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Abstract

We evaluate the impact of a training program aimed at improving the relational atmosphere
in the workplace. The program encourages prosocial behavior and the use of professional
language, focusing primarily on leaders’ behavior and leader-subordinate interactions. We
implement this program using a clustered randomized design involving over 3000 headquar-
ters employees of 20 large corporations in Turkey. We evaluate the program with respect to
employee separation, pro and antisocial behavior, the prevalence of support networks, and
perceived workplace climate. We find that treated firms have a lower likelihood of employee
separation at the leadership level, fewer employees lacking professional and personal help,
and denser, less segregated support networks. We also find that employees in treated corpora-
tions are less inclined to engage in toxic competition, exhibit higher reciprocity toward each
other, and report higher workplace satisfaction and a more collegial environment. The pro-
gram’s success in improving leader-subordinate relationships emerges as a likely mechanism
to explain these results. Treated subordinates report higher professionalism and empathy in
their leaders and are more likely to consider their leaders as professional support providers.
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I Introduction

Workplace climate, referring to the quality of the workplace and the relational atmo-
sphere as perceived by employees, is an essential factor for the long-term success of
corporations (Barney, 1986; Boyce et al., 2015; Guiso et al., 2015; Martinez et al.,
2015; Gartenberg et al., 2019). The benefits of a positive workplace climate are many.
For employees, these benefits include psychological well-being, engagement, and mo-
tivation, which is ultimately reflected in their performance (Ostroff, 1992; Judge et al.,
2001; Srivastava et al., 2018; Guadalupe et al., 2020). For firms, a positive relational
atmosphere implies employee retention, productivity, profitability, and innovation (Ed-
mans, 2011; Boyce et al., 2015; Guiso et al., 2015; Graham et al., 2016, 2017). Despite
these benefits, dysfunctional workplace climates characterized by toxic relational dy-
namics and low employee satisfaction are prevalent and impose tremendous costs on
firms worldwide. According to a 2019 report from the Society for Human Resource
Management (SHRM), 20% of U.S. employees quit their jobs in the last five years due
to the toxicity of workplace relationships. Toxicity in the relational atmosphere in a
workplace is typically characterized by the prevalence of antisocial behavior such as
bullying, mobbing, gossiping, and disrespectful language among colleagues. These un-
desirable behaviors tend to emerge in competitive work environments where commu-
nication is poor and individual performance is difficult to quantify (Akella and Lewis,
2019).

Leaders have a vital role in shaping the relational atmosphere of the workplace
(Van den Steen, 2010; Inceoglu et al., 2018; Hoffman and Tadelis, 2021). This is clearly
indicated in the 2019 report of SHRM, which reports that 76% of employees believe
their manager sets the relational culture of their workplace, and 58 percent of employ-
ees who quit because of a poor workplace climate blame their managers.1 Leaders are
in a prime position to create an environment where interactions are prosocial, language
is professional, and teamwork is championed; or alternatively, an environment where
the communication is poor, the language is toxic, and interactions resemble zero-sum
games (Bloom and Van Reenen, 2007; Bruhn et al., 2010; Bloom et al., 2013; Sharma
and Tarp, 2018; Bandiera et al., 2020).2 Employees’ perceptions of workplace quality
and their interactions with their colleagues are often shaped by the relational culture

1See https://pmq.shrm.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/SHRM-Culture-Report_
2019-1.pdf

2There is an established literature on the importance of teamwork in corporations (Lindbeck and
Snower, 2000; Hamilton et al., 2003), and some recent work showing that teamwork skills are highly
valuable in corporations (Weidmann and Deming, 2020).
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their leaders establish. Employees who work in environments where they face regular
mistreatment, disrespect, and condescending language are likely to adopt such behav-
iors as norms, pushing the firm’s relational climate deeper into a dysfunctional state.
In such circumstances, taking transformative actions may become a policy imperative.

This paper evaluates one such action, an unconventional workplace climate improve-
ment program, offered to white-collar professionals in large corporations in Turkey.
The program aims to improve the relational atmosphere in the workplace by encourag-
ing prosociality and respectful language in professional relationships, focusing primar-
ily on leaders’ behavior and leader-subordinate interactions. The training comprises
several modules implemented as a series of online workshops, followed by an 8-week
project development phase monitored by a professional implementing partner. The im-
plementing partner is a consulting firm established by burned-out professionals who
offer training on relational culture to large corporations. The main concepts covered in
the program are effective and peaceful communication, prosociality and professional
support. The partner uses its extensive first-hand experience with highly destructive re-
lationships in competitive corporations and employs unconventional methods to deliver
the program. These include creative drama, active role-playing, vulnerability exercises,
and imagery. An essential component of the program is a closely monitored 8-week
follow-up, where participants develop projects focusing on prosocial interactions and
propose them to their top executives.

We evaluate this program using a sample of 20 large corporations in Turkey operat-
ing in the energy, chemistry, defense, finance, construction, and textile sectors. All 20
participating corporations are major players in their respective sectors, and some are
multinationals operating in Turkey.3 Except for finance firms, these corporations em-
ploy a large blue-collar workforce. Our study concerns the white-collar professionals
who work within the company headquarters. After securing the firms’ cooperation, we
collected rich baseline data from their employees from all ranks by visiting company
headquarters in person in Fall 2019. The program was offered to randomly selected
10 corporations after baseline. Our initial plan to implement the program in person in
early 2020 was interrupted by the COVID-19 pandemic. After deliberations with the
treatment firms, we decided to implement the program using online tools throughout
the fall of 2020 and the spring of 2021. We conducted our endline in Summer 2021.
The total number of professionals involved in the evaluation is over 3000, about 17%
of whom hold a leadership (managerial) position.

3The relative market shares of the participating companies within their sectors range from 2.5% to
51%.
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The program is evaluated with respect to a wide range of outcomes that character-
ize the relational atmosphere and perceived workplace quality of a firm. Our toolkit
contains administrative records of employee separation, incentivized games, social net-
work elicitation templates, and a detailed survey inventory. We implemented incen-
tivized games to elicit prosocial and antisocial behaviors. Specifically, we measured
the degree of toxic competition among colleagues using a performance sabotage game,
trust and reciprocity using a trust game, and a sense of fairness using the ultimatum
game. We elicited social networks to measure the prevalence of support at the depart-
ment level. For this, we asked all employees to nominate colleagues from whom they
receive (i) professional (work-related) support and (ii) support in personal matters. Us-
ing survey items, we constructed indices to capture workplace satisfaction, perceptions
of meritocracy in the firm, collegiality amongst employees, and descriptive and pre-
scriptive behavioral norms. Finally, we additionally measured pandemic-induced social
isolation feelings at endline, as the program implementation and endline unintention-
ally coincided with the COVID-19 pandemic, where many firms switched to hybrid
work arrangements.

We find that the program has a substantial impact on the likelihood of employee sep-
aration, mainly at the leadership level. The employee separation rates were relatively
low between November 1, 2020, and June 30, 2021 (the implementation period). In
addition to the COVID-19 pandemic, this was partly due to a nationwide firing ban im-
posed by the Turkish government on April 1, 2020, and lifted on July 1, 2021. Only 5%
of employees in control firms quit their jobs within the implementation period. We find
that the intervention reduces the propensity to quit at the leadership level by 4 percent-
age points within the implementation period. We also find suggestive evidence that
the program lowers employee separation at the subordinate level within the 5-month
post-ban period.

We also find that the program significantly increases prosociality and lessens antiso-
cial tendencies in the workplace. Treated professionals are significantly less inclined to
sabotage their colleagues’ performance for their own gain in a competitive game. Specif-
ically, treated professionals used 12% less sabotage endowment to destroy their oppo-
nents’ performance than the control. While we estimate no significant improvement in
interpersonal trust, we find that treated professionals reciprocate their colleagues’ trust
more generously (by about 10%) than those in the control firms. At the departmental
level, the program significantly lowers the proportion of employees lacking support and
makes intra-department support networks denser and less segregated across cohorts.

We then show that the program successfully improves perceived workplace quality
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and relational atmosphere within departments. We estimate that the program improves
workplace satisfaction by 0.27 standard deviations and perceivedmeritocratic values by
0.25 standard deviations. We also estimate a large and statistically significant improve-
ment in the perceived collegiality in treated departments (0.21 standard deviations).
We estimate null effects on perceived workplace quality and relational dynamics for
the leader sample, indicating that improvements in these outcomes are driven by the
subordinates.

We show that the program’s positive effects likely stem from its success in improv-
ing leaders’ behavior and leader-subordinate relationships. We find that the treated
subordinates report 0.21 standard deviations higher professionalism and 0.22 stan-
dard deviations higher empathy in their leaders. Consistent with these results, treated
subordinates are also 8 percentage points more likely to consider their leader as their
primary professional support provider, representing a 13% increase relative to the con-
trol group. Contrary to these results, we find that treated leaders are significantly less
likely to consider their own leaders as professional support providers. This large (28%)
negative effect is accompanied by the finding that treated leaders are 19% more likely
than untreated leaders to consider their peers and subordinates as primary support
providers. These effects are driven by the leaders whose leaders did not participate in
the study. This finding is consistent with our claim that the program generated positive
effects by improving leader-subordinate relationships.

Our paper offers two main contributions. First, it represents the first clustered ran-
domized controlled trial targeting the relational atmosphere in large corporations. We
provide rigorous evidence on the effectiveness of an innovative training program that fo-
cuses exclusively on the quality of interactions between educated professionals in highly
competitive work environments.⁴ Our results suggest that targeted programs focusing
on prosociality in professional interactions can improve the relational atmosphere of
the workplace and that changing the behavior of leaders is key to achieving this. The
second contribution pertains to the toolkit we used to evaluate this program. We de-
signed a rich inventory to measure outcomes that characterize the workplace climate.
By combining administrative records, incentivized games, cognitive tests, and rich sur-
vey tools, we collected previously unavailable data from a large number of corporate

⁴Bruhn et al. (2018) evaluate a management consulting intervention using small and medium enter-
prises in Mexico. Their focus is on firm performance. Azulai et al. (2020) evaluate the effectiveness of a
motivational work process improvement program targeting bureaucrats in Ghana’s Civil Service. Chang
et al. (2019) test whether diversity training at a global organization changes attitudes and behavior
toward women in the workplace. Our paper focuses exclusively on improving the relational climate in
competitive corporations via a clustered randomized design and using outcomes measured in previously
unavailable details.
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professionals across different firms and sectors and used them as outcomes to evaluate
a program. Furthermore, our results can be generalized to other contexts. Competitive
workplaces with a toxic relational atmosphere are ubiquitous not only in the corporate
world but also in the public sector and even in academia (Shallcross et al., 2008; Wu,
2018; Dupas et al., 2021). The results of this study imply that innovative behavioral
interventions can go a long way in building a more positive relational environment in
workplaces and eliminating antisocial interactions.

Our paper contributes to several strands of literature. In the last decade, there has
been an increasing interest in field experiments on firms to understand the effect of
different policies and interventions on firm productivity.⁵ One branch of this litera-
ture looks at the role of managerial capital and leadership styles, as well as manager
personality, in predicting firm performance (Bertrand and Schoar, 2003; Bloom and
Van Reenen, 2007; Bruhn et al., 2010; Bloom et al., 2013; Lazear et al., 2015; Sharma
and Tarp, 2018; Bandiera et al., 2020). There are a number of field experiments on the
effects of management practices on employee productivity (Blader et al., 2020; Gosnell
et al., 2020). Another branch deals with building human capital, using either worker
training or the training of managers (Bruhn et al., 2018). Few studies investigate the
effect of non-traditional employee training such as soft-skills training on firm-level pro-
ductivity (Campos et al., 2017; Ubfal et al., 2019; Azulai et al., 2020). Our study
contributes to this literature by providing results from a clustered randomized trial fo-
cusing on the relational environment in large corporations from a large set of different
industry sectors.

Our paper also contributes to the literature on the importance of social skills in the
labor market (Kosse and Tincani, 2020). Deming (2017) shows that the premium on
these skills has been rising in the last few decades and Weidmann and Deming (2020)
demonstrates that social skills improve team performance. We complement this new
and growing literature by showing how social skills can be fostered at the intensive
margin via innovative training programs and by showing how they affect workplace cli-
mate, social networks, and separation rates in large corporations. We also contribute
to extensive literature that shows the importance of leadership quality and leadership
styles in large corporations (Bolton et al., 2013; Bandiera et al., 2020; Dessein and
Santos, 2021; Hoffman and Tadelis, 2021). This literature often emphasizes the rela-
tionship between strong leadership and firm performance (Bertrand and Schoar, 2003;
Bennedsen et al., 2007; Kaplan et al., 2012; Lazear et al., 2015; Bandiera et al., 2020)

⁵For example, in a recent study, Breza et al. (2018) explores the productivity implications of relative
pay concerns by conducting an experiment in an Indian firm. See also Quinn and Woodruff (2019) for
a general review of experiments in firms.
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or worker productivity (Heinz et al., 2020).⁶ Emerging literature highlights the role of
leaders in shaping corporate culture as measured by beliefs and norms (d’Adda et al.,
2017; Gächter and Renner, 2018), employee motivation (Kajackaite and Sliwka, 2020),
creativity (Amabile et al., 2004), and well-being (Inceoglu et al., 2018). For example,
Cai and Wang (2022) investigates the relationship between leadership and workplace
climate. They explore how providing worker feedback to managers affects worker sep-
aration and self-reported happiness. By showing the importance of leadership and, in
particular, leader-subordinate relationships in shaping the relational environment of
firms causally, we complement these studies.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II provides information on the
context, intervention content and evaluation design. Section III describes our primary
outcomes and howwe collected them. Our data and results are presented and discussed
in Section IV. In Section V, we explore potential mechanisms. We conclude in Section
VI.

II Background

II.A. Context for the Evaluation

The idea of this study was conceived during informal conversations with corporate pro-
fessionals in Turkey in Spring 2019. These professionals repeatedly highlighted rela-
tional issues as primary reasons for early retirement, burnout, deteriorating mental
well-being, or continuously being on the lookout for another job. We followed this up
and conducted a more formal qualitative study to gain a deeper understanding of these
relational issues. Using a professional network, we sent an online survey to 80 profes-
sionals of different ranks and years of experience. We asked them to state the most
challenging problems a corporate professional faces when working in large and com-
petitive corporations. Sixty-eight professionals responded to our short survey. Among
these, 38 were in full-time employment in large firms, and 30 had left corporate life
to do something else or retired. Exactly 50% of these professionals placed “toxic rela-
tionships and antisocial behavior” in the top 3 problems they faced. In addition, about
47% put “difficult leaders”, 34% the lack of meritocratic values, 32% long hours, and
31% low pay in the top 3. We provide the exact wording of these questions and the
detailed graphical results in the Online Appendix II; See Figure B.1.

⁶Friebel et al. (2022a), Friebel et al. (2022b) and Hoffman and Tadelis (2021) show that managers
are instrumental in reducing personnel separation rate.
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Motivated by these results, we started reaching out to large corporations operating
in Turkey. Of the 30 corporations we contacted, we made a formal agreement with
20 of them.⁷ These 20 corporations are significant players in the energy, chemistry,
defense, finance, construction, and textile sectors, and some are well-known multina-
tionals operating in Turkey. Recruitment of these corporations involved multiple meet-
ings with their CEOs, HR officials, compliance departments, and, occasionally, their
foreign headquarters. Upon agreement, each recruited firm signed a data confiden-
tiality agreement and a research collaboration protocol with Kadir Has University. In
recruiting these firms, we made sure that the participating firm was a significant player
in its sector in terms of market share. We also made every effort to recruit similar firms
in a given sector. For example, after recruiting a prominent firm in a sector, we made
sure we also recruited at least one of their major competitors.

Finally, we made sure that participating firms had understood and accepted the
condition that, while we promised to offer the training program to all participating
firms, we could not say when, within a given one-year window, a given firm would have
access to the program. The latter criterion implied a phase-in design and was applied
to ensure that, after collecting our baseline data, we could randomize the firms into
treatment and control and offer the program to the former immediately while holding
the latter until after endline.

The study was offered only to the white-collar employees working in the company
headquarters. Participation in the study was voluntary. The general information about
the program was provided via material prepared by the research team. Potential par-
ticipants were informed about the academic nature of the study and the fact that no
personal data would ever be shared with third parties, and data would be processed in
anonymized form only for research purposes.⁸ Out of 4329 eligible employees, about
71% of white-collar employees in company headquarters signed up (gave consent) for
the study, 70% from control companies, 72% from treatment companies. The non-
participation in the study was generally at the departmental level. Some departments
could not participate in the study due to the nature of their departmental tasks, for

⁷Three firms allowed us to collect baseline data but did not want to be part of the program. There-
fore, while collecting baseline data from 23 firms, we conducted our randomization, after baseline data
collection, with the remaining 20 corporations. We stopped at 20 corporations due to logistical reasons.
It is important to note that we, not our partner, recruited these companies. Our partner had a prior rela-
tionship with only one company in our sample. This company’s blue-collar workers received completely
unrelated training (workplace safety) from our partner years before our study.

⁸When soliciting participation in the study, we gave minimal information on the content of the train-
ing. The employees were informed that some reputable academics would run a project about workplace
climate. They were also informed that the project would involve intensive data collection and, eventually,
a training activity.
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example, having to be at the desk during stock market sessions for finance firms. More-
over, some small departments were considered low priority for this study by the firms
themselves and excluded at the outset.

II.B. Evaluation Design

We collected rich baseline data by visiting all companies in person in the fall of 2019.
For this, we visited each firm, gathered employees, department by department, in meet-
ing rooms, and collected our data. An average baseline data collection session lasted
about 3 hours. Each session started with a brief introduction and signing individual
consents.⁹ We first played incentivized games to elicit social and economic preferences
(lab-in-the-field experiments). Then, we conducted cognition tests, followed by a de-
tailed social network elicitation. Finally, participants were directed to a detailed survey.
Preventing participants’ communication with other departments for the incentivized
games was the most important logistical challenge we faced. To overcome this, we
conducted our incentivized experiments in parallel, department by department, using
different meeting rooms. Participants used their smartphones to enter our data collec-
tion platforms, following our instructions step by step.

After baseline data collection, we randomly assigned 10 corporations to treatment
and 10 to control. Our initial plan was to implement the intervention in early 2020.
Unfortunately, this plan was disrupted by the COVID-19 pandemic. After waiting until
Fall 2020, hoping that business would go back to normal, we realized that this expecta-
tion was too optimistic and decided to implement the program by designing an online
training platform. Our switch to the online platform was welcomed by our implement-
ing partner and all our participating companies. We then implemented the program
between November 1, 2020, and June 30, 2021.

The training program was open to all white-collar employees in the treated firms’
headquarters. However, we particularly encouraged leaders to participate in the train-
ing. We define the term “leader” broadly in this study. Anybody responsible for leading
a group of professionals is considered a leader. Sincemost corporations have a hierarchi-
cal management structure, most leaders have leaders themselves. We also encouraged
subordinates we found central in their networks at baseline to take part in the training.
The network centrality was established using professional in-degree ties (nominations

⁹Designated HR coordinators informed all white-collar workers prior to our visit, and only those who
wanted to participate in the study came to the meeting rooms. We ensured that companies informed
their workers that the participation was voluntary and that not joining would not have any consequences
for them.
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received for professional help). We labeled the subordinates with more in-degree ties
than a median leader as a “de facto leader”. All treated companies sent extra messages
and reminders to leaders and de facto leaders to encourage them to participate in the
training activities.

About 40% of the study participants in treated headquarters took part in the train-
ing program. While only 15% of the employees hold an official leadership title in treated
companies, the representation of official leaders in training activities was 25%. The
remaining 75% of the training participants were composed of subordinates, 29% of
whom stand out as de facto leaders. When we compare the baseline characteristics
of the training participants with non-participants in the treated firms, we observe that
those who took part in the activities were slightly older, more likely to be married, had
a higher IQ and emotional intelligence score, and were more cooperative on average.

We collected endline data from participating employees in 20 companies in Summer
2021, using the online tools we developed. Our online tools allowed us to bring together
departments using Zoom rooms and enabled us to mimic our on-site data collection
system. Figure I provides the timeline of the trial. Given the imperfect compliance with
the training, we provide intent-to-treat estimates throughout the paper. We also present
the estimated program effects on the training participants (Local Average Treatment
Effects) in the Online Appendix, Table A.1.

II.C. Intervention: Transforming the Relational Atmosphere in Large Cor-
porations

Our implementing partner is a highly specialized consulting firm. The firmwas founded
in 2007 by several ex-corporate professionals who had first-hand experience of the
highly toxic relational atmosphere in large corporations. As part of their movement
coined as “Does not have to be this way”, they developed unique training methods to
improve the workplace environment. They use unconventional tools, including creative
drama, role-playing, and imagery techniques. In addition, they employ real actors and
scenario writers who blend in with the trainees and conduct theatrical plays on topics
relevant to their target concepts. We partnered with them to evaluate their training
module called “Transforming the Relational Atmosphere in Firms”, aimed at improving
workplace relations and eliminating employee burnout. The partner agreed first to re-
vise their existing module substantially to target only the relational issues. For this, we
provided the partner with hands-on feedback to narrow the program’s focus exclusively
toward prosociality and professional communication. The partner also accepted that
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we would conduct a randomized evaluation to test the effectiveness of this training
program and agreed to provide the training to all 20 firms within a schedule that we
would determine.

The training program focuses on the following themes: 1) Respectful and peace-
ful communication with colleagues, subordinates, and leaders, by exerting deliberate
effort to eliminate toxic and condescending language. 2) Understanding the others’
points of view and tolerating the differences in opinions. 3) Learning to rely on col-
leagues and leaders by accepting vulnerability. We targeted employees of all ranks in
all these themes, but particular attention was given to leaders.

The training module comprises two components. The first component is a series of
online workshops involving several interactive group activities.1⁰ In these activities, par-
ticipants were randomly allocated to groups mixed in terms of departments and rank.
In one session, group activities included time travel to the company’s future, imagin-
ing an aspired workplace environment, sharing their vision, and openly discussing the
obstacles to achieving these ends. In another session, participants engaged in several
role-playing exercises (assuming the roles of executives, regular employees, and fami-
lies of employees). In these exercises, employees expressed what they expected from
their leaders and colleagues, stating their definitions of a good leader and peaceful
and professional language, and discussed good leadership practices. In another session,
participants experimented on proactive and reactive behavior in relationships. These
involved some group activities that implicitly require reliance on colleagues and lead-
ers.11 The module includes numerous other activities along these lines, all encouraging
professional and humane treatment of one another.

The second component of the module was a monitored 8-week follow-up. For this,
all participating departments in each firm were given a task that involved developing
a project that would help improve the relational atmosphere. The core theme of these
projects was “improving communication and relational culture.” In each department,
participants formed groups to develop their own projects by either embedding this
theme in their existing work-related project or creating a stand-alone project. They
first prepared a detailed outline of a project idea that would touch upon the given
theme, often adapted to their company’s needs. For example, a group of professionals
developed prosocial codes of conduct in everyday interactions for their department by

1⁰Each online session was about 2 hours, with a total of 5 online sessions. During these training
sessions, the trainers were always online, while the employees were generally physically present in their
workplaces.

11In one of these activities, each participant let themselves fall backward, hoping that their colleague
would hold their back.
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first assessing the needs and collecting feedback from their colleagues. Another group
designed what they referred to as the “desk-exchange” project. The project required
colleagues to switch desks and try to do each others’ tasks for a few hours to see what
these tasks entailed. This project was an extended version of leader-subordinate “hat-
change” exercises implemented during the online workshops. The implementing part-
ner regularly interacted with the participants throughout the process, gave feedback
to project proposals, helped participants fine-tune details, and discussed feasibility is-
sues. The team leaders were also heavily involved in this process, often as project team
members. Participating teams started working on their projects immediately after the
online workshops. They had a total of 8 weeks to develop their projects, including
receiving feedback from the implementing partner via regular presentations. At the
end of this 8-week period, all groups presented their projects to each other and their
higher executives (CEOs, CFOs and COOs) in the presence of the implementing partner.
Endline data collection was implemented after online workshops had been completed
and all proposals presented to the upper management. See Appendix III for more in-
formation on the module’s content, example follow-up projects, and some snapshots of
actual training sessions.

In April 2022 (post-trial), we reached back out to all our treated firms via a short
survey to be answered by the HR executives. The purpose of the survey was to re-
ceive some testimonial feedback about how this training was perceived by the treated
firms. When asked how differently they perceived the training program compared to
the other training activities they had organized, 4 HR executives out of 10 stated that
the training program was completely different from previous training programs. Five
firms indicated that the training program had some points in common with previous
training programs, but it was generally very different. In addition, 9 out of 10 HR
executives in treated firms stated that the training program was much more intensive
than previous training programs they had organized regarding the methods used and
the content and duration of the activities. We provide the survey items in the Online
Appendix VII.

Given the targeted concepts and how activities were structured, we expect this train-
ing program to improve social and professional relationships amongst colleagues. As
elaborated in our pre-analysis plan, our main conjecture is that the program, given its
high emphasis on leaders’ behavior and leader-subordinate relationships, will improve
the relational atmosphere by improving leadership quality. It is important to note that
the control firms did not implement training programs for their headquarters profes-
sionals during the implementation period. However, they did have business as usual
regarding their formal and informal get-togethers. The former includes in-person and
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online meetings, and the latter includes in-person coffee and lunch get-togethers. We
will revisit this in Section V when discussing potential mechanisms. The next section
will explain how we measure our workplace climate indicators using a comprehensive
toolkit.

III Outcomes

Our target conceptual outcome is workplace climate. We are primarily concerned with
the way employees interact, which we refer to as the relational atmosphere in the work-
place. The relational atmosphere is a construct. Measuring such a construct requires a
comprehensive toolkit to capture as many aspects of a relational atmosphere as possible.
We use four measurement tools to describe the relational atmosphere in our study. Our
first tool is administrative data on employee separations/quits. While acknowledging
that not all quits are related to the relational climate in the workplace, our data and
qualitative evidence suggest that some certainly are. Our second tool measures the
prevalence of pro and antisocial behaviors in the workplace using incentivized games.
Our third tool aims to gauge the relational environment by quantifying the structure
of personal and professional support networks within departments. Finally, our fourth
tool seeks to capture the perceived workplace quality and behavioral norms using stan-
dard survey items. Figure II depicts the theory of change we postulate in this study,
which also reports our summary results. In what follows, we will explain each of our
measurement tools and how we use them to build our outcome space.

III.A. Employee Separation

We requested and were granted access to administrative records of job separations
from November 1, 2020, until June 30, 2021 (8 months), which we refer to as the
implementation period. The reason for imposing this end date is that the government
of Turkey imposed a nationwide ban on dismissing employees on April 1, 2020. This
ban was lifted on July 1, 2021. Therefore, throughout our training and endline period,
employee separation refers to voluntary job separations. In December 2021, we re-
contacted all our participating firms and asked for additional data covering the post-
ban period. These follow-up data contain all job separations (quits and layoffs) covering
the period between July 1 and November 30, 2021 (5 months), which we refer to as
the post-decree period. Note that we have access to these administrative data also
for employees who did not participate in our study (about 29% of the employees in
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headquarters). This access allows us to estimate possible spillover effects on separation
probabilities. We expect the program to lower the probability of employee separation,
especially voluntary separations (quits).12

III.B. Experimental Outcomes: Prosocial and Antisocial Behavior

We played several incentivized games to measure various individual characteristics. At
baseline, we elicited risk aversion, competitiveness, and cooperation between depart-
ment colleagues. We explain these games in the Online Appendix IV. At endline, to
measure pro and antisocial behavior, we designed a performance sabotage game, a
trust game, and an ultimatum game using online tools. The participants were given
instructions for each game via a pre-programmed voice. First, they were informed that
they would play 3 games, each offering monetary rewards. Second, they were told that
the amount of money each participant earned would depend on their own decisions
and the decisions of their department colleagues. Third, they were informed that re-
wards from the games would not accumulate; they would receive the payment of one
randomly chosen game at the end of the session. Rewards were given in the form of
a gift card from a major supermarket chain in Turkey, mailed to the participants one
week after the session.

III.B.1. Performance Sabotage in Competition

Competitive behavior is considered essential to personal success as it generally inspires
hard work and leads to high productivity (Backus, 2020). However, there are forms
of intra-group competition propelled by envy that reflects antisocial behavior. In an
environment where the assigned task requires teamwork but promotions depend on
individual performance, which is usually hard to quantify, competition may take an
aggressive form with teammates blocking or outright sabotaging each other’s perfor-
mance to improve their status. The prevalence of this antisocial behavior is one of the
indicators of the relational health status of a workplace.

To assess the prevalence of this behavior in an incentive-compatible way, we de-

12When we pre-registered our trial, we did not have an agreement with the firms to access their data
on separations. In need of an objective outcome (after the feedback we received in various seminars),
we decided to reach out to the companies and request employee separation information. We also gained
access to promotions data within the same periods, implementation, and post-decree. Because there are
large differences across firms and sectors regarding job titles and the degree of hierarchy, and the fact
that we do not have an a priori hypothesis as to how this program might affect promotion, we present
and discuss the results on promotions only in the Online Appendix; see Appendix Table A.2.
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signed a novel game that involved randomly matching two colleagues within a depart-
ment. Each participant, remaining anonymous to their opponent, was asked to perform
a task with no ability requirement. Specifically, they were asked to type a meaningless
jumble of four letters (lower and upper case mixed) and numbers that appeared in the
middle of their screen. The participants were given 2 minutes to type as many words as
possible. A participant could earn 150TL (worth about 20 US dollars at the time) if and
only if their performance exceeded that of their anonymous opponent. After completing
the task, without knowing the result of the competition, participants were given the op-
tion to sabotage their opponent’s performance by incurring amonetary cost. For this, we
endowed all participants with an extra 50TL and asked them to decide which amount
of this endowment they would like to use to destroy their opponent’s performance. The
cost of destroying one correct answer was set to 10TL, so that the maximum number
of answers one could destroy was capped at 5. The outcome of interest in this game
is the cost incurred (sabotage endowment used) to sabotage the opponent. This novel
measure has high predictive validity. In Table A.3 in the Online Appendix, we show
that employees with higher IQ are significantly less likely to sabotage their colleagues.
While we do not detect a significant correlation between emotional intelligence and
sabotage behavior, we find that people with higher trust and reciprocity are less likely
to sabotage (the latter is not statistically significant). We also find that cooperative and
competitive people are less likely to sabotage. We expect the treatment to reduce this
antisocial behavior, i.e., decrease the amount of sabotage endowment used.

III.B.2. Trust and Reciprocity

Interpersonal trust and reciprocity are essential social skills for making groups cohesive
and collegial (Johannsen and Zak, 2021). To assess the degree of interpersonal trust
and reciprocity, we played a version of the standard trust game (Berg et al., 1995).
For this, we endowed all participants with 100TL and informed them that they were
randomly (and anonymously) paired with a colleague within their department. They
were told that there were two roles one could assume in this game; a sender and a
receiver. They were to be randomly assigned to one of these roles, but before that,
they were asked to make decisions assuming each role sequentially. In the role of a
sender, participants needed to decide how much of the 100TL they wanted to send to
their anonymous colleague (receiver), including the option of sending nothing. The
participants were informed that the amount they sent would be tripled by the exper-
imenters before being sent to the receiver. In the role of a receiver, the participant
needed to decide what fraction of the money they had received they wanted to send
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back to their anonymous colleague. Because the receiver’s decision was based on the
sender’s decision, we elicited the decisions of the receiver with the strategy method by
letting participants react to hypothetical discrete options. Specifically, we began with
the case where the sender sent 10TL, tripled to 30TL. The receiver then decided how
much of this 30TL to send back to the sender. Then, we elicited the case where the
sender sent 20TL, tripled to 60TL in a similar fashion, and this hypothetical elicitation
continued until the case of the full amount (100TL, tripled to 300TL).

The amount of money sent as a sender is our measure of trust, and the amount
sent back as a receiver is our measure of reciprocity. For the latter, we use the average
fraction across all options sent back to the sender. At the beginning of the game, the
participants were informed that, after all the decisions had been made, our system
would assign the roles randomly and determine their earnings. Overall, we expected
the treatment to increase trust and reciprocity among department colleagues.

III.B.3. Sense of Fairness and Generosity

Our final game is a version of the ultimatum game. The game also involves pairing two
colleagues within a department anonymously. There are two roles in this game, a pro-
poser and a responder, and participants play again both roles. As proposers, they offer a
two-way split of 200TL, and as responders, they decide on a minimum acceptable offer.
If the latter is below or equal to a matched proposer’s offer, the money is split according
to the proposer’s offer; otherwise, the offer is rejected, and neither receives any money.
Our outcomes of interest are the proposed offer and the minimum acceptable offer. We
expect a fairer split and perhaps some generosity (in the form of offering more than
50% of the proposer’s endowment) in the treatment group.13 If treatment lowers the
feeling of spite, we expect that treated individuals tend to accept lower offers implied
as a decline in minimum acceptable offers.

III.C. Professional and Personal Support Networks

Another way to assess the health status of the relational climate in a workplace is to
measure the prevalence of support networks; see Bandiera et al. (2010) for the re-

13Contrary to the dictator game, which measures generosity (by the amount of money sent to an
anonymous recipient), the ultimatum game has a strategic component. Therefore, the proposer’s offer
cannot be simply interpreted as a measure for generosity. Rather, it can be interpreted as a measure of
what subjects interpret as a fair offer in such a strategic situation where the responder has the power to
destroy both parties’ endowments; see Güth and Kocher (2014).
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lationship between friendship and productivity in the workplace and Dimitriadis and
Koning (2020) for the importance of social skills in fostering meaningful and produc-
tive social networks. To elicit these networks, we asked each participant to list up to
three of their colleagues in the firm from whom they receive regular professional help
in work-related matters. Then, we asked them to list up to three colleagues from whom
they receive regular help on personal issues. The participants were informed that the
ranking in this elicitation mattered so that the colleague they thought was the most
helpful should be listed first. We prepared our template by first obtaining the list of
all employees in the firm’s headquarters and offered the names in a drop-down menu
to ease the nomination process. The participants were also given an option to select
“I receive no help" in the menu. They could also nominate fewer than 3 colleagues in
each of the two categories, but not more than 3.

From these nominations, we construct three department-level outcomes that we
expect the treatment to influence: (i) the proportion of isolated individuals in the de-
partment, (ii) department network density, and (iii) cohort segregation. We construct
each of these outcomes for professional and personal support categories separately. The
proportion of isolated individuals refers to those who had chosen “I receive no help”
in the menu, i.e., those who report having no support from their colleagues. The de-
partment network density is an index that gives the ratio of actual connections to all
potential connections that could be made in a department. Therefore, its range is be-
tween zero and 1, with higher numbers indicating a denser network. As for cohort
segregation, we are interested in segregation between millennial and younger cohorts
(below 40) and older cohorts (40 and older), based on the year of birth. The choice
of this particular cutoff is based on our qualitative interviews with out-of-sample pro-
fessionals, who suggest that communication and social disconnect between these two
groups are prevalent, contributing to the toxic relational climate. We provide details
regarding the construction of our cohort segregation index following Schelling (1969)
in the Online Appendix V. We expect the treatment to lower the proportion of isolated
individuals and cohort segregation and to increase department network density.1⁴

1⁴In our pre-analysis plan (PAP), we specified department-level network closeness as another outcome.
However, this measure is not well-defined in the presence of isolated nodes; therefore, we did not use it
(Rochat, 2009; Brandes et al., 2016).
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III.D. Workplace Climate: Perceived Workplace Quality and Relational At-
mosphere (Survey Outcomes)

Using a detailed item-response questionnaire, we constructed two indices that char-
acterize the perceived workplace quality and three indices for relational atmosphere.
The first of the former is the index “workplace satisfaction", constructed using questions
such as “I am very glad that I chose to work in this company”, with five response options.
Our second measure of workplace quality relates to the perceptions of the firm’s “mer-
itocratic values” (or lack thereof). We constructed the related index using questions
such as “I believe my chances of advancing in my profession and career are very high
in this firm”. We constructed three indices to capture the relational atmosphere within
departments. The first of these is “collegial department”, constructed using questions
such as “My colleagues attack each other disrespectfully during department meetings.”
Second, we construct behavioral norms using questions such as “How often do you
observe your department colleagues: Helping someone” and prescriptive norms using
questions such as “What percentage of your department colleagues think: Gossiping is
bad.” The latter comes with response items of “almost no one, around 25%, around
50%, around 75%, almost everyone”.

Because the program has a heavy emphasis on leader behavior and, in particular,
leader-subordinate relationships, we conjecture that any positive impact may come
mainly through improving leader behavior and leader-subordinate relationships. There-
fore, an important component of our inventory involves eliciting in detail the leadership
quality from the perspective of subordinates. In addition to utilizing our network mea-
sures, we constructed two measures of leadership quality. The first one is “leader’s
professionalism”, constructed using item-response questions such as “My team leader
claims achievements, but blames mistakes on others” and “I receive regular and moti-
vating feedback from my team leader.” The second one relates to the leader’s ability to
take actions in an empathetic way, “leader’s empathy.” Again, we constructed this mea-
sure using item-response questions such as “My team leader listens to disagreements
carefully and considers all angles” and “my team leader makes sudden emotional deci-
sions.”

We construct all indices mentioned above by extracting the common factor for each,
normalizing the factor to have a mean zero and standard deviation of one. We provide
our full survey inventory in the Online Appendix VI.
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III.E. COVID-19-related Well-being

Aswementioned before, the intended timing of program implementationwas disrupted
by the COVID-19 pandemic. The COVID-19 pandemic has had a tremendous impact on
working people. It is plausible that these effects were felt differently across firms and
possibly across employees within firms. During the implementation period, the compa-
nies were operating in hybrid mode, where they diluted the number of employees in
workspaces based on a rotating schedule. Overall, the experiences of pandemic-related
changes are likely to diminish working people’s morale and generate feelings of isola-
tion.

Because the program was highly interactive and entertaining, we conjectured that
it would help employees feel less disconnected from their colleagues. To test this con-
jecture, we added several COVID-19-related social isolation questions to our survey
inventory at endline by making an explicit reference to the pandemic. In particular, we
asked respondents whether they (i) rather work at home than work in the office, (ii)
feel lonely lately, (iii) feel disconnected from their colleagues, (iv) feel disconnected
from their leaders, and (v) have increased the use of alcohol and cigarettes. Thus,
by offering unusual (and fun) activities in these difficult times, we conjectured that the
program would help employees cope with the social isolation imposed by the pandemic
response measures.

IV Results

IV.A. Internal Validity

We collected our baseline data in Fall 2019 by visiting the headquarters of all firms in
person. We collected data on individual characteristics in these visits, including demo-
graphics, education, and tenure. In addition, we implemented two cognitive tests: (i)
Raven’s progressive matrices to measure fluid IQ (Raven et al., 1962) and (ii) Reading
the Mind in the Eyes Test to measure emotional intelligence (Baron-Cohen et al., 2001).
We also implemented three incentivized games to measure baseline risk attitude, com-
petitiveness, and cooperation. Finally, we collected data on networks and workplace
climate indicators; see the details of incentivized games and our survey inventory in
the Online Appendices IV and VI, respectively.

Within the course of a single year, many changes took place in the firms, and when
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we decided to implement the program in Fall 2020, we found that a large number
of additional employees (some recently joined their firms) expressed their willingness
to participate in the study, both in treatment and control firms. Before the program
rollout, we conducted a swift baseline for these new participants, a shorter version of
our initial baseline. These new employees comprise 32% of our evaluation sample, and
their distribution across treatment status is balanced (p-value=0.59). Our attrition rate,
calculated as the fraction of those who were present at baseline but not at endline is
23% and balanced across treatment status (p-value=0.44). Our final sample consists
of 4329 employees for whom we have administrative records of separations. Out of
those, 3083 gave consent to participate in our study. Among those, we have survey
responses, test scores, and decisions in incentivized games for over 2200 employees.
The number of departments included in the study is 135 (163), with an average size
of 22 (26) employees at baseline (endline). Males comprise approximately 72 percent
of all employees in our sample, and the annual separation rate at baseline stands at
14.5%.

We present detailed descriptive statistics where we also show sectoral differences
in a wide range of employee characteristics in Table I. We note sectoral heterogeneity
in several dimensions. First, there is significant gender sorting across sectors, with the
proportion of female employees ranging from 17% in the construction sector to 52% in
the finance sector. Second, the professionals in the defense and energy sectors scored
much higher on the innate IQ test. However, their emotional intelligence (cognitive
empathy) test scores are among the lowest, along with those in the construction sector.
The finance sector has the highest employee separation rate in both implementation
and post-decree periods (7% and 12%), energy the lowest in the implementation period
(2%), and chemicals the lowest in the post-decree period (4%). Overall, workplace
quality and relational metrics indicate a dismal climate in the defense and textile sectors
but a more positive environment in the finance sector.

Table II presents the balance at baseline. All test scores, risk attitude, cooperation,
and workplace climate indices are normalized to have a mean zero and variance of 1
for the control group. Our rich baseline data allow us to test many variables to check
our randomization balance. As can be seen in the table, we observe imbalance only for
one variable, meritocratic values at the 5% level. We also provide the balance checks of
the combined sample we use in our analyses, amended by data from our shorter base-
line we conducted in Fall 2020 in Table A.4 in the Online Appendix I. Finally, because
we conduct our empirical analyses separately for subordinates and leaders as well for
the full sample, we provide balance at baseline within these subgroups in the Online
Appendix I (see Table A.5).
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We requested and got access to monthly employee separation rates from all firms
in June 2022, covering January 2018 to April 2022 for 18 firms and January 2019
to April 2022 for 2 firms. These data, however, are not directly comparable with our
measure of separation for two reasons: First, these separation rates cover the entire
white-collar workforce of the company, not just the headquarters. Nevertheless, given
that the average share of headquarters employees in all white-collars stands at 75%
in our data, it is likely that the behavior of separation rates is mainly driven by the
headquarters employees. Second, as we explain in Section III, our main analysis of
employee separation concerns separations that occurred within a period (8 months for
the implementation period and 5 months for the post-decree period). Nevertheless,
we believe these monthly aggregate data can complement our data and, in particular,
help us provide more evidence on the balance of our design. Figure III Panel A depicts
mean monthly separation rates for treatment and control firms, and Panel B depicts
differences in means, both weighted by the share of headquarters employees. As can
be seen in the figures, there is no evidence of differential trends across treatment status,
neither in pre-trial, in baseline, nor during the COVID-19 lockdown period. The ran-
domization also rules out level differences across treatment status over time. Almost
all mean differences are statistically zero between January 2018 and October 2020,
ensuring that the randomization was successful and our results are internally valid.

IV.B. Empirical Specification

To test the null hypothesis that the program had no impact on the outcome y , we
estimate the average treatment effect by conditioning on baseline covariates that are
predictive of the outcome of interest:

yid f = α0 +α1Tf + X
′
id f γ+δs + ϵid f

where yid f is the outcome of employee i, in department d, firm f . Tf is a dummy
variable that equals 1 if firm f is in the treatment group and zero otherwise, and X ′id f

is a vector of observables for worker i in department d and firm f that are potentially
predictive of the outcome y . These include age, gender, marital status, number of
children, tenure, and baseline cognitive and sociocognitive skills (Raven’s score and
Eyes test score). We also control for department and firm size as well as the share of
males in the department. δs indicates strata (sector) fixed effects.

The use of baseline covariates serves the purpose of powering our design. Baseline
covariates that are highly predictive of the outcomes of interest lower the variation in
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the outcomes and allow us to estimate the program effects with more precision. Tables
A.6 – A.8 in the Online Appendix show that employee characteristics such as gender,
cognitive ability, marital status, and the number of kids, as well as some firm and de-
partment characteristics, are predictive of our primary outcomes. These correlations
motivate our empirical specification. Nevertheless, we also present our results without
covariates in the Online Appendix I (see Tables A.9 – A.13).

Among the treated who took part in the training program (40% of all participants in
treatment firms), 25% had an official leadership title and 75% were subordinates, 29%
of whomwere de facto leaders (i.e., influential nodes in professional support networks).
Therefore, the estimated α̂1 is the intent-to-treat effect (ITT), depicted in visual clarity
in Figure IV. Because the sample contains a small number of clusters (20 corporations),
in addition to clustered-robust standard errors, we also present wild bootstrapped p-
values adjusted for the small sample. Moreover, because we test several hypotheses
using multiple outcomes, we also present sharpened False Discovery Rate (FDR) ad-
justed q-values as described in Anderson (2008), and Romano-Wolf p-values (Romano
and Wolf, 2005). For the latter, we aggregate our main outcomes following Kling et al.
(2007). Finally, we also present our main results using firm-level averages (Table A.14
in the Online Appendix). Most of our results survive these adjustments.

In what follows, we present our estimated treatment effects in the same format:
First for the entire sample of participants and then for subordinates and official leaders
separately. These subsample analyses are motivated by our pre-trial qualitative inter-
views, the content of our intervention, and our mechanism claims, which we discuss
further in section V.

IV.C. Treatment Effect on Employee Separation

We acknowledge that not all job separations are related to the relational climate in
the workplace. However, our qualitative interviews with many HR officials and CEOs
suggest that some certainly are. That the bad relational climate is associated with
a high probability of separation is also evident in our data. Table A.15 in the Online
Appendix shows significant associations between job separations andworkplace climate
indicators. Job separations are more likely when employees are less satisfied with the
relational environment, perceive the company as non-meritocratic, consider behavioral
norms undesirable and view the leadership quality low. Motivated by these correlations,
we consider voluntary job separations as one of the indicators of the workplace climate.

Table III presents the treatment effect on the probability of job separation within
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the implementation period (November 1, 2020, and June 30, 2021). Recall that this
period spans the nationwide firing ban, which was imposed on April 1, 2020, and lifted
on July 1, 2021. Panel I presents the effects on the full sample, panel II on the subor-
dinates, and panel III on the leaders. Finally, Panel IV presents the treatment effects
on the sample that did not participate in the study. The proportion of employees who
quit their jobs within the firing-ban (implementation) period is quite low in the control
group (about 5%), considering the 2019 baseline separation rate of 14.5% presented
in Table II.1⁵ We estimate 2 percentage points lower likelihood of employee separation
in treated companies between November 1, 2020 and June 30, 2021, and this differ-
ence is statistically significant at the 5% level. The estimated treatment effect is larger
(4.8 percentage points) and more precisely estimated for the leader sample, with the
wild bootstrapped p-value of 0.027. Although regressions with full controls are our
preferred specifications (column 1), we report our results with partial controls (firm
size, department size, and share of males in the department) in column 2, and without
covariates in column 3 of Table III. Adding baseline covariates should not significantly
affect the estimated sizes but should improve precision in a balanced design. We find
that the coefficient estimates are unaffected but lose precision when we do not include
covariates for the full sample and the subordinates. However, the effects we estimate
for the leaders seem robust to covariate adjustment.

Because we have administrative data on all employees in company headquarters
regardless of their participation in the study, we can also investigate whether these
positive treatment effects on separations spilled over to nonparticipants. As can be
seen in Panel IV of Table III, we find no evidence of spillover effects of the treatment
on nonparticipants during the implementation period. One reason for this could be
that most non-participation was at the departmental level. As mentioned before, some
departments could not participate due to the nature of their tasks, and some small
departments were considered low priority and excluded by the firms. Given that most
training activities targeted departmental relationships, the likelihood of spillovers from
participants to nonparticipants was low by design. The lack of spillover effects may also
be exacerbated by the context in which we evaluate this program. All activities took
place during the COVID-19 pandemic. It is possible that hybrid working arrangements
led to less frequent inter-departmental interactions within this period, dampening any
possible spillover effects. The lack of spillover effects is also evident in Figure III, which
plots monthly separation rates of the entire white-collar workforce between January

1⁵2019 (baseline) separation rate stood at 14.5% on average. This refers to the annual department-
level separation rate and, as such, it is not directly comparable with the 8-month rate of 5%. However,
one can still infer that the incidence of separation was lower than usual during the firing-ban/pandemic
period.
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2018 and April 2022. While we do observe predominantly negative point estimates
(lower monthly separation rates) in the implementation and post-decree period for
treated firms, mean differences do not reach statistical significance.

In Appendix Table A.16 we show the treatment effect on the probability of sepa-
ration in the post-firing ban period (July 1, 2021-November 30, 2021), as well as the
implementation period (November 1, 2020 and June 30, 2021). We exclude the fi-
nance sector from this analysis because all the firms (control and treated) in this sector
had received the treatment by the time we collected the post-decree data in December
2021. Looking at the control mean of 7% separations in the post-firing ban data, no-
tice that it already exceeds the 8-month separation rate of the implementation period
(Column 4). As in the implementation period, we estimate a significant treatment ef-
fect on the likelihood of separation for the post-firing ban period. The estimated effect
size is minus 3 percentage points, implying a 43% decline in employee separation in
this period. The estimated effect is statistically significant at the 5% level indicated by
the wild bootstrapped p-value of 0.024. Column 4 in Panel II shows that the effect on
post-decree separations is driven entirely by the subordinates. The estimated effects for
the post-firing ban period strongly suggest that the effects of the intervention persist
beyond the implementation period.1⁶

IV.D. Treatment Effect on Pro and Antisocial Behavior

Table IV presents the estimated treatment effects on experimentally elicited pro and
antisocial behavior. About 23TL of 50TL sabotage endowment was used on average to
destroy an opponent’s performance in the control group. On average, employees in the
treatment firms spent 2.75TL less for sabotage activity, and this 12% effect is statisti-
cally significant at the 1% level. The effects for subordinates and leaders are similar
for this outcome, with 12% for subordinates and 15% for leaders. We do not detect a
statistically different effect in this outcome across the two groups (p-value=0.66).

We find that, of the 100TL endowment in the trust game, the control employees sent
about 52TL to their anonymous department colleague. We do not estimate a statistically
significant treatment effect for this outcome, either for the full sample or for the sub-
groups. However, we find a statistically significant effect on reciprocity. About 37% of
the money received was sent back to the sender in the control group. This value is 4

1⁶Most of the separations in the post-firing ban period are voluntary quits. Of the 6.4% separations
recorded in this period, 1.3 percentage points constitute layoffs. We find no treatment effect on layoffs,
implying that the overall effect on separations is drivenmainly by voluntary quits. This result is presented
in the Online Appendix table A.17.
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percentage points (about 10%) higher in the treatment group for the full sample, and
this difference is statistically significant at the 1% level. The effect on reciprocity is
strong for the subordinate group but much smaller and imprecisely estimated for the
leaders, although we cannot reject the equality of coefficient estimates across the two
groups (p-value=0.42).

Finally, we find that a little more than half of the endowment in the ultimatum game
was offered in the control group. Even though we estimate a positive treatment effect
on the size of the offer, this effect is statistically insignificant for the full and the subor-
dinate sample. However, it is larger and statistically significant for the leader sample,
indicating more generosity on the part of leaders, but again, we cannot reject the equal-
ity across the two groups (p-value=0.23). In summary, these results suggest that the
treatment significantly lowered toxic competition, measured by the sabotage endow-
ment used in the sabotage game, and improved prosociality, measured as reciprocity
in the trust game.

IV.E. Treatment Effect on Department Network Structure

As mentioned in Section III, we constructed several department-level indicators that
characterize the relational atmosphere of departments using social networks. These are
the proportion of isolated individuals (those who participated in the study but stated
that they receive no support from any colleague), department network density, and
cohort segregation indices. We constructed these department-level measures for the
full sample and the subordinate sample, as such measures for only leaders do not make
much sense at the departmental level since most departments have a small number of
leaders. Table V presents the treatment effects on our three department-level network
measures for professional support and personal support categories. Note that, because
these outcomes are at the department level, our number of observations reflects the
number of departments in this analysis. In some departments, segregationmeasures are
not defined because of the insufficient number of members in a group, reflected in the
large decline in the number of departments used in the respective analyses. Similarly,
network density measures cannot be constructed for departments with an insufficient
number of participants.

Looking at Panel I, first, we note that, on average, 13% (24%) of employees in the
control firms report that they do not receive professional (personal) support from any-
one in their firm. We estimate a 5 (7) percentage points decline in professional and
personal isolation in treated departments, but the estimates are not statistically signif-

24



icant based on the wild bootstrapped p-values. Looking only at the subordinates, we
see similar effects but slightly better precision. Note that the estimated effect sizes are
large. For example, we estimate a 29% reduction in the proportion of individuals who
lack support for personal matters in the full sample. The effect size for the subordinates
is even larger (41%).1⁷

Consistent with the isolation results, we estimate a significant increase in depart-
mental network density for both professional and personal networks. The estimated
effects are substantial in size, corresponding to a 40% increase in the network density
indices. Finally, we also estimate a substantial decline in our cohort segregation indices.
We find evidence of a significant decline in cohort segregation in personal support do-
main for the full sample. These results altogether suggest that the treatment helped
employees establish more network ties with their colleagues, lowered the number of
people lacking support and created denser and less segregated social networks across
cohorts.

IV.F. Treatment Effect on Perceived Workplace Quality and Relational At-
mosphere

Table VI presents the estimated program effects on our survey measures. Recall that
we normalized these measures to have a mean zero and a standard deviation of 1 for
the control sample so that estimates can be interpreted as standard deviation effects.
We observe that the program was highly effective in improving perceived workplace
quality and relational atmosphere within departments. We estimate large and signifi-
cant effects on workplace satisfaction and perceived meritocratic values. Treated em-
ployees report 0.27 standard deviations higher workplace satisfaction and 0.25 stan-
dard deviations higher perceived meritocratic values. In terms of the relational atmo-
sphere, treated professionals report 0.21 standard deviations higher collegial behavior
in their department, 0.10 and 0.15 standard deviations better behavioral and prescrip-
tive norms, with the latter two not reaching statistical significance. The results on the
subordinates are even stronger. Here, we estimate 0.32 standard deviations higher
workplace satisfaction and 0.30 standard deviations higher meritocratic values in the
treatment group. We also estimate 0.24 standard deviations higher collegial behavior,

1⁷We also estimate the treatment effects on isolation at the individual level. The results are similar.
We find sizeable but imprecisely estimated treatment effects in both support domains for the full sam-
ple. Specifically, we find a 6.5 percentage points decline in isolation for personal support, which is not
statistically significant based on the wild bootstrapped p-value. The effect size is 7.6 percentage points
for the subordinates (significant at the 5% level) and statistically zero for the leaders.
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and again, despite being positive, the effects on behavioral and prescriptive norms are
statistically weak based on wild bootstrapped p-values. Interestingly, we estimate null
effects for the leaders and reject decisively the equality of estimates between subordi-
nates and leaders for workplace satisfaction, meritocratic values, collegial department
and prescriptive norms measures.

These results are consistent with the effects we estimate for pandemic-related well-
being indicators. Table VII presents the estimated treatment effects on our five COVID-
19 related outcomes. Employees in treated firms are 6 percentage points less likely
to prefer to work from home, and this difference is statistically significant at the 5%
level considering the wild bootstrapped p-value. Further consistent with this result, the
employees in treated firms are 4 percentage points less likely to report losing connection
with their leaders during the pandemic. The point estimate is similar for subordinates
and leaders, although it is statistically significant for the former but not for the latter.

Overall, we estimate positive treatment effects consistently across all outcome cat-
egories, and most of our results survive multiple hypothesis corrections. Table VIII
presents our summary results where we estimate the treatment effects on summary
indices for each outcome family following Kling et al. (2007). Our prosociality index
represents a combination (equally weighted average of z-scores) of sabotage behav-
ior (reversed), trust, reciprocity, and fairness. The workplace climate index combines
workplace satisfaction, meritocratic values, collegial department, and prescriptive and
descriptive norms, and the leadership quality index combines leader professionalism
and empathy. We keep separation probability as a single-member family in this anal-
ysis. As can be seen, both Romano-Wolf p-values and sharpened q-values (calculated
using wild bootstrapped p-values) indicate genuine treatment effects.

Besides estimating treatment effects separately for subordinates and leaders, we
explored several other subgroups to assess treatment effect heterogeneity. Specifically,
we checked whether the effects exhibited any differential pattern based on employee
tenure, gender, and the gender of leaders. Overall, we do not find any notable het-
erogeneity in treatment effects along these dimensions. We present our heterogeneity
analyses in the Online Appendix, Tables A.18, A.19 and A.20.

V Potential Mechanisms

All in all, we find that the program was remarkably successful in improving the re-
lational climate in the workplace. It lowered the likelihood of employee separation,
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improved workplace satisfaction, reduced antisocial tendencies, increased prosociality,
and created denser and less segregated support networks. What are the possible mech-
anisms behind these favorable results?

One possible but rather uninteresting mechanism could be that the training activ-
ities may have created extra socialization opportunities and, therefore, more contact
between colleagues, which improved the relational climate indicators regardless of the
content of the training. Such additional contact may be even more critical given that
we evaluate our program in a context where a long-lasting pandemic created consid-
erable social isolation. However, we believe this mechanism is unlikely to drive our
results for the following reason. We asked the HR executives of all participating firms
how frequently department colleagues got together online or in person during the im-
plementation period. 80% of the firms stated every day or almost every day (7 firms
in treatment (T) and 9 firms in control (C)). We also asked the reason for these get-
togethers. 45% of the firms stated mainly work-related (5 firms in T, 4 firms in C),
and the rest stated both work and social reasons (5 firms in T, 6 firms in C). These
testimonies suggest no notable difference in the degree of socialization across treat-
ment status. We take these testimonies as evidence against the “mere human contact”
mechanism.

We believe that the content of the training is the primary channel driving the results.
The training programwas intensive compared to standard corporate training programs.
Moreover, while it was open to all white-collar workers, leaders of all ranks were partic-
ularly encouraged to participate in training sessions and the follow-up project develop-
ment activities. The idea, motivated by our earlier qualitative interviews, was that im-
proving leaders’ attitudes toward subordinates might reset the tone of communications,
encourage more prosociality in everyday interactions, and lead to a more collegial at-
mosphere in the workplace. We hypothesize, therefore, that the program’s effects work
mainly through improved leader behavior and leader-subordinate relationships.

Before testing our conjecture that the training program improved the workplace cli-
mate through improving leader-subordinate relationships, we provide evidence that the
subordinates’ assessment of workplace quality and the relational atmosphere correlates
highly with how subordinates perceive their leaders. Appendix Table A.21 shows the
association between leadership quality (summary index of leader’s professionalism and
empathy) and subordinates’ perceived workplace quality and relational atmosphere in
their departments for the control sample. We observe very strong associations of ex-
pected direction between leadership quality and all indicators of workplace climate.
While only representing correlations, these findings set the stage for our mechanism
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explorations. If the program’s positive effects stem from improved leader-subordinate
relationships, we expect to estimate significant treatment effects on reported leadership
quality.

We estimate the effect of the program on several leadership quality indicators. The
first two are leader professionalism and leader empathy, which we constructed using
survey items. In addition, we have network data with which we can construct binary
indicators of whether a participant nominated her leader as a professional and personal
support provider. We consider nominating one’s leader as a professional or personal
support provider to indicate high-quality leadership and a good leader-subordinate
relationship.

Table IX presents the estimated treatment effects on leader professionalism, leader
empathy, whether the employee nominated their leader as a professional and personal
help provider, and own empathy for the full sample, as well as subordinates and leaders
separately. We observe striking treatment effects on reported leadership quality, espe-
cially for the subordinate sample. We find that the treated subordinates report 0.21
standard deviations higher professionalism and 0.22 standard deviations higher em-
pathy in their leaders. We estimate that treated subordinates are about 8 percentage
points more likely to nominate their leaders as professional support providers. We find
no statistically significant effect on the probability of nominating leaders as personal
support providers in the subordinate sample.

Interestingly, we estimate strong negative treatment effects on nominations for the
leader sample. The treated leaders are 18 (12) percentage points less likely to nominate
their leaders as professional (personal) support providers. We explore possible expla-
nations for this unexpected result. The first thing that comes to mind is that by being
part of an interactive program together with subordinates, leaders may have turned to
their subordinates for professional and personal help. This substitution may be exacer-
bated by the fact that the program participation amongst higher management was low.
Supporting this explanation, we find that the treatment increased the probability of a
leader nominating a subordinate as a professional and personal help provider by 9 and
5 percentage points, respectively. We also find suggestive evidence that the negative
treatment effects we report in Table IX are much stronger for leaders whose leaders did
not participate in the study. We find that the probability of a treated leader nominating
her own leader as a professional support provider is 33 percentage points lower than
that of an untreated leader if the leader’s leader did not sign up for the project. We
estimate no difference between treatment and control in this respect for leaders whose
leaders participated in the study. This finding also suggests that employees might have
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viewed their leaders’ participation in the project as a signal of commitment to improv-
ing the relational climate. This is consistent with our claim that the program generated
its positive effects by improving leader-subordinate relationships.

In Appendix Table A.22, we explore the mediating effects of leadership quality fol-
lowing Imai et al. (2010). While the effect on prosocial behavior does not seem to be
mediated by leadership quality, we find that 55% of the effect we estimate on work-
place climate and 8.2% of the effect we estimate on employee separation are mediated
by leadership quality.

While we conjecture that the primary channel is improved leader attitude and
leader-subordinate relationships, there may be other mechanisms at play. For example,
the program may also have increased the empathy of employees towards each other
and towards their leaders. This is likely since one of the core messages of the program
was to teach employees to exchange roles to understand where the other person was
coming from in any social situation. However, as can be seen in Table IX, we estimate
null effects on self-reported empathy. Finally, further supporting our claim via testimo-
nial evidence, 7 out of 10 HR executives in treated firms indicated a visible positive
shift in trained leaders’ relations with their subordinates. In summary, while we cannot
rule out all possible channels through which the program led to these positive impacts,
the evidence on the improved leader-subordinate relationships is compelling.

VI Conclusion

While ubiquitous, relational toxicity in the workplace is a vastly overlooked issue in
large and highly competitive workplaces. Yet, it imposes high costs on firms through
employee dissatisfaction, inner resignation, or outright quits. Thus, innovative training
programs that aim to improve the relational environment in workplaces may be a cost-
effective way to address this problem. This paper shows the effectiveness of one such
training program.

The program, implemented as a clustered randomized design, is evaluated with
respect to a wide range of outcomes constructed using incentivized games, social net-
works, survey instruments, and administrative records. We find that the program im-
proves perceived workplace quality and the relational atmosphere. It reduces anti-
social behaviors, improves network density, lessens social isolation, and lowers the
likelihood of employee separation, the latter even beyond the implementation period.
We show that the program’s success stems mainly from improved leader-subordinate
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relationships. Our findings provide evidence that innovative interventions focusing on
improving the relational atmosphere in work environments may go a long way in in-
creasing employee engagement and satisfaction with leaders, lowering separation rates,
and ultimately transforming the relational culture in large corporations. The monetary
cost of the program was about 5000 Euros per firm, which is not higher than what large
corporations usually pay to purchase training from well-known consulting firms. Given
that the HR officials in our participating firms state that the estimated cost of separa-
tion of a white-collar professional ranges between 10-18 months’ salary, the program
seems cost-effective.

We note two external validity concerns. First, our study covers a particular country.
While there is overwhelming evidence that relational issues in workplaces are prevalent,
we are aware that the Turkish corporate sector does not represent the corporate sector
around the world. However, besides enabling us to execute a clustered randomized
controlled trial on large corporations and to collect detailed data from a large num-
ber of professionals, Turkey offers an ideal setting to study the relational atmosphere
in workplaces. It is a large OECD country hosting many multinational and holding
companies in all sectors. Given that we reached out to prominent corporations across
different sectors that employ highly-educated professionals, our study is likely to be rel-
evant for corporations in other OECD countries, as well as many similar middle-income
countries.

Second, our study was conducted in a context created by a global health shock, the
COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, it is not clear how effective the program we evalu-
ate would be in normal circumstances (even though COVID-19 might prevent a full
return to global normality for some more years to come). Nevertheless, it is entirely
plausible that a program that shows such promise in such difficult times might be at
least as effective in normal times. Moreover, recent evidence has shown that exposure
to COVID-19 has a negative effect on prosociality in high-school students close to en-
tering the job market (Terrier et al., 2021). Given the importance of prosociality for
labor market success (Kosse and Tincani, 2020), a reduction in prosociality of future
labor market cohorts might pose threats to a good workplace climate. Against this
background, it seems necessary and timely to implement interventions such as ours
that show promising effects on the workplace climate in large corporations.

European University Institute, Bilkent University, and J-PAL
Kadir Has University
Max Planck Institute forResearchonCollectiveGoods, University ofCologne,
University of Innsbruck and IZA Bonn

30



Supplementary Material

An Online Appendix to this article as well as the data and code replicating the tables
and figures in this article can be found at The Quarterly Journal of Economics online.
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Tables

Table I Descriptive Statistics by Sector

Panel I: Individual Characteristics Chemicals Construction Defense Energy Finance Textile
Male 0.769 0.832 0.683 0.678 0.482 0.554

(0.422) (0.374) (0.466) (0.468) (0.500) (0.498)
Age 34.847 38.966 33.573 36.590 36.007 34.806

(7.030) (7.791) (7.117) (7.642) (8.114) (7.560)
Married 0.648 0.760 0.590 0.610 0.515 0.637

(0.478) (0.428) (0.493) (0.488) (0.500) (0.482)
Tenure (years) 5.574 9.904 5.880 8.195 3.522 7.655

(4.440) (7.433) (4.773) (5.876) (3.645) (5.801)
Raven’s Score (IQ) 0.001 -0.056 0.216 0.159 -0.258 -0.121

(1.106) (1.239) (1.104) (1.157) (1.347) (1.094)
Eyes Score (Emotional Intelligence) 0.162 -0.226 -0.605 0.067 0.106 0.104

(1.087) (1.349) (1.762) (1.278) (1.241) (1.093)
Sabotage 19.829 22.665 19.392 22.706 21.762 21.850

(15.735) (16.709) (17.767) (16.478) (15.481) (16.000)
Trust 53.671 51.170 45.541 53.688 51.701 52.389

(26.873) (27.689) (28.783) (27.486) (27.171) (24.268)
Reciprocity 0.400 0.383 0.346 0.387 0.358 0.381

(0.214) (0.213) (0.204) (0.210) (0.202) (0.195)
Ultimatum Offer 107.054 99.927 90.383 102.881 101.724 104.075

(41.886) (41.673) (38.426) (41.894) (41.812) (44.440)
Min. Accepted 99.944 95.057 84.095 97.115 98.997 99.593

(43.382) (40.749) (38.961) (44.383) (41.785) (44.090)
Workplace Satisfaction 0.238 0.125 -0.158 0.138 0.155 -0.330

(1.018) (0.961) (1.008) (0.918) (1.033) (1.041)
Meritocratic Values 0.235 0.096 -0.143 0.007 0.331 -0.166

(1.042) (0.950) (0.982) (0.958) (1.027) (0.969)
Collegial Department 0.140 0.141 -0.147 0.120 0.146 -0.265

(0.984) (0.928) (1.022) (0.972) (1.026) (1.095)
Behavioral Norms 0.088 0.036 -0.097 -0.013 0.251 -0.049

(1.014) (0.968) (0.939) (1.006) (0.953) (1.106)
Prescriptive Norms 0.157 0.125 -0.178 0.061 0.106 -0.152

(0.972) (0.966) (0.997) (0.999) (0.978) (1.105)
Leader Professionalism 0.120 0.118 -0.129 0.080 0.232 -0.234

(0.975) (0.970) (1.012) (1.015) (0.970) (1.028)
Leader Empathy 0.094 0.091 -0.147 0.105 0.221 -0.229

(1.015) (0.955) (0.990) (1.001) (0.957) (1.057)
Nominated Leader as Professional Help 0.737 0.627 0.636 0.636 0.623 0.500

(0.441) (0.484) (0.482) (0.482) (0.485) (0.502)
Nominated Leader as Personal Help 0.622 0.553 0.447 0.498 0.546 0.389

(0.485) (0.498) (0.498) (0.501) (0.499) (0.489)
N 636 566 293 851 423 314

Panel II: Department Characteristics
Log Department Size 3.126 2.780 2.958 3.216 3.011 2.742

(0.624) (0.627) (1.020) (1.106) (0.758) (0.628)
Male Share 0.782 0.838 0.665 0.750 0.508 0.633

(0.192) (0.143) (0.197) (0.189) (0.185) (0.281)
Separation (Implementation) 0.054 0.066 0.045 0.024 0.068 0.053

(0.070) (0.089) (0.090) (0.043) (0.083) (0.070)
Separation (Post-decree) 0.037 0.055 0.109 0.081 0.119 0.056

(0.065) (0.083) (0.127) (0.139) (0.092) (0.083)
N 37 40 12 29 20 26

Reported statistics use the participant sample. Panel I presents the mean and stan-
dard deviations of individual-level variables and Panel II department-level charac-
teristics. Cognitive tests and survey measures are standardized to have a mean of
zero and a variance of 1.

38



Table II Balance at Baseline

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

Male 1988 0.636 0.566 -0.070 0.130
Age 1989 36.090 35.795 -0.008 0.991
Married 1799 0.672 0.623 -0.048 0.155
Tenure (yearly) 1785 7.373 7.637 0.257 0.758
Leader Age 1060 42.404 41.989 -0.308 0.796
Under Male Leader 1397 0.744 0.710 -0.039 0.334
Holding Leadership Position 1989 0.178 0.177 0.016 0.462
Raven Score (IQ) 1852 0.004 0.078 0.027 0.743
Eyes Score (Emotional Intelligence) 1858 -0.040 -0.250 -0.122 0.237
Risk Attitude 1805 -0.000 0.008 -0.046 0.276
Competitiveness 1797 0.502 0.495 -0.008 0.635
Cooperation 1805 -0.000 0.054 0.031 0.567
Workplace Satisfaction 1331 -0.000 0.081 0.130 0.137
Collegial Department 1402 -0.000 -0.091 -0.023 0.691
Meritocratic Values 1287 -0.000 0.128 0.212 0.011∗∗
Behavioral Norms 1333 0.000 0.025 0.065 0.459
Prescriptive Norms 1194 -0.000 0.013 0.042 0.635
Leader Quality 1234 -0.000 0.003 0.040 0.534
Nominated Leader as Professional Help 1492 0.556 0.616 0.060 0.145
Nominated Leader as Personal Help 1492 0.453 0.467 0.035 0.396

Panel II: Department Characteristics

Log Department Size 135 2.822 2.603 -0.218 0.418
Male Share 135 0.700 0.629 -0.055 0.419
Proportion of Isolated Nodes (Professional Support) 135 0.122 0.156 0.046 0.272
Proportion of Isolated Nodes (Personal Support) 135 0.167 0.208 0.057 0.107
Density of the Department (Professional Support) 131 0.086 0.092 0.009 0.770
Density of the Department (Personal Support) 131 0.065 0.069 0.006 0.835
Cohort Segregation Coefficient (Professional Support) 106 0.004 -0.014 -0.011 0.605
Cohort Segregation Coefficient (Personal Support) 106 0.040 -0.004 -0.035 0.135
Separation 134 14.075 14.850 -1.064 0.673

Panel III: Firm Characteristics

Log of Firm Size (Headquarters) 20 5.005 4.789 -0.175 0.523

Reported statistics use the Fall 2019 baseline sample. Panel I presents the balance of individual-level
variables. Panel II presents the balance of department-level characteristics and Panel III firm-level
characteristics. Cognitive tests, risk attitude, cooperation, and survey measures are standardized to
have a mean of zero and a variance of 1. P-values are obtained by controlling for randomization strata
(sector). In Panels I and II, standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization).
Panel III uses robust standard errors.
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Table III Treatment Effects on Employee Separation

Panel I: Full sample
Separation (Implementation)

(1) (2) (3)
Treatment -0.022∗∗ -0.021∗∗ -0.017

(0.008) (0.009) (0.010)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.029 0.079 0.173
Control Mean 0.053 0.053 0.053
N 3076 3076 3076
Covariates All Partial No

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -0.017∗ -0.016∗ -0.011

(0.009) (0.009) (0.011)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.135 0.177 0.380
Control Mean 0.053 0.053 0.053
N 2547 2547 2547
Covariates All Partial No

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -0.048∗∗ -0.043∗∗ -0.044∗∗

(0.019) (0.020) (0.018)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.027 0.058 0.019
Subordinate = Leader 0.116 0.176 0.088
Control Mean 0.057 0.057 0.057
N 529 529 529
Covariates All Partial No

Panel IV: Non-participant sample
Treatment -0.008 -0.007 -0.008

(0.023) (0.023) (0.020)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.900 0.902 0.859
Control Mean 0.061 0.061 0.061
N 1240 1240 1240
Covariates All Partial No

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The
implementation period refers to November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021. Panel I pro-
vides estimated treatment effects using the full sample, Panel II, subordinate sam-
ple, Panel III leader sample, and Panel IV non-participant sample. Regressions in
columns 1 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 department, and
firm size. Regressions in column 2 control for department size, the share of males
in the department, and firm size. Non-participant sample regressions in columns
1 control for gender, department size, share of males in the department, and firm
size (only available covariates for the non-participant sample). All regressions con-
trol 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. The separation status of 13 employees is missing in the data.

40



Table IV Treatment Effects on Experimentally Elicited Pro and Antisocial Behavior

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

Treatment -2.749∗∗∗ 0.792 0.037∗∗∗ 3.623 -0.885
(0.364) (1.580) (0.010) (2.216) (1.424)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.001 0.743 0.004 0.218 0.559
Sharpened q-value 0.001 0.332 0.003 0.135 0.332
Control Mean 23.128 52.149 0.371 101.145 97.966
N 2233 2233 2233 2233 2233

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -2.764∗∗∗ 0.124 0.039∗∗∗ 2.876 -1.551

(0.435) (1.331) (0.012) (2.363) (1.709)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.000 0.954 0.005 0.350 0.476
Sharpened q-value 0.001 0.660 0.006 0.314 0.392
Control Mean 22.678 51.443 0.362 101.086 98.375
N 1839 1839 1839 1839 1839

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -3.905 1.513 0.013 6.548∗∗∗ 3.776

(2.386) (3.196) (0.026) (2.271) (6.676)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.316 0.742 0.690 0.043 0.684
Sharpened q-value 0.310 0.626 0.626 0.050 0.626
Subordinate = Leader 0.660 0.621 0.415 0.227 0.471
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, Ultimatum
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, subordi-
nate 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 dummies. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level
(unit of randomization). Wild bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for small sample, and sharpened
q-values are provided.
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Table V Treatment Effects on Support Networks

Panel I: Full sample
Proportion Isolated Department Density Cohort Segregation

Professional S. Personal S. Professional S. Personal S. Professional S. Personal S.
Treatment -0.049 -0.069∗∗ 0.023∗ 0.019∗∗ -0.028 -0.057∗∗

(0.032) (0.027) (0.011) (0.009) (0.018) (0.021)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.352 0.148 0.156 0.129 0.196 0.047
Sharpened q-value 0.097 0.065 0.065 0.065 0.097 0.065
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 -0.061∗ -0.073∗∗∗ 0.018∗ 0.020∗∗∗ -0.023 -0.025

(0.031) (0.022) (0.009) (0.007) (0.022) (0.031)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.244 0.037 0.110 0.039 0.299 0.566
Sharpened q-value 0.066 0.022 0.066 0.024 0.137 0.170
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 depen-
dent variables are constructed at the department level. Panel I provides estimated treatment
effects using the full sample and Panel II subordinate sample. Constructing the department-
level network measures for the leaders only sample is not feasible as this would produce sparse
networks for which our outcomes are not well-defined. Regressions control for mean Raven’s
score and Eye Test score, average tenure, average age, proportion married, the average num-
ber of children and average tenure in the department, department size, the share of males
in the department, and sector dummies. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit
of randomization), and wild bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for the small sample, and sharp-
ened q-values are provided.
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Table VI Treatment Effects on Workplace Climate

Panel I: Full sample
Workplace Quality Relational Atmosphere

Workplace S. Meritocratic Values Collegial Dept. Behavioral Norms Prescriptive Norms
Treatment 0.268∗∗ 0.253∗∗ 0.212∗∗ 0.104 0.150

(0.113) (0.107) (0.091) (0.087) (0.093)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.071 0.075 0.074 0.342 0.215
Sharpened q-value 0.054 0.054 0.054 0.112 0.067
Control Mean 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000
N 2155 2155 2194 2183 2174

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment 0.320∗∗∗ 0.299∗∗∗ 0.238∗∗ 0.115 0.176∗

(0.104) (0.100) (0.090) (0.089) (0.093)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.014 0.026 0.051 0.305 0.154
Sharpened q-value 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.092 0.038
Control Mean -0.052 -0.056 -0.033 0.001 -0.034
N 1772 1772 1804 1796 1789

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -0.018 -0.030 0.082 0.062 -0.088

(0.166) (0.133) (0.124) (0.095) (0.112)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.935 0.876 0.602 0.588 0.551
Sharpened q-value 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Subordinate = Leader 0.001 0.000 0.060 0.501 0.000
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 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 dummies.
Standard errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization). Wild bootstrapped p-values,
adjusted for small sample, and sharpened q-values are provided.
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Table VII Treatment Effects on COVID-19 Related Well-Being

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

Treatment -0.063∗∗∗ -0.008 0.009 -0.044∗∗ 0.008
(0.020) (0.025) (0.025) (0.017) (0.008)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.027 0.817 0.780 0.034 0.486
Sharpened q-value 0.029 0.842 0.842 0.035 0.540
Control Mean 0.611 0.448 0.352 0.361 0.027
N 2150 2150 2150 2150 2150

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -0.064∗∗ -0.024 -0.007 -0.040∗∗ 0.009

(0.026) (0.024) (0.024) (0.017) (0.009)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.091 0.469 0.808 0.057 0.489
Sharpened q-value 0.080 0.372 0.824 0.080 0.372
Control Mean 0.631 0.449 0.353 0.362 0.026
N 1767 1767 1767 1767 1767

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment -0.088 0.068 0.110∗ -0.057 -0.009

(0.057) (0.084) (0.057) (0.057) (0.026)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.338 0.587 0.172 0.447 0.773
Sharpened q-value 0.527 0.541 0.527 0.541 0.804
Subordinate = Leader 0.738 0.274 0.028 0.775 0.541
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 esti-
mated 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,
tenure, department size, the share of males in the department, firm size and sector dummies. Standard
errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization). Wild bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for
small sample, and sharpened q-values are provided.
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Table VIII Treatment Effects on Separation and Summary Indices of Outcomes

Panel I: Full sample
Separation (Implementation) Prosocial Behavior Workplace Climate Leadership Quality

Treatment -0.022∗∗ 0.097∗∗∗ 0.198∗∗ 0.202∗∗
(0.008) (0.020) (0.089) (0.083)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.029 0.002 0.098 0.053
Romano-Wolf P-value 0.100 0.100 0.084 0.100
Sharpened q-value 0.046 0.009 0.062 0.057
Control Mean 0.053 0.000 -0.002 0.000
N 3076 2233 2155 2194

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment -0.017∗ 0.095∗∗∗ 0.231∗∗ 0.216∗∗

(0.009) (0.021) (0.085) (0.085)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.135 0.001 0.055 0.049
Romano-Wolf P-value 0.162 0.070 0.012 0.070
Sharpened q-value 0.080 0.005 0.059 0.059
Control Mean 0.053 -0.011 -0.037 -0.008
N 2547 1839 1772 1804

Panel III: Leaders only
ă
Treatment -0.048∗∗ 0.086 -0.001 0.157

(0.019) (0.051) (0.113) (0.151)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.027 0.186 0.996 0.420
Romano-Wolf P-value 0.311 0.605 1.000 0.605
Sharpened q-value 0.122 0.388 0.993 0.594
Subordinate = Leader 0.116 0.861 0.000 0.660
Control Mean 0.057 0.053 0.169 0.037
N 529 394 383 390

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. The outcomes
are job separation and summary indices of outcomes in 3 domains. Separation is a binary indi-
cator of job separation within the implementation period (November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021).
A summary index is the mean of normalized values of component items in each outcome
domain. The prosocial behavior index combines sabotage (reversed), trust, reciprocity, and
fairness. The workplace climate index combines workplace satisfaction, meritocratic values,
collegial department, and prescriptive and descriptive norms. The leadership quality index
combines leader professionalism and leader empathy. Panel I provides estimated treatment
effects using the full sample, Panel II, subordinate sample, and Panel III leader sample. Re-
gressions 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 the small sample, Romano-Wolf p-values, and sharpened
q-values (computed using wild bootstrapped p-values) are provided.
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Table IX Treatment Effects on Leadership Quality and Own Empathy

Panel I: Full sample
Leader Professionalism Leader Empathy Professional Help from Leader Personal Help from Leader Own Empathy

Treatment 0.201∗∗ 0.202∗∗ 0.029 -0.013 0.028
(0.085) (0.082) (0.024) (0.038) (0.055)

Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.064 0.050 0.348 0.812 0.696
Sharpened q-value 0.078 0.078 0.301 0.626 0.626
Control Mean 0.000 0.000 0.632 0.535 0.000
N 2194 2194 1846 1846 2151

Panel II: Subordinates only
Treatment 0.214∗∗ 0.217∗∗ 0.079∗∗∗ 0.010 0.034

(0.088) (0.082) (0.026) (0.039) (0.054)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.059 0.043 0.065 0.835 0.616
Sharpened q-value 0.036 0.034 0.034 0.464 0.365
Control Mean -0.005 -0.010 0.629 0.544 -0.008
N 1804 1804 1512 1512 1768

Panel III: Leaders only
Treatment 0.181 0.132 -0.184∗∗∗ -0.122∗∗ -0.038

(0.146) (0.159) (0.056) (0.056) (0.154)
Wild Bootstrap P-value 0.329 0.526 0.005 0.110 0.862
Sharpened q-value 0.297 0.455 0.019 0.094 0.617
Subordinate = Leader 0.798 0.549 0.000 0.027 0.610
Control Mean 0.025 0.049 0.646 0.494 0.039
N 390 390 334 334 383

Reported estimates are obtained from ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. Panel I provides esti-
mated 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,
tenure, department size, the share of males in the department, firm size and sector dummies. Standard
errors are clustered at the firm level (unit of randomization). Wild bootstrapped p-values, adjusted for
small sample, and sharpened q-values are provided.

Figures

Figure I Timeline of the Trial
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Figure II Depicted Theory of Change

This figure depicts the conjectured theory of change. End outcomes are given along with the estimated
treatment effects. Separation is a binary measure of employee separation within the implementation
period. The implementation period refers to November 1, 2020-June 30, 2021. Effect sizes are reported
as percentage point changes for employee separation and network outcomes, as percent changes for
pro and anti-social behavior, and as standard deviation changes for workplace quality and relational
atmosphere indicators. Indicated statistical significance levels are based on wild bootstrapped p-values.
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Figure III Monthly Separation Rates

Panel A plots average monthly separation rates by treatment status, using the share of head-
quarters employees as weights. Panel B plots the estimated treatment effects on separation
rates for the indicated months. Firm-level regressions control for sector fixed effects, with
the share of headquarters employees used as sampling weights. 95% confidence intervals
are based on robust standard errors.

Figure IV Evaluation Design

Participation refers to those who stated their willingness to participate in the
study and signed the consent form. Percentage treated refers to the percentage
who took part in the training program amongst those who participated.
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