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1 Main analysis

This document presents the analysis following the pre-analysis plan (PAP) uploaded on February

20, 2019 at https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/3931. First of all, we would like to

note that the pre-analysis plan is not ideal due to a lack of specificity in some parts. Here, we try

to follow the pre-registered tests and present their results.

As described in Section 4 ‘Statistical analysis’ of the PAP, we first assess normality of the

outcomes and whether their standard deviations (SDs) differ across treatments. For this, we use

the Shapiro-Wilk test for normality and bootstrap the difference in SDs. We find no evidence for

normality and neither for differences in SDs. We hence proceed with Mann-Whitney U (MWU) and

McNemar tests for between- and within-comparisons, respectively.

1.1 Primary outcomes

Beliefs about others’ contributions absent the incentive do not differ between informed and unin-

formed employees (MWU, p=0.91), and neither does the descriptive norm for this scenario (MWU,

p=0.82).

1.2 Secondary outcomes

Beliefs about others’ contributions with the incentive do not differ between informed and uninformed

employees (MWU, p=0.24), and neither does the descriptive norm for this scenario (MWU, p=0.31).

The between-subject differences-in-differences for these two variables are not statistically significant,

either (MWU, p=0.31 for beliefs and p=0.24 for the descriptive norm).
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1.3 Other variables of interest

Unconditional contributions of informed and uninformed employees do not differ, either (MWU,

p=0.73 absent the incentive and p=0.63 with the incentive). The between-subject differences-in-

differences are not statistically significant, either (MWU, p=0.27). Injunctive norms do not differ

between informed and uninformed employees (MWU, p=0.75 absent the incentive, p=0.27 with the

incentive and p=0.68 for the differences-in-differences).

1.4 Robustness variables

Beliefs about the manager’s choice do not differ between informed and uninformed employees

(MWU, p=0.98) and neither do beliefs about the manager’s expected contributions with the incentive

(MWU, p=0.70) and without the incentive (MWU, p=0.25). Beliefs about the manager’s prescriptive

views are also similar (MWU, p=0.58 absent incentives and p=0.91 with incentives).

1.5 Multiple testing corrections

Since all the above are null results, we refrain from correcting the p-values, but we calculate sharpened

q-values (Benjamini, Krieger, and Yekutieli 2006) taking into account i) all p-values of the analysis

presented below in Section 2 and ii) all p-values presented in Sections 4.2, 5.1, and 5.2 of the paper.

2 Heterogeneity

The PAP mentions the following dimensions: conditional cooperators (vs. other types), individual

vs flat performance pay, female vs male, cloud vs other business models and tenure. The latter

could be assessed via median split or for tenure of less than a year (this only applies to 11% of the

sample, we hence opt for the median split as shown in the paper). The PAP also mentions checking

the participation times of employees in the same work team (who are more likely to sit in a shared

office). We include this as a potential source of heterogeneity in the following analysis, where we

use median splits of the completion date within work teams.

Table 1 presents results for beliefs about others’ contributions and for dimensions not shown

in the paper. Wald tests reject the equality of coefficients on the interaction term for conditional

cooperators vs other types (p=0.023, q=0.059), but not for the type of performance incentives (p=0.19,

q=0.322), gender (p=0.38, q=0.51), the type of business model (p=0.35, q=0.47) and completion time

within the team (p=0.93, q=0.91).
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We repeat the analysis for the second pre-specified outcome variable, descriptive norms.

Table 2 presents the results. Wald tests marginally reject the equality of coefficients on the interaction

term for conditional cooperators vs other types when not adjusting for multiple testing (p=0.097,

q=0.19) and individual vs flat incentives (p=0.086, q=0.176), but not for gender (p=0.77, q=0.82), the

type of business model (p=0.69, q=0.75) and completion time within the team (p=0.25, q=0.39).

The following analysis was not pre-specified (and is not considered in the sharpened q-

values), but we consider it useful nonetheless. It tests whether the findings of Deversi et al. (2019),

which were the basis of pre-registering several dimensions of heterogeneity, hold in our sample.

Contrary to their findings, we do not find differences in proportions of conditional cooperators

by incentive scheme (χ2, p=0.35). Neither do women hold different beliefs from men about the

contributions of others (MWU, p=0.51). While individuals who work in the cloud business model

have a higher fraction of conditional cooperators (χ2, p<0.001), their beliefs about contributions of

others do not differ from individuals who work in other business models (MWU, p=0.24).
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3 Exploratory analysis

3.1 Beliefs about cooperation and company perceptions

Beliefs about others’ cooperation are positively but not statistically significantly correlated with agree-

ment (on a scale from 0 to 100) to “People in my team cooperate to get the job done” (Spearman’s

ρ=0.037, p=0.41)1 and to “In my team, recognition and rewards other than money encourage good

performance” (Spearman’s ρ=0.066, p=0.14).

3.2 Employees’ perception and managers’ decisions

See Sections 5.1 and 5.2 in the paper.

3.3 Cooperative types and company perceptions

Types classified based on PGG behavior are correlated (Spearman’s ρ) as follows with agreement

(on a scale from 0 to 100) to “People in my team cooperate to get the job done”. Positively for

unconditional cooperators (ρ=0.15, p<0.001), uncorrelated for free-riders (ρ=0.018, p=0.69), triangle

types (ρ=0.027, p=0.77), and other types (ρ=-0.015, p=0.74) and negatively for conditional cooper-

ators (ρ=-0.10, p=0.027). Unfortunately, we did not receive administrative data on monetary and

non-monetary awards or salary increases. Regarding stress perceptions, we find the following

correlations. Weakly positive for other types (ρ=0.06, p=0.07), no correlation for free-riders (ρ=0.047,

p=0.18), triangle types (ρ=0.05, p=0.47) and conditional cooperators (ρ=-0.02, p=0.54), and negative

for unconditional cooperators (ρ=-0.07, p=0.040).

1Note that the median agreement to this statement is 91.
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