
Online Appendix to “Does Relative Performance 
Information Lower Group Morale?”  
The Online Appendix contains the following additional tables: 

 
1. Results of OLS regressions which show that a participant’s confidence in his or her ability 

to answer questions correctly is not systemtically affected by relative performance 
feedback 

2. Results of Probit estimations that predict the willingness to help, pooling the data 
from the private and the public rank feedback treatments.  

3. Results of a Probit estimation and an OLS regression that predict the willingness to 
help when beliefs about correct answers are controlled for in a different way than the 
one presented in the main text 

4. Result of an OLS regression in which beliefs about correct answers (self and others) are 
interacted with the treatment indicators 

5. Results of Probit estimations and OLS regressions that predict the probability of 
sharing an answer to a question separately for each sub-group with the same 
performance rank, pooling the data from the private rank feedback and the public rank 
feedback treatments 

6. Results of a Probit estimation that predicts the probability of sharing an answer to a 
question for the subset of participants whose performance at the timed general 
knowledge task was neither very good nor very bad according to performance 
percentiles  

 
The Online Appendix then presents how the benchmark effect sizes from the two related 
studies used for the power analysis were obtained.  

 
The Online Appendix ends with screenshots of the instructions and decision screens as they were 
presented to participants. For this Online Appendix, the faces of participants in the pictures are 
blurred to preserve their anonymity. In the experiment, the faces were not blurred.  
  



Table B1. Rank Feedback and Self-Confidence 

 OLS predicting 
belief of participant i of percent chance that 

he answered question k correctly 
 Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 

Private RF 1.577 
(3.183) 

-5.330* 
(3.144) 

2.594 
(3.179) 

Public RF -1.295 
(2.526) 

-0.0875 
(3.348) 

2.260 
(3.323) 

Actual correct 31.53**** 
(2.011) 

28.81**** 
(2.147) 

30.05**** 
(2.333) 

Performance Part 1 -3.789 
(2.641) 

-3.090 
(2.254) 

-0.370** 
(0.156) 

Risk attitude 0.360 
(0.469) 

0.295 
(0.683) 

0.451 
(0.539) 

Female 3.736 
(2.411) 

-1.997 
(2.866) 

-2.808 
(2.745) 

Constant 48.20**** 
(4.171) 

52.16**** 
(5.421) 

43.98**** 

(4.444) 

Obs. 700 700 700 

R2 0.2542 0.2097 0.2276 

 Notes. Private RF and Public RF are indicators for participant i privately observing his performance rank on the 
timed task or publicly observing the performance rank of everyone in his group, respectively. Actual correct variables 
indicate whether participant i provided a correct answer to a Part 2 question k. Performance Part 1 records the 
number of questions that participant i answered correctly during the timed test in Part 1. Risk attitude is where 
participant i positioned himself on a scale from 1=very risk-averse to 10=very risk seeking. Female indicates whether 
participant ! is a woman. Robust standard errors are in parentheses, group clusters allow for correlated observations 
at the group and at the subject level. *Significant at the 10% level,** at the 5% level, *** at the 1% level, **** at 
the 0.1% level.  



Table B2. Predicting the Willingness to Help—Probit (pooled data) 

 Probit Predicting 
Prob(share answer to question k) 

Relative performance 
information 

-0.019 
(0.0404) 

-0.0168 
(0.0453) 

0.00985 
(0.0385) 

Belief correct (self)  0.6570**** 

(0.0950) 
0.7782**** 

(0.13413) 
Belief correct  
(others)   -0.2753*** 

(0.1125) 
-0.3657*** 

(0.1427) 
Actual correct   -0.0109 

(0.0337) 
Performance part 1   0.1477 

(0.1535) 
Expected help    1.4410**** 

(0.1813) 
Risk attitude    -0.2463**** 

(0.0761) 
Female    -0.0305 

(0.050) 
Question FE No No Yes 

Constant Yes Yes  Yes 

Obs. 2100 2100 2100 

pseudo R2 0.0003 0.0795 0.3541 
Notes. The predicted marginal effects at mean level of covariates are reported.  
Share answer to question k is an indicator for whether participant shared the answer 
to a Part 2 question k with his group members. Private RF and Public RF are 
indicators for participant i privately observing his performance rank on the timed 
task or publicly observing the performance rank of everyone in his group, 
respectively. Belief correct self ranges from [0,1] and is the subjective probability 
that participant i gives to the event that the answer he provided to question k is 
correct. Belief correct others ranges from [0,1] and is the subjective probability that 
participant i gives to the event that his average group member provided the correct 
answer to question k. Actual correct indicates whether participant i provided the 
correct answer to question k. Performance Part 1 records the fraction of questions 
that participant i answered correctly during the timed task in Part 1. Expected help 
is the fraction of answers to questions k that participant i thinks the two group 
members shared with him on average. Risk attitude is where participant i positioned 
himself on a scale from 1=very risk-averse to 10=very risk seeking, divided by 10. 
Robust standard errors are in parentheses, 70 group clusters allow for correlated 
observations at the group and at the subject level. *Significant at the 10% level,** 
at the 5% level, *** at the 1% level, **** at the 0.1% level. 

 



Table B3. Predicting the Willingness to Help Controlling for Beliefs About the Value of Help to 
the Group 

 Predicting Prob(share answer to question ") 
 Probit OLS 

Private RF -0.03821 
(0.0519) 

-0.0366 
(0.0508) 

Public RF -0.0012 
(0.0522) 

-0.000669 
(0.0520) 

Valuable help 0.2434**** 

(0.0645) 
0.246**** 

(0.0636) 

Constant  0.306**** 

(0.0362) 
Obs.  2100 2100 
(pseudo) R2 0.0157 0.021 

Notes. For the treatment indicators and control variables, the predicted 
marginal effects at mean level of covariates are reported (Probit). Share 
answer for question " is an indicator for whterh participant shared tha 
nswer to a Part 2 question "	with his group members. Private RF and 
Public RF are indicators for participant i privately observing his 
performance rank on the timed task or publicly observing the 
performance rank of everyone in his group, respectively. Valuable help 
ranges from [0,2]. It sums the two conditional probabilities that a 
participant ! assigns to her answer improving the performance of group 
member 1 and group member 2, conditional on the group member not 
knowing the answer to that question. Robust standard errors are in 
parentheses, 70 group clusters allow for correlated observations at the 
group and at the subject level. *Significant at the 10% level,** at the 
5% level, *** at the 1% level, **** at the 0.1% level. 



Table B4. Interacting Treatment Indicators with Beliefs About Correct Answers 

Linear Probability Model Predicting 
Prob(share answer to question k) 

Private RF -0.00507 
(0.102) 

Public RF 0.148 
(0.120) 

Belief correct (self)  0.702**** 

(0.110) 
Belief correct (others)  -0.266* 

(0.150) 
Belief correct (self)  
X Private RF 

-0.0573 
(0.185) 

Belief correct (others)  
X Private RF 

0.0141 
(0.229) 

Belief correct (self)  
X Public RF 

-0.209 
(0.169) 

Belief correct (others)  
X Public RF 

-0.00472 
(0.238) 

Constant 0.0974 
(0.0704) 

Obs. 2100 
R2 0.1055 

Notes. Private RF and Public RF are indicators for 
participant i privately observing his performance rank on 
the timed task or publicly observing the performance rank 
of everyone in his group, respectively. Belief correct self 
ranges from [0,1] and is the subjective probability that 
participant i gives to the event that the answer he provided 
to question k is correct. Belief correct others ranges from 
[0,1] and is the subjective probability that participant i 
gives to the event that his average group member provided 
the correct answer to question k. Robust standard errors are 
in parentheses, 70 group clusters allow for correlated 
observations at the group and at the subject level. 
*Significant at the 10% level,** at the 5% level, *** at the 
1% level, **** at the 0.1% level. 

  



Table B5. Predicting the Willingness to Help for each Rank Sub-Group (pooled data) 

 Predicting Prob (share answer to question k) 
 Probit OLS 
 Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 
Rel. Performance 
Feedback 

-0.0656 
(0.0942) 

-0.0793 
(0.0838) 

0.12037 
(0.0830) 

-0.0602 
(0.0891) 

-0.0739 
(0.0774) 

0.109 
(0.0736) 

Belief correct (self) 0.5703**** 

(0.1569) 
0.6219**** 

(0.1489) 
0.6514**** 

(0.1197) 
0.538**** 

(0.135) 
0.588**** 

(0.133) 
0.616**** 

(0.0951) 

Belief correct (others) -0.2277 
(0.2100) 

-0.0878 
(0.1813) 

-0.4304*** 

(0.1769) 
-0.207 
(0.190) 

-0.102 
(0.170) 

-0.418*** 

(0.154) 

Constant Yes Yes  Yes 0.280** 

(0.119) 
0.104 
(0.0978) 

0.102 
(0.0722) 

Obs. 700 700 700 700 700 700 

(pseudo) $% 0.0518 0.1010 0.0937 0.069 0.128 0.1070 

Mean number of 
answers shared 4.93 3.86 2.91 4.93 3.86 2.91 

Notes. The predicted marginal effects at mean level of covariates are reported (Probit). Relative performance 
information indicates whether participant i obtained any information on relative performances on the timed 
task. Belief correct self ranges from [0,1] and is the subjective probability that participant i gives to the 
event that the answer he provided to Part 2 question k is correct. Belief correct others ranges from [0,1] and 
is the subjective probability that participant i gives to the event that his average group member provided 
the correct answer to Part 2 question k. Robust standard errors are in parentheses, 70 group clusters allow 
for correlated observations at the group and at the subject level. *Significant at the 10% level,** at the 5% 
level, *** at the 1% level, **** at the 0.1% level. 

 

  



Table B6. Rank Feedback and Willingness to Help for Non-Extreme Performance on Timed 
General Knowledge Test 

 Probit Predicting Prob(share answer to question k) 

 
10th performance percentile> 
timed test performance i 

<90th performance percentile 

25th performance percentile>= 
timed test performance i 

<=75th performance percentile 

Private RF -0.0724 
(0.0630) 

-0.0780 
(0.0699) 

Public RF 0.02063 
(0.0620) 

0.0187 
(0.0687) 

Belief correct (self) 0.6251**** 
(0.0989) 

0.5845**** 
(0.1056) 

Belief correct (others) -0.18671 
(0.1271) 

-0.1551 
(0.1329) 

Constant Yes Yes 
Obs. 1570 1420 
pseudo R2 0.0877 0.0757 

Notes. Predicted marginal effects at mean level of covariates are reported. Share answer to question k is 
an indicator for whether participant shared the answer to a Part 2 question k with others. Private RF 
and Public RF are indicators for participant i privately observing his performance rank on the timed task 
or publicly observing the performance rank of everyone in his group, respectively. Belief correct self ranges 
from [0,1] and is the subjective probability that participant i gives to the event his answer to question k 
is correct. Belief correct others ranges from [0,1] and is the subjective probability that participant i gives 
to the event that his average group member provided the correct answer to question k. *Significant at the 
10% level,** at the 5% level, *** at the 1% level, **** at the 0.1% level  



Effect Size Benchmark Calculation: Carpenter, Matthews and Schirm (2010) 
The real effort task in this study was to prepare letters for mailing, which included to stuff 

a letter in an envelope and to write the address on that envelope. The outcome variable that I 
use in the benchmark effect size calculations is the difference in the assessment of participant	!’s 
production quality when it is done by an objective postal worker or by peers of the same reference 
groups. Whenever this difference is positive, it means that peer group members engage in 
“quality sabotage”. Quality was rated on a scale from [0,1] for one randomly selected envelope.  

I calculated the effect size benchmark comparing quality sabotage in the “Tournament” 
treatment to quality sabotage in the baseline (“Piece-Rate”) condition. I chose this treatment 
because the peer assessments of the quantity and quality of others’ output had no effect on the 
likelihood of winning the relative pay competition, unlike the “Tournament with Sabotage” 
treatment. The 25 USD bonus was paid to the group member with the highest quality-adjusted 
output at a real effort task.  In this Tournament condition, only the experimenter’s quality and 
quantity assessment of all group members’ work output mattered to determine top performer. 
Also in the piece-rate benchmark the quality assessment of peers had no material consequences.  
 
Effect Size Benchmark Calculation: Buser and Dreber (2014) 

The outcome variable that I used for effect size calculations are a participant !’s 
contributions in Public Goods Game (PGG). I selected their treatment that is most similar to 
my two treatments. In the “Competition with Feedback” treatment, participants compete for 
relative pay at a real effort task, a slider-task, and observe at the end of this stage whether they 
won or lost before they make their allocation decisions in the PGG. In the “Competition” 
treatment, by contrast, participants find out at the very end of the study whether they lost or 
won the relative pay competition. 
  



In the following, I reproduce screenshots of the instructions and decision screens exactly as 
they were shown to participants.  

 
Screen 1: Introduction  

 



Screen 2: Instructions for Part 1 – first untimed general knowledge test 

 



Screen 3: Part 1 Stage 1 – First General Knowledge Test Questions 1-5 

 
  



Screen 4: Part 1 Stage 1 – First General Knowledge Test Questions 6-10 

 
  



Screen 5: Confirmation of picture  

 
  



Screen 6: Introduction of Groups  

 
  



Screen 7: Instructions for the Timed task with varying relative performance feedback (by 
treatment) 

 
Notes. These are the instructions for the public rank feedback condition. The instructions for the other 
two conditions only differed in what was described to the participants they would see in the feedback 
screen. For example, the instructions of the private rank feedback condition stopped after bullet B) in the 
textbox in the screen.   



Screen 8: Timed task (3 minutes) 

 
Notes. This is the first question of the timed task. Once a subject submitted an answer to a question the 
next one appeared on the screen.



  



Screen 9: Treatment screen Baseline Condition (feedback about performance at timed task) 

 

Screen 9: Treatment screen (feedback about performance at timed task) Private Feedback 
Condition 

 

  



 

Screen 9: Treatment screen (feedback about performance at timed task) Public Rank Feedback 
Condition 

 
 

Screen 9: Treatment screen (feedback about performance at timed task) Relative Pay 
Condition 

 
  



Screen 10: Instructions for the Help Game (Part 2) 

 
  



Screen 11: Control Question Help Game 

 
  



Screen 12: Instructions for the Help Game (summary after control questions)  

 
  



Screen 13: Help Decisions 1-5 

 
  



Screen 14: Help Decisions 6-10 

 
  



Screen 15: Instructions Belief Elicitation (1)  

 
Notes. I modeled these instructions after Coffman (2014) which are publicly available in the Online 
Appendix.



Screen 16: Instructions Belief Elicitation (2)  

 
  



Screen 17:  Control Questions Belief Elicitation  

 
  



The order in which these beliefs were elicited was fully randomized at the participant level. 
Screen 18: Decision Screen Beliefs (1) 

 
  



The order in which these beliefs were elicited was fully randomized at the participant level. 
Screen 19: Decision Screen Beliefs (2) 

 
  



Screen 20: Expected Help by Others 

 
  



Screen 21: Questionnaire Manipulation Checks and Attitudes 

 
  



Screen 22: Questionnaire Attitudes (continued) 

 
  



Screen 23: Positive Reciprocity (Falk et al. 2016)  

 
  



Screen 24: Negative Reciprocity (Falk et al. 2016)  

 
 

 


