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Who I am
Experience

I PhD Economics, Bocconi University
I Social Norms and Motivation Crowding in Environmental Conservation:

Evidence from an Artefactual Field Experiment (Ecol.Ec.)
I Environmental Degradation and Conservation Among the Rural Poor:

A Charitable Contributions Experiment (Ecol.Ec.)
I Social Status and Influence: Evidence from an Artefactual Field

Experiment on Local Public Good Provision (Ecol.Ec.)

I Visiting doctoral researcher, Chair of Behavioral Economics UZH
I Field experience: Kenya, Sierra Leone, Bolivia, Colombia

I ARV Treatment and Time Allocation to Household Tasks: Evidence
from Kenya (Afr.Dev.Rev.)

I Social Preferences and Environmental quality: Evidence from School
Children in Sierra Leone

Research interests
I Social norms and institutions

I Institutional Quality, Culture and Norms of Cooperation: Experimental
Evidence from Italy and Kosovo (JLE)

I Empowerment and collective action
I Leadership and group behavior



Motivation: It starts at the top..



What is the evidence?

I Correlational studies
I Survey-based assessments of leaders’ moral direction and

influence (Brown et al. 2005; Mayer et al. 2012)
I Empirical studies of employees perceptions of leaders and firm

outcomes (Detert et al. 2007; Burks and Krupka 2012)
I Leaders’ preferences and group outcomes (Kosfeld and Rustagi

2011; Beekman et al. 2011; Jack and Recalde, 2013; d’Adda,
2012)

I Public good/bad experiments (Moxnes and van der Heijden
2003; Potters et al. 2007; Hamman et al. 2012; Ellman and
Pezanis-Christou 2010)

I Efficiency/priorities under varying types of leaders, using
natural experiments (Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004)



Our study

I Investigate leaders’ influence on unethical conduct in a
laboratory experiment

I Real choices: personal financial gain vs. honesty and social
welfare (Fischbacher and Follmi-Heusi 2013)

I Experimental control valuable in studies of leadership:
I Exogenously vary presence/absence of leaders
I Randomize leaders to groups (no selection issues)
I Activate/deactivate leaders’ channels of influence
I Anonimity



Research questions

1. Do unethical leaders produce unethical groups?
I Compare groups with ”unethical” and ”ethical” leaders

I Yes: unethical leaders, when active, generate more unethical
behavior

2. How do leaders influence unethical conduct of followers?
I Vary channels through which leaders can influence groups:

incentives and statements
I Statements appear to be the more important channel

I Analyse incentive and communication strategies used by
leaders

I (Unethical) leaders use incentives and communication to
foster unethical behavior



Design overview

I Stage 1: individual task (1 period)
I Personal financial benefit v. honesty and social welfare
I Measure individuals’ tendency to act dishonestly
I Framing: production task



Stage 1: competitive die roll task

I Individuals compete for a prize (P)

I Actual performance in the task determined by privately
rolling a fair 6-sided die

I Own and others’ reported performance in the task (pi )
determines:

I Share of prize accruing to individual: si = pi
p1+...pi+...pN

, N = 20
I Size of prize P:

I Individual payoff = si ∗ P



Design overview

I Stage 1: individual task (1 period)
I Personal financial benefit v. honesty and social welfare
I Measure individuals’ tendency to act dishonestly
I Framing: production task

I Group formation
I Random allocation of subjects to groups
I Random allocation of subjects to roles within each group
I Groups (”firms”) consisting of ”workers” and leaders

(”supervisors”)

I Stage 2: group task (10 periods)
I Workers: same task as in Stage 1, benefits accrue to group
I Leaders: design varies presence and tools at their disposal



Stage 2: competitive die roll task

I Groups compete for a prize (P)

I Actual performance of the group in the task determined by
workers’ average performance (individual workers privately roll
a fair 6-sided die)

I Leaders do not roll die
I Own and other groups’ reported performance in the task (pg )

determines:
I Share of prize accruing to group: sg =

pg
p1+...pi+...pN

, N = 5
I Size of prize P:

I Group payoff = sg ∗ P



Design overview
I Stage 1: individual task (1 period)

I Personal financial benefit v. honesty and social welfare
I Measure individuals’ tendency to act dishonestly
I Framing: production task

I Group formation
I Random allocation of subjects to groups
I Random allocation of subjects to roles within each group
I Groups (”firms”) consisting of ”workers” and leaders

(”supervisors”)

I Stage 2: group task (10 periods)
I Workers: same task as in Stage 1, benefits accrue to group
I Leaders: design varies presence and tools at their disposal

I Questionnaires
I Individual characteristics
I Perceptions of social norms (Krupka and Weber 2013)



Experimental design



Stage 2: leader conditions
1. Inactive leader

I No instruments for leaders : only observe reported
performance of workers

I Leaders and worker’s payoff:

2. Leader
I Statements: leaders send messages to workers for 90 sec

before workers roll dice in every period of stage 2
I Incentives: leaders allocate bonus pool (45% of group payoff)

among workers; cannot allocate bonus to themselves

3. Leader statements only
4. Leader incentives only



Experimental Design: Feedback

I Stage 1
I Only average reported performance by all 20 subjects
I No information on Stage 1 performance of group members or

leader

I Stage 2
I Average reported performance level across groups, average

reported performance level of each group, individual reported
performance within their group (also of previous periods)

I Incentive conditions: subjects learn the bonus distribution
within their group at end of period



Implementation

I Sessions conducted at Birmingham Experimental Economics
Laboratory (BEEL)

I 20 subjects, 5 ”firms” per session
I 4 sessions per condition (16 sessions total)
I 320 subjects (80 leaders, 240 workers)

I Sessions lasted approximately 90 minutes

I Average payment: 19.94 GBP



Results: Stage 1



Stage 1 performance



Stage 1 performance

I Evidence of heterogeneous misreporting in individual task

I No significant differences between conditions (Kruskal-Wallis
test: p=0.85)

I Slightly higher than in comparable (externality) condition of
Fischbacher and Follmi-Heusi (2013): 4.50 vs. 4.18 (p = 0.1)

I Significantly higher reported performance by males, economics
students, younger subjects and those with low Big 5
conscientiousness score



Results: Stage 2
Do unethical leaders produce unethical behavior?



Stage 2 performance over time



Stage 2 performance over time



Stage 2 performance over time



Stage 2 performance



Results: Stage 2
How do leaders influence unethical conduct of followers?



Stage 2 performance over time



Stage 2 performance over time



Stage 2 performance over time



Stage 2 performance over time



Stage 2 performance over time



Stage 2 performance over time



Results: Leader Strategies
Incentives



Leaders strategies: Incentives



Leaders strategies: Incentives



Results: Leader Strategies
Statements



Leaders strategies: Statements

Coding of leaders’ statements: ’high’ and ’low’ messages

I Request to report high or low performance

I Praise for reporting high or low performance

I Promise of bonus for reporting high or low performance

I Direct reference to dishonesty or honesty

I Other categories: reference to prize, reference to other groups,
reference to earnings, humor, apology, encouragement,
miscellaneous



Leaders strategies: Statements



Leaders strategies: Statements



Leaders strategies: Statements

Frequency of ’high’ and ’low’ messages

I Request to report high (.57) or low (.16) performance

I Praise for reporting high (.16) or low (.05) performance

I Promise of bonus for reporting high (.19) or low (.02)
performance

I Direct reference to dishonesty (.39) or honesty (.12)

I Other categories: reference to prize (.42), reference to other
groups (.24), reference to earnings (.31), humor (.12),
apology (.03), encouragement (.36), miscellaneous (.07)



Communication over time



Leaders’ type and use of strategies: incentives



Leaders’ type and use of strategies: statements



Leaders’ type and use of strategies



Conclusions

I Leaders influence the unethical conduct of followers

I Less ethical leaders (estimated from Stage 1) tend to employ
less ethical strategies and encourage more unethical behavior

I Statements are a more important channel than financial
incentives (cf. Brandts and Cooper, 2007; Brandts, Cooper
and Weber, 2013)

I Incentive use has an effect, but weaker
I Potential exists for communication to yield ethical conduct
I Leaders tend to employ communication strategies that

encourage unethical conduct (over time)



Next steps

I Extensions
I Exploit influence of positive leaders
I Differences when leaders are selected
I Rewards versus sanctions
I Non-monetary incentives
I Leaders’ characteristics: gender

I Field applications
I Naturally occurring groups and leaders: farmers’ cooperatives,

local authorities, sports teams, firms
I Die roll task in the presence or absence of leaders, correlate

with leaders and groups’ characteristics, and real world group
behavior

I Selection of positive leaders to deliver conservation messages
I Possible outcomes: illegal waste disposal, violation of

environmental regulations



Leadeship and energy consumption

I Other work on leadership
I Charismatic leadership increases workers’ effort (joint with

Antonakis, Weber, Zehnder)
I Influence of leadership on effort depends on incentive structure

(joint with Cooper, Weber)

I Applications to energy consumption
I Use of charismatic leadership techniques in energy efficiency

messages
I Study of leadership effectiveness depending on type of energy

conservation behavior



Appendix



Questionnaires

I Incentivized elicitation of social norms (Krupka and Weber,
2013)

I Rate appropriateness of misreporting performance
I Payoff if answer matches that of a randomly selected other

participant

I Protected Values regarding dishonesty (Gibson, Tanner and
Wagner, 2013)

I Big Five (15-item version)

I Machiavellianism (MACH IV)

I Demographic information (e.g., age, gender, field of study)



Stage 1 distribution test



Stage 1 performance by condition



Average Stage 2 performance



Individual characteristics and performance in stage 1



Leaders strategies: Incentives



Leaders strategies: Statements



Social norms


