
Online Appendix
Improving Workplace Climate in Large
Corporations: A Clustered Randomized

Intervention

Sule Alan
Gozde Corekcioglu
Matthias Sutter



Contents

I Appendix A: Additional Tables and Figures 2

II Appendix B: Qualitative Analysis 19

III Appendix C: Intervention Content and Example Activities 20

III.A.Module 1: Online Workshops . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

III.B. Snapshots of Online Workshops . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

III.C.Module 2: Follow-up Projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

IV Appendix D: Experimental Instructions and Implementation of Games 27

IV.A. Endline Games . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

IV.A.1. Ultimatum Game . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

IV.A.2. Sabotage game . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

IV.A.3. Trust game . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

IV.B. Baseline Games . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

IV.B.1. Competition Game . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

IV.B.2. Public Goods Game . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

IV.B.3. Investment Game . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

V Appendix E: Construction of Cohort Segregation Index 33

VI Appendix F: Survey Items 34

VIIAppendix G: Post-Trial testimonials: HR Survey 35

1



I Appendix A: Additional Tables and Figures

Table A.1 Local Average Treatment Effects

Panel I: ITT
Separation (Combined) Prosocial Behavior Workplace Climate Leadership Quality

Treatment -0.049∗∗∗ 0.097∗∗∗ 0.198∗∗ 0.202∗∗
(0.014) (0.020) (0.089) (0.083)

N 2652 2233 2155 2194

Panel II: LATE

Training -0.152∗∗∗ 0.248∗∗∗ 0.483∗ 0.492∗∗
(0.053) (0.083) (0.270) (0.238)

N 2652 2233 2155 2194

Reported estimates are obtained from OLS and IV 2SLS estimations. The outcomes are combined
separation rates and summary indices of outcomes in 3 domains. Separation is a binary measure
of separation in the implementation or post-firing ban period. The implementation period refers
to November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021, and the post-decree period refers to July 1, 2021-November
30, 2021. Summary index is the mean of normalized values of component items in each domain.
Regressions on combined separation rates (column 1) exclude the finance sector (3 firms). Panel
I presents the intent-to-treat effects, and Panel II, local average treatment effects obtained from
IV 2SLS estimations where participation in training is instrumented with assignment to treatment.
Regressions control for Raven’s score, Eye Test score, gender, age, marital status, tenure, number
of children, department size, the share of males in the department, firm size and sector fixed
effects. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization).

To obtain promotion information, we asked HR officials to mark any headquarters em-
ployee who got a promotion (received a higher title along with more responsibility
within the firm) within the period we specified. For the implementation period, we
specified between November 1, 2020 and June 30, 2021 (8 months), and we received
these data in July 2021. For the post-decree period, we specified between July 1, 2021
and November 30, 2021 (5 months), and we received these data in December 2021.

Table A.2 presents the estimated treatment effects on the likelihood of promotion
for implementation and post-decree periods separately. We do not find any treatment
effect on employees’ promotion probabilities for subordinates or leaders in the imple-
mentation period. However, the treatment effect on promotions is negative for both
subordinates and leaders but significantly larger and precisely estimated for the leader
sample in the post-ban period. We estimate 0.13 percentage points lower promotions
for leaders in treated corporations. Our intuition for this negative treatment effect is
the following: Observe in column 1 of Table III that the treatment significantly lowered
quits in the short term for both subordinates and leaders, much more so for the leaders.
In the following fewmonths, we should expect some people to replace separated people
via internal promotions, moving subordinates to leadership, and leaders to upper lead-

2



ership positions. Since the need for replacement was higher for the control firms due
to the higher number of separations, it may be natural to see more promotions in the
control firms than in treatment firms. Our spillover results corroborate this intuition:
Observe that we had found no short-term effect on separations in the nonparticipant
sample. Consistent with this, we find no effect on promotions in this sample for the post-
ban period. As shown in Panel IV, we estimate precise null effects on separation and
promotions for the nonparticipant sample, both in the implementation and post-firing
ban period.
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Table A.2 Treatment Effect on Promotions

Panel I: Full sample
Promotion (Implementation) Promotion (Post-decree)

Treatment 0.007 0.018 -0.056 -0.055
(0.022) (0.020) (0.034) (0.035)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.808 0.516 0.206 0.247
Control Mean 0.068 0.068 0.089 0.089
N 3076 3076 2537 2537
Covariates Yes No Yes No

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment 0.002 0.012 -0.042 -0.044

(0.026) (0.023) (0.031) (0.031)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.945 0.649 0.298 0.303
Control Mean 0.069 0.069 0.076 0.076
N 2547 2547 2102 2102
Covariates Yes No Yes No

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment 0.039 0.047 -0.129∗∗ -0.105∗

(0.029) (0.028) (0.053) (0.056)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.395 0.251 0.082 0.159
Subordinate = Leader 0.362 0.295 0.001 0.049
Control Mean 0.060 0.060 0.156 0.156
N 529 529 435 435
Covariates Yes No Yes No

Panel IV: Non-participant sample
Treatment 0.022 0.022 -0.013 -0.021

(0.013) (0.015) (0.016) (0.025)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.237 0.242 0.549 0.523
Control Mean 0.028 0.028 0.037 0.037
N 1240 1240 1059 1059
Covariates Yes No Yes No

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. Regressions covering
the post-firing ban period (columns 3 and 4) exclude the finance sector (3 firms). The implementation
period refers to November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021, and the post-decree period refers to July 1, 2021-
November 30, 2021. Promotion is a binary measure of internal promotion. Panel I provides estimated
treatment effects using the full sample, Panel II, subordinate sample, Panel III leader sample, and
Panel IV non-participant sample. Regressions control for Raven’s score, Eye Test score, gender, age,
marital status, number of children, tenure, department size, the share of males in the department,
firm size and sector fixed effects. Non-participant sample regressions control for gender, department
size, share of males in the department firm size and sector dummies. Standard errors are clustered
at the firm level (unit of randomization) and wild bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for small sample,
are provided.
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Table A.3 Predictive Validity of Sabotage Game

Panel I: Full sample
Sabotage Behavior (Binary)

Raven’s Score (IQ) -0.061∗∗∗
(0.006)

Eyes Score (Emotional Intelligence) -0.006
(0.008)

Trust: sent amont -0.001∗
(0.000)

Reciprocity -0.047
(0.058)

Competitiveness (d) -0.103∗∗∗
(0.030)

Cooperation -0.005∗∗∗
(0.002)

Panel II: Control firms only
Sabotage Behavior (Binary)

Raven’s Score (IQ) -0.049∗∗∗
(0.007)

Eyes Score (Emotional Intelligence) -0.004
(0.009)

Trust: sent amont -0.001∗∗∗
(0.000)

Reciprocity -0.065
(0.041)

Competitiveness (d) -0.058∗
(0.032)

Cooperation -0.004∗
(0.003)

Reported estimates are obtained from logistic regressions where the binary dependent variable
takes the value of 1 if the person used non-zero amount of sabotage endowment, and zero
otherwise. Panel I presents results for the full sample, and Panel II, only for the Control firms.
Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization).

Table A.4 Balance at Amended Baseline

N Control Mean Treatment Mean Difference (T-C) P-value of Difference
Male 2332 0.734 0.671 -0.087 0.137
Age 2257 36.524 35.519 -0.456 0.468
Married 2235 0.709 0.655 -0.055 0.086∗
Tenure (yearly) 2204 7.657 7.023 0.251 0.785
Raven’s Score (IQ) 2130 0.024 0.093 0.063 0.410
Eyes Score (Emotional Intelligence) 2119 0.037 0.007 0.027 0.760

Reported statistics use the total baseline sample amended by baseline data collected in Fall
2020. This table presents the balance of individual-level variables. Cognitive tests are standard-
ized. P-values are obtained by controlling for randomization strata (sector). Standard errors are
clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization).
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Table A.5 Balance at Baseline: Subordinates and Leaders

Panel I: Subordinates only
N Control Mean Treatment Mean Difference (T-C) P-value of Difference

Male 1635 0.619 0.543 -0.084 0.117
Age 1636 34.818 34.577 -0.012 0.984
Married 1483 0.645 0.586 -0.063 0.105
Tenure (yearly) 1473 6.672 7.029 0.308 0.669
Leader Age 906 42.102 41.334 -0.592 0.615
Under Male Leader 1140 0.734 0.718 -0.021 0.620
Raven’s Score (IQ) 1522 -0.040 0.044 0.027 0.738
Eyes Score (Emotional Intelligence) 1526 -0.012 -0.237 -0.122 0.194
Risk Attitude 1484 -0.024 -0.002 -0.048 0.339
Competitiveness 1478 0.486 0.469 -0.017 0.468
Cooperation 1484 -0.029 0.031 0.031 0.613
Workplace Satisfaction 1085 -0.069 0.035 0.167 0.061∗
Collegial Department 1144 -0.045 -0.116 0.008 0.908
Meritocratic Values 1057 -0.097 0.093 0.283 0.004∗∗∗
Behavioral Norms 1088 -0.029 0.019 0.105 0.278
Prescriptive Norms 970 -0.050 -0.019 0.070 0.488
Leader Quality 1010 -0.020 0.016 0.076 0.282
Nominated Leader as Professional Help 1231 0.582 0.642 0.065 0.134
Nominated Leader as Personal Help 1231 0.455 0.485 0.060 0.151

Panel II: Leaders only

Male 353 0.711 0.672 -0.029 0.500
Age 353 41.983 41.444 -0.695 0.424
Married 316 0.792 0.803 0.012 0.765
Tenure (yearly) 312 10.559 10.615 -0.200 0.909
Leader Age 154 44.012 46.268 2.803 0.086∗
Under Male Leader 257 0.786 0.675 -0.089 0.153
Raven’s Score (IQ) 330 0.214 0.232 -0.033 0.814
Eyes Score (Emotional Intelligence) 332 -0.174 -0.304 -0.099 0.596
Risk Attitude 321 0.115 0.051 -0.071 0.441
Competitiveness 319 0.579 0.613 0.006 0.867
Cooperation 321 0.140 0.157 -0.020 0.858
Workplace Satisfaction 246 0.267 0.301 0.025 0.819
Collegial Department 258 0.175 0.030 -0.116 0.129
Meritocratic Values 230 0.412 0.302 -0.094 0.421
Behavioral Norms 245 0.122 0.049 -0.099 0.350
Prescriptive Norms 224 0.187 0.165 -0.029 0.749
Leader Quality 224 0.077 -0.060 -0.091 0.429
Nominated Leader as Professional Help 261 0.439 0.486 0.057 0.418
Nominated Leader as Personal Help 261 0.447 0.377 -0.058 0.490

Reported statistics use the Fall 2019 baseline sample. Panel I presents the balance of individual-level
variables for the subordinates, and Panel II for the leaders. Cognitive tests, risk attitude, cooperation
and survey measures are standardized. P-values are obtained by controlling for randomization strata
(sector). Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization).
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Table A.6 Correlates of Separation

Separation (Implementation and Post-decree)
Male -0.025∗∗

(0.010)
Raven’s Score (IQ) 0.010∗∗

(0.004)
Eyes Score (Emotional Intelligence) 0.007

(0.005)
Married -0.048∗∗∗

(0.010)
Number of children -0.033∗∗∗

(0.006)
Tenure (years) -0.005∗∗∗

(0.001)
Log Firm size -0.021

(0.025)
Log Department size -0.004

(0.013)
Department Male Share -0.030

(0.047)
N 4315 4315 4315 4315 4315 4315 4315 4315 4315

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The outcome is a
binary measure of separation in the implementation or post-firing ban period. The implementation
period refers to November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021, and the post-decree period refers to July 1, 2021-
November 30, 2021. Regressions control for sector fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the
firm level (unit of randomization).

Table A.7 Correlates of Prosocial Behavior

Pro-Social Behavior
Male 0.066∗∗

(0.025)
Raven’s Score (IQ) 0.032∗∗∗

(0.008)
Eyes Score (Emotional Intelligence) 0.002

(0.008)
Married 0.020

(0.019)
Number of children 0.026∗

(0.014)
Tenure (years) -0.001

(0.002)
Log Firm size -0.067∗∗

(0.027)
Log Department size -0.032∗∗

(0.013)
Department Male Share 0.064

(0.076)
N 2233 2233 2233 2233 2233 2233 2233 2233 2233

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The outcome is a
summary index of prosocial behavior, computed as the mean of normalized values of experimentally
elicited measures of pro and antisocial behavior. Regressions control for sector fixed effects. Standard
errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization).
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Table A.8 Correlates of Workplace Climate

Workplace Climate
Male 0.096∗

(0.046)
Raven’s Score (IQ) 0.001

(0.017)
Eyes Score (Emotional Intelligence) 0.000

(0.014)
Married 0.045

(0.034)
Number of children 0.057∗∗

(0.022)
Tenure (years) 0.004

(0.003)
Log Firm size -0.006

(0.083)
Log Department size -0.106∗∗

(0.039)
Department Male Share 0.043

(0.167)
N 2155 2155 2155 2155 2155 2155 2155 2155 2155

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The outcome is a
summary index of workplace climate, computed as the mean of normalized values of survey measures
of workplace quality and relational atmosphere. Regressions control for sector fixed effects. Standard
errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization).
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Table A.9 Treatment Effects on Pro and Antisocial Behavior (without covariates)

Panel I: Full sample
Sabotage Trust Reciprocity Ultimatum Offer Min. Accepted

Treatment -3.259∗∗∗ 0.792 0.029∗∗∗ 3.408 -2.067
(0.564) (1.644) (0.010) (2.074) (1.435)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.000 0.753 0.013 0.191 0.232
Control Mean 23.128 52.149 0.371 101.145 97.966
N 2233 2233 2233 2233 2233

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -3.294∗∗∗ 0.163 0.031∗∗∗ 2.979 -2.601

(0.614) (1.562) (0.011) (2.282) (1.685)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.000 0.949 0.034 0.299 0.210
Control Mean 22.678 51.443 0.362 101.086 98.375
N 1839 1839 1839 1839 1839

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -4.122∗∗ 1.639 0.013 3.957 0.188

(1.476) (2.022) (0.026) (2.855) (4.560)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.025 0.520 0.690 0.254 0.969
Subordinate = Leader 0.626 0.434 0.560 0.779 0.598
Control Mean 25.344 55.628 0.415 101.437 95.949
N 394 394 394 394 394

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The dependent
variables are: Sabotage: the amount of sabotage endowment used, Trust: the amount of money
sent to the anonymous receiver, Reciprocity: average fraction sent back to the sender, Ultima-
tum offered: the amount offered by the proposer, and Min. Accepted: the minimum acceptable
offer reported. Panel I provides estimated treatment effects using the full sample, Panel II, sub-
ordinate sample, and Panel III leader sample. Regressions only control for sector dummies.
Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization) and wild bootstrapped
p-values, adjusted for small sample, are provided.
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Table A.10 Treatment Effects on Support Networks (without covariates)

Panel I: Full sample
Proportion Isolated Department Density Cohort Segregation

Professional S. Personal S. Professional S. Personal S. Professional S. Personal S.
Treatment -0.055∗ -0.086∗∗∗ 0.030 0.024 -0.032 -0.074∗∗∗

(0.031) (0.025) (0.021) (0.016) (0.019) (0.019)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.262 0.018 0.252 0.253 0.152 0.008
Control Mean 0.132 0.237 0.058 0.048 0.026 0.050
N 163 163 162 161 138 137

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -0.068∗∗ -0.091∗∗∗ 0.024 0.027 -0.013 -0.031

(0.030) (0.027) (0.016) (0.016) (0.023) (0.021)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.162 0.022 0.240 0.169 0.634 0.205
Control Mean 0.136 0.178 0.043 0.036 0.043 0.105
N 161 161 160 159 120 119

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. All dependent vari-
ables are constructed at the department level. Panel I provides estimated treatment effects using the
full sample, and Panel II, subordinate sample. Regressions only control for sector dummies. Standard
errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization) and wild bootstrapped p-values, adjusted
for small sample, are provided.

Table A.11 Treatment Effects on Perceived Workplace Climate (without covariates)

Panel I: Full sample
Workplace Quality Relational Atmosphere

Workplace S. Meritocratic Values Collegial Dept. Behavioral Norms Prescriptive Norms
Treatment 0.224∗∗ 0.215∗ 0.201∗∗ 0.117 0.160∗

(0.106) (0.104) (0.090) (0.083) (0.085)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.081 0.110 0.074 0.248 0.123
Control Mean 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000
N 2155 2155 2194 2183 2174

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment 0.272∗∗ 0.258∗∗ 0.223∗∗ 0.126 0.178∗

(0.100) (0.103) (0.089) (0.087) (0.087)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.019 0.070 0.058 0.239 0.099
Control Mean -0.052 -0.056 -0.033 0.001 -0.034
N 1772 1772 1804 1796 1789

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -0.046 -0.050 0.075 0.063 0.023

(0.136) (0.126) (0.100) (0.091) (0.110)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.780 0.768 0.504 0.557 0.857
Subordinate = Leader 0.000 0.001 0.013 0.414 0.093
Control Mean 0.255 0.271 0.160 -0.004 0.165
N 383 383 390 387 385

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. Panel I provides
estimated treatment effects using the full sample, Panel II, subordinate sample, and Panel III leader
sample. Regressions only control for sector dummies. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level
(unit of randomization) and wild bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for small sample, are provided.
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Table A.12 Treatment Effects on COVID-19 Related Well-Being (without covariates)

Panel I: Full sample
Prefer to Work at Home Feel Lonely Not Connected to Colleagues Not Connected to Leader Increased Vice Consumption

Treatment -0.039 0.011 0.025 -0.038∗∗ 0.007
(0.030) (0.021) (0.020) (0.017) (0.008)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.270 0.715 0.308 0.068 0.486
Control Mean 0.611 0.448 0.352 0.361 0.027
N 2150 2150 2150 2150 2150

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -0.035 -0.002 0.006 -0.032∗ 0.004

(0.036) (0.020) (0.021) (0.018) (0.008)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.425 0.942 0.802 0.116 0.650
Control Mean 0.631 0.449 0.353 0.362 0.026
N 1767 1767 1767 1767 1767

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -0.046 0.069 0.110∗∗ -0.070 0.015

(0.043) (0.071) (0.045) (0.051) (0.018)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.392 0.532 0.086 0.258 0.455
Subordinate = Leader 0.859 0.325 0.019 0.483 0.553
Control Mean 0.512 0.440 0.344 0.354 0.033
N 383 383 383 383 383

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. Panel I provides
estimated treatment effects using the full sample, Panel II, subordinate sample, and Panel III leader
sample. Regressions only control for sector dummies. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level
(unit of randomization) and wild bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for small sample, are provided.

Table A.13 Treatment Effects on Summary Indices (without covariates)

Panel I: Full sample
Pro-Social Behavior Workplace Climate Leadership Quality

Treatment 0.100∗∗∗ 0.184∗∗ 0.187∗∗
(0.021) (0.080) (0.089)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.005 0.071 0.086
Control Mean 0.000 -0.002 0.000
N 2233 2155 2194

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment 0.099∗∗∗ 0.213∗∗ 0.199∗∗

(0.021) (0.076) (0.092)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.009 0.036 0.086
Control Mean -0.011 -0.037 -0.008
N 1839 1772 1804

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment 0.093∗∗ 0.012 0.146

(0.044) (0.095) (0.116)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.101 0.901 0.284
Control Mean 0.053 0.169 0.037
N 394 383 390

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The outcomes
are summary indices of outcomes in 3 domains. Summary index is the mean of normalized
values of component items in each domain. Panel I provides estimated treatment effects using
the full sample, Panel II, subordinate sample, and Panel III leader sample. Regressions control
for sector fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization)
and wild bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for small sample, are provided.
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Table A.14 Treatment Effects on Summary Indices: Firm-level Regressions

Separation (Implementation) Prosocial Behavior Workplace Climate Leadership Quality
Treatment -0.029 0.092∗∗∗ 0.170∗ 0.188∗

(0.018) (0.028) (0.091) (0.093)
Control Mean 0.068 0.002 -0.026 -0.056
N 20 20 20 20

Reported estimates are obtained from firm-level ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The
outcomes are separation and summary indices of outcomes in 3 domains. Separation is a binary
measure of implementation period separation. The implementation period refers to November
1, 2020-June 30, 2021. Summary index is the mean of normalized values of component items in
each domain. Regressions control for sector fixed effects. Robust standard errors are provided.

Table A.15 Association between Separation and Workplace Climate

Separation (Implementation and Post-decree)
Workplace Satisfaction -0.044∗∗∗

(0.006)
Meritocratic Values -0.033∗∗∗

(0.005)
Collegial Department -0.037∗∗∗

(0.008)
Behavioral Norms -0.015∗

(0.008)
Prescriptive Norms -0.017∗∗

(0.007)
Leader Professionalism -0.028∗∗∗

(0.008)
Leader Empathy -0.024∗∗

(0.010)
N 2149 2149 2187 2176 2167 2187 2187

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The outcome
is a binary measure of separation in the implementation or post-firing ban period. The im-
plementation period refers to November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021, and the post-decree period
refers to July 1, 2021-November 30, 2021. Regressions control for sector fixed effects. Stan-
dard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization). All survey measures are
standardized.

12



Table A.16 Treatment Effects on Employee Separation

Panel I: Full sample
Separation (Implementation) Separation (Post-decree)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Treatment -0.023∗∗ -0.022∗∗ -0.016 -0.029∗∗∗ -0.027∗∗ -0.015

(0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.009) (0.009) (0.013)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.025 0.048 0.237 0.024 0.026 0.408
Control Mean 0.049 0.049 0.049 0.067 0.067 0.067
N 2653 2653 2653 2537 2537 2537
Covariates All Partial No All Partial No

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -0.018∗ -0.017∗ -0.010 -0.034∗∗∗ -0.032∗∗∗ -0.018

(0.009) (0.009) (0.012) (0.010) (0.010) (0.015)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.096 0.138 0.474 0.019 0.024 0.379
Control Mean 0.047 0.047 0.047 0.067 0.067 0.067
N 2199 2199 2199 2102 2102 2102
Covariates All Partial No All Partial No

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -0.043∗ -0.040∗ -0.042∗ -0.011 -0.005 -0.002

(0.021) (0.023) (0.021) (0.023) (0.024) (0.025)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.065 0.119 0.064 0.703 0.847 0.945
Subordinate = Leader 0.194 0.262 0.153 0.331 0.300 0.580
Control Mean 0.057 0.057 0.057 0.065 0.065 0.065
N 454 454 454 435 435 435
Covariates All Partial No All Partial No

Panel IV: Non-participant sample
Treatment -0.023 -0.023 -0.022 -0.004 -0.004 -0.002

(0.022) (0.021) (0.021) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.700 0.693 0.585 0.744 0.753 0.855
Control Mean 0.061 0.061 0.061 0.043 0.043 0.043
N 1115 1115 1115 1059 1059 1059
Covariates All Partial No All Partial No

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The implemen-
tation period refers to November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021, and the post-decree period refers to
July 1, 2021-November 30, 2021. All regressions exclude the finance sector (3 firms), all of
which (control and treated) had received the treatment by the time we collected the post-decree
data (December 2021). Panel I provides estimated treatment effects using the full sample, Panel
II, subordinate sample, Panel III leader sample, and Panel IV non-participant sample. Regres-
sions in columns 1 and 4 control for Raven’s score, Eye Test score, gender, age, marital status,
number of children, tenure, department size, the share of males in the department, and log
firm size. Regressions in columns 2 and 5 control for department size, the share of males in the
department, and log firm size. Non-participant sample regressions in columns 1 and 4 control
for gender, department size, share of males in the department, and log firm size. All regressions
control for sector fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomiza-
tion) and wild bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for small sample, are provided. The separation
status of 13 employees is missing in the data.
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Table A.17 Treatment Effects on Post-Decree Layoffs and Quits

Panel I: Full sample
(July 2021-November 2021)

Layoffs Quits
Treatment -0.006 -0.024∗

(0.009) (0.013)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.688 0.157
Control Mean 0.012 0.055
N 2537 2537

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -0.006 -0.028∗

(0.009) (0.015)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.702 0.147
Control Mean 0.012 0.056
N 2102 2102

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -0.011 0.000

(0.011) (0.016)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.463 0.998
Subordinate = Leader 0.583 0.199
Control Mean 0.013 0.052
N 435 435

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) re-
gressions. Regressions cover the post-firing ban period (July 1, 2021-
November 30, 2021) and exclude the finance sector (3 firms). Panel
I provides estimated treatment effects using the full sample, Panel II,
subordinate sample, and Panel III leader sample. Regressions control
for Raven’s score, Eye Test score, gender, age, marital status, num-
ber of children, tenure, department size, the share of males in the de-
partment, firm size and sector fixed effects. Standard errors are clus-
tered at the firm level (unit of randomization) and wild bootstrapped
p-values, adjusted for small sample, are provided.
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Table A.18 Heterogeneous Treatment Effects by Tenure

Panel I: Full sample Separation (Combined) Prosocial Behavior Workplace Climate Leadership Quality
Treatment -0.057∗∗∗ 0.092∗∗ 0.262∗∗∗ 0.288∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.037) (0.091) (0.097)

Tenure -0.001 -0.003 0.001 0.003
(0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.006)

Treatment × Tenure 0.001 0.001 -0.009 -0.012
(0.002) (0.004) (0.006) (0.008)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.544 0.871 0.131 0.163
Control Mean 0.113 0.000 -0.002 0.000
N 2652 2233 2155 2194

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -0.055∗∗ 0.091∗∗ 0.283∗∗∗ 0.299∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.036) (0.085) (0.095)

Tenure -0.002∗∗ -0.001 -0.001 0.003
(0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.007)

Treatment × Tenure 0.001 0.001 -0.008 -0.013
(0.002) (0.004) (0.005) (0.008)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.624 0.921 0.181 0.124
Control Mean 0.112 -0.011 -0.037 -0.008
N 2198 1839 1772 1804

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -0.089 0.061 0.104 0.245

(0.062) (0.078) (0.158) (0.159)

Tenure 0.001 -0.007 0.006 0.000
(0.004) (0.006) (0.007) (0.008)

Treatment × Tenure 0.004 0.003 -0.011 -0.009
(0.006) (0.008) (0.011) (0.011)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.591 0.751 0.425 0.454
Control Mean 0.118 0.053 0.169 0.037
N 454 394 383 390

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The outcomes
are separation and summary indices of outcomes in 3 domains. Separation is a binary mea-
sure of separation in the implementation or post-firing ban period. The implementation period
refers to November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021, and the post-decree period refers to July 1, 2021-
November 30, 2021. Summary index is the mean of normalized values of component items in
each domain. Regressions on separation exclude the finance sector (3 firms). Panel I provides
estimated treatment effects using the full sample, Panel II, subordinate sample, and Panel III
leader sample. Regressions control for Raven’s score, Eye Test score, gender, age, marital status,
number of children, department size, the share of males in the department, firm size and sector
fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization) and wild
bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for small sample, are provided for the interaction coefficient.
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Table A.19 Heterogeneous Treatment Effects by Gender

Panel I: Full sample Separation (Combined) Prosocial Behavior Workplace Climate Leadership Quality
Treatment -0.033 0.082∗ 0.280∗∗ 0.287∗∗

(0.023) (0.043) (0.109) (0.102)

Male 0.006 0.052 0.139∗∗ 0.109
(0.014) (0.037) (0.063) (0.067)

Treatment × Male -0.024 0.023 -0.120 -0.124
(0.027) (0.047) (0.085) (0.089)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.424 0.653 0.213 0.224
Control Mean 0.113 0.000 -0.002 0.000
N 2652 2233 2155 2194

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -0.036 0.100∗∗ 0.310∗∗∗ 0.281∗∗

(0.024) (0.038) (0.105) (0.098)

Male -0.006 0.065∗ 0.133∗ 0.108
(0.020) (0.032) (0.068) (0.074)

Treatment × Male -0.018 -0.008 -0.119 -0.098
(0.027) (0.042) (0.092) (0.106)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.501 0.843 0.262 0.422
Control Mean 0.112 -0.011 -0.037 -0.008
N 2198 1839 1772 1804

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -0.007 -0.057 0.036 0.299

(0.068) (0.128) (0.176) (0.231)

Male 0.075 -0.032 0.100 0.063
(0.078) (0.099) (0.086) (0.162)

Treatment × Male -0.058 0.192 -0.049 -0.192
(0.103) (0.135) (0.155) (0.204)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.593 0.238 0.776 0.391
Control Mean 0.118 0.053 0.169 0.037
N 454 394 383 390

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The outcomes
are separation and summary indices of outcomes in 3 domains. Separation is a binary mea-
sure of separation in the implementation or post-firing ban period. The implementation period
refers to November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021, and the post-decree period refers to July 1, 2021-
November 30, 2021. Summary index is the mean of normalized values of component items in
each domain. Regressions on separation exclude the finance sector (3 firms). Panel I provides
estimated treatment effects using the full sample, Panel II, subordinate sample, and Panel III
leader sample. Regressions control for Raven’s score, Eye Test score, age, marital status, number
of children, tenure, department size, the share of males in the department, firm size and sector
fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization) and wild
bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for small sample, are provided for the interaction coefficient.
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Table A.20 Heterogeneous Treatment Effects by Leader Gender

Panel I: Full sample Separation (Combined) Prosocial Behavior Workplace Climate Leadership Quality
Treatment -0.016 0.081∗∗∗ 0.322∗ 0.266

(0.033) (0.026) (0.159) (0.177)

Male Leader -0.016 0.000 0.217∗ 0.197
(0.028) (0.022) (0.122) (0.157)

Treatment × Male Leader -0.052 0.006 -0.168 -0.095
(0.037) (0.030) (0.162) (0.182)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.170 0.864 0.428 0.662
Control Mean 0.113 0.000 -0.002 0.000
N 1527 1773 1805 1837

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -0.015 0.096∗∗ 0.397∗∗ 0.314

(0.042) (0.034) (0.153) (0.188)

Male Leader -0.035 0.004 0.279∗∗ 0.247
(0.029) (0.034) (0.122) (0.192)

Treatment × Male Leader -0.062 -0.013 -0.223 -0.147
(0.046) (0.041) (0.163) (0.218)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.240 0.796 0.303 0.612
Control Mean 0.112 -0.011 -0.037 -0.008
N 1249 1451 1479 1505

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment 0.020 -0.070 -0.133 0.121

(0.044) (0.088) (0.179) (0.321)

Male Leader 0.163∗ -0.085 -0.196 0.051
(0.084) (0.104) (0.131) (0.221)

Treatment × Male Leader -0.030 0.172 0.099 0.035
(0.082) (0.116) (0.176) (0.299)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.743 0.142 0.686 0.930
Control Mean 0.118 0.053 0.169 0.037
N 278 322 326 332

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The outcomes
are separation and summary indices of outcomes in 3 domains. Separation is a binary measure
of separation in the implementation or post-firing ban period. The implementation period refers
to November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021, and the post-decree period refers to July 1, 2021-November
30, 2021. Summary index is the mean of normalized values of component items in each domain.
Regressions on separation exclude the finance sector (3 firms). Panel I provides estimated treat-
ment effects using the full sample, Panel II, subordinate sample, and Panel III leader sample.
Regressions control for Raven’s score, Eye Test score, gender, age, marital status, number of
children, tenure, department size, the share of males in the department, firm size and sector
fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization) and wild
bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for small sample, are provided for the interaction coefficient.

17



Table A.21 Association between Leadership Quality and Workplace Climate, Control Sample

Leadership Quality
Workplace Satisfaction 0.546∗∗∗

(0.032)
Meritocratic Values 0.502∗∗∗

(0.033)
Collegial Department 0.755∗∗∗

(0.018)
Behavioral Norms 0.448∗∗∗

(0.025)
Prescriptive Norms 0.466∗∗∗

(0.033)
N 1230 1230 1259 1251 1244

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions.
The outcome is a summary index, constructed as the mean of normalized values
of component items measuring leadership quality. Regressions control for sector
fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomiza-
tion). All survey measures are standardized.

Table A.22 Mediating Effects of Leadership Quality

Panel I: Full Sample
Separation (Implementation) Prosocial Behavior Workplace Climate
Mean [95% Conf. Interval] Mean [95% Conf. Interval] Mean [95% Conf. Interval]

Mediation Effect -0.004 -0.008 -0.000 -0.002 -0.009 0.003 0.113 0.021 0.212

Direct Effect -0.039 -0.063 -0.017 0.102 0.056 0.146 0.088 -0.024 0.196

Total Effect -0.043 -0.067 -0.020 0.099 0.053 0.143 0.201 0.052 0.351

% Effect Mediated 0.082 0.053 0.179 -0.022 -0.041 -0.015 0.552 0.321 2.024

Panel II: Subordinates only
Mediation Effect -0.004 -0.009 -0.001 -0.001 -0.007 0.005 0.124 0.028 0.226

Direct Effect -0.037 -0.060 -0.015 0.099 0.050 0.145 0.110 -0.001 0.217

Total Effect -0.042 -0.065 -0.019 0.098 0.049 0.143 0.234 0.084 0.386

% Effect Mediated 0.105 0.067 0.228 -0.007 -0.013 -0.005 0.522 0.319 1.463

Panel III: Leaders only
Mediation Effect -0.001 -0.004 0.002 -0.008 -0.039 0.013 0.076 -0.076 0.236

Direct Effect -0.037 -0.090 0.014 0.088 -0.006 0.179 -0.074 -0.211 0.059

Total Effect -0.038 -0.090 0.014 0.080 -0.017 0.174 0.002 -0.200 0.208

% Effect Mediated 0.015 -0.141 0.169 -0.090 -0.943 0.738 0.347 -19.267 11.507

Mediation effects are computed using the parametric algorithm described in Imai et al. (2010). The
mediator is a summary index of leadership quality constructed as the mean of normalized values of
items measuring leadership quality. Separation is measured in the implementation period (Novem-
ber 1, 2020-June 30, 2021). The predicted values of the mediator are obtained from ordinary least
squares (OLS) regressions controlling for Ravens score, Eye Test score, gender, age, marital status,
number of children, tenure, department size, the share of males in the department, firm size and sec-
tor fixed effects. Estimates in Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization).
Panel I provides estimated treatment effects using the full sample, Panel II, subordinate sample, and
Panel III, leader sample.
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II Appendix B: Qualitative Analysis

After some informal conversations with a number of currently working and retired pro-
fessionals about the difficulties of corporate life, we decided to run a simple survey
using a professional network. We sent out a short survey to 80 professionals. We re-
ceived responses from 68 of them, 30 of whom no longer work in the corporate sector.
The question was worded in the following way:

We would like to know the most important challenges one faces when working in
corporate sector as a white-collar professional. Please rank the following options from
1 to 9, with the most commonly observed challenge taking the value 1, and the least
taking the value 9.

1. Long working hours, heavy workload

2. Low pay

3. Lack of meritocracy

4. Hypercompetition

5. Gossip, poor quality in human relations

6. Feeling unappreciated

7. Language used by leaders

8. Unappreciative leaders

9. Bullying and mobbing by leaders

We then grouped items 4-6 as “toxic relations", 7-9 as “difficult leaders". We then
calculated the proportion of people who stated these as top 3 challenges faced in the
corporate life. Figure B.1 presents the results for the full sample (68 professionals),
currently working professionals (38) and retired professionals (30).
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Figure B.1 Qualitative Evidence

.

III Appendix C: Intervention Content and Example
Activities

III.A. Module 1: Online Workshops

Below we present an outline of the content covered in the online training sessions.

Session 1: Time-travel to the company’s future

• Short presentation by the trainer on the importance of workplace culture, cultural
transformation and shifting workplace paradigms.

• Group activity: Close your eyes and imagine your aspired workplace in 2040. De-
scribe the workplace climate and the relational atmosphere. Then discuss the obsta-
cles in your current working environment to achieving this ideal environment.

• Sharing and openly debating each group’s output.
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• Brain storming activity: What can be done in the current workplace to improve:
appreciation, feedback provision, communication, reception of innovative ideas, re-
spectful treatment of one another, and good leadership practices?

Session 2: Understanding each other

• Short presentation by the trainer on empathy.

• Group activity: Participants are randomly assigned to groups of leaders and subor-
dinates, where they switch roles. They form gossip circles and openly criticize the
other group in this role-playing exercise with respect to complaints, expectations,
and vulnerabilities.

• The critiques are then shared with and discussed among the entire group.

Session 3: Good leadership practices

• Interactive survey: Rank the most important qualities of a good leader.

• Short presentation by the trainer on good leadership including anecdotes and
case studies.

• Discussion of survey results in the context of the current company.

Session 4: Relying on each other

• Demonstrations of proactive and reactive behavior in the workplace using cre-
ative drama.

• Group activity: Each group performs a sculpture, expressing one of the following
themes: cooperation, leadership, employee engagement, effective communication,
positive behavior and trust. The other groups try to guess the exhibited concept.

• Sharing anecdotes from the current workplace related to these themes.

Session 5: Respectful and peaceful communication

• Short presentation by the trainer on respectful and peaceful communication.

• Demonstrations of toxic language in the workplace using creative drama.
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• Group activity: In groups, employees complete the following sentences: “The most
influential phrase I have heard on communication is ...”, “I would trust my depart-
ment colleagues more, if ...”, “I would trust my leaders more, if ...”, “I would trust
my subordinates more, if ...”

III.B. Snapshots of Online Workshops

Figure C.1 Session 1: Time-travel to the company’s future

In randomly formed groups, participants described their imagined future workplace and
list obstacles in achieving this ideal environment. Exact translations from Turkish.

Figure C.2 Session 2: Role-playing exercises

In groups, participants assumed different roles as leaders and subordinates, and stated their com-
plaints and expectations. Exact translations from Turkish.
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Figure C.3 Session 3: Good leadership practices

In an interactive survey, participants ranked qualities that a good leader must possess. The bars
represent the number of participants that voted for a given option. Exact translations from Turkish.
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Figure C.4 Session 4: Relying on each other

III.C. Module 2: Follow-up Projects

Below we list a selection of the projects developed and proposed during the follow-up
phase.

1. One-on-one meetings with leader: Receiving regular feedback from team leaders.

2. Supporting areas of development: A platform in which employees can demand
training in areas of development leading to their professional goals.
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3. Mentoring program: A program in which subordinates choose a leader-manager
mentor whose expertise they trust and whom they feel comfortable working with.
Subordinates will develop and lead their projects to success with their mentors.

4. Project evaluation committee: Setting up a project evaluation committee towhich
the employees can propose feasible projects they have developed to improvework-
place climate.

5. Monthly inter-departmental visits: Each month, one employee from each depart-
ment will visit another department for a full day. Visits will be exchanged be-
tween co-working departments with different functions. This project is aimed
to improve inter-departmental communication and empathy through first-hand
experience of each other’s work processes.
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Figure C.5 Presentations of follow-up projects by team representatives
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IV Appendix D: Experimental Instructions and
Implementation of Games

IV.A. Endline Games

You are going to play three games today. You will be able to earn a monetary reward
in each game, which will be determined by your decision, luck, and, in some cases the
decisions of your department colleagues. One of the games will be selected randomly
at the end of the session, and you will be paid the monetary reward in that selected
game. Therefore, it is important that you pay equal attention to each game. We will
send your monetary rewards in a week in the form of grocery cards.

During the event, please make your own decisions without communicating with
your colleagues. Your personal information and decisions in these games will be anony-
mous. You will log in with your unique ID number that was sent to you personally.

If your screen freezes or crashes, please refresh the page. If you cannot refresh the
page, please log in again from the main website. You will continue where you left off.
If you are ready, please press the Proceed button.

IV.A.1. Ultimatum Game

Game 1

At the beginning of this game, groups of two will be randomly formed within your
department, and you will not know who your partner is. One of you will randomly
become the Sender; the other, the Receiver. You will not know what role you have been
assigned to.

The Sender will have 200 Turkish Liras (TL), and he/she will choose how much of
the 200 TL he/she wants to offer to his/her match, i.e., the Receiver. The Receiver, on the
other hand, will evaluate the offer he received from the Sender, and decide whether to
accept or reject the offer. If the Receiver accepts the offer, he/she will receive the offered
amount. The Sender will receive the rest of 200 TL. If the Receiver does not accept the
offer, both of you will receive 0 TL.

At the beginning of the game, everyone will decide how much of the 200 TL they
want to offer if they are the Sender, and which offers they would accept if they are
the Receiver. Then, the computer will randomly assign one person as the Sender and
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the other as the Receiver. The amount of the offer will be determined according to the
decision of the Sender. We will consider the Receiver’s decision to see if they would be
willing to accept this offer. The payoffs will be determined by the decisions of the two
matched persons in the same group.

Please indicate the amounts you would offer and accept for both the Sender and
Receiver roles. Remember that, in this game, it is possible for you to be selected as a
Sender or a Receiver. In addition, the amounts mentioned are actual monetary rewards.
At the end of the games, if this game is selected, you will receive your payoff from
this game. Please note that the amount you win from these games will be paid to you.
Now, if you have understood clearly, please press the Proceed button and indicate your
decisions.

IV.A.2. Sabotage game

Game 2

In this game, wewill first ask you to carry out a task that lasts twominutes, for which
you will have a chance to earn money. You will be shown letter-number combinations
of four characters. Please try to type the same combination in the space provided below,
paying attention to capitalization. The more correct answers you give in two minutes,
the higher your chances are of winning money.

At the end of two minutes, you will be randomly matched with a co-worker from
within your department. You will not know who your match is, but you will see a
representative picture. (They were shown a representative avatar, indicating the gender of
the randomly matched partner.) If you can give more correct answers than your matched
colleague, you will earn 150 TL; and 0 TL otherwise. At the end of the games, if this
game is drawn, you will get your payoff from this particular game.

Now, we will ask you an additional question. At this stage, either you or your
matched colleague will have the right to reduce the performance of the other person.
This person will be determined randomly. You need to pay 10 TL in order to reduce the
performance of your match by 1 correct answer. You will have 50 TL, which we will
endow you with additionally, to be used only for this decision. We will then ask you
how much of the 50 TL you would like to use to reduce your partner’s performance. We
will translate this amount to correct answers and deduct it from your partner’s total
correct answers. The amount you do not use for this decision (rest of the 50 TL) will
remain in your pocket and will be paid to you at the end of the game. Your decision
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can change your performance ranking and therefore your earnings from the first stage.
Please enter a number between 0 and 50 in the text box provided.

Finally, you will try to guess how much your partner spent to reduce your correct
answers. If your guess is within 10 TL of your partner’s true decision, you will earn an
extra 10 TL for your correct guess. Please enter a number between 0 and 50 in the text
box provided.

IV.A.3. Trust game

Game 3

In this game, groups of two within departments will be randomly formed, but you
will be re-matched. As before, you will not know who your partner is.

One of you will be the Sender and one of you the Receiver. The roles will be randomly
determined by the computer. Each of you is initially endowed with 100 TL. The Sender
will decide how much of his 100 TL he/she wants to send to the Receiver. He/she may
choose to send nothing at all, all of his/her endowment, or some portion of it. The
amount determined by the Sender will be tripled and sent to the Receiver. The Receiver
will decide how much of this amount he/she wants to send back to the Sender. He/she
may choose not to return at all, return all of the amount, or a portion of it. The exact
amount returned by the Receiver will be forwarded to the Sender.

Payoffs will be computed in the following fashion. When computing the Sender’s
payoff, we will deduct the amount he/she sent from the initial endowment 100 TL, and
add the amount the Receiver sent back. The Receiver, on the other hand, will receive
three times the amount sent by the Sender, in addition to the initial endowment of 100
TL, minus the amount he/she sends back to the Sender. In this game, you might be
assigned to the role of the Sender or the Receiver, but you will not know your role.

First, we would like you to make the following decision: If you become the Sender
in this game, how much of your 100 TL would you send to the Receiver? If you are
randomly assigned to the role of Sender by the computer, this decision will be valid and
your earnings will be determined with respect to this decision. Remember that, in this
game, you might be selected as the Sender or the Receiver.

We now ask you to indicate your decision if you are chosen as a Receiver. For each
possible indicated amount the Sender may send you, you will choose how much you
want to send back to him/her. If you are randomly selected to be a Receiver, your
decisions will apply, and your earnings will be determined based on your decisions.

29



Remember that, in this game, you might be selected as the Sender or the Receiver.

IV.B. Baseline Games

You are going to play three games today. You will able to earn a monetary reward in
each game, which will be determined by your decision, luck, and, in some cases, the
decisions of your department colleagues. One of the games will be selected randomly
at the end of the session, and you will be paid the monetary reward in that selected
game. Therefore, it is important that you pay equal attention to each game. We will
send your monetary rewards in a week in the form of grocery cards.

During the event, please make your own decisions without communicating with
your colleagues. Your personal information and decisions in these games will be anony-
mous. You will log in with your unique ID number that was sent to you personally.

IV.B.1. Competition Game

Game 1

This game consists of three periods. You will earn different amounts of monetary
rewards in each period. If this game is randomly selected for payment at the end, one
of the three periods will be selected randomly and you will receive your earnings from
the selected period. Each period will last 2 minutes.

Period 1

In this period, you will be asked to calculate the sum of three two-digit numbers
in 2 minutes. You will earn 3 TL for every correct answer you give. The more correct
answers you give, the more you earn. You are not allowed to use pen and paper, nor a
calculator. A new question will appear after you have submitted your answer. You will
see the number of correct answers you have given on the screen. Please hit the Start
button when ready.

26 + 36 + 53 =

Period 2

In this period, you will again be asked to sum 3 two-digit numbers. Groups of
three will be randomly formed within your department. You will not know who your
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opponents are. Your payoffs in this period will be determined as follows:

• If you give more correct answers than your two department colleagues you are
matched with, you will earn 9 TL for every correct answer.

• Otherwise (if you cannot give more correct answers than your opponents), you
will earn 0 TL.

At the end of this period, you will be asked to guess your rank in your group. If your
guess is correct, you will earn an extra 3 TL. Please hit the Start button when ready.

Period 3

You will perform the same summation task once again for two minutes. In this
period, you will decide how your payoff is calculated: piece-rate (as in period 1) or
tournament (as in period 2). If you pick tournament, your performance will be com-
pared to your opponents’ second-period performance. Please indicate your choice when
ready.

IV.B.2. Public Goods Game

Game 2

In this game, new groups of three will be randomly formed within your depart-
ment. As before, you will not know who else is in your group. Each participant will
be endowed with 30 TL. Using this endowment, you will have the chance to enter a
project as a group. Each participant in the group will decide for himself/herself how
much to contribute to the common pool (project), and each participant’s decision will
be confidential. Decisions will be made simultaneously.

You can contribute any amount between 0 and 30 to the common pool. Payoffs will
be computed as follows:

• We will add up the total amount contributed by the three group members and
double it. This will be your group’s total income from the project.

• This amount will be shared equally between the three group members.

• Your payoff will equal to sum of the amount you get from the project and the
remaining from your initial endowment 30 TL that you did not invest into the
project. (Display an example on the screen.)
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Please indicate how much of your 30 TL you would like to contribute to the project.

Finally, we will ask you to make a guess on the average contribution of the two other
group members. If your guess is within 5 TL of the true average, you will earn an extra
10 TL. Please write down your guess.

IV.B.3. Investment Game

Game 3

In this game, youwill be asked tomake an investment decision. Youwill be endowed
with 30 TL from the start. You will decide how to allocate this 30 TL between a risky
and a risk-free option. The money invested in the risky option has a 50% probability of
either increasing by a multiple of 2.5, or being lost. The money invested in the risk-free
option is always retained. Please indicate how much of the 30 TL you would invest in
the risky option.
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V Appendix E: Construction of Cohort Segregation
Index

Consider two groups in a department. We first calculated the expected proportion of
inter-group links based on the theoretical probability of randomly formed inter-group
ties. Then we took the difference between these and the observed proportion of inter-
group links. If all links were formed randomly, the number of links between group 1
and group 2 members would follow a hypergeometric distribution. Specifically, for a
group 1 member who nominated x ∈ {1, 2, 3} colleagues, the probability of forming
y ≤ x links with group 2 members equals:

pg1(x , y) =

�ng2
y

��ng1−1
x−y

��ng1+ng2−1
x

� ,
where ng1 is the number of group 1 colleagues, and ng2 is the number of group 2 col-
leagues in a given department. The expression for pg2(x , y) is analogous to pg1(x , y).

Then, the probability of forming inter-group ties for department d under the as-
sumption that links were formed at random can be expressed as:

ρd =

∑3
x=1

∑x
y=1

�
ng1(x)pg1(x , y)y + ng2(x)pg2(x , y)y

�∑3
x=1 x
�
ng1(x) + ng2(x)

� ,

where ng1(x) and ng2(x) denote, respectively, the number of group 1 and group 2
colleagues who nominated x colleagues. Then, the observed frequency of inter-group
ties based on the actual nominations in department d is:

ρ̃d =
eg1g2 + eg2g1

eg2g1 + eg1g2 + eg2g2 + eg1g1
,

where ei j denotes the number of edges from group members i to j. Our measure of
group segregation GSd in department d is:

GSd = ρd − ρ̃d .

Therefore, the definition of our segregation measure GSd is such that higher num-
bers indicate higher segregation.
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VI Appendix F: Survey Items

Instrument Items
Workplace Satisfaction To what extent do the following statements describe your thoughts about your company?

(Definitely not True-Not True-Somewhat True-True-Definitely True)
I am not able to practice my own profession at this workplace.
I am very pleased to have chosen to work at this company.
Working in this company inspires me.
I think my ideas are valued and my achievements are acknowledged here.
Employees get unhappy here due to competition and individualization.
I think I am not given enough initiative and decision-making authority here.

Meritocratic Values To what extent do the following statements describe your thoughts about your company?
(Definitely not True-Not True-Somewhat True-True-Definitely True)
My chances of advancing in my profession and career are very high here.
I believe if I work hard and perform well here, I will be promoted very quickly.
I don’t believe I’ll be promoted unless I’ve enough connections with executives.
Objective and transparent performance criteria are applied in this workplace.

Collegial Department The following statements are related to your department colleagues. Please use the following scale to state your opinion.
(Never-Rarely-Sometimes-Often-Always)
My department colleagues protect each other against an outside criticism.
Those working in this department only think of and work for themselves.
Different ideas are discussed extensively within the department.
Everyone’s ideas are listened to and taken into consideration in our department.
People attack others verbally and with disrespect during departmental meetings.
Disputes within the department are resolved in a way that protects the interests of the company.

Behavioral Norms How often do you observe your department colleagues in the following situations?
(Never-Rarely-Sometimes-Often-Always)
Gossiping
Criticizing someone
Helping someone
Protecting someone else’s rights
Violating someone’s rights
Spending time on social media (during working hours on matters unrelated to work)
Staying silent in situations of injustice

Prescriptive Norms In your opinion, what fraction of your department colleagues think in the following way?
(Almost nobody-Around 25% -Around 50%-Around 75% -Almost everybody)
It is important to be friendly and treat others nicely.
It is crucial to stay out of disputes and quarrels.
It is normal to comment on others’ appearance and clothing.
It is normal to take credit for a department members success as a group.
It is important to speak for our departments demands when needed.
Gossiping is bad.
We should claim collective responsibility for a group member’s mistakes.
It is crucial to trust and to be honest with each other within the department.
It is normal and expected to compete with our department colleagues.
It is quite normal to help each other with work.

Leader Professionalism The following statements are related to your your team leader. Please use the following scale to state your opinion.
(Never-Rarely-Sometimes-Often-Always)
Our department leaders are good listeners.
Our department leaders have favorites and they are given favorable treatment.
Our department leader is modest and accepts her mistakes.
I completely trust our department leader’s professionalism.
I receive regular and motivating feedback from my department leader.
Our department leader claims achievements, but blames mistakes on others.
Our department leaders serve the interests of department rather than their own.
When we have a new idea, our department leader suggests leaving it to senior colleagues.

Leader Empathy The following statements are related to your your team leader. Please use the following scale to state your opinion.
(Never-Rarely-Sometimes-Often-Always)
Our department leader tries to put himself in our place during disagreements.
Our department leader intervenes when there is injustice.
Our department leader listens my problems and approaches them understandingly.
Our department leader takes sudden emotional decisions.
Our department leader listens disagreements carefully and considers all angles.
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Own Empathy To what extent do the following expressions describe you?
(Never-Rarely-Sometimes-Often-Always)
Before criticizing someone, I try to think about how I would feel if I were them.
If I am sure that I am right about something, I wouldn’t waste too much time listening to other people’s arguments.
Sometimes I try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from their perspective.
I believe there are two sides to every problem and I try to see it from both perspectives.
Sometimes I have a hard time seeing things from the other point of view.
I try to see everybody’s perspective, before I take a decision in a disagreement.
When I get angry with someone, I usually try to put myself in their shoes for a while.
When I see people being abused, I feel protective of them.

COVID-19 Related Social Isolation The following questions have been prepared to determine the effects of the current pandemic on us. Please pick the answer that suits you best.
(Strongly Disagree-Disagree-Somewhat Agree-Agree-Strongly Agree)
I think working from home is more productive.
Lately I feel lonelier than usual.
I think I haven’t been communicating well enough with my colleagues lately.
I think I haven’t been communicating well enough with my team leader lately.
(Yes-No-Do not Drink/Smoke)
Do you feel like you have increased your cigarette consumption lately?
Do you feel like you have increased your alcohol consumption lately?

VII Appendix G: Post-Trial testimonials: HR Survey

Instrument Items
Socialization during COVID-19/Implementation Indicate the working mode of white-collars during March-July 2021.

(Fully remote - Fully office - Hybrid, mostly remote - Hybrid, mostly office)

Indicate the frequency of get-togethers of white-collars with department colleagues during March 2020-July 2021.
(Every day - Several times a week - Once a week - Less than once a week)

Indicate the format of these get-togethers.
(Remote - Office - Hybrid, mostly remote - Hybrid, mostly office)

Indicate the purpose of these get-togethers.
(Mainly work related - Both work and social reasons)

Feedback on Training How different was the training program compared to other training programs your company has previously organized?
(Completely different - Very different - Has some points in common - Very similar)

Has your company previously organized a training program targeting employee relations between white-collars?
(Yes - No)

(If the answer is No: ) Why hasn’t your company organized a training program on employee relations before?
(Not prioritized by executives - Lack of funding - No toxic relations amongst our white-collars - Other(please state)

Compared to previous training programs organized by your company, how intensive was our training program in terms of nature, content and duration of the activities?
(Much more intensive - Similarly intensive - Less intensive)

What is the most significant impact of the content of the training on your corporation’s relational culture? (Please state)

Did the trained white-collars socialize relatively more with their colleagues after the training?
(Yes - No - No visible difference)

Did you note a visible shift in the trained leaders’ relations with their colleagues after the training?
(Positive - Negative - No visible difference)

Did you note a visible shift in the trained leaders’ relations with their subordinates after the training?
(Positive - Negative - No visible difference)

Did you note a visible shift in leader-subordinate relations within your corporation after the training?
(Positive - Negative - No visible difference)

Did you note any undesired effects of the training program?
(Yes (please state) - No)

Did you note any effects of the training program on the productivity of white-collars?
(Positive - Negative - No visible difference)

Would your firm be willing to pay for such a training program in the future?
(Yes - No)
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