College Education
	
-0.001
(0.019)
	
0.005
(0.018)
	
-0.023
(0.019)
	
-0.011
(0.019)

	
	
	
	
	

	N (Rated Profiles)
	
4388
	
4388
	
4388
	
4388

	Prob>F (12 attributes)
	
0.451

	
0.904
	
0.179

	
0.522


Notes: Standard errors clustered by respondent. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01


Table S.3: Main Model with Baseline Controls 
	
VARIABLES
(0-1 scale)
	DV:      Preferred Profile    

	                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
	

	Co-Ethnic
	

	Jati
	0.064***

	
	(0.021)

	Religion
	0.072***

	
	(0.019)

	State
	0.087***

	
	(0.015)

	Muslim
	
-0.098***
(0.023)

	
	

	Dalit
	
-0.026
(0.021)

	Co-Partisan
	
0.076***
(0.018)

	Incumbent
	
-0.013
(0.019)

	
Opposition


Works Municipal Job

	0.008
(0.020)

0.039**
(0.018)

	Works Outside Slum
	
0.025
(0.018)

	Secondary Education
	
0.085***
(0.018)

	
	

	College Education
	
0.133***
(0.018)


	
	

	Female
	-0.005
(0.005)

	Slum Veteran
	0.007*
(0.004)

	Educated
	-0.004
(0.004)

	
High Income
	
-0.003

	
	(0.005)


	N (Profiles)
	
	   4350


Notes: Standard errors clustered by respondent. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
	VARIABLES
	
DV: Preferred Leader Profile
	

DV: Preferred Neighbor Profile

	(0-1 scale)
	
	
	

	 
	Variable 
Coefficient
	Interaction Effect (*Leader Experiment First)
	Variable 
Coefficient
	Interaction Effect (*Leader Experiment First)

	Leader Experiment First
	
-0.004
(0.052)
	
	
0.050
(0.051)
	

	Attributes:
Co-Ethnic
	
	
	
	

	Jati
	0.019
	0.090**
	0.130***
	-0.014

	
	(0.030)
	(0.042)
	(0.029)
	(0.042)

	Religion
	0.082***
	-0.020
	0.112***
	0.046

	
	(0.025)
	(0.037)
	(0.026)
	(0.038)

	State
	0.078***
	0.016
	0.103***
	-0.006

	
	(0.021)
	(0.030)
	(0.022)
	(0.031)

	Muslim
	

-0.124***
(0.031)
	

0.053
(0.046)
	

-0.069**
(0.032)
	

0.023
(0.046)

	Dalit
	-0.057*
	0.059
	0.053*
	-0.042

	
	(0.029)
	(0.042)
	(0.030)
	(0.042)

	Co-Partisan
	0.054**
	0.040
	0.066***
	0.007

	
	(0.025)
	(0.035)
	(0.025)
	(0.036)

	Incumbent
	0.014
	-0.053
	-0.014
	-0.033

	
	(0.027)
	(0.039)
	(0.028)
	(0.040)

	Opposition

Works Municipal Job
	
0.038
(0.028)

0.039
(0.026)
	
-0.057
(0.039)

-0.001
(0.036)
	
0.015
(0.028)

0.079***
(0.026)
	
-0.092**
(0.039)

-0.049
(0.036)

	Works Outside Slum
	
0.023
	
0.003
	
0.053**
	
-0.017

	
	(0.025)
	(0.036)
	(0.025)
	(0.035)

	Secondary Education
	0.083***
	0.004
	0.044*
	0.004

	
	(0.026)
	(0.036)
	(0.026)
	(0.036)

	College Education
	
0.157***
(0.025)
	
-0.049
(0.036)
	
0.082***
(0.025)
	
-0.007
(0.036)

	
	
	
	
	

	N (Rated Profiles)
	
4350
	
	
4252
	

	Prob>F (12 effects)
	
0.528
	

	
0.540
	



Table S.4: Diagnostic Test for Experiment Order Effects
Notes: Standard errors clustered by respondent. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
Table S.5: Diagnostic Test for Profile Order Effects	
	VARIABLES
	DV: Preferred Profile

	(0-1 scale)
	

	 
	Variable Coefficient
	Interaction Effect (*First Profile)

	Leader Attributes
	
	


	First Profile
	
0.039
(0.058)
	

	Co-Ethnic
	
	

	Jati
	0.073**
	-0.020

	
	(0.030)
	(0.043)

	Religion
	0.088***
	-0.035

	
	(0.028)
	(0.042)

	State
	0.103***
	-0.032

	
	(0.022)
	(0.031)

	Muslim
	
-0.091***
	
-0.020

	
	(0.032)
	(0.046)

	Dalit
	-0.016
	-0.027

	
	(0.030)
	(0.042)

	
	
	

	Co-Partisan
	0.027
	0.099***

	
	(0.026)
	(0.039)

	Incumbent
	0.007
	-0.042

	
	(0.028)
	(0.041)

	Opposition
	0.009
	-0.004

	
Works Municipal Job
	(0.027)

0.043*
	(0.039)

-0.006

	
	(0.026)
	(0.036)

	Works Outside Slum
	
0.047*
	
-0.042

	
	(0.026)
	(0.037)

	
	
	

	Secondary Education
	0.073***
	0.021

	
	(0.026)
	(0.036)

	College Education
	
0.125***
	
0.017

	
	(0.026)
	(0.036)

	N (Rated Profiles)
	
4350
	

	Prob>F (12 interactions)
	
0.402
	











































             



Notes: Standard errors clustered by respondent. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
Table S.6: Results After Dropping Unlikely Profiles (Muslim BJP Leaders)

	VARIABLES
(0-1 scale)
	DV: Preferred Profile
Leader


	
	

	Co-Ethnic
	

	Jati
	0.079***

	
	(0.022)

	Religion
	0.048**

	
	(0.019)

	State
	0.080***

	
	(0.016)

	
	

	Muslim
	-0.104***

	
	(0.026)

	Dalit
	-0.025

	
	(0.022)

	
	

	Co-Partisan
	0.083***

	
	(0.020)

	
	

	Incumbent
	-0.015

	
	(0.023)

	Works Municipal Job
	0.036*
(0.020)

	Works Outside Slum
	0.014
(0.020)

	Secondary Education
	0.087***

	
	(0.020)

	College Education
	0.134***

	
	(0.020)

	
	

	N (Profiles)
	3670



	Notes: Standard errors clustered by respondent. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01


S.6 HETEROGENEOUS TREATMENT EFFECTS

We examined how preferences varied across different types of respondents, in particular with education and time in the slum. As always these heterogeneous treatment effects must be interpreted with caution since the pre-treatment moderator variables were not randomly assigned. While not our core analytical concern, we were interested in whether the relative importance of distributive and efficacy concerns varied across meaningful subsets of our sample. Did attributes associated with either one of these concerns vary in relative importance for respondents with greater education or settlement experience? 
	Table S.7 splits the results for respondents who have spent below and above the mean time in the slum across our sample.[footnoteRef:4] We present the results by subgroups, and then use pooled models with interaction effects to estimate the statistical significance of any differential effects. Among attributes linked to distributive concerns, we find the conditional AMCE for jati co-ethnicity is lower for veterans than for recent residents (p<0.071). For attributes associated with efficacy concerns, we find no significant differences between veterans and recent residents.  [4:  The mean time in the settlement was 22.57 years. We control for respondent age to ensure results do not reflect differences between younger and older residents. ] 

We see stronger divergences when partitioning respondents by average education (Table S.8).[footnoteRef:5] The salience of jati co-ethnicity drops, from 10.0 pp for more educated respondents to 2.2 pp for less, a difference that is statistically significant at the 90% level (p<0.061). The conditional AMCE for shared regional identity also drops, from 11.3 pp to 5.6 pp, a significant decline at the 90% level (p<0.057). By contrast, indicators of efficacy grow in importance with higher levels of education. The salience of both secondary and college education increase from 3.3 pp (p<0.177) to 14.4 pp (p<0.000), and from 7.9 pp (p<0.001) to 19.8 pp (p<0.000), respectively. Both of these increases are significant at the 99% level.  [5:  The mean level of education was 5 years. ] 




















Table S.7: Results Conditioned by Time in the Slum
	VARIABLES
(0-1 scale)
	DV: Preferred Profile


	
	Variable Coefficient
	Interaction Effect (*Veteran)

	Moderator
	
	

	Slum Veteran (>22.5 years in slum)
	0.070
(0.051)
	

	Leader Attributes
	
	

	Co-Ethnic
	
	

	Jati
	0.100***
(0.027)
	-0.076*
 (0.042)

	
	
	

	Religion
	0.091***
(0.026)
	-0.039
(0.037)

	
	
	

	State
	0.096***
	-0.019

	
	(0.020)
	(0.030)

	
	
	

	Muslim
	-0.067**
	-0.062

	
	(0.031)
	(0.046)

	Dalit
	-0.017
	-0.018

	
	(0.029)
	(0.042)

	
	
	

	Co-Partisan
	0.093***
	-0.036

	
	(0.024)
	(0.035)

	Incumbent
	-0.016
	0.005

	
Opposition
	(0.027)
0.035
(0.026)
	(0.039)
-0.060
(.040)

	Works Municipal Job
	0.020
(0.024)
	0.044
 (0.036)

	Works Outside Slum
	0.009
	0.033

	
	(0.024)
	(0.036)

	
	
	

	Secondary Education
	0.074***
	0.023

	
College Education
	(0.025)
0.128***
(0.025)
	(0.037)
0.012
(0.036)

	
	
	

	Control:
	
	

	Respondent Age
	0.000
(0.000)
	

	N (Rated Profiles)
	
4350
	

	Prob>F (12 effects)
	
0.563
	












































Notes: Standard errors clustered by respondents. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01



Table S.8: Results Conditioned by Respondent Education

	VARIABLES
	DV: Preferred Profile

	(0-1 scale)
	

	 
	Variable Coefficient
	Interaction Effect (*Educated)

	Moderator
	
	 

	Educated Respondent
	0.022
	

	 (> 5th Grade)
	(0.053)
	

	Leader Attributes
	
	

	Co-Ethnic
	
	

	Jati
	0.099***
	-0.077*

	
	(0.028)
	(0.042)

	Religion
	0.070***
	-0.001

	
	(0.024)
	(0.038)

	State
	0.113***
	-0.056*

	
	(0.020)
	(0.030)

	Muslim
	-0.085***
	-0.037

	
	(0.029)
	(0.047)

	Dalit
	-0.001
	-0.062

	
	(0.029)
	(0.042)

	Co-Partisan
	0.076***
	-0.003

	
	(0.024)
	(0.036)

	Incumbent

	0.004
	-0.036

	
	(0.026)
	(0.039)

	Opposition

 
Works Municipal Job

	          0.033
(0.027)

0.035
	-0.050
(0.039)

0.005

	
	(0.025)
	(0.036)

	Works Outside Slum
	0.038
	-0.024

	
	(0.024)
	(0.036)

	Secondary Education
	0.033
	0.110***

	
	(0.025)
	(0.036)

	College Education
	0.078***
	0.121***

	
	(0.025)
	(0.036)

	N (Rated Profiles)
	4350
	

	Prob>F (12 effects)
	
0.019
	








































             




Notes: Standard errors clustered by respondents *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

S.7 SLUM-LEVEL ANALYSIS

To ensure that our main results were not driven by particular settlements, we test and find our results are robust to the inclusion of settlement fixed effects (Table S.9). Overall, our main findings do not change when controlling for slum-level fixed effects. We also find most individual-level AMCEs are not significantly conditioned by settlement characteristics—only 5 of the 48 interaction effects are significant at the p<0.1 level, which is about what we would expect to be generated by statistical chance. 

Internal Elections (Table S.11): Not all slums hold the quasi-formal elections around which our experiment is articulated. Are slums that do and do not hold elections different? It is not easy to assess which settlements have ever held internal elections for slum leadership positions, particularly via cross-sectional responses from ordinary residents. Often within the same settlement, all residents are not equally aware of whether an election has been held, particularly if they are relatively new to the settlement, or if they are not especially informed or active within slum politics. For this reason, we found it more reliable to use responses from slum leaders, who are both more politically knowledgeable and are typically longer tenured residents of the settlement (7 years more than residents on average). Using our leader survey, we coded all settlements in which at least one leader was selected via internal election as having held elections. Using this coding, we could assess if settlements that held elections were markedly different from those that did not.
First, we address the question of which slums even choose to elect their leaders. We find few observable differences between slums with and without internal elections, consistent with our contention that leadership selection operates largely similarly irrespective of whether it is exercised through the specific form of a slum election. Table S.10 shows no differences in average respondent age, income, literacy, and years residing in the settlement across slums with and without elections. We also find no differences in percentages of a settlement that are Muslims, have voter ID cards, or were born in the settlement. Interestingly, we also find no difference in the percentage that reported visiting a leader in their settlement. 
The presence or absence of elections may affect the types of considerations that slum dwellers privilege when asked about leader elections. Our data allows us to empirically assess this possibility. Supplement Table S.11 presents models with slum fixed effects, and an interaction term between the slum-level variable (1 if the slum held at least one election, zero otherwise) and an attribute. Given the limited number of slums in the sample, we include fixed effects and one such interaction term per model. Table S.11 includes all 12 such interactions (from 12 separately estimated models). 11 of the 12 interaction terms are not statistically significant. 

Slum Age (Table S.12): Table S.12 presents results from models in which we individually interact a binary indicator identifying settlements above the sample mean age with each attribute manipulated in our experiment. Once again the table reports 12 interactions from 12 separately estimated models (1 interaction term per model). All models include slum fixed errors and standard errors corrected for clustering by slum. None of the interaction effects are significant.

Slum Development (Table S.13): Table S.13 interacts a binary variable identifying slums with above average levels of development (measured by the percentage of household water taps in the settlement) with the attribute indicators. 2 of the 12 interaction effects are significant. The results indicate residents of developed slums are less likely to prefer opposition-aligned candidates.
Slum Diversity (Table S.14): Table S.14 interacts a binary measure identifying slums with above average levels of ethnic diversity (a fractionalization index based on jati) with the attribute indicators. 10 of the 11 of the interaction effects are not significant. The results indicate that residents of diverse settlements are more likely to discriminate against Dalit leaders, and more likely to prefer co-partisan leaders.  


Table S.9: Results With Settlement Fixed Effects

	VARIABLES
	DV: Preferred Profile

	(0-1 scale)
	

	
	Leader

	Neighbor

	Co-Ethnic
	
	

	Jati
	0.066***
	0.124***

	
	(0.020)
	(0.021)

	Religion
	0.078***
	0.146***

	
	(0.020)
	(0.024)

	State
	0.089***
	0.103***

	
	(0.016)
	(0.016)

	
	
	

	Muslim
	-0.097***
	-0.053**

	
	(0.023)
	(0.026)

	Dalit
	-0.027
	0.032

	
	(0.020)
	(0.020)

	
	
	

	Co-Partisan
	0.081***
	0.074***

	
	(0.019)
	(0.019)

	Incumbent
	-0.017
	-0.033

	
	(0.021)
	(0.023)

	
Opposition
	
0.005
(0.022)
	
-0.031
(0.021)

	Municipal Job
	
0.041**
(0.019)
	
0.054***
(0.019)

	Outside Slum
	
0.027
	
0.045**

	
	(0.018)
	(0.018)

	
	
	

	Secondary Education
	0.087***
	0.046**

	
	(0.019)
	(0.021)

	
College Education
	
0.138***
(0.021)
	
0.079***
(0.020)

	
	
	

	Settlement Fixed Effects?
	
YES
	
YES

	N (Profiles)
	4350
	4252



	Notes: Standard errors clustered by settlement. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

	Covariate
	Slum Didn’t Hold Election
(1)
	Slum Held Election
(2)
	Means Difference
(1-2)

	Response Rate
	0.748
	0.721
	0.027

	
	(0.016)
	(0.012)
	(0.020)

	
	
	
	

	Age
	36.383
	36.671
	-0.289

	
	(0.455)
	(0.350)
	(0.588)

	
	
	
	

	Title
	0.442
	0.467
	-0.025

	
	(0.018)
	(0.013)
	(0.022)

	
	
	
	

	Income
	4100.548
	4355.654
	-255.106

	
	(224.038)
	(136.697)
	(249.395)

	
	
	
	

	Literate
	0.608
	0.624
	-0.016

	
	(0.018)
	(0.013)
	(0.022)

	
	
	
	

	Voter ID
	0.891
	0.868
	0.022

	
	(0.011)
	(0.009)
	(0.015)

	
	
	
	

	Percent Muslim (minority)
	
0.237
	
0.250
	
-0.013

	
	(0.016)
	(0.011)
	(0.019)

	
	
	
	

	Born in Settlement
	0.248
	0.274
	-0.026

	
	(0.016)
	(0.012)
	(0.020)

	
	
	
	

	Visited Leader
	0.603
	0.58
	0.023

	
	(0.023)
	(0.015)
	(0.027)

	
	
	
	

	Time in Settlement
	22.454
	22.624
	-0.170

	
	(0.458)
	(0.336)
	(0.573)


Table S.10: Comparing Slums With and Without Elections 

            Note: *p<0.10 **p<0.05 ***p<0.01




	VARIABLES
	
DV: Preferred Leader Profile

	(0-1 scale)
	

	 
	Variable 
Coefficient
	Interaction Effect (*Held Election)

	Co-Ethnic
	
	

	Jati
	0.086**
	-0.030

	
	(0.034)
	(0.037)

	Religion
	0.109***
	-0.046

	
	(0.037)
	(0.042)

	State
	0.085***
	0.007

	
	(0.030)
	(0.035)

	Muslim
	
-0.145***
(0.034)
	

0.073*
(0.042)

	Dalit
	-0.019
	-0.012

	
	(0.037)
	(0.041)

	Co-Partisan
	0.075**
	0.010

	
	(0.029)
	(0.035)

	Incumbent
	-0.002
	-0.021

	
	(0.034)
	(0.035)

	Opposition

Works Municipal Job
	0.021
(0.030) 
0.036
(0.027)
	
-0.024
(0.033)
0.008
(0.034)


	Works Outside Slum
	
0.051*
	
-0.035

	
	(0.028)
	(0.033)

	Secondary Education
	0.096***
	-0.015

	
	(0.031)
	(0.034)

	College Education
	
0.100***
(0.030)
	
0.057
(0.034)

	N (Rated Profiles)
	
4350
	

	Slum Fixed Effects
	
YES
	


Table S.11: Settlement Leader Elections
Note: Each interaction effect estimated individually in a separate model. Thus each row of Table S.11 summarizes results from a separate estimation (12 total). All models include slum fixed effects and standard errors corrected for clustering at the slum level. *p<0.10 **p<0.05 ***p<0.01

TABLE S.12: Settlement Age
	VARIABLES
	
DV: Preferred Leader Profile

	(0-1 scale)
	

	 
	Variable 
Coefficient
	Interaction Effect (*Slum Age

	Co-Ethnic
	
	

	Jati
	0.061***
	0.011

	
	(0.023)
	(0.036)

	Religion
	0.069**
	0.016

	
	(0.029)
	(0.039)

	State
	0.096***
	-0.013

	
	(0.024)
	(0.031)

	
Muslim
	

-0.091***
(0.031)
	

-0.012
(0.042)

	Dalit
	-0.035
	0.016

	
	(0.028)
	(0.036)

	Co-Partisan
	0.077***
	0.008

	
	(0.027)
	(0.035)

	Incumbent

	-0.024
	0.015

	
	(0.026)
	(0.032)

	Opposition


Works Municipal Job
	-0.002
(0.029)

 0.037
(0.029)
	
0.015
(0.033)

0.009
(0.034)

	Works Outside Slum
	
0.016
	
 0.023

	
	(0.026)
	(0.032)

	Secondary Education
	0.084***
	0.004

	
	(0.027)
	(0.030)

	College Education
	
0.130***
(0.023)
	
0.016
(0.033)

	N (Rated Profiles)
	
4350
	

	Slum Fixed Effects
	
YES
	


Note: Each interaction effect estimated individually in a separate model. Thus each row of Table S.12 summarizes results from a separate estimation (12 total). All models include slum fixed effects and standard errors corrected for clustering at the slum level. *p<0.10 **p<0.05 ***p<0.01 


TABLE S.13: Settlement Development
	VARIABLES
	
DV: Preferred Leader Profile

	(0-1 scale)
	

	 
	Variable 
Coefficient
	Interaction Effect (*Developed Slum)

	Leader Attributes
	
	

	Co-Ethnic
	
	

	Jati
	0.081***
	-0.032

	
	(0.028)
	(0.035)

	Religion
	0.054*
	0.048

	
	(0.027)
	(0.040)

	State
	0.089***
	0.001

	
	(0.022)
	(0.032)

	Muslim
	

-0.081***
(0.028)
	

-0.034
(0.044)

	Dalit
	-0.032
	0.010

	
	(0.029)
	(0.037)

	Co-Partisan
	0.091***
	-0.021

	
	(0.021)
	(0.035)

	Incumbent
	-0.027
	0.023

	
	(0.026)
	(0.032)

	Opposition

Works Municipal Job
	0.034
(0.023)
0.030
(0.025)
	-0.063*
(0.034)
0.025
(0.034)

	Works Outside Slum
	
0.051**
	
-0.051

	
	(0.025)
	(0.031)

	Secondary Education
	0.107***
	-0.042

	
	(0.026)
	(0.030)

	College Education
	
0.122***
(0.026)
	
0.034
(0.033)

	
	
	

	N (Rated Profiles)
	
4350
	

	Slum Fixed Effects
	
YES
	


Note: Developed slums identified as those with above average % of households with private water tap. Each interaction effect estimated individually in a separate model. Thus each row of Table S.13 summarizes results from a separate estimation (12 total). All models include slum fixed effects and standard errors corrected for clustering at the slum level. *p<0.10 **p<0.05 ***p<0.01


TABLE S.14: Settlement Diversity
	VARIABLES
	
DV: Preferred Leader Profile

	(0-1 scale)
	

	 
	Variable 
Coefficient
	Interaction Effect (*Diverse Slum)

	Leader Attributes
	
	

	Co-Ethnic
	
	

	Jati
	0.043
	0.033

	
	(0.039)
	(0.043)

	Religion
	0.079*
	-0.002

	
	(0.042)
	(0.047)

	State
	0.065**
	0.035

	
	(0.026)
	(0.032)

	Muslim
	

-0.139***
(0.040)
	

0.061
(0.046)

	Dalit
	0.023
	-0.074**

	
	(0.031)
	(0.037)

	Co-Partisan
	0.031
	0.074**

	
	(0.028)
	(0.035)

	Incumbent
	-0.033
	0.024

	
	(0.032)
	(0.034)

	Opposition 


Works Municipal Job
	-0.017
(0.031)

0.079***
(0.030)
	0.033
(0.035)

-0.055
(0.034)

	Works Outside Slum
	
0.035
	
-0.011

	
	(0.027)
	(0.032)

	Secondary Education
	0.088***
	-0.002

	
	(0.031)
	(0.034)

	College Education
	
0.156***
(0.035)
	
-0.027
(0.037)

	
	
	

	N (Rated Profiles)
	
4350
	

	Slum Fixed Effects
	
YES
	


Note: Diverse slums are those with above average caste fractionalization based on caste of survey respondents in each settlement. Each interaction effect estimated individually in a separate model. Thus each row of Table S.14 summarizes results from a separate estimation (12 total). All models include slum fixed effects and standard errors corrected for clustering at the slum level. *p<0.10 **p<0.05 ***p<0.01

S.8 ADDITIONAL FIGURES

Figure S.3: Example Slum Image (Google Earth Pro DigitalGlobe Image, 2017)
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Figure S.4: Locations of Sampled Settlements in Bhopal
[image: ]
Note: The authors thank Julie Radomski for producing this ward map.










Figure S.5: Locations of Sampled Settlements in Jaipur
[image: ]
   Note: The authors thank Julie Radomski for producing this ward map.


Figure S.6: Example Slum Development Council Letterhead Stationery
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Figure S.7: A Public Sign Board for a Slum Development Council
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Figure S.8: Example Page from Saraswati’s Informal Elections Rules
[image: ]

Table S.15: Comparing Preferences for Selective and Collective Goods
	VARIABLES
	DV: Preferred Profile

	(0-1 scale)
	

	
	   Private Good
(Voter ID card)
	Public Good (piped water)

	Co-Ethnic
	
	

	Jati
	0.039*
	0.046**

	
	(0.021)
	(0.021)

	Religion
	0.074***
	0.068***

	
	(0.019)
	(0.019)

	State
	0.089***
	0.082***

	
	(0.015)
	(0.015)

	Muslim
	-0.085***
(0.023)
	-0.088***
(0.023)

	Dalit
	-0.044**
(0.021)
	-0.042**
(0.021)

	Co-Partisan
	0.082***
(0.018)
	0.097***
(0.017)

	
	
	

	Incumbent
	0.021
(0.019)
	0.017
(0.019)

	
	
	

	Opposition 
	0.032
	0.027

	
	(0.020)
	(0.020)

	Works Municipal Job
	0.064***
(0.018)
	0.069***
(0.018)

	Works Outside Slum
	0.030*
(0.018)
	0.029
(0.018)

	Secondary Education
	0.080***
(0.018)
	0.089***
(0.018)

	College Education
	0.151***
(0.018)
	0.151***
(0.018)

	
	
	

	N (Profiles)
	4338
	4328









































Notes: Standard errors clustered by respondent. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

In the main experiment, respondents were asked which of the two candidates they would prefer to be president of their slum development council. However, we also asked two follow up questions. First, respondents were asked which candidate they viewed as more likely to help deliver a person like them a voter ID card (a private, household-level good). Next, they were asked which candidate they viewed as more likely to help deliver piped water access to a settlement like theirs (a slum-wide collective good). We found no significant differences in the AMCEs of all 12 attributes between the ID card (private) and piped water (collective) treatments. 
S.9: SLUM LEADER SURVEY AND LEADER-RESIDENT COMPARISONS

Slum Leader Sampling Procedure

During our earlier resident surveys we asked respondents to provide the names of informal leaders in their settlements. Next, we enumerated party workers through exhaustive settlement visits, interviews with party workers, and the collection of available party rosters. The resulting list totaled 1,952 individuals across the 110 settlements. To reduce the number of frivolously named individuals, we set a modest bar for inclusion within the final sample frame: inclusion required either being a confirmed party worker or being mentioned as an informal leader by at least two respondents in a settlement. The final sample frame included 914 slum leaders. Our number of interviewed slum leaders—629—reflects a response rate of 68.16 percent. Most of the remaining individuals were missed not because of refusal, but rather due to death, illness, or moving out of the slum. In fact, only 24 located individuals declined to participate in the survey.

Why Compare Slum Leaders with Ordinary Residents?

Tables S.16, S.17, Figure S.9, and Section 7 of the main paper examines the extent to which resident preferences overlap with the characteristics of those who actually become slum leaders. To assess this, we compare the jobs and educational levels of the 629 slum leaders with our sample of 2,199 residents. We do not see these comparisons as airtight confirmation of client preferences shaping broker selection. They do help address a first-order concern: what if resident preferences have no correspondence with observed slum leader characteristics? Such a finding would go directly against our theoretical expectations, and thus this test lends a valuable (if imperfect) additional layer of scrutiny to our findings. Instead, we show key client preferences do align with observed slum leader traits, consistent with (if not confirmation of) the fact that client preferences matter in broker selection.  
We recognize that a useful comparison set for slum leaders would be residents who are plausible candidates for the informal position of slum leader—a comparison mirroring our experimental setup.[footnoteRef:6] Identifying such candidates, however, faces several challenges. First, there are no strict and declared lists of required traits for leadership across slums that would prevent some residents from competing, enabling us to identify a universe of plausible candidates.  [6:  We thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this insightful point.] 

Second, we cannot condition on the very traits revealed as important on our experiment, such as occupation or education. If we restrict plausible alternatives to high-status occupations and high education levels, then, by definition, we would not find significant occupational and educational differences between leaders and these plausible alternatives. Such a comparison would not constitute a valid test of our argument. 
Third, we do not believe it would have been valid to ask residents if they sought leadership positions, and compare those who did (and were not leaders) to actual leaders. Actual slum leaders were identified by other residents and party lists to remove the desirability biases inherent to self-reported measures. Comparing actual leaders to self-reported ‘plausible candidates’ would therefore not provide sound inferences, as stated aspirations fall far short of being a reliable measure of an actual plausible candidate. 
Fourth, we cannot replicate the protocol used to construct the slum leader sample for identifying plausible candidates. Party lists (one of our data sources for the slum leader sampling frame) do not include plausible losers. Nor would it make sense to ask residents if there were other residents ‘who could have been leaders but were not.’ The only way to satisfactorily identify all plausible candidates would have been to qualitatively trace the history of informal leadership in each settlement, identifying individuals who tried and failed to become leaders. We were able to do this in the handful of slums in which we conducted our ethnography; doing so across all 111 sampled settlements is infeasible.
Given these challenges, we prefer to compare actual slum leaders to residents. We believe this comparison is especially justifiable. First, unlike formal leaders, who often differ from citizens across a number of metrics, slum leaders are otherwise everyday residents who squatted on the land like their neighbors and built a following afterward. The pool of potential slum leaders, then, is an expansive group with low barriers to entry, as attested to by the wide range of groups represented in our leader sample.
Second, our results hold even if we compare leaders to residents with key observable traits that identify ‘plausible losers’. We identified key traits that met three criteria: (a) appear as close to a ‘necessary’ trait as possible for leadership (a trait that captures roughly 90% of leaders or more); (b) significantly distinguish leaders from residents (eliminating traits that were universal to both residents and slum leaders, such as TV ownership); (c) are not direct measures of traits tested on our experiment (as this would make any further comparison redundant as explained above). We found three traits that fulfill these criteria. First, close to 90% of slum leaders were male, while only 53% of residents were. Second, slum leaders were, on average, older than slum residents (47 years to 36 years). We found 93% of slum leaders were older than 30, compared to just under 60% of residents. Third, we found 98% of slum leaders lived in permanent or semi-permanent constructed dwellings, compared to 85% of residents (a statistically significant difference). 
We therefore restrict our comparison of slum leaders and residents, when both samples are trimmed to male respondents who are above 30 years in age, and live in permanent/semi-permanent dwellings. This trims the sample to just 26% of our resident sample (N=575), while preserving just under 80% of our leader sample (N=498). Our findings regarding education and occupation replicate with this more restrictive comparison. Male slum leaders are significantly more educated (8.5 years to 5.7 years), and significantly more likely to have high-status jobs (13.2% to 6.26%) than these plausible alternatives. They remain significantly less likely to have low-status laborer jobs (39.76% to 7.94%).







Table S.16: Distribution of Job Types across Slum Residents and Slum Leaders
	Job Category
	Residents
	Slum Leaders
	Welch Two Tailed T-Test 

	
	
	
	

	Laborer
	675 (30.70%)
	45 (7.15%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Government Job
	39 (1.77%)
	42 (6.68%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Home Maker
	554 (25.19%)
	0 (0.00%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Small Business—Low Status
	136 (6.18%)
	74 (11.76%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Small Business—Medium Status
	95 (4.32%)
	91 (14.47%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Professional Job
	9 (0.41%)
	22 (3.50%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Salaried Private Sector Job
	117 (5.32%)
	53 (8.43%)
	p = 0.01

	
	
	
	

	Vocational Job
	185 (8.41%)
	61 (9.70%)
	p = 0.33

	
	
	
	

	Driver
	114 (5.18%)
	36 (5.72%)
	p = 0.60

	
	
	
	

	Artisan
	20 (0.91%)
	21 (3.34%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Skilled Laborer
	20 (0.91%)
	10 (1.59%)
	p = 0.21

	
	
	
	

	Contractor
	11 (0.50%)
	26 (4.13%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Student
	119 (5.41%)
	0 (0.00%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Educator
	22 (1.00%)
	13 (2.07%)
	p = 0.08

	
	
	
	

	Real Estate
	2 (0.09%)
	22 (3.50%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Religious Work
	4 (0.18%)
	4 (0.64)
	p = 0.17

	
	
	
	

	Not Working
	57 (2.59%)
	105 (16.69%)
	p < 0.00

	
	
	
	

	Social Work
	3 (0.14%)
	4 (0.64%)
	p = 0.13

	
	
	
	

	Missing
	17 (0.77%)
	0 (0.00%)
	

	
	
	
	

	Total
	2199
	629
	


Notes: Not working includes those who were unemployed, retired, or simply not working at the time of the survey. Slum leaders were primarily more likely to fall into this category because they tend to be older than ordinary residents: the average slum leader was 47.75 years old (SD = 11.79) while the average resident was 36.57 years old (SD =13.03). 92.16% of slum leaders under the average slum leader age were working, while 74.19% of slum leaders above that average age were working. The Welch T-Tests test the difference between the proportions of residents and slum leaders holding a given job.  















Table S.17: Slum Leader Job Coding
	Job Category
	Component Jobs

	
	

	Laborer
	unskilled laborer (mazdoor); painter; sweeper; unskilled factory worker; housemaid; clothing washer; rag picker; porter

	
	

	Government Job
	government peon; government sweeper; rajasthan homeguard; anganwari teacher or worker; government job; railway worker; post office worker; government accountant; army supervisor; municipal worker; public works department worker; police officer

	
	

	Home Maker
	home maker

	
	

	Small Business—Low Status
	bidi seller; paan seller; tea stall owner; general store; vegetable vendor; fruit vendor; food vendor; food caterer; street vendor; wood seller; ironing stall; flower vendor; shoe shiner 

	
	

	Small Business—Medium Status
	furniture business; barber or salon; electronic shop; mechanic shop; shopkeeper; tool shop; utensil shop; toy shop; small clothing store; generic business; small travel agency; jewelry shop; building material supplier; medicine shop; insurance salesman; transportation business; restaurant; tent seller; sporting goods shop; book shop; recycling business; iron goods shop; flour mill; cooking gas supplier; paper distribution; auto parts shop; mobile phone shop

	
	

	Professional Job
	doctor; pharmacist; engineer; web designer; nurse; lawyer; accountant; marketing specialist; journalist; factory manager; nutritionist; finance and banking 

	
	

	Salaried Private Sector Job
	private security guard; private job; restaurant cook; hotel worker; printing; water supplier; worker in newspaper agency; petrol pump operator; export work; private sector peon; private clerk; restaurant waiter; typist

	
	

	Vocational Job
	tailor; butcher; welder; carpenter; mechanic; electrician; gemstone cutter; blacksmith; farmer; embroiderer; barber; leather tanner; animal husbandry; healer; glass worker; plumber; white washer; gardener; cobbler

	
	

	Driver
	autorickshaw driver; driver; transporter; taxi driver; truck driver; bus driver

	
	

	Artisan
	dancer; singer; performer; snake charmer; puppeteer; rug weaver; handicrafts; potter; artist; bangle maker; henna designer; photographer; toy maker

	
	

	Skilled Laborer
	mason; cement foundation layer; construction supervisor; shuttering and roofing

	
	

	Contractor
	contractor

	
	

	Student
	student

	
	

	Educator
	teacher

	
	

	Real Estate
	property business; landlord

	
	

	Religious Work
	priest; astrologer; pundit

	
	

	Unemployed and Retired
	unemployed; retired

	
	

	Social Work
	social worker; NGO staff




Figure S.9: Education Comparison
[image: ]Note: Green bars indicate leaders (N=629), blue bars indicate residents (N=2199). Bars indicate percentage of each respondent category. Capped lines indicate 95% confidence intervals. 
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