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THIS DOCUMENT IS CONFIDENTIAL AS REQUIRED BY FEDERAL REGULATIONS AND 
INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES FOR REVIEW OF ALLEGATIONS OF RESEARCH MISCONDUCT. 

DISCLOSURE OF THIS DOCUMENT OR OF ANY OF THE INFORMATION IT CONTAINS IS 
PROHIBITED EXCEPT AS PERMITTED BY THOSE POLICIES OR AS REQUIRED BY LAW. 

 

Confidential Memorandum 
 
To:  Srikant Datar 
  Harvard Business School Dean of the Faculty 
 
From:  Teresa Amabile, Investigation Committee Chair 
  Robert (Bob) Kaplan, Investigation Committee Member 
  Shawn Cole, Investigation Committee Member 
 
Re: Final Report of Investigation Committee Concerning Allegations against Professor 

Francesca Gino – Case RI21-001 
 
Date:   March 7, 2023 
 

 
 
I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

After reviewing the available evidence and interviewing Professor Gino and several witnesses, 

the Investigation Committee has determined, by a preponderance of the evidence, that Professor Gino 

significantly departed from accepted practices of the relevant research community and committed 

research misconduct intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly, with regard to all five allegations examined 

herein. For one allegation, the determination of the Investigation Committee, as described herein, was not 

unanimous. Examination of each allegation, independently, is presented in the “Investigation Analysis” 

section of this report (pp. 8-39) and a set of recommendations for institutional actions is included in the 

“Conclusion and Recommendations” section (pp. 40-41).  

II. ALLEGATIONS 

 Five allegations of research misconduct related to the work of Professor Francesca Gino 

(“Respondent”) were examined as part of case RI21-001. Below are the relevant publications and 

allegations under consideration: 
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THIS DOCUMENT IS CONFIDENTIAL AS REQUIRED BY FEDERAL REGULATIONS AND 

INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES FOR REVIEW OF ALLEGATIONS OF RESEARCH MISCONDUCT. 

DISCLOSURE OF THIS DOCUMENT OR OF ANY OF THE INFORMATION IT CONTAINS IS 

PROHIBITED EXCEPT AS PERMITTED BY THOSE POLICIES OR AS REQUIRED BY LAW. 
 

Confidential Memorandum 

 

To:  Srikant Datar 

  Harvard Business School Dean of the Faculty 

 

From:  Teresa Amabile, Chair - Inquiry Committee 

  Robert (Bob) Kaplan, Inquiry Committee Member 

 

Re: Report of Inquiry Committee Concerning Allegations against Dr. Francesca Gino –  

Case RI21-001 

 

Date:   April 8, 2022 

 

 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 The following is the report of an inquiry committee (the “Committee”) established to examine 

four allegations of research misconduct reported to HBS related to the work of Dr. Francesca Gino 

(“Respondent”) in case RI21-001. Below are the relevant publications and allegations: 

Relevant Publications 

Gino, F., Kouchaki, M., & Casciaro, T. (2020). Why connect? Moral consequences of networking with a 

promotion or prevention focus. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 119(6), 1221–1238 (“2020 

JPSP Paper”) 

Gino, F., Kouchaki, M., & Galinsky, A. D. (2015). The moral virtue of authenticity: How inauthenticity 

produces feelings of immorality and impurity. Psychological Science, 26(7), 983–996 (“2015 

Psychological Science Paper”) 

Gino, F., & Wiltermuth, S. S. (2014). Evil genius? How dishonesty can lead to greater creativity. 

Psychological Science, 25(4), 973–981 (“2014 Psychological Science Paper”) 
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Harvard Business 

School’s Interim Policy and Procedures for Responding to Allegations of Research Misconduct (“HBS 

Policy” – Exhibit 1). 

The RIO sent the Respondent a notice of inquiry related to allegations of research misconduct on 

October 27, 2021 (Exhibit 2). Dean Datar proposed appointing Professor Teresa Amabile (Chair) and 

Professor 
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The basis for the 

Committee’s determination, itemized by allegation, is outlined below. 

Allegation 1 
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Neither Dr. Gino’s written response to our 

memos nor our interview with Dr. Gino on February 28, 2022 yielded information that, in our view, could 

explain these discrepancies.

 

Neither Dr. Gino’s written response to our memos 

nor our interview with Dr. Gino on February 28, 2022 yielded information that, in our view, could explain 

these discrepancies. 
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Neither Dr. Gino’s written response to our memos nor our interview 

with Dr. Gino on February 28, 2022 yielded information that, in our view, could explain these 

discrepancies.  

                                                      

4 The Committee’s memorandum to Dr. Gino (Exhibit 4, page 23) stated there was an additional anomaly in the 
number of participants in the dataset from Dr. Gino’s research records compared to number of participants in the 
published paper. As pointed out by Dr. Gino in her written response (Exhibit 6), the Committee came to this 
conclusion because it mistakenly looked at the N for a different study in the published paper. The Committee agrees 
that there is, in fact, no anomaly in the reporting of the number of participants.  
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Neither Dr. Gino’s written 

response to our memos nor our interview with Dr. Gino on February 28, 2022 yielded information that, in 

our view, could explain these discrepancies. 
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Neither Dr. Gino’s written response to our memos nor our interview with Dr. Gino on 

February 28, 2022 yielded information that, in our view, could explain these discrepancies. 
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Interim Policy and Procedures for 
Responding to Allegations of Research Misconduct 
August 2021 
 

 
I. Basis for Policy 
 
Integrity in scholarship and research is one of Harvard University's—and Harvard Business School's—
fundamental values. Allegations of misconduct in scholarship and research must be treated with the 
utmost seriousness, and examined carefully and responsibly in a timely and effective manner. 
 
Toward that end, HBS has established this Policy and Procedures for Responding to Allegations of 
Research Misconduct1 to guide its efforts in reviewing, investigating, and reporting allegations of 
research misconduct.2 
 
II. Scope 
 
This Policy applies to allegations of research misconduct—including fabrication, falsification, or 
plagiarism in proposing, performing, or reviewing research, or in reporting research results—involving 
any person who, at the time of the alleged research misconduct, was employed by, was an agent of, or 
was affiliated by contract or agreement with HBS, including without limitation tenured and non-tenured 
faculty, teaching and support staff, researchers and research associates, research coordinators, post-
doctoral and other fellows, students, volunteers, officials, technicians. The Policy may be applied to any 
individual no longer affiliated with HBS if the alleged misconduct occurred while the person was 
employed by, an agent of, or affiliated with the School. This Policy does not apply to authorship or 
collaboration disputes. It applies only to allegations of research misconduct that occurred within six 
years of the date HBS received the allegation, unless: the respondent has continued or renewed an 
incident of alleged research misconduct through the citation, republication, or other use for the 
potential benefit of the respondent of the research record in question; or HBS determines that the 
alleged misconduct would possibly have a substantial adverse effect on the health or safety of the 
public. 
 
III. General Policies and Principles 
 
A. Research Misconduct Prohibited, Standard of Proof 
 
HBS prohibits research misconduct and investigates and responds to allegations of research misconduct 
in accordance with this Policy. Throughout the research misconduct process, which begins at the time an 
allegation is made, all participants shall bear in mind the importance, both in fact and in appearance, of 
thoroughness, fairness, and objectivity. 
 

 
1 See Appendix 1 for a glossary of terms and definitions. 
2 See Appendix, here and throughout, for additional specifications and requirements when researchers have 
received federal or other external funding for their research. 
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people’s motives when engaging in instrumental professional net-
working predict the extent to which they feel inauthentic and morally
impure in the process. Specifically, we argue that self-regulatory
focus, in the form of prevention and promotion, provides an essential
motivational basis for networking behavior which shapes the emo-
tional and psychological experience of networking. Building on ear-
lier self-regulation models (Bowlby, 1969; Higgins, 1987), regulatory
focus theory (RFT; Higgins, 1997) identifies two motivational sys-
tems that regulate two different basic needs. The promotion-focus
system serves nurturance needs. People in a promotion focus care
about growth, advancement, and accomplishment, and strive toward
ideals, wishes, and aspirations. The prevention-focus system, instead,
regulates security needs. People in a prevention focus care about
safety, maintaining the status quo, and meeting their responsibilities
and duties (Friedman & Förster, 2001; Sacramento, Fay, & West,
2013).

With this research, we aim to advance scholarly understanding
of the moral psychology of networking in four ways. First, we
theorize that people’s motivational approach—promotion versus
prevention—predicts how morally impure they feel from instru-
mental networking for professional goals. Casciaro et al. (2014)
demonstrated how moral impurity is heightened by certain types of
networking behaviors and not others, and found evidence that
impurity reduces the frequency of networking, and thus perfor-
mance. Though insightful, their research is silent on what people
could do to change their perspective toward instrumental network-
ing to avoid the costs of withdrawing from it, nor do Casciaro and
her colleagues shed light on the role that motives play in devel-
oping and nurturing professional ties. Here, we extend this work
by arguing and showing that promotion and prevention focus are
independent predictors of how people experience instrumental
networking and how much, as a result, they engage in it.

Second, we further develop the theoretical link between regu-
latory foci and morality advanced by Cornwell and Higgins (2015)
and establish it empirically. Third, we elaborate on the theoretical
path between people’s motives to engage in instrumental profes-
sional networking, their experience of moral impurity, and how
frequently they network. Fourth, we aim to establish that this path
persists across three forms of regulatory focus: (a) the chronic
disposition (Higgins, 1997, 1998), (b) the temporarily activated
psychological state (Liberman, Idson, Camacho, & Higgins, 1999),
and (c) a domain-specific form of promotion and prevention focus
(Browman, Destin, & Molden, 2017), which we introduce to allow
for the possibility that general trait and state regulatory foci may
differ systematically from how a promotion and a prevention focus
regulate a specific behavior, such as networking.

How Motives Influence Moral Purity and Networking

Self-Regulatory Foci and Moral Impurity

RFT states that promotion and prevention are mutually inhibi-
tory modes of self-regulation: When one mode is unavailable or
blocked, the other mode kicks in to compensate (Higgins, 1998).
So, while a person may approach the same goal with both promo-
tion and prevention, only one of the two systems is actively
engaged in achieving the goal at any point in time. When pursuing
goals, people commonly use either a promotion or a prevention
mode, and they can switch modes (Shah, Higgins, & Friedman,

1998). Which system is engaged at any given time depends on the
characteristics of the situation and the person’s regulatory orien-
tation (Higgins, 1997; Strauman, 1996).

Regulatory focus is studied as either a chronic disposition people
have (Higgins, 1997, 1998) or a psychological state that is temporarily
activated, such that a person’s emphasis on one over the other is
primed by cues in the external environment (Friedman & Förster,
2001; Liberman et al., 1999). In addition to chronic and state forms of
regulatory foci, we echo developments in regulatory-focus theory
(Browman et al., 2017) by exploring a domain-specific form of
regulatory foci, networking-specific promotion and prevention focus,
to introduce the possibility that generalized trait and state regulatory
foci may differ systematically from how a promotion and a prevention
focus regulate a specific behavior.

Regulating behavior via promotion and prevention foci influences
goal attainment in various performance domains. This is because a
person’s regulatory focus affects the strategies the person uses to get
to their goals (e.g., surpassing a high score) and to overcome chal-
lenges that impede attainment of those goals (e.g., getting over an
error limit; Higgins, 1998). Because regulatory focus influences peo-
ple’s performance, its role has been studied in organizations too
(Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Johnson, Chang, & Yang, 2010; Wal-
lace, Johnson, & Frazier, 2009). This research shows that whether
people approach work with a promotion or prevention focus is related
to distinct behaviors that are organizationally relevant, including pro-
ductivity, innovation, and safety compliance (e.g., De Cremer, Mayer,
van Dijke, Bardes, & Schouten, 2009; Wallace et al., 2009). For
instance, Wallace and Chen (2006) found that prevention focus is
positively and strongly related to safety behavior, while promotion
focus is negatively and weakly related to it.

Similarly, regulatory focus can influence how people experience
their social networks and how intensely they engage in profes-
sional networking. A promotion focus leads people to notice and
remember information and emotions that result from positive
outcomes, thus further directing their behavior toward achieving
them (Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994; Higgins, Shah, &
Friedman, 1997; Higgins & Tykocinski, 1992). Promotion-focused
people invest their energy in activities that allow them to grow or
fulfill their aspirations, and away from those that translate into
sticking to the status quo (Neubert, Kacmar, Carlson, Chonko, &
Roberts, 2008). By contrast, a prevention focus leads people to
pay attention to and remember information and emotions they
experienced at some point in their past as a result of losses,
failures, or punishments (Higgins & Tykocinski, 1992). As a result,
prevention-focused individuals are vigilant and concerned with
accuracy when approaching tasks (Förster, Higgins, & Bianco,
2003), as they seek to meet their obligations and others’ expecta-
tions (Higgins, 1997, 1998). Therefore, a prevention focus leads
people to engage in actions that will likely avoid negative out-
comes and comply with expectations or policies set by others
(Higgins et al., 1994). These motivational orientations lead indi-
viduals with a high prevention focus to derive greater life satis-
faction when they are part of a highly dense network that allows
them to meet obligations and responsibilities. People with a high
promotion focus, instead, derive greater life satisfaction from a
low-density network that supports creative inspiration and per-
sonal development (Zou, Ingram, & Higgins, 2015). Likewise, a
promotion focus increases the frequency of professional network-
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ing, whereas a prevention focus decreases it (Pollack, Forster,
Johnson, Coy, & Molden, 2015).

We inform and deepen these insights by theorizing that the
relationship between self-regulatory focus and networking behav-
ior hinges on morality. We posit, in particular, that promotion and
prevention regulatory foci have distinct consequences for an indi-
vidual’s sense of moral purity and authenticity when engaging in
instrumental professional networking. Our arguments hinge on a
moral psychology of motivation that reflects advances in contem-
porary moral philosophy. A building block for such theorizing
stems from Cornwell and Higgins (2015), who underscored the
existence of two ethical systems that motivate human behavior,
mirroring the dual-process approach to motivation of RFT (Hig-
gins, 1998). Specifically, Cornwell and Higgins (2015) posited that
both promotion and prevention regulatory foci have ethical impli-
cations: prevention focus refers to “a system of ethical oughts that
is concerned with maintaining obligations,” while promotion focus
refers to “a system of ethical ideals that is concerned with attaining
virtues” (Cornwell & Higgins, 2015, p. 312). When motivated by
the pursuit of ethical oughts, the individual responds to duties and
obligations imposed externally. By contrast, ethical ideals are
internally held aspirations that the individual pursues freely.

Contemporary philosophy in turn sheds lights on the diametri-
cally different implications that ethical oughts and ethical ideals
have for authenticity. A fundamental premise of moral philosophy,
from Hegel’s phenomenology to Nietzsche and Sartre’s existen-
tialist analyses, is that conducting one’s life by conforming to
prevailing morality—that is, in pursuit of the “ought” self—com-
promises authenticity as an ethical ideal (Varga, 2012). Hegel
contrasts the “authentic self” that is incessantly committed to
self-creation from the “honest individual” who submits to prevail-
ing duties and thus nullifies the urge of the human spirit to live in
complete freedom. In doing so, the “honest individual” in Hegel’s
analysis is a hypocrite who lacks real freedom and suffers from
self-alienation (Golomb, 1995). Hegel’s premise paved the way for
the existentialist revolution in modern moral philosophy, in which
“the concept of authenticity is a protest against the blind, mechan-
ical acceptance of an externally imposed code of values” (Golomb,
1995, p. 11). Rejecting premodern views of morality as justified by
recourse to some higher authority, an ethic of authenticity is
guided instead by motives and reasons that express a subject’s core
individuality (Taylor, 1991), the ideal self (Cornwell & Higgins,
2015). An ethic of authenticity does not object to the normative
content of motives but focuses instead on how a motive “fits with
the wholeness of a person’s life, and whether and how it expresses
who the person is” (Varga, 2012, p. 12).

Consistent with these arguments, Kim and colleagues (Kim, Chen,
Davis, Hicks, & Schlegel, 2019) theorized a link between prevention
and promotion self-regulatory focus—defined as the pursuit of exter-
nally imposed oughts versus personally held ideals, respectively
(Cornwell & Higgins, 2015)—and subjective authenticity. According
to their argument, “certain behaviors feel more natural and less
constrained by external influences. When individuals engage in these
actions, their subsequent psychological mindsets contribute to the
expression of core values and thus enhance subjective authenticity”; it
follows that “promotion focus, relative to prevention focus, functions
similarly in fostering authentic experiences” (Kim et al., 2019, p.
166). Evidence from both correlational studies and controlled exper-
iments consistently supported a link between promotion focus and

subjective authenticity, in the context of both goal pursuit and inter-
personal interaction (Kim et al., 2019).

The moral psychological foundations of this association be-
tween regulatory focus and subjective authenticity are further
corroborated by theory and evidence that people experience
feelings of authenticity as moral and pure; conversely, feelings
of inauthenticity are experienced as immoral and impure (Gino,
Kouchaki, & Galinsky, 2015). These different streams of work
in moral philosophy and moral psychology, then, consistently
provide arguments suggesting that prevention self-regulatory
focus increases feelings of moral impurity because fulfilling the
ought-self compromises authenticity; by contrast, promotion
self-regulatory focus is negatively linked to moral impurity
because fulfilling the ideal-self does not compromise authen-
ticity.

These arguments can be readily applied to the context of instru-
mental networking. Namely, making professional connections with a
prevention focus stems from an ethic consisting of a sense of profes-
sional duty and adherence to behavioral norms in one’s field of
activity. Prevention-focused instrumental networking is therefore
likely to induce feelings of inauthenticity and moral impurity because
the motivation to network instrumentally stems from oughts that a
professional context imposes on the individual. By contrast, people
who engage in instrumental networking with a promotion focus do so
to achieve the aspirations of their ideal self. They are motivated by the
pursuit of advances and virtues that express their core individuality
(Taylor, 1991), instead of mechanically accepting an externally im-
posed code of values (Golomb, 1995). They are thus likely to expe-
rience instrumental networking as more authentic and morally pure
than prevention-focused networkers are.

According to moral psychology research, morality can be
thought in terms of purity and cleanliness (Zhong & Liljenquist,
2006). When people experience moral threats by acting in ways
that are not consistent with their moral values (e.g., by cheating
when caring about honesty), they feel a greater need to cleanse
physically, and cleansing-related concepts become more accessible
in their minds (Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006). Thus, moral threats
lead people to engage in cleansing so that they can reaffirm their
values and clean their tainted consciences (Tetlock, Kristel, Elson,
Green, & Lerner, 2000). Regulatory focus may therefore predict
how inauthentic and dirty people feel in engaging in instrumental
networking. Specifically, a promotion focus may yield networking
concerned with authentic virtues and meeting one’s ethical ideal,
and a prevention focus may yield networking motivated by the
“shoulds” prevailing in one’s professional environment and thus
triggers feelings of inauthenticity and impurity (Gino et al., 2015).
Thus, we hypothesize, engaging in instrumental networking with a
prevention focus increases feelings of inauthenticity and dirtiness,
whereas a promotion focus decreases them. As a result, people
who engage in instrumental networking with a prevention focus
will experience higher levels of moral impurity as compared to
those with a promotion focus.

Moral Impurity and the Frequency of Instrumental
Networking

People vary in terms of both how likely they are to network
and how frequently they engage in networking behavior (Forret
& Dougherty, 2001; Wanberg et al., 2000), in part because they
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have different attitudes toward networking (Azrin & Besalel,
1982). Those with low “networking comfort” (i.e., embarrass-
ment and discomfort when asking others for job leads or advice;
Wanberg et al., 2000) or even stronger feelings of moral im-
purity (which underlies networking discomfort; Casciaro et al.,
2014) tend to engage in networking less often than others
(Casciaro et al., 2014; Wanberg et al., 2000). Given that a
promotion focus versus a prevention focus results in lower
levels of feelings of impurity and authenticity when engaging in
instrumental networking, we expect people in a promotion
focus to engage in instrumental networking more frequently
than those in a prevention focus because the former approach
lowers feelings of moral impurity.

Instrumental Networking Frequency and Job
Performance

Finally, we wish to further corroborate existing theory and
evidence on the consequences of disengaging from instrumental
networking on a professional’s job performance (Casciaro et al.,
2014; Forret & Dougherty, 2001, 2004; Pollack et al., 2015;
Wolff & Moser, 2009). Consistent with that prior work, we
expect that more frequent instrumental networking will give
people greater access to valuable information, opportunities and
resources, and thus will lead them to perform better in their
jobs.

Given that a promotion focus results in greater frequency of
instrumental networking, we expect people with a promotion focus
to also experience higher levels of performance. We also expect
prevention focus to result in lower frequency of networking and
thus lower levels of performance. Figure 1 summarizes the pre-
dicted associations between regulatory focus, moral impurity, fre-
quency of instrumental professional networking, and job perfor-
mance.

Overview of the Studies

We tested our main hypotheses in six complementary studies of
the consequences of regulatory focus for the moral experience of
professional instrumental networking, relying on both correlational
and causal evidence and using measures capturing either trait
regulatory focus (general and domain-specific) or state regulatory
focus (see Figure 2 for an overview).

In Study 1, we tested our predictions using a correlational design
in which we measured individuals’ chronic regulatory focus and
assessed their feelings of moral impurity. In Study 2, a laboratory
experiment conducted both in the United States (Sample A) and in
Italy (Sample B), we manipulated regulatory focus and provided
causal evidence for a relationship between people’s state regula-

tory focus and their feelings of moral impurity from instrumental
networking for professional goals. In Studies 3A and 3B, we use
online samples to provide further evidence for these relationships
using designs that also include a control condition in addition to a
prevention-focus and a promotion-focus condition. In Study 4, we
conducted a cross-sectional survey of lawyers in a law firm to test
our predictions in a field context, where we measured trait pro-
motion and prevention foci both as a general orientation and one
specific to networking. We tested for a serial mediation from a
lawyer’s trait promotion and prevention focus, to feelings of moral
impurity they experience when they network instrumentally, to the
frequency with which they network, and to their job performance.
Finally, in Study 5, we used a field experiment with working
professionals to test the causal link between state networking-
specific regulatory focus, moral purity, and frequency of instru-
mental professional networking.

We report all participants recruited, all experimental condi-
tions, and all measures in each of our studies. The sample size
for each study was determined before data collection began. We
calculated our sample size based on an estimate of medium
effect size (f � 0.25), requiring a sample size of approximately
50 participants per condition for a study powered at 80%. These
numbers are also consistent with the recommendations of Sim-
mons, Nelson, and Simonsohn (2013). For the laboratory and
field studies, the final number was dictated by the availability
of participants, we targeted more participants hoping to recruit
at least about 50 of them for each condition. For our correla-
tional studies, an a priori power analysis with 80% power and
assuming modest correlations among variables (r � .25) re-
quires about 99 participants, however, we targeted larger sam-
ples at the outset, which would provide higher power to detect
a small to medium effect size.

All studies’ materials can be found on OSF at https://osf.io/
kf2ut/?view_only�26073af04f9046cd9e0a62159a5755d4, toge-
ther with the data from Studies 1, 3A and 3B. The consent form
used in Studies 2 and 5 stated that we would not be sharing any
data outside of the research team, even if the data were deiden-
tified. We collected data for these studies before the institu-
tional review board changed the recommended language on
consent forms, to allow for data sharing and posting. For Study
4, we are prohibited from sharing the data by a nondisclosure
agreement with the law firm where the data was collected.

Study 1

Study 1 used a correlational design to examine how chronic
promotion and prevention regulatory focus affect people’s feelings
of moral impurity from instrumental networking.

+

+

Figure 1. Summary of predicted associations.
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Method

Participants. A total of 412 people (Mage � 36.28, SD �
9.05, 56% male) from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk; all
located in the United States) participated in a two-part study for $2.
They received $0.50 for completing Part 1 and $1.50 for complet-
ing Part 2. We initially recruited 500 people, but only 412 com-
pleted both Parts 1 and 2; thus, we used this smaller sample in our
analyses.

Procedure. The initial instructions that welcomed participants
to the study included three attention checks. Those who failed one
or more received a message letting them know that they did not
qualify for the study given their answer. Their data was not
recorded.

In Part 1, participants first indicated their age and gender. Next,
they completed the Composite Regulatory Focus Scale (Haws,
Dholakia, & Bearden, 2010), which measures a person’s trait
promotion and prevention regulatory focus on a 7-point scale
(ranging from 1 � strongly disagree to 7 � strongly agree). A
sample item for promotion focus is “I see myself as someone who
is primarily striving to reach my ‘ideal self’—to fulfill my hopes,
wishes, and aspirations.” A sample item for prevention focus is “I
see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become the self
I ‘ought’ to be—to fulfill my duties, responsibilities, and obliga-
tions.”

We contacted participants four days later for the second part of
the study. In Part 2, participants received the following instruc-
tions:

You will now be asked to recall a certain event and then write about it for
about five minutes. We are interested in how people remember and reflect on

events from their past. You will then be asked to answer a few questions.

We asked all participants to recall a situation in which they
engaged in professional instrumental networking. The instructions
(adapted from Casciaro et al., 2014) read,

Please recall a time in your professional life where you did something
with the intention of strategically making a professional connection.
We are interested in a situation where you tried to create or maintain
relationships that would aid the execution of work tasks and your
professional success.

Other people engaging in this type of introspective task frequently
write about instances where they attended receptions or networking
events because they wanted to meet potential clients or higher status
colleagues.

Please describe the details about this situation. What was it like to be
in this situation? What thoughts and feelings did you experience?

Please provide as many details as possible so that a person reading
your entry would understand the situation and how you felt.

Next, to test the relationship between participants’ self-
regulatory focus and the feeling of moral impurity they experience
when engaging in instrumental networking, we measured partici-
pants’ feelings of impurity.

Moral impurity. Using a 7-point scale (ranging from 1 �
not at all to 7 � very much), participants indicated the extent to
which the situation they described made them feel dirty, tainted,
inauthentic, and ashamed (� � .90; adapted from Casciaro et
al., 2014). Though drawing on prior research, these items may
evoke prevention rather than promotion focus. Thus, we also

-

+

-
-

+

-

- +
-

+

- -

Study Design Tested Associa�ons Regulatory
Focus Measure

1 Correla�onal
study of
M-Turk
working adults

Trait regulatory
focus

2 Laboratory
experiment
with students
in US and
Italian
universi�es

State
regulatory
focus

3A and 3B Online studies
of M-Turk
working adults

State
regulatory
focus (and
control
condi�on)

4 Cross-sec�onal
survey study
of law firm

Trait &
Domain-specific
regulatory
focus

5 Field
experiment
with working
professionals

Domain-specific
state
regulatory
focus

Figure 2. Overview of studies.
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included items that are more regulatory-focus neutral: wrong,
unnatural and impure (� � .84; from the moral foundation
questionnaire, Graham et al., 2011). When conducting a factor
analysis, we found that the seven items loaded onto the same
factor, so we also created a composite measure by averaging all
items (� � .94).

Comprehension check. We asked participants to indicate
whether they wrote about a professional or personal situation in the
initial writing task they had completed.

Results

All answers to the comprehension check question were correct.
Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
among the main variables we measured in this study. As expected,
on all three ways we constructed a measure of moral impurity (the
four-item measure, the three-item measure with regulatory-focus
neutral words, and the composite seven-item measure), we found
a negative and significant correlation between the promotion ori-
entation index and feelings of impurity, and a positive and signif-
icant correlation between the prevention orientation index and
feelings of impurity.

We also conducted partial correlations analyses to test for the
independent effects of a promotion focus and a prevention focus
on felt moral impurity. When controlling for prevention, the pro-
motion orientation index was negatively correlated with feelings of
impurity (r � �.10, p � .04 for the four-item measure, r � �.10,
p � .055 for the three-item measure with regulatory-focus neutral
words, and r � �.10, p � .04 for the seven-item measure). When
controlling for promotion, the prevention orientation index was
positively correlated with feelings of impurity (r � .18, p � .001
for the four-item measure, and r � .19, p � .001 for the three-item
measure with regulatory-focus neutral words, and r � .19, p �
.001 for the seven-item measure).

Discussion

The results of Study 1 provide initial evidence for the relation-
ship between regulatory focus and feelings of moral impurity that
people commonly experience when engaging in instrumental pro-
fessional networking.

Study 2

In Study 2, we moved to the controlled environment of the
laboratory to examine how promotion and prevention regulatory
focus influence how people feel when engaging in instrumental
professional networking. In this study, we included two manipu-
lations: one for regulatory focus (promotion vs. prevention) and
another for the type of professional networking (instrumental vs.
spontaneous). Previous work by Casciaro and colleagues (2014)
distinguished between instrumental networking, where a person
initiates a social relationship proactively and with the goal of
obtaining benefits (e.g., advancement or an advantage), and spon-
taneous networking, where the social tie emerges naturally, with
no premeditated purpose, and is initiated by someone else. The
authors found that the former leads to greater feelings of dirtiness
and inauthenticity than the latter. We build on this work by
examining the effect of regulatory focus for each type of profes-

sional networking. We also extend our findings from Study 1 by
examining regulatory focus triggered in the moment rather than
measured as an individual difference. To examine the contextual
robustness of our findings, we collected data on two culturally
different samples of students, one from the United States and one
from Italy. This allowed us to test our main proposition in two
different cultures.

Across our main dependent measures of interest (i.e., feelings of
moral impurity and desire to physically cleanse), we expect to find
a significant interaction between the two manipulations, such that
a promotion focus leads to lower feelings of moral impurity and a
lower desire to cleanse oneself than a prevention focus in the case
of instrumental networking, but regulatory focus leads to no dif-
ferences on these measures in the case of spontaneous networking.

Method

Participants and design. Participants were randomly as-
signed to one of four conditions in a 2 (Type of Networking:
instrumental vs. spontaneous) � 2 (Motive: promotion vs. preven-
tion focus) between-subjects design.

Sample A. A total of 367 students (Mage � 21.93, SD � 2.91;
43% male) recruited through a U.S. university-affiliated research
pool participated in the study. Participants received $20 for com-
pleting the experiment.

Sample B. A total of 254 students (Mage � 20.80, SD � 1.76;
54% male) recruited through an Italian university-affiliated re-
search pool participated in the study. Participants received €15 for
completing the experiment. All the materials (including the word
completion task) were translated into Italian.

Procedure. We used the same procedure in each sample but
used materials translated into Italian for the Italian sample.1 Par-
ticipants read initial instructions that welcomed them to the study.
Next, we asked them to complete a writing task, which was
intended to manipulate regulatory focus (as in Freitas & Higgins,
2002). The instructions specified that we were “interested in de-
tailed writing skills, and in the way people naturally express
themselves.” In the promotion condition, the instructions (as in
Zhang, Higgins, & Chen, 2011) read, “Please think about some-
thing you ideally would like to do. In other words, think about a
hope or aspiration that you currently have. Please list the hope or
aspiration below.” In the prevention condition, the instructions
read, “Please think about something you think you ought to do. In
other words, think about a duty or obligation that you currently
have. Please list the duty or obligation below.”

Next, participants engaged in a task designed to manipulate the
type of professional networking. Using the manipulation of instru-
mental versus spontaneous professional networking in Casciaro et
al. (2014), we asked participants to put themselves in the shoes of
the protagonist in the story they were about to read. Each story
asked participants to imagine being invited to attend an event
during which they socialized with other people. In the story used
in the instrumental condition, the main character was described as
“actively and intentionally pursuing professional connections with

1 To ensure we had a proper translation of the materials, we first
translated them from English to Italian (with the help of two Italian native
speakers who are fluent in English) and then translated them back into
English to resolve any inconsistency.
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the belief that connections are important for future professional
success” (from Casciaro et al., 2014). In the story used in the
spontaneous condition, instead, the main character found herself or
himself making connections rather than pursuing them intention-
ally.

Next, participants saw a list of behaviors and had to indicate the
extent to which they found each of them to be desirable (1 �
completely undesirable to 7 � completely desirable). We listed
both cleansing behaviors (i.e., taking a shower, washing hands, and
brushing teeth) and neutral behaviors (e.g., talking a walk, having
something to eat, going to the movies, listening to music, reading
a book, and watching TV), as in Zhong and Liljenquist (2006).

We then asked participants to report how they felt at that
moment, by indicating the extent to which they felt various posi-
tive and negative emotions from the Positive and Negative Affec-
tivity Schedule (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988), using a 5-point
scale (1 � very slightly or not at all, 5 � extremely). Using the
same scale, they also indicated how much they felt dirty, inau-
thentic, and impure (as in Gino et al., 2015) to assess feelings of
moral impurity (�U.S._sample � .64; �Italy_sample � .70). The order
in which the Positive and Negative Affectivity Schedule items
(negative affect, �U.S._sample � .88, �Italy_sample � .85; positive
affect, �U.S._sample � .92, �Italy_sample � .87) and those used to
measure feelings of impurity were presented to participants was
random. Though we did not have predictions about positive and
negative affect, we included these measures to show that our
hypotheses are specific to moral emotions rather than general
affect more broadly.

Next, we reminded participants of the writing task they had
completed earlier. The instructions for the promotion (prevention)
condition (adapted from Lalot, Quiamzade, & Falomir-Pichastor,
2018) read,

Now please take a minute and think about what you wrote earlier
about something you ideally would like to do [you ought to do]; in
other words, think about a hope or aspiration [a duty or obligation]
that you currently have. Please reflect on your experience for 1–2 min
and then proceed to the next task.

We also reminded participants of the story they read and asked
them to reflect on it for a minute or two and write a few words that
came to mind regarding the story before proceeding to the next
task.

Next, participants moved onto a word-completion task we used
to measure how accessible cleansing was in their mind at that
moment (adapted from Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006). In this task,
participants need to turn word fragments into meaningful words by

relying on the first word they could think of. The task consisted of
six word fragments. Three of them (W _ _ H, S H _ _ E R, and
S _ _ P) could be turned into cleansing-related words (wash,
shower, and soap) or into unrelated, neutral words (e.g., wish,
shaker, and step), and the other three word fragments (F _ O _,
B _ _ K, and P A _ _ R) could be turned only into unrelated,
neutral words (e.g., food, book, and paper). Finally, participants
indicated their age and gender.

Results

We report the results of our analyses separately for each sample.
Importantly, the nature and significance of the results did not vary
based on the location where the data was collected.

Sample A: Data collected in the United States.
Moral impurity. A 2 (Regulatory Focus) � 2 (Type of Net-

working) between-subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) using
feelings of moral impurity as the dependent measure revealed a
significant main effect of regulatory focus, F(1, 363) � 4.41, p �
.036, �p

2 � .012, such that participants who approached networking
with a promotion focus reported feeling less impure (M � 1.58,
SD � 0.69) than those who approached networking with a pre-
vention focus (M � 1.74, SD � 0.77). The main effect of type of
networking was also significant, F(1, 363) � 5.63, p � .018, �p

2 �
.015: Participants who imagined engaging in instrumental net-
working felt more impure (M � 1.75, SD � 0.81) than did those
who imagined engaging in spontaneous networking (M � 1.57,
SD � 0.64). Importantly, consistent with our predictions, the
interaction of regulatory focus and type of networking was also
significant, F(1, 363) � 12.66, p � .001, �p

2 � .034. When
participants imagined engaging in instrumental networking,
they reported feeling less dirty when they had a promotion
focus (M � 1.53, SD � 0.66) than when they had a prevention
focus (M � 1.96, SD � 0.88), F(1, 363) � 16.03, p � .001.
However, when they imagined engaging in spontaneous networking,
they felt about equally impure, independent of their regulatory focus
(Mpromotion � 1.62, SD � 0.71 vs. Mprevention � 1.51, SD � 0.56),
F(1, 363) � 1.07, p � .30.

Negative and positive affect. A similar 2 � 2 ANOVA using
negative affect as the main dependent measure revealed no signif-
icant effects (all ps � .18). As for positive affect, we only found
a marginally significant effect of type of networking, F(1, 363) �
3.60, p � .059, �p

2 � .01: Participants who imagined engaging in
instrumental networking reported lower positive affect (M � 2.64,
SD � 0.92) than did those who imagined engaging in spontaneous

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among the Variables Collected in Study 1

Bivariate correlations

Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5

1. Moral impurity (MI; 4 items) 1.73 (1.27)
2. MI, regulatory-focus neutral (3 items) 1.68 (1.26) .89���

3. MI (7 items) 1.71 (1.23) .98��� .96���

4. Promotion orientation index 5.18 (1.08) �.13�� �.12� �.13��

5. Prevention orientation index 4.57 (1.05) .20��� .21��� .21��� �.16��

� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.
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networking (M � 2.82, SD � 0.89). No other effects were signif-
icant (ps � .24).

Cleansing behaviors. As predicted, a 2 (regulatory Focus) � 2
(Type of Networking) between-subjects ANOVA using desirabil-
ity of cleansing behaviors as the dependent variable revealed a
significant interaction, F(1, 363) � 4.15, p � .042, �p

2 � .011.
When participants imagined engaging in instrumental networking,
they reported a lower desire for cleansing behaviors when they had
a promotion focus (M � 4.37, SD � 1.16) than when they had a
prevention focus (M � 5.02, SD � 1.13), F(1, 363) � 15.48, p �
.001. However, when they imagined engaging in spontaneous
networking, they reported about the same degree of desire, inde-
pendent of their regulatory focus (Mpromotion � 4.46, SD � 1.06
vs. Mprevention � 4.64, SD � 1.12), F(1, 363) � 1.11, p � .29.
When considering neutral behaviors, however, we did not find any
significant effects (all ps � .34).

Accessibility of cleansing-related words. A similar 2 � 2
between-subjects ANOVA revealed a significant interaction be-
tween regulatory focus and type of networking, F(1, 363) � 6.28,
p � .013, �p

2 � .017, as predicted. When participants imagined
engaging in instrumental networking, they generated fewer
cleansing-related words when they had a promotion focus (M �
1.08, SD � 0.97) than when they had a prevention focus (M �
1.40, SD � 0.88), F(1, 363) � 5.88, p � .016. However, when
they imagined engaging in spontaneous networking, they gener-
ated about the same number of cleansing-related words indepen-
dent of their regulatory focus (Mpromotion � 0.99, SD � 0.87 vs.
Mprevention � 0.84, SD � 0.93), F(1, 363) � 1.28, p � .26.

Sample B: Data collected in Italy.
Moral impurity. A 2 (Regulatory Focus) � 2 (Type of Net-

working) between-subjects ANOVA using feelings of moral im-
purity as the dependent measure revealed the predicted significant
interaction of regulatory focus and type of networking, F(1,
250) � 9.57, p � .001, �p

2 � .037. When participants imagined
engaging in instrumental networking, they reported feeling less
impure when they had a promotion focus (M � 1.70, SD � 0.62)
than when they had a prevention focus (M � 2.27, SD � 0.82),
F(1, 250) � 19.78, p � .001. However, when they imagined
engaging in spontaneous networking, they felt about equally im-
pure, independent of their regulatory focus (Mpromotion � 1.66,
SD � 0.62 vs. Mprevention � 1.67, SD � 0.74), F(1, 250) � 1, p �
.89.

Negative and positive affect. A similar 2 � 2 ANOVA using
negative affect as the main dependent measure revealed no signif-
icant effects (all ps � .44). As for positive affect, we found a
significant effect of regulatory focus, F(1, 250) � 6.28, p � .013,
�p

2 � .024: Participants in the prevention-focus condition reported
lower positive affect (M � 3.31, SD � 0.63) than those in the
promotion-focus condition (M � 3.51, SD � 0.64). No other
effects were significant (ps � .20).

Cleansing behaviors. As predicted, a 2 (Regulatory Focus) � 2
(Type of Networking) between-subjects ANOVA using desirabil-
ity of cleansing behaviors as the dependent measure revealed a
significant interaction, F(1, 250) � 11.18, p � .001, �p

2 � .043.
When participants imagined engaging in instrumental networking,
they reported a lower desire for cleansing behaviors when they had
a promotion focus (M � 4.27, SD � 1.21) than when they had a
prevention focus (M � 5.09, SD � 1.22), F(1, 250) � 11.64, p �
.001. However, when they imagined engaging in spontaneous

networking, they reported about the same degree of desire, inde-
pendent of their regulatory focus (Mpromotion � 4.46, SD � 1.31
vs. Mprevention � 4.15, SD � 1.58), F(1, 250) � 1.66, p � .20.
When considering neutral behaviors, however, we did not find any
significant effects (all ps � .14).

Accessibility of cleansing-related words. A similar 2 � 2
between-subjects ANOVA revealed the predicted interaction be-
tween regulatory focus and type of networking, F(1, 250) � 14.80,
p � .001, �p

2 � .056. When participants imagined engaging in
instrumental networking, they generated fewer cleansing-related
words when they had a promotion focus (M � 1.05, SD � 0.78)
than when they had a prevention focus (M � 1.77, SD � 1.08),
F(1, 250) � 20.45, p � .001. However, when they imagined
engaging in spontaneous networking, they generated about the
same number of cleansing-related words independent of their
regulatory focus (Mpromotion � 1.02, SD � 0.89 vs. Mprevention �
0.88, SD � 0.80), F(1, 250) � 1, p � .39.

Discussion

The results of our second study are consistent with our expec-
tations and provide evidence that the motives people have when
they approach networking influence how morally impure they feel
after engaging in instrumental networking as well as their resulting
desire to physically cleanse themselves. Specifically, a focus on
promotion rather than prevention in approaching instrumental net-
working reduces both feelings of moral impurity and the desire to
physically cleanse oneself. We found support for these relation-
ships in two different samples, in the United States and in Italy,
suggesting that our observed effects may hold across cultures.

Study 3

In Studies 3A and B, both conducted online, we further examine
the independent effects of promotion and prevention regulatory
focus on feelings of impurity and intentions to engage in network-
ing by also including a control condition in the experimental
design.

Study 3A

Method.
Participants and design. A total of 599 working adults re-

cruited through MTurk (Mage � 36.94, SD � 9.15; 46% male), all
located in the United States, participated in a 15-min online study,
and received $2 for their participation. We recruited 600 partici-
pants but only 599 completed the study in the time allotted. We
randomly assigned participants to one of three conditions: control
versus promotion focus versus prevention focus.

Procedure. Participants read initial instructions that wel-
comed them to the study. Next, we asked them to complete a
writing task, which was intended to manipulate regulatory focus
(as in Freitas & Higgins, 2002). The instructions specified that we
were “interested in detailed writing skills, and in the way people
naturally express themselves.” In the promotion condition, the
instructions (as in Zhang et al., 2011) read, “Please think about
something you ideally would like to do. In other words, think
about a hope or aspiration that you currently have. Please list the
hope or aspiration below.” In the prevention condition, the instruc-
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tions read, “Please think about something you think you ought to
do. In other words, think about a duty or obligation that you
currently have. Please list the duty or obligation below.” In the
control condition, the instructions read, “Please think about some-
thing you usually do in the evening. Please list the activities you
engage in during the evening on a typical day below.”

Next, participants engaged in a task simulating instrumental
networking. Similar to Casciaro et al. (2014), we asked partici-
pants to put themselves in the shoes of the protagonist in the story
they were about to read. The story asked participants to imagine
being invited to attend an event during which they socialized with
other people. In the story, the main character was described as
“actively and intentionally making professional connections with
the belief that connections are important for future professional
effectiveness” (from Casciaro et al., 2014).

Next, we asked participants to report how they felt at that
moment, by indicating the extent to which they felt using the
comprehensive list of 7 items from Study 1: dirty, inauthentic, and
impure, ashamed, wrong, unnatural, and tainted (� � .95). We
then reminded participants of the writing task they had completed
earlier. The instructions for the promotion (prevention) condition
read,

Now please take a minute and think about what you wrote earlier
about something you ideally would like to do [you ought to do]; in
other words, think about a hope or aspiration [a duty or obligation]
that you currently have. Please reflect on your experience for 1–2 min
and then proceed to the next task.

We also reminded participants of the story they read and asked
them to reflect on it for a minute or two and write a few words that
came to mind regarding the story before proceeding to the next
task.

Next, all participants were asked to answer questions about their
networking intentions, our main dependent measure. We relied on
a measure used in prior work (Raj, Fast, & Fisher, 2017): a
self-reported measure of the extent to which participants intended
to engage in professional networking in the near future. Partici-
pants indicated the extent to which they believed they would seek
to expand their professional network in the next month. We used
the following four items: “To what degree will you try to strate-
gically work on your professional network in the next month?”;
“In the next month, how likely are you to voluntarily engage in
behaviors that expand your professional network?”; “To what
degree do you plan to establish new professional connections in
the next month?”; and “In the next month, to what degree is having
a strong professional network a goal that you plan to pursue?”
Participants indicated their intention to network in the next month
using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 � not at all, 7 � very much).
These items were averaged to create a composite measure of
networking intentions (� � .96). Finally, participants indicated
their age and gender.

Results.
Moral impurity. Given that all items loaded onto one factor,

we averaged them all into a composite measure of moral impurity
(� � .95).2 We found that this seven-item measure varied by
condition, F(2, 596) � 17.69, p � .001, �p

2 � .056. Participants
felt more morally impure in the prevention-focus condition (M �
2.39, SD � 1.36) as compared to the promotion-focus condition
(M � 1.64, SD � 1.07; p � .001) or the control condition (M �

1.93, SD � 1.34; p � .001). Moral impurity was also lower in the
promotion-focus condition than in the control condition (p �
.024).

Networking intentions. Networking intentions also varied by
condition, F(2, 596) � 19.84, p � .001, �p

2 � .062. Participants
indicated they would network less frequently in the future in the
prevention-focus condition (M � 4.07, SD � 1.70) as compared to
the promotion-focus condition (M � 5.12, SD � 1.68; p � .001)
or the control condition (M � 4.74, SD � 1.71; p � .001).
Network intentions were higher in the promotion-focus condition
than they were in the control condition (p � .024).

Mediation. We tested for moral impurity as the mediator of
the relationship between our regulatory focus manipulation and
networking intentions. We first conducted analyses using the
dummy for the prevention-focus condition as the independent
variable, and the dummy for the control condition as covariate.
Using bootstrapping with 10,000 iterations, we estimated the direct
and indirect effects of prevention focus through moral impurity on
our dependent variable, networking intentions. The 95% bias-
corrected confidence interval (CI) for the size of the indirect effect
(�0.36, SE � .06) excluded zero (95% CI [–0.496, �0.243]),
suggesting that feelings of moral impurity mediated the link be-
tween prevention focus and lower networking intentions.

Next, we conducted analyses using the dummy for the
promotion-focus condition as the independent variable, and the
dummy for the control condition as covariate. Using bootstrapping
with 10,000 iterations, we found that the 95% bias-corrected CI for
the size of the indirect effect (0.36, SE � .06) excluded zero (95%
CI [0.242, 0.496]), suggesting that feelings of moral impurity
mediated the link between promotion focus and higher networking
intentions.

Study 3B

Method.
Participants and design. A total of 572 working adults (Mage �

35.37, SD � 8.81; 52% male), all located in the United States and
recruited through MTurk, participated in a 15-min online study. They
received $2 for their participation. Only participants who had a
LinkedIn account could participate. We recruited 600 participants, but
only 572 completed the study in the time allotted. We randomly
assigned participants to one of three conditions: control versus pro-
motion focus versus prevention focus.

Procedure. In Study 3B, we used the same procedure and
design as in Study 3A with one difference: Instead of reading the
story as explained above, we asked participants to actually engage
in instrumental networking. We did so to add richness to the
paradigm as we wanted participants to experience what it feels
like to engage in instrumental networking. Specifically, as in
Casciaro et al. (2014, Study 4), we asked participants to select a
person in their network (someone they were already connected
with or someone they would like to connect with), draft a message,
and send the message to that individual through their personal

2 Similar to Study 1, feeling of impurity varied by condition, indepen-
dent of whether moral impurity was measured with four items: dirty,
tainted, inauthentic, and ashamed, � � .91, F(2, 596) � 18.10, p � .001,
�p

2 � .057, or the three regulatory-focus neutral items: wrong, unnatural
and impure, � � .89, F(2, 596) � 16.15, p � .001, �p

2 � .051.
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LinkedIn account. Participants were told, “Your intention in send-
ing the message should be to strategically make a professional
connection. With this message, you are trying to create a connec-
tion that would aid the execution of work tasks and your profes-
sional effectiveness.” We did not have a way of tracking whether
participants actually sent the message they wrote through
LinkedIn.

Afterward, all participants answered questions about their net-
working intentions, as in Study 3A. Specifically, they completed
the four-item self-reported measure of the extent to which they
believed they would seek to expand their professional network in
the next month (� � .95, adapted from Raj et al., 2017). Finally,
participants indicated their age and gender.

Results.
Moral impurity. Given that all seven items loaded onto one

factor, we averaged them all into a composite measure of moral
impurity (� � .93).3 We found that this seven-item measure varied
by condition, F(2, 570) � 20.66, p � .001, �p

2 � .068. Participants
felt more morally impure in the prevention-focus condition (M �
2.30, SD � 1.33) as compared to the promotion-focus condition
(M � 1.53, SD � 0.96; p � .001) or the control condition (M �
2.01, SD � 1.17; p � .016). However, moral impurity was lower
in the promotion-focus condition than it was in the control condi-
tion (p � .001).

Networking intentions. Networking intentions also varied by
condition, F(2, 570) � 19.56, p � .001, �p

2 � .064. Participants
indicated they would network less frequently in the future in the
prevention-focus condition (M � 4.17, SD � 1.53) as compared to
the promotion-focus condition (M � 5.19, SD � 1.51; p � .001)
or the control condition (M � 4.53, SD � 1.73; p � .025).
Network intentions were higher in the promotion-focus condition
than they were in the control condition (p � .001).

Mediation. As in Study 3A, we tested for the mediating role of
moral impurity in the relationship between our regulatory focus
manipulation and networking intentions. We first conducted anal-
yses using the dummy for prevention-focus condition as the inde-
pendent variable, and the dummy for the control condition as
covariate. Using bootstrapping with 10,000 iterations, we esti-
mated the direct and indirect effects of prevention focus through
moral impurity on our dependent variable, networking intentions.
The 95% bias-corrected CI for the size of the indirect effect
(�0.29, SE � .06) excluded zero (95% CI [–0.422, �0.193]),
suggesting that feelings of moral impurity mediated the link be-
tween prevention focus and lower networking intentions.

Next, we conducted analyses using the dummy for the
promotion-focus condition as the independent variable, and the
dummy for the control condition as covariate. Using bootstrapping
with 10,000 iterations, we found that the 95% bias-corrected CI for
the size of the indirect effect (0.29, SE � .06) excluded zero (95%
CI [0.193, 0.426]), suggesting that feelings of moral impurity
mediated the link between promotion focus and higher networking
intentions.

Coding. We asked a research assistant blind to our hypotheses
and study conditions to code the messages participants wrote. We
coded the messages on three dimensions. First, we coded whether
the message was a new connection attempt: We used 0 if partic-
ipants wrote the message to someone they already had a connec-
tion with (existing connection) and 1 if they wrote the message to
someone who would be a new connection (new connection).

Second, we coded whether the message was aimed at forming a
connection to meet a professional goal (value of 1), as we had
defined instrumental networking in the instructions, or whether
they were using the assigned task to just make a social connection
(e.g., saying hello to a friend; value of 0 in our coding). Given the
instructions we used we expected no differences across conditions
on this dimension. Finally, we coded for language indicating
promotion or prevention focus. We used a value of 1 when
messages related to growth, advancement, and accomplishment,
and striving toward wishes and aspirations (for promotion). We
used a value of 0 when the messages related to missing opportu-
nities and meeting their responsibilities and duties (for prevention).
When messages did not include either, we left the cell in the data
blank.

We found no differences across conditions on the first and second
dimension (p � .20 and p � .51, respectively). As for the third
dimension, we found differences across conditions, 	2(461) � 6.38,
p � .041: A higher percentage of participants used promotion lan-
guage in the promotion condition (73% of them) as compared to the
prevention condition or the control condition (67.7% and 59.5%,
respectively).

Discussion

The results of Studies 3A and 3B provide further support for the
independent effects of promotion and prevention focus on feelings
of impurity and instrumental networking, by showing differences
as compared to a control condition.

Study 4

In Study 4, a field setting, we explored the implications of
networking-related promotion and prevention regulatory focus for
the frequency of instrumental professional networking by profes-
sionals and the feelings of impurity they associate with it. To that
end, we surveyed lawyers employed at a large North American law
firm. Business lawyers work either as counsel when hired by client
or as experts on a client’s file when asked by a colleague. In either
case, acquiring the work requires having relationships with col-
leagues and clients. Thus, law professionals at both junior and
senior levels can benefit from and care deeply about instrumental
networking, making this a particularly appropriate empirical con-
text.

Method

Sample and procedure. When we conducted our study, 425
lawyers were employed at the law firm where we collected survey
data. Hierarchically, the law firm was structured according to
levels of legal experience, as is common for the industry: junior
associate, midlevel associate, senior associate, junior partner (i.e.,
nonequity partner), and senior partner (i.e., equity partner). The
firm had five offices across North America and 13 law practices.

3 Similar to Studies 1 and 3A, feeling of impurity varied by condition,
independent of whether moral impurity was measured with four items:
dirty, tainted, inauthentic, and ashamed, � � .87; F(2, 570) � 19.54, p �
.001, �p

2 � .064, or the three regulatory-focus neutral items: wrong,
unnatural and impure, � � .85; F(2, 570) � 19.34, p � .001, �p

2 � .064.
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The lawyers employed at the firm served business clients working
across practices and locations, as the needs of the clients required.
We sent to all the lawyers employed at the firm an invitation to
complete a survey about their approach to professional network-
ing. In the invitation, we made clear that participation in the survey
was voluntary, and withdrawal from the study was available at any
time with no penalty. We also reassured participants that all their
responses would be entirely confidential, such that the firm’s
management would never get access to any individual responses,
and would only receive aggregated findings with the goal of aiding
the firm in supporting its lawyers’ development and effectiveness
as legal professionals. For their efforts, we offered to participants
a confidential and personalized report on how their own profes-
sional networking compared to that of their peers at the firm.

In total, 164 lawyers completed the survey in its entirety, for a
39% response rate. We compared participants to nonparticipant s,
and we found no statistically significant differences between the
two groups regarding office location, legal specialty, sex, or formal
rank.

Dependent and independent variables.
Job performance. We assess performance by using yearly

revenue generated by a lawyer, which is the standard metric for
evaluating performance in law firms. Firm management shared
with us the revenue data they had collected and on record for each
of the lawyers working there. We corrected for skewness in rev-
enue distribution using the lnskew0 function in STATA (STATA
13).

Frequency of instrumental professional networking. In the
survey, we defined professional networking as “the purposeful
building and nurturing of relationships to create a system of
information and support for professional and career success” (as in
Casciaro et al., 2014). We then asked respondents, “How often do
you engage in professional networking?” The respondents indi-
cated their answers using one of the following options on a 5-point
scale: not at all, rarely, sometimes, frequently, and a great deal.

Feelings of moral impurity from networking. We measured
the experience of impurity from instrumental professional net-
working by using the average and logged (to correct for skewness)
response to three survey items on the 5-point scale (adapted from
Casciaro et al., 2014), each starting with the sentence, “When I
engage in professional networking, I usually feel. . .” followed by
the following adjectives: dirty, inauthentic, and ashamed (� �
.78). To reduce demand effects, the list interspersed these adjec-
tives with markers of various emotions (Feldman Barrett & Rus-
sell, 1998), such as happy, excited, stressed, and satisfied.

Trait promotion and prevention regulatory focus. As in
Study 1, we measured chronic regulatory focus with the Composite
Regulatory Focus Scale (Haws et al., 2010).

Networking-specific trait promotion and prevention focus.
To measure the extent to which instrumental networking resulted
from a promotion or a prevention focus, we developed eight survey
items intended to capture a concern with growth, advancement,
and aspirations of promotion focus on the one hand, and a concern
with meeting one’s duties and the threat of lost opportunity of
prevention focus on the other hand. These items were adapted from
the Composite Regulatory Focus Scale (Haws et al., 2010) to fit
the domain of instrumental networking. We thus measured pro-
motion focus with the average response to four survey items (each
assessed on a 5-point scale): “I am excited about the opportunities

that networking can open up for me,” “Networking allows me to
achieve my professional aspirations,” “I engage in professional
networking because I want to be successful,” and “I engage in
professional networking because connections help me do well”
(� � .81). The four items measuring prevention focus were “Net-
working is a necessary part of my job that I just have to do,” “It is
my professional duty and responsibility to network,” “I engage in
professional networking because I am concerned that I’ll miss
opportunities if I don’t,” and “I engage in professional networking
because I don’t want to fall behind in my profession” (� � .69).

Control variables.
Law practice and office location. To control for the law

practice a lawyer belonged to, we used indicator variables for each
of the 13 departments of the firm (insolvency and restructuring,
corporate law, intellectual property, etc.). Likewise, we used indi-
cator variables to control for each of the firm’s five offices in
which each lawyer was located. None of these dummy variables
affected the study’s findings, and therefore we excluded them from
the analyses reported below because their inclusion reduced the
models’ goodness of fit.

Extraversion. In light of research documenting a positive as-
sociation between extraversion and networking frequency (Cas-
ciaro et al., 2014; Wanberg et al., 2000), as well as a negative
association between extraversion and feelings of dirtiness experi-
enced from engaging in instrumental networking (Casciaro et al.,
2014), we controlled for a lawyer’s extraversion, measured with
the two extraversion items of the Big Five Inventory (Rammstedt
& John, 2007).

Power. Previous research has also documented the effects of
power on feelings of dirtiness that result from instrumental net-
working (Casciaro et al., 2014). To account for these effects, we
operationalized power in terms of a lawyer’s formal rank (senior-
ity), which defines power differentials clearly in law firms (Nel-
son, 2004). This variable ranged from senior partner at the top of
the hierarchy (denoted with a numerical value equal to 5), followed
by junior partner (4), senior associate (3), midlevel associate (2),
and junior associate at the bottom of the hierarchy (1).

Modeling approach. To test simultaneously the paths that our
predictions entail, and also control for all relevant covariates, we
estimated direct and indirect effects using the corresponding struc-
tural equation model (Kline, 2011) of a path analysis (Wright,
1934). This approach allows us to simultaneously account for
effects of promotion focus and prevention focus, so that we can
examine the unique effects of each orientation.

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients for all vari-
ables are in Table 2, while the results of the path analysis are in
Table 3. The estimated models use two measures of promotion and
prevention focus: general trait regulatory foci (right-hand side of
Table 3) and networking-specific trait regulatory foci (left-hand
side of Table 3). The path analysis provides estimate for both
direct effects and indirect effects. Directs effects occur when a
predictor affects a dependent variable directly. Indirect effects
occur when the effect of a predictor on dependent variable is
mediated by another variable. Our theory predicted four direct
effects in the path analysis: (a) a positive effect of prevention focus
on moral impurity from instrumental networking, (b) a negative
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effect of promotion focus on moral impurity from instrumental
networking, (c) a negative effect of moral impurity on the fre-
quency of instrumental networking, and (d) a positive effect of
networking frequency on job performance.

When measuring regulatory focus as generalized trait promotion
and prevention focus (right-hand side of Table 3), all predictions
were supported. Namely, networking frequency had a positive and
statistically significant direct effect on job performance (
 � .550;
p � .01). In turn, moral impurity had a negative direct effect on
networking frequency (
 � �.364; p � .001). Generalized pro-
motion focus had the predicted negative effect on moral impurity
(
 � �.282; p � .01), and generalized prevention focus had the
predicted positive effect on moral impurity (
 � .294; p � .001).

When measuring regulatory focus as networking-specific trait
promotion and prevention focus (left-hand side of Table 3), all
predictions were supported, except the positive effect of preven-
tion focus on moral impurity. Namely, in addition to the predicted
direct effects of networking frequency on job performance and of
moral impurity on networking frequency, promotion focus had the
predicted negative effect on moral impurity (
 � �.250; p � .05),
while the negative effect of prevention focus on moral impurity
was not statistically significant, contrary to our prediction.

Thus, our predictions were strongly supported when regula-
tory foci were measured as a general trait, indicating that people
with a promotion focus experience lessened feelings of impurity
from instrumental professional networking, while those with a
prevention focus tend to feel more morally impure when net-
working instrumentally. When regulatory foci were measured
as networking-specific promotion and prevention focus, how-
ever, these predictions were supported only for promotion fo-
cus, which was negatively associated with moral impurity.
Figure 3 summarizes how the findings from Study 4 supported
our theoretical model.

In addition to the direct effects we predicted, the path analysis
revealed effects of interest, both direct and indirect. Seniority (our
operationalization of power in the context of law firms) had
positive direct and indirect effects on networking frequency, and
negative effects on moral impurity, replicating the findings of
Casciaro et al. (2014). Likewise, positive direct and indirect effects
of extraversion on networking frequency, and its indirect effect on
job performance mediated by networking frequency is consistent
with previous work (Casciaro et al., 2014). More relevant to our

theory, promotion focus and prevention focus also had significant
indirect effects on network frequency, mediated by moral impu-
rity, consistent with the theoretical model we advanced (see Table
3).

Discussion

Taken together, the findings of Study 4 show that the effects of
trait promotion and prevention focus on moral impurity and in-
strumental professional networking generalize to professionals in
field settings. People who are motivated to pursue ideals, growth,
and aspirations feel more authentic and morally pure when net-
working than do people who are motivated by the fulfilment of
duties and obligations. These feelings of moral impurity in turn
relate to how frequently professionals engage in networking, with
consequences for their job performance. The results of Study 4
also indicate that domain-specific regulatory foci are not as
strongly predictive of either moral purity from instrumental net-
working or of the frequency with which people network profes-
sionally. While we did find evidence that networking-specific
promotion focus reduces moral impurity and networking fre-
quency, we did not find such evidence for a networking-specific
prevention focus.

Study 5

Method

Although in Study 4, networking-specific trait measures of
regulatory focus exhibited weaker effects on moral purity and
networking frequency than did general trait regulatory focus, we
wished to explore the possibility that such domain-specific mo-
tives might be amenable to manipulation in the field. In organiza-
tions, domain-specific situational cues can be particularly impor-
tant in evoking either promotion or prevention focus, as employees
look for and pay attention to information about what behaviors are
expected of them and their consequences (James, James, & Ashe,
1990; Scott & Bruce, 1994). For instance, situational cues that
highlight potential gains and attainment of ideals are likely to
trigger a promotion mindset. Instead, those that highlight potential
losses and fulfillment of obligations are likely trigger a prevention
mindset (Higgins, 1997, 1998).

Table 2
Study 4 Mean, Standard Deviations, and Correlation of Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Job performance 1,603,193 3,063,196
2. Job performance (log) 10.568 3.886 .667
3. Networking frequency 3.579 0.904 .362 .458
4. Moral impurity 1.562 0.633 �.176 �.208 �.431
5. Moral impurity (log) �0.664 0.847 �.173 �.231 �.494 .893
6. Extraversion 3.102 1.491 .541 .860 .401 �.147 �.188
7. Seniority 3.549 0.923 �.032 �.036 .342 �.418 �.463 �.089
8. Chronic prevention focus 3.322 0.825 �.217 �.218 �.236 .330 .308 �.171 �.263
9. Chronic promotion focus 3.533 0.741 �.081 �.039 .199 �.164 �.170 �.065 .231 .396

10. Networking prevention focus 3.624 0.810 �.109 �.023 .266 .028 �.013 .046 �.051 .158 .173
11. Networking promotion focus 3.935 0.723 .007 .037 .545 �.302 �.333 .035 .459 �.058 .310 .496

Note. Correlation coefficients �.14 are significant at p � .05.
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no differences between the two conditions, even though partici-
pants were randomly assigned to the intervention conditions and
had not yet started receiving their text messages, we checked and
found there was no condition effect on responses rate (p � .10).
We also checked the baseline frequency of networking, network-
ing promotion (� � .90) and prevention (� � .79) focus, and Big
5 personality traits and found no significant differences on any of
the measured variables between two conditions (ps � .10). Thus,
as expected, preintervention, there were no significant differences
between the two groups. All participants (n � 444) who consented
to participate in our study received text messages once a week on
Mondays at 9 a.m. for 6 weeks.

In the promotion-focus group, participants received a text that
read,

We are interested in how people create and nurture relationships at
work. Many people focus on the opportunities that networking can
open up for them. They also consider how networking can help them
achieve their professional aspirations. Please set aside a few minutes
to identify how you will approach your next opportunity to network
with these potential benefits in mind.

In the prevention-focus group, participants read,

We are interested in how people create and nurture relationships at
work. Many people consider networking a necessary part of their job
that they just have to do, a professional obligation. They also focus on
opportunities they will miss if they do not network. Please set aside a
few minutes to identify how you will approach your next opportunity
to network with these potential costs in mind.

At the conclusion of the 6 weeks, we asked all 444 participants
who received the weekly text messages (whether they completed
the initial survey or not) to fill out a final survey, which contained
our dependent variables. A total of 183 participants responded to
this final survey (41% response rate), and 116 participants com-
pleted both surveys. There were no significant differences between
conditions (promotion vs. prevention) on whether participants
returned to complete the last survey (p � .10). This confirms that
our manipulation had no effect on participants’ likelihood of
returning to the final survey. In addition, among those who pro-
vided responses to the initial survey, there was no significant
difference on baseline networking or Big 5 personality traits be-
tween those who responded to the final survey or not (ps � .10).

In the final survey, we asked participants to first report their
frequency of professional networking over the last month on a
5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (a great deal). Next,
they were asked to identify how many new people they added to
their professional network over the last month (new connections)
and how many existing professional relationships they nurtured or
rekindled over the last month (nurturing). Afterward, they reported
their feelings about the professional networking they engaged in
over the last month using 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree) scales, beginning with the stem, “When I engaged in
professional networking over the last month, I usually felt . . . ”

Moral impurity. We assessed moral impurity with four items
(dirty, tainted, inauthentic, and ashamed; � � .80) from Casciaro
et al. (2014).

Affect. To minimize demand effects, we also included posi-
tive and negative affect adjectives. Positive affect was measured
with five items (enthusiastic, satisfied, happy, relaxed, excited;

� � .88) and negative with three items (stressed, tired, and bored;
� � .81).

Results

Moral impurity. Consistent with our predictions, participants
who received the promotion-focus intervention reported feeling
less morally impure (M � 1.71, SD � 0.76) than those who
received the prevention-focus intervention (M � 2.06, SD � 0.91),
t(181) � 2.84, p � .005.

Positive and negative affect. Participants’ positive and neg-
ative affect did not differ depending on whether they were in a
promotion focus or a prevention focus, t(181) � �.98, p � .33 and
t(181) � .98, p � .33, respectively.

Networking frequency. Consistent with our hypothesis, par-
ticipants in a promotion focus reported engaging in networking
more frequently over the last month (M � 3.39, SD � 1.16) as
compared to those in a prevention focus (M � 2.78, SD � 1.05),
t(181) � �3.71, p � .001. Given that we have data on some of our
participants’ baseline networking frequency, we also ran analyses
controlling for the frequency of networking before the start of the
study and found a significant effect of regulatory focus manipu-
lation on network frequency on this more restricted sample, F(1,
113) � 9.33, p � .003, �p

2 � .076.
New connections. When asked how many new connections

they added to their professional network over the last month, 14
participants did not respond. Examining the responses from the re-
maining 169 respondents, we found a significant effect of regulatory
focus manipulation on creating new connections (Mpromotion � 7.80,
SD � 8.05 vs. Mprevention � 5.52, SD � 5.05), t(167) � �2.21, p �
.030.

Nurturing existing ties. Eight participants did not respond to
this question. Examining the responses from the remaining 175
respondents, we found a significant effect of regulatory focus
manipulation on nurturing existing ties (Mpromotion � 8.01, SD �
7.01 vs. Mprevention � 4.64, SD � 4.21), t(173) � �3.90, p � .001.

Mediation. We tested for moral impurity as the mediator of
the relationship between our regulatory focus manipulation and
networking frequency over the last month. Using bootstrapping
with 10,000 iterations, we estimated the direct and indirect effects
of regulatory focus condition through moral impurity on our de-
pendent variable, networking frequency. The 95% bias-corrected
CI for the size of the indirect effect (0.20, SE � .07) excluded zero
(95% CI [0.071, 0.368]), suggesting that feelings of moral impu-
rity mediated the link between promotion focus (vs. prevention
focus) and higher network frequency.

We also ran the mediation analysis with number of new con-
nections as a dependent variable. The 95% bias-corrected CI for
the size of the indirect effect (0.65, SE � .33) excluded zero (95%
CI [0.134, 1.410]). The mediation analysis with nurturing existing
ties yielded similar findings and the 95% bias-corrected CI for the
size of the indirect effect (0.99, SE � .34) excluded zero (95% CI
[0.404, 1.746]). In sum, the three analyses suggest that feelings of
moral impurity mediated the link between promotion focus (vs.
prevention focus) and higher networking (frequency as well nur-
turing existing tiles and creating new ones).
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Discussion

Together, the results of Study 5 provide further evidence that
regulatory focus influences how people react to instrumental pro-
fessional networking. As compared to participants encouraged to
take a prevention focus, participants encouraged to take a promo-
tion focus felt less inauthentic and morally impure, and engaged in
networking more often.

General Discussion

Despite the well-demonstrated and well-known benefits that
creating and maintaining professional connections can have on the
diversity and size of one’s network, people often shy away from
engaging in instrumental networking to pursue professional goals.
This is because they feel inauthentic, impure, and even dirty
(Casciaro et al., 2014) when attempting to create and maintain
relationships with other people with the clear purpose of finding or
strengthening support for their professional goals and work tasks.
Such feelings, unfortunately, are often detrimental to their devel-
opment and job performance because they do not allow people to
access valuable information, resources, and opportunities that are
important to their careers. In the current research, we proposed that
the motives people have when engaging in networking can impact
these feelings by affecting their moral experience of networking,
and lead them to network with different frequency.

Using two laboratory studies, two online studies, one field
experiment with working professionals, and field data from law-
yers from a large North American business law firm, we examined
how self-regulatory focus, in the form of promotion and preven-
tion, affects people’s experiences and outcomes when networking.
Consistent with our propositions, we find that a promotion regu-
latory focus, as compared to a prevention focus or a control
condition, is beneficial to instrumental professional networking.
People who are motivated to network professionally for the
growth, advancement, and accomplishments they can achieve
through their connections network more frequently and experience
decreased feelings of moral impurity. In contrast, networking with
the prevention focus of meeting one’s professional responsibilities
reduces the frequency of instrumental networking because it wors-
ens the feelings of impurity people experience from it.

Theoretical Implications

Our research contributes to the literature on networking, regu-
latory focus, and morality in various ways. First, building on the
work of Casciaro et al. (2014), the current article contributes to the
network literature by focusing on the primary motives people have
when approaching networking. Despite its many insights, existing
work on networks has focused primarily on their structural prop-
erties and paid less attention to the important role of individual
psychology in network dynamics. Although certain basic psycho-
logical phenomena—such as affect, cognition, and personality—
have been integrated to varying degrees with the network perspec-
tive on organizations, psychological theory on motivation is still
largely absent from network research (Casciaro et al., 2015). Our
work complements this body of research by suggesting and pro-
viding evidence that people’s psychological experience when net-
working has powerful effects on their likelihood of engaging in

instrumental networking and that interventions that specifically
change the motives people have when approaching networking can
potently impact their psychological experience and subsequent behav-
iors. A psychological account of motivation in networking behavior
can inform network theories of human agency by examining people’s
motivational approach to goals and by conceptualizing agency itself
as a variable that can be measured or manipulated.

Second, our work contributes to research on regulatory focus by
extending it to a new context—professional networking—and in-
troducing a domain-specific form of promotion and prevention
focus to complement trait and state forms of regulatory foci
typically studied in the literature. By doing so, we echo and
strengthen new developments in research on regulatory focus
(Browman et al., 2017). RFT (Higgins, 1997) concerns how people
pursue goals. In a promotion focus, people’s goals are represented
as hopes and aspirations; in a prevention focus, they are repre-
sented as duties and obligations. Given its wide applicability and
the importance of goal pursuit in organizations, several scholars
have explored the role of regulatory focus in work settings (e.g.,
Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Wallace et al., 2009) and found that
promotion and prevention foci are uniquely associated with a
variety of work behaviors (De Cremer et al., 2009; Neubert et al.,
2008; Wallace et al., 2009). Our research advances this body of
work by examining how regulatory focus affects the way people
experience networking and how often they engage in it, with
important consequences for performance. We also demonstrate
that manipulations of state promotion and prevention foci specific
to the domain of networking are sufficient to change the network-
ing behavior of professionals in the field. Manipulating the gen-
eralized regulatory foci typically studied in the literature may
therefore not be necessary to affect specific behaviors at work. By
showing that people’s psychological reactions to networking vary
depending on their promotion versus prevention focus, our work
opens up new investigations of primary human motives, network-
ing, and the structure of networks.

Finally, our work also contributes to research on morality and
behavioral ethics—research that has received increased attention
in the last decade from both psychology and management scholars.
Prior work has shown that authenticity is experienced as a moral
state (Gino et al., 2015) and that instrumental networking leads
people to feel dirty and impure (Casciaro et al., 2014). Here, we
proposed and found that regulatory focus profoundly affects such
feelings, as the motives people have to engage in instrumental
networking give them room to justify (or discourage) approaching
others to accomplish their professional goals. In so doing, we built
on Cornwell and Higgins’ (2015) view of both promotion and
prevention regulatory foci as ethical systems of ideals concerned
with attaining virtues (promotion) and of oughts concerned with
maintaining obligations (prevention). By connecting ought and
ideal selves to the moral philosophy of authenticity and moral
purity, we identified an important motivational factor that can
change the perceived morality of instrumental professional net-
working and be directly triggered or manipulated.

Our research both assessed regulatory focus as an individual
difference and manipulated it with simple interventions in lab and,
importantly, in the field. Short writing tasks that focused partici-
pants’ attention on their hopes and aspirations or on their duties
and obligations influenced the primary motivations they used
when approaching instrumental networking. In addition, short text
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messages that reinforced promotion versus prevention foci af-
fected real networking behaviors. The effectiveness of regulatory
focus manipulations narrowly directed at networking behavior
shows that interventions to change people’s motivational orienta-
tions need not generalize to all domains of their lives, but rather
can effectively target a specific domain of action. Our manipula-
tions and, in particular, our simple intervention study provide
insights into how organizations or managers could similarly focus
organizational members’ attention on specific aspects of network-
ing, thus influencing their willingness to engage in it and fre-
quency of doing so. Simply helping people focus on specific
motives before approaching networking could prove to be an
effective means of making networking morally palatable and in-
fluence their development and job performance for the better.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Our findings, as well as the limitations of our studies, point to
several potential areas of future inquiry. First, our research focused
heavily on individuals’ psychological states and their reported
frequency of networking rather than on objective measures of
networking. It is important to examine more objective variables,
such as frequency of networking—an outcome we considered in two
of our studies—and to measure them in more objective ways. More
importantly, potential differences in the psychological and behavioral
patterns people display while networking deserve further inquiry. It is
possible that promotion-focused or prevention-focused individuals
use different emotional and nonemotional expressions consciously or
unconsciously. For example, during a networking event, promotion-
focused individuals might display more positive emotions and ap-
proach their targets with a firm handshake. Additionally, while our
studies focused on the person networking, it would be fascinating to
examine whether others can recognize the motivation behind individ-
uals’ instrumental networking.

In our studies, we both measured and manipulated self-
regulatory focus. Future research could extend our work by inves-
tigating framing effects. An individual’s regulatory focus can be
shaped by her environment (e.g., the school she attends, the
organization she works in), such that certain environments make
one regulatory focus predominant over the other. Future work
could examine the active role organizations can play in inducing a
promotion focus, because companies can shape members’ regula-
tory focus through their cultures, policies, and incentive schemes.
Additionally, in our studies we examined the general self-
regulatory focus and networking-specific regulatory focus (mea-
sured or manipulated) at one time. It is likely that individuals’ past
experiences with networking influence the extent to which they
adopt a promotion or prevention focus toward networking. For
example, negative past experiences could lead people to view
networking with dread and thus approach networking with a pre-
vention focus.

Future studies could examine the role of felt authenticity and
selfishness in various types of networking. Casciaro and col-
leagues (2014) argued that networking behaviors create negative
self-attributions when the actions are difficult to justify to oneself.
People perceive instrumental professional networking specifically
as less justifiable to themselves and as morally tainted because it
has a selfish intent, as the person initiating the relationship is
pursuing certain benefits. Regulatory focus can influence how

people experience networking, because regulatory focus influences
creativity (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Friedman & Förster, 2001), an
important factor when individuals are justifying their actions,
particularly those that may be morally problematic (Gino & Ariely,
2012). Future research examining how regulatory focus influences
one’s ability to justify selfish intentions during instrumental net-
working (through the greater creativity that regulatory focus trig-
gers) would further our understanding of the impact of people’s
motives on their psychological state and actions when networking.

We note that these insights on the complex interrelationships
between selfishness, authenticity, moral purity and regulatory fo-
cus could well apply to behaviors beyond instrumental networking.
Any form of instrumental relational behavior—be it advice seeking
and giving, leadership, social influence, or intergroup relations—
undertaken with selfish or altruistic motives, and invoking either
promotion or prevention motivational orientations, may have signif-
icant consequences for an individual’s morality, which may in turn
affect the likelihood of engaging in such behavior. Further work is
needed to further understand the interplay motivation, and the moral
psychology of instrumental behavior and its outcomes.

Future research could also examine whether promotion and
prevention focus lead people to use different strategies when
networking, and approach new professional connections with a
different mindset. For instance, it is possible that people with a
promotion focus create or nurture professional relationships to
learn something new, more so than people with a prevention focus,
and this attention to the potential for learning may contribute to
their lower feelings of moral impurity as the connection feels less
instrumental.

Finally, in our studies, we tested our predications with different
samples, such as Americans recruited through online platforms
(Mturk) and panels, as well as U.S. college students and lawyers in
a professional services firm. Additionally, we assessed the cultural
generalizability of our main prediction with a sample from Italy.
Nonetheless, it is possible that some non-Western cultures differ in
their views of instrumental networking and as such our effects
might not hold in such cultures. Future research could further
examine the cultural generalizability of the current findings.

Conclusion

Why is it that many people do not take on opportunities to
network or do so with dread, even when networking would benefit
them professionally? How could they be encouraged to do so, and
with enthusiasm? Our research addresses both of these questions.
Building on recent work showing that engaging in professional
instrumental networking makes people feel morally impure and
physically dirty, we explored how the motives people have when
engaging in networking can reduce these feelings and lead people
to network more often, with potentially beneficial effects on their
performance. By adopting a promotion focus rather than a preven-
tion one, individuals can orient their motivation to network toward
the growth, advancement, and accomplishment they can receive
from it and thus network more frequently and experience greater
authenticity and moral purity. That is, a promotion focus can help
people wash away their dirty feelings and draw their attention to
the aspirations they can pursue by creating new professional ties or
strengthening existing ones.
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between feeling inauthentic and feeling immoral and 
impure. We suggest that inauthenticity poses a challenge to 
a person’s sense of self. Authenticity involves both owning 
one’s personal experiences (thoughts, emotions, needs, 
and wants) and acting in accordance with those experi-
ences. A commitment to one’s identity and values (Erickson, 
1995) is important for effective self-regulation. When this 
commitment is violated, people feel inauthentic.

Though being untrue to oneself is psychologically 
costly, by definition it does not constitute immoral behav-
ior. Yet, we argue, people do experience inauthenticity as 
immoral, feeling that it taints their moral self-concept. 
Our arguments build on the writings of the numerous 
philosophers—such as Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, Rand, 
and Sartre—who have discussed authenticity in relation 
to morality. For instance, Nietzsche and Sartre believed 
that individuals need to create their own moral code and 
act in ways consistent with that code (i.e., they should act 
authentically).

By contrast, morality is commonly defined in social 
and interpersonal terms (Haidt & Kesebir, 2010). For 
example, Turiel (1983) defined morality as “prescriptive 
judgments of justice, rights, and welfare pertaining to 
how people ought to relate to each other” (p. 3). 
Philosophers and psychologists alike have treated being 
untrue to oneself (inauthenticity) differently from being 
untrue to others (dishonesty), and have suggested that 
society tolerates or promotes inauthenticity but univer-
sally prohibits dishonesty (Harter et al., 1996).

We, however, suggest that inauthenticity and dishon-
esty share a similar root: They are both a violation of 
being true, whether to others or oneself. As a result, they 
elicit similar psychological and behavioral responses. For 
instance, expressing excitement for an activity or person 

one does not like or trying to fit in with a group that does 
not share one’s values is not defined as immoral behavior 
per se, but we argue that individuals experience those 
behaviors as immoral. Feeling as if one is an imposter to 
oneself produces moral distress and feelings of being 
morally tainted and impure that are similar to those that 
accompany dishonesty.

Previous studies have shown that moral threats acti-
vate the need to cleanse oneself (Lee & Schwarz, 2010a; 
Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006). Similarly, the sacred-value-
protection model (see Tetlock, Kristel, Elson, Green, & 
Lerner, 2000) suggests that when people violate their 
own values, they engage in symbolic or literal moral 
cleansing to purify their contaminated conscience and 
reaffirm their core values. Building on this research, we 
suggest that experiencing inauthenticity results in lower 
moral self-regard and feelings of impurity, which trigger 
a desire for physical cleansing and acting prosocially to 
compensate for violating the true self (Fig. 1). We also 
argue that cleansing breaks the link between inauthentic-
ity and prosocial compensation.

Our hypotheses differ from cognitive dissonance the-
ory and its variants in two ways. First, building on the 
sacred-value-protection model, we suggest that the mere 
contemplation of acting inauthentically is sufficient to 
produce feelings of moral contamination. It is the inau-
thenticity and impurity experienced in these situations, 
and not the inconsistency itself, that lead to the desire to 
cleanse and morally compensate. Second, dissonance 
processes are often triggered not by mere inconsistency 
but rather by aversive consequences (Cooper & Fazio, 
1984); what provokes dissonance is the knowledge that 
one’s actions have produced material consequences that 
violate one’s attitudes.

Inauthenticity
(vs. Authenticity)

Feeling Impure

Lower Moral
Self-Regard

Psychological 
Discomfort 

(Dissonance) 

Desire to
Cleanse Oneself

Prosocial
Behavior

Threatened Moral
Self-Concept

+

+ + +

Fig. 1. Theoretical model for the link between inauthenticity and moral cleansing. Inauthenticity leads to two main conse-
quences of a threatened moral self-concept—feelings of impurity and lower self-regard—as well as dissonance. However, 
only a threatened moral self-concept explains the link between experiencing inauthenticity and a heightened desire to 
cleanse oneself and behave prosocially.
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Finally, the research we report here is related to the 
work by Lee and Schwarz (2010b) showing that the phys-
ical act of washing reduces cognitive dissonance by cre-
ating a clean slate. However, their research did not 
examine whether experiencing dissonance increases the 
desire for physical cleansing, whereas we theorized 
about and empirically tested the link between inauthen-
ticity and cleansing. Specifically, we directly examined 
the need for cleansing as a result of feeling morally 
tainted by experiencing inauthenticity.

Overview of the Present Research

We tested our predictions in five studies in which people 
recalled and wrote about a time when they felt authentic or 
inauthentic. We measured whether inauthenticity influenced 
people’s moral self-regard and feelings of impurity 
(Experiments 1 and 3) and their desire to cleanse them-
selves (Experiments 2, 4, and 5). We also linked inauthentic-
ity to prosocial behavior in the form of helping (Experiment 
3) and donating money (Experiment 5). To establish dis-
criminant validity, we compared the effects of inauthenticity 
with the effects of recalling a morally irrelevant, negative 
experience (i.e., failing a test) in Experiment 3 and with the 
effects of cognitive dissonance in Experiment 4.

Experiment 1: The Impurity of 
Inauthenticity

Experiment 1 examined whether inauthenticity produces 
feelings of immorality and impurity, independently of 
whether it involves being untrue to others or untrue only 
to oneself.

Method

Participants and design. Two hundred sixty-nine 
individuals (mean age = 30.73 years, SD = 8.07; 143 male) 
from Amazon Mechanical Turk participated in this study 
for $1. We calculated our target sample size using an 
estimated effect size, f, of 0.2, which would require a 
sample size of approximately 270 participants for the 
study to be powered at 90%.1 We randomly assigned par-
ticipants to a 2 (type of behavior: authentic vs. inauthen-
tic) × 2 (type of event: general vs. unrelated to lying) 
between-subjects design. Two participants did not write 
an essay and were excluded from the analyses, according 
to a decision made prior to conducting the study.

Procedure. Participants first read initial instructions 
welcoming them to the study and answered an attention 
check. Those who failed the attention check were auto-
matically informed that, on the basis of their answers, 
they did not qualify for the study. Thus, their data were 

not recorded. Participants were then asked to recall an 
event and write about it for 5 to 10 min. In the authentic-
behavior, general-event condition, the instructions read 
as follows (word changes in the inauthentic-behavior, 
general-event condition are shown in brackets):

Please recall a time in your personal or professional 
life when you behaved in a way that made you feel 
true [untrue] to yourself, that made you feel 
authentic [inauthentic]. It should just be a situation 
in which you felt authentic [inauthentic] with your 
core self. Please describe the details about this 
situation that made you feel authentic [inauthentic]. 
What was it like to be in this situation? What 
thoughts and feelings did you experience?

In the authentic-behavior, event-unrelated-to-lying 
condition, the instructions read as follows (word changes 
in the inauthentic-behavior, event-unrelated-to-lying con-
dition are shown in brackets; boldface is used here for 
emphasis but was not used in the original instructions):

Please recall a time in your personal or professional 
life when you behaved in a way that made you feel 
true [untrue] to yourself, that made you feel 
authentic [inauthentic]. It is important that you 
choose a situation that is unrelated to telling 
the truth to others [unrelated to lying or 
deceiving others]. It should just be a situation in 
which you felt authentic [inauthentic] with your 
core self. Please describe the details about this 
situation that made you feel authentic [inauthentic]. 
What was it like to be in this situation? What 
thoughts and feelings did you experience?

Next, participants completed measures assessing their 
moral self-regard and feelings of impurity. The order in 
which these two sets of questions were presented was 
randomly determined for each participant. Participants 
then completed manipulation checks and reported their 
age and gender.

Moral self-regard. Participants indicated the extent to 
which the event they described made them feel moral, 
generous, cooperative, helpful, loyal to others, depend-
able, trustworthy, reliable, caring, and respectful (  = 
.965; adapted from Walker & Hennig, 2004). Responses 
were on a 7-point scale (ranging from 1, not at all, to 7, 
to a great extent).

Feelings of impurity. Using the same 7-point scale, 
participants indicated the extent to which the event they 
described made them feel impure, dirty, and tainted 
(  = .94).
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Manipulation check: self-alienation. As a manipu-
lation check, we measured feelings of self-alienation 
with four items (e.g., “After experiencing the situation 
I described I felt out of touch with the ‘real me,’” “After 
experiencing the situation I described I felt as if I did not 
know myself very well”;  = .88) that have been used 
in prior work to measure inauthenticity (Gino, Norton, 
& Ariely, 2010). We asked participants to indicate their 
agreement with each of the four items using a 7-point 
scale (from 1, strongly disagree, to 7, strongly agree).

Manipulation check: content of the essay. As an addi-
tional manipulation check, we asked participants to think 
back to the initial writing task and indicate whether they 
had written about an event that made them feel authen-
tic, inauthentic, or neutral.

Results

Coding of the essays. Two coders, who were blind to 
conditions and hypotheses, categorized the situations 
participants described in their essays. The two coders 
agreed on the categorization 94% of the time, and dis-
agreements were resolved with a third coder. As Table 1 
shows, about 90% of the essays described situations 
unrelated to ethics. Most were situations in which people 
expressed emotions, attitudes, or opinions that did not 
match their internal state or attempted to fit in by con-
forming to social norms or peer attitudes.

Manipulation check: content of the essay. All par-
ticipants correctly answered the manipulation-check 
question asking them to indicate how the event they 
wrote about had made them feel.

Manipulation check: self-alienation. A 2 (type of 
behavior: authentic vs. inauthentic) × 2 (type of event: 
general vs. unrelated to lying) between-subjects analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) using self-alienation as the depen-
dent measure revealed only a main effect of type of 
behavior. Participants in the inauthentic-behavior condi-
tion reported greater self-alienation (M = 4.04, SD = 1.37, 
95% confidence interval, CI = [3.82, 4.26]) compared with 
participants in the authentic-behavior condition (M = 
1.90, SD = 1.19, 95% CI = [1.70, 2.12]), F(1, 263) = 186.16, 
p < .001, p

2 = .41.

Impurity and moral self-regard. Similar 2 × 2  
ANOVAs using impurity and moral self-regard as depen-
dent measures also revealed only a significant main effect 
of type of behavior. Participants in the inauthentic-behav-
ior condition reported greater feelings of impurity (M = 
3.56, SD = 1.86, 95% CI = [3.30, 3.85]) and lower moral 
self-regard (M = 2.90, SD = 1.50, 95% CI = [2.61, 3.16]) 
than did participants in the authentic-behavior condition 
(impurity: M = 1.51, SD = 1.29, 95% CI = [1.25, 1.78]; moral  
self-regard: M = 4.99, SD = 1.68, 95% CI = [4.72, 5.26]), F(1, 
263) = 111.06, p < .001, p

2 = .30, and F(1, 263) = 115.25, 
p < .001, p

2 = .31, respectively.

Table 1. Distribution of Event Descriptions in Experiment 1 by Content Category

Category

Event unrelated 
to lying or 

telling the truth
General 
event

Average across 
event types

Inauthentic-behavior condition
1. Expressing emotions, attitudes, or opinions that do not match one’s internal state 39.1% 46.7% 42.9%
2.  Attempting to fit in by conforming to norms or shared attitudes and behaviors, or 

in the face of social pressure
53.6% 30.0% 41.8%

3. Lying to obtain a material self-interested advantage 0.0% 13.3% 6.7%
4. Theft, stealing 0.0% 5.0% 2.5%
5. Cheating in a relationship 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
6. Not being able to create something for oneself 0.0% 1.7% 0.8%
7. Generala 7.2% 3.3% 5.3%

Authentic-behavior condition
1. Expressing emotions, attitudes, or opinions that match one’s internal state 35.8% 31.0% 33.4%
2.  Not conforming to norms or shared attitudes and behaviors in the face of social 

pressure
32.8% 36.6% 34.7%

3. Avoiding lying to obtain a material self-interested advantage 0.0% 1.4% 0.7%
4. Helping (e.g., giving somebody assurance, advice, or support) 17.9% 21.1% 19.5%
5. Being honest in a relationship 0.0% 1.4% 0.7%
6. Creating something for oneself 6.0% 4.2% 5.1%
7. Generala 7.5% 4.2% 5.9%

aEssays in this category were mainly descriptions of general feelings resulting from the experience.
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Word count. We also examined whether participants’ 
essays varied in length across conditions and found that 
they did not (all ps > .30).

Discussion

Inauthentic experiences made participants feel more 
impure and less moral than authentic ones, indepen-
dently of whether those experiences involved lying to 
themselves or lying to others. Thus, people experience 
inauthenticity as a moral state.

Experiment 2: From Inauthenticity to 
Cleansing

Experiment 2 examined whether feelings of impurity that 
result from experiencing inauthenticity lead to a desire to 
physically cleanse oneself. We measured participants’ 
desire to physically cleanse themselves using both an 
implicit measure and an explicit measure (Zhong & 
Liljenquist, 2006).

Method

Participants and design. Nine hundred six responses 
were collected from individuals (mean age = 31.88 years, 
SD = 9.05; 439 male) recruited on Amazon Mechanical 
Turk, who participated in exchange for $1. We calculated 
our target sample size using an estimated effect size, f, of 
0.1, which would require a sample size of 900 partici-
pants for the study to be powered at 85%. As in Experi-
ment 1, we randomly assigned participants to a 2 (type of 
behavior: authentic vs. inauthentic) × 2 (type of event: 
general vs. unrelated to lying) between-subjects design.

Sixty-eight responses did not meet our inclusion crite-
ria: Some participants completed the study two or more 
times (22 participants, 49 responses), did not write the 
requested essay (3 participants), or failed the manipula-
tion check asking them to indicate what type of essay 
they wrote (16 participants). We excluded the responses 
of these participants from the analyses, according to a 
decision made prior to conducting the study. We con-
ducted analyses on the remaining 838 observations.

Procedure. Participants first read some welcoming 
instructions and then answered two attention checks. 
Those who failed either attention check were automati-
cally informed that, on the basis of their answers, they 
could not take part in the study. Participants who passed 
both attention checks were asked to recall an event and 
write about it for 5 to 10 min. In each of the four condi-
tions, we used the same instructions for the writing task 
as in Experiment 1.

Next, participants completed measures assessing 
accessibility of cleansing-related words, desire to use 
cleansing-related products (e.g., Tide detergent), and 
desire to cleanse through behaviors such as taking a 
shower. The order in which these three sets of measures 
were presented was randomly determined. Participants 
then completed manipulation checks and reported their 
age and gender.

Accessibility of cleansing-related words. Participants 
completed a word-completion task using the first word 
that came to mind (Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006). The 
instructions read,

You will now be presented with a word completion 
task. You will be given a list of words with letters 
missing. Your task is to fill in the blanks to make 
complete words. Please use the first word that 
comes to mind.

Three of the word segments (W_ _H, SH_ _ER, and  
S_ _P) could be completed as cleansing-related words 
(wash, shower, and soap) or as unrelated, neutral words 
(e.g., wish, shaker, and step). The remaining three word 
segments (F_ O _, B_ _ K, and PA_ _ R) could be com-
pleted with neutral words only.

Cleansing products. Participants indicated how  desirable 
they found a list of products to be (using a 7-point scale, 
ranging from 1, completely undesirable, to 7, completely 
desirable). The list included five cleansing products (i.e., 
Dove shower soap, Crest toothpaste, Windex cleaner, Tide 
detergent, and Lysol disinfectant) and five neutral prod-
ucts (i.e., Post-it Notes, Nantucket Nectars juice, Energizer 
batteries, Sony CD cases, and Snickers bars). We averaged 
responses to the five cleansing products to create one 
aggregate measure (  = .86).

Cleansing behaviors. Participants indicated the desir-
ability of various behaviors on a 7-point scale (ranging 
from 1, completely undesirable, to 7, completely desir-
able). Some of the behaviors were related to cleansing 
(taking a shower, washing hands, brushing teeth, and 
taking a bath), and others were not (taking a walk, having 
something to eat, watching TV, and listening to music). 
We averaged responses to the four cleansing behaviors to 
create one aggregate measure (  = .75).

Manipulation checks. As a manipulation check, we 
measured self-alienation using the same four-item mea-
sure as in Experiment 1 (  = .87). We also asked partici-
pants to think back to the initial writing task and indicate 
the type of essay they wrote, that is, whether they wrote 
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about an event that made them feel authentic, inauthen-
tic, or neutral.

Results

Manipulation check: self-alienation. A 2 (type of 
behavior: authentic vs. inauthentic) × 2 (type of event: 
general vs. unrelated to lying) between-subjects ANOVA 
using self-alienation as the dependent measure revealed 
only a main effect of type of behavior. Participants in the 
inauthentic-behavior condition reported greater self-
alienation (M = 4.07, SD = 1.41, 95% CI = [3.95, 4.19]) 
than did participants in the authentic-behavior condition 
(M = 1.87, SD = 1.07, 95% CI = [1.75, 1.99]), F(1, 834) = 
655.80, p < .001, p

2 = .44.

Accessibility of cleansing-related words. A similar 
2 × 2 ANOVA using the sum of cleansing-related words 
participants generated as the dependent measure 
revealed only a main effect of type of behavior (authentic 
vs. inauthentic). Participants who recalled and wrote 
about an inauthentic behavior (M = 1.32, SD = 0.99, 95% 
CI = [1.23, 1.42]) generated more cleansing-related words 
than did those who recalled and wrote about an authen-
tic behavior (M = 1.11, SD = 0.93, 95% CI = [1.02, 1.20]), 
F(1, 834) = 10.02, p = .002, p

2 = .012.

Desirability of cleansing products. Similarly, a 2 × 2 
ANOVA using participants’ desirability ratings of cleans-
ing products as the dependent measure revealed only a 
main effect of type of behavior (authentic vs. inauthen-
tic). Recalling an inauthentic rather than an authentic 
behavior led to greater desirability of cleansing products 
(M = 3.47, SD = 1.48, 95% CI = [3.33, 3.61], vs. M = 3.11, 
SD = 1.39, 95% CI = [2.97, 3.24]), F(1, 834) = 13.03, p < 
.001, p

2 = .015, but the desirability of noncleansing prod-
ucts did not differ between the inauthentic-behavior con-
dition (M = 3.08, SD = 1.21, 95% CI = [2.96, 3.20]) and the 
authentic-behavior condition (M = 3.09, SD = 1.18, 95% 
CI = [2.98, 3.21]), F < 1. The effect of inauthenticity on the 
desirability of cleansing products but not noncleansing 
ones was confirmed by a significant interaction between 
type of behavior and type of product (i.e., cleansing 
related or neutral), F(1, 834) = 23.94, p < .001, p

2 = .028.

Desirability of cleansing behaviors. Similarly, recall-
ing an inauthentic experience increased the desirability 
of cleansing behaviors (M = 4.36, SD = 1.37, 95% CI = 
[4.22, 4.50], vs. M = 4.04, SD = 1.46, 95% CI = [3.91, 4.18]), 
F(1, 834) = 10.19, p = .001, p

2 = .012, but the desirability 
of noncleansing behaviors did not differ between the 
inauthentic-behavior condition (M = 4.77, SD = 1.26, 95% 
CI = [4.65, 4.89]) and the authentic-behavior condition 
(M = 4.70, SD = 1.19, 95% CI = [4.58, 4.82]), F < 1. The 

effect of inauthenticity on the desirability of cleansing 
behaviors but not noncleansing ones was confirmed by a 
significant interaction between type of behavior in the 
writing task (authentic vs. inauthentic) and type of behav-
ior in the rating task (i.e., cleansing related vs. neutral), 
F(1, 834) = 7.92, p = .005, p

2 = .009.

Discussion

Recalling and writing about an inauthentic experience 
enhanced a desire for physical cleanliness as measured 
both implicitly and explicitly. Thus, experiencing inau-
thenticity heightens the desire to cleanse oneself.

Experiment 3: Prosocial Compensation 
and Discriminant Validity

One concern with the previous experiments is the pos-
sibility that the results were driven by recalling a nega-
tive, or uncomfortable, event. In Experiment 3, we 
compared effects of inauthenticity and effects of a mor-
ally irrelevant negative experience—failing a test—to test 
whether the observed link between inauthentic behavior 
and moral cleansing generalizes to any negative experi-
ence. By so doing, we tested for discriminant validity and 
furthered our understanding of the triggers of moral 
cleansing. We also tested whether inauthenticity pro-
duces moral compensation, leading people to act proso-
cially, and whether feelings of impurity but not dissonance 
mediate this effect.

Method

Participants and design. Two hundred ninety-one 
individuals (mean age = 30.06 years, SD = 7.87; 47% 
male) from local universities in the northeastern United 
States participated in this study for pay. We calculated 
our target sample size using an estimated effect size, f, of 
0.2, which would require a sample size of approximately 
280 participants for the study to be powered at 85%. At 
some of the experimental sessions, however, participants 
showed up at a higher rate than expected. Experiment 3 
was the first in an hour-long series of experiments for 
which participants received $20 as compensation. Partici-
pants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: 
inauthenticity, failure, or control. Three participants failed 
the manipulation check asking them to indicate the type 
of essay they wrote and were thus excluded from the 
analyses, according to a decision made prior to conduct-
ing the study. We conducted analyses on the remaining 
288 participants.

Procedure. Participants first read some general instruc-
tions welcoming them to the study, answered one 
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attention-check question, and then, if they successfully 
responded to it, moved on to the writing task. In the 
inauthenticity condition, the instructions read (as in the 
inauthentic-behavior, general-event condition of Experi-
ments 1 and 2):

Please recall a time in your personal or professional 
life when you behaved in a way that made you feel 
untrue to yourself, that made you feel inauthentic. 
It should just be a situation in which you felt 
inauthentic with your core self.

Please describe the details about this situation that 
made you feel inauthentic. What was it like to be 
in this situation? What thoughts and feelings did 
you experience?

In the failure condition, we asked participants to 
describe a time when they failed in an activity, test, or 
project. The instructions read:

Please recall a time in your personal or professional 
life when you failed in an activity, test, or project in 
a way that made you feel disappointed.

Please describe the details about this situation in 
which you did not succeed on a task. What was it 
like to be in this situation? What thoughts and 
feelings did you experience?

Finally, in the control condition, we asked participants 
to describe their activities from the previous day. The 
instructions read:

Please recall what happened yesterday, throughout 
the day.

Please describe the details about this situation. 
What was it like to be in this situation? What 
thoughts and feelings did you experience?

After the writing task, participants completed a ques-
tionnaire with a few measures of interest (i.e., feelings of 
impurity, psychological discomfort, negative and positive 
affect, and embarrassment), two manipulation-check 
questions, and demographic questions (age and gender). 
They then indicated their willingness to help the experi-
menter with another survey that would take 15 min of 
their time.

Feelings of impurity. As in Experiment 1, participants 
used a 7-point scale to indicate the extent to which the 
event they described made them feel impure, dirty, and 
tainted (  = .94).

Cognitive dissonance. To assess cognitive dissonance, 
we used a measure developed by Elliot and Devine 
(1994) that includes psychological discomfort, negative 
and positive affect, and also embarrassment. In their 
work, Elliot and Devine found that psychological dis-
comfort was the distinct affective consequence of engag-
ing in counterattitudinal behavior. For completeness, 
however, we included all the original items. All items 
were rated on 7-point scales. Psychological discomfort 
was assessed through three items: Participants rated how 
uncomfortable, uneasy, and bothered they felt (  = .94). 
Negative affect was assessed with three items: “angry 
toward myself,” “disgusted with myself,” and “annoyed 
with myself” (  = .93). Three items measured positive 
affect (“happy,” “good,” and “energetic”;  = .95), and 
two items measured embarrassment (“embarrassed” and 
“ashamed”;  = .90).

Manipulation Check 1: self-alienation. As a manipula-
tion check, we measured feelings of self-alienation as in 
Experiments 1 and 2 (  = .90).

Manipulation Check 2: content of the essay. As an 
additional manipulation check, we asked participants to 
think back to the initial writing task and indicate whether 
they wrote about an event that made them feel inauthen-
tic, what they did the day before, or a time when they 
did not succeed.

Helping. At the conclusion of the experiment, partici-
pants were told that the “research team is interested in 
understanding how people make choices across various 
domains (health care, work, food purchases). We have 
prepared a 15-minute survey. We would love your help. 
If you can help us out, please click yes below and you 
will be redirected to the survey. Otherwise, please press 
No. Note that you will receive no extra payment for com-
pleting it.” If participants decided to help, they received a 
message thanking them for choosing to help the research 
team and then were asked to answer a short question-
naire with general bogus questions.

Results

Table 2 reports the means and confidence intervals for 
the variables in this study, separately for each condition.

Manipulation check: self-alienation. A one-way 
ANOVA using self-alienation as the dependent measure 
revealed a main effect of condition, F(2, 285) = 43.23, p < 
.001, p

2 = .23. Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni 
adjustment) revealed that participants reported greater 
self-alienation when they recalled and wrote about an 
inauthentic experience (M = 3.83, SD = 1.51) than when 
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they recalled and wrote about either a failure (M = 3.21, 
SD = 1.62; p = .012) or what they had done the previous 
day (M = 1.92, SD = 1.19; p < .001). Participants also 
reported greater self-alienation in the failure than in the 
control condition (p < .001).

Feelings of impurity. Feelings of impurity also differed 
by condition, F(2, 285) = 72.29, p < .001, p

2 = .34. Pair-
wise comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) revealed 
that participants reported feeling more impure in the 
inauthenticity condition (M = 3.66, SD = 1.82) than in 
either the failure condition (M = 2.09, SD = 1.57; p < .001) 
or the control condition (M = 1.21, SD = 0.61; p < .001). 
Participants also reported greater feelings of impurity in 
the failure than in the control condition (p < .001).

Psychological discomfort. Psychological discomfort, 
which has been tied to cognitive dissonance, varied 
across conditions, F(2, 285) = 82.67, p < .001, p

2 = .37. 
Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) 
revealed that participants reported less psychological dis-
comfort in the control condition (M = 2.41, SD = 1.71) 
than in either the inauthenticity condition (M = 5.11, SD = 
1.53; p < .001) or the failure condition (M = 4.90, SD = 
1.64; p < .001). Participants felt the same amount of 
 psychological discomfort in the failure and inauthenticity 
conditions (p = 1.00).

Negative and positive affect, and embarrassment. Our 
manipulation also led to differences across conditions in 
negative affect, F(2, 285) = 98.28, p < .001, p

2 = .41; posi-
tive affect, F(2, 285) = 116.76, p < .001, p

2 = .45; and 
embarrassment, F(2, 285) = 80.77, p < .001, p

2 = .36. As 
shown in Table 2, participants in the control condition 
reported lower negative affect, higher positive affect, and 
lower embarrassment compared with participants in both 
the failure and the inauthenticity condition (all ps < .001), 
whereas participants in the latter two conditions did not 
differ on these measures (all ps > .71).

Moral compensation through helping. The percent-
age of participants who decided to help the experimenter 
varied by condition, 2(2, N = 288) = 10.35, p = .006, 
Cramér’s V = .19. Participants who recalled and wrote 
about an inauthentic experience were more likely to help 
the experimenter (33.7%, 31 of 92 participants) than were 
those in the failure condition (17.5%, 17 of 97 partici-
pants), 2(1, N = 189) = 6.48, p = .011, and those in the 
control condition (16.2%, 16 of 99 participants), 2(1, N = 
191) = 6.88, p = .009.

Mediation analysis. Next, we examined whether  
feelings of impurity or psychological discomfort due to 
cognitive dissonance explained the link between inau-
thenticity and greater helping. In the logistic regressions, 
we included a dummy variable for both the inauthenticity 
condition and the failure condition, using the control 
condition as the condition of reference. When feelings of 
impurity and psychological discomfort were included in 
the equation (in addition to the dummies for the failure 
condition and the inauthenticity condition), the effect of 
inauthenticity on helping was reduced (from b = −0.97, 
SE = 0.35, Wald = 7.63, p = .006, to b = 0.37, SE = 0.49, 
Wald = 0.57, p = .45). Feelings of impurity  predicted help-
ing (b = 0.38, SE = 0.11, Wald = 12.25, p < .001), but 
psychological discomfort did not (b = 0.14, SE  = 0.11, 
Wald = 1.67, p = .20). We conducted bootstrap analyses 
with 10,000 iterations using a macro provided by Preacher 
and Hayes (2008) for situations involving multiple media-
tors. The bootstrapped 95% bias-corrected CI around the 
indirect effect for impurity, [0.38, 1.56], did not contain 
zero, but the 95% bias-corrected CI around the indirect 
effect for psychological discomfort did, [−0.20, 1.01].

Discussion

Inauthenticity produced greater feelings of impurity and 
greater moral compensation compared with failing a test. 
This study demonstrates that the effect of inauthenticity 

Table 2. Means and 95% Confidence Intervals (in Brackets) for the Variables Assessed in 
Experiment 3

Condition

Variable Inauthenticity Failure Control

Self-alienation 3.83a [3.53, 4.13] 3.21b [2.92, 3.50] 1.92c [1.64, 2.21]
Feelings of impurity 3.66a [3.37, 3.95] 2.09b [1.81, 2.37] 1.21c [0.93, 1.49]
Discomfort 5.11a [4.78, 5.45] 4.90a [4.57, 5.23] 2.41b [2.09, 2.73]
Negative affect 4.62a [4.30, 4.95] 4.61a [4.30, 4.93] 1.88b [1.56, 2.19]
Positive affect 1.99a [1.72, 2.27] 1.84a [1.57, 2.11] 4.46b [4.29, 4.73]
Embarrassment 4.40a [4.07, 4.74] 4.69a [4.36, 5.01] 1.97b [1.64, 2.29]
Helping 33.7%a [25.3, 42.1] 17.5%b [9.4, 25.7] 16.2%b [8.1, 24.3]

Note: Within a row, means with different subscripts are significantly different, p < .05.
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on moral compensation cannot be attributed to general 
negative experiences. It also shows that feeling impure, 
not cognitive dissonance, explains the relationship 
between inauthenticity and moral compensation through 
helping.

Experiment 4: Inauthenticity Is Not 
Dissonance

Experiment 3 provided preliminary evidence that inau-
thenticity is distinct from cognitive dissonance. In 
Experiment 4, we explored this issue further using a cog-
nitive dissonance paradigm. In a typical dissonance study, 
participants are asked to write a counterattitudinal essay 
on a personally relevant topic, and perceived choice is 
manipulated. In the high-choice condition, participants 
are persuaded to write a counterattitudinal essay, but the 
request provides a feeling of choice. In the low-choice 
condition, participants are instructed to write the coun-
terattitudinal essay, which gives them little choice. 
Dissonance studies show a positive correlation between 
perceived choice and attitudes toward the counterattitu-
dinal topic (Cooper & Fazio, 1984).

Whereas choice is critical in producing cognitive dis-
sonance, we suggest that choice does not play a role in 
increasing the desire for cleanliness that is associated 
with feeling inauthentic. We tested our hypothesis in 
Experiment 4 by including three conditions: high-choice, 
counterattitudinal; low-choice, counterattitudinal; and 
high-choice, proattitudinal. We predicted that participants 
would experience a greater sense of choice in the high-
choice conditions than in the low-choice condition. But 
we also predicted that participants would express a 
greater desire for cleanliness whenever they wrote essays 
that were not consistent with their internal beliefs, regard-
less of their perceived level of choice. We expected to 
observe a greater desire for cleanliness in both the high-
choice, counterattitudinal condition and the low-choice, 
counterattitudinal condition compared with the high-
choice, proattitudinal condition.

Method

Participants and design. Four hundred ninety-one 
college students (mean age = 20.42 years, SD = 1.90; 43% 
male) from Harvard University participated in the study 
in return for a $10 Amazon gift card. Fifty-four additional 
students started the study, but dropped out after reading 
the initial instructions and before the manipulation took 
place; their data were thus not recorded. We calculated 
our target sample size using an estimated effect size, f, of 
0.15, which would require a sample size of approxi-
mately 490 participants for the study to be powered at 
85%. We recruited 550 participants, knowing—from prior 

experience running online studies with this population—
that about 10% to 15% of them likely would not complete 
the study after reading the initial instructions. We ran-
domly assigned participants to one of three conditions: 
high-choice, counterattitudinal; low-choice, counteratti-
tudinal; or high-choice, proattitudinal.

Procedure. Participants first read initial instructions 
welcoming them to the study. They were then asked to 
confirm that they were college students at Harvard. Next, 
as part of the cognitive dissonance manipulation, we 
asked participants for their opinion whether or not diffi-
culty ratings should be a part of the Q guide (in which all 
Harvard courses are rated and reviewed by students who 
have taken them in the past). This issue was topical and 
familiar because it was a common topic of debate at the 
college at the time of the study; most students supported 
the inclusion of difficulty ratings, and most faculty were 
against it. Participants indicated whether they were for or 
against the inclusion of difficulty ratings in the Q guide 
and reported how strongly they held their opinion (from 
1, not at all, to 7, very much so).

Next, participants were asked for their age, gender, 
and year in school. They were then told that their first 
task was to write an essay on a current topic, a task that 
would take about 5 to 10 min to complete. We manipu-
lated dissonance by giving some participants a choice 
and other participants no choice regarding whether to 
write a counterattitudinal essay. All participants were 
told, “We are interested in the effectiveness of writing on 
current topics of interest to students.” The rest of the 
instructions varied by condition.

Instructions in the low-choice, counterattitudinal con-
dition indicated,

We are randomly assigning people to write either a 
short essay that indicates they are in favor of 
including difficulty ratings in the Q guide or a short 
essay that indicates that they are against it. You 
have been assigned to write a list of arguments in 
favor of/against [depending on their initial opinion] 
including difficulty ratings in the Q guide. Therefore, 
you must argue in support of/against [depending 
on their initial opinion] including difficulty ratings 
in the Q guide.

In contrast, the instructions in the high-choice, coun-
terattitudinal condition indicated,

We are asking people to write a short essay about 
including difficulty ratings in the Q guide. While we 
would like to stress the voluntary nature of your 
decision regarding which side of the issue to write 
on, we would like you to list arguments in favor of/
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against [depending on their initial opinion] including 
difficulty ratings in the Q guide. Although you are 
under no obligation to write this, it would be very 
helpful for us.

Participants in this condition had to check a box to 
confirm their willingness to write the counterattitudinal 
essay.

Finally, the instructions in the high-choice, proattitudi-
nal condition were the same as the instructions in the 
high-choice, counterattitudinal condition except that par-
ticipants were asked to write about the perspective they 
supported.

In all three conditions, the last part of the instructions 
read,

We will be using the essay you write to describe 
this issue to current undergraduates at Harvard. 
So it is important that you be as persuasive and 
convincing as possible to convey the message 
that difficulty ratings should be included in the Q 
guide.

Participants in all conditions were instructed to start 
their essay with the same statement, which appeared at 
the top of the open box where they wrote their essay: “I 
believe that Harvard College should [should not] include 
difficulty ratings in the Q guide because. . . .”

After the writing task, participants received a list of 
products and indicated how desirable they found them 
to be, as in Experiment 2. We averaged ratings of the 
five cleansing products to create one aggregate measure 
(  = .84).

Next, participants indicated the extent to which the 
writing task they had completed earlier made them feel 
inauthentic. We measured inauthenticity using the mea-
sure of self-alienation we employed in Experiments 1, 2, 
and 3 (  = .91).

Finally, we asked participants, “How much choice did 
you have in writing the essay you wrote?” (1 = none at 
all, 7 = a lot).

Results

Table 3 reports the means and confidence intervals for 
the variables measured in this study, separately for each 
condition.

Manipulation check: self-alienation. A one-way 
ANOVA using self-alienation as the dependent measure 
revealed a main effect of condition, F(2, 487) = 21.14, p < 
.001, p

2 = .08. Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni 
adjustment) revealed that participants reported lower self-
alienation in the proattitudinal condition (M = 1.88, SD = 
0.87) than in both the high-choice, counterattitudinal con-
dition (M = 2.56, SD = 1.31; p < .001) and the low-choice, 
counterattitudinal condition (M = 2.70, SD = 1.40; p < 
.001). Participants reported the same perceived self-alien-
ation in the two counterattitudinal conditions (p = .94).

Perceived choice. A one-way ANOVA using perceived 
amount of choice as the dependent measure revealed a 
main effect of condition, F(2, 487) = 62.35, p < .001, p

2 = 
.20. Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) 
revealed that participants reported lower perceived 
choice in the low-choice, counterattitudinal condition 
(M = 2.85, SD = 1.98) than in the high-choice, counterat-
titudinal condition (M = 3.63, SD = 2.16; p = .001) and in 
the proattitudinal condition (M = 5.24, SD = 1.78; p < 
.001). Perceived choice was higher in the proattitudinal 
condition than it was in the high-choice, counterattitudi-
nal condition (p < .001).

Desirability of cleansing products. A one-way 
ANOVA using participants’ desirability ratings of cleansing 
products as the dependent measure revealed a main effect 
of condition, F(2, 487) = 8.24, p < .001, p

2 = .033. Pairwise 
comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) revealed that 
participants reported less desire for cleansing products in 
the proattitudinal condition (M = 3.72, SD = 1.33) than in 
both the high-choice, counterattitudinal condition (M = 
4.18, SD = 1.51; p = .012) and the low-choice, counterat-
titudinal condition (M = 4.34, SD = 1.44; p < .001). 

Table 3. Means and 95% Confidence Intervals (in Brackets) for the Variables Assessed in Experiment 4

Condition

Variable
Low-choice, 

counterattitudinal
High-choice, 

counterattitudinal
High-choice, 
proattitudinal

Perceived choice 2.85a [2.54, 3.15] 3.63b [3.29, 3.96] 5.24c [4.97, 5.52]
Self-alienation 2.70a [2.49, 2.91] 2.56a [2.36, 2.77] 1.88b [1.75, 2.02]
Desirability of neutral products 3.84a [3.65, 4.03] 3.81a [3.61, 4.01] 3.64a [3.46, 3.83]
Desirability of cleansing-related products 4.34a [4.12, 4.56] 4.18a [3.95, 4.42] 3.72b [3.51, 3.93]

Note: Within a row, means with different subscripts are significantly different, p < .05.
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Desirability ratings of cleansing products did not differ 
between the latter two conditions (p = .94). There were no 
differences across conditions in desirability ratings of the 
noncleansing products, F(2, 487) = 1.21, p = .30, p

2 = .005.

Discussion

Whereas choice is a critical ingredient in producing cogni-
tive dissonance, it played no role in increasing the desire 
for cleanliness. When participants wrote essays that were 
not consistent with their internal beliefs, regardless of 
choice, they showed a greater desire for cleanliness.

Experiment 5: Reducing Prosocial 
Compensation Through Cleansing

We have demonstrated that inauthenticity makes people 
feel morally tainted and leads to a greater desire for 
cleanliness. In Experiment 5, we used moderation to test 
whether the relationship between inauthenticity and pro-
social compensation is explained through a greater desire 
for cleansing. We manipulated the opportunity to cleanse 
to examine whether having this opportunity eliminated 
the link between inauthenticity and helping.

Method

Participants and design. Two hundred ninety-one 
individuals (mean age = 22.38 years, SD = 2.99; 45% 
male) from local universities in the northeastern United 
States participated in this study for pay ($20). We calcu-
lated our target sample size using an estimated effect 
size, f, of 0.2, which would require a sample size of 
approximately 310 participants for the study to be pow-
ered at 85%, but the rate at which participants showed up 
for some of our experimental sessions was lower than 
expected. We randomly assigned participants to a 2 
(behavior recalled: authentic vs. inauthentic) × 2 (oppor-
tunity for cleansing: cleansing vs. control) between-sub-
jects design.

Procedure. We manipulated authenticity using the 
same instructions as in the authentic-behavior general-
event conditions of Experiments 1 and 2. After complet-
ing the writing task, participants were told that the second 
part of the study consisted of evaluating a product that 
had been randomly chosen for them. In the cleansing 
condition, participants were asked to clean their hands 
carefully with a hand sanitizer placed next to their com-
puter. In the control condition, they were instead asked 
to place a pen in their hands for a few seconds and 
examine it carefully. In both conditions, participants were 
told that they would answer questions about the product 
later on—which they did, as a filler task.

Following this task, we informed participants that they 
could donate money to a charity of their choosing. We 
used willingness to donate money and the amount par-
ticipants actually donated (from their pay for participating 
in the experiment) as our main dependent measures.

Next, we asked participants to indicate the extent to 
which the writing task they had completed earlier made 
them feel inauthentic. We measured inauthenticity using 
the measure of self-alienation we employed in our other 
studies (  = .88). Finally, participants reported their age 
and gender.

Results

Manipulation check: self-alienation. As expected, 
participants reported feeling more self-alienated in the 
inauthentic-behavior condition (M = 3.12, SD = 1.42, 95% 
CI = [2.89, 3.35]) than in the authentic-behavior condition 
(M = 2.36, SD = 1.25, 95% CI = [2.15, 2.57]), F(1, 287) = 
22.82, p < .001, p

2 = .074.

Likelihood of donating. We examined whether hav-
ing the opportunity to cleanse would moderate the 
effect of inauthenticity on donations. There was a mar-
ginally significant interaction between the type of 
behavior recalled and opportunity for cleansing in pre-
dicting the likelihood of donating, b = 1.65, SE = 0.93, 
Wald(1) = 3.16, p = .076. As depicted in Figure 2, partici-
pants in the inauthentic-behavior condition were more 
likely to donate when they did not clean their hands 
(25.3%, 95% CI = [16, 35]) than when they did (4.5%, 
95% CI = [−0.1, 10]), 2(1, N = 149) = 11.72, p = .001, 
Cramér’s V = .28.

Participants who recalled and wrote about an authen-
tic behavior decided to donate about as often whether 
they cleaned their hands (6.0%, 95% CI = [0, 12]) or did 
not (8.0%, 95% CI = [2, 14]; see Fig. 2), 2(1, N = 142) = 
0.22, p = .64, Cramér’s V = .04. Thus, increased helping 
was observed in the inauthentic-behavior condition only 
among those participants who were not given an oppor-
tunity to cleanse themselves. Our results suggest that the 
act of cleaning their hands assuaged participants’ feelings 
of impurity from acting inauthentically and reduced their 
motivation to compensate for these feelings by acting 
prosocially.

Amount donated. The results for the amount of money 
participants actually donated mirrored the results for the 
likelihood of donating. There was a significant interac-
tion between the type of behavior recalled and opportu-
nity for cleansing in predicting the amount donated, F(1, 
287) = 6.17, p = .014, p

2 = .021. Participants in the inau-
thentic-behavior condition donated a larger amount of 
money when they did not clean their hands than when 
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they did (M = $1.33, SD = $2.76, 95% CI = [$0.72, $1.93], 
vs. M = $0.24, SD = $1.37, 95% CI = [−$0.09, $0.58]), F(1, 
287) = 12.09, p = .001. But when participants recalled and 
wrote about an authentic behavior, they tended to donate 
the same amount of money whether they cleaned their 
hands with the hand sanitizer (M = $0.42, SD = $1.84, 
95% CI = [−$0.03, $0.87]) or they did not (M = $0.35, SD = 
$1.42, 95% CI = [$0.02, $0.67]), F(1, 287) < 1, p = .77.

Discussion

Experiment 5 further established that the relationship 
between inauthenticity and moral compensation is 
explained through cleansing behavior. When participants 
had the opportunity to cleanse themselves, the relation-
ship between inauthenticity and prosocial behavior was 
eliminated.

General Discussion

People often act inauthentically, in various ways, from 
arguing for a cause they do not believe in to expressing 
affection toward someone they truly dislike. Our five 
experiments establish that authenticity is linked to a 
moral state. When participants recalled a time that they 
behaved inauthentically, rather than authentically, they 
felt more impure and less moral, and experienced a 
greater desire for physical cleanliness. This heightened 
desire, in turn, made them more likely to behave proso-
cially to compensate for their feelings of impurity. We 
established the role of cleanliness as the link between 

inauthenticity and moral compensation through both 
mediation and moderation. Our results for feelings of 
impurity, the desire to cleanse, and prosocial behavior 
cannot be attributed to negative experiences more gener-
ally (e.g., failing a test), but rather must be attributed to 
inauthenticity. Our findings provide the first empirical 
evidence of discriminant validity in the literature on 
moral cleansing and moral compensation. We also found 
that the effects of inauthenticity were not reducible to 
cognitive dissonance or driven by psychological distress.

Our research contributes to the literature on moral 
psychology and behavioral ethics. Past research has 
found that morality is malleable and dynamic, that situa-
tional and social pressure can lead moral people to act 
dishonestly (Monin & Jordan, 2009). It is commonly 
assumed that unethical behavior involves people violat-
ing a norm shared by others and that this violation pro-
duces negative feelings. We have shown that violating 
internal norms can lead to very similar consequences. 
When people behave in ways that are inconsistent with 
their own sense of self, they feel morally tainted and 
engage in behaviors to compensate for these feelings.

Our results also contribute to the literature examining 
compensatory behaviors that follow threats, and aversive 
states that accompany threats. Proulx and Inzlicht’s (2012; 
see also Proulx, Inzlicht, & Harmon-Jones, 2012) mean-
ing-maintenance model integrates various social-psycho-
logical theories about compensatory behaviors following 
threats and expectancy violations. Our results are consis-
tent with this model: Inauthenticity serves as a threat and 
leads people to experience a greater desire for cleanli-
ness, to compensate for the aversive experience that 
made them feel immoral and impure.

Although we have demonstrated that inauthenticity is 
not reducible to dissonance, we have not established that 
inauthenticity is distinct from other inconsistency-related 
threats (e.g., ambivalence, self-uncertainty). It is possible 
that the dissonance participants experienced in the low-
choice condition of Experiment 4 resulted from a more 
general sense of ambivalence, inconsistency, or self-
uncertainty (e.g., van Harreveld, Schneider, Nohlen, & 
van der Pligt, 2012). Future research should establish the 
unique characteristics that differentiate inauthenticity 
from these other inconsistency-related threats. We expect 
that ambivalence or self-uncertainty would not increase 
feelings of impurity or desire for cleanliness but would 
lead to compensation through other pathways.

From Shakespeare to Sartre to Rand, writers and phi-
losophers alike have suggested that authenticity is a moral 
state. Our research provides the first empirical demonstra-
tion that there is indeed a link between authenticity and 
morality. Our results suggest why laughing at the jokes of 
detested colleagues or dancing when one feels blue makes 
one run for the showers and behave more prosocially.
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to donate by condition.
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more likely than less creative people to bend rules or 
break laws (Cropley, Kaufman, & Cropley, 2003; Sternberg 
& Lubart, 1995; Sulloway, 1996). Popular tales are replete 
with images of “evil geniuses,” such as Rotwang in 
Metropolis and “Lex” Luthor in Superman, who are both 
creative and nefarious in their attempts to ruin humanity. 
Similarly, news articles have applied the “evil genius” 
moniker to Bernard Madoff, who made $20 billion disap-
pear using a creative Ponzi scheme.

The causal relationship between creativity and unethi-
cal behavior may take two possible forms: The creative 
process may trigger dishonesty; alternatively, acting 
unethically may enhance creativity. Research has demon-
strated that enhancing the motivation to think outside the 
box can drive people toward more dishonest decisions 
(Beaussart, Andrews, & Kaufman, 2013; Gino & Ariely, 
2012). But could acting dishonestly enhance creativity in 
subsequent tasks?

In five experiments, we obtained the first empirical 
evidence that behaving dishonestly can spur creativity 
and examined the psychological mechanism explaining 
this link. We suggest that after behaving dishonestly,  
people feel less constrained by rules, and are thus more 
likely to act creatively by constructing associations 
between previously unassociated cognitive elements.

Experiment 1: Cheaters Are Creative

In our first study, we examined whether individuals who 
behave unethically are more creative than others on a 
subsequent task, even after controlling for differences in 
baseline creative skills.

Method

Participants. One hundred fifty-three individuals 
recruited on Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk; 59% 
male, 41% female; mean age = 30.08, SD = 7.12) partici-
pated in the study for a $1 show-up fee and the opportu-
nity to earn a $10 performance-based bonus. We told 
participants that 10% of the study participants would be 
randomly selected to receive this bonus.

Procedure. The study included four supposedly unre-
lated tasks: an initial creativity task (the Duncker candle 
problem), a 2-min filler task, a problem-solving task, and 
the Remote Association Task (RAT; Mednick, 1962).

Participants first completed the Duncker candle prob-
lem (Fig. 1). They saw a picture containing several objects 
on a table and next to a cardboard wall: a candle, a pack 
of matches, and a box of tacks. Participants had 3 min “to 
figure out, using only the objects on the table, how to 
attach the candle to the wall so that the candle burns 
properly and does not drip wax on the table or the floor.” 

The correct solution involves using the box of tacks as a 
candleholder: One should empty the box of tacks, tack it 
to the wall, and then place the candle inside. Finding the 
correct solution is considered a measure of insight cre-
ativity because it requires people to see objects as capa-
ble of performing atypical functions (Maddux & Galinsky, 
2009). Thus, the hidden solution to the problem is incon-
sistent with the preexisting associations and expectations 
individuals bring to the task (Duncker, 1945; Glucksberg 
& Weisberg, 1966).

Next, participants performed a filler task. They then 
completed a problem-solving task under time pressure. 
Each of 10 matrices presented a set of 12 three-digit num-
bers (e.g., 4.18; see Mazar, Amir, & Ariely, 2008), and the 
task was to find two numbers in the matrix that added up 
to 10. Participants were shown one matrix at a time and 
had 20 s to solve each one. If participants did not find the 
solution within the allotted time, the computer program 
moved to the next matrix. After participants attempted to 
solve the 10 matrices, they self-reported their perfor-
mance. For each correct solution, participants could 
receive $1 if they were among those randomly selected 
to receive the bonus. The program recorded participants’ 
answer for each matrix, but the instructions did not 
explicitly state this. Thus, participants could cheat by 
inflating their performance on this task.

Finally, participants completed the RAT, which mea-
sures creativity by assessing people’s ability to identify 
associations between words that are normally associated. 
Each item consists of a set of three words (e.g., sore, 
shoulder, sweat), and participants must find a word that 

Fig. 1. The Duncker candle problem presented to participants in 
Experiment 1.
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is logically linked to them (cold). Participants had 5 min 
to solve 17 RAT items. Success on the RAT requires peo-
ple to think of uncommon associations that stimulus 
words may have instead of focusing on the most com-
mon and familiar associations of those words.

Results and discussion

Forty-eight percent of the participants correctly solved 
the Duncker candle problem. Almost 59% of the partici-
pants cheated on the problem-solving task by reporting 
that they had solved more matrices than they had actu-
ally solved. Cheaters performed better on the RAT (M = 
9.00 items correct, SD = 3.38) than did noncheaters (M = 
5.76, SD = 3.38), even when we controlled for creative 
performance on the Duncker candle problem, F(1, 150) = 
22.03, p < .001, 

p
2 = .13.

Cheating on the matrix task mediated the effect of par-
ticipants’ initial creativity on their RAT performance 
(Baron & Kenny, 1986). The effect of baseline creativity 
weakened (from  = 0.30, p < .001, to  = 0.15, p = .056) 
when cheating was included in the regression, and cheat-
ing significantly predicted RAT performance (  = 0.37,  
p < .001). A bootstrap analysis showed that the 95% bias-
corrected confidence interval (CI) for the size of the indi-
rect effect excluded zero (0.57, 1.80), suggesting a 
significant indirect effect (MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 
2007).

These results provided initial evidence that behaving 
dishonestly enhances creativity. Individual differences in 
creative ability between cheaters and noncheaters did 
not explain this finding.

Experiment 2: The Act of Cheating 
Enhances Creativity

One limitation of Experiment 1 is that people decided for 
themselves whether or not to cheat. In Experiment 2, we 
used random assignment to test whether acting dishon-
estly increases creativity in subsequent tasks. To induce 
cheating, we used a manipulation in which cheating 
occurs by omission rather than commission and in which 
people are tempted to cheat in multiple rounds. Because 
of these features, most people tend to cheat on this task 
(Shu & Gino, 2012).

Method

Participants. One hundred one students from univer-
sities in the southeastern United States (39% male, 61% 
female; mean age = 21.48, SD = 7.23) participated in the 
study for a $5 show-up fee and the opportunity to earn 
an additional $10 performance-based bonus. We ran-
domly assigned participants to either the likely-cheating 
or the control condition.

Procedure. The study included two supposedly unre-
lated tasks: a computer-based math-and-logic game and 
the RAT. The cheating manipulation was implemented in 
the computer-based game (Vohs & Schooler, 2008; von 
Hippel, Lakin, & Shakarchi, 2005), which involved 
answering 20 different math and logic multiple-choice 
problems presented individually. Participants had 40 s  
to answer each question and could earn 50¢ for each  
correct answer.

In the control condition, participants completed the 
task with no further instructions. In the likely-cheating 
condition, the experimenter informed participants that 
the computer had a programming glitch: While they 
worked on each problem, the correct answer would 
appear on the screen unless they stopped it from being 
displayed by pressing the space bar right after the prob-
lem appeared. The experimenter also informed partici-
pants that although no one would be able to tell whether 
they had pressed the space bar, they should try to solve 
the problems on their own (thus being honest). In actual-
ity, the presentation of the answers was a feature of the 
program and not a glitch, and the number of space-bar 
presses was recorded. We used the number of times par-
ticipants did not press the space bar to prevent the cor-
rect answer from appearing as our measure of cheating.

After the math-and-logic game, participants completed 
12 RAT problems, which constituted our creativity 
measure.

Results and discussion

Most participants (51 out of 53) cheated in the likely-
cheating condition of the math-and-logic game. An anal-
ysis including only these 51 cheaters in the likely-cheating 
condition revealed that RAT performance was higher in 
the likely-cheating condition (M = 6.20 items correct,  
SD = 2.72) than in the control condition (M = 4.65, SD = 
2.98), t(97) = 2.71, p = .008. Similarly, we found a signifi-
cant difference in RAT performance between the two 
conditions when all 53 participants in the likely-cheating 
condition were included in the analysis (likely-cheating 
condition: M = 6.25, SD = 2.70), t(99) = 2.83, p = .006. 
These results indicate that cheating increased creativity 
on a subsequent task and provide further support for our 
main hypothesis.

Experiment 3: Breaking Rules With 
and Without Ethical Implications

One may argue that people often deviate from rules 
when they can and that this makes them more creative—
even when the rule they break does not have ethical 
implications. In Experiment 3, we addressed this alterna-
tive explanation by using two conditions that did not dif-
fer in how likely participants were to disobey the rules 
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on how to solve the task at hand but did differ in whether 
they enabled participants to lie. Because of this feature, 
participants who lied would break an additional rule, a 
rule with ethical implications. We reasoned that breaking 
rules with ethical implications (i.e., people should not 
lie) promotes greater creativity than does violating rules 
without ethical implications because the former consti-
tutes a stronger rejection of rules. As a result, we pre-
dicted that only the condition that enabled lying would 
enhance creativity, which would provide evidence that 
cheating specifically increases creativity. Another differ-
ence from the prior experiments is that we used two dif-
ferent tasks to measure creativity in Experiment 3.

Method

Participants. One hundred twenty-nine individuals 
recruited on MTurk (58% male, 42% female; mean age = 
27.72, SD = 7.86) participated in this study for $2.

Procedure. We described the study as including various 
tasks, the first of which was a standard anagram task that 
tested verbal abilities. To motivate successful performance 
on this task, we told participants that performance on an 
anagram task predicts verbal ability, which is correlated 
with career potential. In this task (adapted from Irwin, Xu, 
& Zhang, 2014), participants had to complete as many 
anagrams as they could in 3 min. The instructions speci-
fied several rules participants had to follow (see the Sup-
plemental Material available online). For each anagram, 
participants had to rearrange a set of letters to form a 
meaningful word (e.g., tiarst can make artist). In addition, 
participants were supposed to provide only one answer 
per anagram, even if the anagram had more than one solu-
tion. Because each anagram had multiple answers, the 
instructions stated, the computer program could not vali-
date their answers automatically. Thus, participants had to 
keep track of how many anagrams they had solved and 
self-report the number at the end of the task.

After participants completed the task, they were ran-
domly assigned to either the likely-cheating or the con-
trol condition. These two conditions differed in the 
choice options people were given to report their perfor-
mance. In a pretest, we found that, on average, partici-
pants recruited on MTurk (age range: 18–50) solved 5 to 
8 anagrams in the allotted time. Thus, to induce partici-
pants to inflate their performance, in the likely-cheating 
condition, we used the following options: “0–8: lower 
verbal learners”; “9–14: average for students in good col-
leges”; “15–20: typical for students in Ivy League col-
leges”; and “21–higher: common for English professors 
and novelists.” Because most participants would likely 
fall into the “lower verbal learners” category, their intelli-
gence would be threatened, and they would therefore be 

tempted to cheat by inflating their performance (as in 
Gino & Mogilner, 2014). In the control condition, we 
used the following options: “0–5: average for students in 
good colleges”; “6–10: typical for students in Ivy League 
colleges”; and “11–higher: common for English profes-
sors and novelists.” In this case, most participants would 
likely fall into an acceptable bracket and would therefore 
not feel tempted to lie. Thus, participants in both condi-
tions had the opportunity to break the numerous rules 
listed in the instructions, but those in the likely-cheating 
condition were more tempted to lie.

Following the anagram task, participants completed 
two tasks assessing their creativity: the uses task and 17 
RAT problems (as in Experiment 1). For the uses task, they 
had to generate as many creative uses for a newspaper as 
possible within 1 min (Guilford, 1967). To assess creativity 
on this task, we coded responses for fluency (i.e., the total 
number of uses), flexibility (i.e., the number of uses that 
were different from one another), and originality (aver-
aged across the different suggested ideas).

Results and discussion

Table 1 reports the means for the key variables assessed 
in this study, separately for the two conditions.

Forty percent of participants (26 out of 65) in the 
likely-cheating condition cheated, and only 4.7% (3 out 
of 64) in the control group did, 2(1, N = 129) = 23.08,  
p < .001. Actual performance on the anagram task did not 
differ between conditions, t(127) = 0.23, p = .82.

All measures of creativity were higher in the likely-
cheating condition than in the control condition—RAT 
performance: t(127) = 2.17, p = .032; fluency on the uses 
task: t(127) = 2.47, p = .015; flexibility on the uses task: 
t(127) = 1.82, p = .072; and originality on the uses task: 
t(127) = 3.24, p = .002. Thus, cheating enhanced 
creativity.1

Experiment 4: Feeling Unconstrained 
by Rules

In Experiment 4, we examined why cheating enhances 
creativity by measuring the extent to which participants 
felt that they were not constrained by rules. We also used 
a different task to assess cheating. In our previous stud-
ies, we used tasks in which performance was partially 
due to ability and effort. Such tasks may be cognitively 
depleting, and behaving honestly may have required 
greater cognitive effort than behaving dishonestly. In 
Experiment 4, we used a coin-toss task in which cheating 
and acting honestly likely involve the same cognitive 
effort. Finally, we also measured affect to rule out the 
possibility that emotions partially explain the effects of 
dishonesty on creativity.
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Method

Participants. One hundred seventy-eight individuals 
recruited on MTurk (47% male, 53% female; mean age = 
28.59, SD = 7.72) participated in the study for $1 and the 
opportunity to earn a $1 bonus.

Procedure. The instructions explained that the goal of 
the study was to investigate the relationships among peo-
ple’s different abilities, such as attention, performance 
under pressure, and luck. Participants also learned that 
they would receive monetary bonuses based on their 
performance on different tasks.

We first asked participants to guess whether the out-
come of a virtual coin toss would be heads or tails. After 
indicating their prediction, participants had to press a 
button to toss the coin virtually. They were asked to 
press the button only once. To give participants room 
for justifying their own cheating, we included a note at 
the bottom of the screen that stated, “Before moving to 
the next screen, please press the ‘Flip!’ button a few 
more times just to make sure the coin is legitimate” (a 
procedure adapted from Shalvi, Dana, Handgraaf, & De 
Dreu, 2011). Participants then reported whether they 
had guessed correctly and received a $1 bonus if they 
had. The program recorded the outcomes of the initial 
virtual coin tosses so that we could tell whether partici-
pants cheated.

Afterward, for each of three pictures (see Fig. 2), par-
ticipants used a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very 
much) to respond to the question, “If you were in the 
situation depicted in the picture, to what extent would 
you care about following the rules?” We averaged each 
participant’s answers across the three items to create a 
measure for caring about rules (  = .81).

Participants then completed the same two creativity 
tasks as in Experiment 3. Finally, participants indicated 
how they felt right after finishing the coin-toss task, using 
the 20-item Positive and Negative Affectivity Schedule 
(PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The PANAS 
captured both positive affect (  = .90) and negative affect 
(  = .90) on a 5-point scale (1 = very slightly or not at all, 
5 = extremely).

Results and discussion

Twenty-four percent of participants (43 out of 178) 
cheated on the coin-toss task. Table 2 reports the means 
for the key variables assessed in this study, separately for 
cheaters and noncheaters.

Participants who cheated on the coin-toss task 
reported caring less about rules than did those who did 
not cheat, t(176) = 6.48, p < .001. All four measures of 
creativity were higher for cheaters than they were for 
noncheaters—fluency on the uses task: t(176) = 4.24, p < 
.001; flexibility on the uses task: t(176) = 4.02, p < .001; 
originality on the uses task: t(176) = 6.85, p < .001; and 
RAT performance: t(176) = 2.54, p = .012. Cheaters and 
noncheaters reported similar levels of positive and nega-
tive affect after the coin-toss task (ps > .36).

We tested whether participants’ feelings about rules 
explained the link between cheating and creativity. For 
this analysis, we standardized the four measures of cre-
ative performance and then averaged them into one 
composite measure. The effect of cheating on subsequent 
creativity was significantly reduced (from  = 0.43, p < 
.001, to  = 0.35, p < .001) when participants’ caring 
about rules was included in the equation, and such feel-
ing predicted creative performance (  = 0.18, p = .017; 
95% bias-corrected CI = [0.02, 0.29]). These results pro-
vide evidence that feeling unconstrained by rules under-
lies the link between dishonesty and creativity.

Experiment 5: Evidence for Mediation 
Through Moderation

In Experiment 4, we tested whether caring about rules 
explained the relationship between dishonesty and cre-
ativity using a traditional mediation approach. In Experi-
ment 5, we obtained further evidence for this mediating 
mechanism using a moderation approach (as recom-
mended by Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005).

Method

Participants. Two hundred eight individuals from the 
northeastern United States (56% male, 44% female; mean 

Table 1. Means for the Key Variables in Experiment 3

Uses task

Condition
Number of anagrams 

solved Fluency Flexibility Originality
Number of RAT  

items solved

Likely-cheating 4.17 (3.26) 6.02 (2.02) 5.18 (2.01) 3.69 (1.21) 6.85 (3.82)
Control 4.05 (2.89) 5.20 (1.70) 4.58 (1.78) 3.06 (0.97) 5.47 (3.38)

Note: The values in parentheses are standard deviations. RAT = Remote Association Task (Mednick, 1962).
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age = 21.66, SD = 2.64; 88% students) participated in the 
study for $10 and the opportunity to earn additional 
money.

Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to one 
of four experimental conditions in a 2 (cheating condi-
tion: opaque vs. transparent) × 2 (prime condition: rule-
breaking prime vs. neutral prime) between-subjects 
design. They read that they would be completing a series 
of short tasks involving luck and skill, and that some of 
these tasks involved a bonus payment.

The first task was a die-throwing game ( Jiang, 2013). 
In this game, participants could throw a virtual six-sided 
die 20 times to earn points (which would be translated to 
real dollars and added to participants’ final payment). 
Participants were reminded that each pair of numbers on 

opposite sides of the die added up to 7: 1 vs. 6, 2 vs. 5, 
and 3 vs. 4. We called the visible side that was facing up 
“U” and the opposite, invisible side that was facing down 
“D.” Participants received the following instructions:

In each round, the number of points that you score 
depends on the throw of the die as well as on the 
side that you have chosen in that round. Each round 
consists of one throw. Before throwing, you have to 
choose the relevant side for that round. Note that 
the die outcomes are random and the outcome you 
see on the screen corresponds to the upside. . . . 
For instance, if you have chosen “D” in your mind 
and the die outcome turns up to be “4,” you earn 3 
points for that throw, whereas if you have chosen 
“U” in your mind, you earn 4 points. Across the 20 

Fig. 2. Images used to assess the extent to which participants in Experiment 4 felt unconstrained by 
rules.

Table 2. Means for the Key Variables in Experiment 4

Uses task

Participant 
group Fluency Flexibility Originality

Number of RAT 
items solved

Caring about 
rules Positive affect Negative affect

Cheaters 8.33 (2.80) 6.81 (2.85) 3.60 (1.26) 9.47 (4.38) 3.66 (1.76) 2.52 (0.80) 1.56 (0.62)
Noncheaters 6.52 (2.31) 5.25 (1.98) 2.33 (1.00) 7.84 (3.38) 5.28 (1.31) 2.42 (0.89) 1.46 (0.63)

Note: The values in parentheses are standard deviations. RAT = Remote Association Task (Mednick, 1962).
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dishonest behavior. It also provides new evidence that 
dishonesty may therefore lead people to become more 
creative in their subsequent endeavors.

Author Contributions

Both authors developed the study concept, contributed to the 
study design, collected data, and performed the data analysis. 
Both authors worked on various drafts of the manuscript and 
approved the final version of the manuscript for submission.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The authors declared that they had no conflicts of interest with 
respect to their authorship or the publication of this article.

Supplemental Material 

Additional supporting information may be found at http://pss 
.sagepub.com/content/by/supplemental-data

Notes

1. We obtained the same results when we compared the creativ-
ity of cheaters and noncheaters (all ps < .01).
2. In a pilot study (N = 103), we tested the effect of our primes 
on participants’ willingness to follow rules as indicated by their 
scores on a four-item scale adapted from Tyler and Blader (2005; 
e.g., “If I received a request from a supervisor or a person with 
authority right now, I would do as requested”). Participants in 
the rule-breaking prime condition demonstrated less willing-
ness to follow rules (M = 5.65, SD = 0.79) than did participants 
in the neutral prime condition (M = 6.03, SD = 0.91), t(101) = 
2.27, p = .025.
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Many written forms required by businesses and governments rely
on honest reporting. Proof of honest intent is typically provided
through signature at the end of, e.g., tax returns or insurance policy
forms. Still, people sometimes cheat to advance their financial self-
interests—at great costs to society. We test an easy-to-implement
method to discourage dishonesty: signing at the beginning rather
than at the end of a self-report, thereby reversing the order of the
current practice. Using laboratory and field experiments, we find
that signing before–rather than after–the opportunity to cheat
makes ethics salient when they are needed most and significantly
reduces dishonesty.

morality | nudge | policy making | fraud

The annual tax gap between actual and claimed taxes due in
the United States amounts to roughly $345 billion. The In

ternal Revenue Service estimates more than half this amount is
due to individuals misrepresenting their income and deductions
(1). Insurance is another domain burdened by the staggering cost
of individual dishonesty; the Coalition Against Insurance Fraud
estimated that the overall magnitude of insurance fraud in the
United States totaled $80 billion in 2006 (2). The problem with
curbing dishonesty in behaviors such as filing tax returns, sub
mitting insurance claims, claiming business expenses or reporting
billable hours is that they primarily rely on self monitoring in lieu
of external policing. The current paper proposes and tests an ef
ficient and simple measure to reduce such dishonesty.
Whereas recent findings have successfully identified an in

tervention to curtail dishonesty through introducing a code of
conduct in contexts where previously there was none (3, 4), many
important transactions already require signatures to confirm
compliance to an expected standard of honesty. Nevertheless, as
significant economic losses demonstrate (1, 2), the current practice
appears insufficient in countering self interested motivations to
falsify numbers. We propose that a simple change of the signature
location could lead to significant improvements in compliance.
Even subtle cues that direct attention toward oneself can lead

to surprisingly powerful effects on subsequent moral behavior
(5 7). Signing is one way to activate attention to the self (8).
However, typically, a signature is requested at the end. Building
on Duval and Wicklund’s theory of objective self awareness (9),
we propose and test that signing one’s name before reporting
information (rather than at the end) makes morality accessible
right before it is most needed, which will consequently promote
honest reporting. We propose that with the current practice of
signing after reporting information, the “damage” has already
been done: immediately after lying, individuals quickly engage in
various mental justifications, reinterpretations, and other “tricks”
such as suppressing thoughts about their moral standards that
allow them to maintain a positive self image despite having lied
(3, 10, 11). That is, once an individual has lied, it is too late to
direct their focus toward ethics through requiring a signature.
In court cases, witnesses verbally declare their pledge to honesty

before giving their testimonies not after, perhaps for a reason. To

the extent that written reports feel more distant and make it easier
to disengage internal moral control than verbal reports, written
reports are likely to be more prone to dishonest conduct (3, 10, 11).
However, for both types of reports (verbal or written) we hypoth
esize a pledge to honesty to be more effective before rather than
after self reporting. Thus, in this work, we test an easy to imple
ment method of curtailing fraud in written reports: signing a state
ment of honesty at the beginning rather than at the end of a self
report that people know from the outset will require a signature.

Results and Discussion
Experiment 1 tested this intervention in the laboratory, using two
different measures of cheating: self reported earnings (income)
on a math puzzles task wherein participants could cheat for fi

nancial gain (3), and travel expenses to the laboratory (deduc
tions) claimed on a tax return form on research earnings. On the
one page form where participants reported their income and
deductions, we varied whether participant signature was required
at the top of the form or at the end. We also included a control
condition wherein no signature was required on the form.
We measured the extent to which participants overstated their

income from the math puzzles task and the amount of deduc
tions they claimed. All materials were coded with unique iden
tifiers that were imperceptible to participants, yet allowed us to
track each participant’s true performance on the math puzzles
against the performance underlying their income reported on
the tax forms. The percentage of participants who cheated by
overclaiming income for math puzzles they purportedly solved
differed significantly across conditions: fewer cheated in the
signature at the top condition (37%) than in the signature at
the bottom and no signature conditions (79 and 64%, re
spectively), χ2(2, n = 101) = 12.58, P = 0.002, with no differences
between the latter two conditions (P = 0.17). The results also
hold when analyzing the average magnitude of cheating by con
dition; Fig. 1 depicts the reported and actual performance, as
measured by the number of math puzzles solved, for each con
dition, F(2, 98) = 9.21, P < 0.001. Finally, claims of travel ex
penses followed that same pattern and differed by condition,
F(2, 98) = 5.63, P < 0.01, η2 = 0.10. Participants claimed fewer
expenses in the signature at the top condition (M = $5.27,
SD = 4.43) compared with signature at the bottom (M = $9.62,
SD = 6.20; P < 0.01) and the no signature condition (M =
$8.45, SD = 5.92; P < 0.05), with no differences between the
latter two conditions (P = 0.39). Thus, signing before reporting
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promoted honesty, whereas signing afterward was the same as
not signing at all.
Experiment 2 investigated the potential mechanism underlying

the effect through a word completion task (12, 13) serving as an
implicit measure of mental access to ethics related concepts (4).
Sixty university participants were randomly assigned to one of
two conditions: signature at the top or signature at the bottom.
Experiment 2 used the same math puzzles and tax form procedure
as in experiment 1, but varied the incentives for performance on
the math puzzles task and the tax rate. Finally, the one page tax
forms were modified to mimic the flow of actual tax reporting
practices in the United States, and as in experiment 1, all
materials were imperceptibly coded with unique identifiers.
After filling out the tax forms, all participants received a list of

six word fragments with missing letters. They were instructed to
complete them with meaningful words. Three fragments (_ _ R
A L, _ I _ _ _ E, and E _ _ _ C _ _) could potentially be com
pleted with words related to ethics (moral, virtue, and ethical) or
neutral words. We used the number of times these fragments
were completed with ethics related words as our measure of access
to moral concepts.
Similar to experiment 1, the percentage of participants who

cheated by overstating their performance on the math puzzles task
was lower in the signature at the top condition (37%, 11 of 30)
than in the signature at the bottom condition (63%, 19 of 30), χ2(1,
n = 60) = 4.27, P < 0.04. The same pattern of results held when
analyzing the magnitude of cheating (Fig. 2), t(58) = −2.07, P <
0.05, as well as the travel expenses that participants claimed on the
tax return form, F(1, 58)= 7.76, P< 0.01, η2= 0.12: they were lower
in the signature at the top condition (M = 3.23, SD = 2.73) than in
the signature at the bottom condition (M = 7.06, SD = 7.02).
In the word completion task, participants who signed before

filling out the form generated more ethics related words (M = 1.40,
SD = 1.04) than those who signed after (M = 0.87, SD = 0.97),

F(1, 58) = 4.22, P < 0.05, η2 = 0.07; this greater access to
ethics related concepts (our proxy for saliency of morality)
significantly mediated the effect of assigned condition (signa
ture at the top or signature at the bottom) on cheating on the
tax forms [bootstrapping with 10,000 iterations (14): 95%
confidence interval −1.85, −0.04].
Experiment 3 tested the effect of the signature location in a

naturalistic setting. Partnering with an automobile insurance com
pany in the southeastern United States, we manipulated the policy
review form, which asked customers to report the current odometer
mileage of all cars insured by the company. Customers were ran
domly assigned to one of two forms, both of which required their
signature following the statement: “I promise that the information I
am providing is true.” Half the customers received the original
forms used by the insurance company, where their signature was
required at the end of the form; the other half received our
treatment forms, where they were required to sign at the beginning.
The forms were identical in every other respect. Reporting lower
odometer mileage indicated less driving, lower risk of accident
occurrence, and therefore lower insurance premiums. We expected
customers who signed at the beginning of the form to be more
truthful and reveal higher use than those who signed at the end.
We compared the reported current odometer mileage on

13,488 completed policy forms for 20,741 cars to the latest records
of each car’s odometer mileage to calculate its use (number of
miles driven). Customers who signed at the beginning on average
revealed higher use (M = 26,098.4, SD = 12,253.4) than those who
signed at the end [M = 23,670.6, SD = 12,621.4; F(1, 13,485) =
128.63, P < 0.001]. The difference was 2,427.8 miles per car. That
is, asking customers to sign at the beginning of the form led to
a 10.25% increase in implied miles driven (based on reported
odometer readings) over the current practice of asking for a sig
nature at the end. Follow up analyses suggested that the higher
use in the signature at the top condition was not due to more
detailed reporting (down to the last digit) in comparison with
customers who may have relied on simply rounding their odom
eter mileage in the signature at the bottom condition. Thus, the
simple change in signature location likely reduced the extent to
which customers falsified mileage information in their own financial
self interest at cost to the insurance company who must pass this
expense on to all its policyholders, including honest customers who
bear the ultimate burden of paying for the dishonesty of others.
According to data from the US Department of Transportation

Office of Highway Policy Information, the average annual amount
of travel per vehicle in the United States was roughly 12,500 miles
in 2005 (15). This suggests that the average driver in our field ex
periment had been a customer with the insurance company for 2 y.
We estimated the annual per mile cost of automobile insurance in
the United States to range from 4 to 10 cents, suggesting a mini
mum average difference of $48 in annual insurance premium per
car between customers in the two conditions. The range of 4 10
cents was determined from comparing usage based insurance
also known as PAYD, or pay as you drive and calculating the
premiums for different scenarios of car brand, model, mileage, and
buyer demographic on two automobile insurance policy sites.
The current practice of signing after reporting is insufficient. It

is important to make morality salient, right before it is needed
most, so that it can remain active during the most tempting
moments. When signing comes after reporting, the morality
train has already left the station. The power of our intervention
is precisely due to the fact that it is such a gentle nudge (16): it
does not impose on the freedom of individuals, it does not require
the passage of new legislation, and it can profoundly influence
behaviors of ethical and economic significance. In fact, because most
self reports already require signing a pledge to honesty albeit not in
the most effective location the cost of implementing our in
tervention is minimal. Given the immense financial resources de
voted to prevention, detection, and punishment of fraudulent

Fig. 1. Reported and actual number of math puzzles solved by condition,
experiment 1 (n = 101). Error bars represent SEM.

Fig. 2. Reported and actual number of math puzzles solved by condition,
experiment 2 (n = 60). Error bars represent SEM.
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behavior, a truly minimal intervention like the one used in our re
search seems costly not to implement even if its effectivenessmight
wane over time as signing before reporting becomes prevalent and
individuals may find new “tricks” to disengage from morality.

Materials and Methods
Informed consent was obtained from all participants, and the Institutional
Review Boards of Harvard University and University of North Carolina
reviewed and approved all materials and procedures in Experiments 1 and 2.

Experiment 1: Participants and Procedure. A total of 101 students and
employees at local universities in the southeastern United States (Mage =
22.10, SD = 4.98; 45% male; 82% students) completed the experiment for
pay. They received a $2 show up fee and had the opportunity to earn ad
ditional money throughout the experiment.

Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: (i) signature
at the top of the tax return form (before filling it out); (ii) signature at the
bottom (after filling it out); or (iii) no signature (control). The statement that
participants had to sign asked them to declare that they carefully examined
the return and that to the best of their knowledge and belief it was correct
and complete.

At the beginning of each session, participants were given instructions in
which they were informed that they would first complete a problem solving
task under time pressure (i.e., they would have 5min to complete the task). In
addition, the instructions included the following information, “For the prob
lem solving task, you will be paid a higher amount than what we usually pay
participants because you will be taxed on your earnings. You will receive more
details after the problem solving task.”
Problem solving task. For this task (3), participants received a worksheet with
20 math puzzles, each consisting of 12 three digit numbers (e.g., 4.78) and
a collection slip on which participants later reported their performance in
this part of the experiment. Participants were told that they would have
5 min to find two numbers in each puzzle that summed to 10. For each pair
of numbers correctly identified, they would receive $1, for a maximum
payment of $20. Once the 5 min were over, the experimenter asked par
ticipants to count the number of correctly solved puzzles, note that number
on the collection slip, and then submit both the test sheet and the collection
slip to the experimenter. We assume respondents had no problems adding 2
numbers to 10, which means they should have been able to identify how
many math puzzles they had solved correctly without requiring a solution
sheet. Neither of the two forms (math puzzles test sheet and collection slip)
had any information on it that could identify the participants. The sole
purpose of the collection slip was for the participants themselves to learn
how many puzzles in total they had solved correctly.
Tax return form. After the problem solving task, participants went to a second
room to fill out a research study tax return form (based on IRS Form 1040). The
one page form we used was based on a typical tax return form. We varied
whether participants were asked to sign the form and if so, whether at the top
or bottom of the page (Figs. S1 S3). Participants filled out the form by self
reporting their income (i.e., their performance on the math puzzles task) on
which they paid a 20% tax (i.e., $0.20 for every dollar earned). In addition,
they indicated how many minutes it took them to travel to the laboratory,
and their cost of commute. These expenses were “credited” to their posttax
earnings from the problem solving task to compute their final payment. The
instructions read: “We would like to compensate participants for extra
expenses they have incurred to participate in this session.” We reimbursed
the time to travel to the laboratory at $0.10 per minute (up to 2 h or $12)
and the cost of participants’ commute (up to $12). All of the instructions and
dependent measures appeared on one page to ensure that participants
knew from the outset that a signature would be required. Thus, any dif
ferences in reporting could be attributed to the location of the signature.
Payment structure. Given the features of the experiment, participants could
make a total of $42 an amount which breaks down as follows: $2 show up
fee, $20 on math puzzles task minus a 20% tax on income (i.e., $4), $12 as
credits for travel time, and $12 as credits for cost of commute.
Opportunity to cheat on the tax return form. The experiment was designed such
that participants could cheat on the tax return form and get away with it by
overstating their “income” from the problem solving task and by inflating
the travel expenses they incurred to participate in the experiment. When
participants completed the first part of the experiment (problem solving
task), the experimenter gave them a tax return form and asked each partici
pant to go to a second room with a second experimenter to fill out the tax
form and receive their payments. The tax return form included a one digit
identifier (one digit in the top right of the form, in the code OMB no. 1555

0111) that was identical to the digit of one number of one math puzzle of
each individual’s worksheet (which was unique to each individual’s work
station). This difference was completely imperceptible to participants but
allowed us to link the worksheet and the tax return form that belonged to
the same participant. As a result, at the end of each session, we were able to
compare actual performance on the problem solving task and reported per
formance on the tax return form. If those numbers differed for any individual,
this difference represented one measure of the individual’s level of cheating.

First, we examined the percentage of participants who cheated by
overstating their performance on the problem solving task when asked to
report it on the tax return form. This percentage varied across conditions,
χ2(2, n = 101) = 12.58, P = 0.002: The number of cheaters was lowest in the
signature at the top condition (37%, 13 of 35), higher in the signature at
the bottom condition (79%, 26 of 33), and somewhat in between those two
but closer to the latter for the no signature condition (64%, 21 of 33).

Both actual and reported mean performances on the math puzzles task are
shown in Fig. 1. As depicted, the number of math puzzles overreported in the
tax return forms varied by condition, F(2, 98) = 9.21, P < 0.001, η2 = 0.16: It was
lowest in the signature at the top condition (M = 0.77, SD = 1.44) and higher
in the signature at the bottom condition (M = 3.94, SD = 4.07; P < 0.001) and
in the no signature condition (M = 2.52, SD = 3.12; P < 0.05). The difference
between these two latter conditions was only marginally significant (P < 0.07).

The credits for travel expenses (travel time and costs of commute) that
participants claimed in the tax return forms also varied by condition, F(2, 98) =
5.63, P < 0.01, η2 = 0.10 and followed the same pattern: Participants claimed
fewer expenses in the signature at the top condition (M = 5.27, SD = 4.43)
than in the signature at the bottom (M = 9.62, SD = 6.20; P < 0.01) and the no
signature (control) conditions (M = 8.45, SD = 5.92; P < 0.05). The difference
between these two latter conditions was not significant (P = 0.39). These
results suggest that the effect of the signature location is driven by the sign
ing at the top condition: Signing before a self reporting task promoted hon
est reporting. Signing afterward did not promote cheating. In effect, signing
afterward was the same as having no signature at all.

Experiment 2: Participants and Procedure. Sixty students and employees at
local universities in the southeastern United States (Mage = 21.50, SD = 2.27;
48% male; 90% students) completed the experiment for pay. They received
a $2 show up fee and had the opportunity to earn additional money
throughout the experiment.

Experiment 2 used one between subjects factor with two levels: signature
at the top and signature at the bottom. The experiment used the same task
and procedure of experiment 1 but varied the incentives for the problem
solving task, the tax rate, and the tax return forms participants completed.
Namely, participants in this experimentwere paid $2 (rather than $1) for each
math puzzle successfully solved and were taxed at a higher rate of 50%.
Finally, the tax forms were modified such that they mimicked the flow of
actual tax reporting practices in the United States: deductions (commuting
time and costs) were first subtracted from gross income (earnings from math
puzzles task) to compute taxable income, and then taxes were paid on this
total adjusted amount (Fig. S4 shows an example of the forms used).

After filling out the tax return forms, participants were asked to complete
a word completion task. Participants received a list of six word fragments
with letters missing and were asked to fill in the blanks to make complete
words by using the first word that came to mind. Following prior research
measuring implicit cognitive processes (12, 13), we used this word comple
tion task to measure accessibility of moral concepts. Three of the word
fragments ( R A L, I E, and E C ) could potentially be
completed by words related to ethics (moral, virtue, and ethical); these were
our measures of access to moral concepts.
Level of cheating. We first examined the percentage of participants who
cheated by overstating their performance on the math puzzles task when
filling out the tax return form. This percentage was lower in the signature at
the top condition (37%, 11 of 30) than in the signature at the bottom
condition (63%, 19 of 30), χ2(1, n = 60) = 4.27, P < 0.04.

Fig. 2 depicts actual performance on the math puzzles task and reported
performance on the tax return form, by condition. This difference (a mea
sure for cheating) was lower in the signature at the top condition (M = 1.67,
SD = 2.78) than in the signature at the bottom condition (M = 3.57, SD = 4.19),
t(58) = 2.07, P < 0.05.

The deductions participants reported on the tax return form followed the
same pattern and varied significantly by condition, F(1, 58) = 7.76, P < 0.01, η2 =
0.12: they were lower in the signature at the top condition (M = 3.23, SD =
2.73) than in the signature at the bottom condition (M = 7.06, SD = 7.02).
Word fragment task. Participants who signed before filling out the tax form
generated more ethics related words (M = 1.40, SD = 1.04) than those who
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signed after filling out the form (M = 0.87, SD = 0.97), F(1, 58) = 4.22, P < 0.05,
η2 = 0.07, suggesting that ethics are more salient when participants signed
before rather than after the temptation to cheat.
Mediation analyses.We also tested whether ethics related concepts (our proxy
for saliency of moral standards) mediated the effect of condition on the
extent of cheating. Both condition and the number of ethics related concepts
were entered into a linear regression model predicting extent of cheating
measured by the level of overreporting of income. The mediation analysis
revealed that the effect of condition was significantly reduced (from β =
0.262, P < 0.05 to β = 0.143, P = 0.23), and that the number of ethics

related concepts was a significant predictor of cheating (β = 0.456, P <
0.001). Using the bootstrapping method (with 10,000 iterations) recom
mended by Preacher and Hayes (4), we tested the significance of the indirect
effect of condition on dishonest behavior through the activation of ethics
related concepts. The 95% confidence interval for the indirect effect did not
include zero ( 1.85, 0.04), suggesting significant mediation.

Additionally, we computed the z score measure for both the deductions
claimed and the magnitude of cheating on the math puzzles for each par
ticipant. We averaged the two measures to form an index for each indi
vidual’s extent of cheating. Both condition and the number of ethics related
concepts were entered into a linear regression model predicting extent of
cheating measured by this composite index. The mediation analysis revealed
that the effect of treatment condition was significantly reduced (from β =
0.424, P = 0.001 to β = 0.344, P = 0.005), and that the number of ethics

related concepts was a significant predictor of cheating (β = 0.308, P = 0.011).
Using the bootstrapping method with 10,000 iterations (4), we found that the
95% confidence interval for the indirect effect did not include zero ( 0.29,
0.01), suggesting significant mediation.
Using an implicit measure of ethical saliency, this experiment shows that

signing before the opportunity to cheat increases the saliency of moral
standards compared with signing after having had the opportunity to cheat;
subsequently, this discourages cheating.

Experiment 3: Participants and Procedure. We conducted a field experiment
with an insurance company in the southeastern United States asking some of
their existing customers to report their odometer reading.

When a new policy is issued, each customer submits information about the
exact current odometermileageof all cars insured under their policy, alongwith
other information. For our audit experiment, we sent out automobile policy
review forms to policyholders, randomly assigning them to either the original
form used by the insurance company or to our redesigned form. The original
form asked customers to sign the statement: “I promise that the information I
am providing is true,” which appeared at the bottom of the form (i.e., after
having completed it; control condition), whereas our redesigned form asked
customers to sign that same statement but at the top of the form (i.e., before
filling it out; treatment condition). Otherwise, the forms were identical.

The data file that we received from the insurance company included a
random identifier for each policy, an indication of the experimental condi
tion, and two odometer readings for each car covered (a maximum of four
per policy). Thefirst odometer readingwas based on themileage information
the insurance company previously had on file, whereas the second was the
current odometer reading that customers reported. The datafile did not have
the date of the first odometer reading (it also did not have any of the other
information requested on the policy review forms). Consequently, our
measure of use was somewhat noisy, as the miles driven per car have been
accumulated over varying unknown time periods. However, because we
randomly assigned customers to one of our two conditions, such noise should
be evenly represented in both conditions. To calculate each car’s use or

number of miles driven (our main dependent variable), we subtracted the
odometer reading that was in the insurance company’s database from the
self reported current odometer reading we received from our audit forms.

Although there was no explicit statement on the policy review forms
linking car use to insurance premiums, policyholders had an incentive to
report lower use: the fewer miles driven, the lower the accident risk, and the
lower their insurance premium. Thus, when filling out the automobile policy
review form, customers likely faced a dilemma between honestly indicating
the current odometer mileage, and dishonestly indicating lower odometer
mileage to reduce their insurance premium. We hypothesized that signing
before self reporting makes ethics salient right when it is needed most.
Therefore, we expected that customers who signed the policy review form
first, beforefilling it out, wouldmore likely be truthful, and reveal higher use,
compared with those who signed at the end, after filling it out.

Completed forms were received from 13,488 policies for a total of 20,741
cars. A single policy could cover up to four cars; 52% of policies had one car,
42% had two cars, 5% had three cars, and less than 0.3% had four cars. If
a customer’s policy had more than one car, we averaged the reported
odometer mileages for all cars on the same policy. As hypothesized, con
trolling for the number of cars per policy [F(1, 13,485) = 2.184, P = 0.14],
the calculated use (based on reported odometer readings) was significantly
higher among customers who signed at the beginning of the form (M =
26,098.4, SD = 12,253.4) than among those who signed at the end of the form
[M = 23,670.6, SD = 12,621.4; F(1, 13,485) = 128.631, P < 0.001]. The average
difference between the two conditions was 2,427.8 miles. The results also hold
for the use of the first car only [signature at the top: M = 26,204.8 miles, SD =
14,226.3 miles and signature at the bottom: M = 23,622.5 miles, SD = 14,505.8
miles; t(13,486) = 10.438, P < 0.001].

Asking customers to sign at the beginning of the form led to a 10.25%
increase in the calculated miles driven over the current practice of asking for
a signature at the end. An alternative explanation for our findings could be
that this difference is due to extra diligence of customers in the treatment
condition relative to customers in the control condition, rather than higher
rates of deliberate falsification of information among customers in the
control condition. That is, perhaps those who signed at the top of the form
were actually checking their odometers, whereas those who signed at the
bottom of the form simply estimated their mileage without actually checking
their cars. To address this possibility, we compared the last digits of the
odometer mileage that customers in the two conditions reported. Specifi
cally, we ran analyses examining whether the two conditions differed in the
number of instances wherein reported odometer mileages ended with 0, 5,
00, 50, 000, or 500. Numbers that end with these digits indicate a higher
likelihood that customers simply estimated their mileage. We detected no
statistically significant differences between our two conditions in the
instances in which these endings appeared (pooled measure: treatment,
19.9% vs. control, 20.8%; χ2 = 2.5, P = 0.12).

An important consequence of false reporting of this type is that the costs
extend beyond the insurer to its entire customer base including the honest
policyholders who bear the ultimate burden of paying for others’ dishonesty.
Using a field experiment, we demonstrate that a simple change in the location
of a signature request can significantly influence the extent to which people
on average will misreport information to advance their own self interest.
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1 This section frequently quotes directly from the methods of this study, as written up in Gino et al. (2020, p. 
1229- 1230). 
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2 As emphasized in the previous section, we are not purporting to explain entirely what happened here, as it is 
possible that data tampering also took other forms in this study. We are merely suggesting that at least some of 
the data tampering was carried out in the way hypothesized here. 
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3 These are not the only ‘1.0s’ who wrote somewhat negative things, but they were the only ones who wrote 
things implying moral impurity. For example, a few other ‘1.0s’ mentioned feelings of anxiety or boredom. 
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 Author’s dataset OSF dataset 
Promotion 1.98 1.64 
Prevention 1.66 2.39 
Control 1.97 1.93 

4 The three observations in the table were meant to be illustrative of the noted discrepancies and not the result 
of an exhaustive search. They were the first three identified with discrepancies between the two data sets. We 
think it likely that a comprehensive search will reveal additional observations with similar discrepancies 
between the two data sets.  
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6 We also took the same conservative approach described in Footnote 3. In 1 million simulations, we observed a 
t- value as large as 7.84 only six times. Thus, under the assumption that the between condition difference 
between the counter-attitudinal vs. pro-attitudinal condition was identical to what was observed in the data, we 
would expect a “Harvard” class year pattern that is so highly predictive of the authors’ result to emerge by 
chance only about 1 in 167,000 times 
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7 To create this screenshot, we had to move the “cheated” and “Numberofresponses” columns. In the dataset that 
Gino shared, those variables were in the 78th and 14th columns, respectively. 
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8 Because of a clever design feature of the math puzzles task, the researchers could link participants’ reported math 
puzzle performance to their actual math puzzle performance. Thus, the researchers could compare how many math 
puzzles participants reported solving to how many puzzles they actually solved. 
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9 There is one additional out-of-order observation in the control condition (not shown). But for simplicity we 
focus our analyses on the comparison between the sign-at-the-bottom and sign-at-the-top conditions. That 
one out-of-order control condition observation scored highly on overreporting math puzzles, with a score of 
4 (the median is 1), and low on travel expenses claimed ($1). 
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10 This p-value (probably correctly) assumes that there are truly no differences between conditions. We ran 1 
million simulations that examined what this p-value would be if we instead very conservatively assumed that 
the condition differences are exactly as large as what was observed in the data. In each simulation, we drew 
five observations at random from the sign-at-the-top condition and three observations at random from the 
sign-at-the-bottom conditions (without replacement), mirroring the number of flagged observations we 
observed in each condition in the data. We then conducted a t-test to analyze the condition difference between 
those observations. We observed a t-value as large as what we observed for the flagged observations (21.92) 
only 10 times in those 1 million simulations, suggesting a p-value of 1 in 100,000. Thus, even when we 
assume that the true condition differences are exactly as large as they are in the observed dataset, there is 
only an extremely small chance of finding such a large condition difference among a randomly selected subset 
of eight observations.  
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11 Using the same conservative approach described in the previous footnote, the p-value is .065 
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Allegation 4a ( ) 
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4 
 

 
Among the questions we would like you to address about Allegation 4a during your interview 
with the Committee are the following: 

1. Were any changes made to the procedure, as described in the IRB protocol that we have 
from your research records, for the experiment as it was actually carried out? Please 
explain what those changes were and why they were made. Also, please explain: (a) 
exactly when and how participants self-reported their performance and, if they did so 
more than once during the experiment, which of those was used as the dependent 
measure of self-reported performance; and (b) exactly when, during the experiment, 
participants received payment and, if they received payment in both Room 1 and Room 2, 
how each payment was computed. 

2. Are there any descriptions of or assertions about this study or its procedures in the above 
information that, in your view, are incorrect? Please explain each of those in detail. 

3. Can you explain the possible incongruences between the documents in your study records 
and the published paper? 

4.
 

5.
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4

organizational behavior department as more mainstream OB, and what that meant is that there 
wasn't really a lab, as we know it at Harvard Business School, where researchers would show up 
and collect data through experiments. I had watched that process quite closely, being a lab 
manager at Carnegie Mellon University when I was a postdoc there. And so one of my primary 
roles that I took on when I was at UNC was to create a lab. 

[00:10:48.86] And I reviewed multiple applications. I actually don't remember how I came 
across , but she seemed to have a lot of enthusiasm, a lot of thirst for learning, and 
the right set of skills needed to launch the lab. And so we took over two small rooms at the 
business school. Each of them, I believe, had about four computers, and we created an online 
platform to post the studies, recruit individuals, and bring them into the lab. 

[00:11:36.36] This is now many years ago since I started there in 2008, and so a lot of the
studies-- especially given that the business school was on a small hill away from main campus, a 
lot of the studies were paper survey that would conduct with other RAs that were hired 
for that reason, or for class credits to help her out. But to launch the lab and create a participants 
pool, we were running studies constantly every single week, and we had meetings multiple times 
a week to check in on anything that was needed to run the study. 

[00:12:25.62] But as I do when I hire people working for me, we go through what I expected 
together. These are people that I trust, whose capabilities I rely on for the work that they do. And 
I also try my best to let them know that if there are any issues coming up, they should bring that 
to my attention. 

[00:12:55.39] And so with in particular, we worked quite closely. She had a variety of 
responsibilities: first, she helped to prepare IRB applications. At the time, they were on paper, so 
you had to send them to the IRB, in their building on main campus. She would be in charge of 
posting the studies online and then doing everything needed to conduct the study. She always ran 
pilots to make sure that if she had to improve on procedures, we would discuss it and then she 
would conduct the studies. 

[00:13:38.45] She was the person responsible for entering the data. As I said, this was now 12, 
13, 14 years ago, and so most studies were on paper. The data was stored in cabinets in the lab, 
and she would be the person running some initial means and averages and then bring the data to 
me for full analysis. In general, this is true of as well as other RAs. 

[00:14:21.11] Everything that has to do with the write-up of a study is my responsibility. I 
always asked RAs to check since they were the ones running the studies. When the paper is 
written, in most cases, they get to read it and tell me whether anything is inaccurate, from my 
understanding of how the procedure was conducted. But during the time at UNC, there wasn’t
the Open Science Framework, so none of that is relevant for studies conducted at UNC.

[00:14:55.01] When I moved to Harvard Business School in 2010, initially, I myself had a lab 
with . I also had the BIG lab-- I believe that's how we called it-- that used to be the 
lab that used to run with the students, and the idea was to get help from undergraduates who 
would take a class for credit, as well as working with doctoral students on their research. 

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 213 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 214 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 215 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 216 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 217 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 218 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 219 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 220 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 221 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 222 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 223 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 224 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 225 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 226 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 227 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 228 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 229 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 230 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 231 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 232 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 233 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 234 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 235 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 236 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 237 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 238 of 1282



30

different way of explaining it. But when the data was sequestered on October 27, I mentioned 
this to Alain, as well as the IT person who was there. And so I know that it exists and was copied 
over.

[01:51:05.15] And then the other thing that I would add is that for projects where there are 
multiple coauthors, unfortunately, I don't have a consistent system. And so the reason why you 
might want to look into the one or the one for each of the coauthors is 
because I don't-- I was inconsistent in putting them by primary author.

[01:51:32.24] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So yeah, OK. But you're saying-- let me just make sure 
I understand. Under your inbox--

[01:51:41.27] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. 

[01:51:42.44] TERESA AMABILE: --on your hard drive--

[01:51:44.15] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. 

[01:51:44.66] TERESA AMABILE: --we should be able to find-- there's inbox at the high, high 
level. And then subfolder under inbox for subfolder for subfolder for 

subfolder for 

[01:51:59.75] FRANCESCA GINO: That's exactly right. 

[01:52:00.65] TERESA AMABILE: And it sounds like what we should see when we look at the 
hard drive that was sequestered, the copy that was sequestered on October 27. We should see 
them, it sounds like, alphabetized by first name? 

[01:52:16.01] FRANCESCA GINO: That's exactly right. 

[01:52:17.91] TERESA AMABILE: OK, we will take another look there. And I'm going to say 
that I'm going to be tasking Alain with something. I'm going to ask Alain to yourself, or with an 
IT person if necessary, to look again in the inbox for all of that today. And, Francesca, can you 
be available to Alain later today, if he were to reach out to you with questions about-- if there's 
continuing difficulty finding those subfolders? 

[01:52:59.31] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes, and if you want, I can screen share so that you see 
what I'm talking about. If that's helpful, I'm happy to--

[01:53:05.15] TERESA AMABILE: If you wouldn't mind, if you could--

[01:53:07.53] FRANCESCA GINO: Absolutely. 

[01:53:09.80] TERESA AMABILE: I don't know if you have the ability to screen share, unless 
whoever is running the show-- that could be Alma-- gives you the ability to screen share. But 
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Srikant Datar
George F. Baker Professor of 
Administration

Dean of the Faculty

Morgan Hall 125 | Soldiers Field | Boston, MA 02163 | George F. Baker Foundation

MEMORANDUM

To: Alain Bonacossa, Research Integrity Officer

From:  Srikant Datar

Re: Response to Report of Inquiry Committee Concerning Allegations against Dr. 
Francesca Gino – Case RI21-001

Date:  April 13, 2022

I have read the Committee's April 8, 2022 report and supporting materials, and concur 
with the recommendation of the Inquiry Committee that we move to investigation of 
allegations 1, 2, 3, 4a, and 4b of Case RI21-001 pursuant to the HBS Policy.

I will now work to identify a third faculty member who might join Teresa Amabile (chair) 
and Bob Kaplan to comprise the Investigation Committee, and will notify you when that 
individual is confirmed.

I am deeply grateful for the incredible care and thoughtfulness you, Teresa, and Bob 
have brought to the work thus far.  Thank you.
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people’s motives when engaging in instrumental professional net-
working predict the extent to which they feel inauthentic and morally
impure in the process. Specifically, we argue that self-regulatory
focus, in the form of prevention and promotion, provides an essential
motivational basis for networking behavior which shapes the emo-
tional and psychological experience of networking. Building on ear-
lier self-regulation models (Bowlby, 1969; Higgins, 1987), regulatory
focus theory (RFT; Higgins, 1997) identifies two motivational sys-
tems that regulate two different basic needs. The promotion-focus
system serves nurturance needs. People in a promotion focus care
about growth, advancement, and accomplishment, and strive toward
ideals, wishes, and aspirations. The prevention-focus system, instead,
regulates security needs. People in a prevention focus care about
safety, maintaining the status quo, and meeting their responsibilities
and duties (Friedman & Förster, 2001; Sacramento, Fay, & West,
2013).

With this research, we aim to advance scholarly understanding
of the moral psychology of networking in four ways. First, we
theorize that people’s motivational approach—promotion versus
prevention—predicts how morally impure they feel from instru-
mental networking for professional goals. Casciaro et al. (2014)
demonstrated how moral impurity is heightened by certain types of
networking behaviors and not others, and found evidence that
impurity reduces the frequency of networking, and thus perfor-
mance. Though insightful, their research is silent on what people
could do to change their perspective toward instrumental network-
ing to avoid the costs of withdrawing from it, nor do Casciaro and
her colleagues shed light on the role that motives play in devel-
oping and nurturing professional ties. Here, we extend this work
by arguing and showing that promotion and prevention focus are
independent predictors of how people experience instrumental
networking and how much, as a result, they engage in it.

Second, we further develop the theoretical link between regu-
latory foci and morality advanced by Cornwell and Higgins (2015)
and establish it empirically. Third, we elaborate on the theoretical
path between people’s motives to engage in instrumental profes-
sional networking, their experience of moral impurity, and how
frequently they network. Fourth, we aim to establish that this path
persists across three forms of regulatory focus: (a) the chronic
disposition (Higgins, 1997, 1998), (b) the temporarily activated
psychological state (Liberman, Idson, Camacho, & Higgins, 1999),
and (c) a domain-specific form of promotion and prevention focus
(Browman, Destin, & Molden, 2017), which we introduce to allow
for the possibility that general trait and state regulatory foci may
differ systematically from how a promotion and a prevention focus
regulate a specific behavior, such as networking.

How Motives Influence Moral Purity and Networking

Self-Regulatory Foci and Moral Impurity

RFT states that promotion and prevention are mutually inhibi-
tory modes of self-regulation: When one mode is unavailable or
blocked, the other mode kicks in to compensate (Higgins, 1998).
So, while a person may approach the same goal with both promo-
tion and prevention, only one of the two systems is actively
engaged in achieving the goal at any point in time. When pursuing
goals, people commonly use either a promotion or a prevention
mode, and they can switch modes (Shah, Higgins, & Friedman,

1998). Which system is engaged at any given time depends on the
characteristics of the situation and the person’s regulatory orien-
tation (Higgins, 1997; Strauman, 1996).

Regulatory focus is studied as either a chronic disposition people
have (Higgins, 1997, 1998) or a psychological state that is temporarily
activated, such that a person’s emphasis on one over the other is
primed by cues in the external environment (Friedman & Förster,
2001; Liberman et al., 1999). In addition to chronic and state forms of
regulatory foci, we echo developments in regulatory-focus theory
(Browman et al., 2017) by exploring a domain-specific form of
regulatory foci, networking-specific promotion and prevention focus,
to introduce the possibility that generalized trait and state regulatory
foci may differ systematically from how a promotion and a prevention
focus regulate a specific behavior.

Regulating behavior via promotion and prevention foci influences
goal attainment in various performance domains. This is because a
person’s regulatory focus affects the strategies the person uses to get
to their goals (e.g., surpassing a high score) and to overcome chal-
lenges that impede attainment of those goals (e.g., getting over an
error limit; Higgins, 1998). Because regulatory focus influences peo-
ple’s performance, its role has been studied in organizations too
(Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Johnson, Chang, & Yang, 2010; Wal-
lace, Johnson, & Frazier, 2009). This research shows that whether
people approach work with a promotion or prevention focus is related
to distinct behaviors that are organizationally relevant, including pro-
ductivity, innovation, and safety compliance (e.g., De Cremer, Mayer,
van Dijke, Bardes, & Schouten, 2009; Wallace et al., 2009). For
instance, Wallace and Chen (2006) found that prevention focus is
positively and strongly related to safety behavior, while promotion
focus is negatively and weakly related to it.

Similarly, regulatory focus can influence how people experience
their social networks and how intensely they engage in profes-
sional networking. A promotion focus leads people to notice and
remember information and emotions that result from positive
outcomes, thus further directing their behavior toward achieving
them (Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994; Higgins, Shah, &
Friedman, 1997; Higgins & Tykocinski, 1992). Promotion-focused
people invest their energy in activities that allow them to grow or
fulfill their aspirations, and away from those that translate into
sticking to the status quo (Neubert, Kacmar, Carlson, Chonko, &
Roberts, 2008). By contrast, a prevention focus leads people to
pay attention to and remember information and emotions they
experienced at some point in their past as a result of losses,
failures, or punishments (Higgins & Tykocinski, 1992). As a result,
prevention-focused individuals are vigilant and concerned with
accuracy when approaching tasks (Förster, Higgins, & Bianco,
2003), as they seek to meet their obligations and others’ expecta-
tions (Higgins, 1997, 1998). Therefore, a prevention focus leads
people to engage in actions that will likely avoid negative out-
comes and comply with expectations or policies set by others
(Higgins et al., 1994). These motivational orientations lead indi-
viduals with a high prevention focus to derive greater life satis-
faction when they are part of a highly dense network that allows
them to meet obligations and responsibilities. People with a high
promotion focus, instead, derive greater life satisfaction from a
low-density network that supports creative inspiration and per-
sonal development (Zou, Ingram, & Higgins, 2015). Likewise, a
promotion focus increases the frequency of professional network-
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ing, whereas a prevention focus decreases it (Pollack, Forster,
Johnson, Coy, & Molden, 2015).

We inform and deepen these insights by theorizing that the
relationship between self-regulatory focus and networking behav-
ior hinges on morality. We posit, in particular, that promotion and
prevention regulatory foci have distinct consequences for an indi-
vidual’s sense of moral purity and authenticity when engaging in
instrumental professional networking. Our arguments hinge on a
moral psychology of motivation that reflects advances in contem-
porary moral philosophy. A building block for such theorizing
stems from Cornwell and Higgins (2015), who underscored the
existence of two ethical systems that motivate human behavior,
mirroring the dual-process approach to motivation of RFT (Hig-
gins, 1998). Specifically, Cornwell and Higgins (2015) posited that
both promotion and prevention regulatory foci have ethical impli-
cations: prevention focus refers to “a system of ethical oughts that
is concerned with maintaining obligations,” while promotion focus
refers to “a system of ethical ideals that is concerned with attaining
virtues” (Cornwell & Higgins, 2015, p. 312). When motivated by
the pursuit of ethical oughts, the individual responds to duties and
obligations imposed externally. By contrast, ethical ideals are
internally held aspirations that the individual pursues freely.

Contemporary philosophy in turn sheds lights on the diametri-
cally different implications that ethical oughts and ethical ideals
have for authenticity. A fundamental premise of moral philosophy,
from Hegel’s phenomenology to Nietzsche and Sartre’s existen-
tialist analyses, is that conducting one’s life by conforming to
prevailing morality—that is, in pursuit of the “ought” self—com-
promises authenticity as an ethical ideal (Varga, 2012). Hegel
contrasts the “authentic self” that is incessantly committed to
self-creation from the “honest individual” who submits to prevail-
ing duties and thus nullifies the urge of the human spirit to live in
complete freedom. In doing so, the “honest individual” in Hegel’s
analysis is a hypocrite who lacks real freedom and suffers from
self-alienation (Golomb, 1995). Hegel’s premise paved the way for
the existentialist revolution in modern moral philosophy, in which
“the concept of authenticity is a protest against the blind, mechan-
ical acceptance of an externally imposed code of values” (Golomb,
1995, p. 11). Rejecting premodern views of morality as justified by
recourse to some higher authority, an ethic of authenticity is
guided instead by motives and reasons that express a subject’s core
individuality (Taylor, 1991), the ideal self (Cornwell & Higgins,
2015). An ethic of authenticity does not object to the normative
content of motives but focuses instead on how a motive “fits with
the wholeness of a person’s life, and whether and how it expresses
who the person is” (Varga, 2012, p. 12).

Consistent with these arguments, Kim and colleagues (Kim, Chen,
Davis, Hicks, & Schlegel, 2019) theorized a link between prevention
and promotion self-regulatory focus—defined as the pursuit of exter-
nally imposed oughts versus personally held ideals, respectively
(Cornwell & Higgins, 2015)—and subjective authenticity. According
to their argument, “certain behaviors feel more natural and less
constrained by external influences. When individuals engage in these
actions, their subsequent psychological mindsets contribute to the
expression of core values and thus enhance subjective authenticity”; it
follows that “promotion focus, relative to prevention focus, functions
similarly in fostering authentic experiences” (Kim et al., 2019, p.
166). Evidence from both correlational studies and controlled exper-
iments consistently supported a link between promotion focus and

subjective authenticity, in the context of both goal pursuit and inter-
personal interaction (Kim et al., 2019).

The moral psychological foundations of this association be-
tween regulatory focus and subjective authenticity are further
corroborated by theory and evidence that people experience
feelings of authenticity as moral and pure; conversely, feelings
of inauthenticity are experienced as immoral and impure (Gino,
Kouchaki, & Galinsky, 2015). These different streams of work
in moral philosophy and moral psychology, then, consistently
provide arguments suggesting that prevention self-regulatory
focus increases feelings of moral impurity because fulfilling the
ought-self compromises authenticity; by contrast, promotion
self-regulatory focus is negatively linked to moral impurity
because fulfilling the ideal-self does not compromise authen-
ticity.

These arguments can be readily applied to the context of instru-
mental networking. Namely, making professional connections with a
prevention focus stems from an ethic consisting of a sense of profes-
sional duty and adherence to behavioral norms in one’s field of
activity. Prevention-focused instrumental networking is therefore
likely to induce feelings of inauthenticity and moral impurity because
the motivation to network instrumentally stems from oughts that a
professional context imposes on the individual. By contrast, people
who engage in instrumental networking with a promotion focus do so
to achieve the aspirations of their ideal self. They are motivated by the
pursuit of advances and virtues that express their core individuality
(Taylor, 1991), instead of mechanically accepting an externally im-
posed code of values (Golomb, 1995). They are thus likely to expe-
rience instrumental networking as more authentic and morally pure
than prevention-focused networkers are.

According to moral psychology research, morality can be
thought in terms of purity and cleanliness (Zhong & Liljenquist,
2006). When people experience moral threats by acting in ways
that are not consistent with their moral values (e.g., by cheating
when caring about honesty), they feel a greater need to cleanse
physically, and cleansing-related concepts become more accessible
in their minds (Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006). Thus, moral threats
lead people to engage in cleansing so that they can reaffirm their
values and clean their tainted consciences (Tetlock, Kristel, Elson,
Green, & Lerner, 2000). Regulatory focus may therefore predict
how inauthentic and dirty people feel in engaging in instrumental
networking. Specifically, a promotion focus may yield networking
concerned with authentic virtues and meeting one’s ethical ideal,
and a prevention focus may yield networking motivated by the
“shoulds” prevailing in one’s professional environment and thus
triggers feelings of inauthenticity and impurity (Gino et al., 2015).
Thus, we hypothesize, engaging in instrumental networking with a
prevention focus increases feelings of inauthenticity and dirtiness,
whereas a promotion focus decreases them. As a result, people
who engage in instrumental networking with a prevention focus
will experience higher levels of moral impurity as compared to
those with a promotion focus.

Moral Impurity and the Frequency of Instrumental
Networking

People vary in terms of both how likely they are to network
and how frequently they engage in networking behavior (Forret
& Dougherty, 2001; Wanberg et al., 2000), in part because they
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have different attitudes toward networking (Azrin & Besalel,
1982). Those with low “networking comfort” (i.e., embarrass-
ment and discomfort when asking others for job leads or advice;
Wanberg et al., 2000) or even stronger feelings of moral im-
purity (which underlies networking discomfort; Casciaro et al.,
2014) tend to engage in networking less often than others
(Casciaro et al., 2014; Wanberg et al., 2000). Given that a
promotion focus versus a prevention focus results in lower
levels of feelings of impurity and authenticity when engaging in
instrumental networking, we expect people in a promotion
focus to engage in instrumental networking more frequently
than those in a prevention focus because the former approach
lowers feelings of moral impurity.

Instrumental Networking Frequency and Job
Performance

Finally, we wish to further corroborate existing theory and
evidence on the consequences of disengaging from instrumental
networking on a professional’s job performance (Casciaro et al.,
2014; Forret & Dougherty, 2001, 2004; Pollack et al., 2015;
Wolff & Moser, 2009). Consistent with that prior work, we
expect that more frequent instrumental networking will give
people greater access to valuable information, opportunities and
resources, and thus will lead them to perform better in their
jobs.

Given that a promotion focus results in greater frequency of
instrumental networking, we expect people with a promotion focus
to also experience higher levels of performance. We also expect
prevention focus to result in lower frequency of networking and
thus lower levels of performance. Figure 1 summarizes the pre-
dicted associations between regulatory focus, moral impurity, fre-
quency of instrumental professional networking, and job perfor-
mance.

Overview of the Studies

We tested our main hypotheses in six complementary studies of
the consequences of regulatory focus for the moral experience of
professional instrumental networking, relying on both correlational
and causal evidence and using measures capturing either trait
regulatory focus (general and domain-specific) or state regulatory
focus (see Figure 2 for an overview).

In Study 1, we tested our predictions using a correlational design
in which we measured individuals’ chronic regulatory focus and
assessed their feelings of moral impurity. In Study 2, a laboratory
experiment conducted both in the United States (Sample A) and in
Italy (Sample B), we manipulated regulatory focus and provided
causal evidence for a relationship between people’s state regula-

tory focus and their feelings of moral impurity from instrumental
networking for professional goals. In Studies 3A and 3B, we use
online samples to provide further evidence for these relationships
using designs that also include a control condition in addition to a
prevention-focus and a promotion-focus condition. In Study 4, we
conducted a cross-sectional survey of lawyers in a law firm to test
our predictions in a field context, where we measured trait pro-
motion and prevention foci both as a general orientation and one
specific to networking. We tested for a serial mediation from a
lawyer’s trait promotion and prevention focus, to feelings of moral
impurity they experience when they network instrumentally, to the
frequency with which they network, and to their job performance.
Finally, in Study 5, we used a field experiment with working
professionals to test the causal link between state networking-
specific regulatory focus, moral purity, and frequency of instru-
mental professional networking.

We report all participants recruited, all experimental condi-
tions, and all measures in each of our studies. The sample size
for each study was determined before data collection began. We
calculated our sample size based on an estimate of medium
effect size (f � 0.25), requiring a sample size of approximately
50 participants per condition for a study powered at 80%. These
numbers are also consistent with the recommendations of Sim-
mons, Nelson, and Simonsohn (2013). For the laboratory and
field studies, the final number was dictated by the availability
of participants, we targeted more participants hoping to recruit
at least about 50 of them for each condition. For our correla-
tional studies, an a priori power analysis with 80% power and
assuming modest correlations among variables (r � .25) re-
quires about 99 participants, however, we targeted larger sam-
ples at the outset, which would provide higher power to detect
a small to medium effect size.

All studies’ materials can be found on OSF at https://osf.io/
kf2ut/?view_only�26073af04f9046cd9e0a62159a5755d4, toge-
ther with the data from Studies 1, 3A and 3B. The consent form
used in Studies 2 and 5 stated that we would not be sharing any
data outside of the research team, even if the data were deiden-
tified. We collected data for these studies before the institu-
tional review board changed the recommended language on
consent forms, to allow for data sharing and posting. For Study
4, we are prohibited from sharing the data by a nondisclosure
agreement with the law firm where the data was collected.

Study 1

Study 1 used a correlational design to examine how chronic
promotion and prevention regulatory focus affect people’s feelings
of moral impurity from instrumental networking.

+

+

Figure 1. Summary of predicted associations.

Th
is

do
cu

m
en

ti
s

co
py

rig
ht

ed
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
lA

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
or

on
e

of
its

al
lie

d
pu

bl
is

he
rs

.
Th

is
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

tt
o

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

1224 GINO, KOUCHAKI, AND CASCIARO

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 272 of 1282



Method

Participants. A total of 412 people (Mage � 36.28, SD �
9.05, 56% male) from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk; all
located in the United States) participated in a two-part study for $2.
They received $0.50 for completing Part 1 and $1.50 for complet-
ing Part 2. We initially recruited 500 people, but only 412 com-
pleted both Parts 1 and 2; thus, we used this smaller sample in our
analyses.

Procedure. The initial instructions that welcomed participants
to the study included three attention checks. Those who failed one
or more received a message letting them know that they did not
qualify for the study given their answer. Their data was not
recorded.

In Part 1, participants first indicated their age and gender. Next,
they completed the Composite Regulatory Focus Scale (Haws,
Dholakia, & Bearden, 2010), which measures a person’s trait
promotion and prevention regulatory focus on a 7-point scale
(ranging from 1 � strongly disagree to 7 � strongly agree). A
sample item for promotion focus is “I see myself as someone who
is primarily striving to reach my ‘ideal self’—to fulfill my hopes,
wishes, and aspirations.” A sample item for prevention focus is “I
see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become the self
I ‘ought’ to be—to fulfill my duties, responsibilities, and obliga-
tions.”

We contacted participants four days later for the second part of
the study. In Part 2, participants received the following instruc-
tions:

You will now be asked to recall a certain event and then write about it for
about five minutes. We are interested in how people remember and reflect on

events from their past. You will then be asked to answer a few questions.

We asked all participants to recall a situation in which they
engaged in professional instrumental networking. The instructions
(adapted from Casciaro et al., 2014) read,

Please recall a time in your professional life where you did something
with the intention of strategically making a professional connection.
We are interested in a situation where you tried to create or maintain
relationships that would aid the execution of work tasks and your
professional success.

Other people engaging in this type of introspective task frequently
write about instances where they attended receptions or networking
events because they wanted to meet potential clients or higher status
colleagues.

Please describe the details about this situation. What was it like to be
in this situation? What thoughts and feelings did you experience?

Please provide as many details as possible so that a person reading
your entry would understand the situation and how you felt.

Next, to test the relationship between participants’ self-
regulatory focus and the feeling of moral impurity they experience
when engaging in instrumental networking, we measured partici-
pants’ feelings of impurity.

Moral impurity. Using a 7-point scale (ranging from 1 �
not at all to 7 � very much), participants indicated the extent to
which the situation they described made them feel dirty, tainted,
inauthentic, and ashamed (� � .90; adapted from Casciaro et
al., 2014). Though drawing on prior research, these items may
evoke prevention rather than promotion focus. Thus, we also

-

+

-
-

+

-

- +
-

+

- -

Study Design Tested Associa�ons Regulatory
Focus Measure

1 Correla�onal
study of
M-Turk
working adults

Trait regulatory
focus

2 Laboratory
experiment
with students
in US and
Italian
universi�es

State
regulatory
focus

3A and 3B Online studies
of M-Turk
working adults

State
regulatory
focus (and
control
condi�on)

4 Cross-sec�onal
survey study
of law firm

Trait &
Domain-specific
regulatory
focus

5 Field
experiment
with working
professionals

Domain-specific
state
regulatory
focus

Figure 2. Overview of studies.
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included items that are more regulatory-focus neutral: wrong,
unnatural and impure (� � .84; from the moral foundation
questionnaire, Graham et al., 2011). When conducting a factor
analysis, we found that the seven items loaded onto the same
factor, so we also created a composite measure by averaging all
items (� � .94).

Comprehension check. We asked participants to indicate
whether they wrote about a professional or personal situation in the
initial writing task they had completed.

Results

All answers to the comprehension check question were correct.
Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
among the main variables we measured in this study. As expected,
on all three ways we constructed a measure of moral impurity (the
four-item measure, the three-item measure with regulatory-focus
neutral words, and the composite seven-item measure), we found
a negative and significant correlation between the promotion ori-
entation index and feelings of impurity, and a positive and signif-
icant correlation between the prevention orientation index and
feelings of impurity.

We also conducted partial correlations analyses to test for the
independent effects of a promotion focus and a prevention focus
on felt moral impurity. When controlling for prevention, the pro-
motion orientation index was negatively correlated with feelings of
impurity (r � �.10, p � .04 for the four-item measure, r � �.10,
p � .055 for the three-item measure with regulatory-focus neutral
words, and r � �.10, p � .04 for the seven-item measure). When
controlling for promotion, the prevention orientation index was
positively correlated with feelings of impurity (r � .18, p � .001
for the four-item measure, and r � .19, p � .001 for the three-item
measure with regulatory-focus neutral words, and r � .19, p �
.001 for the seven-item measure).

Discussion

The results of Study 1 provide initial evidence for the relation-
ship between regulatory focus and feelings of moral impurity that
people commonly experience when engaging in instrumental pro-
fessional networking.

Study 2

In Study 2, we moved to the controlled environment of the
laboratory to examine how promotion and prevention regulatory
focus influence how people feel when engaging in instrumental
professional networking. In this study, we included two manipu-
lations: one for regulatory focus (promotion vs. prevention) and
another for the type of professional networking (instrumental vs.
spontaneous). Previous work by Casciaro and colleagues (2014)
distinguished between instrumental networking, where a person
initiates a social relationship proactively and with the goal of
obtaining benefits (e.g., advancement or an advantage), and spon-
taneous networking, where the social tie emerges naturally, with
no premeditated purpose, and is initiated by someone else. The
authors found that the former leads to greater feelings of dirtiness
and inauthenticity than the latter. We build on this work by
examining the effect of regulatory focus for each type of profes-

sional networking. We also extend our findings from Study 1 by
examining regulatory focus triggered in the moment rather than
measured as an individual difference. To examine the contextual
robustness of our findings, we collected data on two culturally
different samples of students, one from the United States and one
from Italy. This allowed us to test our main proposition in two
different cultures.

Across our main dependent measures of interest (i.e., feelings of
moral impurity and desire to physically cleanse), we expect to find
a significant interaction between the two manipulations, such that
a promotion focus leads to lower feelings of moral impurity and a
lower desire to cleanse oneself than a prevention focus in the case
of instrumental networking, but regulatory focus leads to no dif-
ferences on these measures in the case of spontaneous networking.

Method

Participants and design. Participants were randomly as-
signed to one of four conditions in a 2 (Type of Networking:
instrumental vs. spontaneous) � 2 (Motive: promotion vs. preven-
tion focus) between-subjects design.

Sample A. A total of 367 students (Mage � 21.93, SD � 2.91;
43% male) recruited through a U.S. university-affiliated research
pool participated in the study. Participants received $20 for com-
pleting the experiment.

Sample B. A total of 254 students (Mage � 20.80, SD � 1.76;
54% male) recruited through an Italian university-affiliated re-
search pool participated in the study. Participants received €15 for
completing the experiment. All the materials (including the word
completion task) were translated into Italian.

Procedure. We used the same procedure in each sample but
used materials translated into Italian for the Italian sample.1 Par-
ticipants read initial instructions that welcomed them to the study.
Next, we asked them to complete a writing task, which was
intended to manipulate regulatory focus (as in Freitas & Higgins,
2002). The instructions specified that we were “interested in de-
tailed writing skills, and in the way people naturally express
themselves.” In the promotion condition, the instructions (as in
Zhang, Higgins, & Chen, 2011) read, “Please think about some-
thing you ideally would like to do. In other words, think about a
hope or aspiration that you currently have. Please list the hope or
aspiration below.” In the prevention condition, the instructions
read, “Please think about something you think you ought to do. In
other words, think about a duty or obligation that you currently
have. Please list the duty or obligation below.”

Next, participants engaged in a task designed to manipulate the
type of professional networking. Using the manipulation of instru-
mental versus spontaneous professional networking in Casciaro et
al. (2014), we asked participants to put themselves in the shoes of
the protagonist in the story they were about to read. Each story
asked participants to imagine being invited to attend an event
during which they socialized with other people. In the story used
in the instrumental condition, the main character was described as
“actively and intentionally pursuing professional connections with

1 To ensure we had a proper translation of the materials, we first
translated them from English to Italian (with the help of two Italian native
speakers who are fluent in English) and then translated them back into
English to resolve any inconsistency.
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the belief that connections are important for future professional
success” (from Casciaro et al., 2014). In the story used in the
spontaneous condition, instead, the main character found herself or
himself making connections rather than pursuing them intention-
ally.

Next, participants saw a list of behaviors and had to indicate the
extent to which they found each of them to be desirable (1 �
completely undesirable to 7 � completely desirable). We listed
both cleansing behaviors (i.e., taking a shower, washing hands, and
brushing teeth) and neutral behaviors (e.g., talking a walk, having
something to eat, going to the movies, listening to music, reading
a book, and watching TV), as in Zhong and Liljenquist (2006).

We then asked participants to report how they felt at that
moment, by indicating the extent to which they felt various posi-
tive and negative emotions from the Positive and Negative Affec-
tivity Schedule (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988), using a 5-point
scale (1 � very slightly or not at all, 5 � extremely). Using the
same scale, they also indicated how much they felt dirty, inau-
thentic, and impure (as in Gino et al., 2015) to assess feelings of
moral impurity (�U.S._sample � .64; �Italy_sample � .70). The order
in which the Positive and Negative Affectivity Schedule items
(negative affect, �U.S._sample � .88, �Italy_sample � .85; positive
affect, �U.S._sample � .92, �Italy_sample � .87) and those used to
measure feelings of impurity were presented to participants was
random. Though we did not have predictions about positive and
negative affect, we included these measures to show that our
hypotheses are specific to moral emotions rather than general
affect more broadly.

Next, we reminded participants of the writing task they had
completed earlier. The instructions for the promotion (prevention)
condition (adapted from Lalot, Quiamzade, & Falomir-Pichastor,
2018) read,

Now please take a minute and think about what you wrote earlier
about something you ideally would like to do [you ought to do]; in
other words, think about a hope or aspiration [a duty or obligation]
that you currently have. Please reflect on your experience for 1–2 min
and then proceed to the next task.

We also reminded participants of the story they read and asked
them to reflect on it for a minute or two and write a few words that
came to mind regarding the story before proceeding to the next
task.

Next, participants moved onto a word-completion task we used
to measure how accessible cleansing was in their mind at that
moment (adapted from Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006). In this task,
participants need to turn word fragments into meaningful words by

relying on the first word they could think of. The task consisted of
six word fragments. Three of them (W _ _ H, S H _ _ E R, and
S _ _ P) could be turned into cleansing-related words (wash,
shower, and soap) or into unrelated, neutral words (e.g., wish,
shaker, and step), and the other three word fragments (F _ O _,
B _ _ K, and P A _ _ R) could be turned only into unrelated,
neutral words (e.g., food, book, and paper). Finally, participants
indicated their age and gender.

Results

We report the results of our analyses separately for each sample.
Importantly, the nature and significance of the results did not vary
based on the location where the data was collected.

Sample A: Data collected in the United States.
Moral impurity. A 2 (Regulatory Focus) � 2 (Type of Net-

working) between-subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) using
feelings of moral impurity as the dependent measure revealed a
significant main effect of regulatory focus, F(1, 363) � 4.41, p �
.036, �p

2 � .012, such that participants who approached networking
with a promotion focus reported feeling less impure (M � 1.58,
SD � 0.69) than those who approached networking with a pre-
vention focus (M � 1.74, SD � 0.77). The main effect of type of
networking was also significant, F(1, 363) � 5.63, p � .018, �p

2 �
.015: Participants who imagined engaging in instrumental net-
working felt more impure (M � 1.75, SD � 0.81) than did those
who imagined engaging in spontaneous networking (M � 1.57,
SD � 0.64). Importantly, consistent with our predictions, the
interaction of regulatory focus and type of networking was also
significant, F(1, 363) � 12.66, p � .001, �p

2 � .034. When
participants imagined engaging in instrumental networking,
they reported feeling less dirty when they had a promotion
focus (M � 1.53, SD � 0.66) than when they had a prevention
focus (M � 1.96, SD � 0.88), F(1, 363) � 16.03, p � .001.
However, when they imagined engaging in spontaneous networking,
they felt about equally impure, independent of their regulatory focus
(Mpromotion � 1.62, SD � 0.71 vs. Mprevention � 1.51, SD � 0.56),
F(1, 363) � 1.07, p � .30.

Negative and positive affect. A similar 2 � 2 ANOVA using
negative affect as the main dependent measure revealed no signif-
icant effects (all ps � .18). As for positive affect, we only found
a marginally significant effect of type of networking, F(1, 363) �
3.60, p � .059, �p

2 � .01: Participants who imagined engaging in
instrumental networking reported lower positive affect (M � 2.64,
SD � 0.92) than did those who imagined engaging in spontaneous

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among the Variables Collected in Study 1

Bivariate correlations

Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5

1. Moral impurity (MI; 4 items) 1.73 (1.27)
2. MI, regulatory-focus neutral (3 items) 1.68 (1.26) .89���

3. MI (7 items) 1.71 (1.23) .98��� .96���

4. Promotion orientation index 5.18 (1.08) �.13�� �.12� �.13��

5. Prevention orientation index 4.57 (1.05) .20��� .21��� .21��� �.16��

� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.
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networking (M � 2.82, SD � 0.89). No other effects were signif-
icant (ps � .24).

Cleansing behaviors. As predicted, a 2 (regulatory Focus) � 2
(Type of Networking) between-subjects ANOVA using desirabil-
ity of cleansing behaviors as the dependent variable revealed a
significant interaction, F(1, 363) � 4.15, p � .042, �p

2 � .011.
When participants imagined engaging in instrumental networking,
they reported a lower desire for cleansing behaviors when they had
a promotion focus (M � 4.37, SD � 1.16) than when they had a
prevention focus (M � 5.02, SD � 1.13), F(1, 363) � 15.48, p �
.001. However, when they imagined engaging in spontaneous
networking, they reported about the same degree of desire, inde-
pendent of their regulatory focus (Mpromotion � 4.46, SD � 1.06
vs. Mprevention � 4.64, SD � 1.12), F(1, 363) � 1.11, p � .29.
When considering neutral behaviors, however, we did not find any
significant effects (all ps � .34).

Accessibility of cleansing-related words. A similar 2 � 2
between-subjects ANOVA revealed a significant interaction be-
tween regulatory focus and type of networking, F(1, 363) � 6.28,
p � .013, �p

2 � .017, as predicted. When participants imagined
engaging in instrumental networking, they generated fewer
cleansing-related words when they had a promotion focus (M �
1.08, SD � 0.97) than when they had a prevention focus (M �
1.40, SD � 0.88), F(1, 363) � 5.88, p � .016. However, when
they imagined engaging in spontaneous networking, they gener-
ated about the same number of cleansing-related words indepen-
dent of their regulatory focus (Mpromotion � 0.99, SD � 0.87 vs.
Mprevention � 0.84, SD � 0.93), F(1, 363) � 1.28, p � .26.

Sample B: Data collected in Italy.
Moral impurity. A 2 (Regulatory Focus) � 2 (Type of Net-

working) between-subjects ANOVA using feelings of moral im-
purity as the dependent measure revealed the predicted significant
interaction of regulatory focus and type of networking, F(1,
250) � 9.57, p � .001, �p

2 � .037. When participants imagined
engaging in instrumental networking, they reported feeling less
impure when they had a promotion focus (M � 1.70, SD � 0.62)
than when they had a prevention focus (M � 2.27, SD � 0.82),
F(1, 250) � 19.78, p � .001. However, when they imagined
engaging in spontaneous networking, they felt about equally im-
pure, independent of their regulatory focus (Mpromotion � 1.66,
SD � 0.62 vs. Mprevention � 1.67, SD � 0.74), F(1, 250) � 1, p �
.89.

Negative and positive affect. A similar 2 � 2 ANOVA using
negative affect as the main dependent measure revealed no signif-
icant effects (all ps � .44). As for positive affect, we found a
significant effect of regulatory focus, F(1, 250) � 6.28, p � .013,
�p

2 � .024: Participants in the prevention-focus condition reported
lower positive affect (M � 3.31, SD � 0.63) than those in the
promotion-focus condition (M � 3.51, SD � 0.64). No other
effects were significant (ps � .20).

Cleansing behaviors. As predicted, a 2 (Regulatory Focus) � 2
(Type of Networking) between-subjects ANOVA using desirabil-
ity of cleansing behaviors as the dependent measure revealed a
significant interaction, F(1, 250) � 11.18, p � .001, �p

2 � .043.
When participants imagined engaging in instrumental networking,
they reported a lower desire for cleansing behaviors when they had
a promotion focus (M � 4.27, SD � 1.21) than when they had a
prevention focus (M � 5.09, SD � 1.22), F(1, 250) � 11.64, p �
.001. However, when they imagined engaging in spontaneous

networking, they reported about the same degree of desire, inde-
pendent of their regulatory focus (Mpromotion � 4.46, SD � 1.31
vs. Mprevention � 4.15, SD � 1.58), F(1, 250) � 1.66, p � .20.
When considering neutral behaviors, however, we did not find any
significant effects (all ps � .14).

Accessibility of cleansing-related words. A similar 2 � 2
between-subjects ANOVA revealed the predicted interaction be-
tween regulatory focus and type of networking, F(1, 250) � 14.80,
p � .001, �p

2 � .056. When participants imagined engaging in
instrumental networking, they generated fewer cleansing-related
words when they had a promotion focus (M � 1.05, SD � 0.78)
than when they had a prevention focus (M � 1.77, SD � 1.08),
F(1, 250) � 20.45, p � .001. However, when they imagined
engaging in spontaneous networking, they generated about the
same number of cleansing-related words independent of their
regulatory focus (Mpromotion � 1.02, SD � 0.89 vs. Mprevention �
0.88, SD � 0.80), F(1, 250) � 1, p � .39.

Discussion

The results of our second study are consistent with our expec-
tations and provide evidence that the motives people have when
they approach networking influence how morally impure they feel
after engaging in instrumental networking as well as their resulting
desire to physically cleanse themselves. Specifically, a focus on
promotion rather than prevention in approaching instrumental net-
working reduces both feelings of moral impurity and the desire to
physically cleanse oneself. We found support for these relation-
ships in two different samples, in the United States and in Italy,
suggesting that our observed effects may hold across cultures.

Study 3

In Studies 3A and B, both conducted online, we further examine
the independent effects of promotion and prevention regulatory
focus on feelings of impurity and intentions to engage in network-
ing by also including a control condition in the experimental
design.

Study 3A

Method.
Participants and design. A total of 599 working adults re-

cruited through MTurk (Mage � 36.94, SD � 9.15; 46% male), all
located in the United States, participated in a 15-min online study,
and received $2 for their participation. We recruited 600 partici-
pants but only 599 completed the study in the time allotted. We
randomly assigned participants to one of three conditions: control
versus promotion focus versus prevention focus.

Procedure. Participants read initial instructions that wel-
comed them to the study. Next, we asked them to complete a
writing task, which was intended to manipulate regulatory focus
(as in Freitas & Higgins, 2002). The instructions specified that we
were “interested in detailed writing skills, and in the way people
naturally express themselves.” In the promotion condition, the
instructions (as in Zhang et al., 2011) read, “Please think about
something you ideally would like to do. In other words, think
about a hope or aspiration that you currently have. Please list the
hope or aspiration below.” In the prevention condition, the instruc-
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tions read, “Please think about something you think you ought to
do. In other words, think about a duty or obligation that you
currently have. Please list the duty or obligation below.” In the
control condition, the instructions read, “Please think about some-
thing you usually do in the evening. Please list the activities you
engage in during the evening on a typical day below.”

Next, participants engaged in a task simulating instrumental
networking. Similar to Casciaro et al. (2014), we asked partici-
pants to put themselves in the shoes of the protagonist in the story
they were about to read. The story asked participants to imagine
being invited to attend an event during which they socialized with
other people. In the story, the main character was described as
“actively and intentionally making professional connections with
the belief that connections are important for future professional
effectiveness” (from Casciaro et al., 2014).

Next, we asked participants to report how they felt at that
moment, by indicating the extent to which they felt using the
comprehensive list of 7 items from Study 1: dirty, inauthentic, and
impure, ashamed, wrong, unnatural, and tainted (� � .95). We
then reminded participants of the writing task they had completed
earlier. The instructions for the promotion (prevention) condition
read,

Now please take a minute and think about what you wrote earlier
about something you ideally would like to do [you ought to do]; in
other words, think about a hope or aspiration [a duty or obligation]
that you currently have. Please reflect on your experience for 1–2 min
and then proceed to the next task.

We also reminded participants of the story they read and asked
them to reflect on it for a minute or two and write a few words that
came to mind regarding the story before proceeding to the next
task.

Next, all participants were asked to answer questions about their
networking intentions, our main dependent measure. We relied on
a measure used in prior work (Raj, Fast, & Fisher, 2017): a
self-reported measure of the extent to which participants intended
to engage in professional networking in the near future. Partici-
pants indicated the extent to which they believed they would seek
to expand their professional network in the next month. We used
the following four items: “To what degree will you try to strate-
gically work on your professional network in the next month?”;
“In the next month, how likely are you to voluntarily engage in
behaviors that expand your professional network?”; “To what
degree do you plan to establish new professional connections in
the next month?”; and “In the next month, to what degree is having
a strong professional network a goal that you plan to pursue?”
Participants indicated their intention to network in the next month
using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 � not at all, 7 � very much).
These items were averaged to create a composite measure of
networking intentions (� � .96). Finally, participants indicated
their age and gender.

Results.
Moral impurity. Given that all items loaded onto one factor,

we averaged them all into a composite measure of moral impurity
(� � .95).2 We found that this seven-item measure varied by
condition, F(2, 596) � 17.69, p � .001, �p

2 � .056. Participants
felt more morally impure in the prevention-focus condition (M �
2.39, SD � 1.36) as compared to the promotion-focus condition
(M � 1.64, SD � 1.07; p � .001) or the control condition (M �

1.93, SD � 1.34; p � .001). Moral impurity was also lower in the
promotion-focus condition than in the control condition (p �
.024).

Networking intentions. Networking intentions also varied by
condition, F(2, 596) � 19.84, p � .001, �p

2 � .062. Participants
indicated they would network less frequently in the future in the
prevention-focus condition (M � 4.07, SD � 1.70) as compared to
the promotion-focus condition (M � 5.12, SD � 1.68; p � .001)
or the control condition (M � 4.74, SD � 1.71; p � .001).
Network intentions were higher in the promotion-focus condition
than they were in the control condition (p � .024).

Mediation. We tested for moral impurity as the mediator of
the relationship between our regulatory focus manipulation and
networking intentions. We first conducted analyses using the
dummy for the prevention-focus condition as the independent
variable, and the dummy for the control condition as covariate.
Using bootstrapping with 10,000 iterations, we estimated the direct
and indirect effects of prevention focus through moral impurity on
our dependent variable, networking intentions. The 95% bias-
corrected confidence interval (CI) for the size of the indirect effect
(�0.36, SE � .06) excluded zero (95% CI [–0.496, �0.243]),
suggesting that feelings of moral impurity mediated the link be-
tween prevention focus and lower networking intentions.

Next, we conducted analyses using the dummy for the
promotion-focus condition as the independent variable, and the
dummy for the control condition as covariate. Using bootstrapping
with 10,000 iterations, we found that the 95% bias-corrected CI for
the size of the indirect effect (0.36, SE � .06) excluded zero (95%
CI [0.242, 0.496]), suggesting that feelings of moral impurity
mediated the link between promotion focus and higher networking
intentions.

Study 3B

Method.
Participants and design. A total of 572 working adults (Mage �

35.37, SD � 8.81; 52% male), all located in the United States and
recruited through MTurk, participated in a 15-min online study. They
received $2 for their participation. Only participants who had a
LinkedIn account could participate. We recruited 600 participants, but
only 572 completed the study in the time allotted. We randomly
assigned participants to one of three conditions: control versus pro-
motion focus versus prevention focus.

Procedure. In Study 3B, we used the same procedure and
design as in Study 3A with one difference: Instead of reading the
story as explained above, we asked participants to actually engage
in instrumental networking. We did so to add richness to the
paradigm as we wanted participants to experience what it feels
like to engage in instrumental networking. Specifically, as in
Casciaro et al. (2014, Study 4), we asked participants to select a
person in their network (someone they were already connected
with or someone they would like to connect with), draft a message,
and send the message to that individual through their personal

2 Similar to Study 1, feeling of impurity varied by condition, indepen-
dent of whether moral impurity was measured with four items: dirty,
tainted, inauthentic, and ashamed, � � .91, F(2, 596) � 18.10, p � .001,
�p

2 � .057, or the three regulatory-focus neutral items: wrong, unnatural
and impure, � � .89, F(2, 596) � 16.15, p � .001, �p

2 � .051.
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LinkedIn account. Participants were told, “Your intention in send-
ing the message should be to strategically make a professional
connection. With this message, you are trying to create a connec-
tion that would aid the execution of work tasks and your profes-
sional effectiveness.” We did not have a way of tracking whether
participants actually sent the message they wrote through
LinkedIn.

Afterward, all participants answered questions about their net-
working intentions, as in Study 3A. Specifically, they completed
the four-item self-reported measure of the extent to which they
believed they would seek to expand their professional network in
the next month (� � .95, adapted from Raj et al., 2017). Finally,
participants indicated their age and gender.

Results.
Moral impurity. Given that all seven items loaded onto one

factor, we averaged them all into a composite measure of moral
impurity (� � .93).3 We found that this seven-item measure varied
by condition, F(2, 570) � 20.66, p � .001, �p

2 � .068. Participants
felt more morally impure in the prevention-focus condition (M �
2.30, SD � 1.33) as compared to the promotion-focus condition
(M � 1.53, SD � 0.96; p � .001) or the control condition (M �
2.01, SD � 1.17; p � .016). However, moral impurity was lower
in the promotion-focus condition than it was in the control condi-
tion (p � .001).

Networking intentions. Networking intentions also varied by
condition, F(2, 570) � 19.56, p � .001, �p

2 � .064. Participants
indicated they would network less frequently in the future in the
prevention-focus condition (M � 4.17, SD � 1.53) as compared to
the promotion-focus condition (M � 5.19, SD � 1.51; p � .001)
or the control condition (M � 4.53, SD � 1.73; p � .025).
Network intentions were higher in the promotion-focus condition
than they were in the control condition (p � .001).

Mediation. As in Study 3A, we tested for the mediating role of
moral impurity in the relationship between our regulatory focus
manipulation and networking intentions. We first conducted anal-
yses using the dummy for prevention-focus condition as the inde-
pendent variable, and the dummy for the control condition as
covariate. Using bootstrapping with 10,000 iterations, we esti-
mated the direct and indirect effects of prevention focus through
moral impurity on our dependent variable, networking intentions.
The 95% bias-corrected CI for the size of the indirect effect
(�0.29, SE � .06) excluded zero (95% CI [–0.422, �0.193]),
suggesting that feelings of moral impurity mediated the link be-
tween prevention focus and lower networking intentions.

Next, we conducted analyses using the dummy for the
promotion-focus condition as the independent variable, and the
dummy for the control condition as covariate. Using bootstrapping
with 10,000 iterations, we found that the 95% bias-corrected CI for
the size of the indirect effect (0.29, SE � .06) excluded zero (95%
CI [0.193, 0.426]), suggesting that feelings of moral impurity
mediated the link between promotion focus and higher networking
intentions.

Coding. We asked a research assistant blind to our hypotheses
and study conditions to code the messages participants wrote. We
coded the messages on three dimensions. First, we coded whether
the message was a new connection attempt: We used 0 if partic-
ipants wrote the message to someone they already had a connec-
tion with (existing connection) and 1 if they wrote the message to
someone who would be a new connection (new connection).

Second, we coded whether the message was aimed at forming a
connection to meet a professional goal (value of 1), as we had
defined instrumental networking in the instructions, or whether
they were using the assigned task to just make a social connection
(e.g., saying hello to a friend; value of 0 in our coding). Given the
instructions we used we expected no differences across conditions
on this dimension. Finally, we coded for language indicating
promotion or prevention focus. We used a value of 1 when
messages related to growth, advancement, and accomplishment,
and striving toward wishes and aspirations (for promotion). We
used a value of 0 when the messages related to missing opportu-
nities and meeting their responsibilities and duties (for prevention).
When messages did not include either, we left the cell in the data
blank.

We found no differences across conditions on the first and second
dimension (p � .20 and p � .51, respectively). As for the third
dimension, we found differences across conditions, 	2(461) � 6.38,
p � .041: A higher percentage of participants used promotion lan-
guage in the promotion condition (73% of them) as compared to the
prevention condition or the control condition (67.7% and 59.5%,
respectively).

Discussion

The results of Studies 3A and 3B provide further support for the
independent effects of promotion and prevention focus on feelings
of impurity and instrumental networking, by showing differences
as compared to a control condition.

Study 4

In Study 4, a field setting, we explored the implications of
networking-related promotion and prevention regulatory focus for
the frequency of instrumental professional networking by profes-
sionals and the feelings of impurity they associate with it. To that
end, we surveyed lawyers employed at a large North American law
firm. Business lawyers work either as counsel when hired by client
or as experts on a client’s file when asked by a colleague. In either
case, acquiring the work requires having relationships with col-
leagues and clients. Thus, law professionals at both junior and
senior levels can benefit from and care deeply about instrumental
networking, making this a particularly appropriate empirical con-
text.

Method

Sample and procedure. When we conducted our study, 425
lawyers were employed at the law firm where we collected survey
data. Hierarchically, the law firm was structured according to
levels of legal experience, as is common for the industry: junior
associate, midlevel associate, senior associate, junior partner (i.e.,
nonequity partner), and senior partner (i.e., equity partner). The
firm had five offices across North America and 13 law practices.

3 Similar to Studies 1 and 3A, feeling of impurity varied by condition,
independent of whether moral impurity was measured with four items:
dirty, tainted, inauthentic, and ashamed, � � .87; F(2, 570) � 19.54, p �
.001, �p

2 � .064, or the three regulatory-focus neutral items: wrong,
unnatural and impure, � � .85; F(2, 570) � 19.34, p � .001, �p

2 � .064.
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The lawyers employed at the firm served business clients working
across practices and locations, as the needs of the clients required.
We sent to all the lawyers employed at the firm an invitation to
complete a survey about their approach to professional network-
ing. In the invitation, we made clear that participation in the survey
was voluntary, and withdrawal from the study was available at any
time with no penalty. We also reassured participants that all their
responses would be entirely confidential, such that the firm’s
management would never get access to any individual responses,
and would only receive aggregated findings with the goal of aiding
the firm in supporting its lawyers’ development and effectiveness
as legal professionals. For their efforts, we offered to participants
a confidential and personalized report on how their own profes-
sional networking compared to that of their peers at the firm.

In total, 164 lawyers completed the survey in its entirety, for a
39% response rate. We compared participants to nonparticipant s,
and we found no statistically significant differences between the
two groups regarding office location, legal specialty, sex, or formal
rank.

Dependent and independent variables.
Job performance. We assess performance by using yearly

revenue generated by a lawyer, which is the standard metric for
evaluating performance in law firms. Firm management shared
with us the revenue data they had collected and on record for each
of the lawyers working there. We corrected for skewness in rev-
enue distribution using the lnskew0 function in STATA (STATA
13).

Frequency of instrumental professional networking. In the
survey, we defined professional networking as “the purposeful
building and nurturing of relationships to create a system of
information and support for professional and career success” (as in
Casciaro et al., 2014). We then asked respondents, “How often do
you engage in professional networking?” The respondents indi-
cated their answers using one of the following options on a 5-point
scale: not at all, rarely, sometimes, frequently, and a great deal.

Feelings of moral impurity from networking. We measured
the experience of impurity from instrumental professional net-
working by using the average and logged (to correct for skewness)
response to three survey items on the 5-point scale (adapted from
Casciaro et al., 2014), each starting with the sentence, “When I
engage in professional networking, I usually feel. . .” followed by
the following adjectives: dirty, inauthentic, and ashamed (� �
.78). To reduce demand effects, the list interspersed these adjec-
tives with markers of various emotions (Feldman Barrett & Rus-
sell, 1998), such as happy, excited, stressed, and satisfied.

Trait promotion and prevention regulatory focus. As in
Study 1, we measured chronic regulatory focus with the Composite
Regulatory Focus Scale (Haws et al., 2010).

Networking-specific trait promotion and prevention focus.
To measure the extent to which instrumental networking resulted
from a promotion or a prevention focus, we developed eight survey
items intended to capture a concern with growth, advancement,
and aspirations of promotion focus on the one hand, and a concern
with meeting one’s duties and the threat of lost opportunity of
prevention focus on the other hand. These items were adapted from
the Composite Regulatory Focus Scale (Haws et al., 2010) to fit
the domain of instrumental networking. We thus measured pro-
motion focus with the average response to four survey items (each
assessed on a 5-point scale): “I am excited about the opportunities

that networking can open up for me,” “Networking allows me to
achieve my professional aspirations,” “I engage in professional
networking because I want to be successful,” and “I engage in
professional networking because connections help me do well”
(� � .81). The four items measuring prevention focus were “Net-
working is a necessary part of my job that I just have to do,” “It is
my professional duty and responsibility to network,” “I engage in
professional networking because I am concerned that I’ll miss
opportunities if I don’t,” and “I engage in professional networking
because I don’t want to fall behind in my profession” (� � .69).

Control variables.
Law practice and office location. To control for the law

practice a lawyer belonged to, we used indicator variables for each
of the 13 departments of the firm (insolvency and restructuring,
corporate law, intellectual property, etc.). Likewise, we used indi-
cator variables to control for each of the firm’s five offices in
which each lawyer was located. None of these dummy variables
affected the study’s findings, and therefore we excluded them from
the analyses reported below because their inclusion reduced the
models’ goodness of fit.

Extraversion. In light of research documenting a positive as-
sociation between extraversion and networking frequency (Cas-
ciaro et al., 2014; Wanberg et al., 2000), as well as a negative
association between extraversion and feelings of dirtiness experi-
enced from engaging in instrumental networking (Casciaro et al.,
2014), we controlled for a lawyer’s extraversion, measured with
the two extraversion items of the Big Five Inventory (Rammstedt
& John, 2007).

Power. Previous research has also documented the effects of
power on feelings of dirtiness that result from instrumental net-
working (Casciaro et al., 2014). To account for these effects, we
operationalized power in terms of a lawyer’s formal rank (senior-
ity), which defines power differentials clearly in law firms (Nel-
son, 2004). This variable ranged from senior partner at the top of
the hierarchy (denoted with a numerical value equal to 5), followed
by junior partner (4), senior associate (3), midlevel associate (2),
and junior associate at the bottom of the hierarchy (1).

Modeling approach. To test simultaneously the paths that our
predictions entail, and also control for all relevant covariates, we
estimated direct and indirect effects using the corresponding struc-
tural equation model (Kline, 2011) of a path analysis (Wright,
1934). This approach allows us to simultaneously account for
effects of promotion focus and prevention focus, so that we can
examine the unique effects of each orientation.

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients for all vari-
ables are in Table 2, while the results of the path analysis are in
Table 3. The estimated models use two measures of promotion and
prevention focus: general trait regulatory foci (right-hand side of
Table 3) and networking-specific trait regulatory foci (left-hand
side of Table 3). The path analysis provides estimate for both
direct effects and indirect effects. Directs effects occur when a
predictor affects a dependent variable directly. Indirect effects
occur when the effect of a predictor on dependent variable is
mediated by another variable. Our theory predicted four direct
effects in the path analysis: (a) a positive effect of prevention focus
on moral impurity from instrumental networking, (b) a negative
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effect of promotion focus on moral impurity from instrumental
networking, (c) a negative effect of moral impurity on the fre-
quency of instrumental networking, and (d) a positive effect of
networking frequency on job performance.

When measuring regulatory focus as generalized trait promotion
and prevention focus (right-hand side of Table 3), all predictions
were supported. Namely, networking frequency had a positive and
statistically significant direct effect on job performance (
 � .550;
p � .01). In turn, moral impurity had a negative direct effect on
networking frequency (
 � �.364; p � .001). Generalized pro-
motion focus had the predicted negative effect on moral impurity
(
 � �.282; p � .01), and generalized prevention focus had the
predicted positive effect on moral impurity (
 � .294; p � .001).

When measuring regulatory focus as networking-specific trait
promotion and prevention focus (left-hand side of Table 3), all
predictions were supported, except the positive effect of preven-
tion focus on moral impurity. Namely, in addition to the predicted
direct effects of networking frequency on job performance and of
moral impurity on networking frequency, promotion focus had the
predicted negative effect on moral impurity (
 � �.250; p � .05),
while the negative effect of prevention focus on moral impurity
was not statistically significant, contrary to our prediction.

Thus, our predictions were strongly supported when regula-
tory foci were measured as a general trait, indicating that people
with a promotion focus experience lessened feelings of impurity
from instrumental professional networking, while those with a
prevention focus tend to feel more morally impure when net-
working instrumentally. When regulatory foci were measured
as networking-specific promotion and prevention focus, how-
ever, these predictions were supported only for promotion fo-
cus, which was negatively associated with moral impurity.
Figure 3 summarizes how the findings from Study 4 supported
our theoretical model.

In addition to the direct effects we predicted, the path analysis
revealed effects of interest, both direct and indirect. Seniority (our
operationalization of power in the context of law firms) had
positive direct and indirect effects on networking frequency, and
negative effects on moral impurity, replicating the findings of
Casciaro et al. (2014). Likewise, positive direct and indirect effects
of extraversion on networking frequency, and its indirect effect on
job performance mediated by networking frequency is consistent
with previous work (Casciaro et al., 2014). More relevant to our

theory, promotion focus and prevention focus also had significant
indirect effects on network frequency, mediated by moral impu-
rity, consistent with the theoretical model we advanced (see Table
3).

Discussion

Taken together, the findings of Study 4 show that the effects of
trait promotion and prevention focus on moral impurity and in-
strumental professional networking generalize to professionals in
field settings. People who are motivated to pursue ideals, growth,
and aspirations feel more authentic and morally pure when net-
working than do people who are motivated by the fulfilment of
duties and obligations. These feelings of moral impurity in turn
relate to how frequently professionals engage in networking, with
consequences for their job performance. The results of Study 4
also indicate that domain-specific regulatory foci are not as
strongly predictive of either moral purity from instrumental net-
working or of the frequency with which people network profes-
sionally. While we did find evidence that networking-specific
promotion focus reduces moral impurity and networking fre-
quency, we did not find such evidence for a networking-specific
prevention focus.

Study 5

Method

Although in Study 4, networking-specific trait measures of
regulatory focus exhibited weaker effects on moral purity and
networking frequency than did general trait regulatory focus, we
wished to explore the possibility that such domain-specific mo-
tives might be amenable to manipulation in the field. In organiza-
tions, domain-specific situational cues can be particularly impor-
tant in evoking either promotion or prevention focus, as employees
look for and pay attention to information about what behaviors are
expected of them and their consequences (James, James, & Ashe,
1990; Scott & Bruce, 1994). For instance, situational cues that
highlight potential gains and attainment of ideals are likely to
trigger a promotion mindset. Instead, those that highlight potential
losses and fulfillment of obligations are likely trigger a prevention
mindset (Higgins, 1997, 1998).

Table 2
Study 4 Mean, Standard Deviations, and Correlation of Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Job performance 1,603,193 3,063,196
2. Job performance (log) 10.568 3.886 .667
3. Networking frequency 3.579 0.904 .362 .458
4. Moral impurity 1.562 0.633 �.176 �.208 �.431
5. Moral impurity (log) �0.664 0.847 �.173 �.231 �.494 .893
6. Extraversion 3.102 1.491 .541 .860 .401 �.147 �.188
7. Seniority 3.549 0.923 �.032 �.036 .342 �.418 �.463 �.089
8. Chronic prevention focus 3.322 0.825 �.217 �.218 �.236 .330 .308 �.171 �.263
9. Chronic promotion focus 3.533 0.741 �.081 �.039 .199 �.164 �.170 �.065 .231 .396

10. Networking prevention focus 3.624 0.810 �.109 �.023 .266 .028 �.013 .046 �.051 .158 .173
11. Networking promotion focus 3.935 0.723 .007 .037 .545 �.302 �.333 .035 .459 �.058 .310 .496

Note. Correlation coefficients �.14 are significant at p � .05.
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no differences between the two conditions, even though partici-
pants were randomly assigned to the intervention conditions and
had not yet started receiving their text messages, we checked and
found there was no condition effect on responses rate (p � .10).
We also checked the baseline frequency of networking, network-
ing promotion (� � .90) and prevention (� � .79) focus, and Big
5 personality traits and found no significant differences on any of
the measured variables between two conditions (ps � .10). Thus,
as expected, preintervention, there were no significant differences
between the two groups. All participants (n � 444) who consented
to participate in our study received text messages once a week on
Mondays at 9 a.m. for 6 weeks.

In the promotion-focus group, participants received a text that
read,

We are interested in how people create and nurture relationships at
work. Many people focus on the opportunities that networking can
open up for them. They also consider how networking can help them
achieve their professional aspirations. Please set aside a few minutes
to identify how you will approach your next opportunity to network
with these potential benefits in mind.

In the prevention-focus group, participants read,

We are interested in how people create and nurture relationships at
work. Many people consider networking a necessary part of their job
that they just have to do, a professional obligation. They also focus on
opportunities they will miss if they do not network. Please set aside a
few minutes to identify how you will approach your next opportunity
to network with these potential costs in mind.

At the conclusion of the 6 weeks, we asked all 444 participants
who received the weekly text messages (whether they completed
the initial survey or not) to fill out a final survey, which contained
our dependent variables. A total of 183 participants responded to
this final survey (41% response rate), and 116 participants com-
pleted both surveys. There were no significant differences between
conditions (promotion vs. prevention) on whether participants
returned to complete the last survey (p � .10). This confirms that
our manipulation had no effect on participants’ likelihood of
returning to the final survey. In addition, among those who pro-
vided responses to the initial survey, there was no significant
difference on baseline networking or Big 5 personality traits be-
tween those who responded to the final survey or not (ps � .10).

In the final survey, we asked participants to first report their
frequency of professional networking over the last month on a
5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (a great deal). Next,
they were asked to identify how many new people they added to
their professional network over the last month (new connections)
and how many existing professional relationships they nurtured or
rekindled over the last month (nurturing). Afterward, they reported
their feelings about the professional networking they engaged in
over the last month using 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree) scales, beginning with the stem, “When I engaged in
professional networking over the last month, I usually felt . . . ”

Moral impurity. We assessed moral impurity with four items
(dirty, tainted, inauthentic, and ashamed; � � .80) from Casciaro
et al. (2014).

Affect. To minimize demand effects, we also included posi-
tive and negative affect adjectives. Positive affect was measured
with five items (enthusiastic, satisfied, happy, relaxed, excited;

� � .88) and negative with three items (stressed, tired, and bored;
� � .81).

Results

Moral impurity. Consistent with our predictions, participants
who received the promotion-focus intervention reported feeling
less morally impure (M � 1.71, SD � 0.76) than those who
received the prevention-focus intervention (M � 2.06, SD � 0.91),
t(181) � 2.84, p � .005.

Positive and negative affect. Participants’ positive and neg-
ative affect did not differ depending on whether they were in a
promotion focus or a prevention focus, t(181) � �.98, p � .33 and
t(181) � .98, p � .33, respectively.

Networking frequency. Consistent with our hypothesis, par-
ticipants in a promotion focus reported engaging in networking
more frequently over the last month (M � 3.39, SD � 1.16) as
compared to those in a prevention focus (M � 2.78, SD � 1.05),
t(181) � �3.71, p � .001. Given that we have data on some of our
participants’ baseline networking frequency, we also ran analyses
controlling for the frequency of networking before the start of the
study and found a significant effect of regulatory focus manipu-
lation on network frequency on this more restricted sample, F(1,
113) � 9.33, p � .003, �p

2 � .076.
New connections. When asked how many new connections

they added to their professional network over the last month, 14
participants did not respond. Examining the responses from the re-
maining 169 respondents, we found a significant effect of regulatory
focus manipulation on creating new connections (Mpromotion � 7.80,
SD � 8.05 vs. Mprevention � 5.52, SD � 5.05), t(167) � �2.21, p �
.030.

Nurturing existing ties. Eight participants did not respond to
this question. Examining the responses from the remaining 175
respondents, we found a significant effect of regulatory focus
manipulation on nurturing existing ties (Mpromotion � 8.01, SD �
7.01 vs. Mprevention � 4.64, SD � 4.21), t(173) � �3.90, p � .001.

Mediation. We tested for moral impurity as the mediator of
the relationship between our regulatory focus manipulation and
networking frequency over the last month. Using bootstrapping
with 10,000 iterations, we estimated the direct and indirect effects
of regulatory focus condition through moral impurity on our de-
pendent variable, networking frequency. The 95% bias-corrected
CI for the size of the indirect effect (0.20, SE � .07) excluded zero
(95% CI [0.071, 0.368]), suggesting that feelings of moral impu-
rity mediated the link between promotion focus (vs. prevention
focus) and higher network frequency.

We also ran the mediation analysis with number of new con-
nections as a dependent variable. The 95% bias-corrected CI for
the size of the indirect effect (0.65, SE � .33) excluded zero (95%
CI [0.134, 1.410]). The mediation analysis with nurturing existing
ties yielded similar findings and the 95% bias-corrected CI for the
size of the indirect effect (0.99, SE � .34) excluded zero (95% CI
[0.404, 1.746]). In sum, the three analyses suggest that feelings of
moral impurity mediated the link between promotion focus (vs.
prevention focus) and higher networking (frequency as well nur-
turing existing tiles and creating new ones).
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Discussion

Together, the results of Study 5 provide further evidence that
regulatory focus influences how people react to instrumental pro-
fessional networking. As compared to participants encouraged to
take a prevention focus, participants encouraged to take a promo-
tion focus felt less inauthentic and morally impure, and engaged in
networking more often.

General Discussion

Despite the well-demonstrated and well-known benefits that
creating and maintaining professional connections can have on the
diversity and size of one’s network, people often shy away from
engaging in instrumental networking to pursue professional goals.
This is because they feel inauthentic, impure, and even dirty
(Casciaro et al., 2014) when attempting to create and maintain
relationships with other people with the clear purpose of finding or
strengthening support for their professional goals and work tasks.
Such feelings, unfortunately, are often detrimental to their devel-
opment and job performance because they do not allow people to
access valuable information, resources, and opportunities that are
important to their careers. In the current research, we proposed that
the motives people have when engaging in networking can impact
these feelings by affecting their moral experience of networking,
and lead them to network with different frequency.

Using two laboratory studies, two online studies, one field
experiment with working professionals, and field data from law-
yers from a large North American business law firm, we examined
how self-regulatory focus, in the form of promotion and preven-
tion, affects people’s experiences and outcomes when networking.
Consistent with our propositions, we find that a promotion regu-
latory focus, as compared to a prevention focus or a control
condition, is beneficial to instrumental professional networking.
People who are motivated to network professionally for the
growth, advancement, and accomplishments they can achieve
through their connections network more frequently and experience
decreased feelings of moral impurity. In contrast, networking with
the prevention focus of meeting one’s professional responsibilities
reduces the frequency of instrumental networking because it wors-
ens the feelings of impurity people experience from it.

Theoretical Implications

Our research contributes to the literature on networking, regu-
latory focus, and morality in various ways. First, building on the
work of Casciaro et al. (2014), the current article contributes to the
network literature by focusing on the primary motives people have
when approaching networking. Despite its many insights, existing
work on networks has focused primarily on their structural prop-
erties and paid less attention to the important role of individual
psychology in network dynamics. Although certain basic psycho-
logical phenomena—such as affect, cognition, and personality—
have been integrated to varying degrees with the network perspec-
tive on organizations, psychological theory on motivation is still
largely absent from network research (Casciaro et al., 2015). Our
work complements this body of research by suggesting and pro-
viding evidence that people’s psychological experience when net-
working has powerful effects on their likelihood of engaging in

instrumental networking and that interventions that specifically
change the motives people have when approaching networking can
potently impact their psychological experience and subsequent behav-
iors. A psychological account of motivation in networking behavior
can inform network theories of human agency by examining people’s
motivational approach to goals and by conceptualizing agency itself
as a variable that can be measured or manipulated.

Second, our work contributes to research on regulatory focus by
extending it to a new context—professional networking—and in-
troducing a domain-specific form of promotion and prevention
focus to complement trait and state forms of regulatory foci
typically studied in the literature. By doing so, we echo and
strengthen new developments in research on regulatory focus
(Browman et al., 2017). RFT (Higgins, 1997) concerns how people
pursue goals. In a promotion focus, people’s goals are represented
as hopes and aspirations; in a prevention focus, they are repre-
sented as duties and obligations. Given its wide applicability and
the importance of goal pursuit in organizations, several scholars
have explored the role of regulatory focus in work settings (e.g.,
Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Wallace et al., 2009) and found that
promotion and prevention foci are uniquely associated with a
variety of work behaviors (De Cremer et al., 2009; Neubert et al.,
2008; Wallace et al., 2009). Our research advances this body of
work by examining how regulatory focus affects the way people
experience networking and how often they engage in it, with
important consequences for performance. We also demonstrate
that manipulations of state promotion and prevention foci specific
to the domain of networking are sufficient to change the network-
ing behavior of professionals in the field. Manipulating the gen-
eralized regulatory foci typically studied in the literature may
therefore not be necessary to affect specific behaviors at work. By
showing that people’s psychological reactions to networking vary
depending on their promotion versus prevention focus, our work
opens up new investigations of primary human motives, network-
ing, and the structure of networks.

Finally, our work also contributes to research on morality and
behavioral ethics—research that has received increased attention
in the last decade from both psychology and management scholars.
Prior work has shown that authenticity is experienced as a moral
state (Gino et al., 2015) and that instrumental networking leads
people to feel dirty and impure (Casciaro et al., 2014). Here, we
proposed and found that regulatory focus profoundly affects such
feelings, as the motives people have to engage in instrumental
networking give them room to justify (or discourage) approaching
others to accomplish their professional goals. In so doing, we built
on Cornwell and Higgins’ (2015) view of both promotion and
prevention regulatory foci as ethical systems of ideals concerned
with attaining virtues (promotion) and of oughts concerned with
maintaining obligations (prevention). By connecting ought and
ideal selves to the moral philosophy of authenticity and moral
purity, we identified an important motivational factor that can
change the perceived morality of instrumental professional net-
working and be directly triggered or manipulated.

Our research both assessed regulatory focus as an individual
difference and manipulated it with simple interventions in lab and,
importantly, in the field. Short writing tasks that focused partici-
pants’ attention on their hopes and aspirations or on their duties
and obligations influenced the primary motivations they used
when approaching instrumental networking. In addition, short text
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messages that reinforced promotion versus prevention foci af-
fected real networking behaviors. The effectiveness of regulatory
focus manipulations narrowly directed at networking behavior
shows that interventions to change people’s motivational orienta-
tions need not generalize to all domains of their lives, but rather
can effectively target a specific domain of action. Our manipula-
tions and, in particular, our simple intervention study provide
insights into how organizations or managers could similarly focus
organizational members’ attention on specific aspects of network-
ing, thus influencing their willingness to engage in it and fre-
quency of doing so. Simply helping people focus on specific
motives before approaching networking could prove to be an
effective means of making networking morally palatable and in-
fluence their development and job performance for the better.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Our findings, as well as the limitations of our studies, point to
several potential areas of future inquiry. First, our research focused
heavily on individuals’ psychological states and their reported
frequency of networking rather than on objective measures of
networking. It is important to examine more objective variables,
such as frequency of networking—an outcome we considered in two
of our studies—and to measure them in more objective ways. More
importantly, potential differences in the psychological and behavioral
patterns people display while networking deserve further inquiry. It is
possible that promotion-focused or prevention-focused individuals
use different emotional and nonemotional expressions consciously or
unconsciously. For example, during a networking event, promotion-
focused individuals might display more positive emotions and ap-
proach their targets with a firm handshake. Additionally, while our
studies focused on the person networking, it would be fascinating to
examine whether others can recognize the motivation behind individ-
uals’ instrumental networking.

In our studies, we both measured and manipulated self-
regulatory focus. Future research could extend our work by inves-
tigating framing effects. An individual’s regulatory focus can be
shaped by her environment (e.g., the school she attends, the
organization she works in), such that certain environments make
one regulatory focus predominant over the other. Future work
could examine the active role organizations can play in inducing a
promotion focus, because companies can shape members’ regula-
tory focus through their cultures, policies, and incentive schemes.
Additionally, in our studies we examined the general self-
regulatory focus and networking-specific regulatory focus (mea-
sured or manipulated) at one time. It is likely that individuals’ past
experiences with networking influence the extent to which they
adopt a promotion or prevention focus toward networking. For
example, negative past experiences could lead people to view
networking with dread and thus approach networking with a pre-
vention focus.

Future studies could examine the role of felt authenticity and
selfishness in various types of networking. Casciaro and col-
leagues (2014) argued that networking behaviors create negative
self-attributions when the actions are difficult to justify to oneself.
People perceive instrumental professional networking specifically
as less justifiable to themselves and as morally tainted because it
has a selfish intent, as the person initiating the relationship is
pursuing certain benefits. Regulatory focus can influence how

people experience networking, because regulatory focus influences
creativity (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Friedman & Förster, 2001), an
important factor when individuals are justifying their actions,
particularly those that may be morally problematic (Gino & Ariely,
2012). Future research examining how regulatory focus influences
one’s ability to justify selfish intentions during instrumental net-
working (through the greater creativity that regulatory focus trig-
gers) would further our understanding of the impact of people’s
motives on their psychological state and actions when networking.

We note that these insights on the complex interrelationships
between selfishness, authenticity, moral purity and regulatory fo-
cus could well apply to behaviors beyond instrumental networking.
Any form of instrumental relational behavior—be it advice seeking
and giving, leadership, social influence, or intergroup relations—
undertaken with selfish or altruistic motives, and invoking either
promotion or prevention motivational orientations, may have signif-
icant consequences for an individual’s morality, which may in turn
affect the likelihood of engaging in such behavior. Further work is
needed to further understand the interplay motivation, and the moral
psychology of instrumental behavior and its outcomes.

Future research could also examine whether promotion and
prevention focus lead people to use different strategies when
networking, and approach new professional connections with a
different mindset. For instance, it is possible that people with a
promotion focus create or nurture professional relationships to
learn something new, more so than people with a prevention focus,
and this attention to the potential for learning may contribute to
their lower feelings of moral impurity as the connection feels less
instrumental.

Finally, in our studies, we tested our predications with different
samples, such as Americans recruited through online platforms
(Mturk) and panels, as well as U.S. college students and lawyers in
a professional services firm. Additionally, we assessed the cultural
generalizability of our main prediction with a sample from Italy.
Nonetheless, it is possible that some non-Western cultures differ in
their views of instrumental networking and as such our effects
might not hold in such cultures. Future research could further
examine the cultural generalizability of the current findings.

Conclusion

Why is it that many people do not take on opportunities to
network or do so with dread, even when networking would benefit
them professionally? How could they be encouraged to do so, and
with enthusiasm? Our research addresses both of these questions.
Building on recent work showing that engaging in professional
instrumental networking makes people feel morally impure and
physically dirty, we explored how the motives people have when
engaging in networking can reduce these feelings and lead people
to network more often, with potentially beneficial effects on their
performance. By adopting a promotion focus rather than a preven-
tion one, individuals can orient their motivation to network toward
the growth, advancement, and accomplishment they can receive
from it and thus network more frequently and experience greater
authenticity and moral purity. That is, a promotion focus can help
people wash away their dirty feelings and draw their attention to
the aspirations they can pursue by creating new professional ties or
strengthening existing ones.
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between feeling inauthentic and feeling immoral and 
impure. We suggest that inauthenticity poses a challenge to 
a person’s sense of self. Authenticity involves both owning 
one’s personal experiences (thoughts, emotions, needs, 
and wants) and acting in accordance with those experi-
ences. A commitment to one’s identity and values (Erickson, 
1995) is important for effective self-regulation. When this 
commitment is violated, people feel inauthentic.

Though being untrue to oneself is psychologically 
costly, by definition it does not constitute immoral behav-
ior. Yet, we argue, people do experience inauthenticity as 
immoral, feeling that it taints their moral self-concept. 
Our arguments build on the writings of the numerous 
philosophers—such as Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, Rand, 
and Sartre—who have discussed authenticity in relation 
to morality. For instance, Nietzsche and Sartre believed 
that individuals need to create their own moral code and 
act in ways consistent with that code (i.e., they should act 
authentically).

By contrast, morality is commonly defined in social 
and interpersonal terms (Haidt & Kesebir, 2010). For 
example, Turiel (1983) defined morality as “prescriptive 
judgments of justice, rights, and welfare pertaining to 
how people ought to relate to each other” (p. 3). 
Philosophers and psychologists alike have treated being 
untrue to oneself (inauthenticity) differently from being 
untrue to others (dishonesty), and have suggested that 
society tolerates or promotes inauthenticity but univer-
sally prohibits dishonesty (Harter et al., 1996).

We, however, suggest that inauthenticity and dishon-
esty share a similar root: They are both a violation of 
being true, whether to others or oneself. As a result, they 
elicit similar psychological and behavioral responses. For 
instance, expressing excitement for an activity or person 

one does not like or trying to fit in with a group that does 
not share one’s values is not defined as immoral behavior 
per se, but we argue that individuals experience those 
behaviors as immoral. Feeling as if one is an imposter to 
oneself produces moral distress and feelings of being 
morally tainted and impure that are similar to those that 
accompany dishonesty.

Previous studies have shown that moral threats acti-
vate the need to cleanse oneself (Lee & Schwarz, 2010a; 
Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006). Similarly, the sacred-value-
protection model (see Tetlock, Kristel, Elson, Green, & 
Lerner, 2000) suggests that when people violate their 
own values, they engage in symbolic or literal moral 
cleansing to purify their contaminated conscience and 
reaffirm their core values. Building on this research, we 
suggest that experiencing inauthenticity results in lower 
moral self-regard and feelings of impurity, which trigger 
a desire for physical cleansing and acting prosocially to 
compensate for violating the true self (Fig. 1). We also 
argue that cleansing breaks the link between inauthentic-
ity and prosocial compensation.

Our hypotheses differ from cognitive dissonance the-
ory and its variants in two ways. First, building on the 
sacred-value-protection model, we suggest that the mere 
contemplation of acting inauthentically is sufficient to 
produce feelings of moral contamination. It is the inau-
thenticity and impurity experienced in these situations, 
and not the inconsistency itself, that lead to the desire to 
cleanse and morally compensate. Second, dissonance 
processes are often triggered not by mere inconsistency 
but rather by aversive consequences (Cooper & Fazio, 
1984); what provokes dissonance is the knowledge that 
one’s actions have produced material consequences that 
violate one’s attitudes.

Inauthenticity
(vs. Authenticity)

Feeling Impure

Lower Moral
Self-Regard

Psychological 
Discomfort 

(Dissonance) 

Desire to
Cleanse Oneself

Prosocial
Behavior

Threatened Moral
Self-Concept

+

+ + +

Fig. 1. Theoretical model for the link between inauthenticity and moral cleansing. Inauthenticity leads to two main conse-
quences of a threatened moral self-concept—feelings of impurity and lower self-regard—as well as dissonance. However, 
only a threatened moral self-concept explains the link between experiencing inauthenticity and a heightened desire to 
cleanse oneself and behave prosocially.
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Finally, the research we report here is related to the 
work by Lee and Schwarz (2010b) showing that the phys-
ical act of washing reduces cognitive dissonance by cre-
ating a clean slate. However, their research did not 
examine whether experiencing dissonance increases the 
desire for physical cleansing, whereas we theorized 
about and empirically tested the link between inauthen-
ticity and cleansing. Specifically, we directly examined 
the need for cleansing as a result of feeling morally 
tainted by experiencing inauthenticity.

Overview of the Present Research

We tested our predictions in five studies in which people 
recalled and wrote about a time when they felt authentic or 
inauthentic. We measured whether inauthenticity influenced 
people’s moral self-regard and feelings of impurity 
(Experiments 1 and 3) and their desire to cleanse them-
selves (Experiments 2, 4, and 5). We also linked inauthentic-
ity to prosocial behavior in the form of helping (Experiment 
3) and donating money (Experiment 5). To establish dis-
criminant validity, we compared the effects of inauthenticity 
with the effects of recalling a morally irrelevant, negative 
experience (i.e., failing a test) in Experiment 3 and with the 
effects of cognitive dissonance in Experiment 4.

Experiment 1: The Impurity of 
Inauthenticity

Experiment 1 examined whether inauthenticity produces 
feelings of immorality and impurity, independently of 
whether it involves being untrue to others or untrue only 
to oneself.

Method

Participants and design. Two hundred sixty-nine 
individuals (mean age = 30.73 years, SD = 8.07; 143 male) 
from Amazon Mechanical Turk participated in this study 
for $1. We calculated our target sample size using an 
estimated effect size, f, of 0.2, which would require a 
sample size of approximately 270 participants for the 
study to be powered at 90%.1 We randomly assigned par-
ticipants to a 2 (type of behavior: authentic vs. inauthen-
tic) × 2 (type of event: general vs. unrelated to lying) 
between-subjects design. Two participants did not write 
an essay and were excluded from the analyses, according 
to a decision made prior to conducting the study.

Procedure. Participants first read initial instructions 
welcoming them to the study and answered an attention 
check. Those who failed the attention check were auto-
matically informed that, on the basis of their answers, 
they did not qualify for the study. Thus, their data were 

not recorded. Participants were then asked to recall an 
event and write about it for 5 to 10 min. In the authentic-
behavior, general-event condition, the instructions read 
as follows (word changes in the inauthentic-behavior, 
general-event condition are shown in brackets):

Please recall a time in your personal or professional 
life when you behaved in a way that made you feel 
true [untrue] to yourself, that made you feel 
authentic [inauthentic]. It should just be a situation 
in which you felt authentic [inauthentic] with your 
core self. Please describe the details about this 
situation that made you feel authentic [inauthentic]. 
What was it like to be in this situation? What 
thoughts and feelings did you experience?

In the authentic-behavior, event-unrelated-to-lying 
condition, the instructions read as follows (word changes 
in the inauthentic-behavior, event-unrelated-to-lying con-
dition are shown in brackets; boldface is used here for 
emphasis but was not used in the original instructions):

Please recall a time in your personal or professional 
life when you behaved in a way that made you feel 
true [untrue] to yourself, that made you feel 
authentic [inauthentic]. It is important that you 
choose a situation that is unrelated to telling 
the truth to others [unrelated to lying or 
deceiving others]. It should just be a situation in 
which you felt authentic [inauthentic] with your 
core self. Please describe the details about this 
situation that made you feel authentic [inauthentic]. 
What was it like to be in this situation? What 
thoughts and feelings did you experience?

Next, participants completed measures assessing their 
moral self-regard and feelings of impurity. The order in 
which these two sets of questions were presented was 
randomly determined for each participant. Participants 
then completed manipulation checks and reported their 
age and gender.

Moral self-regard. Participants indicated the extent to 
which the event they described made them feel moral, 
generous, cooperative, helpful, loyal to others, depend-
able, trustworthy, reliable, caring, and respectful (  = 
.965; adapted from Walker & Hennig, 2004). Responses 
were on a 7-point scale (ranging from 1, not at all, to 7, 
to a great extent).

Feelings of impurity. Using the same 7-point scale, 
participants indicated the extent to which the event they 
described made them feel impure, dirty, and tainted 
(  = .94).
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Manipulation check: self-alienation. As a manipu-
lation check, we measured feelings of self-alienation 
with four items (e.g., “After experiencing the situation 
I described I felt out of touch with the ‘real me,’” “After 
experiencing the situation I described I felt as if I did not 
know myself very well”;  = .88) that have been used 
in prior work to measure inauthenticity (Gino, Norton, 
& Ariely, 2010). We asked participants to indicate their 
agreement with each of the four items using a 7-point 
scale (from 1, strongly disagree, to 7, strongly agree).

Manipulation check: content of the essay. As an addi-
tional manipulation check, we asked participants to think 
back to the initial writing task and indicate whether they 
had written about an event that made them feel authen-
tic, inauthentic, or neutral.

Results

Coding of the essays. Two coders, who were blind to 
conditions and hypotheses, categorized the situations 
participants described in their essays. The two coders 
agreed on the categorization 94% of the time, and dis-
agreements were resolved with a third coder. As Table 1 
shows, about 90% of the essays described situations 
unrelated to ethics. Most were situations in which people 
expressed emotions, attitudes, or opinions that did not 
match their internal state or attempted to fit in by con-
forming to social norms or peer attitudes.

Manipulation check: content of the essay. All par-
ticipants correctly answered the manipulation-check 
question asking them to indicate how the event they 
wrote about had made them feel.

Manipulation check: self-alienation. A 2 (type of 
behavior: authentic vs. inauthentic) × 2 (type of event: 
general vs. unrelated to lying) between-subjects analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) using self-alienation as the depen-
dent measure revealed only a main effect of type of 
behavior. Participants in the inauthentic-behavior condi-
tion reported greater self-alienation (M = 4.04, SD = 1.37, 
95% confidence interval, CI = [3.82, 4.26]) compared with 
participants in the authentic-behavior condition (M = 
1.90, SD = 1.19, 95% CI = [1.70, 2.12]), F(1, 263) = 186.16, 
p < .001, p

2 = .41.

Impurity and moral self-regard. Similar 2 × 2  
ANOVAs using impurity and moral self-regard as depen-
dent measures also revealed only a significant main effect 
of type of behavior. Participants in the inauthentic-behav-
ior condition reported greater feelings of impurity (M = 
3.56, SD = 1.86, 95% CI = [3.30, 3.85]) and lower moral 
self-regard (M = 2.90, SD = 1.50, 95% CI = [2.61, 3.16]) 
than did participants in the authentic-behavior condition 
(impurity: M = 1.51, SD = 1.29, 95% CI = [1.25, 1.78]; moral  
self-regard: M = 4.99, SD = 1.68, 95% CI = [4.72, 5.26]), F(1, 
263) = 111.06, p < .001, p

2 = .30, and F(1, 263) = 115.25, 
p < .001, p

2 = .31, respectively.

Table 1. Distribution of Event Descriptions in Experiment 1 by Content Category

Category

Event unrelated 
to lying or 

telling the truth
General 
event

Average across 
event types

Inauthentic-behavior condition
1. Expressing emotions, attitudes, or opinions that do not match one’s internal state 39.1% 46.7% 42.9%
2.  Attempting to fit in by conforming to norms or shared attitudes and behaviors, or 

in the face of social pressure
53.6% 30.0% 41.8%

3. Lying to obtain a material self-interested advantage 0.0% 13.3% 6.7%
4. Theft, stealing 0.0% 5.0% 2.5%
5. Cheating in a relationship 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
6. Not being able to create something for oneself 0.0% 1.7% 0.8%
7. Generala 7.2% 3.3% 5.3%

Authentic-behavior condition
1. Expressing emotions, attitudes, or opinions that match one’s internal state 35.8% 31.0% 33.4%
2.  Not conforming to norms or shared attitudes and behaviors in the face of social 

pressure
32.8% 36.6% 34.7%

3. Avoiding lying to obtain a material self-interested advantage 0.0% 1.4% 0.7%
4. Helping (e.g., giving somebody assurance, advice, or support) 17.9% 21.1% 19.5%
5. Being honest in a relationship 0.0% 1.4% 0.7%
6. Creating something for oneself 6.0% 4.2% 5.1%
7. Generala 7.5% 4.2% 5.9%

aEssays in this category were mainly descriptions of general feelings resulting from the experience.
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Word count. We also examined whether participants’ 
essays varied in length across conditions and found that 
they did not (all ps > .30).

Discussion

Inauthentic experiences made participants feel more 
impure and less moral than authentic ones, indepen-
dently of whether those experiences involved lying to 
themselves or lying to others. Thus, people experience 
inauthenticity as a moral state.

Experiment 2: From Inauthenticity to 
Cleansing

Experiment 2 examined whether feelings of impurity that 
result from experiencing inauthenticity lead to a desire to 
physically cleanse oneself. We measured participants’ 
desire to physically cleanse themselves using both an 
implicit measure and an explicit measure (Zhong & 
Liljenquist, 2006).

Method

Participants and design. Nine hundred six responses 
were collected from individuals (mean age = 31.88 years, 
SD = 9.05; 439 male) recruited on Amazon Mechanical 
Turk, who participated in exchange for $1. We calculated 
our target sample size using an estimated effect size, f, of 
0.1, which would require a sample size of 900 partici-
pants for the study to be powered at 85%. As in Experi-
ment 1, we randomly assigned participants to a 2 (type of 
behavior: authentic vs. inauthentic) × 2 (type of event: 
general vs. unrelated to lying) between-subjects design.

Sixty-eight responses did not meet our inclusion crite-
ria: Some participants completed the study two or more 
times (22 participants, 49 responses), did not write the 
requested essay (3 participants), or failed the manipula-
tion check asking them to indicate what type of essay 
they wrote (16 participants). We excluded the responses 
of these participants from the analyses, according to a 
decision made prior to conducting the study. We con-
ducted analyses on the remaining 838 observations.

Procedure. Participants first read some welcoming 
instructions and then answered two attention checks. 
Those who failed either attention check were automati-
cally informed that, on the basis of their answers, they 
could not take part in the study. Participants who passed 
both attention checks were asked to recall an event and 
write about it for 5 to 10 min. In each of the four condi-
tions, we used the same instructions for the writing task 
as in Experiment 1.

Next, participants completed measures assessing 
accessibility of cleansing-related words, desire to use 
cleansing-related products (e.g., Tide detergent), and 
desire to cleanse through behaviors such as taking a 
shower. The order in which these three sets of measures 
were presented was randomly determined. Participants 
then completed manipulation checks and reported their 
age and gender.

Accessibility of cleansing-related words. Participants 
completed a word-completion task using the first word 
that came to mind (Zhong & Liljenquist, 2006). The 
instructions read,

You will now be presented with a word completion 
task. You will be given a list of words with letters 
missing. Your task is to fill in the blanks to make 
complete words. Please use the first word that 
comes to mind.

Three of the word segments (W_ _H, SH_ _ER, and  
S_ _P) could be completed as cleansing-related words 
(wash, shower, and soap) or as unrelated, neutral words 
(e.g., wish, shaker, and step). The remaining three word 
segments (F_ O _, B_ _ K, and PA_ _ R) could be com-
pleted with neutral words only.

Cleansing products. Participants indicated how  desirable 
they found a list of products to be (using a 7-point scale, 
ranging from 1, completely undesirable, to 7, completely 
desirable). The list included five cleansing products (i.e., 
Dove shower soap, Crest toothpaste, Windex cleaner, Tide 
detergent, and Lysol disinfectant) and five neutral prod-
ucts (i.e., Post-it Notes, Nantucket Nectars juice, Energizer 
batteries, Sony CD cases, and Snickers bars). We averaged 
responses to the five cleansing products to create one 
aggregate measure (  = .86).

Cleansing behaviors. Participants indicated the desir-
ability of various behaviors on a 7-point scale (ranging 
from 1, completely undesirable, to 7, completely desir-
able). Some of the behaviors were related to cleansing 
(taking a shower, washing hands, brushing teeth, and 
taking a bath), and others were not (taking a walk, having 
something to eat, watching TV, and listening to music). 
We averaged responses to the four cleansing behaviors to 
create one aggregate measure (  = .75).

Manipulation checks. As a manipulation check, we 
measured self-alienation using the same four-item mea-
sure as in Experiment 1 (  = .87). We also asked partici-
pants to think back to the initial writing task and indicate 
the type of essay they wrote, that is, whether they wrote 
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about an event that made them feel authentic, inauthen-
tic, or neutral.

Results

Manipulation check: self-alienation. A 2 (type of 
behavior: authentic vs. inauthentic) × 2 (type of event: 
general vs. unrelated to lying) between-subjects ANOVA 
using self-alienation as the dependent measure revealed 
only a main effect of type of behavior. Participants in the 
inauthentic-behavior condition reported greater self-
alienation (M = 4.07, SD = 1.41, 95% CI = [3.95, 4.19]) 
than did participants in the authentic-behavior condition 
(M = 1.87, SD = 1.07, 95% CI = [1.75, 1.99]), F(1, 834) = 
655.80, p < .001, p

2 = .44.

Accessibility of cleansing-related words. A similar 
2 × 2 ANOVA using the sum of cleansing-related words 
participants generated as the dependent measure 
revealed only a main effect of type of behavior (authentic 
vs. inauthentic). Participants who recalled and wrote 
about an inauthentic behavior (M = 1.32, SD = 0.99, 95% 
CI = [1.23, 1.42]) generated more cleansing-related words 
than did those who recalled and wrote about an authen-
tic behavior (M = 1.11, SD = 0.93, 95% CI = [1.02, 1.20]), 
F(1, 834) = 10.02, p = .002, p

2 = .012.

Desirability of cleansing products. Similarly, a 2 × 2 
ANOVA using participants’ desirability ratings of cleans-
ing products as the dependent measure revealed only a 
main effect of type of behavior (authentic vs. inauthen-
tic). Recalling an inauthentic rather than an authentic 
behavior led to greater desirability of cleansing products 
(M = 3.47, SD = 1.48, 95% CI = [3.33, 3.61], vs. M = 3.11, 
SD = 1.39, 95% CI = [2.97, 3.24]), F(1, 834) = 13.03, p < 
.001, p

2 = .015, but the desirability of noncleansing prod-
ucts did not differ between the inauthentic-behavior con-
dition (M = 3.08, SD = 1.21, 95% CI = [2.96, 3.20]) and the 
authentic-behavior condition (M = 3.09, SD = 1.18, 95% 
CI = [2.98, 3.21]), F < 1. The effect of inauthenticity on the 
desirability of cleansing products but not noncleansing 
ones was confirmed by a significant interaction between 
type of behavior and type of product (i.e., cleansing 
related or neutral), F(1, 834) = 23.94, p < .001, p

2 = .028.

Desirability of cleansing behaviors. Similarly, recall-
ing an inauthentic experience increased the desirability 
of cleansing behaviors (M = 4.36, SD = 1.37, 95% CI = 
[4.22, 4.50], vs. M = 4.04, SD = 1.46, 95% CI = [3.91, 4.18]), 
F(1, 834) = 10.19, p = .001, p

2 = .012, but the desirability 
of noncleansing behaviors did not differ between the 
inauthentic-behavior condition (M = 4.77, SD = 1.26, 95% 
CI = [4.65, 4.89]) and the authentic-behavior condition 
(M = 4.70, SD = 1.19, 95% CI = [4.58, 4.82]), F < 1. The 

effect of inauthenticity on the desirability of cleansing 
behaviors but not noncleansing ones was confirmed by a 
significant interaction between type of behavior in the 
writing task (authentic vs. inauthentic) and type of behav-
ior in the rating task (i.e., cleansing related vs. neutral), 
F(1, 834) = 7.92, p = .005, p

2 = .009.

Discussion

Recalling and writing about an inauthentic experience 
enhanced a desire for physical cleanliness as measured 
both implicitly and explicitly. Thus, experiencing inau-
thenticity heightens the desire to cleanse oneself.

Experiment 3: Prosocial Compensation 
and Discriminant Validity

One concern with the previous experiments is the pos-
sibility that the results were driven by recalling a nega-
tive, or uncomfortable, event. In Experiment 3, we 
compared effects of inauthenticity and effects of a mor-
ally irrelevant negative experience—failing a test—to test 
whether the observed link between inauthentic behavior 
and moral cleansing generalizes to any negative experi-
ence. By so doing, we tested for discriminant validity and 
furthered our understanding of the triggers of moral 
cleansing. We also tested whether inauthenticity pro-
duces moral compensation, leading people to act proso-
cially, and whether feelings of impurity but not dissonance 
mediate this effect.

Method

Participants and design. Two hundred ninety-one 
individuals (mean age = 30.06 years, SD = 7.87; 47% 
male) from local universities in the northeastern United 
States participated in this study for pay. We calculated 
our target sample size using an estimated effect size, f, of 
0.2, which would require a sample size of approximately 
280 participants for the study to be powered at 85%. At 
some of the experimental sessions, however, participants 
showed up at a higher rate than expected. Experiment 3 
was the first in an hour-long series of experiments for 
which participants received $20 as compensation. Partici-
pants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: 
inauthenticity, failure, or control. Three participants failed 
the manipulation check asking them to indicate the type 
of essay they wrote and were thus excluded from the 
analyses, according to a decision made prior to conduct-
ing the study. We conducted analyses on the remaining 
288 participants.

Procedure. Participants first read some general instruc-
tions welcoming them to the study, answered one 
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attention-check question, and then, if they successfully 
responded to it, moved on to the writing task. In the 
inauthenticity condition, the instructions read (as in the 
inauthentic-behavior, general-event condition of Experi-
ments 1 and 2):

Please recall a time in your personal or professional 
life when you behaved in a way that made you feel 
untrue to yourself, that made you feel inauthentic. 
It should just be a situation in which you felt 
inauthentic with your core self.

Please describe the details about this situation that 
made you feel inauthentic. What was it like to be 
in this situation? What thoughts and feelings did 
you experience?

In the failure condition, we asked participants to 
describe a time when they failed in an activity, test, or 
project. The instructions read:

Please recall a time in your personal or professional 
life when you failed in an activity, test, or project in 
a way that made you feel disappointed.

Please describe the details about this situation in 
which you did not succeed on a task. What was it 
like to be in this situation? What thoughts and 
feelings did you experience?

Finally, in the control condition, we asked participants 
to describe their activities from the previous day. The 
instructions read:

Please recall what happened yesterday, throughout 
the day.

Please describe the details about this situation. 
What was it like to be in this situation? What 
thoughts and feelings did you experience?

After the writing task, participants completed a ques-
tionnaire with a few measures of interest (i.e., feelings of 
impurity, psychological discomfort, negative and positive 
affect, and embarrassment), two manipulation-check 
questions, and demographic questions (age and gender). 
They then indicated their willingness to help the experi-
menter with another survey that would take 15 min of 
their time.

Feelings of impurity. As in Experiment 1, participants 
used a 7-point scale to indicate the extent to which the 
event they described made them feel impure, dirty, and 
tainted (  = .94).

Cognitive dissonance. To assess cognitive dissonance, 
we used a measure developed by Elliot and Devine 
(1994) that includes psychological discomfort, negative 
and positive affect, and also embarrassment. In their 
work, Elliot and Devine found that psychological dis-
comfort was the distinct affective consequence of engag-
ing in counterattitudinal behavior. For completeness, 
however, we included all the original items. All items 
were rated on 7-point scales. Psychological discomfort 
was assessed through three items: Participants rated how 
uncomfortable, uneasy, and bothered they felt (  = .94). 
Negative affect was assessed with three items: “angry 
toward myself,” “disgusted with myself,” and “annoyed 
with myself” (  = .93). Three items measured positive 
affect (“happy,” “good,” and “energetic”;  = .95), and 
two items measured embarrassment (“embarrassed” and 
“ashamed”;  = .90).

Manipulation Check 1: self-alienation. As a manipula-
tion check, we measured feelings of self-alienation as in 
Experiments 1 and 2 (  = .90).

Manipulation Check 2: content of the essay. As an 
additional manipulation check, we asked participants to 
think back to the initial writing task and indicate whether 
they wrote about an event that made them feel inauthen-
tic, what they did the day before, or a time when they 
did not succeed.

Helping. At the conclusion of the experiment, partici-
pants were told that the “research team is interested in 
understanding how people make choices across various 
domains (health care, work, food purchases). We have 
prepared a 15-minute survey. We would love your help. 
If you can help us out, please click yes below and you 
will be redirected to the survey. Otherwise, please press 
No. Note that you will receive no extra payment for com-
pleting it.” If participants decided to help, they received a 
message thanking them for choosing to help the research 
team and then were asked to answer a short question-
naire with general bogus questions.

Results

Table 2 reports the means and confidence intervals for 
the variables in this study, separately for each condition.

Manipulation check: self-alienation. A one-way 
ANOVA using self-alienation as the dependent measure 
revealed a main effect of condition, F(2, 285) = 43.23, p < 
.001, p

2 = .23. Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni 
adjustment) revealed that participants reported greater 
self-alienation when they recalled and wrote about an 
inauthentic experience (M = 3.83, SD = 1.51) than when 
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they recalled and wrote about either a failure (M = 3.21, 
SD = 1.62; p = .012) or what they had done the previous 
day (M = 1.92, SD = 1.19; p < .001). Participants also 
reported greater self-alienation in the failure than in the 
control condition (p < .001).

Feelings of impurity. Feelings of impurity also differed 
by condition, F(2, 285) = 72.29, p < .001, p

2 = .34. Pair-
wise comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) revealed 
that participants reported feeling more impure in the 
inauthenticity condition (M = 3.66, SD = 1.82) than in 
either the failure condition (M = 2.09, SD = 1.57; p < .001) 
or the control condition (M = 1.21, SD = 0.61; p < .001). 
Participants also reported greater feelings of impurity in 
the failure than in the control condition (p < .001).

Psychological discomfort. Psychological discomfort, 
which has been tied to cognitive dissonance, varied 
across conditions, F(2, 285) = 82.67, p < .001, p

2 = .37. 
Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) 
revealed that participants reported less psychological dis-
comfort in the control condition (M = 2.41, SD = 1.71) 
than in either the inauthenticity condition (M = 5.11, SD = 
1.53; p < .001) or the failure condition (M = 4.90, SD = 
1.64; p < .001). Participants felt the same amount of 
 psychological discomfort in the failure and inauthenticity 
conditions (p = 1.00).

Negative and positive affect, and embarrassment. Our 
manipulation also led to differences across conditions in 
negative affect, F(2, 285) = 98.28, p < .001, p

2 = .41; posi-
tive affect, F(2, 285) = 116.76, p < .001, p

2 = .45; and 
embarrassment, F(2, 285) = 80.77, p < .001, p

2 = .36. As 
shown in Table 2, participants in the control condition 
reported lower negative affect, higher positive affect, and 
lower embarrassment compared with participants in both 
the failure and the inauthenticity condition (all ps < .001), 
whereas participants in the latter two conditions did not 
differ on these measures (all ps > .71).

Moral compensation through helping. The percent-
age of participants who decided to help the experimenter 
varied by condition, 2(2, N = 288) = 10.35, p = .006, 
Cramér’s V = .19. Participants who recalled and wrote 
about an inauthentic experience were more likely to help 
the experimenter (33.7%, 31 of 92 participants) than were 
those in the failure condition (17.5%, 17 of 97 partici-
pants), 2(1, N = 189) = 6.48, p = .011, and those in the 
control condition (16.2%, 16 of 99 participants), 2(1, N = 
191) = 6.88, p = .009.

Mediation analysis. Next, we examined whether  
feelings of impurity or psychological discomfort due to 
cognitive dissonance explained the link between inau-
thenticity and greater helping. In the logistic regressions, 
we included a dummy variable for both the inauthenticity 
condition and the failure condition, using the control 
condition as the condition of reference. When feelings of 
impurity and psychological discomfort were included in 
the equation (in addition to the dummies for the failure 
condition and the inauthenticity condition), the effect of 
inauthenticity on helping was reduced (from b = −0.97, 
SE = 0.35, Wald = 7.63, p = .006, to b = 0.37, SE = 0.49, 
Wald = 0.57, p = .45). Feelings of impurity  predicted help-
ing (b = 0.38, SE = 0.11, Wald = 12.25, p < .001), but 
psychological discomfort did not (b = 0.14, SE  = 0.11, 
Wald = 1.67, p = .20). We conducted bootstrap analyses 
with 10,000 iterations using a macro provided by Preacher 
and Hayes (2008) for situations involving multiple media-
tors. The bootstrapped 95% bias-corrected CI around the 
indirect effect for impurity, [0.38, 1.56], did not contain 
zero, but the 95% bias-corrected CI around the indirect 
effect for psychological discomfort did, [−0.20, 1.01].

Discussion

Inauthenticity produced greater feelings of impurity and 
greater moral compensation compared with failing a test. 
This study demonstrates that the effect of inauthenticity 

Table 2. Means and 95% Confidence Intervals (in Brackets) for the Variables Assessed in 
Experiment 3

Condition

Variable Inauthenticity Failure Control

Self-alienation 3.83a [3.53, 4.13] 3.21b [2.92, 3.50] 1.92c [1.64, 2.21]
Feelings of impurity 3.66a [3.37, 3.95] 2.09b [1.81, 2.37] 1.21c [0.93, 1.49]
Discomfort 5.11a [4.78, 5.45] 4.90a [4.57, 5.23] 2.41b [2.09, 2.73]
Negative affect 4.62a [4.30, 4.95] 4.61a [4.30, 4.93] 1.88b [1.56, 2.19]
Positive affect 1.99a [1.72, 2.27] 1.84a [1.57, 2.11] 4.46b [4.29, 4.73]
Embarrassment 4.40a [4.07, 4.74] 4.69a [4.36, 5.01] 1.97b [1.64, 2.29]
Helping 33.7%a [25.3, 42.1] 17.5%b [9.4, 25.7] 16.2%b [8.1, 24.3]

Note: Within a row, means with different subscripts are significantly different, p < .05.
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on moral compensation cannot be attributed to general 
negative experiences. It also shows that feeling impure, 
not cognitive dissonance, explains the relationship 
between inauthenticity and moral compensation through 
helping.

Experiment 4: Inauthenticity Is Not 
Dissonance

Experiment 3 provided preliminary evidence that inau-
thenticity is distinct from cognitive dissonance. In 
Experiment 4, we explored this issue further using a cog-
nitive dissonance paradigm. In a typical dissonance study, 
participants are asked to write a counterattitudinal essay 
on a personally relevant topic, and perceived choice is 
manipulated. In the high-choice condition, participants 
are persuaded to write a counterattitudinal essay, but the 
request provides a feeling of choice. In the low-choice 
condition, participants are instructed to write the coun-
terattitudinal essay, which gives them little choice. 
Dissonance studies show a positive correlation between 
perceived choice and attitudes toward the counterattitu-
dinal topic (Cooper & Fazio, 1984).

Whereas choice is critical in producing cognitive dis-
sonance, we suggest that choice does not play a role in 
increasing the desire for cleanliness that is associated 
with feeling inauthentic. We tested our hypothesis in 
Experiment 4 by including three conditions: high-choice, 
counterattitudinal; low-choice, counterattitudinal; and 
high-choice, proattitudinal. We predicted that participants 
would experience a greater sense of choice in the high-
choice conditions than in the low-choice condition. But 
we also predicted that participants would express a 
greater desire for cleanliness whenever they wrote essays 
that were not consistent with their internal beliefs, regard-
less of their perceived level of choice. We expected to 
observe a greater desire for cleanliness in both the high-
choice, counterattitudinal condition and the low-choice, 
counterattitudinal condition compared with the high-
choice, proattitudinal condition.

Method

Participants and design. Four hundred ninety-one 
college students (mean age = 20.42 years, SD = 1.90; 43% 
male) from Harvard University participated in the study 
in return for a $10 Amazon gift card. Fifty-four additional 
students started the study, but dropped out after reading 
the initial instructions and before the manipulation took 
place; their data were thus not recorded. We calculated 
our target sample size using an estimated effect size, f, of 
0.15, which would require a sample size of approxi-
mately 490 participants for the study to be powered at 
85%. We recruited 550 participants, knowing—from prior 

experience running online studies with this population—
that about 10% to 15% of them likely would not complete 
the study after reading the initial instructions. We ran-
domly assigned participants to one of three conditions: 
high-choice, counterattitudinal; low-choice, counteratti-
tudinal; or high-choice, proattitudinal.

Procedure. Participants first read initial instructions 
welcoming them to the study. They were then asked to 
confirm that they were college students at Harvard. Next, 
as part of the cognitive dissonance manipulation, we 
asked participants for their opinion whether or not diffi-
culty ratings should be a part of the Q guide (in which all 
Harvard courses are rated and reviewed by students who 
have taken them in the past). This issue was topical and 
familiar because it was a common topic of debate at the 
college at the time of the study; most students supported 
the inclusion of difficulty ratings, and most faculty were 
against it. Participants indicated whether they were for or 
against the inclusion of difficulty ratings in the Q guide 
and reported how strongly they held their opinion (from 
1, not at all, to 7, very much so).

Next, participants were asked for their age, gender, 
and year in school. They were then told that their first 
task was to write an essay on a current topic, a task that 
would take about 5 to 10 min to complete. We manipu-
lated dissonance by giving some participants a choice 
and other participants no choice regarding whether to 
write a counterattitudinal essay. All participants were 
told, “We are interested in the effectiveness of writing on 
current topics of interest to students.” The rest of the 
instructions varied by condition.

Instructions in the low-choice, counterattitudinal con-
dition indicated,

We are randomly assigning people to write either a 
short essay that indicates they are in favor of 
including difficulty ratings in the Q guide or a short 
essay that indicates that they are against it. You 
have been assigned to write a list of arguments in 
favor of/against [depending on their initial opinion] 
including difficulty ratings in the Q guide. Therefore, 
you must argue in support of/against [depending 
on their initial opinion] including difficulty ratings 
in the Q guide.

In contrast, the instructions in the high-choice, coun-
terattitudinal condition indicated,

We are asking people to write a short essay about 
including difficulty ratings in the Q guide. While we 
would like to stress the voluntary nature of your 
decision regarding which side of the issue to write 
on, we would like you to list arguments in favor of/
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against [depending on their initial opinion] including 
difficulty ratings in the Q guide. Although you are 
under no obligation to write this, it would be very 
helpful for us.

Participants in this condition had to check a box to 
confirm their willingness to write the counterattitudinal 
essay.

Finally, the instructions in the high-choice, proattitudi-
nal condition were the same as the instructions in the 
high-choice, counterattitudinal condition except that par-
ticipants were asked to write about the perspective they 
supported.

In all three conditions, the last part of the instructions 
read,

We will be using the essay you write to describe 
this issue to current undergraduates at Harvard. 
So it is important that you be as persuasive and 
convincing as possible to convey the message 
that difficulty ratings should be included in the Q 
guide.

Participants in all conditions were instructed to start 
their essay with the same statement, which appeared at 
the top of the open box where they wrote their essay: “I 
believe that Harvard College should [should not] include 
difficulty ratings in the Q guide because. . . .”

After the writing task, participants received a list of 
products and indicated how desirable they found them 
to be, as in Experiment 2. We averaged ratings of the 
five cleansing products to create one aggregate measure 
(  = .84).

Next, participants indicated the extent to which the 
writing task they had completed earlier made them feel 
inauthentic. We measured inauthenticity using the mea-
sure of self-alienation we employed in Experiments 1, 2, 
and 3 (  = .91).

Finally, we asked participants, “How much choice did 
you have in writing the essay you wrote?” (1 = none at 
all, 7 = a lot).

Results

Table 3 reports the means and confidence intervals for 
the variables measured in this study, separately for each 
condition.

Manipulation check: self-alienation. A one-way 
ANOVA using self-alienation as the dependent measure 
revealed a main effect of condition, F(2, 487) = 21.14, p < 
.001, p

2 = .08. Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni 
adjustment) revealed that participants reported lower self-
alienation in the proattitudinal condition (M = 1.88, SD = 
0.87) than in both the high-choice, counterattitudinal con-
dition (M = 2.56, SD = 1.31; p < .001) and the low-choice, 
counterattitudinal condition (M = 2.70, SD = 1.40; p < 
.001). Participants reported the same perceived self-alien-
ation in the two counterattitudinal conditions (p = .94).

Perceived choice. A one-way ANOVA using perceived 
amount of choice as the dependent measure revealed a 
main effect of condition, F(2, 487) = 62.35, p < .001, p

2 = 
.20. Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) 
revealed that participants reported lower perceived 
choice in the low-choice, counterattitudinal condition 
(M = 2.85, SD = 1.98) than in the high-choice, counterat-
titudinal condition (M = 3.63, SD = 2.16; p = .001) and in 
the proattitudinal condition (M = 5.24, SD = 1.78; p < 
.001). Perceived choice was higher in the proattitudinal 
condition than it was in the high-choice, counterattitudi-
nal condition (p < .001).

Desirability of cleansing products. A one-way 
ANOVA using participants’ desirability ratings of cleansing 
products as the dependent measure revealed a main effect 
of condition, F(2, 487) = 8.24, p < .001, p

2 = .033. Pairwise 
comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) revealed that 
participants reported less desire for cleansing products in 
the proattitudinal condition (M = 3.72, SD = 1.33) than in 
both the high-choice, counterattitudinal condition (M = 
4.18, SD = 1.51; p = .012) and the low-choice, counterat-
titudinal condition (M = 4.34, SD = 1.44; p < .001). 

Table 3. Means and 95% Confidence Intervals (in Brackets) for the Variables Assessed in Experiment 4

Condition

Variable
Low-choice, 

counterattitudinal
High-choice, 

counterattitudinal
High-choice, 
proattitudinal

Perceived choice 2.85a [2.54, 3.15] 3.63b [3.29, 3.96] 5.24c [4.97, 5.52]
Self-alienation 2.70a [2.49, 2.91] 2.56a [2.36, 2.77] 1.88b [1.75, 2.02]
Desirability of neutral products 3.84a [3.65, 4.03] 3.81a [3.61, 4.01] 3.64a [3.46, 3.83]
Desirability of cleansing-related products 4.34a [4.12, 4.56] 4.18a [3.95, 4.42] 3.72b [3.51, 3.93]

Note: Within a row, means with different subscripts are significantly different, p < .05.
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Desirability ratings of cleansing products did not differ 
between the latter two conditions (p = .94). There were no 
differences across conditions in desirability ratings of the 
noncleansing products, F(2, 487) = 1.21, p = .30, p

2 = .005.

Discussion

Whereas choice is a critical ingredient in producing cogni-
tive dissonance, it played no role in increasing the desire 
for cleanliness. When participants wrote essays that were 
not consistent with their internal beliefs, regardless of 
choice, they showed a greater desire for cleanliness.

Experiment 5: Reducing Prosocial 
Compensation Through Cleansing

We have demonstrated that inauthenticity makes people 
feel morally tainted and leads to a greater desire for 
cleanliness. In Experiment 5, we used moderation to test 
whether the relationship between inauthenticity and pro-
social compensation is explained through a greater desire 
for cleansing. We manipulated the opportunity to cleanse 
to examine whether having this opportunity eliminated 
the link between inauthenticity and helping.

Method

Participants and design. Two hundred ninety-one 
individuals (mean age = 22.38 years, SD = 2.99; 45% 
male) from local universities in the northeastern United 
States participated in this study for pay ($20). We calcu-
lated our target sample size using an estimated effect 
size, f, of 0.2, which would require a sample size of 
approximately 310 participants for the study to be pow-
ered at 85%, but the rate at which participants showed up 
for some of our experimental sessions was lower than 
expected. We randomly assigned participants to a 2 
(behavior recalled: authentic vs. inauthentic) × 2 (oppor-
tunity for cleansing: cleansing vs. control) between-sub-
jects design.

Procedure. We manipulated authenticity using the 
same instructions as in the authentic-behavior general-
event conditions of Experiments 1 and 2. After complet-
ing the writing task, participants were told that the second 
part of the study consisted of evaluating a product that 
had been randomly chosen for them. In the cleansing 
condition, participants were asked to clean their hands 
carefully with a hand sanitizer placed next to their com-
puter. In the control condition, they were instead asked 
to place a pen in their hands for a few seconds and 
examine it carefully. In both conditions, participants were 
told that they would answer questions about the product 
later on—which they did, as a filler task.

Following this task, we informed participants that they 
could donate money to a charity of their choosing. We 
used willingness to donate money and the amount par-
ticipants actually donated (from their pay for participating 
in the experiment) as our main dependent measures.

Next, we asked participants to indicate the extent to 
which the writing task they had completed earlier made 
them feel inauthentic. We measured inauthenticity using 
the measure of self-alienation we employed in our other 
studies (  = .88). Finally, participants reported their age 
and gender.

Results

Manipulation check: self-alienation. As expected, 
participants reported feeling more self-alienated in the 
inauthentic-behavior condition (M = 3.12, SD = 1.42, 95% 
CI = [2.89, 3.35]) than in the authentic-behavior condition 
(M = 2.36, SD = 1.25, 95% CI = [2.15, 2.57]), F(1, 287) = 
22.82, p < .001, p

2 = .074.

Likelihood of donating. We examined whether hav-
ing the opportunity to cleanse would moderate the 
effect of inauthenticity on donations. There was a mar-
ginally significant interaction between the type of 
behavior recalled and opportunity for cleansing in pre-
dicting the likelihood of donating, b = 1.65, SE = 0.93, 
Wald(1) = 3.16, p = .076. As depicted in Figure 2, partici-
pants in the inauthentic-behavior condition were more 
likely to donate when they did not clean their hands 
(25.3%, 95% CI = [16, 35]) than when they did (4.5%, 
95% CI = [−0.1, 10]), 2(1, N = 149) = 11.72, p = .001, 
Cramér’s V = .28.

Participants who recalled and wrote about an authen-
tic behavior decided to donate about as often whether 
they cleaned their hands (6.0%, 95% CI = [0, 12]) or did 
not (8.0%, 95% CI = [2, 14]; see Fig. 2), 2(1, N = 142) = 
0.22, p = .64, Cramér’s V = .04. Thus, increased helping 
was observed in the inauthentic-behavior condition only 
among those participants who were not given an oppor-
tunity to cleanse themselves. Our results suggest that the 
act of cleaning their hands assuaged participants’ feelings 
of impurity from acting inauthentically and reduced their 
motivation to compensate for these feelings by acting 
prosocially.

Amount donated. The results for the amount of money 
participants actually donated mirrored the results for the 
likelihood of donating. There was a significant interac-
tion between the type of behavior recalled and opportu-
nity for cleansing in predicting the amount donated, F(1, 
287) = 6.17, p = .014, p

2 = .021. Participants in the inau-
thentic-behavior condition donated a larger amount of 
money when they did not clean their hands than when 

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 297 of 1282



994 Gino et al.

they did (M = $1.33, SD = $2.76, 95% CI = [$0.72, $1.93], 
vs. M = $0.24, SD = $1.37, 95% CI = [−$0.09, $0.58]), F(1, 
287) = 12.09, p = .001. But when participants recalled and 
wrote about an authentic behavior, they tended to donate 
the same amount of money whether they cleaned their 
hands with the hand sanitizer (M = $0.42, SD = $1.84, 
95% CI = [−$0.03, $0.87]) or they did not (M = $0.35, SD = 
$1.42, 95% CI = [$0.02, $0.67]), F(1, 287) < 1, p = .77.

Discussion

Experiment 5 further established that the relationship 
between inauthenticity and moral compensation is 
explained through cleansing behavior. When participants 
had the opportunity to cleanse themselves, the relation-
ship between inauthenticity and prosocial behavior was 
eliminated.

General Discussion

People often act inauthentically, in various ways, from 
arguing for a cause they do not believe in to expressing 
affection toward someone they truly dislike. Our five 
experiments establish that authenticity is linked to a 
moral state. When participants recalled a time that they 
behaved inauthentically, rather than authentically, they 
felt more impure and less moral, and experienced a 
greater desire for physical cleanliness. This heightened 
desire, in turn, made them more likely to behave proso-
cially to compensate for their feelings of impurity. We 
established the role of cleanliness as the link between 

inauthenticity and moral compensation through both 
mediation and moderation. Our results for feelings of 
impurity, the desire to cleanse, and prosocial behavior 
cannot be attributed to negative experiences more gener-
ally (e.g., failing a test), but rather must be attributed to 
inauthenticity. Our findings provide the first empirical 
evidence of discriminant validity in the literature on 
moral cleansing and moral compensation. We also found 
that the effects of inauthenticity were not reducible to 
cognitive dissonance or driven by psychological distress.

Our research contributes to the literature on moral 
psychology and behavioral ethics. Past research has 
found that morality is malleable and dynamic, that situa-
tional and social pressure can lead moral people to act 
dishonestly (Monin & Jordan, 2009). It is commonly 
assumed that unethical behavior involves people violat-
ing a norm shared by others and that this violation pro-
duces negative feelings. We have shown that violating 
internal norms can lead to very similar consequences. 
When people behave in ways that are inconsistent with 
their own sense of self, they feel morally tainted and 
engage in behaviors to compensate for these feelings.

Our results also contribute to the literature examining 
compensatory behaviors that follow threats, and aversive 
states that accompany threats. Proulx and Inzlicht’s (2012; 
see also Proulx, Inzlicht, & Harmon-Jones, 2012) mean-
ing-maintenance model integrates various social-psycho-
logical theories about compensatory behaviors following 
threats and expectancy violations. Our results are consis-
tent with this model: Inauthenticity serves as a threat and 
leads people to experience a greater desire for cleanli-
ness, to compensate for the aversive experience that 
made them feel immoral and impure.

Although we have demonstrated that inauthenticity is 
not reducible to dissonance, we have not established that 
inauthenticity is distinct from other inconsistency-related 
threats (e.g., ambivalence, self-uncertainty). It is possible 
that the dissonance participants experienced in the low-
choice condition of Experiment 4 resulted from a more 
general sense of ambivalence, inconsistency, or self-
uncertainty (e.g., van Harreveld, Schneider, Nohlen, & 
van der Pligt, 2012). Future research should establish the 
unique characteristics that differentiate inauthenticity 
from these other inconsistency-related threats. We expect 
that ambivalence or self-uncertainty would not increase 
feelings of impurity or desire for cleanliness but would 
lead to compensation through other pathways.

From Shakespeare to Sartre to Rand, writers and phi-
losophers alike have suggested that authenticity is a moral 
state. Our research provides the first empirical demonstra-
tion that there is indeed a link between authenticity and 
morality. Our results suggest why laughing at the jokes of 
detested colleagues or dancing when one feels blue makes 
one run for the showers and behave more prosocially.
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to donate by condition.
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more likely than less creative people to bend rules or 
break laws (Cropley, Kaufman, & Cropley, 2003; Sternberg 
& Lubart, 1995; Sulloway, 1996). Popular tales are replete 
with images of “evil geniuses,” such as Rotwang in 
Metropolis and “Lex” Luthor in Superman, who are both 
creative and nefarious in their attempts to ruin humanity. 
Similarly, news articles have applied the “evil genius” 
moniker to Bernard Madoff, who made $20 billion disap-
pear using a creative Ponzi scheme.

The causal relationship between creativity and unethi-
cal behavior may take two possible forms: The creative 
process may trigger dishonesty; alternatively, acting 
unethically may enhance creativity. Research has demon-
strated that enhancing the motivation to think outside the 
box can drive people toward more dishonest decisions 
(Beaussart, Andrews, & Kaufman, 2013; Gino & Ariely, 
2012). But could acting dishonestly enhance creativity in 
subsequent tasks?

In five experiments, we obtained the first empirical 
evidence that behaving dishonestly can spur creativity 
and examined the psychological mechanism explaining 
this link. We suggest that after behaving dishonestly,  
people feel less constrained by rules, and are thus more 
likely to act creatively by constructing associations 
between previously unassociated cognitive elements.

Experiment 1: Cheaters Are Creative

In our first study, we examined whether individuals who 
behave unethically are more creative than others on a 
subsequent task, even after controlling for differences in 
baseline creative skills.

Method

Participants. One hundred fifty-three individuals 
recruited on Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk; 59% 
male, 41% female; mean age = 30.08, SD = 7.12) partici-
pated in the study for a $1 show-up fee and the opportu-
nity to earn a $10 performance-based bonus. We told 
participants that 10% of the study participants would be 
randomly selected to receive this bonus.

Procedure. The study included four supposedly unre-
lated tasks: an initial creativity task (the Duncker candle 
problem), a 2-min filler task, a problem-solving task, and 
the Remote Association Task (RAT; Mednick, 1962).

Participants first completed the Duncker candle prob-
lem (Fig. 1). They saw a picture containing several objects 
on a table and next to a cardboard wall: a candle, a pack 
of matches, and a box of tacks. Participants had 3 min “to 
figure out, using only the objects on the table, how to 
attach the candle to the wall so that the candle burns 
properly and does not drip wax on the table or the floor.” 

The correct solution involves using the box of tacks as a 
candleholder: One should empty the box of tacks, tack it 
to the wall, and then place the candle inside. Finding the 
correct solution is considered a measure of insight cre-
ativity because it requires people to see objects as capa-
ble of performing atypical functions (Maddux & Galinsky, 
2009). Thus, the hidden solution to the problem is incon-
sistent with the preexisting associations and expectations 
individuals bring to the task (Duncker, 1945; Glucksberg 
& Weisberg, 1966).

Next, participants performed a filler task. They then 
completed a problem-solving task under time pressure. 
Each of 10 matrices presented a set of 12 three-digit num-
bers (e.g., 4.18; see Mazar, Amir, & Ariely, 2008), and the 
task was to find two numbers in the matrix that added up 
to 10. Participants were shown one matrix at a time and 
had 20 s to solve each one. If participants did not find the 
solution within the allotted time, the computer program 
moved to the next matrix. After participants attempted to 
solve the 10 matrices, they self-reported their perfor-
mance. For each correct solution, participants could 
receive $1 if they were among those randomly selected 
to receive the bonus. The program recorded participants’ 
answer for each matrix, but the instructions did not 
explicitly state this. Thus, participants could cheat by 
inflating their performance on this task.

Finally, participants completed the RAT, which mea-
sures creativity by assessing people’s ability to identify 
associations between words that are normally associated. 
Each item consists of a set of three words (e.g., sore, 
shoulder, sweat), and participants must find a word that 

Fig. 1. The Duncker candle problem presented to participants in 
Experiment 1.
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is logically linked to them (cold). Participants had 5 min 
to solve 17 RAT items. Success on the RAT requires peo-
ple to think of uncommon associations that stimulus 
words may have instead of focusing on the most com-
mon and familiar associations of those words.

Results and discussion

Forty-eight percent of the participants correctly solved 
the Duncker candle problem. Almost 59% of the partici-
pants cheated on the problem-solving task by reporting 
that they had solved more matrices than they had actu-
ally solved. Cheaters performed better on the RAT (M = 
9.00 items correct, SD = 3.38) than did noncheaters (M = 
5.76, SD = 3.38), even when we controlled for creative 
performance on the Duncker candle problem, F(1, 150) = 
22.03, p < .001, 

p
2 = .13.

Cheating on the matrix task mediated the effect of par-
ticipants’ initial creativity on their RAT performance 
(Baron & Kenny, 1986). The effect of baseline creativity 
weakened (from  = 0.30, p < .001, to  = 0.15, p = .056) 
when cheating was included in the regression, and cheat-
ing significantly predicted RAT performance (  = 0.37,  
p < .001). A bootstrap analysis showed that the 95% bias-
corrected confidence interval (CI) for the size of the indi-
rect effect excluded zero (0.57, 1.80), suggesting a 
significant indirect effect (MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 
2007).

These results provided initial evidence that behaving 
dishonestly enhances creativity. Individual differences in 
creative ability between cheaters and noncheaters did 
not explain this finding.

Experiment 2: The Act of Cheating 
Enhances Creativity

One limitation of Experiment 1 is that people decided for 
themselves whether or not to cheat. In Experiment 2, we 
used random assignment to test whether acting dishon-
estly increases creativity in subsequent tasks. To induce 
cheating, we used a manipulation in which cheating 
occurs by omission rather than commission and in which 
people are tempted to cheat in multiple rounds. Because 
of these features, most people tend to cheat on this task 
(Shu & Gino, 2012).

Method

Participants. One hundred one students from univer-
sities in the southeastern United States (39% male, 61% 
female; mean age = 21.48, SD = 7.23) participated in the 
study for a $5 show-up fee and the opportunity to earn 
an additional $10 performance-based bonus. We ran-
domly assigned participants to either the likely-cheating 
or the control condition.

Procedure. The study included two supposedly unre-
lated tasks: a computer-based math-and-logic game and 
the RAT. The cheating manipulation was implemented in 
the computer-based game (Vohs & Schooler, 2008; von 
Hippel, Lakin, & Shakarchi, 2005), which involved 
answering 20 different math and logic multiple-choice 
problems presented individually. Participants had 40 s  
to answer each question and could earn 50¢ for each  
correct answer.

In the control condition, participants completed the 
task with no further instructions. In the likely-cheating 
condition, the experimenter informed participants that 
the computer had a programming glitch: While they 
worked on each problem, the correct answer would 
appear on the screen unless they stopped it from being 
displayed by pressing the space bar right after the prob-
lem appeared. The experimenter also informed partici-
pants that although no one would be able to tell whether 
they had pressed the space bar, they should try to solve 
the problems on their own (thus being honest). In actual-
ity, the presentation of the answers was a feature of the 
program and not a glitch, and the number of space-bar 
presses was recorded. We used the number of times par-
ticipants did not press the space bar to prevent the cor-
rect answer from appearing as our measure of cheating.

After the math-and-logic game, participants completed 
12 RAT problems, which constituted our creativity 
measure.

Results and discussion

Most participants (51 out of 53) cheated in the likely-
cheating condition of the math-and-logic game. An anal-
ysis including only these 51 cheaters in the likely-cheating 
condition revealed that RAT performance was higher in 
the likely-cheating condition (M = 6.20 items correct,  
SD = 2.72) than in the control condition (M = 4.65, SD = 
2.98), t(97) = 2.71, p = .008. Similarly, we found a signifi-
cant difference in RAT performance between the two 
conditions when all 53 participants in the likely-cheating 
condition were included in the analysis (likely-cheating 
condition: M = 6.25, SD = 2.70), t(99) = 2.83, p = .006. 
These results indicate that cheating increased creativity 
on a subsequent task and provide further support for our 
main hypothesis.

Experiment 3: Breaking Rules With 
and Without Ethical Implications

One may argue that people often deviate from rules 
when they can and that this makes them more creative—
even when the rule they break does not have ethical 
implications. In Experiment 3, we addressed this alterna-
tive explanation by using two conditions that did not dif-
fer in how likely participants were to disobey the rules 
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on how to solve the task at hand but did differ in whether 
they enabled participants to lie. Because of this feature, 
participants who lied would break an additional rule, a 
rule with ethical implications. We reasoned that breaking 
rules with ethical implications (i.e., people should not 
lie) promotes greater creativity than does violating rules 
without ethical implications because the former consti-
tutes a stronger rejection of rules. As a result, we pre-
dicted that only the condition that enabled lying would 
enhance creativity, which would provide evidence that 
cheating specifically increases creativity. Another differ-
ence from the prior experiments is that we used two dif-
ferent tasks to measure creativity in Experiment 3.

Method

Participants. One hundred twenty-nine individuals 
recruited on MTurk (58% male, 42% female; mean age = 
27.72, SD = 7.86) participated in this study for $2.

Procedure. We described the study as including various 
tasks, the first of which was a standard anagram task that 
tested verbal abilities. To motivate successful performance 
on this task, we told participants that performance on an 
anagram task predicts verbal ability, which is correlated 
with career potential. In this task (adapted from Irwin, Xu, 
& Zhang, 2014), participants had to complete as many 
anagrams as they could in 3 min. The instructions speci-
fied several rules participants had to follow (see the Sup-
plemental Material available online). For each anagram, 
participants had to rearrange a set of letters to form a 
meaningful word (e.g., tiarst can make artist). In addition, 
participants were supposed to provide only one answer 
per anagram, even if the anagram had more than one solu-
tion. Because each anagram had multiple answers, the 
instructions stated, the computer program could not vali-
date their answers automatically. Thus, participants had to 
keep track of how many anagrams they had solved and 
self-report the number at the end of the task.

After participants completed the task, they were ran-
domly assigned to either the likely-cheating or the con-
trol condition. These two conditions differed in the 
choice options people were given to report their perfor-
mance. In a pretest, we found that, on average, partici-
pants recruited on MTurk (age range: 18–50) solved 5 to 
8 anagrams in the allotted time. Thus, to induce partici-
pants to inflate their performance, in the likely-cheating 
condition, we used the following options: “0–8: lower 
verbal learners”; “9–14: average for students in good col-
leges”; “15–20: typical for students in Ivy League col-
leges”; and “21–higher: common for English professors 
and novelists.” Because most participants would likely 
fall into the “lower verbal learners” category, their intelli-
gence would be threatened, and they would therefore be 

tempted to cheat by inflating their performance (as in 
Gino & Mogilner, 2014). In the control condition, we 
used the following options: “0–5: average for students in 
good colleges”; “6–10: typical for students in Ivy League 
colleges”; and “11–higher: common for English profes-
sors and novelists.” In this case, most participants would 
likely fall into an acceptable bracket and would therefore 
not feel tempted to lie. Thus, participants in both condi-
tions had the opportunity to break the numerous rules 
listed in the instructions, but those in the likely-cheating 
condition were more tempted to lie.

Following the anagram task, participants completed 
two tasks assessing their creativity: the uses task and 17 
RAT problems (as in Experiment 1). For the uses task, they 
had to generate as many creative uses for a newspaper as 
possible within 1 min (Guilford, 1967). To assess creativity 
on this task, we coded responses for fluency (i.e., the total 
number of uses), flexibility (i.e., the number of uses that 
were different from one another), and originality (aver-
aged across the different suggested ideas).

Results and discussion

Table 1 reports the means for the key variables assessed 
in this study, separately for the two conditions.

Forty percent of participants (26 out of 65) in the 
likely-cheating condition cheated, and only 4.7% (3 out 
of 64) in the control group did, 2(1, N = 129) = 23.08,  
p < .001. Actual performance on the anagram task did not 
differ between conditions, t(127) = 0.23, p = .82.

All measures of creativity were higher in the likely-
cheating condition than in the control condition—RAT 
performance: t(127) = 2.17, p = .032; fluency on the uses 
task: t(127) = 2.47, p = .015; flexibility on the uses task: 
t(127) = 1.82, p = .072; and originality on the uses task: 
t(127) = 3.24, p = .002. Thus, cheating enhanced 
creativity.1

Experiment 4: Feeling Unconstrained 
by Rules

In Experiment 4, we examined why cheating enhances 
creativity by measuring the extent to which participants 
felt that they were not constrained by rules. We also used 
a different task to assess cheating. In our previous stud-
ies, we used tasks in which performance was partially 
due to ability and effort. Such tasks may be cognitively 
depleting, and behaving honestly may have required 
greater cognitive effort than behaving dishonestly. In 
Experiment 4, we used a coin-toss task in which cheating 
and acting honestly likely involve the same cognitive 
effort. Finally, we also measured affect to rule out the 
possibility that emotions partially explain the effects of 
dishonesty on creativity.
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Method

Participants. One hundred seventy-eight individuals 
recruited on MTurk (47% male, 53% female; mean age = 
28.59, SD = 7.72) participated in the study for $1 and the 
opportunity to earn a $1 bonus.

Procedure. The instructions explained that the goal of 
the study was to investigate the relationships among peo-
ple’s different abilities, such as attention, performance 
under pressure, and luck. Participants also learned that 
they would receive monetary bonuses based on their 
performance on different tasks.

We first asked participants to guess whether the out-
come of a virtual coin toss would be heads or tails. After 
indicating their prediction, participants had to press a 
button to toss the coin virtually. They were asked to 
press the button only once. To give participants room 
for justifying their own cheating, we included a note at 
the bottom of the screen that stated, “Before moving to 
the next screen, please press the ‘Flip!’ button a few 
more times just to make sure the coin is legitimate” (a 
procedure adapted from Shalvi, Dana, Handgraaf, & De 
Dreu, 2011). Participants then reported whether they 
had guessed correctly and received a $1 bonus if they 
had. The program recorded the outcomes of the initial 
virtual coin tosses so that we could tell whether partici-
pants cheated.

Afterward, for each of three pictures (see Fig. 2), par-
ticipants used a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very 
much) to respond to the question, “If you were in the 
situation depicted in the picture, to what extent would 
you care about following the rules?” We averaged each 
participant’s answers across the three items to create a 
measure for caring about rules (  = .81).

Participants then completed the same two creativity 
tasks as in Experiment 3. Finally, participants indicated 
how they felt right after finishing the coin-toss task, using 
the 20-item Positive and Negative Affectivity Schedule 
(PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The PANAS 
captured both positive affect (  = .90) and negative affect 
(  = .90) on a 5-point scale (1 = very slightly or not at all, 
5 = extremely).

Results and discussion

Twenty-four percent of participants (43 out of 178) 
cheated on the coin-toss task. Table 2 reports the means 
for the key variables assessed in this study, separately for 
cheaters and noncheaters.

Participants who cheated on the coin-toss task 
reported caring less about rules than did those who did 
not cheat, t(176) = 6.48, p < .001. All four measures of 
creativity were higher for cheaters than they were for 
noncheaters—fluency on the uses task: t(176) = 4.24, p < 
.001; flexibility on the uses task: t(176) = 4.02, p < .001; 
originality on the uses task: t(176) = 6.85, p < .001; and 
RAT performance: t(176) = 2.54, p = .012. Cheaters and 
noncheaters reported similar levels of positive and nega-
tive affect after the coin-toss task (ps > .36).

We tested whether participants’ feelings about rules 
explained the link between cheating and creativity. For 
this analysis, we standardized the four measures of cre-
ative performance and then averaged them into one 
composite measure. The effect of cheating on subsequent 
creativity was significantly reduced (from  = 0.43, p < 
.001, to  = 0.35, p < .001) when participants’ caring 
about rules was included in the equation, and such feel-
ing predicted creative performance (  = 0.18, p = .017; 
95% bias-corrected CI = [0.02, 0.29]). These results pro-
vide evidence that feeling unconstrained by rules under-
lies the link between dishonesty and creativity.

Experiment 5: Evidence for Mediation 
Through Moderation

In Experiment 4, we tested whether caring about rules 
explained the relationship between dishonesty and cre-
ativity using a traditional mediation approach. In Experi-
ment 5, we obtained further evidence for this mediating 
mechanism using a moderation approach (as recom-
mended by Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005).

Method

Participants. Two hundred eight individuals from the 
northeastern United States (56% male, 44% female; mean 

Table 1. Means for the Key Variables in Experiment 3

Uses task

Condition
Number of anagrams 

solved Fluency Flexibility Originality
Number of RAT  

items solved

Likely-cheating 4.17 (3.26) 6.02 (2.02) 5.18 (2.01) 3.69 (1.21) 6.85 (3.82)
Control 4.05 (2.89) 5.20 (1.70) 4.58 (1.78) 3.06 (0.97) 5.47 (3.38)

Note: The values in parentheses are standard deviations. RAT = Remote Association Task (Mednick, 1962).
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age = 21.66, SD = 2.64; 88% students) participated in the 
study for $10 and the opportunity to earn additional 
money.

Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to one 
of four experimental conditions in a 2 (cheating condi-
tion: opaque vs. transparent) × 2 (prime condition: rule-
breaking prime vs. neutral prime) between-subjects 
design. They read that they would be completing a series 
of short tasks involving luck and skill, and that some of 
these tasks involved a bonus payment.

The first task was a die-throwing game ( Jiang, 2013). 
In this game, participants could throw a virtual six-sided 
die 20 times to earn points (which would be translated to 
real dollars and added to participants’ final payment). 
Participants were reminded that each pair of numbers on 

opposite sides of the die added up to 7: 1 vs. 6, 2 vs. 5, 
and 3 vs. 4. We called the visible side that was facing up 
“U” and the opposite, invisible side that was facing down 
“D.” Participants received the following instructions:

In each round, the number of points that you score 
depends on the throw of the die as well as on the 
side that you have chosen in that round. Each round 
consists of one throw. Before throwing, you have to 
choose the relevant side for that round. Note that 
the die outcomes are random and the outcome you 
see on the screen corresponds to the upside. . . . 
For instance, if you have chosen “D” in your mind 
and the die outcome turns up to be “4,” you earn 3 
points for that throw, whereas if you have chosen 
“U” in your mind, you earn 4 points. Across the 20 

Fig. 2. Images used to assess the extent to which participants in Experiment 4 felt unconstrained by 
rules.

Table 2. Means for the Key Variables in Experiment 4

Uses task

Participant 
group Fluency Flexibility Originality

Number of RAT 
items solved

Caring about 
rules Positive affect Negative affect

Cheaters 8.33 (2.80) 6.81 (2.85) 3.60 (1.26) 9.47 (4.38) 3.66 (1.76) 2.52 (0.80) 1.56 (0.62)
Noncheaters 6.52 (2.31) 5.25 (1.98) 2.33 (1.00) 7.84 (3.38) 5.28 (1.31) 2.42 (0.89) 1.46 (0.63)

Note: The values in parentheses are standard deviations. RAT = Remote Association Task (Mednick, 1962).
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dishonest behavior. It also provides new evidence that 
dishonesty may therefore lead people to become more 
creative in their subsequent endeavors.
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Notes

1. We obtained the same results when we compared the creativ-
ity of cheaters and noncheaters (all ps < .01).
2. In a pilot study (N = 103), we tested the effect of our primes 
on participants’ willingness to follow rules as indicated by their 
scores on a four-item scale adapted from Tyler and Blader (2005; 
e.g., “If I received a request from a supervisor or a person with 
authority right now, I would do as requested”). Participants in 
the rule-breaking prime condition demonstrated less willing-
ness to follow rules (M = 5.65, SD = 0.79) than did participants 
in the neutral prime condition (M = 6.03, SD = 0.91), t(101) = 
2.27, p = .025.
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Many written forms required by businesses and governments rely
on honest reporting. Proof of honest intent is typically provided
through signature at the end of, e.g., tax returns or insurance policy
forms. Still, people sometimes cheat to advance their financial self-
interests—at great costs to society. We test an easy-to-implement
method to discourage dishonesty: signing at the beginning rather
than at the end of a self-report, thereby reversing the order of the
current practice. Using laboratory and field experiments, we find
that signing before–rather than after–the opportunity to cheat
makes ethics salient when they are needed most and significantly
reduces dishonesty.

morality | nudge | policy making | fraud

The annual tax gap between actual and claimed taxes due in
the United States amounts to roughly $345 billion. The In

ternal Revenue Service estimates more than half this amount is
due to individuals misrepresenting their income and deductions
(1). Insurance is another domain burdened by the staggering cost
of individual dishonesty; the Coalition Against Insurance Fraud
estimated that the overall magnitude of insurance fraud in the
United States totaled $80 billion in 2006 (2). The problem with
curbing dishonesty in behaviors such as filing tax returns, sub
mitting insurance claims, claiming business expenses or reporting
billable hours is that they primarily rely on self monitoring in lieu
of external policing. The current paper proposes and tests an ef
ficient and simple measure to reduce such dishonesty.
Whereas recent findings have successfully identified an in

tervention to curtail dishonesty through introducing a code of
conduct in contexts where previously there was none (3, 4), many
important transactions already require signatures to confirm
compliance to an expected standard of honesty. Nevertheless, as
significant economic losses demonstrate (1, 2), the current practice
appears insufficient in countering self interested motivations to
falsify numbers. We propose that a simple change of the signature
location could lead to significant improvements in compliance.
Even subtle cues that direct attention toward oneself can lead

to surprisingly powerful effects on subsequent moral behavior
(5 7). Signing is one way to activate attention to the self (8).
However, typically, a signature is requested at the end. Building
on Duval and Wicklund’s theory of objective self awareness (9),
we propose and test that signing one’s name before reporting
information (rather than at the end) makes morality accessible
right before it is most needed, which will consequently promote
honest reporting. We propose that with the current practice of
signing after reporting information, the “damage” has already
been done: immediately after lying, individuals quickly engage in
various mental justifications, reinterpretations, and other “tricks”
such as suppressing thoughts about their moral standards that
allow them to maintain a positive self image despite having lied
(3, 10, 11). That is, once an individual has lied, it is too late to
direct their focus toward ethics through requiring a signature.
In court cases, witnesses verbally declare their pledge to honesty

before giving their testimonies not after, perhaps for a reason. To

the extent that written reports feel more distant and make it easier
to disengage internal moral control than verbal reports, written
reports are likely to be more prone to dishonest conduct (3, 10, 11).
However, for both types of reports (verbal or written) we hypoth
esize a pledge to honesty to be more effective before rather than
after self reporting. Thus, in this work, we test an easy to imple
ment method of curtailing fraud in written reports: signing a state
ment of honesty at the beginning rather than at the end of a self
report that people know from the outset will require a signature.

Results and Discussion
Experiment 1 tested this intervention in the laboratory, using two
different measures of cheating: self reported earnings (income)
on a math puzzles task wherein participants could cheat for fi

nancial gain (3), and travel expenses to the laboratory (deduc
tions) claimed on a tax return form on research earnings. On the
one page form where participants reported their income and
deductions, we varied whether participant signature was required
at the top of the form or at the end. We also included a control
condition wherein no signature was required on the form.
We measured the extent to which participants overstated their

income from the math puzzles task and the amount of deduc
tions they claimed. All materials were coded with unique iden
tifiers that were imperceptible to participants, yet allowed us to
track each participant’s true performance on the math puzzles
against the performance underlying their income reported on
the tax forms. The percentage of participants who cheated by
overclaiming income for math puzzles they purportedly solved
differed significantly across conditions: fewer cheated in the
signature at the top condition (37%) than in the signature at
the bottom and no signature conditions (79 and 64%, re
spectively), χ2(2, n = 101) = 12.58, P = 0.002, with no differences
between the latter two conditions (P = 0.17). The results also
hold when analyzing the average magnitude of cheating by con
dition; Fig. 1 depicts the reported and actual performance, as
measured by the number of math puzzles solved, for each con
dition, F(2, 98) = 9.21, P < 0.001. Finally, claims of travel ex
penses followed that same pattern and differed by condition,
F(2, 98) = 5.63, P < 0.01, η2 = 0.10. Participants claimed fewer
expenses in the signature at the top condition (M = $5.27,
SD = 4.43) compared with signature at the bottom (M = $9.62,
SD = 6.20; P < 0.01) and the no signature condition (M =
$8.45, SD = 5.92; P < 0.05), with no differences between the
latter two conditions (P = 0.39). Thus, signing before reporting
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promoted honesty, whereas signing afterward was the same as
not signing at all.
Experiment 2 investigated the potential mechanism underlying

the effect through a word completion task (12, 13) serving as an
implicit measure of mental access to ethics related concepts (4).
Sixty university participants were randomly assigned to one of
two conditions: signature at the top or signature at the bottom.
Experiment 2 used the same math puzzles and tax form procedure
as in experiment 1, but varied the incentives for performance on
the math puzzles task and the tax rate. Finally, the one page tax
forms were modified to mimic the flow of actual tax reporting
practices in the United States, and as in experiment 1, all
materials were imperceptibly coded with unique identifiers.
After filling out the tax forms, all participants received a list of

six word fragments with missing letters. They were instructed to
complete them with meaningful words. Three fragments (_ _ R
A L, _ I _ _ _ E, and E _ _ _ C _ _) could potentially be com
pleted with words related to ethics (moral, virtue, and ethical) or
neutral words. We used the number of times these fragments
were completed with ethics related words as our measure of access
to moral concepts.
Similar to experiment 1, the percentage of participants who

cheated by overstating their performance on the math puzzles task
was lower in the signature at the top condition (37%, 11 of 30)
than in the signature at the bottom condition (63%, 19 of 30), χ2(1,
n = 60) = 4.27, P < 0.04. The same pattern of results held when
analyzing the magnitude of cheating (Fig. 2), t(58) = −2.07, P <
0.05, as well as the travel expenses that participants claimed on the
tax return form, F(1, 58)= 7.76, P< 0.01, η2= 0.12: they were lower
in the signature at the top condition (M = 3.23, SD = 2.73) than in
the signature at the bottom condition (M = 7.06, SD = 7.02).
In the word completion task, participants who signed before

filling out the form generated more ethics related words (M = 1.40,
SD = 1.04) than those who signed after (M = 0.87, SD = 0.97),

F(1, 58) = 4.22, P < 0.05, η2 = 0.07; this greater access to
ethics related concepts (our proxy for saliency of morality)
significantly mediated the effect of assigned condition (signa
ture at the top or signature at the bottom) on cheating on the
tax forms [bootstrapping with 10,000 iterations (14): 95%
confidence interval −1.85, −0.04].
Experiment 3 tested the effect of the signature location in a

naturalistic setting. Partnering with an automobile insurance com
pany in the southeastern United States, we manipulated the policy
review form, which asked customers to report the current odometer
mileage of all cars insured by the company. Customers were ran
domly assigned to one of two forms, both of which required their
signature following the statement: “I promise that the information I
am providing is true.” Half the customers received the original
forms used by the insurance company, where their signature was
required at the end of the form; the other half received our
treatment forms, where they were required to sign at the beginning.
The forms were identical in every other respect. Reporting lower
odometer mileage indicated less driving, lower risk of accident
occurrence, and therefore lower insurance premiums. We expected
customers who signed at the beginning of the form to be more
truthful and reveal higher use than those who signed at the end.
We compared the reported current odometer mileage on

13,488 completed policy forms for 20,741 cars to the latest records
of each car’s odometer mileage to calculate its use (number of
miles driven). Customers who signed at the beginning on average
revealed higher use (M = 26,098.4, SD = 12,253.4) than those who
signed at the end [M = 23,670.6, SD = 12,621.4; F(1, 13,485) =
128.63, P < 0.001]. The difference was 2,427.8 miles per car. That
is, asking customers to sign at the beginning of the form led to
a 10.25% increase in implied miles driven (based on reported
odometer readings) over the current practice of asking for a sig
nature at the end. Follow up analyses suggested that the higher
use in the signature at the top condition was not due to more
detailed reporting (down to the last digit) in comparison with
customers who may have relied on simply rounding their odom
eter mileage in the signature at the bottom condition. Thus, the
simple change in signature location likely reduced the extent to
which customers falsified mileage information in their own financial
self interest at cost to the insurance company who must pass this
expense on to all its policyholders, including honest customers who
bear the ultimate burden of paying for the dishonesty of others.
According to data from the US Department of Transportation

Office of Highway Policy Information, the average annual amount
of travel per vehicle in the United States was roughly 12,500 miles
in 2005 (15). This suggests that the average driver in our field ex
periment had been a customer with the insurance company for 2 y.
We estimated the annual per mile cost of automobile insurance in
the United States to range from 4 to 10 cents, suggesting a mini
mum average difference of $48 in annual insurance premium per
car between customers in the two conditions. The range of 4 10
cents was determined from comparing usage based insurance
also known as PAYD, or pay as you drive and calculating the
premiums for different scenarios of car brand, model, mileage, and
buyer demographic on two automobile insurance policy sites.
The current practice of signing after reporting is insufficient. It

is important to make morality salient, right before it is needed
most, so that it can remain active during the most tempting
moments. When signing comes after reporting, the morality
train has already left the station. The power of our intervention
is precisely due to the fact that it is such a gentle nudge (16): it
does not impose on the freedom of individuals, it does not require
the passage of new legislation, and it can profoundly influence
behaviors of ethical and economic significance. In fact, because most
self reports already require signing a pledge to honesty albeit not in
the most effective location the cost of implementing our in
tervention is minimal. Given the immense financial resources de
voted to prevention, detection, and punishment of fraudulent

Fig. 1. Reported and actual number of math puzzles solved by condition,
experiment 1 (n = 101). Error bars represent SEM.

Fig. 2. Reported and actual number of math puzzles solved by condition,
experiment 2 (n = 60). Error bars represent SEM.
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behavior, a truly minimal intervention like the one used in our re
search seems costly not to implement even if its effectivenessmight
wane over time as signing before reporting becomes prevalent and
individuals may find new “tricks” to disengage from morality.

Materials and Methods
Informed consent was obtained from all participants, and the Institutional
Review Boards of Harvard University and University of North Carolina
reviewed and approved all materials and procedures in Experiments 1 and 2.

Experiment 1: Participants and Procedure. A total of 101 students and
employees at local universities in the southeastern United States (Mage =
22.10, SD = 4.98; 45% male; 82% students) completed the experiment for
pay. They received a $2 show up fee and had the opportunity to earn ad
ditional money throughout the experiment.

Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: (i) signature
at the top of the tax return form (before filling it out); (ii) signature at the
bottom (after filling it out); or (iii) no signature (control). The statement that
participants had to sign asked them to declare that they carefully examined
the return and that to the best of their knowledge and belief it was correct
and complete.

At the beginning of each session, participants were given instructions in
which they were informed that they would first complete a problem solving
task under time pressure (i.e., they would have 5min to complete the task). In
addition, the instructions included the following information, “For the prob
lem solving task, you will be paid a higher amount than what we usually pay
participants because you will be taxed on your earnings. You will receive more
details after the problem solving task.”
Problem solving task. For this task (3), participants received a worksheet with
20 math puzzles, each consisting of 12 three digit numbers (e.g., 4.78) and
a collection slip on which participants later reported their performance in
this part of the experiment. Participants were told that they would have
5 min to find two numbers in each puzzle that summed to 10. For each pair
of numbers correctly identified, they would receive $1, for a maximum
payment of $20. Once the 5 min were over, the experimenter asked par
ticipants to count the number of correctly solved puzzles, note that number
on the collection slip, and then submit both the test sheet and the collection
slip to the experimenter. We assume respondents had no problems adding 2
numbers to 10, which means they should have been able to identify how
many math puzzles they had solved correctly without requiring a solution
sheet. Neither of the two forms (math puzzles test sheet and collection slip)
had any information on it that could identify the participants. The sole
purpose of the collection slip was for the participants themselves to learn
how many puzzles in total they had solved correctly.
Tax return form. After the problem solving task, participants went to a second
room to fill out a research study tax return form (based on IRS Form 1040). The
one page form we used was based on a typical tax return form. We varied
whether participants were asked to sign the form and if so, whether at the top
or bottom of the page (Figs. S1 S3). Participants filled out the form by self
reporting their income (i.e., their performance on the math puzzles task) on
which they paid a 20% tax (i.e., $0.20 for every dollar earned). In addition,
they indicated how many minutes it took them to travel to the laboratory,
and their cost of commute. These expenses were “credited” to their posttax
earnings from the problem solving task to compute their final payment. The
instructions read: “We would like to compensate participants for extra
expenses they have incurred to participate in this session.” We reimbursed
the time to travel to the laboratory at $0.10 per minute (up to 2 h or $12)
and the cost of participants’ commute (up to $12). All of the instructions and
dependent measures appeared on one page to ensure that participants
knew from the outset that a signature would be required. Thus, any dif
ferences in reporting could be attributed to the location of the signature.
Payment structure. Given the features of the experiment, participants could
make a total of $42 an amount which breaks down as follows: $2 show up
fee, $20 on math puzzles task minus a 20% tax on income (i.e., $4), $12 as
credits for travel time, and $12 as credits for cost of commute.
Opportunity to cheat on the tax return form. The experiment was designed such
that participants could cheat on the tax return form and get away with it by
overstating their “income” from the problem solving task and by inflating
the travel expenses they incurred to participate in the experiment. When
participants completed the first part of the experiment (problem solving
task), the experimenter gave them a tax return form and asked each partici
pant to go to a second room with a second experimenter to fill out the tax
form and receive their payments. The tax return form included a one digit
identifier (one digit in the top right of the form, in the code OMB no. 1555

0111) that was identical to the digit of one number of one math puzzle of
each individual’s worksheet (which was unique to each individual’s work
station). This difference was completely imperceptible to participants but
allowed us to link the worksheet and the tax return form that belonged to
the same participant. As a result, at the end of each session, we were able to
compare actual performance on the problem solving task and reported per
formance on the tax return form. If those numbers differed for any individual,
this difference represented one measure of the individual’s level of cheating.

First, we examined the percentage of participants who cheated by
overstating their performance on the problem solving task when asked to
report it on the tax return form. This percentage varied across conditions,
χ2(2, n = 101) = 12.58, P = 0.002: The number of cheaters was lowest in the
signature at the top condition (37%, 13 of 35), higher in the signature at
the bottom condition (79%, 26 of 33), and somewhat in between those two
but closer to the latter for the no signature condition (64%, 21 of 33).

Both actual and reported mean performances on the math puzzles task are
shown in Fig. 1. As depicted, the number of math puzzles overreported in the
tax return forms varied by condition, F(2, 98) = 9.21, P < 0.001, η2 = 0.16: It was
lowest in the signature at the top condition (M = 0.77, SD = 1.44) and higher
in the signature at the bottom condition (M = 3.94, SD = 4.07; P < 0.001) and
in the no signature condition (M = 2.52, SD = 3.12; P < 0.05). The difference
between these two latter conditions was only marginally significant (P < 0.07).

The credits for travel expenses (travel time and costs of commute) that
participants claimed in the tax return forms also varied by condition, F(2, 98) =
5.63, P < 0.01, η2 = 0.10 and followed the same pattern: Participants claimed
fewer expenses in the signature at the top condition (M = 5.27, SD = 4.43)
than in the signature at the bottom (M = 9.62, SD = 6.20; P < 0.01) and the no
signature (control) conditions (M = 8.45, SD = 5.92; P < 0.05). The difference
between these two latter conditions was not significant (P = 0.39). These
results suggest that the effect of the signature location is driven by the sign
ing at the top condition: Signing before a self reporting task promoted hon
est reporting. Signing afterward did not promote cheating. In effect, signing
afterward was the same as having no signature at all.

Experiment 2: Participants and Procedure. Sixty students and employees at
local universities in the southeastern United States (Mage = 21.50, SD = 2.27;
48% male; 90% students) completed the experiment for pay. They received
a $2 show up fee and had the opportunity to earn additional money
throughout the experiment.

Experiment 2 used one between subjects factor with two levels: signature
at the top and signature at the bottom. The experiment used the same task
and procedure of experiment 1 but varied the incentives for the problem
solving task, the tax rate, and the tax return forms participants completed.
Namely, participants in this experimentwere paid $2 (rather than $1) for each
math puzzle successfully solved and were taxed at a higher rate of 50%.
Finally, the tax forms were modified such that they mimicked the flow of
actual tax reporting practices in the United States: deductions (commuting
time and costs) were first subtracted from gross income (earnings from math
puzzles task) to compute taxable income, and then taxes were paid on this
total adjusted amount (Fig. S4 shows an example of the forms used).

After filling out the tax return forms, participants were asked to complete
a word completion task. Participants received a list of six word fragments
with letters missing and were asked to fill in the blanks to make complete
words by using the first word that came to mind. Following prior research
measuring implicit cognitive processes (12, 13), we used this word comple
tion task to measure accessibility of moral concepts. Three of the word
fragments ( R A L, I E, and E C ) could potentially be
completed by words related to ethics (moral, virtue, and ethical); these were
our measures of access to moral concepts.
Level of cheating. We first examined the percentage of participants who
cheated by overstating their performance on the math puzzles task when
filling out the tax return form. This percentage was lower in the signature at
the top condition (37%, 11 of 30) than in the signature at the bottom
condition (63%, 19 of 30), χ2(1, n = 60) = 4.27, P < 0.04.

Fig. 2 depicts actual performance on the math puzzles task and reported
performance on the tax return form, by condition. This difference (a mea
sure for cheating) was lower in the signature at the top condition (M = 1.67,
SD = 2.78) than in the signature at the bottom condition (M = 3.57, SD = 4.19),
t(58) = 2.07, P < 0.05.

The deductions participants reported on the tax return form followed the
same pattern and varied significantly by condition, F(1, 58) = 7.76, P < 0.01, η2 =
0.12: they were lower in the signature at the top condition (M = 3.23, SD =
2.73) than in the signature at the bottom condition (M = 7.06, SD = 7.02).
Word fragment task. Participants who signed before filling out the tax form
generated more ethics related words (M = 1.40, SD = 1.04) than those who
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signed after filling out the form (M = 0.87, SD = 0.97), F(1, 58) = 4.22, P < 0.05,
η2 = 0.07, suggesting that ethics are more salient when participants signed
before rather than after the temptation to cheat.
Mediation analyses.We also tested whether ethics related concepts (our proxy
for saliency of moral standards) mediated the effect of condition on the
extent of cheating. Both condition and the number of ethics related concepts
were entered into a linear regression model predicting extent of cheating
measured by the level of overreporting of income. The mediation analysis
revealed that the effect of condition was significantly reduced (from β =
0.262, P < 0.05 to β = 0.143, P = 0.23), and that the number of ethics

related concepts was a significant predictor of cheating (β = 0.456, P <
0.001). Using the bootstrapping method (with 10,000 iterations) recom
mended by Preacher and Hayes (4), we tested the significance of the indirect
effect of condition on dishonest behavior through the activation of ethics
related concepts. The 95% confidence interval for the indirect effect did not
include zero ( 1.85, 0.04), suggesting significant mediation.

Additionally, we computed the z score measure for both the deductions
claimed and the magnitude of cheating on the math puzzles for each par
ticipant. We averaged the two measures to form an index for each indi
vidual’s extent of cheating. Both condition and the number of ethics related
concepts were entered into a linear regression model predicting extent of
cheating measured by this composite index. The mediation analysis revealed
that the effect of treatment condition was significantly reduced (from β =
0.424, P = 0.001 to β = 0.344, P = 0.005), and that the number of ethics

related concepts was a significant predictor of cheating (β = 0.308, P = 0.011).
Using the bootstrapping method with 10,000 iterations (4), we found that the
95% confidence interval for the indirect effect did not include zero ( 0.29,
0.01), suggesting significant mediation.
Using an implicit measure of ethical saliency, this experiment shows that

signing before the opportunity to cheat increases the saliency of moral
standards compared with signing after having had the opportunity to cheat;
subsequently, this discourages cheating.

Experiment 3: Participants and Procedure. We conducted a field experiment
with an insurance company in the southeastern United States asking some of
their existing customers to report their odometer reading.

When a new policy is issued, each customer submits information about the
exact current odometermileageof all cars insured under their policy, alongwith
other information. For our audit experiment, we sent out automobile policy
review forms to policyholders, randomly assigning them to either the original
form used by the insurance company or to our redesigned form. The original
form asked customers to sign the statement: “I promise that the information I
am providing is true,” which appeared at the bottom of the form (i.e., after
having completed it; control condition), whereas our redesigned form asked
customers to sign that same statement but at the top of the form (i.e., before
filling it out; treatment condition). Otherwise, the forms were identical.

The data file that we received from the insurance company included a
random identifier for each policy, an indication of the experimental condi
tion, and two odometer readings for each car covered (a maximum of four
per policy). Thefirst odometer readingwas based on themileage information
the insurance company previously had on file, whereas the second was the
current odometer reading that customers reported. The datafile did not have
the date of the first odometer reading (it also did not have any of the other
information requested on the policy review forms). Consequently, our
measure of use was somewhat noisy, as the miles driven per car have been
accumulated over varying unknown time periods. However, because we
randomly assigned customers to one of our two conditions, such noise should
be evenly represented in both conditions. To calculate each car’s use or

number of miles driven (our main dependent variable), we subtracted the
odometer reading that was in the insurance company’s database from the
self reported current odometer reading we received from our audit forms.

Although there was no explicit statement on the policy review forms
linking car use to insurance premiums, policyholders had an incentive to
report lower use: the fewer miles driven, the lower the accident risk, and the
lower their insurance premium. Thus, when filling out the automobile policy
review form, customers likely faced a dilemma between honestly indicating
the current odometer mileage, and dishonestly indicating lower odometer
mileage to reduce their insurance premium. We hypothesized that signing
before self reporting makes ethics salient right when it is needed most.
Therefore, we expected that customers who signed the policy review form
first, beforefilling it out, wouldmore likely be truthful, and reveal higher use,
compared with those who signed at the end, after filling it out.

Completed forms were received from 13,488 policies for a total of 20,741
cars. A single policy could cover up to four cars; 52% of policies had one car,
42% had two cars, 5% had three cars, and less than 0.3% had four cars. If
a customer’s policy had more than one car, we averaged the reported
odometer mileages for all cars on the same policy. As hypothesized, con
trolling for the number of cars per policy [F(1, 13,485) = 2.184, P = 0.14],
the calculated use (based on reported odometer readings) was significantly
higher among customers who signed at the beginning of the form (M =
26,098.4, SD = 12,253.4) than among those who signed at the end of the form
[M = 23,670.6, SD = 12,621.4; F(1, 13,485) = 128.631, P < 0.001]. The average
difference between the two conditions was 2,427.8 miles. The results also hold
for the use of the first car only [signature at the top: M = 26,204.8 miles, SD =
14,226.3 miles and signature at the bottom: M = 23,622.5 miles, SD = 14,505.8
miles; t(13,486) = 10.438, P < 0.001].

Asking customers to sign at the beginning of the form led to a 10.25%
increase in the calculated miles driven over the current practice of asking for
a signature at the end. An alternative explanation for our findings could be
that this difference is due to extra diligence of customers in the treatment
condition relative to customers in the control condition, rather than higher
rates of deliberate falsification of information among customers in the
control condition. That is, perhaps those who signed at the top of the form
were actually checking their odometers, whereas those who signed at the
bottom of the form simply estimated their mileage without actually checking
their cars. To address this possibility, we compared the last digits of the
odometer mileage that customers in the two conditions reported. Specifi
cally, we ran analyses examining whether the two conditions differed in the
number of instances wherein reported odometer mileages ended with 0, 5,
00, 50, 000, or 500. Numbers that end with these digits indicate a higher
likelihood that customers simply estimated their mileage. We detected no
statistically significant differences between our two conditions in the
instances in which these endings appeared (pooled measure: treatment,
19.9% vs. control, 20.8%; χ2 = 2.5, P = 0.12).

An important consequence of false reporting of this type is that the costs
extend beyond the insurer to its entire customer base including the honest
policyholders who bear the ultimate burden of paying for others’ dishonesty.
Using a field experiment, we demonstrate that a simple change in the location
of a signature request can significantly influence the extent to which people
on average will misreport information to advance their own self interest.
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> From: Gino, Francesca 
> Sent: Thursday, January 20, 2011 6:20 AM 
> To:  
> Subject: tax data 
> 
> Hi  and , 
> 
> Following up on ’s suggestion, I wrote to  to see what he ended up 
> doing with his data from the field study with the insurance company. As  
> suspected, he never published it but he is interested in publishing it.  

helped him collect the data. So I suggest we add them as co-authors 
> and write up the paper for a top tier journal. Would this plan work with 
> both of you? 
> 
> We can then work on extensions of the paper with  or  
> 
> francesca 

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 344 of 1282



o

o

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 345 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 346 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 347 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 348 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 349 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 350 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 351 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 352 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 353 of 1282



1 
 

 Interview 
June 2, 2022 

 
[0:00] ALAIN BONACOSSA: My name is Alain Bonacossa and I'm the Research Integrity Officer at Harvard 
Business School. First, let me thank Professor  for being here today and for being 
willing to be interviewed by the investigation committee. I will now make a brief announcement before 
handing it over to the Chair of the committee. First, a reminder that the interview will be recorded and 
transcribed. And , you will be given a copy of the transcript for correction. 
 
[0:25] so, let me start by introducing everyone on Zoom today, starting with the investigation 
committee. Professor Teresa Amabile, the Chair of the committee; Professor Bob Kaplan; and Professor 
Shawn Cole. The witness, of course, in today's interview is Professor ,  

. We also have, in addition to 
myself, a couple of staff members, Heather Quay, who is a university attorney with Harvard's Office of 
the General Counsel, and Alma Castro, Assistant Director in Research Administration at the Business 
School. 
 
[1:00] Next, I wanted to provide a brief explanation of the interview process. As I mentioned to you, 

 this is a faculty review of a faculty matter. So the interview will be a conversation between the 
committee and yourself. It will entail a series of questions and answers. And  you should feel 
free to elaborate on any answer if you think that it could be helpful to the process. 
 
[1:23] Some basic rules of the road for the interview for everyone-- to make sure the transcription is 
clear, only one person can speak at a time. At the end of my introduction, I will ask the staff to turn their 
cameras off and mute themselves. And , for you specifically, please answer questions truthfully. 
All answers need to be audible so that they can appear on the record, so nodding is not sufficient. If you 
do not understand the question, just ask for the question to be rephrased. And if you don't know an 
answer, just say so. If you need a break, just ask for one. 
 
[2:01] Some important reminders-- HBS has an obligation to keep this matter confidential. So even the 
fact that this interview occurred or that there's an ongoing investigation into allegations of research 
misconduct is confidential. So  we're going to ask you to keep all of this information 
confidential. Also per HBS policy, HBS community members may not retaliate in any way, again, against 
complainant, witnesses, the research integrity officer, or committee members. , do you have 
any questions about the process? You're muted, but-- 
 
[2:39] : Well, no, I'm good. 
 
[2:40] ALAIN BONACOSSA: OK, so I will hand it off to Teresa. And Heather and Alma and I will mute 
ourselves and turn our cameras off now. 
 
[2:51] TERESA AMABILE: Hi, , it's nice to meet you face to face after we've been emailing so 
much over the last several weeks. I am Teresa Amabile. I've been at Harvard Business School for about 
27 years now. I'm a Baker Foundation Professor and my appointment is in the Entrepreneurial 
Management unit. 
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[3:13] I'm the Chair of this committee and I have two colleagues with me. I guess that's all I want to say 
about myself. Let me just hand it off to Bob Kaplan, who you might not be familiar with. And then Bob 
will hand it off to Shawn. 
 
[3:31] BOB KAPLAN: Hi, . So I'm Bob Kaplan. And I'm a professor emeritus at this stage, but 
definitely not retired. So those are very distinct categories-- often overlap, but not in my case. And I 
came to Harvard Business School in 1984 and had been at Carnegie Mellon Business School prior to that 
time. I work in the Accounting unit, but more management accounting, trying to create information 
useful for decision making and control and so familiar with measurement. I guess that's how I ended up 
on the committee. 
 
[4:16] SHAWN COLE: And I'm Shawn Cole. I'm on the Finance faculty. I have an economics PhD and I 
have done and continue to do a lot of experiments. And I guess I'm not retired or Baker Foundation. I'm 
still a working stiff here at HBS but really appreciate your time. Thanks so much. 
 
[4:33] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[4:35] TERESA AMABILE:  we're all really grateful to you for spending this time with us. And 
Shawn and Bob, is it OK if you both mute yourselves except when you might have a follow-up question? 
Or if you notice me skipping something that I had planned to ask about, please feel free to break in, just 
so that we have minimized background interference. So,  is it OK for me to go ahead and get 
started with the questions that we have for you? 
 
[5:08] : Yes. 
 
[5:09] TERESA AMABILE: OK, great, thank you. And I think it's probably OK, , for you and me to 
remain unmuted if we-- if that's more comfortable. I don't know if you have background noise. It looks 
like you're in your office. 
 
[5:24] : Yes, so if there is background noise, I could. But, yeah, I'll leave it open. 
 
[5:30] TERESA AMABILE: OK, that sounds great. So I'm going to start with questions that we have on the 
2020 JPSP paper that you published with Francesca and  on moral consequences of 
networking with a promotion or prevention focus. OK, so first, it's sort of a general background 
question. I guess this is a little bit of a warm-up question. Can you tell us how you came to be at Harvard 
for the postdoc that you did there and then how you got to know Francesca and how you came to be 
involved in this particular research project with her? 
 
[6:11] : Sure, so my advisor, Art Brief, is a good friend of . So I got to 
know  and Francesca early on in my PhD program. And I met her as a PhD student while she was at 
UNC. And we started talking about just doing research. 
 
[6:38] I think then she moved to Harvard. And so I completed my PhD. And I had-- I decided to do a 
postdoc afterwards. And I had a couple of options. One was the Ethics Center at Harvard, SAFRA, had a 
fellowship, which is officially under the law school or was under the law school. So I think that I was a 
fellow in the Harvard SAFRA Ethics Center. And I kept working with Francesca when I was a fellow there. 
And then after finishing and coming here to Kellogg, we continued working together. 
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[7:20] For this particular project-- so I have published with her extensively in multiple projects. This 
particular project, Francesca,  and I, we have an earlier 2014 or '15 ASQ that we published on 
instrumental networking and how it feels dirty. So we started this project. I think, like, the project's on 
instrumental networking that-- 
 
[7:47] TERESA AMABILE:  I'm sorry, I didn't quite understand. You said the earlier project was 
on what? 
 
[7:52] : On instrumental networking. 
 
[7:55] TERESA AMABILE: OK. 
 
[7:55] : Broadly, yeah, how instrumental networking could feel morally dirty. We 
started that project, I'd say 2012 or '13, something like that. And we had started with that empirical 
paper. And along the way, the first year or two, when we haven't published that work, we had started 
the second-- and, again, even a third project that didn't end up anywhere, but the second project as 
well. So the two projects had been going on for a couple of years. We published the first paper in 2015, I 
think-- again, '15 or '14. And this one took us longer. And it ended up in JPSP in 2020. 
 
[8:40] : OK, that's helpful. So you first came to know her back-- I guess you were 
working with Art Brief. And he was at the University of Utah then. Is that correct? 
 
[8:49] : Yes, yeah. 
 
[8:49] TERESA AMABILE: So that's where you did your PhD and where you first got to acquainted-- when 
you first got acquainted-- 
 
[8:55] : Yes. 
 
[8:55] TERESA AMABILE: --with Francesca. OK, and it sounds like you and she had been talking about this 
area of research for quite some time. 
 
[9:03] : Yes, so the three of us-- me, Francesca, and  we-- I think I'd say the 
first conversation we had about networking was, let's say, 2012. I think that that's probably close. I could 
look and find the first whatever email. But that was, yeah, the first time that we discussed this particular 
idea and then the two papers that came out of the collaboration. 
 
[9:28] : OK, Bob or Shawn, does either of you have a follow-up question on any of 
that background? OK, great. Thanks. So,  it's important for our committee to understand how 
this paper came about. I think you've already filled in much of this for us. But if you could try to, if 
possible, remember a little bit more specifically the chronology of your involvement in the research 
reported in this paper. I think that there are six-- I believe there are six studies in this paper-- and in the 
paper itself, your involvement in the paper itself. 
 
[10:10] : So this particular paper, the second paper, I think after we got most of the 
data for the first paper that, as I mentioned, published earlier, I'd say after a year or two into that 
particular-- into the investigation for the other project, we talked about, like, the idea that how we can 
actually overcome this feeling, the discomfort that people feel about instrumental networking. And one 
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of the things that the two of us discussed was that maybe more like a motivational perspective could be 
important and something that could help us. So basically this idea that, is it possible to help people 
reframe their networking activities or networking mindset they have? 
 
[10:57] And, obviously, going to a large body of work on regulatory focus, that was one of the things that 
early on we decided to try. If I remember it correctly, the first ever study on this project was a study run 
in Italy. Because at that point,  was visiting Bocconi. So we put together a study to be run in Italy, 
and  coordinated to get the data for it. And Francesca and  translated it in Italian and all 
that. 
 
[11:29] So I didn't have access to the survey or data. Again, it was in Italian. So that's the first-- I think, if 
I'm right-- study. And at the same time, if I remember it, Francesca did collect a different study in US to 
really see if the data in Italy is similar to the US or not. 
 
[11:49] If I'm right, it's a study two in the paper where there are two samples. One is Italian sample. 
Another is the US students or US sample. So Francesca collected this study too. So the paper started in a 
study two, if I'm right. Then we collected-- 
 
[12:04] TERESA AMABILE: Okay, just one second. Do you remember the year or years approximately of 
the data collection? 
 
[12:10] : I could definitely figure it out if you want me and you send it later. But I'd 
say 2014, for example, something like that. But, again, I could get that. 
 
[12:20] TERESA AMABILE: OK, well, if we decide we'd like it, we'll just send-- ask Alain to get in touch 
with you and-- 
 
[12:26] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[12:27] : Yes, so I should have the record of the emails, everything. So, yeah, email 
me if you need the exact date. It was summer time or something like that if I'm right. But, again, she was 
visiting Italy, Bocconi, visiting that year. 
 
[12:38] TERESA AMABILE: And both of those studies-- the one run in Italy and the companion study in 
the States-- those both ended up in the paper? 
 
[12:46] : Yes. 
 
[12:47] TERESA AMABILE: OK, in the published paper, correct? 
 
[12:48] : Yes, in the published paper if I'm right. Then the rest of the studies-- so in 
the-- in like-- the correlational data comes from a law firm.  collected that data. The MTurk 
studies are the ones that Francesca ran. And the field experiment with working adults is something that 
the three of us worked together, meaning that we contacted Survey Signal, which is the company. We 
put together a survey. But Francesca was the contact person who collected the data and put everything 
together. 
 
[13:25] TERESA AMABILE: OK. 
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[13:26] : Anything. I don't know-- 
 
[13:27] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[13:27] TERESA AMABILE: And so one thing that you said there, which I think went be a little fast, but I 
just want to make sure I heard it right, was that all of the MTurk studies were run by Francesca? 
 
[13:38] : Yes. 
 
[13:38] TERESA AMABILE: Yes, OK, OK. 
 
[13:41] : So I went back to look at this particular paper and all the data sets and 
anything. And, yeah, I didn't collect any of the data personally. 
 
[13:52] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so for none of the six studies did you collect the data? OK. OK. That's 
helpful. Bob, Shawn, any follow-ups? 
 
[14:05] SHAWN COLE: I assume you're going to drill in on study 3A? 
 
[14:07] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, yeah, I'm about to move to that. Thanks. OK, so I do want to focus in 
now on study 3A. Do you need me to give you a little reminder about which one that is? 
 
[14:18] : Let me-- I just opened up the paper. This is the one that we manipulate on 
MTurk, and we have the full model. And we did two studies because I think the second one was-- I'm 
trying to see what is the second. 
 
[14:35] TERESA AMABILE: So in study 3A, participants read a story about instrumental networking and 
were asked to imagine that they were the protagonist. And study 3B was essentially identical, same 
conditions, same three conditions. Except the participants were actually-- they actually engaged in 
instrumental networking through MTurk. I think they were asked to send an email to someone-- 
 
[15:01] : I see. Yeah, I saw it. 
 
[15:02] TERESA AMABILE: --in their network, in their professional network, asking them for a connection 
of some sort. 
 
[15:07] : Yes. 
 
[15:08] TERESA AMABILE: Something like that. 
 
[15:08] : Yes. 
 
[15:09] TERESA AMABILE: So the one that we're interested in is the first one in which they read a 
scenario and were asked to imagine themselves in the place of the protagonist of the story. OK, so I'm 
going to go through each stage of the research for that particular study. And I'm going to ask you to tell 
us to the best of your knowledge when it occurred, who was involved in supervising the activity that I'll 
mention, and who was involved in carrying out the activity. 
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[15:44] : OK. 
 
[15:45] TERESA AMABILE: So, first, the conceptualization and design of the study. 
 
[15:51] : So these studies, a lot of them, if you look, are similar and similar to the 
other paper we had as well. So I'd say the design, all three of us were involved, meaning that we talked 
about which manipulation, for example, prevention or promotion we want to use and deciding whether 
we want to use like the story that we drafted or created early on for the other paper. So I'd say all three 
of us were involved in terms of designing and teaching through the design. 
 
[16:23] TERESA AMABILE: OK, can you approximately place that in time, when that design, the 
conceptualization and design conversations might have happened? 
 
[16:38] : These are newer studies, meaning that I'd say these were earlier-- I don't 
know, 2017 or '18, honestly, these studies, or even later. Or maybe one of them is even later. Because I 
think one of them we may have added because of the review process. 
 
[16:58] So, again, I can look back and see like if I have in any of my emails the exact time. But I'd say 
definitely there was a gap of two or three years from the early Italy, Italian sample, or even the law firm 
data and these. Both the correlation study, I remember, for example, study 1, correlational study, this is 
a rerun that we reported here. She ran an earlier study. And this is a rerun that we added later. So I say 
time-wise, this is later, 2018 or so. 
 
[17:31] TERESA AMABILE: OK, and,  again, it sounds like if we wanted to follow up and ask you 
to look for emails if you could place it more specifically in time and even share those emails with us 
where the study was being designed, that's something you'd be willing to look for? 
 
[17:48] : Probably. Again, I think one challenge is that, as you could imagine, we 
have different versions of this paper. And study 3A or 3B, whether-- right now it's called 3A and 3B. It's 
possible we have a version-- because, obviously, getting to JPSP. But I remember we sent it to AMJ, got 
rejected, and to Org Science. 
 
[18:05] So it's possible it was called a different study then. So I, again, have to very much really look to 
make sure it's the same study. But the ideas, I'm sure-- yeah, I mean, I'll be more than happy to look 
more into it if you have a specific question. 
 
[18:21] TERESA AMABILE: But it sounds like, as far as you can remember, this was added after the 
review process had started, after it had initially been submitted to whatever journal-- 
 
[18:30] : I'm not sure. For JPSP, I'm not sure. It's possible that this was before even 
initial submission to JPSP, which I could easily figure out because I have the file for initial submission, if 
you want to. 
 
[18:41] TERESA AMABILE: You have the file for the initial submission to JPSP, but not the very first one, 
which may have been like AMJ or something? 
 
[18:47] : I do have those. 
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[18:48] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[18:48] TERESA AMABILE: Oh, you do have those as well? 
 
[18:49] : I do. 
 
[18:50] TERESA AMABILE: OK. 
 
[18:50] : If you actually are interested, I could look and see when I-- we submitted 
to AMJ, whether this particular study is part or not. But, yeah, I could look into it. If I am right, I could 
actually just confirm that I most often, when I submit or do an initial submission, I try to at least save the 
draft that we submitted. 
 
[19:10] This one, I think it's Francesca who led. So usually, at least that's my common practice, that we 
share the final draft we send to the co-authors. So I imagine that I should have a copy of like the 
submissions. 
 
[19:25] TERESA AMABILE: OK, OK, and can you say-- I guess I should have followed up on the earlier 
question with this. How were you involved in the writing, the drafting of the paper and the revision? It 
sounds like the paper went through many revisions with perhaps studies being added along the way. 
Can you describe how you were involved in the writing, drafting of the paper, revisions of the paper? 
 
[19:55] : So both, like this paper and the other paper, all of us, in a sense, 
contributed equally, which means that any of the papers, with both papers, we say the order of the 
authorship is-- I don't know-- based on last name or first name, which means that we were all closely, 
you know, collaborating and like revising the write-up or whatever, the theory part, all of them, I mean, 
all of us, honestly, the three of us. So I say, again, going back even in the paper, it says it's really authors 
contributed equality for sure. For writing and all that, we did it, yeah. 
 
[20:34] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And now, I'm assuming that would have involved conversations about the 
paper, conversations about the different studies, the order in which to present them in the paper, the 
story you're going to tell-- 
 
[20:48] : Yeah. 
 
[20:48] TERESA AMABILE: --conversations and then actually drafting. Different people might have been 
responsible for drafting different pieces of the paper? Is that how you would work as a collaborative 
team? 
 
[20:59] : Yes. 
 
[21:01] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. 
 
[21:02] : OK, so the next stage of the research is data collection. Again, for study 3A, 
can you tell us to the best of your knowledge when that might have happened and who would have 
supervised it and who would have actually carried out the data collection activity? 
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[21:22] : So in study 3A, I actually went back, and I don't have the Qualtrics survey 
shared with me. So Francesca collected that data, supervised the data collection, collected the data, 
analyzed the data, and wrote up this study. So I didn't have access to the Qualtrics survey. I could-- 
based on the drafts of the paper, I could figure out what time, which year it was collected, obviously. But 
that would be something that I have to look and find what data set it is and like, based on my email 
records, in a sense, find the year. 
 
[22:01] But I don't have access. I double checked my Qualtrics account. I don't have access to the 
Qualtrics survey or the data. I only have-- after paper got published or maybe before, I can't remember, 
but sometime we put everything on OSF-- I think Francesca did-- which is the data set that is there. 
 
[22:19] So I don't have a separate record of the data beyond what is on OSF. I checked my folder to see 
if I have the data set. And the only data set that I found was-- if I'm right, for a different study like that I 
analyzed. She asked me to double check, I think, the numbers or something like that. But this one I 
didn't have access to. 
 
[22:42] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thanks. What about-- and so it sounds like you said she supervised the 
collection of the Qualtrics data. Do you have any idea who was involved in actually carrying out the data 
collection? 
 
[22:59] : So it's an MTurk study. You mean who posted it online? 
 
[23:02] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, who posted it online? 
 
[23:07] : I don't know. I don't necessarily know. Because I know Francesca, 
sometimes she has RAs, sometimes not, or things like that. So, honestly, I don't know if she had an RA 
that was responsible in managing. 
 
[23:21] I did not communicate with anyone. Because there are, for example, even like right now faculty 
at HBS that I'm working with that I know they have a full-time RA, and their RA is cc'd in the emails, and 
we communicate. These data collections, if she was asking an RA to do it, she did it on her end. I don't 
have anyone else involved as far as I know. 
 
[23:44] TERESA AMABILE: OK, it sounds like you were not in that email loop. 
 
[23:46] : I wasn't. No, I wasn't. 
 
[23:49] TERESA AMABILE: What about data cleaning? 
 
[23:51] : Nothing. So as I said, I didn't have access to the data at all. My recollection 
is that she ran the study, and then, for example, she said it worked out. We found support. And then she 
wrote up the study and shared with us the draft or something like that. So I didn't have access to it. 
 
[24:12] Obviously, the data is on OSF. I could check and see if-- I mean, if anything, like I didn't have 
anything separate in my own folder, so which means that probably-- I wasn't-- I didn't have, like, the 
data shared with me really in advance. So I have the final say, which is this data that's on OSF, so which 
is-- I mean, that's like what I have. 
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[24:39] TERESA AMABILE: OK, OK. And data analysis, I believe I heard you say earlier that Francesca did 
the data analysis. 
 
[24:47] : Yes, I think this particular project, if I'm right, there is only one study at 
some point that, like, the data was shared. And maybe two studies, actually, it looks like I have the data 
from the law firm, at least part of it or maybe an earlier version of it that I basically like had access to. 
 
[25:14] TERESA AMABILE: OK, but not 3A, not study 3A? 
 
[25:18] : Not 3A. Not the Italian. I actually checked. I don't have any of the other 
data sets, no. I mean, the only thing is that the Survey Signal data, apparently, it looks like I have the 
data for that study, like study-- what's it called-- 5 or 6-- if I'm right. 
 
[25:33] TERESA AMABILE: OK. 
 
[25:34] : That's when I have a separate record. And that's-- I don't know if that's 
online available or not as well, honestly. But this is the only data that I have, yeah. 
 
[25:42] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And in terms of reporting the data in this, for 3A in the submitted and 
then, subsequently, the published versions of the paper, I think I heard you say that Francesca would 
have drafted-- done the first draft of the write-up of 3A and shared it with you and . Is that 
correct? 
 
[26:02] : Yes. 
 
[26:03] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And data posting on OSF? 
 
[26:08] : So if I'm right, I think she managed it. She basically posted or asked 
someone to post but-- 
 
[26:16] TERESA AMABILE: She being Francesca? 
 
[26:17] : Yes, Francesca. 
 
[26:19] TERESA AMABILE: OK, and again, a sense of the time frame in which that would have happened? 
 
[26:25] : I think that there should be a timestamp on the upload, correct? I can-- 
 
[26:32] TERESA AMABILE: There probably is. Yeah, there probably is. 
 
[26:34] : Yeah, yeah, I think there is. 
 
[26:36] TERESA AMABILE: It must be. And my guess is that-- I think that typically would happen either 
when the paper is submitted or when the paper is published. 
 
[26:45] : So right now the date created is on April 13, 2020, which I imagine is-- it 
looks like it's after the paper got conditionally accept or accept. That's like my recollection. I have to say-
- and maybe I should-- I mean, I don't know if I have to say, but like as you guys probably know, like we, 
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over the years, we have changed our practices, meaning that right now I-- like we, even for initial 
review, like the first submission of the paper to any journal before even rejections, right now like the 
past three or four years, every paper I submit, I already upload the data. So I think this is an older 
project, which means that when the paper got conditionally accepted or something like that, we went 
ahead on a public-- and, like, uploaded the data. 
 
[27:35] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, and we within the committee have talked about how practices in these 
particular journals-- 
 
[27:39] : Exactly. 
 
[27:40] TERESA AMABILE: --which I'm more familiar with than Shawn or Bob. We've talked about how 
those practices have changed in recent years. 
 
[27:46] : Yes, exactly. So my point is that, yeah, I think this is probably, really a final 
round where we uploaded the data. 
 
[27:55] TERESA AMABILE: OK, OK. So I've just done question 3 with all its sub-parts. Bob and Shawn, did I 
miss anything? Or did you have any follow-ups on any of that? 
 
[28:08] BOB KAPLAN: I'm good. Good set of answers. It's clear. 
 
[28:11] SHAWN COLE: Just checking-- so when you submitted papers back then, the journals did not 
require you to submit copies of the data, no? 
 
[28:17] : No. 
 
[28:19] TERESA AMABILE: Bob, I think you may have put on your headset, but not changed your audio 
source. Because when you spoke a minute ago-- oh, your microphone was on top of your head. That's it. 
OK, thank you. 
 
[28:31] OK, so  could you please tell us who, if anyone, might have had access to the data and 
the ability to modify it at each of those stages of the research that I went through, besides the 
individuals you have mentioned? And I guess, if I remember right, the only individual you've mentioned 
is Francesca for this study 3A. 
 
[28:58] : For study 3A, yes, I don't think it was shared with  as well. Because I 
imagine it would have been shared with both of us. And I don't think-- yeah, I don't think it was shared 
with either one of us. 
 
[29:12] TERESA AMABILE: OK, and is it true that you simply don't know about the extent to which the 
data might have been shared with RAs or doctoral students or others in Francesca's lab at the time? 
 
[29:24] : For sure, I have no-- yeah, I have no idea who helped her like-- yeah, it's 
possible she have had full-time RAs or others that helped her either post the study, like cleaned the 
data, or even write up the initial draft, frankly. I don't know. 
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[29:42] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thanks. Follow-ups, Bob or Shawn? You can just shake your head or-- OK, 
it looks like they're both saying no, no follow-ups. OK, thank you. 
 
[29:52] And now,  could you please tell us to the best of your knowledge whether and how the 
data set for the study was modified at any point or points between initial data collection and final 
posting of the data set on OSF? 
 
[30:12] : So, I don't have access to the Qualtrics survey, which, presumably if that's 
the raw data, correct? So I don't have access to it. And I never had access to, again, raw data or any 
other version of it. The only thing that I actually even had access is the OSF file. Of course, I don't know if 
there is any difference between presumably an earlier version compared to the last version, which is the 
OSF file. So to best of my knowledge, there shouldn't be any difference, correct? So I don't-- I mean, I 
haven't seen any other version of this, as I've said, that I've seen. 
 
[30:56] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. It looks like Bob has a follow-up. 
 
[30:58] BOB KAPLAN: Yeah, it's just to corroborate really what you've said, but implied that there was no 
discussion, email, or chatter among the three co-authors that there were some issues with the original 
data that needed to be somehow worked on? 
 
[31:19] : No. The only thing I remember, generally, we may have had a discussion. 
Like the field data collection was a big one that we had discussion about generally how to collect that 
data, honestly. This study, I can't-- I don't think there was a discussion. 
 
[31:37] TERESA AMABILE: So,  if-- it sounds like you don't recall any discussion of, you know, 
maybe problems, some of the MTurk participants were not responding in the way that was intended or 
something like that? Is it the case that you don't recall, or you're confident there weren't any such 
issues? 
 
[32:10] : Good question. So I don't recall, I mean, honestly that there was a 
discussion. Having said that, again, I can't say 100%, meaning that-- yeah, so, again, to the best of my 
knowledge like with high, whatever, I don't-- again, I can't be 100% certain. But I don't think we had a 
discussion about anything. 
 
[32:49] And if anything, generally, like the standard is if there were presumably filters in the study or 
manipulation checks or exclusions, I imagine it should have been reported in the paper. And that's like 
the standard practice. If you have to like really just say some people didn't respond to the prompt and 
they were excluded, I imagine it's in the write-up. 
 
[33:12] TERESA AMABILE: So when you say filter, you mean, for example, an attention filter-- 
 
[33:15] : Attention check, yeah. 
 
[33:16] TERESA AMABILE: Where there's a check like, you know, how many cars are in this photo or 
something like that? 
 
[33:22] : Exactly. Those, anything like that, again, if it's in the beginning of surveys, 
sometimes people don't report because it's just not-- it's not letting people to get in. But if it's later and 
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you are excluding, like the standard practice says now you report all that. So my assumption is that if 
there was a filter like that probably we had, we already-- like we reported it in the text. 
 
[33:44] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. If you did have any discussions like that, on the order of, oh, 
gosh, should we toss out participants who did this thing or that thing, would those discussions have 
been by email most likely or would you and your co-authors or you and Francesca have hopped on the 
phone? 
 
[34:05] : No, I mean, we didn't have phone conversation, if I'm right, about this one 
or even other projects often. I think we usually do them through email. And my sense is, again, this is an 
older project, which makes it a bit difficult, meaning that things have changed really. As I said, like the 
past couple of years, now for me, any data collection I'm involved, I make sure that I have a copy of the 
Qualtrics survey and a lot of things, correct? But, again, this is older. 
 
[34:34] But I feel like often what we do, if there are serious issues with a study, we rerun a study. Yeah, I 
think that's-- unless we report something that's been excluded or something. But, often, we rerun a 
study if there are issues and we have to really fix those issues. 
 
[34:53] TERESA AMABILE: OK, that's helpful. Thank you. Shawn, Bob, any follow-ups now? No? OK, it 
looks like they have no follow-ups. 
 
[35:03] All right, so at this point,  we're going to have Alain do a little screen sharing so that we 
can show you some of what we've seen in the data. And I'll want to ask you some questions about that, 
OK? So we'd like to show you some discrepancies specifically that we discovered between the data set 
on Francesca's computer and the data set that was posted on OSF. And the latter, of course, underlies 
the analysis included in the published paper. 
 
[35:39] : Sure. 
 
[35:40] TERESA AMABILE: So first, in this table that I think is going to be labeled Table 1, Alain, if you 
could do a screenshare of that and pull it up. OK, so this is a comparison,  between the data set 
from Francesca's research records on her computer and the data set that was posted on OSF. And you 
can see that the OSF data set, which is essentially underlying the analyses that are reported in the 
paper, has the means in the expected and reported direction for study 3A, that is, prevention focused 
being notably, by far, the highest, and the promotion focused condition being notably and largely 
lowest. And this is, as you'll remember, the dependent measure here is feelings of impurity. 
 
[36:54] : OK. 
 
[36:55] TERESA AMABILE: OK? When we computed means for these conditions from the data set on her 
computer, as you can see, they're directionally flipped. The lowest is now the prevention focus 
condition. And the highest is now the promotion focus condition. So that's one discrepancy. 
 
[37:20] I would like to show you some other discrepancies that we noted. And then I'll ask you to 
comment. But Bob, did you want to clarify something here? 
 
[37:35] BOB KAPLAN: Yeah, what you're about to show is not another discrepancy, but to understand 
the source of this discrepancy. 
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[37:42] TERESA AMABILE: We're not positive, Bob, that it's the source or the sole source of this 
discrepancy. It likely contributed to this discrepancy. Would you say that that's fair to say? 
 
[37:56] BOB KAPLAN: Well, these are means of underlying observations. And so if the means are 
different, there are underlying observations that are different. 
 
[38:04] TERESA AMABILE: Right. What we're going to show you next is some observations that don't 
match, that should match but don't match between Francesca's data set and the OSF data set. 
 
[38:15] : So just a clarification question, when you say her data set, is it the 
Qualtrics survey you downloaded, or it's like she had a file with these? 
 
[38:26] TERESA AMABILE: There's a data set that was on her computer that she identified as the data for 
this study. 
 
[38:35] : OK. 
 
[38:36] TERESA AMABILE: And Alain-- 
 
[38:37] : And she had those files on it, so she had the OSF file as well as this other 
file? 
 
[38:44] TERESA AMABILE: You know, I don't know how to answer that last question as to whether she 
had the OSF data set on her computer. I don't even know if we asked her about that. 
 
[38:55] : OK. 
 
[38:55] TERESA AMABILE: Alain, I'm going to ask you to put thumbs up or thumbs down, if you could, if 
I'm correct in saying that this is the data set that Francesca identified as the raw data for this study, 
what we're calling author's data set here? 
 
[39:13] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Yes, I can answer both questions, actually. 
 
[39:16] TERESA AMABILE: Yes, please. 
 
[39:16] ALAIN BONACOSSA: She pointed us to both. So the raw data set is what is the OSF on her local 
machine, the author's data set being the data set from Qualtrics. So we-- she pointed us to the survey in 
Qualtrics where we then downloaded the data. 
 
[39:37] : I see. So, basically, the OSF data set is-- yeah, author data is Qualtrics 
survey. Good, thanks. 
 
[39:43] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Correct. 
 
[39:44] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you, Alain. My memory had blipped out on that. OK, so  what 
we're going to show you now are two additional tables where there are certain lines of data in the two 
conditions that seem like they should match between the two data sets, but they don't. 
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[40:08] So these are three pairs of observations. And they're paired on the basis of the verbiage that you 
see in the essay column, the first one, “Speaking of career aspiration…” and so on. The next row-- the 
first row is from the OSF data set. The next row is from Francesca's data set, Francesca's Qualtrics. 
 
[40:40] And you can see that the qualitative responses match exactly. And if you look at the two right-
hand columns, those qualitative responses also match exactly. But as you can see, this is the promotion 
condition. The numerical responses for the dependent variable measures are very different on each one 
of the measures. And in Francesca's data set, for each of these three pairs of rows, you can see that the 
numbers, the ratings on moral impurity, are much higher. 
 
[41:31] : Sorry, Alain, like if you have access to her survey, you could see if she had 
shared this with us or not, correct? Can you confirm that? Because I checked. And I didn't have access to 
it, like to any of these surveys. But I want to just-- you can on your end check, correct? 
 
[41:50] ALAIN BONACOSSA: That is technically correct. We did not check if any of the surveys were 
shared. We only downloaded the data as instructed by the-- sorry, by Francesca. 
 
[42:03] TERESA AMABILE: Alain, it strikes me that that question  just asked is a good question 
for us, the committee. I think if it is possible to do that, it could be useful for us, very useful for us to 
know with whom the Qualtrics data were shared, if they were shared with anyone. Should that be 
possible, Alain? 
 
[42:25] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Yes. 
 
[42:26] TERESA AMABILE: OK, great, thank you. So  would you like to spend it a little bit more 
time studying this table? 
 
[42:34] : No. 
 
[42:35] TERESA AMABILE: No? OK, now we're going to show you a similar table. By the way, this was not 
based on an exhaustive search. It was based on one member of our committee trying to just kind of 
match up lines of data to see what might underlie the flipping of the means that we saw earlier. 
 
[42:55] OK, so this was the promotion focus condition. And you're going to see three other pairs of data 
from the prevention focus in this Table 3 here. And I think you know how to look at this now. 
 
[43:12] : Yeah. 
 
[43:13] TERESA AMABILE: I'll give you a minute to study it. But as you can see, the numbers for these 
three pairs, the quantitative numbers in Francesca's data set, are all-- I believe they're all ones. Yes, 
they're all ones. And except for that very first row of the OSF data-- 
 
[43:51] : I was going to say maybe the wrong coding, but apparently the numbers 
aren't just flipped. It depends on the number. 
 
[43:58] TERESA AMABILE: Right. They're not just-- they're not just flipped. 
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[44:00] : Yep. 
 
[44:01] TERESA AMABILE: And I think in the previous table, we saw many that did look like they could 
possibly be completely flipped. 
 
[44:07] : Yeah, it's a different coding or something. 
 
[44:09] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, but not all of them, not all of them, yeah. We looked into that to see if 
that could explain it. OK, so I do have a question here. And that is simply, can you explain how such 
discrepancies could have arisen? And Alain, I think you can stop the screenshare now. 
 
[44:34] : Honestly, no, because I think like it's not that, like, let's say, there are 
people who are add-- like deleted, in a sense, correct, or excluded for a reason, which could be one 
explanation, as you said. Based on the writing, it's the same person. So, honestly, I can't really, I don't 
know. 
 
[45:02] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Bob, Shawn, any follow-up? Looks like no. OK, I'm mindful of the time. It's 
almost 4:20. So I'm going to move on to the question in our guide that's question 7. So,  please 
understand that we feel we must ask this direct question to everyone we speak to who was involved in 
this research. Did you change the data in a way that could have led to these or other discrepancies? 
 
[45:35] : No. 
 
[45:38] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. And we're trying to understand the atmosphere in the lab in 
which the data for this study were collected. And that clearly is Francesca's lab. Specifically, we're trying 
to understand the extent to which people in the lab might have felt pressured or highly motivated to 
produce certain outcomes in a study. Can you give us your views on the atmosphere in this lab at the 
time the data were collected? 
 
[46:19] : So I don't know, as I said, like exactly when the data was collected. But my 
very strong suspicion is that it was collected, again, after 2017 or '18, but I was already at Kellogg and 

 at Toronto. And none of our-- none of us are students, so we were faculty. So then, so this 
question, if you want me to answer, it really goes back to when I was a postdoc or something like that. Is 
that what you're asking, broadly or about this particular study? 
 
[46:54] TERESA AMABILE: Well, I was-- we, as a committee, are most interested in at the time that this 
study was conducted. But I guess I know-- I mean, I've run a lab since I started as an assistant professor 
many, many, many years ago. And I would say that the atmosphere in my lab-- my doctoral students, my 
RAs, my undergrads who were working in the research-- was probably pretty consistent throughout. 
 
[47:25] So I guess I would like you to give us your impression of the lab and specifically around whether 
you think that those working in the lab might have felt either highly pressured or highly motivated to 
produce outcomes of a certain sort, whether or not they were directly instructed to do so. Could you 
give us your impression of the lab from-- you were a postdoc, is it, 2012 to 2014? Or is that right? 
 
[47:59] : Yes, so, first, I want to say that as far as I understand it, at least the time I 
was at Harvard, she did not have an independent lab, meaning that when I was at Harvard,  and 
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Francesca, and at that point-- who else was there? There were like a couple of other faculty.  
joined the program, whatever, the faculty. 
 
[48:25] So there was more of what they called-- what was it called-- not-- what was it called? NON-Lab 
or something like that. So, basically, this was more of we would get together every week or every other 
week, and we would present earlier stage ideas. And  and Francesca and, I think-- as I said,  at 
that point just joined the program. She was there. 
 
[48:50] It wasn't a separate lab she was running, meaning that because right now I run a lab, which 
means I have all the postdocs, PhD students, RAs that are working with me. We meet regularly and all 
that. What she had at that point, I wouldn't -- I won't call it a lab. Because the lab-- 
 
[49:06] TERESA AMABILE: It was a joint-- it was a joint research... 
 
[49:09] : Yeah, it was a joint research presentation type meeting. So that's one. I 
haven't really worked with her PhD students ever. I have worked with project with her, with PhD 
students. But, again, not-- I feel like I can't speak about her interaction with her PhD students much. 
 
[49:34] I mean, that's the other thing I was going to say. Generally, my personal experience, frankly, I-- 
like I-- it's hard. Honestly, I like-- the idea that there would be some like-- I'm not aware someone else 
has an RA or a PhD or someone else was collecting the data or not. I wasn't given that impression. 
 
[50:02] So, again, honestly, I can't speak of that, that someone else had access or was motivated to do 
this. I just can't speak of that. Because I wasn't under the impression that someone else necessarily 
directly involved like, oh, it's a lab manager. The person is just being on the emails, and he-- whatever, 
he or she-- is managing these things. So I don't know if it's really answering your question but-- 
 
[50:30] TERESA AMABILE: I think much of what you said has gotten at my question. I guess one quick 
follow-up I have is: Did you ever see her interacting-- it sounds like you did not see her interacting with 
her PhD students around specifics of how research was being conducted or a particular project. But I 
just wanted to make sure I understand that correctly. And I'd like to know also the same thing about 
RAs, if you ever saw her interacting with RAs or postdocs who were working on her research. 
 
[51:07]  RAs, no, I can just-- over the years, and I've done a lot of projects with her, 
I can think of one, let's say, data collection, where I was in touch with an RA. The rest, I assume that she 
is running the MTurk studies or things like that. If she had an RA or assistant, I'm not aware, honestly, 
which I think probably she does. Given how busy she is, I'd be surprised. But I wasn't in touch with 
anyone or I'm not aware of that, correct? 
 
[51:38] For PhD students, I think there are two people, like Andrew Brodsky and right now one of her 
newer students, Bushra, and maybe I could just look back and maybe there are a couple of other 
students that at least I've been on projects with her as well. And generally, I feel like, even in my case, I 
don't think we were-- I never got the impression or, if anything, when I was a postdoc or PhD student 
that like any pressure to produce honestly. So I feel like at least my personal experience, I don't think 
that's been the case really, that I feel like, yeah, things have to work or anything like that. No. 
 
[52:24] TERESA AMABILE: OK. 
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[52:24] : We have had tons of-- like Francesca and I, we've done so many studies, a 
lot of them as part of the CLER lab,  the behavioral lab at Harvard. And I'd say 80% of them never worked 
out, really, the data, like the studies I ran and all of that. So I feel like this is just very common when the 
studies don't work out, so, yeah. 
 
[52:48] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Bob, Shawn, any follow-up? No. OK. We're getting to the end 
here. 
 
[52:57] : Sorry. 
 
[52:57] TERESA AMABILE: Close to the end. On this one, on this study-- 
 
[53:00] : Yes,  
 
[53:01] : Sorry, and I think maybe Alain-- because I want honestly, now that you 
shared this-- I want to double check everything. Alain, can you check and see-- at least send me the 
name of the Qualtrics survey you are, you are referring to, which is the data downloaded so I'll check all 
my records as well as my-- anywhere to see if I had ever access to that Qualtrics survey? 
 
[53:22] Because I'm just curious. I mean, at least to my knowledge, when I check my account, when I 
checked her name, all the Qualtrics surveys she has shared with me, I didn't find anything about this 
project. But I want to just make sure. Just if you send me the name, that would be helpful so I could 
check my emails and see if I ever, besides the OSF, ever this data file was shared with me or not. 
 
[53:46] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Yes. 
 
[53:47] : Thanks. 
 
[53:48] TERESA AMABILE: Thanks, Alain. OK,  are you familiar with  who was 
Francesca's research assistant at the time that the data were collected? The first name is  And 
the last name is . 
 
[54:12] : Not really. So there-- I feel like, if I'm right, like maybe for a different 
project we were doing some-- I don't know, so like-- so I remember like over the years, there has been a 
couple of times that I've been in touch with her RAs and maybe like for data coding. So that's the only-- 
and I don't know. 
 
[54:48] Now that you've said the name, I can't even recognize the name. But my point is that I knew that 
I had some interactions with different RAs when we did some coding for different projects. So it's 
possible I had interaction with him at some point. But, I mean, when you said, I can't even recognize the 
name right now on top of my head. 
 
[55:06] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So we might ask you to just kind of do a search in your emails at some 
point if you-- 
 
[55:14] : If you send me... 
 
[55:14] TERESA AMABILE: Pardon me? 
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[55:15] : If you send me the, whatever, what's like-- it's the ID, I could do it right 
now. Is it -- or what's the-- 
 
[55:24] TERESA AMABILE: No, it would be . 
 
[55:27] : H-E, oh. 
 
[55:29] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[55:31] TERESA AMABILE: Just first initial, last name. And the last name-- the first initial is . And the last 
name is spelled . 
 
[55:40] :  
 
[55:44] TERESA AMABILE: Oh, you're doing the search right now? 
 
[55:46] : Yeah. Sorry, at HBS, correct? 
 
[55:49] TERESA AMABILE: Yes. 
 
[55:52] : Yes, I have a first email from 2018 where we made an IRB application, and 
she put me in touch to do for a code of conduct paper. Then we had some coding for a project on our 
[inaudible] of Shark Tank that he did help us with coding. 
 
[56:09] TERESA AMABILE: On what? On what? 
 
[56:10] : We were coding Shark Tank videos for something. And  helped us with 
that. Two projects and then-- it looks like these are the only two projects. So I have a bunch of emails, 
but I did put IRB or the titles are "code of conduct IRB" and the rest of the emails are from 2019. This is 
2018. 2019 and all the emails are Shark Tank coding, video coding, done, yeah. 
 
[56:42] TERESA AMABILE: Shark Tank video coding, OK. 
 
[56:44] : And the last email on that is from 2020. Like it looks like November 2020-- 
oh, no, sorry-- yeah. 
 
[56:55] TERESA AMABILE: November 2020, but that was on the video coding. 
 
[56:58] : No, sorry, I'm wrong. The last email from him is November 2019, yes.  
shared with us the coding of the data set. 
 
[57:11] TERESA AMABILE: OK, all right, thank you. So we're wanting to know-- and we have to ask this 
question-- if you think anyone-- anyone who might have had access to the data to your knowledge, is 
there any reason to believe that anyone would have changed the data of their own accord or at the 
direction of Francesca in a way that would have produced the anomalies that we've shown you? 
 
[57:39] : No, I-- again, as I said, I didn't know if anyone had access or-- yeah, no. 
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[57:46] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so second to last question I have-- and Bob and Shawn, I'm not seeing you 
raise your hand or anything for follow-up, so I'm going to go on. At any time during or after the research 
in this paper was being done, written up, or published, did you have concerns about the integrity of the 
data? And if so, of course, we'd like to hear about those concerns and how they arose. 
 
[58:17] : No. I wasn't, yeah, I think-- yeah, I think the first-- Alain, he emailed me. 
And I had the conversation. He mentioned something about this particular paper. Before that, no. 
 
[58:31] TERESA AMABILE: OK. 
 
[58:33] : And I have to say maybe it's not, but, again, for the purpose of this, like 
given that for this project we collected over the years, multiple sources of data, I feel like it's just strange 
because like we have the data from law firms. They have the experiments, MTurks, and we have the 
field data. So my point is that we had so much evidence that I'm-- yeah, I just felt very confident about 
the paper, which is now I don't know how to feel about it, but-- 
 
[59:06] TERESA AMABILE: OK. You've told us a lot. But is there anything else we should know as we try 
to determine whether research misconduct occurred with respect to study 3A in this paper and, if it did, 
who might have been responsible? 
 
[59:24] : No, I don't have much information. But I can do it, if Alain shares that 
survey, to see if I have any record of discussion about that particular study somewhere, correct? I mean, 
if you want to, I could just look at different versions of the paper to see when-- like what's our 
communication about that particular study. I'd be happy to do that but-- 
 
[59:52] TERESA AMABILE: OK, well, thank you. Thank you for your willingness to look and to share more 
about this study with us. Was there something you were about to say when I started speaking just now? 
 
[60:03] : Oh, no, I was going to say that, I mean, this is more of like curiosity, but 
like did you guys randomly select this study? Not honestly, as you know, like I'm worried about this 
paper and everything. Like is it just a random selection of this particular study or should just feel awful 
about all the data, which I'm just now feeling that way? 
 
[60:26] TERESA AMABILE: Oh, I could understand how I would be feeling if I were in your position 

 I don't know that I'm at liberty to share that information with you. But I'll check on that in the 
break that we're about to have. And I'll let you know when we come back. So let's call break of between 
5 and 10 minutes and the length of the-- oh, let me first of all ask, Bob, Shawn, at this point, do you have 
any follow-ups? No? 
 
[60:57] BOB KAPLAN: No, I think-- I think we should give  and ourselves a little break. 
 
[61:01] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, well, that's what I was just doing. So let's say 5 to 10 minutes.  
Alma is going to put you into a breakout room, and she'll put the rest of us into another breakout room. 
And I'm sure everybody needs a bio break at this point. 
 
[61:18] But then we, the committee, will just have a very brief conversation to see if there's anything 
else we'd like to talk about study 3A and the 2020 paper. And then we will go to the other paper that 
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Alain told you we'd want to talk about.  let me just ask you about your schedule. I know that we 
scheduled this unti-- I guess it's 4:00 PM your time in Chicago, is the scheduled end of this. Do you have 
any flexibility? 
 
[61:48] : So there is like a Kellogg PhD student reception. So I could stay probably 
10, 15 minutes more. But then I have to get there because it's a ceremony and I'm the PhD Director, so-- 
but, yeah, 10, 15 minutes could be fine. 
 
[62:02] BOB KAPLAN: Yeah, that's understandable. And you should go there. 
 
[62:05] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. OK, we'll see you in 5 to 10 minutes. Thank you. Yeah, I'll stay on 
until we're in the breakout room. 
 
[BREAK] 
 
[62:50] TERESA AMABILE: Hi  Are you at least slightly refreshed? 
 
[62:54] : Yes, I was just checking my emails, yes. 
 
[62:57] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so we're going to talk now about the 2015 Psychological Science paper 
that you published with Francesca and , OK? So you will see that my questions are almost 
identical to the questions that I marched through on the other study. And I'm going to abbreviate the 
questions in the interest of time. But if you want me to elaborate the full question, by all means. So first 
of all, could you tell us how you came to be involved in this research project that resulted in this 
publication? 
 
[63:37] : So this is actually a project that's a bit different from other projects, 
meaning that a lot of work I've done with her has been like ideas or with people that we started like the 
project from day one together. This is really, again, maybe one of-- I can't remember if there is any other 
project, maybe one other, that I-- when I was at Harvard as a postdoc or right before joining, she said 
that they had like-- because I was interested in authenticity.  and her have a project that I 
think they even had submitted an earlier version to Psych Science that got either reject re-submit or 
rejected or revised that they wanted to just really like-- they wanted to just basically work on. 
 
[64:31] And they asked me if I'd be willing to join. So when I started, part of the data was already there 
and a draft of their write-up and all that. We ran-- or like she ran a couple of studies afterwards. And I 
think I may have helped. I have to look. But, generally, again, this study, the project was already-- I don't 
know-- let's say half done when I joined. 
 
[64:56] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so do you remember the year or years? I'm interested in, again, in the 
chronology of your involvement in the research reported in this paper. It sounds like maybe-- I think 
there are five studies in this paper, something like that. Maybe half of those, maybe two or three of 
those studies you think were done-- 
 
[65:18] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[65:20] : I think I could look into it and I obviously should have because I assume 
they shared with me a draft of what they already had so I could really look and see how many papers 
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they already had. But my sense is that I think it started apparently 2013, at least what I have here. Is it-- 
sorry, let me show if it's correct project. Yes, so I think it looks like my involvement is really somehow 
somewhere in 2013 that it started. 
 
[66:01] TERESA AMABILE: Your involvement in it? 
 
[66:03] : Yes, my involvement. 
 
[66:04] TERESA AMABILE: OK. 
 
[66:05] : And-- am I right? Sorry, I think I may be actually wrong now that I look at 
it. I have an older version-- no, so my-- 
 
[66:29] TERESA AMABILE: You know, rather than having you trying to puzzle this out in your files right 
now, I think I will ask Alain if he could follow up with you. When you've got more time, you can-- 
 
[66:39] : OK, so what I can say is that I probably joined 2012. I have versions of the 
paper that is only  and Francesca which are from 2010, where they had drafts submitted to Psych 
Science with a response from editor, which is from 2010 and all that. So, basically, like, for example, a 
letter from September 20, 2010, which is the response letter that  and Francesca sent them. So my 
point is that I joined the project when there was already an older version of studies. And then, 
obviously, as part of the review process, I think we collected some additional data. But the idea, a lot of 
the studies were already there. 
 
[67:24] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so the basic concepts for the paper predated your involvement? 
 
[67:29] : Yes, yes. 
 
[67:30] TERESA AMABILE: OK. 
 
[67:30] : So any follow-ups Bob, Shawn? I'm just going to press on. 
 
[67:34] BOB KAPLAN: No, just keep going. 
 
[67:35] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So we're interested particularly in study 4 in this paper. And that is the 
one-- this is the study with Harvard undergrads who were asked to write an essay about the inclusion of 
difficulty ratings in the Q Guide, which is a guide to courses that the students themselves publish. This 
study showed that, quote, "inauthenticity is not dissonance, in addition to showing that inauthenticity 
leads to a greater desire for cleanliness." Does that refresh your memory about-- 
 
[68:12] : Yes, this is a study that we ran for the revision. So I think I was already part 
of the team when we ran this study. 
 
[68:22] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. OK, so for this particular study, study 4 in this paper, I'll go through 
each stage of the research and ask you to tell us to the best of your knowledge, as I did in the first study 
we talked about, when it occurred, who was involved in supervising that part of it, and who was 
involved in carrying it out. And if you don't know, just say you don't know. The conceptualization and 
design of the study? 
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[68:50] : This particular study-- it was mostly Francesca, but I think we all had 
discussion about, whatever, the cognitive dissonance manipulation or something like that. So, again, we 
had conversation how we can create these manipulations. 
 
[69:05] TERESA AMABILE: OK, and am I correct in assuming that when you say conversations you mean 
exclusively email or almost exclusively? 
 
[69:13] : I say mostly emails. Maybe there were some conversation that was phone, 
or, like, I think it's the time that-- I'm not sure if this is a study I was actually-- like really at Harvard. The 
reason-- I remember this study, that I think Francesca took the lead and did most of it. Because for the Q 
Guide, like even though I was a postdoc, I have no idea what Q Guide was. 
 
[69:37] So the design of the study, it's a lot her because, I mean, the context, if you look at it, is very 
much undergraduate at Harvard, which the person has to have knowledge about it, correct? So I think 
she took the lead to do like the study design, most of it, again, the more details of this study. The whole 
idea that if you do a three condition, one could be like a dissonance condition that we show is different 
from the inauthenticity is something that the two of us discussed. But I think the design and how-- what 
prompt people are going to see and everything, it was things that she did. 
 
[70:13] TERESA AMABILE: OK, what about data collection? 
 
[70:16] : Like she did all the data collection as well. 
 
[70:19] TERESA AMABILE: OK, and you don't know who else might have been involved in that? 
 
[70:22] : No, again, I looked. I didn't have access to the survey. I don't have access 
to the survey. And I didn't have access to the data. And I don't really have, honestly, even a record of the 
data. Apparently, I haven't even downloaded it from OSF. So I don't even have the data. Because I know 
part of the data are on OSF. But I don't have it in my document folder for the paper. 
 
[70:46] TERESA AMABILE: OK, could you estimate approximately what year, months this happened? The 
data collection happened? 
 
[70:53] : I don't know why I feel like it was summer, just recollection. I can actually 
look my emails and try to identify-- 
 
[71:02] TERESA AMABILE: You know, let's skip that part for now. 
 
[71:05] : Yeah, sure. 
 
[71:06] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, data cleaning and data analysis, time frame or who would have 
supervised it, who would have done it? 
 
[71:16] : I actually have it. So I think in August 2014, she sent us a document that is 
the design says, oh, we could run this, and I'll submit an IRB. And then in August-- like whatever. By, 
again, 2014 apparently in September, she said she's just, whatever, starts working on it and collecting 
data analysis. It should be in 2014. 
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[71:42] TERESA AMABILE: OK, it sounds like that was about the time that you moved from Harvard to 
Northwestern? 
 
[71:47] : So I moved-- so I moved earlier. And my last year at SAFRA in, whatever, 
2013-14, I was more of like-- my husband was in Florida. So I was really -- I spent '12 - '13, like the full 
year, I was-- I had a condo, and I was at Harvard all the time. 
 
[72:07] But 2013 and '14, I was mostly in Florida. So I would just come-- I don't know-- every other 
month, few months or-- so I wasn't really that involved. And in June, I actually moved to Chicago. So I 
wasn't-- yeah. 
 
[72:23] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. And reporting the data in the submitted and published 
versions of the paper? 
 
[72:30] : She collected the data, wrote up the study, and all that. 
 
[72:37] TERESA AMABILE: OK, and data posting -- 
 
[72:37] SHAWN COLE: When you, when you -- 
 
[72:38] TERESA AMABILE: I'm sorry, Shawn, go ahead. Yes, please. 
 
[72:41] SHAWN COLE: Can I follow up and just say, when you say "she," do you mean that you think it 
was just her, or do you imagine that she was-- 
 
[72:48] : I don't know. 
 
[72:48] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[72:48] SHAWN COLE: --working with RA's and others? You don't know. 
 
[72:50] : I don't know. I assume, honestly, any of these projects, that there is a 
chance that there was an RA or someone that was helping, but we weren't-- like, for example, , I 
looked. Like for this project, I wasn't in touch with someone. I told you, for example, for the coding, if I 
was ever in touch with someone, I have an email record. But for this one, even like she says, oh, I'll just 
send it, like submit the IRB. So if there was an RA, I was-- she or he wasn't part of our communication, so 
I don't know. 
 
[73:21] TERESA AMABILE: Does that get at your question, Shawn? OK, great. And what about data 
posting on OSF? 
 
[73:28] : Same. I think she did like all the data posting herself. 
 
[73:34] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So I-- this is a question about who, if anyone, besides Francesca, to your 
knowledge, might have had access to the data and the ability to modify it at each of those points in 
time, from data collection until data posting on OSF? 
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[73:55] : I don't know. 
 
[73:58] TERESA AMABILE: You don't know of anyone, is that correct? 
 
[74:01] : Yes, I don't know of anyone. 
 
[74:02] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So please tell us to the best of your knowledge whether and how the data 
set for the study was modified at any point or points between initial data collection and final posting of 
the data set on OSF? 
 
[74:18] : Again, I'm not aware of any version in between, basically. 
 
[74:25] TERESA AMABILE: OK, OK, to go on, Bob and Shawn? OK, we want to show you again some 
anomalies in the data. Oh, and by the way,  I can let you know that these studies that I'm asking 
you about, allegations about research misconduct or possible research misconduct in them, were 
brought to HBS. And Bob and Shawn and I were the senior faculty committee appointed to look into 
them. The university has to look into any allegations that are brought forward. So it wasn't a search that 
the university did or that we did. 
 
[75:03] : So particular studies were flagged and you are only looking at those 
studies. 
 
[75:07] TERESA AMABILE: Exactly. 
 
[75:08] : Not like other data sets than these, necessarily. 
 
[75:11] TERESA AMABILE: Exactly, exactly, OK. So Alain is going to again screen share a table that I'm 
going to describe in just a minute. So there are some apparent anomalies in the data set posted on OSF. 
So that's what we're going to be looking at is the data set posted on OSF. So Alain, could you bring up 
that table 1 for this study? This is allegation two as we call it. 
 
[75:42] OK, could you make it just a tiny bit bigger without obscuring-- you may not be able to do that. 
OK, thank you. Thank you. So in this table, all 20 of the subjects in the yellow highlighted rows gave the 
incorrect answer of "Harvard" to the background question about year in school. And note those are, 
they're all highlighted. 
 
[76:13] And in this data set, which has 491 subjects, these 20 rows all appear quite close together, 
basically within 34 or 35 rows of the data out of 491 rows. These peculiar Harvard responses all appear 
closely clustered together. A further anomaly is that all of these same 20 subjects gave a non-Harvard 
email address, while virtually all other subjects gave a Harvard email address. And finally-- 
 
[76:52] : Sorry, this isn't on OSF because the OSF doesn't have email. So the data 
you downloaded again-- 
 
[76:59] TERESA AMABILE: Ah, yes, the data we, the data we downloaded from Francesca's computer. 
That's where we discovered the email thing. 
 
[77:05] : OK. 
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[77:05] TERESA AMABILE: Yes, you're right. Thank you for that. Because, of course, the OSF data has to 
be-- 
 
[77:09] : Yeah, I was going to say—you couldn’t know that… 
 
[77:10] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[77:13] TERESA AMABILE: It’s de-identified. Yeah, yeah, thank you. And, finally-- and this is the most 
important part-- it has been determined that these particular 20 data points heavily favor the 
hypothesized and reported effects. You see some are in-- 
 
[77:32] BOB KAPLAN: Well, I think if you look at the-- 
 
[77:34] TERESA AMABILE: Bob, one second. Some are in one condition. Some are in another condition. 
But a-- 
 
[77:41] : But they are-- 
 
[77:41] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[77:41] TERESA AMABILE: A significance test was done on only-- only-- these 20 data points. And it was 
highly, highly significant in the predicted and reported direction of the results reported in the paper. 
And that's something like p less than 0.000001, I think, so just 20 data points. 
 
[78:04] : If you exclude them, there is no effect? 
 
[78:08] TERESA AMABILE: We don't know the answer to that question, but we are working on getting 
the answer to that question. 
 
[78:13] : OK. And now, Bob, you wanted to interject something? 
 
[78:16] BOB KAPLAN: Yeah, just quickly, if you look under the column, you know, StrongOp, which I think 
is the summary statistic on use of cleanliness projects, you see almost all the responses are sevens. I 
mean there's an occasional-- one of them is a five. But, you know, it's-- 
 
[78:37] : But they are different condition, correct? So it depends on -- meaning that, 
again, I think-- 
 
[78:43] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, they’re different conditions, Bob. We'd have to go into more detail. 
 
[78:48] : I think if you exclude easily, you could see what's the -- what's the effect 
without these 20 people, correct? 
 
[78:54] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, yeah. OK, so can you explain how these apparent anomalies or other 
irregularities that might be in the data set could have arisen? 
 
[79:08] : No. 
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[79:12] TERESA AMABILE: OK, here's that question. Please understand that we feel we have to ask this 
direct question to everyone we speak to who is involved in this research. Did you change the data in a 
way that could have led to these or other anomalies? 
 
[79:28] : So you mean I going and completing a survey pretending to be a 
participant, correct? 
 
[79:36] TERESA AMABILE: In any way, in any way at all? 
 
[79:38] : No, or any way, honestly. But my point is that it looks like this one, 
someone presumably went and completed the survey, correct, presumably again. And, no. And anyway, 
as I said, I didn't have access to the Qualtrics survey or the link that was posted for the data to be 
collected. 
 
[80:00] So I didn't even-- if I'm right, I could double check. But I don't think I ever had a link to the actual 
survey to go ahead and even check. And I haven't-- I didn't have access to the data in any point in time 
except when it was posted on OSF like anyone else, so no. 
 
[80:18] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. And again, we're trying to understand the atmosphere in the lab 
and whether someone might have felt highly pressured or highly motivated to produce an outcome that 
was in favor of the hypothesized effect. Do you have any sense of what the lab was like? 
 
[80:40] Now this was during the time that you were a postdoc at the Kennedy School. And you've told us 
about not really being in residence so much in 2013-2014. But did you get a sense of the lab at that 
time, the way in which she interacted with doctoral students or RAs? 
 
[81:02] : Yeah, so, again, honestly, my personal experience I never felt in a way 
pressure to produce or like this study should work out or anything. As I said, I have a-- with her, even-- 
like a very long track record of studies that never worked out. Even this project, if I look, I just look, open 
that, and I see that there are a couple of studies, two or three that we tried, in the CLER Lab or MTurk 
with different versions and things worked out or didn't work at each in the paper. But my point is that -- 
the study, basically what I said in the emails or they said is, oh, the study didn't work. So I wasn't under 
pressure of that myself really, in any under pressure that we have to just, whatever, produce or things 
should work out, no. 
 
[81:50] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Are you familiar with ? was apparently Francesca's 
research assistant at this time. 
 
[82:00] : Wasn't she like part of the CLER Lab a postdoc or maybe I'm mixing up-- 
 
[82:06] TERESA AMABILE: I believe she actually was part of the CLER Lab. I believe that she was. But it 
seems that she may have worked, at least for part of her appointment, as an RA to Francesca. 
 
[82:18] : Oh, so I know her. I honestly, I don't know if I met her in person or not. 
Because as I said, even when I was at Harvard, I was in the SAFRA Center located-- my office, everything 
was there, so I wasn't really-- but I remember her name because I think she was the CLER Lab, 
behavioral lab manager, or RA, or someone like that. 

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 379 of 1282



27 
 

 
[82:43] And I ran a ton of studies through CLER lab. And for that, obviously, you had to be in touch, 
complete a form, be in touch, share the survey with the behavioral lab and all that. So her name I 
retained because I had been in contact with her about many studies or a lot of studies at that point in 
time when she was there. 
 
[83:06] TERESA AMABILE: OK, is there any reason to believe that  would have changed or altered 
the data of her own accord or at the direction of Francesca in a manner that would produce these 
anomalies? Or would she have had any incentive to do so? 
 
[83:28] : To my knowledge, I wasn't aware. So she may have collected other studies 
for project through CLER Lab. But my recollection, I didn't even know honestly, now that she said that 
she was even an RA to her separately, meaning that if I'm right-- I may be wrong-- But my recollection is 
that she was-- the way I worked with her was mostly in her capacity as the CLER Lab, behavioral lab, 
manager or RA. 
 
[83:56] So I didn't even know that she collected this data. Because, I mean, Francesca collected this data 
outside of the CLER Lab. It wasn't part of the whole whatever studies that would be submitted through 
the lab. So if she was involved, then I was never at least-- 
 
[84:15] TERESA AMABILE: OK. 
 
[84:16] : --my recollection is that all my interaction with her with project for 
Francesca were the CLER Lab, whatever, the lab, yeah. 
 
[84:26] TERESA AMABILE: That's helpful. These questions that I just asked about  could this have 
been true of anyone else who had access to the data, who might have had access to the data, and that is 
changing or altering the data or-- 
 
[84:38] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[84:38] : As I said, I wasn't aware of anyone else, which I think probably someone 
helped her to collect the data with undergraduates and all that, honestly. But I don't know if there was 
anyone involved and if any way, how, or anything like that. So I'm not aware of anything like that. 
 
[84:58] TERESA AMABILE: You referred to a lab earlier when we were talking about the other study. And 
you were trying to think of the name of it, the lab that Francesca had with  And you said  I 
assume that's   joined the lab later on. 
 
[85:13] : Yes. 
 
[85:14] TERESA AMABILE: Was the other person involved maybe ? 
 
[85:18] : No,  actually, wouldn't come to that lab. So, again, it was called NON-
Lab If I'm right. 
 
[85:23] TERESA AMABILE: If I remember right, it's N-O-N-- 
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[85:26] : Yeah, NON-Lab. 
 
[85:28] TERESA AMABILE: The whole point that none of them have a lab. And it's just PhD students and 
postdocs. I mean, few people-- like we would just present ideas as studies and all that. And most 
sessions, both  Francesca, and  were there. And I think like 2012 to '13, I was going more 
often because I was more in residence. '13 - '14 I think I maybe have attended only one session when I 
was in town. 
 
[85:53] But '12 - '13, I was more regularly going to those. And I can't remember if it was weekly or every 
other week event. And it was NON Lab. And it wasn't, again, a lab that like-- there weren't-- if I'm right, 
there weren't RAs there. No, it was just PhD students and maybe postdocs. 
 
[86:09] TERESA AMABILE: Just PhD students and you as a postdoc and a few faculty? 
 
[86:13] : Yeah, there was no RA in the lab. I'm 100% sure. 
 
[86:16] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So at any time during or after the research in this paper was being done or 
written up or published, did you have concerns about the integrity of the data? And if so, we hope you 
can tell us about those concerns and how they arose. 
 
[86:34] : No, I wasn't aware of any concern or anything. 
 
[86:38] TERESA AMABILE: OK, and is there anything else,  that you think we should know as we 
try to determine whether research misconduct occurred with respect to study 4 in this 2015 paper and, 
if it did, who might have been responsible. 
 
[86:54] : That's really, again, you already talked about it, just excluding the 
participants and see what happens is-- you know, it helps again. Given that this particular one, like there 
are different conditions and the numbers look similar. So it's possible that-- but, again, it doesn't really-- 
again, it's hard to really say what's the source of that 20 people, correct? So I don't know. But probably 
IP address, again, there is a lot of things you can look into I imagine you are doing. 
 
[87:26] TERESA AMABILE: Looking into the IP address, for example, that those rows of data came from. 
 
[87:30] : Yeah, things like that or timing, IP addresses or things like that. Because 
it's just-- yeah, anything like that, obviously. 
 
[87:38] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. Bob, Shawn, any follow-ups on this particular study? 
 
[87:47] BOB KAPLAN: I don't have any. I appreciate the answers. 
 
[87:50] SHAWN COLE: Really appreciate your time and recognize you've got to get going to reception. 
 
[87:54] : Thank you. 
 
[87:54] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, you're in charge of the doctoral program. You should probably go to the 
doctoral reception. 
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[87:59] : No, I'm good. I have time. 
 
[88:00] TERESA AMABILE:   yeah, thank you so much. Let me just, since you have 
some time, I'm going to see if Alain or Heather, could you raise your hand electronically? Or Alma, if you 
think that there's something we didn't do right here or something that we haven't done that we were 
planning on doing? 
 
[88:22] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Nothing for me. 
 
[88:25] TERESA AMABILE: And I'm not hearing anything or seeing anything from Heather or Alma. So I 
think we're good.  again, thank you so much-- 
 
[88:34] BOB KAPLAN: Yeah, thank you. 
 
[88:34] TERESA AMABILE: --so much for spending all this time with us and being so straightforward. 
 
[88:38] : Thank you and-- 
 
[88:40] TERESA AMABILE: And for being willing to look into your email records and your documents 
further, really appreciate that. 
 
[88:46] : Of course, I think if I can-- like, if you have any other questions, again, I 
could obviously look into things. And I imagine hopefully, at some point, you are going to give me sort of 
an update. As you could imagine, again, except my husband, I haven't had any conversation with 
anyone, which-- but it's very hard, honestly seeing this on-- so, yeah, anything you can share with me 
later, I'd very much appreciate it. Because, I mean-- 
 
[89:13] TERESA AMABILE: We're in the same boat, you are, in terms of not being able to talk to anyone 
but each other about this. And it's hard. But  I'm afraid that we cannot ourselves give you an 
update. I don't believe that we are going to be empowered to do that. And Alain-- 
 
[89:33] BOB KAPLAN: Yeah, Alain would be the channel of what is admissible-- 
 
[89:37] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 
 
[89:37] : No, I know, but Alain, is there like an expectation that-- but, honestly, I 
don't know what's-- I know that Alain said that it's a sort of internal investigation whether HBS and 
Harvard. And I don't know what really that means. Is it like-- I don't know, like something is going to-- if 
something is going to happen, I hear about it or-- I don't know. As you could imagine, especially the first 
study, that's just-- I don't know-- very hard to even see, frankly. 
 
[90:11] ALAIN BONACOSSA:  and the committee, I think these are questions about the process 
that I am happy to follow up,  with you directly and answer any questions you may have about 
process, outcomes, options. So I'm happy to do that outside of the committee meeting. 
 
[90:26] : For sure. No, that would be helpful to just know a bit like so I can actually 
sleep. 
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[90:32] TERESA AMABILE: And then you sent  a copy of our policy? 
 
[90:35] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Yes. 
 
[90:36] TERESA AMABILE: Yes. OK, so that lays it out kind of the basics. But Alain can answer those 
questions for you. 
 
[90:44] : Sure, thank you. 
 
[90:44] TERESA AMABILE: OK, again, thank you so much for your time. We really appreciate it. 
 
[90:49] : Of course. 
 
[90:50] TERESA AMABILE: Bye bye. 
 
[90:51] : Thank you. Great seeing you all. Bye bye. 
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 Interview 
June 9, 2022 

[00:00:00.51] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Good afternoon, everyone. My name is Alain Bonacossa. I'm the 
Research Integrity Officer at Harvard Business School. I wanted to thank Professor  for 
being here today and for being willing to be interviewed by the Investigation Committee.  

[00:00:13.98] I will now make a brief announcement before handing you over to the chair of the 
committee. First, as a reminder, this interview will be recorded and transcribed. And  you will be 
given a copy of the transcript for correction.  

[00:00:26.43] Let me start by introducing everyone on Zoom here today, starting with the Investigation 
Committee. We have Professor Teresa Amabile, the Chair of the committee, Professor Bob Kaplan, and 
Professor Shawn Cole. Of course, the witness in today's interview is Professor , who's 
an associate professor at the University of Southern California, Marshall School of Business.  

[00:00:47.25] And finally, in addition to myself, we have a couple of other staff members on the call. 
Heather Quay, who's a university attorney with Harvard's Office of the General Counsel, and Alma 
Castro, who's an Assistant Director in Research Administration at Harvard Business School.  

[00:01:02.58] Next, I wanted to provide a brief explanation of the interview process.  this is a 
faculty review of faculty matters. So the interview will essentially be a conversation between you and 
the committee. It will entail a series of questions and answers. And  you should feel free to 
elaborate on any answer that you think could be helpful to the process.  

[00:01:23.64] Some basic rules of the road for the interview for everyone. To make sure that the 
transcription is clear, only one person can speak at a time. At the end of my introduction, I would ask 
Heather and Alma to turn off their cameras and mute ourselves.  

[00:01:39.57] And  for you specifically, please answer the committee's question truthfully. All 
answers need to be audible so they appear in the transcript. So nodding head is not sufficient. If you 
don't understand a question, just ask for that to be rephrased. And if you don't know the answer to a 
question, please just say so. If you need a break, of course, just ask for one.  

[00:02:02.91] A couple of important reminders. HBS has an obligation to keep this matter confidential. 
So even the fact that this interview occurred or that there's an ongoing investigation into allegations of 
research misconduct is confidential. So  we're going to ask you to keep all of this information 
confidential. And lastly, per HBS policy, HBS community members may not retaliate in any way against 
complainants, witnesses, the research integrity officer, and of course, committee members.  

[00:02:32.61]  do you have any questions about the process?  

[00:02:36.24] : I do not.  

[00:02:37.38] ALAIN BONACOSSA: OK, so I'll hand it off to Teresa, and Heather and Alma and I will turn 
off our cameras and mute ourselves.  
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[00:02:47.08] TERESA AMABILE: Hi,  it's good to meet you.  

[00:02:50.05] : Good to meet you. I've admired your research for years.  

[00:02:53.05] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. And I've admired yours. I don't believe we've ever met in 
person, have we?  

[00:02:57.56] : We haven't, no.  

[00:02:58.54] TERESA AMABILE: No. I just will say a few words about myself and then I'll ask Bob and 
Shawn to do the same. I'm a social psychologist. As I think you probably know, I spent the first-- 
approximately the first third of my career at Brandeis University in the psych department. And I've been 
at Harvard Business School since 1995 as a professor in the Entrepreneurial Management unit there. 
And now I'm going to ask my colleague Bob to introduce himself.  

[00:03:34.22] BOB: Hi,  Bob Kaplan. So I've been a professor at HBS since 1984, working in the 
accounting area, helping develop concepts such as activity based costing and balanced scorecard, which 
you may have come across. And before that I was at Carnegie Mellon and was Dean of the business 
school there for five and a half years. So I'm kind of the measurement guy.  

[00:04:00.60] : OK, nice to meet you.  

[00:04:02.86] SHAWN COLE: And I'm Shawn Cole. I'm on the finance faculty at Harvard Business School. 
I've been here since 2005. I have a PhD in economics and I do a lot of field experiments. But I just want 
to say thank you very much for your time. I appreciate your joining us.  

[00:04:16.88]  Of course. Nice to meet you.  

[00:04:18.78] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah,  we're really grateful to you for spending this time with us. 
I'm going to be the primary person asking questions and follow ups if I have any, but of course, Bob and 
Shawn will be chiming in as the conversation proceeds. And as Alain said, feel free to ask me for 
clarification if any of this isn't clear for you.  

[00:04:46.01] OK, first of all, this is kind of a background question. Can you tell us how you got to know 
Francesca and came to be involved in this particular research project with her? And of course, the 
project that we're talking about is the 2014 Psychological Science paper, where the title is "Evil Genius? 
How Dishonesty Can Lead to Greater Creativity." And we're going to be talking specifically about study 
four, which is the experiment in which participants guessed the outcome of a coin toss, on which they 
could cheat, and later completed a creativity task by giving as many uses as they could think of for a 
newspaper.  

[00:05:35.69] OK, so did that remind you of which particular experiment we're talking about? But we'd 
like to just in general how you first got to know Francesca and how it was that you came to be involved 
in this project that led to this paper.  

[00:05:51.54] : Sure, so I met Francesca when I gave a job talk coming out of grad 
school at Chapel Hill, UNC Chapel Hill. She was sort of my faculty host. She and her husband and I all 
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went to dinner and we had a one-on-one meeting. We got along really well, had a lot of the same 
interests. And then we started collaborating on various projects.  

[00:06:16.23] The first project was one where we showed that splitting things into categories made 
people want to get one of each of the categories of the rewards. And that made them more motivated. 
And then we subsequently collaborated on this creativity research.  

[00:06:35.85] And the way that that collaboration started, it was at AOM. She was giving a talk on her 
work with , showing that dishonest people are-- or creative people are more dishonest, 
because they can better justify the rationalizations and excuses that they provide for themselves. So 
therefore they're more OK with it.  

[00:06:58.66] And I asked the question, could this work the other way? Could getting out of this rule 
breaking mindset make people creative, so that there's a reverse causality. And she said, that's really 
interesting, let's talk after the session. So we spoke after the session. And it turned out that we had two 
different things in mind, two different ways of testing it.  

[00:07:28.11] Her idea is that we have people cheat or put them in situations where they'd be very 
much more likely to cheat than they would be in other conditions. And that act of cheating would make 
them more creative in subsequent activities. My idea was related, but slightly different, in that I wanted 
to see if exposing people to rules, to a duty-based or rule-based approach to morality, or just having 
them think about moral constraints, moral rules, would make them less creative. And we agreed to 
essentially research both topics in tandem and be co-authors on that.  

[00:08:15.19] My idea didn't work out. I couldn't get robust results. I tried, I don't know, three 
experiments. I could be wrong on that number. But got it for one but not the other two, so we just 
abandoned that. This project provided much more promising results, or at least I thought it did. And 
hopefully, it did. And so she ran those experiments at Harvard. I don't know if she ran some of them at 
UNC or somewhere else, but that's how we started collaborating on that project.  

[00:08:50.54] And then there was another-- actually there was a third author, , who was 
going to be involved, and she's at Syracuse now. At the time, I think she was at Vanderbilt. And we had 
basically three or four ideas between ourselves.  I don't know if she was having a baby, but she 
just went missing. So she didn't collaborate with us on this first paper. We were almost ready to submit 
another paper, which was a 2000-- I forget the year, but it's an OBHDP with , and 
Francesca, and me.  

[00:09:34.07] And we decided to let her participate in that, even though she'd been absent. And she ran 
one of the experiments for that. Francesca ran one of the experiments for that. I ran like four of the 
experiments that ultimately made it into the paper. So I really took the lead on that project.  

[00:09:56.61] Francesca took the lead on the "Evil Genius" paper. And  was going to take the lead 
on another paper, which was not sufficient quality for us to submit.  

[00:10:11.30] TERESA AMABILE: OK, wow, that's really great comprehensive background. I so appreciate 
that. You know, I just wanted to ask, I'm not familiar with . Is her first name spelled 

 or , do you happen to remember?  
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[00:10:28.28] : I think there is an E on the end.  

[00:10:29.59] TERESA AMABILE: Don't bother looking it up or anything. We can easily find it by many 
means.  

[00:10:36.74] : There is an E.  

[00:10:38.12] TERESA AMABILE: There is an E at the end of  OK. And  is ?  

[00:10:42.00] : Yeah.  

[00:10:42.65] TERESA AMABILE: OK, and you said that-- was she on the faculty at Vanderbilt at the time 
that…?  

[00:10:46.53] : She was-- I'm sorry, she was there on a post-doctorate.  

[00:10:48.36] TERESA AMABILE: No, that you were-- I'm sorry-- that you were working on this "Evil 
Genius" work.  

[00:10:54.91] : So, she didn't actually work on the "Evil Genius" part of it. She was 
supposed to, but I don't know if it was a baby, or stress, or it could be any number of things. So she 
didn't actually participate on that paper. She participated on the creative team paper at OBHDP. And at 
the time, she was working as a post-doc at Vanderbilt, working with , I believe. And 
then--  

[00:11:23.68] TERESA AMABILE: I'm sorry, in the business school at Vanderbilt?  

[00:11:25.88] : Yeah, at the business school, at Owen School of Management or 
something like that. And it's possible by the time that was published, she had moved to Syracuse, but I 
don't remember the timeline.  

[00:11:36.40] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thanks.  

[00:11:37.18] : Her first faculty position was at Syracuse.  

[00:11:40.67] TERESA AMABILE: Syracuse, OK, thanks. And so you mentioned her I think in connection 
with the research that ended up in the "Evil Genius" paper, but was that just very early stage 
discussions? And then you described-- you said she, quote, "went missing," I think.  

[00:12:00.90] : Yeah, we just didn't-- we'd send her an email like, what do you think 
of this study? And she didn't reply for a long time. So the initial plan was for her to be on that paper, but 
then she didn't communicate with us for about a year and a half or so.  

[00:12:17.48] TERESA AMABILE: OK, and it sounds like it was only in the initial conversations--  

[00:12:21.01] : Right.  
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[00:12:21.95] TERESA AMABILE: --about what the studies could be that she would--  

[00:12:25.31] : Exactly. It was very much Francesca's idea and my ideas that were 
discussed for those papers that did come out.  

[00:12:35.22] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thanks. Bob, Shawn, do you have any follow ups on any of that 
background? You can just--  

[00:12:43.11] SHAWN COLE: No.  

[00:12:44.01] TERESA AMABILE: OK. You know what, we are asking for audible responses, but when I ask 
Bob and Shawn if they have follow ups, they can do head shaking or head nodding, and I'll just try to 
note audibly what they've indicated as their responses.  

[00:13:01.71] OK, so  it's important for our committee to understand how this paper came about. 
So I've got a few more very specific questions.  

[00:13:15.13] : Sure.  

[00:13:15.94] TERESA AMABILE: Could you please give us the chronology of your involvement in the 
research reported in this paper and in the paper itself. So as well as you can remember, years, even 
months if you could recall, you know, starting from initial discussions through the actual writing of the 
paper and getting the paper published.  

[00:13:38.44] : OK. I think we probably started working on this in 2011 or 2012, 
maybe. And as I said, it started at an Academy talk-- Academy of Management talk, that's our big annual 
meeting. I want to say it's in Boston, but all the hotel rooms start to look alike, with the conference 
rooms.  

[00:14:04.97] And so I guess she was presenting that work with , which I think came out in 
2012. And I think that was-- that's when it probably was, 2012. And we discussed the collaborating right 
after her talk at Academy, which would have been in August, probably August 2012, possibly 2011. And 
then we likely had a phone call to work out who would be doing what and whether we would pursue her 
idea, which became the "Evil Genius" one, or my idea that, just being exposed to things like rules and 
the Ten Commandments, and these sorts of things would inhibit creativity. We decided to do both.  

[00:15:01.94] And then probably-- I'm guessing here, but I would say later in 2012, during the fall of 
2012 and 2013, we'd work on it. She'd bounce some experiment ideas off of me and I'd give feedback. 
And she'd run them. And apparently or ostensibly got robust results.  

[00:15:33.67] She wrote a first draft of the paper. I edited that one rather extensively, the writing in the 
front end, but I didn't do any of the analysis of the data for that paper. And I don't even think I received 
the data for that paper, which in retrospect looks like-- looks irresponsible, I realize, but-- yeah, at the 
time I was an assistant professor at USC and Francesca was obviously at Harvard.  
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[00:16:10.63] And we submitted it to Psych Science. I don't know if it was late 2013 or early 2014. It 
went through the review process pretty quickly, as a lot of papers at Psych Science do. I don't remember 
if we ran additional experiments at the R&R stage or not.  

[00:16:31.62] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so  I just have one quick follow up. I think I heard you say that 
you didn't run any of the five studies reported in this paper, is that correct?  

[00:16:43.93] : That's correct. I was running the ones on my related ideas, which is 
what led to that split.  

[00:16:51.38] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[00:16:52.36] : The two related ideas, the creative cheating idea and the one that 
exposure to moral rules would have negative effects on creativity.  

[00:17:02.08] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Bob, Shawn, any follow ups? They're both shaking their 
head no. OK.  

[00:17:10.64] So in part,  you've already answered this question, but only part of it, so I'm going to 
walk through all of it. And just if I think you've already answered it, I'll tell you what I believe I heard 
from you.  

[00:17:25.47] So for study 4 specifically in this paper, that's the coin toss, the cheat, the creativity 
measure being unusual uses for a newspaper, and that's specifically what we're interested in. For that 
study I'll go through each stage of the research and ask you to tell us to the best of your knowledge 
when it occurred, who was involved in supervising that particular activity, and who was involved in 
carrying out the activity, including, of course, yourself.  

[00:18:00.35] : OK.  

[00:18:02.23] TERESA AMABILE: So the first one is conceptualization and design of the study.  

[00:18:08.52] : Both of us were involved in that. Both Francesca and I were involved 
in designing the studies.  

[00:18:14.16] TERESA AMABILE: OK, do you remember approximately when that would have been?  

[00:18:19.02] : Give me one second and I'll be able to give you a pretty informed 
answer.  

[00:18:23.43] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so I'm going to say it looks like  is consulting files on his--  

[00:18:28.05] : Yes.  

[00:18:28.77] TERESA AMABILE: --computer.  
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[00:18:44.49] : So I can confirm that it was 2012 that we really started-- wait, no, 
maybe I can't. Let's see. 2012 we submitted something to SESP, which is another conference. So maybe 
some of this work was done in 2011. And…sorry.  

[00:19:20.42] TERESA AMABILE: That's OK.  

[00:19:53.59] : OK. So it was--  Francesca, and I started talking-- let's see. 
Sorry.  

[00:20:18.10] TERESA AMABILE: That's OK.  

[00:20:37.80] : 2011, we were working on this.  

[00:20:44.53] TERESA AMABILE: And are you consulting an email right now?  

[00:20:47.47] : Yes, I am.  

[00:20:48.67] TERESA AMABILE: An email chain, OK. And do you see the month?  

[00:20:53.50] : The date of the email that I'm looking at is July 16, 2011, at 4:05 PM.  

[00:21:00.07] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you very much for that.  let me ask you, if after we 
finish our conversation with you, if we, the committee, feel like we'd like to actually look at one or more 
of those emails or possibly different drafts of the paper or something, you'd be willing to share?  

[00:21:22.00] : Absolutely.  

[00:21:23.05] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you very much. OK, so the next stage that I'd like to ask you 
about, in terms of when it occurred, who was involved in supervising the activity, and who was involved 
in carrying out the activity, data collection.  

[00:21:38.89] : Francesca and-- Francesca's operation at Harvard is kind of a 
mystery to me. I'm sure she has a lab manager. I can't imagine being as productive as she is without 
having at the very least a lab manager. I imagine that she has RAs. And I know that there's some sort of 
centralized data collection in the Harvard labs, as well. So it's those people and Francesca who collected 
the data for that "Evil Genius" paper.  

[00:22:16.60] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. And given the chronology that you've already given us, it 
sounds like the data collection would have happened in 2011, 2012.  

[00:22:29.99] : Yeah.  

[00:22:30.92] TERESA AMABILE: And/or possibly 2013.  

[00:22:35.11] : Yeah, I think if it were 2013, it was probably additional experiments 
that we ran as part of a response to reviewer's comments.  
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[00:22:45.06] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[00:22:45.29] : I'm guessing about that.  

[00:22:46.84] TERESA AMABILE: OK. The next stage is data cleaning.  

[00:22:53.19] : The same set of people who were involved in data collection. I did 
not clean that data. I don't even think I saw the raw data.  

[00:23:03.80] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so, let me just confirm-- you referred to this earlier, and you seem 
to be indicating this again-- you don't recall that you ever had any form of data file for this study 4?  

[00:23:21.09] : Right. And I've looked through my emails on this. It's possible that-- 
I don't think I did. It's-- I'll check my email more, but I searched for Francesca and "Evil Genius." The 
problem with just searching for Francesca Gino is she's been on hundreds of emails before. But I don't-- I 
don't think I saw the data.  

[00:23:48.31] TERESA AMABILE: OK. If we asked you to, would you be willing to search your computer, 
hard drive, or hard drives for--  

[00:23:59.02] : Yes. I searched the hard drives too for the data and didn't see the 
data, so I already did that, in fact. I went back one computer to see that. I can go back two computers to 
see if there's anything there, but I doubt it.  

[00:24:19.54] TERESA AMABILE: OK, you know what, let me just ask you right now, if you would, please 
make a note to-- after this conversation--  

[00:24:28.28] : Yeah.  

[00:24:29.08] TERESA AMABILE: You could go back two computers to that time frame--  

[00:24:33.88] : Sure.  

[00:24:34.54] TERESA AMABILE: Just to check. And if you find any data files that you think are related to 
the study or could be related to the study, if you could share them with Alain Bonacossa, and he'll then 
make sure that we, the committee, have access to those. Thank you so much.  

[00:24:51.88] : Of course.  

[00:24:53.05] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And so the next stage is data analysis. I believe you said that you 
were not involved in analyzing the data for any of the experiments.  

[00:25:04.78] : Yeah, I don't believe that I was.  

[00:25:06.02] TERESA AMABILE: You were not.  

[00:25:08.29] : Again, I believe that I was not involved.  
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[00:25:10.55] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And who do you believe did do the analyses, or was involved in the 
analyses, or supervised the analyses?  

[00:25:19.94] : I would imagine Francesca supervised the analyses. I don't know if 
you did the analyses or if she had an RA. I don't-- I don't know what sort of research support she has.  

[00:25:33.50] TERESA AMABILE: OK. To your knowledge, might any doctoral student or postdoc have 
been involved in any of these-- well, in this particular study?  

[00:25:44.95] : It's possible, but I didn't know of anyone. And she didn't mention 
having that. And she's-- I know she's collaborated a lot with doctoral students. And I know from other 
work that her default policy is generosity when it comes to co-authoring. And I don't remember her 
bringing somebody up. It's possible that she helped train a doctoral student with this data or something. 
I don't know.  

[00:26:14.46] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. And finally, last stage, reporting the data, the data 
analyses, the findings for this experiment in the submitted and published versions of the paper.  

[00:26:28.95] : So the analyses came from her and her side. I don't remember if I 
modified writing in the results. I probably did in the methods section, to try to just sharpen things and 
edit them. But I don't think I did any of the analyses.  

[00:26:52.49] TERESA AMABILE: Do you remember doing any part of the write up of the analyses of 
study four?  

[00:26:57.80] : No. And I couldn't find any record of having done so.  

[00:27:01.40] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And it sounds like you think that you may have-- in the section of 
the method that describes how the analyses were done, you might have done some editing in versions 
of the paper.  

[00:27:15.18] : It's possible. I think it's more likely that I edited the description of 
the procedure. Because just looking at Psych Science, as you know, is a short format journal. So I 
probably edited both results and the procedural or methods section for the length and clarity.  

[00:27:41.99] TERESA AMABILE: OK. OK, thank you.  

[00:27:43.67] : And then edited the front end the paper a ton.  

[00:27:47.62] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Bob and Shawn, I believe I've gone through everything in 
our question three for  Do you have any follow ups? They're shaking their heads no. OK.  

[00:28:02.16]  this next question is fairly similar. And I think we can go through it pretty quickly, 
probably. Please tell us who, if anyone, might have had access to the data and the ability to modify it at 
each stage, besides the people you've already mentioned, including, of course, yourself-- data collection, 
data cleaning, data analysis, reporting the data.  
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[00:28:30.78] : I would have had access to-- I could have changed numbers in the 
results section. I have no idea why I would have done that. But yes, technically I had access to that. I 
don't think I had access to the data, but certainly in the reporting of things, I could have done 
something. Anybody employed by Francesca or Harvard who had access to the data sets could have 
adjusted things there. But yeah, I don't think  ever had access to anything for this paper.  

[00:29:15.98] TERESA AMABILE: Did you just say I never had access to anything but the paper?  

[00:29:20.35] : No, I said I don't think  had access to anything.  

[00:29:24.00] TERESA AMABILE: Oh, OK.  

[00:29:25.00] : I had access to the drafts. Let me pull up the file right now to see if 
there's anything. So under the category of "Evil Genius,” I have some study designs. I have R&R letters, 
something Qualtrics…, acceptance, I don't know what that is.  

[00:29:48.34] TERESA AMABILE: I'm sorry, you said you have something in Qualtrics?  

[00:29:51.94] : I have a file called Qualtrics comments. And I can put that in the 
chat.  

[00:30:05.67] SHAWN COLE: That's efficient.  

[00:30:07.32]  Yeah, it's super useful. It's not copying. In any case, I don't see any 
Qualtrics files. It's just like what the file consists of are things like, at the bottom of the die roll screen, it 
reads click one-- click right, choice one, click right, choice two, et cetera. If we made the question 
something other than multiple choice, we should be able to get rid of these.  

[00:30:31.91] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so  it sounds like you were commenting on some earlier 
version of the Qualtrics--  

[00:30:39.32] : The question, yeah.  

[00:30:40.46] TERESA AMABILE: --question that was used to collect data. Are you referring specifically to 
study four?  

[00:30:45.71] : I don't know which study it is. I'd have to look.  

[00:30:48.00] TERESA AMABILE: You don't know which study, OK. We may want to follow up with you on 
that file, getting access to it. Thank you very much.  

[00:30:55.43] : Of course.  

[00:30:56.51] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so aside from the people-- you've mentioned Francesca, of course, 
you've mentioned  you've mentioned your own involvement, can you think of anyone else? And 
you said, of course, there could have been people in her lab--  
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[00:31:10.92] : Yeah.  

[00:31:11.66] TERESA AMABILE: --who had access to the data and ability to modify it. And you're 
nodding your head yes.  

[00:31:16.23] : Yes, I am nodding my head yes. That group of people could have 
done. I don't know their names.  

[00:31:21.27] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Bob, Shawn, any follow ups? None, OK.  

[00:31:29.20] Next question. So  if you could please tell us to the best of your knowledge whether 
and how the data set for this study was modified at any point or points between initial data collection 
and publication of the paper.  

[00:31:46.73] : I imagine there was some cleaning, as there generally is, because 
some people will stop taking the survey or they'll-- I don't know if this was a stage of pre-registration, 
but often I'll pre-register that we’ll exclude results more than three standard deviations away from the 
mean. It gets rid of some of the nonsense or people not using decimal points. But I am not aware of 
what cleaning went on. I'm sure there was some sort of cleaning that went on, but I don't know what it 
is.  

[00:32:21.35] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Bob, Shawn, any follow ups on that?  

[00:32:26.15] SHAWN COLE: I had a follow up on a question, two questions ago, which I think I know the 
answer to, but I just-- you said something like theoretically I could have changed the numbers in the 
table. By that, you meant the table reporting the results that was part of the document?  

[00:32:39.20] : Yeah, like the table or even a number within the draft.  

[00:32:45.18] SHAWN COLE: OK.  

[00:32:45.62] : Like change the mean or standard deviation or something like that.  

[00:32:48.41] SHAWN COLE: Thanks.  

[00:32:49.37] TERESA AMABILE: And  can you say what would have motivated you to make such a 
change?  

[00:32:53.00] : I don't believe that I did.  

[00:32:55.31] TERESA AMABILE: I know.  

[00:32:56.03] : I don't know what would have motivated me to do that.  

[00:33:02.74] TERESA AMABILE: OK, all right, thanks.  
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[00:33:08.70] : I can't remember ever modifying-- like in the past, when co-authors 
have sent something and something looked strange to me, there's no way I would have just changed the 
number. I'd put a comment, saying, are you sure this is right? And I've done that more with grad 
students than I have with faculty collaborators.  

[00:33:27.65] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so it sounds like as a general practice, you would not modify 
anything in the reporting of findings where you, yourself, had not done the analyses.  

[00:33:41.36] : Right.  

[00:33:42.11] TERESA AMABILE: Unless something looked strange, in which case, you would have asked 
the person responsible about that. And then, is it fair to say, is it accurate that you would then have 
changed a number only at the direction of that person who actually did the analyses?  

[00:34:00.80] : Yes. Yes, that is accurate to say, the more likely case is-- no, that's a 
likely case. Yeah, that shouldn't have been 4.95, that's a duplicate from the previous one. It should be 
4.32, whatever it is. Or I could imagine changing the analysis section by adding a comment, saying I'm 
not sure that this is the best test, could we look at simple effect or something like that. But I wouldn't 
change a number.  

[00:34:29.61] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so you're saying in versions of drafts of the paper, you might say, 
gee, I don't think this is the best analysis to show this or to test this, how about trying this analysis?  

[00:34:42.06] : Exactly.  

[00:34:43.88] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Bob, Shawn, follow ups? No, OK.  

[00:34:49.33] So  this section of questions is about some data anomalies.  

[00:34:57.77] : Yeah.  

[00:34:58.75] TERESA AMABILE: And we'd like to now show you some apparent anomalies discovered in 
the data set for this study-- again study four, experiment four-- that was on Francesca's computer. So 
this is from the data set that we got off Francesca's computer--  

[00:35:17.68] : OK.  

[00:35:18.16] TERESA AMABILE: --for this study. OK, it will take me a few minutes to go through this. So 
please, be patient.  

[00:35:25.31] : No worries.  

[00:35:26.39] TERESA AMABILE: And then I'll ask our specific question about the apparent anomalies. 
But please, break in at any time if something I say isn't clear to you or if you just want to make a 
comment at some point. You don't have to wait until I pose my formal question.  

[00:35:46.19] : OK.  
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[00:35:46.60] TERESA AMABILE: OK? OK, great. So Alain, could you please screen share table 1 for us? 
Alain, we don't see it yet. All we see is Alain Bonacossa has started screen sharing, but we're not actually 
seeing anything. Alain, could you indicate if you would like me to do the screen share? Alain, are you 
there? Can you say something?  

[00:36:41.02] SHAWN COLE: We seem to have lost him. Maybe you should go ahead.  

[00:36:42.95] TERESA AMABILE: I think we've lost Alain temporarily.  

[00:36:45.04] SHAWN COLE: Do you want me to see if I can find the table, Teresa?  

[00:36:47.36] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, but I have to make him stop-- Alma, do you have the-- the power 
to make him stop?  

[00:36:54.17] SHAWN COLE: I can just start. I have that power. So--  

[00:36:57.65] TERESA AMABILE: You're just going to start screen sharing, Shawn?  

[00:36:59.87] SHAWN COLE: If you remind me the table I need to pull up.  

[00:37:01.85] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so let me do it, please.  

[00:37:03.95] SHAWN COLE: OK.  

[00:37:04.82] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so Alma, can you make him stop screen sharing or is that something 
I need to do?  

[00:37:16.13] SHAWN COLE: Just when you press Start Share, it--  

[00:37:18.38] TERESA AMABILE: All right, got it.  

[00:37:18.77] SHAWN COLE: I think you just did it.  

[00:37:20.09] TERESA AMABILE: Got it.  

[00:37:27.74] ALAIN BONACOSSA: I'm sorry, I'm back.  

[00:37:29.76] TERESA AMABILE: That's OK, I'm doing the screen-- I'm going to--  

[00:37:34.66] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Would you like me to do it?  

[00:37:36.04] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, Alain, I'd prefer it if you could do it, if you're able.  

[00:37:46.12] SHAWN COLE: I can see it. Can you see it,   

[00:37:49.33] : I can, yes. OK.  

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 397 of 1282



14 

[00:38:00.18] SHAWN COLE: Now it looks like Teresa may be frozen. Teresa, are you there?  

[00:38:33.73] TERESA AMABILE: I'm back. All right, can you see and hear me?  

[00:38:39.50] SHAWN COLE: Yes, we can.  

[00:38:40.64] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you, sorry about that. OK. Whoo.  

[00:38:46.31] Table one,  shows data for the first 40 non-cheaters in the data set.  

[00:38:53.15] : OK.  

[00:38:53.81] TERESA AMABILE: As you can see, they're all perfectly ordered by the number of 
responses on the uses task. That's the far right column.  

[00:39:03.62] : OK.  

[00:39:05.31] TERESA AMABILE: Number of uses for a newspaper that the subject generated, starting 
with the value of 2 responses-- 2 unusual uses. And that's the dependent variable of interest here.  

[00:39:18.63] : OK.  

[00:39:19.92] TERESA AMABILE: Alain, could you make that a little bit bigger, please, without making the 
bottom rows disappear? That may not be possible. Yeah, that's good, that's good, thank you.  

[00:39:31.64] And nothing seems anomalous about these rows of data. We just wanted to start with 
this.  

[00:39:35.97] : OK.  

[00:39:36.30] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so now we're going to ask Alain to screen share table 2. OK, great. 
And these are data for the first several cheaters in the data set. Although most of these are also ordered 
by the number of responses, that far right column, the highlighted cells, indicate 13 rows that are out of 
sequence on this key dependent variable. We cannot find a way to sort the data that produces this 
particular ordering. And this suggests the possibility that the data may have been manually altered.  

[00:40:24.96] So I'm going to give you a minute to look at that,  Alain, just for my eyes, if it's 
possible to maybe scroll down slightly, so that we don't see the-- I don't think we need to see the title of 
the table. There we go. OK, so let's just give  a few seconds to study this.  

[00:40:50.96] : And you don't have the original Qualtrics files that you can just-- like 
the raw data from Qualtrics?  

[00:40:57.86] TERESA AMABILE: These are the data from the Qualtrics file that have the data for this--  

[00:41:08.18] : From--  
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[00:41:09.92] TERESA AMABILE: You know what, this is from Francesca's computer. Alain, I'm sorry, I just 
get confused about when and how, and what this is that we're looking at.  

[00:41:23.15] ALAIN BONACOSSA: This is a data set from Francesca's research records on her machine, 
computer. So this is not-- this is not the Qualtrics raw data file. It's a data file that she pointed us to on 
her computer.  

[00:41:38.75] : Do you have the Qualtrics data file?  

[00:41:42.09] ALAIN BONACOSSA: This is what we have.  

[00:41:43.25] TERESA AMABILE: This is what we have. And yeah, this file was supplied by Francesca.  

[00:41:52.56] : OK. And--  

[00:41:56.48] TERESA AMABILE: And I haven't gotten to my question yet. There's something more that 
we'd like to show you.  

[00:42:02.11] : OK.  

[00:42:03.19] TERESA AMABILE: OK. But let me-- while we're screen sharing this-- while we're screen 
sharing this, let me just point out to you that for the cheaters in this data set-- we're only looking at a 
subset of the cheaters here, but these are all of the observations-- these 13 are all the observations that 
are not in a perfect monotonic sequence.  

[00:42:26.06] : OK.  

[00:42:27.26] TERESA AMABILE: So for the cheaters, all the cheaters in this data set, the mean of the in 
sequence observations is 7.5 uses, while the mean of the out of sequence observations is much higher, 
10.1. So that's 7.5 for the ones that don't seem out of order, they're not anomalous. And 10.1 for the 
ones that are anomalous in terms of the sorting.  

[00:42:58.33] : I understand.  

[00:42:59.23] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, and this further suggests to us that the data may have been 
manually altered to favor the hypothesized effect specifically. So it seems reasonable to us to 
hypothesize that if the data were manually altered--  

[00:43:17.59] : Yeah.  

[00:43:18.13] TERESA AMABILE: If they were, the true data values were, in fact, in monotonic sequence 
before they were changed.  

[00:43:27.04] : OK.  
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[00:43:28.15] TERESA AMABILE: Under that hypothesis, we could impute a true value somewhere 
between the value in the closest in-sequence row before the changed observation, and the value of the 
closest in sequence row after the changed observation. You following?  

[00:43:46.24] : I'm following, yes.  

[00:43:47.21] TERESA AMABILE: OK. For an example that I'll walk us through, let's take a look at table 3. 
So Alain's going to pull that up now. So as shown in this table 3, that first out of sequence observation, 
which is a 13 in the number of responses column, can be imputed to have originally been either a 4, and 
that's the in-sequence observation just above it, which appears in the imputed one column here, or a 5, 
and that's the in-sequence observation just below it, which appears in the imputed two column here. So 
you get what's happening in this table.  

[00:44:36.24] : Yeah, I understand that perfectly.  

[00:44:37.77] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thus, if these imputations are made for all of the out of sequence 
observations, both imputed one and imputed two would now preserve the monotonicity of the 
dependent variable. And you can see that if you just scan down--  

[00:44:59.19] : Yeah.  

[00:44:59.85] TERESA AMABILE: --the column called imputed one and the column called imputed two. 
OK.  

[00:45:04.53] So here we go. If the dependent variable is reconstructed in this way, the p value of the 
difference between cheaters and non-cheaters changes from minus 0.0001, which is the p value 
reported in the paper, to 0.292. And that's using the imputed one as the dependent variable. Or if we 
use imputed two as the dependent variable, the p value changes to 0.181.  

[00:45:43.88] : OK.  

[00:45:44.18] TERESA AMABILE: In other words, using either of these methods to impute what the true 
dependent measures might have been, the reported effect becomes statistically insignificant. So here's 
our question. Can you explain how these apparent anomalies or other irregularities that might be in the 
data set could have arisen?  

[00:46:12.13] : These are the number of counts of-- of the uses, like the creative 
uses for a paper or whatever it was, right?  

[00:46:21.41] TERESA AMABILE: It was a newspaper in this case. Yeah, the number of uses that they 
could think of for a newspaper, yes.  

[00:46:31.04] : It's hard to explain why it would go up, the number of responses 
would go up. I can understand the number of responses going down for some rows. Because if you 
were-- I don't need to tell you this, but if you're looking for novelty-- for the record, not to explain to you 
personally, Professor Amabile.  
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[00:46:53.45] TERESA AMABILE: That's OK, but Bob and Shawn aren't familiar with the creativity 
literature.  

[00:46:57.47] : Yeah. OK, so you could imagine looking for unique uses of that. And 
if they say it could be used as a fly swatter, a bee swatter, that sort of thing, a wasp swatter, that's the 
same idea. And so you might reduce them downward. It's harder to-- for me to understand why they 
would go up. I don't have a ready explanation of why they would go up. Unless-- I don't know how the 
number of responses were counted within Excel.  

[00:47:44.67] Is it-- so there has to be more than this, where it actually shows you what the uses are, 
right? Like the responses, and is the suspicion that--  

[00:47:58.29] TERESA AMABILE: This is what we have,  We don't have the underlying Qualtrics 
surveys.  

[00:48:07.02] : I know, but even if you don't have the underlying Qualtrics surveys, 
which do seem massively important to this argument, you could still have a spreadsheet where you have 
a column that says count A, parentheses, and then all the uses listed. And I would think Francesca would 
have that.  

[00:48:31.22] TERESA AMABILE: We don't at this point have that. But we're working with Francesca to 
get access to as many relevant files as possible. Bob, I recognize that you have a question. Let me just 
allow  to finish thinking through how something like this might have happened. And of course, 
what seems so anomalous to us,  is that these rows-- these particular rows are out of sequence.  

[00:48:58.52] : Right.  

[00:49:00.60] TERESA AMABILE: And we can't figure out a way that the data can be resorted 
automatically--  

[00:49:06.09] : Yeah.  

[00:49:06.78] TERESA AMABILE: --in Excel or something to end up with this particular ordering.  

[00:49:12.57] : I guess I could imagine somehow if there-- if there's a return or 
something that people enter into the Qualtrics, so that their data is coming across in two lines or 
something like that, potentially. You might add the two lines if you have the same participant ID and it's 
clear that they're doing it in one session. That would explain why the numbers only go up instead of 
corrections downward.  

[00:49:49.56] TERESA AMABILE: You mean within a given Qualtrics survey?  

[00:49:53.46] : Yeah, so sometimes people will, like, get kicked out. And they'll start 
something right after. And you see, oh, they were only on it for two minutes and it's the same MTurk ID. 
So it's possible it could be a situation like that-- unlikely, but possible.  
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[00:50:15.08] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And that would mean that those two Qualtrics responses would 
have to be aggregated.  

[00:50:21.87] : Exactly.  

[00:50:22.70] TERESA AMABILE: And assigned to that particular participant.  

[00:50:26.36] : Right.  

[00:50:26.66] TERESA AMABILE: And that could mean that the numbers would go higher--  

[00:50:31.88] : Exactly.  

[00:50:32.57] TERESA AMABILE: --than they might have initially been entered into a spreadsheet or 
something.  

[00:50:36.38] : Yeah, and that's why you wouldn't see any adjustments downward, 
because it wouldn't make sense.  

[00:50:42.17] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you,  And you may think of something else as we 
continue the conversation and you can, of course, break in with that.  shall we stop the screen 
share now or would you like to leave this up?  

[00:50:55.52] BOB KAPLAN: No.  

[00:50:57.17] TERESA AMABILE: Oh, Bob, do you want to leave the screen share up right now for your 
question?  

[00:51:00.80] BOB KAPLAN: Yes.  

[00:51:01.25] TERESA AMABILE: Yes, let's leave it up. OK, Bob, go ahead.  

[00:51:04.26] BOB KAPLAN: Yeah, so , what I found curious is that we had 136 consecutive 
observations on the non-cheaters condition that were in this perfect monotonic sequence.  

[00:51:17.21] : Yeah.  

[00:51:17.76] BOB KAPLAN: If in your hypothesized alternative world there was some other column in 
which this was sorted, it had to be perfectly the same for 136-- actually 139 consecutive observations.  

[00:51:31.82] : Yeah.  

[00:51:32.40] BOB KAPLAN: And then all of a sudden on the 140th one, we start encountering this going 
up. So, it's not an issue if it's going up or going down. If it went down, and it really was being sorted on 
the number of responses, then it would have fallen into the natural monotonic sequence. It's how do 
you go through-- admittedly, with the limited data, a portion of the whole data, 139 observations that 
are perfectly sorted on this column and then all of a sudden we start hitting observations that aren't?  
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[00:52:05.12] : Yeah. That's a good question.  

[00:52:06.87] BOB KAPLAN: It could happen, but it seems like unlikely to me.  

[00:52:08.63] : Yeah, it seems unlikely to me, too.  

[00:52:13.71] TERESA AMABILE: And I would just add to Bob's observation that these 13 are very closely 
clustered together in this data file, among all of the many, many observations in the two conditions. 
Shawn, did you have any follow up on this?  

[00:52:36.19] SHAWN COLE: No.  

[00:52:36.67] TERESA AMABILE: No. OK.  

[00:52:39.61] : Sorry, I have--  

[00:52:40.63] TERESA AMABILE: Go ahead.  

[00:52:41.04] : I have a question. So I'm seeing row 137. Are there-- the previous 
136 are all cheaters in the cheaters condition as well?  

[00:52:52.52] TERESA AMABILE: No, I believe--  

[00:52:54.74] BOB KAPLAN: If you go to table 2--  

[00:52:56.09] TERESA AMABILE: I believe table 2--  

[00:52:56.84] BOB KAPLAN: --you'll see the transition.  

[00:52:58.04] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, table 2 shows us--  

[00:53:00.53] BOB KAPLAN: There are four non-cheaters at the top.  

[00:53:03.98] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, so this data set is organized so that all the non-cheaters are first.  

[00:53:11.67] : Yeah.  

[00:53:12.74] TERESA AMABILE: In that cheated column it's zero. And then the cheaters start.  

[00:53:17.54] : OK.  

[00:53:19.85] BOB KAPLAN: I'm sorry, so it looked like the data sort is first on the cheated column. So all 
the zeroes are first. And then the secondary data sort is on the number of responses column.  

[00:53:30.50] : OK. So with that in mind, we don't really need to think about why 
the first 131 are the same. Because the way people create Qualtrics surveys is they'll have two different 
conditions. So it could be two different blocks. You could have a bit of wrong syntax or something that 
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isn't exactly the same in the two conditions, which is why you start-- why you'd start sometime around 
132. And now, if this goes to 240 something, and there's nothing after 164, I've got zero explanation for 
that, unless something were adjusted in the Qualtrics. Does that makes sense?  

[00:54:09.36] TERESA AMABILE: It does make sense. And I can tell you that after this data row, after row 
164, all of the other number of responses are in the monotonically increasing sequence.  

[00:54:24.74] : OK. If you were to-- so I suspect if you sorted this by time, and it's 
not that they're just clustered in one time period, it's just-- like toward the beginning of the survey or 
something, like the beginning of the survey administration.  

[00:54:41.42] TERESA AMABILE: As far as we can tell-- I don't know that we've investigated that, 
whether they could have been sorted on the time. We've got to start date and end date here. And as 
you know, Qualtrics does stamp the specific time--  

[00:54:57.66] : Yeah.  

[00:54:58.35] TERESA AMABILE: --that each survey was submitted. So I don't know about a time sort. As 
far as we know, the sort was, as Bob said, first on the condition, the cheated column, and then on the 
number of responses column. We don't believe that there was a time sort involved. But  we can 
look into that.  

[00:55:21.03] : Yeah, I would recommend that. Because I've had cases where I've 
had just a flat out error, like I'm using the wrong text or I have two boxes where I should have one.  

[00:55:36.00] TERESA AMABILE: You mean an error in the Qualtrics survey that you set up.  

[00:55:39.54] : Exactly. Yeah, not on this project, but you might have a correction 
after-- like, oh, we see a problem with the first 20 observations. It's unlikely, but worth looking at it by 
time.  

[00:55:55.26] TERESA AMABILE: OK, we will do that. And Alain has, I'm sure, already made a note of 
that. Thank you. So while we've still got this up, let me ask-- Bob, Shawn, any additional follow ups for 

 None from Bob, none from Shawn. OK. And I did want to-- so you can stop the screen share, 
Alain. Thank you very much.  

[00:56:17.48] And I do want to note,  that we are almost at the hour. And we even, I think, maybe 
started a minute or so before the hour. We know you're in the Pacific time zone, but it's almost 2:00 PM 
here. And I know that Heather has to leave at 2:00. So Heather, we know you're going to be 
disappearing very soon. Thank you very much for being on as long as you were able to be on.  

[00:56:44.71]  do you have the ability-- we all do-- do you have the ability to stay on a little bit 
longer?  

[00:56:51.41] : I do.  
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[00:56:52.35] TERESA AMABILE: OK, great. I don't have too many more questions, but if you have to go, 
if any of us has to go, and we haven't gotten to the end, we'll try to find a time to do a follow up just to 
finish up the last few questions. OK. So Bob and Shawn, I'm about to move on to what is my question 
seven.  

[00:57:14.91]  please understand that we feel we must ask this direct question to everyone we 
speak to who was involved in this research. Did you change the data in a way that could have led to 
these or other discrepancies?  

[00:57:30.33] : No.  

[00:57:31.54] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you.  

[00:57:32.61] : I really don't believe so.  

[00:57:35.57] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Next question. We're trying to understand the atmosphere in the 
lab in which the data for the study were collected. Specifically, the extent to which people in the lab 
might have felt either pressured or highly motivated to produce certain outcomes in the study. Can you 
give us your views on the atmosphere in this lab at the time the data were collected?  

[00:58:04.30] : I can speak to my motivation and Francesca's motivation. As to her 
lab, I'm 3,000 miles away from her lab and don't really know who's working in it. I was an assistant 
professor. I certainly want things to work out. One thing that-- and this isn't a direct answer to your 
question, but I will directly answer the question.  

[00:58:31.06] It seems so strange to me, with Harvard's capabilities, if she's got an experiment, and p 
equals-- I forgot what the first p value is-- 0.29 or 0.18, or something like that, if you do the monotonic 
scales-- why not just run a larger replication experiment, if the data seemed supportive of it? So, it 
seems-- it seems like a strange kind of cheat. I guess maybe one would feel more justified in doing so 
because the data is already supportive. So maybe that provides motivation.  

[00:59:14.90] But it seems like-- it seems strange, because it wasn't the biggest study we've ever done, 
so it could be easily replicated.  

[00:59:28.03] But I imagine Francesca's intrinsic motivation is high, given her record. But I really don't 
know the lab-- I don't know what the environment in the lab is. I don't know. I think you're on mute.  

[00:59:51.24] TERESA AMABILE: I muted because there was noise outside my window. That answers the 
question to my satisfaction. Bob, Shawn, do you have any follow up on that? No follow up, OK.  

[01:00:02.78] So , are you familiar with , , or ?  

[01:00:10.97] : I've heard of  and the name  vaguely familiar to 
me.  

[01:00:19.92] TERESA AMABILE: You said the name  is vaguely familiar to you?  
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[01:00:23.19] : Yeah.  

[01:00:24.24] TERESA AMABILE: Not ?  

[01:00:26.01] : , is he-- no, that's  that I'm thinking of.  

[01:00:32.34] TERESA AMABILE: It's  , .  

[01:00:36.06] : I'm not familiar with .  

[01:00:37.80] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so you said , that name was familiar to you. Can you 
say in--  

[01:00:42.57] : I think so.  

[01:00:42.96] TERESA AMABILE: --what connection? What connection?  

[01:00:47.90] : I thought it was someone in academia, which is the obvious guess, 
given our context, but that's about all I know. I'm not sure.  

[01:00:57.94] TERESA AMABILE: OK, do you have any associations to the name  That's 
? You said that sounded a little familiar?  

[01:01:07.20] : It sounded familiar, but in my head when you said it, I spelled it 
 so it can't be somebody I know very well.  

[01:01:16.65] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So I asked the question because it's possible that one or more of 
them had access to the data for this study.  

[01:01:25.05] : OK.  

[01:01:25.77] TERESA AMABILE: Is there any-- I think I know what your answer is, but I need to ask the 
question-- is there any reason to believe that any of them would have changed the data of their own 
accord or at the direction of Francesca in a way that would have produced these anomalies? And would 
they have had any incentive to do so?  

[01:01:46.80] : I imagine there would be some sort of incentive. People are happier 
if we-- if they get significant results. I can't speak to what incentives were used and what the 
opportunities for promotion or recommendation letters are. But I don't-- it doesn't seem like common 
practice to me to reward RAs for producing significant results. You reward them for not having errors in 
their work and for understanding and showing-- showing how to design experiments and analyze data. 
But it seems strange that there would be strong extrinsic incentives to change data.  

[01:02:34.53] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Follow ups, Shawn or Bob? None. OK.  
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[01:02:45.54] This is basically a follow up to that previous question. Could this have been true in terms 
of altering data on their own or at Francesca's direction? Could this have been true of anyone else who 
had access to the data?  

[01:03:06.28] : It could be. I have no insight into who that would be. If someone 
had an opportunity, I don't know about motive.  

[01:03:16.75] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Thank you. Follow ups, guys? No, none. OK. All right, 
we're down to our last two questions.  

[01:03:25.39] : Great.  

[01:03:29.02] TERESA AMABILE: So this is a general question. At any time during or after the research in 
this paper was being done, written up, or published, did you have concerns about the integrity of the 
data?  

[01:03:43.85] : No.  

[01:03:44.77] TERESA AMABILE: None?  

[01:03:45.19] : None.  

[01:03:47.54] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And last question,  is there anything else we should know as 
we try to determine whether research misconduct occurred with respect to study four in this paper? 
And if it did, who might have been responsible?  

[01:04:07.16] : Not that I know of. I don't have anything beyond what I've already 
said. I'll certainly look at my-- look at the computer I used-- two computers, ago, to see if it has anything. 
And I'll take another look at Qualtrics. I've got to think that they'll have records of this sort of thing, 
which would clear things up.  

[01:04:34.01] TERESA AMABILE: You mean Qualtrics should have--  

[01:04:35.80] : Itself, like the organization, right?  

[01:04:38.21] TERESA AMABILE: You think the organization should have records. Honestly, I don't know.  

[01:04:43.49] : That would be the first-- if I were presented with this scenario, that 
would be the first place I'd go to check the raw data.  

[01:04:56.32] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Thank you for that. And we-- I believe we have pursued 
that. We are pursuing it, trying to get as much information as we can, as you might imagine.  

[01:05:06.31] : I figured.  

[01:05:07.30] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, so Bob and Shawn, let me ask you, if you have any follow ups on 
's answers to these last couple of questions or anything else that you've thought of?  
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[01:05:22.14] SHAWN COLE: Nothing from my side.  

[01:05:23.82] TERESA AMABILE: Nothing from Shawn.  

[01:05:25.14] BOB KAPLAN: No, I'm good.  

[01:05:27.02] TERESA AMABILE: OK. All right--  

[01:05:28.52] : Can I ask one question?  

[01:05:29.75] TERESA AMABILE: Sure.  

[01:05:30.59] : Do you have a sense of what the timeline of all this investigation will 
be?  

[01:05:37.80] TERESA AMABILE: It's super hard to predict that. We're working as expeditiously as we 
can. It will be at least weeks. My best guess,  is that it will be months. And unfortunately, we are 
not going to be able to tell you the outcome of this investigation.  

[01:06:07.14]  OK. The reason I ask is I'm going up for full. And of course, have kept 
everything confidential. I haven't spoken a word of this, and I was just wondering about the timeline and 
whether I should be modifying my statement-- research statement, for example, to not feature this 
project.  

[01:06:27.02] TERESA AMABILE: You said you're wondering if you should be modifying your research 
statement to not mention--  

[01:06:30.77] : That I don't mention this project at all.  

[01:06:34.34] TERESA AMABILE: So  can you tell us-- so I assume your tenure case is going to be 
evaluated over this summer, is that the case?  

[01:06:45.71] SHAWN COLE: He has tenure, he's going up for full.  

[01:06:47.57] : Exactly.  

[01:06:48.35] TERESA AMABILE: I'm, sorry your full case.  

[01:06:50.19] : Right. Yeah, I believe the department votes on it in late July. And 
then sometime in the next six months it'll go to the school level and then to the university level.  

[01:07:01.95] TERESA AMABILE: I see, I see. Well, I am going to tell you that at this point, I don't-- I can't 
tell you that you should modify your research statement.  

[01:07:15.35] : OK  
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[01:07:15.96] TERESA AMABILE: I don't have that authority. Of course, you understand that the one 
possible outcome of university research misconduct inquiries and investigations is that eventually a 
paper might end up getting retracted by a journal.  

[01:07:36.98] : Retracted. Sure.  

[01:07:38.36] TERESA AMABILE: Because the university, if there is a negative finding-- if there is a finding 
of research misconduct in connection with a paper that's been published, the university is obligated to 
notify the journal.  

[01:07:51.17] : Of course.  

[01:07:51.89] TERESA AMABILE: And then the journal does what it does. But my understanding of the 
process for all the journals that I know about, and you know about, and that Bob and Shawn know 
about, is that they would then immediately contact the authors about the finding. And they'd probably 
recommend that the-- or request that the paper be retracted.  

[01:08:13.19] : Of course.  

[01:08:13.88] TERESA AMABILE: So that's a process that-- again, I understand why you asked the time 
frame question, given that you're up for this promotion.  

[01:08:24.80] : But I also understand the inability to do advise at this point.  

[01:08:27.86] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, exactly, exactly. And honestly, that whole process, as I've just 
spun it out as a total hypothetical, could, of course, take many months. So--  

[01:08:45.10] : No problem. It's a pre-tenure paper, so it's not the biggest deal 
probably, but still.  

[01:08:50.90] TERESA AMABILE: But I appreciate your asking that question. It suggests to me that you're 
careful and that you want to be careful.  

[01:08:58.30] : Of course.  

[01:09:00.13] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. Bob, Shawn, anything else? I thought I saw a gesture on your part, 
Bob. No? OK. , is there anything else that you'd like to ask at this point or tell?  

[01:09:12.48] : No, I think I'm good.  

[01:09:17.16] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[01:09:18.40] : The question that I want to ask, I imagine that you won't be able to 
say anything about it. Is it just this one paper where there is suspicion, or is it a more widespread 
problem? But I can't imagine that you'd be able to speak to that.  

[01:09:33.18] TERESA AMABILE: And your imagination is correct.  
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[01:09:35.23] : Yeah.  

[01:09:36.39] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. So  thank you. Thank you, thank you so much for being so 
forthcoming with us, for answering the questions as completely as you could. Really appreciate that. 
Please, if you think of anything else relevant to anything I've asked about, get in touch with Alain and 
he'll arrange for us to speak again. We'll figure out a way to get that information from you.  

[01:10:05.29] : OK.  

[01:10:05.49] TERESA AMABILE: OK? Thank you, thank you, thank you so much again. And Bob and 
Shawn, thank you very much. And you're going to stay on now, correct? When  leaves, OK? Thanks 

  

[01:10:19.42] BOB KAPLAN: Nice meeting you,   

[01:10:20.25] : Nice meeting you. I wish it were under different circumstances, of 
course.  

[01:10:23.52] TERESA AMABILE: Yes, we do too. Thanks, bye-bye.  

[01:10:31.21] Alma, he's off?  
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June 16, 2022 

 
[00:00:00.09] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Hello everyone, my name is Alain Bonacossa, and I'm the Research 
Integrity Officer at Harvard Business School. I want to thank  for being here today and for 
being willing to be interviewed by our investigation committee. I will just make a brief announcement 
now before handing it off to the chair of the committee. First, as a reminder, this interview is recorded 
and will be transcribed and,  you will be given a copy of the transcript for correction.  
 
[00:00:26.73] Let me start by introducing who's on Zoom today, starting with the investigation 
committee. We have Professor Theresa Amabile, the Chair of the committee, and Professor Bob Kaplan. 
And, hopefully, another committee member will join us soon. We also have another staff member on 
the call, Alma Castro, Assistant Director in Research Administration at the Business School.  
 
[00:00:52.38] Next, I wanted to provide a brief explanation of the interview process. I think  I 
mentioned to you that this is a faculty review of a faculty matter. So the interview will be a conversation 
between you as a witness and the committee. It will just entail a series of questions and answers and, of 
course,  you should feel free to elaborate on any answer that you think would be helpful to the 
process.  
 
[00:01:14.70] Some basic rules of the road for the interview for everyone-- just to make sure that the 
transcription is clear, only one person should speak at a time. At the end of my introduction, I and Alma 
will turn our cameras off and mute ourselves so that it's really just a conversation between you and the 
committee.  
 
[00:01:32.82]  for you specifically, please, answer the committee's questions truthfully. All answers 
need to be audible so they can appear in the transcript, so nodding head is not sufficient. If you do not 
understand a question, just ask for that to be rephrased. And if you don't know the answer to a 
question, just please say so. If you need a break, of course, ask for one.  
 
[00:01:56.91] A couple of last important reminders-- HBS has an obligation to keep this matter 
confidential. So even the fact that this interview occurred or that there's an ongoing investigation into 
allegations of research misconduct is confidential. So  we're going to ask you to keep all of this 
information confidential.  
 
[00:02:14.52] Lastly, per HBS policy, HBS community members may not retaliate in any way against 
complainants, witnesses, the research integrity officer, or other committee members.  before we 
get started, do you have any questions for me about the process?  
 
[00:02:31.21] : I don't.  
 
[00:02:32.10] ALAIN BONACOSSA: OK. Teresa, we'll turn off our cameras, so I'll hand it off to you. Thank 
you.  
 
[00:02:40.32] TERESA AMABILE: Thanks, Alain. Hi,  It is so good to see you.  
 
[00:02:44.85] : Likewise. Good to see you too.  
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[00:02:47.62] TERESA AMABILE: You know I'm Teresa Amabile, a professor at Harvard Business School, 
Baker Foundation Professor. And I know that you don't need an introduction to me or my research 
because you worked as my RA full-time. I believe it was 2017-'18, and then part time 2018-'19, when 
you were also part time in Francesca's lab.  
 
[00:03:13.56] : That's correct.  
 
[00:03:14.01] TERESA AMABILE: And you also worked on my research starting as an undergrad at 
Harvard. I don't remember. Was that your sophomore year when you were a PRIMO fellow?  
 
[00:03:25.14] : I believe it was my junior year. Yes.  
 
[00:03:27.54] TERESA AMABILE: OK, Great. And I gave Bob already a little bit of that background, so he's 
familiar with the way we worked together. And now I'll let Bob introduce himself.  
 
[00:03:39.71] BOB KAPLAN: Hi,  and just reiterating our appreciation for your willingness to speak 
with us today. So I'm Bob Kaplan, and I'm Professor in the Accounting and Management unit. I don't do 
laboratory studies, so our paths didn't cross during the term of service there. I work on measurement 
issues, costing, performance measurement of organizations. Thanks. 
 
[00:04:06.84] TERESA AMABILE: And,  if our third-- we're hoping that our third committee member, 
who seems to be delayed, will join us at some point. And then I'll ask that person to introduce 
themselves really briefly, and then we'll get back to what we were doing. OK. Are you ready to go?  
 
[00:04:27.01] : Yes.  
 
[00:04:28.15] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So, first of all, just a general background question, -- can you 
tell us how you got to know Francesca and came to be involved in this particular research project with 
her?  
 
[00:04:41.62] : Of course. So I came to know Francesca through one of my colleagues and a 
mentor, , who was and may currently be a doctoral student at Harvard Business School. So 

 introduced me to Francesca. And after a few discussions with her, she said that she would like to 
hire me as her research associate.  
 
[00:05:04.90] I'm trying to piece together the timeline but I believe this was a few years into-- or it was 
sometime into our working relationship between Fran-- Professor Gino and I that I came to work on the 
study. So she sent me an email saying we have a project that requires your help. I need help putting 
together the Qualtrics survey, and I need help launching this on MTurk.  
 
[00:05:33.22] And so that was the extent of my involvement in the study. It was really essentially the 
background work of making sure that the survey was working properly, and that we were able to field 
this and recruit the participants that we needed. Yeah. So that's how I came to know Professor Gino.  
 
[00:05:51.58] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Bob, did you want to follow up on anything  said there?  
 
[00:05:58.97] BOB KAPLAN: Well, this may come later but, if you were involved in the front end of the 
study, helping to set it up, was there someone else, another research assistant or a doctoral student, 
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that may have been working once the study was underway, the data had been collected to screen and 
clean up the data for Francesca to analyze?  
 
[00:06:27.87] : I believe there must have been someone else working on the data. I am aware 
of the fact that Professor  and Professor  also worked on the project. I do not recall if 
there were any graduate students involved in the project. So if the committee hasn't already done so, I 
certainly hope that they will have the opportunity to review my email records and those electronic 
documentation of my conversations with the team. But, yeah, I'm sorry. To answer your question 
clearly, Bob, I believe that there were other people involved in the data analysis for this project at the 
back end.  
 
[00:07:03.90] BOB KAPLAN: OK. Thank you.  
 
[00:07:05.22] : Of course.  
 
[00:07:05.55] TERESA AMABILE: And,  just one quick follow up before I ask Professor Shawn Cole to 
introduce himself. Let me just quickly follow up, before it flies out of my head, on Bob's question. Do 
you have any of the email records from the time that you were working for Francesca?  
 
[00:07:31.44] : I do not.  
 
[00:07:32.57] [INTERPOSING VOICES]  
 
[00:07:34.53] : Just to ensure that I didn't have anything confidential after I left HBS, I have 
gotten rid of all of those records. They all remain, I believe, at HBS.  
 
[00:07:48.56] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Were you exclusively using an HBS computer--  
 
[00:07:55.01] : Yes.  
 
[00:07:55.37] TERESA AMABILE: --for your work with Francesca?  
 
[00:07:57.92] : That's correct.  
 
[00:07:59.76] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So you didn't have anything on a personal computer.  
 
[00:08:04.20] : No. I did not.  
 
[00:08:05.49] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Great. Thank you for that clarification. And, Shawn, we're glad that 
you're able to get on so quickly. We've just been talking with  for just a few minutes, about five 
minutes after Alain's introduction. So would you like to introduce yourself?  
 
[00:08:24.96] SHAWN COLE: I really apologize for being late. I had the time blocked and just got deeply 
engrossed in something. So, Alain, thanks for texting me. I'm on the faculty in the Finance Unit at 
Harvard Business School. I did an Economics PhD at MIT, finished in 2005 and came to Harvard, and have 
been working there since then. I do a lot of field experiments as part of my research. And so, we really 
appreciate your taking the time to meet with us.  
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[00:08:54.52] : Of course.  
 
[00:08:55.81] TERESA AMABILE: And, Shawn, one thing that I talked with Bob about a little bit before 

 came on was the fact that  worked for me as an RA at HBS. Part of the time he was a Harvard 
undergrad, and then full-time 2017-'18, and part-time 2018-'19, when he was also part-time working for 
Francesca. OK. Just so that you have that background. OK.  would you like me to review just a 
couple of sentences on what this particular study was about? The study that we're interested in is study 
3A in the paper.  
 
[00:09:45.13] : I would really appreciate that. I did have the opportunity to review the paper 
before, but just some cues would be great.  
 
[00:09:54.55] TERESA AMABILE: Sure. So as you already noted, this is the paper where Francesca is the 
first author, and the second author is  and the third author is . Right? 
And it was published in 2020 in JPSP. So study 3A is the first of two online experiments examining the 
independent effects of promotion and prevention focus on feelings of impurity and networking 
intentions after instrumental networking. So in study 3A, participants read a story about instrumental 
networking and were asked to imagine that they were the protagonist of that story.  
 
[00:10:42.15] Study 3B was identical, except the participants actually engaged in instrumental 
networking, while they were in the study. And participants in study 3A and 3B were randomly assigned 
to either the prevention focus, the promotion focus, or a control condition. So does that refresh the 
memory trace of the study?  
 
[00:11:09.66] : It does. Thank you.  
 
[00:11:10.98] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So it's really important for our committee to understand how this 
paper came about. You've already told us a little bit about how you first heard about this study idea, but 
could you just to the best of your ability give us the chronology of your involvement in study 3A in this 
paper? And also, say whether you were involved in the preparation of the paper itself. And if you could 
try to place it in time as best you can, that would be helpful.  
 
[00:11:50.84] : Certainly. So in terms of the chronology, I do apologize if I'm unable to get the 
dates quite right. Again, I do wish I had my email records to help me put that together, but I believe that 
I was contacted by Professor Gino with her asking me to help with this study in 2019. And, as was the 
case with many projects where I worked with Professor Gino, she would explain the theory behind the 
project or her hypotheses later.  
 
[00:12:26.58] But as I was helping with the-- essentially, just setting up the survey and working with 
MTurk, I wasn't really filled in on the details of the project and how they came to develop the study 
design. And my apologies, Teresa, what was the second half of your question? So it was about 
chronology, that she reached out to me in 2019.  
 
[00:12:51.77] TERESA AMABILE: She reached out to you in 2019. She did-- we believe that the study 
itself, the data collection itself, happened in 2020, so if that helps to jog your memory a little bit.  
 
[00:13:06.68] And you've told us, I believe-- this is what I heard-- that your involvement was to get an 
email from her that she wanted you to set up a Qualtrics study-- Qualtrics survey for a study that she 
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needed to conduct. And wanted you to get that set up and get it put onto MTurk for MTurk workers to 
be the participants in the study. Did I hear that right?  
 
[00:13:36.05] : That's correct.  
 
[00:13:37.10] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And the second part of that earlier question I asked was: were you 
involved at all in the preparation of the paper describing this study, for example, drafting part of the 
method, or in any way?  
 
[00:13:53.94] : I do not believe so. I am 99% sure that I did not have any involvement in the 
writing of this paper. And if I did, it would have been not in the context of the full paper. But I believe 
Professor Gino might have asked me to provide a summary of the method, but I believe that's the extent 
of it. So I have actually never read the-- I hadn't read the rest of this paper until Alain sent it to me.  
 
[00:14:23.53] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. Any follow ups? Bob and Shawn, you can just nod your 
head or shake your head. OK. No follow ups, it looks like. OK. So you've more or less already answered 
this, I think. But I am just going to try to go through it quickly. And you could just give simple answers, of 
course, elaborating if you've got more information that would be helpful to us.  
 
[00:14:52.41] So, again, we're focusing solely on study 3A in this paper. I'm going to go through each 
stage of the research and ask you to tell us to the best of your knowledge when it occurred, who was 
involved in supervising the activity, and who was involved in carrying out the activity. OK. So, study 
conceptualization and design.  
 
[00:15:19.36] : I believe study conceptual-- well, I will first say that I actually do not know 
how long Professor Gino was working on the study conceptualization. Knowing her work style, she could 
have been considering running a study like this for years, or she could have come up with the idea a few 
months before running it. So, I apologize, but I'm not entirely sure of that timeline.  
 
[00:15:42.97] In terms of the design, though, of study 3A, that occurred either in late 2019 or sometime 
in early 2020, I believe. Again, I do apologize for not having my email records. But that's my recollection 
of events.  
 
[00:16:01.62] TERESA AMABILE: And in terms of who did that activity, it sounds like you believe it was 
her but--  
 
[00:16:10.36] : I believe it was-- I recall seeing Professor  on the email chains. I do 
not believe that I had any in-depth interactions with Professor-- I apologize for mispronouncing this-- 

 So in my mind, I believe the people who were most involved were Professor Gino and 
Professor  That's what I recall from the email threads.  
 
[00:16:38.75] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you, and I will just ask Bob and Shawn to throw their hands 
up, if they have anything that they'd like to follow up on. By the way,  however you feel 
comfortable, but you can refer to Professor Gino as Francesca, if you'd like. That's how we are referring 
to her, so whatever you're comfortable with, though. And about data collection, if you could, try to 
remember when it occurred, who supervised it, and who carried it out.  
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[00:17:12.79] : I believe data collection occurred-- I cannot say exactly when it happened in 
2020, but I am pretty confident that it happened in 2020. And in terms of supervision, I do recall 
discussing some aspects of the study with Behavioral Research Services, because I wanted to get a 
better understanding of how to properly run this on MTurk. There are a number of different approaches 
that people take, whether it's leveraging third-party resources that integrate with MTurk or simply 
interfacing with MTurk itself. So I needed to get advice from BRS on that front. And in terms of data 
collection supervision, it really was just Professor Gino and me working on that.  
 
[00:18:00.07] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So would you-- is it fair to say that she supervised the activity and 
you implemented it?  
 
[00:18:08.41] : Yes.  
 
[00:18:10.21] TERESA AMABILE: Do you remember who you spoke with at Behavioral Research Services?  
 
[00:18:14.26] : I believe it would have been  and . And I and I also 
believe that this conversation probably would have been a brief one, in that it would have just been 
confirming details as to how to launch this on MTurk.  
 
[00:18:31.01] TERESA AMABILE: Do you recall,  if you had previously put together Qualtrics surveys 
for Francesca's research and other studies?  
 
[00:18:40.64] : Yes. I believe I put together perhaps maybe 80 surveys over my time at HBS 
just in Qualtrics. So I had put together a few for Francesca before this study.  
 
[00:18:55.27] TERESA AMABILE: Before this one. And had you put any on MTurk previously, any of her 
studies on MTurk?  
 
[00:19:02.58] : I don't believe so. I believe, for the most part, we were using Qualtrics surveys 
in the context of in-person lab work. Or I would design a survey and someone else would launch it on 
MTurk. This was the first instance in which I was asked to launch the study on MTurk myself.  
 
[00:19:22.02] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. Data cleaning.  
 
[00:19:28.10] : I was not involved in late-stage data cleaning. If I recall correctly, I cleaned 
some responses earlier in the process, just based on verbatim. Though, again, I really would hope that 
the committee could look into my email records to see which files I sent to Francesca and whether or 
not any data cleaning did happen earlier on.  
 
[00:19:52.72] But it was-- if data cleaning did occur, I know that it would have been the case that it 
would have been reviewing verbatim to see if anything seemed bot-like, and then confirming with 
Francesca that, OK, this seems like a bot because the response is nonsensical, we should remove it. I 
believe that's the extent of the data cleaning that I was involved in.  
 
[00:20:14.69] TERESA AMABILE: OK. I'm not quite sure I caught all of it. Partly, I think the audio blipped 
out a little bit, but could you say what-- it sounds like you're speaking from your general experience in 
cleaning data from Qualtrics services, from Qualtrics for Francesca's research. Is that true?  
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[00:20:33.74] : That's true. Yes. But also, in terms of this study, my memory is that I wasn't 
involved in any late-stage data cleaning. And I want the committee to know that I wasn't involved in the 
data analysis for this project or any data cleaning beyond very, very simple work toward the beginning 
to ensure that we weren't including bots in the sample.  
 
[00:20:57.06] TERESA AMABILE: So it sounds like your initial data cleaning, the very earliest stage of data 
cleaning, would have been making sure that you didn't have any robots, trying to make money for 
somebody on MTurk by just robotically responding in ways that-- you're nodding your head. Is that 
correct?  
 
[00:21:21.82] : Yes. That is correct.  
 
[00:21:25.21] TERESA AMABILE: And it sounds like the way that you would determine if a response-- if a 
survey should be deleted from the data set would be to-- you referred to verbatims. Could you say a 
little bit more about how you would do that?  
 
[00:21:42.88] : I do want to apologize to the committee for my lack of recollection. I've 
worked on so many studies at HBS that it can be difficult to separate them in my mind. Across all of the 
projects that I worked with Professor Gino on, I was never involved in, essentially, statistical data 
cleaning, where we would look for irregularities in the data and to say, oh, this can't be right. Sorry. Very 
early in the morning here, difficult to articulate.  
 
[00:22:14.95] But essentially, I wasn't looking at numeric responses, if I recall correctly. Honestly, if I did 
clean data on this study, it would have been reviewing open-ended responses. And if there weren't 
open-ended responses involved, then I actually don't believe that I cleaned any of the data for this 
study.  
 
[00:22:34.83] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And in terms of open-ended responses, I think I understood, from 
what you said earlier, that you would look to see if there were any-- you would just skim through them 
to see if any of the open-ended responses were nonsense.  
 
[00:22:52.89] : That's correct.  
 
[00:22:53.82] TERESA AMABILE: That's correct?  
 
[00:22:54.97] : Mm-hmm. Yes.  
 
[00:22:55.95] TERESA AMABILE: OK. OK. Shawn, Bob, any follow ups? OK. So I think the answer to the 
next question is data analysis. When it occurred, who supervised it, who carried it out? It sounds like you 
don't know.  
 
[00:23:13.34] : I do not know.  
 
[00:23:14.15] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  
 
[00:23:14.54] : That's correct.  
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[00:23:16.22] TERESA AMABILE: I also think you have the same answer to reporting the data in the 
submitted and published versions of the paper.  
 
[00:23:23.12] : That's correct. I was not involved in the study at that point.  
 
[00:23:26.24] TERESA AMABILE: And data posting on Open Science Framework, which is OSF.  
 
[00:23:32.27] : I was not involved in the OSF post either.  
 
[00:23:34.82] TERESA AMABILE: OK. All right. Thank you. And,  please tell us who if anyone, that 
you're aware of, might have had access to the data and the ability to modify it at each of the-- at each of 
those stages of study 3A, in addition to anybody you already mentioned. And as far as I can recall-- but 
you correct me if I'm wrong here-- it seems that you've mentioned, in terms of people who had access 
to the data and the ability to modify it in some way, at any point, from data collection through posting 
of the data publicly, were yourself, Francesca, and possibly  and/or . But 
it sounds like for those other two, those two co-authors, you're unsure about that.  
 
[00:24:33.67] : That's correct. I didn't have really-- I didn't have insight into what the faculty 
collaborators were doing with the data after I handed it off to them.  
 
[00:24:44.16] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And is it true that you can't think of anyone else in the lab who 
might have had access to the data or ability to modify it in the lab or at HBS or anywhere?  
 
[00:24:57.63] : I can't confirm with certainty. It is possible that Behavioral Research Services 
had access to the Qualtrics survey. At the same time, they have access to countless Qualtrics surveys, 
and I can't think of a reason as to why they would edit the data in a systematic way. And it is possible 
that a doctoral student was involved in this project, given the fact that Francesca was very determined 
to get doctoral student-- pardon me-- determined to get doctoral students involved in research for their 
benefit. But if there was a doctoral student involved, I don't know who it was.  
 
[00:25:36.72] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. Thank you. It seems like you don't recall seeing the 
names of any other individuals on any of the emails about this particular study. Is that true?  
 
[00:25:50.61] : That's correct.  
 
[00:25:51.78] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And,  could you please tell us to the best of your knowledge 
whether and how the data set for this study was modified at any point or points between initial data 
collection and final posting of the data set on OSF.  
 
[00:26:10.63] : Yeah. To be honest, I'm very hesitant to comment on that because I didn't 
have insight into the study after I finished working on the MTurk portion and after field, honestly. As 
was the case with many projects, we were so busy that I would handle sort of the “dirty” work of 
managing the survey and handling fielding, while other collaborators would work on data analysis. And 
then-- pardon me-- Professor Gino would help me understand the process and the data analysis later on 
for my own benefit and education. But, in this case, I wasn't involved in anything beyond some data 
collection and perhaps a small amount of initial data cleaning.  
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[00:26:58.42] TERESA AMABILE: OK. That's helpful. Thank you. It sounds like you don't recall any 
conversations about how the study turned out or even what it was all about after-- at any point. It 
seems that you honestly-- it seems like you didn't really know what they were looking at or looking for in 
this study at any point. Is that true? Did I understand that correctly?  
 
[00:27:25.24] : I'd like to clarify just a bit. I believe Professor Gino-- it is very early in the 
morning here, so I'm stuttering a bit. My apologies. I believe that Professor Gino might have given me a 
brief theoretical overview of prevention versus promotion focus and explaining the study design to me 
initially. But I never got an in-depth understanding of what the hypotheses were or what the goals of the 
study were and how they expected the results to turn out.  
 
[00:27:57.31] TERESA AMABILE: That's helpful. Thank you. Do you recall any conversations about any of 
the others-- I don't even know if you looked at any of the other studies in this paper, but do you recall 
conversations about any of those other studies?  
 
[00:28:10.72] : I recall Professor Gino mentioning study 3B. But that's really the extent of my 
involvement after running or helping run study 3A. She mentioned that they had follow up studies. And I 
believe that's the extent of our conversations about the other papers.  
 
[00:28:31.29] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Do you recall if you were involved in study 3B in any way?  
 
[00:28:36.22] : I have the study open. I may, if it's OK, just take a quick look at it and see if I  
recall any of the details.  
 
[00:28:42.57] TERESA AMABILE: I can tell you it was identical to 3A--  
 
[00:28:45.42] : Identical?  
 
[00:28:46.17] TERESA AMABILE: --except that as people were-- as participants were-- after the 
prevention or promotion focus was instantiated, one of the dependent measures was that they were-- 
rather than reading a story-- I'm sorry. I'm babbling here.  
 
[00:29:08.57] They actually were asked to send an email to someone from their network from a while 
ago-- someone that they hadn't had contact with recently but they thought might be helpful to them in 
networking. I believe that they actually sent an email, behaviorally, rather than just reading a scenario 
and asking to identify with the protagonist.  
 
[00:29:32.69] : Now that you explained the study, I do recall Professor Gino mentioning it 
and discussing it with me. But, to the best of my knowledge, I wasn't involved in running study 3B.  
 
[00:29:42.59] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thanks. Bob and Shawn, I'm about to go to the section on data 
anomalies. OK. No follow ups. All right.  
 
[00:29:51.74] So,  what we're going to do is screen share with you a few different tables of analyses 
that have been done on two data sets that I'm going to describe right now. One is what I'll keep 
referring to as the OSF data set, and that is the data set that was publicly posted as, you know, when the 
study was published, here are the data for this study, study 3A. And those are the data that we're-- 
those are the analyses that appear in the published paper.  
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[00:30:33.52] The other data set is the one that was downloaded from Francesca's Qualtrics account. 
OK? So it's what I will refer to as the Qualtrics data or Francesca's data set. OK? So you've got those two 
data sets in mind. So comparisons have been made between those two and some discrepancies, actually 
quite a few discrepancies, have been discovered. OK?  
 
[00:31:01.94] : Yeah.  
 
[00:31:02.71] TERESA AMABILE: I'm going to go through this. It's going to take a while. There are six 
tables, and I'll talk through them. Just stop me at any point if you have a question about what you're 
looking at, or if we're going through them too fast or something. Is that OK?  
 
[00:31:19.84] : Sure. Thank you.  
 
[00:31:21.10] TERESA AMABILE: OK, great. And, Bob and Shawn, I'm going to ask you guys-- if I misspeak 
about anything please just break in and correct me, or if I forget something important. OK. So first, Alain, 
if you could screen share Table 1, we're just going to be looking at the means here,  the means of 
the experimental conditions in the two data sets. And you'll see that they're pretty different. Alain, your 
screen share is not showing up. We do see Alain Bonacossa has started screen sharing. Could you 
somehow signal to us if you're still online, because I think this--  
 
[00:32:04.44] [INTERPOSING VOICES]  
 
[00:32:05.26] TERESA AMABILE: --may indicate that you're frozen.  
 
[00:32:08.06] : Here we are.  
 
[00:32:11.79] TERESA AMABILE: It looks like he's here.  
 
[00:32:14.05] SHAWN COLE: Yeah. We got it.  
 
[00:32:15.10] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. Yeah. We see the screen share now.  are you seeing the 
screen share?  
 
[00:32:20.85] : I am.  
 
[00:32:21.42] TERESA AMABILE: 2020 paper, Table 1? OK. So what we've got are the three conditions-- 
promotion, prevention, and control. Author's data set is Francesca's data set, of course, and OSF is the 
publicly-posted data set. And, as you can see, the means for the control condition are very close. But 
they're actually flipped around in order for the two experimental conditions.  
 
[00:32:57.08] : Yes. That's correct.  
 
[00:32:58.82] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Do you have a question about this or shall we go on?  
 
[00:33:04.25] : Just very-- I apologize for my facial expressions. I'm just very concerned seeing 
this. That's very strange.  
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[00:33:14.07] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. Yeah. OK. And Table 2 is next. And let me just tell you, what 
you're going to see in Tables 2 and 3,  are small samples of very specific discrepancies between the 
two data sets on the moral impurity measures. OK?  
 
[00:33:37.64] So these are just the moral impurity measures. And what you're seeing here is three pairs, 
which appear to be the same surveys. If you look under the essay column-- and this is condition one 
which is the promotion focus condition. If you look in the essay column, these really do seem to be the 
same subject--  
 
[00:34:06.06] : That's correct. Yeah.  
 
[00:34:07.47] TERESA AMABILE: --in the pair. And, also, the two right-hand columns, they're also open-
ended responses, written responses by the participants. And those are identical.  
 
[00:34:20.31] : Yes.  
 
[00:34:20.48] TERESA AMABILE: But if you look at the numbers for the several moral impurity measures, 
you can see that they're very different. So that first pair, which was row 448 in the public data set and 
row 451 in Francesca's data set, you can see that the average of the numbers that were publicly posted 
is 1.3. And in Francesca's data set, very different, 5.6.  
 
[00:34:56.87] : Yeah. Yes.  
 
[00:34:58.40] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. And for the other two pairs of rows the differences are even a 
little bit more extreme in the two data sets.  
 
[00:35:05.69] : Yes.  
 
[00:35:06.62] TERESA AMABILE: So the quantitative data change-- yeah. Go ahead,  Yes.  
 
[00:35:11.00] : Yeah. This is-- I'd never seen this, but I do recall these verbatim now, now that 
I see the essays and-- because I reviewed responses like this. So that's the only comment I have at this 
time. And also, I just do want to note that I'm also seeing the discrepancies that you're describing, and 
I'm both confused and concerned seeing them.  
 
[00:35:42.51] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Do you have any other comments? The next table is going to be, 
essentially, the same kind of table but with condition two, which is the prevention focus. But is there 
anything else that you'd like to say in terms of your reaction to this or comment on this before we move 
to Table 3?  
 
[00:36:02.47] : If I can have just another 30 seconds to take a look at it--  
 
[00:36:05.38] TERESA AMABILE: Of course.  
 
[00:36:17.93] : I can't think of a way in which the data would have been accidentally changed 
in this way, since the patterns-- they're not consistent in terms of what is and isn't changing. That's all I 
have to say, aside from the fact that I'm concerned by seeing these results. Because we shouldn't be 
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seeing discrepancies like this between your original data set and the clean OSF data set. That's really all I 
have to say at this point.  
 
[00:36:53.35] TERESA AMABILE: OK,  So you were looking for something that might explain-- 
something that might have happened automatically with the data. Is that what you were looking for?  
 
[00:37:04.84] : That's correct. I think-- I mean, in my experience, I was always paranoid about 
data quality. I would always have multiple copies of files to ensure, if I did have to do some initial data 
cleaning based on verbatim or if we were doing data analysis, I would always make sure that the data 
set that I was working off of was good and correct and was-- contained the same data that we had 
initially collected. So I can't think of a way in which-- I have no idea as to how the data changed from the 
original Qualtrics data set and the OSF data set. I don't know how this happened. And I can't think of, 
like, an accidental way in which this could have happened.  
 
[00:37:51.02] TERESA AMABILE: I do recall from your work with me that you were an absolute hound 
with precision when it came to our data sets. So, OK.  
 
[00:38:01.43] : Thank you.  
 
[00:38:01.91] TERESA AMABILE: So could we see Table 3, please? And, as I said, this is condition two, 

 prevention focus. And it's the same kind of table, where you're going to see pairs of rows that are 
matched on the open-ended qualitative responses, but very different in the quantitative. And I'll give 
you a little bit to look at that, and then I'll ask you to comment.  
 
[00:38:42.82] : I can see, for the second and third examples, it seems that the scale was 
flipped for them or their responses [inaudible] must have been flipped. But when we consider the first 
example and how the original set just had responses of 1 to all of those impurity statements and that it 
changes to be-- it seems to be in the OSF data in row five, we see variation across those responses, 
whereas the original row one, I don't know how that could have happened through just your typical 
manipulation of the data set in order to clean it or in order to arrange it such that you can analyze it. I 
can't think of how that could have happened row five.  
 
[00:39:33.95] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Would you like more time on this one?  
 
[00:39:43.88] : I think I'm OK with seeing it for this amount of time. I think I've seen what I 
need to see if that's OK.  
 
[00:39:51.58] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thanks. And now, before we show the next set of tables, I'm going 
to just give you a little preview of what you're going to be looking at,  So we have three tables to 
show you next. The first two are going to be similar to each other, in terms of the kind of table they are.  
 
[00:40:14.07] These three tables are going to show the extent of the discrepancies. So these are-- what 
you've seen in Tables 2 and 3, are samples of discrepancies at kind of the microscopic level of particular 
rows of data that we can look at. These next tables will show you the extent of discrepancies, and not 
just on the moral impurity ratings-- which are the ones that we've been looking at-- but on both the 
moral impurity ratings and the other dependent variable, which is networking intentions. OK?  
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[00:40:54.56] And these tables were created by matching surveys based on the exact words in the 
qualitative data, just as you saw in these two, Tables 2 and 3. OK?  
 
[00:41:05.53] : OK.  
 
[00:41:05.90] TERESA AMABILE: OK. But these next tables are going to show you what we see when that 
kind of matching is done for all of the surveys in the entire data set. OK?  
 
[00:41:18.95] : Mm-hmm.  
 
[00:41:20.18] TERESA AMABILE: OK. All right. So Table 4-- Alain has just put that up-- shows that 40 
observations or 40 surveys in the promotion focus condition-- so this is just that condition one-- 40 
observations have discrepancies in the quantitative data for the moral impurity measures or the 
network intention measures or both. Blue indicates that the public data set has values that are lower, 
and red indicates that it has values that are higher than the matching survey in the Qualtrics data set on 
Francesca's computer.  
 
[00:42:06.25] : I see.  
 
[00:42:10.46] TERESA AMABILE: As you might recall, the hypothesized and reported in the paper effect 
is that under promotion focus-- that's this condition-- people will feel lower levels of moral impurity 
after networking and will have higher intentions of networking in the near future.  
 
[00:42:34.43]  Yes.  
 
[00:42:36.13] TERESA AMABILE: So every one of these discrepancies is in the direction of the 
hypothesized effect.  
 
[00:42:40.75] : Precisely. I agree. My only comment at this point-- and I imagine that we'll 
discuss this later-- gosh. I think-- Yeah. It's clear to me, seeing these results, that the only way that this 
could have happened is if the data were intentionally changed to, essentially, get significant results. 
That's what I think from seeing this, and that's my perspective at this point.  
 
[00:43:20.61] TERESA AMABILE: Thanks for that,  Do you want any more time to look at this? The 
next table is going to show you the condition two, same kind of-- this is called a heat map, same kind of 
heat map.  
 
[00:43:33.77]  I think I've seen enough of Table 4. Thank you.  
 
[00:43:36.17] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So we'll go to Table 5, which is condition two, prevention focus. And 
here, many more surveys show discrepancies. Actually, only about a third of them would fit on this 
page. And we don't have tables showing you the other 2/3, but 43 observations out of 128 in this 
condition have discrepant values.  
 
[00:44:09.22] And, again, you can see that all of the discrepancies are in the direction of the 
hypothesized and reported effect. That is, under prevention focus, people will feel higher levels of moral 
impurity after networking and will have lower intentions of networking in the near future.  
 

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 424 of 1282



[00:44:31.65] : The part that concerns me most about this table-- and perhaps, in a second, 
we can go back to the previous table. But it's not-- one of my initial thoughts is, OK, perhaps someone-- 
and this doesn't even align with the approach that I think  would take. But if we had a script in R or 
something that was meant to help in data cleaning, something went horribly wrong. Perhaps you would 
see systematic differences that could be accounted for, and then, oh, we made a mistake in the script.  
 
[00:45:01.79] But the thing is that the differences vary across responses or like we see in the heat map, 
that it's not like a consistent pattern of, oh, these numbers are higher here. But rather it varies across 
responses, which tells me it's not an issue with a script in R or something along those lines. But rather 
the most likely explanation is that someone manually edited this data to produce this sort of result.  
 
[00:45:29.01] TERESA AMABILE: I hear you.  
 
[00:45:32.68] : And I think that's the extent of it. Oh, sorry. Please, go ahead.  
 
[00:45:35.01] TERESA AMABILE: No. It sounded like you would like to take a quick look at Table 4 again.  
 
[00:45:38.82] : Yeah, if I may.  
 
[00:45:40.53] TERESA AMABILE: Sure. We can scroll back to that one.  
 
[00:45:47.75] : And we're seeing essentially the same-- from my perspective, the same sort of  
issue where in the heat map areas it's not a systematic issue where we're seeing one item is consistently 
higher or something along those lines. If that were the case, then I would think perhaps there was-- 
perhaps someone made a mistake in data analysis.  
 
[00:46:05.26] And we can go into the R script-- I don't know which software they used to conduct the 
analysis-- but we could go back to the software and see how exactly we ran the analyses and see if 
someone made a mistake that could lead to a systematic issue. But clearly, these differences are all over 
the place. And the heat map varies across items and respondents. So it's the same issue, where I think 
someone must have edited this. That's my hunch. That's my best guess.  
 
[00:46:33.37] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. It sounds like you have familiarity with heat maps. Do 
you?  
 
[00:46:41.68]  Only slightly, and due to my current job.  
 
[00:46:44.74] TERESA AMABILE: Your current job, OK. All right, thanks. And, finally, we've got Table 6, 
and it sums up the survey-by-survey comparisons between the two data sets for all three conditions. As 
you can see, there were discrepancies in 20% of the surveys in condition one, that's the promotion focus 
condition. And 65% of the surveys in the prevention focus condition. But no discrepancies at all in the 
control condition, and that's condition three.  
 
[00:47:24.89] : And, again, that suggests to me that it's the same-- I don't have access to the 
scripts that they used to run the analyses or to clean the data. But seeing that condition three doesn't 
have any discrepancies, again, suggests to me that it's not a systematic mistake in someone cleaning the 
data with software. It seems to be that if someone had made a mistake in some sort of automated 
process, I think we would be seeing issues across all three conditions. But the fact that we're not seeing 
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any issues in condition three suggests to me, again, that someone manually edited these responses. 
That's just my perspective. I could be wrong, but that's my initial impression seeing this.  
 
[00:48:16.88] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you,  So I believe what I've heard you saying, as you've 
been looking at these tables, is that you can't explain how such discrepancies could have arisen through 
what could be considered innocent error.  
 
[00:48:37.19] : I cannot. I'm sorry to say it, but-- and I realize that HBS may not be able to do 
this. But I'd be happy to take a look at other materials to see if I can try to figure out what has happened 
here, if there are scripts. If there's anything else that they used in the data analysis that could help 
explain this. But honestly, from what I'm seeing here, the parsimonious explanation is that someone 
edited the data manually to get certain pattern of results.  
 
[00:49:14.15] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thanks. Thanks for giving us your views on that,  Really 
appreciate it. Bob, Shawn, any follow ups from you? OK.  
 
[00:49:24.84] BOB KAPLAN: Yeah. Just to-- just to say--  
 
[00:49:27.12] TERESA AMABILE: Go ahead, Bob. I'm sorry.  
 
[00:49:29.73] BOB KAPLAN: --that I really appreciated 's willingness to think in real time and react to  
the data in a very honest and candid way. So thank you for that.  
 
[00:49:42.03] : Of course. It's my pleasure.  
 
[00:49:43.65] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. Thank you very much,  And even offering to try to help us 
out in other ways offline. Alain, I think you can stop the screen share now. Thank you. OK. So we've got a 
few remaining questions,  We'll try to wrap up as quickly as we can. We know that you start work in 
about 40 minutes from now, I guess.  
 
[00:50:08.84] So we'd appreciate it if you could describe the way Francesca's lab was run during the 
time you worked for her. I have a few specific questions. But maybe you could make a few general 
comments about how it felt to work for her in her lab in terms of the work environment.  
 
[00:50:32.82] BOB KAPLAN: Teresa--  
 
[00:50:34.18] TERESA AMABILE: Go ahead, Bob. Yes?  
 
[00:50:36.01] BOB KAPLAN: I don't know whether you consciously skipped the question that we just--  
 
[00:50:39.95] TERESA AMABILE: Ah. I did not consciously skip it, Bob. Could you ask it please? It was a  
very important question,  that I missed.  
 
[00:50:50.17] BOB KAPLAN: I think we-- well, you've in a way explained it. But we do have to ask this 
question of every person that we interview. Did you personally change the data in any way that could 
have led to the discrepancies that we have just shown you?  
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[00:51:09.06] : I did not change the data in any way that could have led to those 
discrepancies. If I had changed the data, it would have been at the early stages, based on those 
verbatim, in order to remove certain responses. But I never edited the data before sending it to 
Francesca.  
 
[00:51:25.89] BOB KAPLAN: OK. Thank you.  
 
[00:51:27.18] : In the sense of-- and for clarification-- I never edited the data in the terms of 
changing scale responses, in terms of changing numbers. If I edited the data, it was identifying responses 
that we should delete and then confirming with Fran that we should, in fact, delete them.  
 
[00:51:43.35] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. Thank you,   
 
[00:51:45.12] : Of course.  
 
[00:51:45.76] TERESA AMABILE: And thank you, Bob, for rescuing me by noticing that omission. So do 
you want to say a few words about the work environment in Francesca's lab?  
 
[00:51:59.92] : Of course. So, with Francesca, she had her hands in a lot of projects. She was 
extremely busy and liked to keep busy. And, as a result, she would delegate a lot. And so her projects 
would frequently involve many, many collaborators working in tandem and, of course, keeping her 
informed about progress. But her role was more so in developing the theories, developing hypotheses, 
developing the study design. But there were many times where she was rather hands-off.  
 
[00:52:33.46] I didn't mind it. She trusted me, and I know that she trusted her collaborators. But that 
was frequently the case, where she was just too busy, and then she would come in at various points to 
check in. But for the most part, she was juggling so much between life, and executive education, and 
teaching, and of course, running so many studies simultaneously that she wasn't as hands-on as other 
professors, I think, in my experience of work.  
 
[00:53:03.20] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So a few specifics-- can you tell us about how you and Francesca 
typically communicated about her research during the time?  
 
[00:53:14.03] BOB KAPLAN: No, just--  
 
[00:53:15.05] TERESA AMABILE: Oh, yeah, Bob, go ahead.  
 
[00:53:16.37] BOB KAPLAN: Just to follow up on that, because it was a very interesting response, is  
delegated to you,  the initial setup of the experiment, make sure the survey ran, and make sure 
from a qualitative point of view, as you have explained, that anomalous responses were identified and 
perhaps excluded. And so we're trying to identify who she might have delegated the next stage of the 
work to. Given that you just stated how busy she was in many things and her style of delegation. If you 
could help us understand who might have been the delegatee for looking at the data initially and doing 
initial calculations of the means and this and other analysis like that.  
 
[00:54:13.24] : Of course. My best guess would be it would have been one of the other 
faculty collaborators. I know Professor  was involved in data analysis for a few projects. I do not 
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mean to accuse them, of course, of doing this manipulation. But I'm just trying to name the people who 
could have been involved in data analysis.  
 
[00:54:31.63] It could have been one of the other faculty collaborators. It could be a doctoral student 
that I didn't have contact with or someone who might have been just on the edges of my awareness in 
terms of running this project, or the first parts of this project.  
 
[00:54:47.59] So, yeah, I think it could have been a doctoral student. I think it could have been a faculty 
collaborator. There's a very slight chance it could have been Research Computing Services, though that 
doesn't apply in my mind. I don't think they would ever edit the data in this way. Those are the only 
people that I think would have had hands on the data in the later stages, during data analysis.  
 
[00:55:07.09] TERESA AMABILE: Bob, any more?  
 
[00:55:07.97] BOB KAPLAN: I'm done.  
 
[00:55:09.19] TERESA AMABILE: And,  undergrads-- were there undergrads working in her lab at  
that time who might have been working on data in some way?  
 
[00:55:20.36] : I don't believe so. If I recall correctly, I don't believe so. There were 
undergrads involved through-- I apologize. I don't remember the name of the fellowship, but there were 
a few undergrads who worked on a different project. But I don't believe there were undergrads working 
on this one. No.  
 
[00:55:40.82] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Shawn, you didn't have anything, did you? No? OK. So can you tell 
us how you and Francesca typically communicated about her research?  
 
[00:55:53.83] : Yeah. So Francesca and I typically communicated through a few means. We 
would have in-person meetings from time to time, but the majority of our communication was 
electronic. Most of it occurred via email.  
 
[00:56:07.47] TERESA AMABILE: I'm sorry. Most of it occurred via--  
 
[00:56:09.80] : It occurred via emails.  
 
[00:56:11.46] TERESA AMABILE: OK. OK. About how frequently would you meet in person? Do you  
remember?  
 
[00:56:16.88] : It's difficult to say, because it varied throughout the year, depending on her 
schedule. We did try to have one-on-ones once or twice a month, at the very least, if I recall correctly. 
But we weren't meeting very, very frequently. It was usually we would touch base earlier in the week, 
perhaps earlier in the month, even. And then I would have my marching orders and would continue to 
work on research in the meantime.  
 
[00:56:44.54] SHAWN COLE: Did you ever do any work using her office computer or her personal 
computers, or did you--  
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[00:56:50.06] : No. I will say, Shawn, there were a handful of instances where Francesca 
would show me data on her computer in her office. And I believe there was only one instance where she 
asked me -- for a completely separate project, this was for a case study -- where she asked me to take a 
look at one thing on her computer while she was present. But, if I recall correctly, I never had access to 
her personal computer or her work computer in relation to this study.  
 
[00:57:22.40] SHAWN COLE: OK. Thank you.  
 
[00:57:23.89] : Of course.  
 
[00:57:24.83] TERESA AMABILE:  can you tell us where your office was during that time that you  
were working? I think when you were part-time for me and part-time for her, you were 75% for her and 
25% for me. And then-- you're nodding, yes. And then the following year, after that, you were 100% 
time--  
 
[00:57:44.45] : That's correct.  
 
[00:57:45.14] ALAIN BONACOSSA: --working for her. Correct?  
 
[00:57:47.60] : That's correct.  
 
[00:57:48.56] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And did you work for her in total-- counting that part-time year-- for 
was it three academic years or two?  
 
[00:58:00.70] : That's correct, Teresa. It was three academic years. The first year was full-
time with Professor Gino. The second year was I believe-- my apologies. I also hope that you can reach 
out to--  
 
[00:58:16.58] TERESA AMABILE: Oh, of course, we can reach out to the Research Support Services 
people--  
 
[00:58:20.34] : Yes.  
 
[00:58:20.72] TERESA AMABILE: --and find out for sure. So was your office there? I know that there's a 
suite in the floor of Baker/Bloomberg, where Francesca's faculty office is. Was your office up in there, so 
you kind of saw the people who were working with her or saw her?  
 
[00:58:43.14] : Yes. Mm-hmm, to some extent. I was not located right next to Francesca's 
office. I was located a bit further down the hall. And I was working right next to one of the lead FSS's 
who was  So my desk was right next to hers, close to the doors on that fourth floor.  
 
[00:59:04.80] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Close to the doors on the fourth floor. OK. I can picture that. All 
right. Is that ?  
 
[00:59:13.31] : Yes.  
 
[00:59:14.15] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So can you describe-- let me see. I don't know if we need this one. 
Can you describe the details of how you would typically work with data for Francesca's studies with 
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respect to collecting it, cleaning it, modifying it, analyzing it, sharing it with other researchers at HBS, or 
elsewhere, posting it, and so on? So I think you've covered most of that, if not all of that. Is there 
anything you would want to add?  
 
[00:59:45.46] : Sure. And just to recap, my involvement in-- my involvement in the research 
varied from project to project. For example, I was involved in data analysis for a project involving  

, where we were analyzing reactions to open office plans. So that's an instance of a study 
where I was involved in data analysis.  
 
[01:00:07.63] For this study, I wasn't. I really was only involved in the design of the Qualtrics survey, and 
fielding this on MTurk, and a bit of initial data cleaning. And that's the extent of my involvement in 
handling the data for this study.  
 
[01:00:24.83] TERESA AMABILE: OK. I'm OK with that. Anybody have follow ups?  
 
[01:00:31.06] BOB KAPLAN: It's consistent with what  said earlier.  
 
[01:00:34.01] TERESA AMABILE: Right. And I think you've already answered this question. Can you say  
who else in Francesca's lab, during that time-- specifically the time that this study 3A was done-- worked 
with data in her studies, including other HBS RA's, student RA's, undergrad student RA's, doctoral 
students, postdocs, other faculty, anyone else that you can remember?  
 
[01:01:02.60] : I think the only collaborators that I can name specifically would be the 
professor's names in the paper and, of course, those are non-HBS researchers. And in terms of HBS 
researchers, it was me-- Behavioral Research Services might have helped me to some extent with this 
project, though they help me with so many projects that it's hard to say if they did. But I think they 
might have.  
 
[01:01:27.20] There may have been a doctoral student involved in some way, because Francesca wanted 
them to get exposure to this process. But, in this case, I honestly just don't know. I don't know. And 
that's the extent of my knowledge of the collaborators involved.  
 
[01:01:42.12] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Great. Did you use Francesca's Qualtrics account?  
 
[01:01:48.60] : I used my Qualtrics account.  
 
[01:01:53.52] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So you had a separate account from Francesca's Qualtrics account?  
 
[01:01:59.13] : That is correct.  
 
[01:02:00.12] TERESA AMABILE: How did she get the Qualtrics data from you?  
 
[01:02:04.44] : To be honest, I don't recall. I believe it would have been done via one of two 
ways. Within Qualtrics it's possible to share surveys. So it's possible that I shared-- that I gave Francesca 
access to the survey within Qualtrics, and then she downloaded it.  
 
[01:02:20.34] Or there is a chance that I downloaded the data and sent it to her. I believe it was the 
former, rather than the latter, that I shared the survey with her, and then she handled it from there. But 
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I do certainly-- I really hope that the faculty has the opportunity to look into my email records to figure 
out and to see that I sent the raw data to Francesca without edits. I know that that's the case.  
 
[01:02:43.75] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you.  
 
[01:02:45.51] : Or if I did send it, it was something that we discussed in the context of initial 
data cleaning.  
 
[01:02:51.37] TERESA AMABILE: Did you just say in the context of initial data cleaning? Did I hear that?  
 
[01:02:54.49] : That's correct.  
 
[01:02:54.92] TERESA AMABILE: Yes. OK.  
 
[01:02:55.46]  Yes.  
 
[01:02:57.56] TERESA AMABILE: Did other people in the lab use Francesca's Qualtrics account to your  
knowledge.  
 
[01:03:02.48] : To my knowledge, no. But I don't know. I honestly can't say either way. I just 
didn't see that happening.  
 
[01:03:14.94] TERESA AMABILE: To your knowledge, did you or others in the lab have access to any 
other accounts of Francesca's, any other electronic accounts?  
 
[01:03:28.49] : I'm just thinking very hard about this, because I think I'm trying to recall if I 
had access to any of her accounts. I don't believe so, no.  
 
[01:03:41.88] TERESA AMABILE: And, to your knowledge, no one else did?  
 
[01:03:45.24] : I don't believe so.  
 
[01:03:46.95] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  
 
[01:03:48.78] : There were times that-- For the sake of complete transparency, there were 
times due to teaching, that Francesca gave me her keys to her office. I never had her login information, 
however, so I was never able to and nor did I ever want to access her laptops.  
 
[01:04:08.16] I do think it is possible-- I don't know, but it is possible that she gave similar access to 
someone else. It's something that I think Francesca would have to comment on herself, but I think that's 
something the committee should know. This is the sort of thing where Francesca would say,  I need 
x papers or x books to be brought from my office, so we can teach this or so so-and-so can receive those 
books or another material for her class. But that was the extent of my access to her office.  
 
[01:04:38.19] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thanks. Can you describe the work environment of Francesca's lab 
as you experienced it? We're particularly interested in-- well, go ahead. Yeah. Go ahead and answer it, 
and then I'll ask something more specific.  
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[01:04:52.53] : Sure. I would describe the general work environment as being very friendly, 
very supportive, Francesca always trying to take on a role of-- actually, my apologies. Can I return in just 
one minute? I need to handle one thing.  
 
[01:05:05.82] TERESA AMABILE: Oh, of course.  
 
[01:05:06.57] : Sorry.  
 
[01:05:06.84] TERESA AMABILE: Absolutely. Yes.  
 
[01:05:08.16] : I'll be right back. Sorry about that. Someone was banging on my door. So I 
wanted to check on it.  
 
[01:05:36.54] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Is there anything you have to take care of right now? Because we 
can take a short break. No?  
 
[01:05:40.83] : No problem at all. I'm all set.  
 
[01:05:42.03] TERESA AMABILE: OK. OK. Was there something else that you wanted to add? It seemed 
like you were kind of in the middle of something.  
 
[01:05:50.34] : Yeah. So in terms of the work environment, I will say that Francesca was very 
friendly, very supportive, always took my goals into account, and tried to give me projects that would 
help me advance my career. She knew pretty early on that I wasn't interested in getting a doctoral-- in 
pursuing a doctoral program or getting a PhD. And so she would give me opportunities that would help 
me go into industry. That was her goal.  
 
[01:06:17.41] So, with that said, she also-- as I mentioned before-- was so busy and essentially was, from 
my perspective, stretched thin, that she didn't always have the time to really go in depth and review 
certain things that I think-- I do think that she did her best to do her due diligence. But I think when you 
have so many things on your plate, it's possible for things to slip through the-- pardon me, through the 
cracks.  
 
[01:06:45.88] And I think that's my perspective of the lab. She was an excellent researcher, from 
everything that I saw. And I never got any indication that she would be someone who would commit 
academic fraud. It doesn't seem like her, from knowing her. And, yeah, that's really all I have to say 
about the work environment.  
 
[01:07:08.99] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Now, here's that very specific question I had about it. We're 
particularly interested in knowing whether you might have felt pressured or incentivized in any direct or 
indirect way by Francesca to produce certain outcomes in the study.  
 
[01:07:26.27] : That never occurred during any of the projects that we worked on together. 
There were many times that we saw results that weren't significant and her response was, well, darn, 
we'll run another one. There will be something else.  
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[01:07:38.40] So she never pressured me to get results. She never pressured me to get significant results 
on anything. It was just a matter of running the study and seeing how it came out. So this all comes as a 
surprise to me.  
 
[01:07:54.25] TERESA AMABILE: Do you believe that anyone else in her lab was being pressured or 
incentivized to produce certain outcomes in a study?  
 
[01:08:01.72] : I never saw Francesca pressure anyone that we worked with to get certain 
outcomes, not from my perspective. I never saw her pressuring other people. I do think it's possible that 
other people could have motivations that could lead them to edit the data, though I don't have any 
insight to that and I hesitate to speculate.  
 
[01:08:25.27] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thanks. Is there anything else about the atmosphere in Francesca's 
lab or the way she ran her research or supervised her lab personnel that you think could be helpful to 
us?  
 
[01:08:38.81] : I think-- I hope I have summarized it well. And, again, just to recap-- very 
friendly, very open, very-- she relied on delegation a lot in order to manage her projects because of how 
many there were. And I never had any indication that she was pressuring people to get results. And she 
never pressured me to get results.  
 
[01:09:02.29] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Great. Thanks. Good summary. Shawn, Bob, before I get to the last 
two questions, anything? Any follow ups?  
 
[01:09:11.62] BOB KAPLAN: No. I'm good.  
 
[01:09:14.23] TERESA AMABILE: So,  at any time during or after the research in this paper was being 
done or written up or published, did you have any concerns about the integrity of the data?  
 
[01:09:28.05] : I did not have concerns, but only because I didn't have insight into what was 
happening with the data. I hope that answers the question. But I didn't have concerns, because I 
trusted-- I trusted Francesca. And I figured that after I handed off the data to her and the rest of the 
faculty that it was going to be managed well. That was my perspective.  
 
[01:09:57.64] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you.  
 
[01:09:58.84] : Of course.  
 
[01:10:01.11] TERESA AMABILE: All right, last question.  is there anything else we should know, as 
we try to determine whether research misconduct occurred with respect to study 3A in this paper, and if 
it did, who might have been responsible for it?  
 
[01:10:17.44] : I think-- this is something that I'm sure the committee has discussed. I don't 
know what HBS's policies are in relation to what I'm about to propose. But if I still had my laptop and 
this came up, I would be going through every single email chain and every single attachment in those 
emails to see where the discrepancy was introduced.  
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[01:10:40.57] Because, of course, we can compare the OSF data to the Qualtrics data. But the question 
is there were clearly-- there are multiple iterations of this data that had to have existed throughout the 
process of running 3A. And so the only thing that I would want to chase would be, like, looking through 
the email chains and figuring out, OK, when exactly did these discrepancies get introduced. That's really 
the only comment I have on that topic.  
 
[01:11:08.61] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So it sounds like you would look for emails that had data files 
attached to them.  
 
[01:11:14.11] : Precisely. I do also know that Francesca sometimes exchanged data via 
Dropbox, via box.com. There was another website that I think you could potentially ask her about that 
allowed you to send files for temporary downloads, which would make it more difficult to track because 
the file would have been deleted by now. Because it was a temporary file sending device.  
 
[01:11:35.26] TERESA AMABILE: Are you referring to the Secure File Transfer system?  
 
[01:11:39.83] : So I did introduce Francesca to SFT, and I believe she used it from time to 
time. But there was another file transfer system. It's been so long that I don't recall exactly what it was, 
but it's something that you could potentially ask her about in relation to this, as well. If she ever sent-- 
essentially figuring out which means did she use to share the data with her collaborators, that's what I'd 
be curious about to figure out. And we could probably even figure out who edited the data, if we were 
to track that chain. That's my best recommendation.  
 
[01:12:10.64] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Great. Thank you. Anything else that you'd like to comment on or 
say before we let you go?  
 
[01:12:18.59] : Yeah. Just a couple of things are-- that I've always been committed to 
academic integrity. I was raised by a professor or, essentially, my father was a teacher for a while. And it 
was instilled in me early on in life. And then I think I've demonstrated, over the course of my career and 
my academic career at Harvard, academic honesty. In working with both you and Professor  I 
never tried to falsify results, and I never had any desire to, and I think it's profoundly wrong.  
 
[01:12:50.11] At the same time, it just doesn't seem like Francesca. Knowing her, working with her, this 
really does come as a surprise to me. Her response to every study that came back is-- every time we got 
results that weren't significant, it was never an angry response.  
 
[01:13:05.23] There was disappointment. But it was just, given how well established she was, it doesn't 
make sense. And it doesn't align with her previous responses for her to say I'm going to edit the data to 
get significant results. It just doesn't seem like her, and I think that's the extent of my comments.  
 
[01:13:23.09] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. Did I hear you refer to a Professor   
 
[01:13:27.49] : Yeah. I worked for Professor  during my last year at HBS.  
 
[01:13:32.95] TERESA AMABILE: OK. OK. Thank you. All right. Bob or Shawn, anything else for   
besides our profound thanks?  
 
[01:13:43.72] SHAWN COLE: Only thanks. Thank you,   
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[01:13:45.77] : Of course.  
 
[01:13:46.24] BOB KAPLAN: Thank you. It was an excellent interview, and we appreciated, I guess, your  
responses.  
 
[01:13:55.67] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. You were very clear,  and clearly very careful and really 
thinking through your answers to us. And we can't tell you how much we appreciate it. This is super 
difficult work, and you've been very helpful to us. So thank you. Thank you so much. And if you have any 
follow-up questions you could, of course, be in touch with Alain.  
 
[01:14:18.34] : Of course. It's my pleasure to help. And also, if the committee has any follow-
up questions. I am doing my very best to relay the truth as I recall it. But if you do need me to weigh in 
again, I'm always here to help. I'm committed to making sure that we have academic honesty.  
 
[01:14:37.22] I would never want-- this is so disappointing to me, personally. It really does bother me to 
see this, and I want to get to the bottom of it. I know I wasn't involved in this occurring, but it really does 
bother me to see this. So let me know if I can help. I'm here to help in any way I can.  
 
[01:14:56.07] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you so much,  Really appreciate it. All right. Take care. The 
rest of us are going to stay on for a few minutes, but thank you so much.  
 
[01:15:03.26] : All right. Of course. Take care.  
 
[01:15:04.10] TERESA AMABILE: Bye-bye.  
 
[01:15:04.58] : Bye.  
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 Interview 
June 24, 2022 

[00:00:00.27] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Good morning, everyone. My name is Alain Bonacossa, and I'm the 
research integrity officer at Harvard Business School. I wanted to thank  for being here 
today and for being willing to be interviewed by the Investigation Committee.  

[00:00:16.65] I will now make a brief announcement before handing it off to the chair of the committee. 
First, a reminder, the interview will be recorded and transcribed, and  you will be given a copy of 
the transcript for correction. Let me start by introducing everyone on Zoom today, starting with the 
Investigation Committee. We have Professor Teresa Amabile, the chair of the Committee, Professor Bob 
Kaplan, and Professor Shawn Cole.  

[00:00:40.82] The witness in today's interview is  
. And in addition to myself, I'd like to introduce two staff members on the call-- 

Heather Quay, University Attorney with Harvard's Office of the General Counsel, and Alma Castro, 
Assistant Director in Research Administration at the Business School.  

[00:01:01.45] Next, I wanted to provide a brief overview of the process-- of the interview process. This is 
a faculty review of a faculty matter, so the interview will be a conversation between the committee and 
you,  It will entail a series of questions and answers. And  you should feel free to elaborate 
on any answers if you think that it could be helpful to the process.  

[00:01:22.51] Some basic rules of the road for everyone. To make sure that the transcription is clear, 
only one person can speak at a time. At the end of my introduction, I would ask the staff on the call to 
turn their cameras off and mute themselves.  

[00:01:37.15] And , for you, specifically, please answer the committee's questions truthfully. All 
answers need to be audible so that they can appear on the transcript, so nodding your head is not 
sufficient. If you don't understand the question, ask for that to be rephrased. And if you don't know the 
answer to a question, just please say so. If you need a break, of course, ask for one.  

[00:02:00.16] A couple of last important reminders. HBS has an obligation to keep this matter 
confidential, so even the fact that this interview occurred or that there's an ongoing investigation into 
allegations of research misconduct is confidential. So  we're going to ask you to keep all of this 
information confidential. Lastly, per HBS policy, HBS community members may not retaliate in any way 
against complainants, witnesses, the research integrity officer, or committee members.  do you 
have any questions for me about the process?  

[00:02:32.49] : I do not.  

[00:02:34.03] ALAIN BONACOSSA: OK, Teresa, off to you. And we're going to turn our cameras off now.  

[00:02:42.37] TERESA AMABILE: Hi,   

[00:02:42.67] : Hi.  
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[00:02:42.76] TERESA AMABILE: It's nice to meet you.  

[00:02:44.50] : Nice to meet you too.  

[00:02:45.70] TERESA AMABILE: I don't actually remember that we've ever met in person.  

[00:02:49.84] : I don't think we have.  

[00:02:51.48] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, but it's I feel that I know you because we have so many 
professional colleagues and students and former students in common. And, of course, I know your work. 
Thank you so much for being with us today.  

[00:03:04.67] I'm the chair of this investigation committee, this three-person senior faculty committee. 
And as you know, I'm a social psychologist. I've been at HBS since 1995, and I'm in the Entrepreneurial 
Management Unit. And I'm going to ask my colleague Bob Kaplan to introduce himself now.  

[00:03:27.89] ROBERT KAPLAN: Hi,  We haven't crossed paths since I work out of the accounting 
area, and primarily managerial accounting. And very pleased to meet you-- though not under these 
circumstances.  

[00:03:42.61] : Yes, of course.  

[00:03:44.97] SHAWN COLE: And I'm Shawn Cole. I'm in the Finance Faculty at Harvard Business School. 
But I have an Econ PhD, and I do a lot of field experiments.  

[00:03:56.81] TERESA AMABILE: OK, so I think that we can jump right into our questions for you,  
If you need any clarification on anything we're asking or when we get to showing you things, if you need 
any clarification, of course, just speak up. And I think Alain said this but if you need a break at any point--  

[00:04:18.32] : Sure, absolutely.  

[00:04:19.20] TERESA AMABILE: --speak up about that. OK, thanks. First of all,  can you tell us how 
you got to know Francesca and came to be involved in this particular research project? And let me just 
review for all of us, we're talking about specifically Study 4 in the 2015 Psychological Science paper "The 
Moral Virtue of Authenticity." This Study 4 is the study with Harvard undergrads who were asked to 
write an essay about the inclusion of difficulty ratings in the Q Guide. It showed that, quote, 
"inauthenticity is not dissonance," in addition to showing that inauthenticity leads to a greater desire for 
cleanliness.  

[00:05:02.21] OK, so if you could give us a little background on how you got to know Francesca and how 
you came to be involved in this particular project?  

[00:05:08.99] : Sure. I first met Francesca at one of the International Association of 
Conflict Management conferences. I believe at the time, she was a postdoctoral fellow at Carnegie 
Mellon. And one of my closest friends, , was also-- was, I think, one of her advisors at 
Carnegie Mellon. And then, Francesca got a job at UNC-Chapel Hill, and I'm from Chapel Hill. My parents 
were both professors at UNC in the Psychology Departments and Social Work Departments.  
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[00:05:41.30] And so I would see Francesca when I would go down to North Carolina. Probably the most 
prominent time I went down to North Carolina was over Thanksgiving and the December holidays. And 
so we would often meet for coffee and discuss ideas. I spent a lot of time with Francesca when she 
decided to go back on the job market, and I worked with her on her job talk, for example, and spent just 
a lot of time helping her think about how to present herself on the market.  

[00:06:13.68] There's a side funny story, which is that when she gave-- I spent 2008 and 2009 at 
Berkeley when they were trying to recruit me, and also , and  ended up going, 
and I ended up going back to Northwestern at the time. But when Francesca gave a talk at Berkeley, one 
of the doctoral students said, that's the exact type of talk that I,  would give. And she was like, 
well, actually,  helped me on the talk.  

[00:06:38.18] So we were very close, and I was a huge supporter of hers. And during those visits, we 
would, of course, inevitably talk about ideas and stuff. And at some point, I think that the concept of 
inauthenticity being linked to immorality-- or at least the psychological experience of being immoral-- 
came up.  

[00:07:00.33] And at some point, I think she-- I can't remember the exact year she came to HBS. Was it 
2011, 2010? But it was some time. But there have been a number of years where we had been hanging 
out and talked about a number of different projects that this was one of the ones that came to fruition. 
We had lots of other ideas that didn't get to the execution stage or got to the execution stage and didn't 
really work, and this was one of the ones that had promise.  

[00:07:31.29] TERESA AMABILE: You know, it occurs to me it could be helpful to us to know your 
acquaintance with  as well, who's the second author on this paper-- Francesca being 
the first and you being third author.  

[00:07:43.53] : Yeah, It's almost entirely through Francesca. So Francesca, I think 
 was doing a postdoc or some type of fellowship at Harvard, and Francesca emailed me and 

said, I really admire this doctoral student,  We had this project. It wasn't completed yet. And I 
said, great. If any one of you have ever looked at my CV, you see that I have lots of collaborators, and 
I'm always a strong proponent of inclusive collaboration.  

[00:08:15.85] So when she suggested, I said immediately, that sounds great. This is the only project I've 
worked on with  And I didn't have a ton of interaction with her on this project because it was 
mostly through Francesca.  

[00:08:29.04] TERESA AMABILE: So it sounds like you and Francesca had already begun the research for 
this project at the time that  joined?  

[00:08:37.20] : Absolutely, yes.  

[00:08:38.64] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thanks. All right, any follow-ups, Shawn or Bob? OK, and this is the 
second question I'll ask you. And then I'm going to hand it over to Bob, who's going to take the lead in 
most of the questions, OK?  

[00:08:54.84] : OK.  
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[00:08:56.52] TERESA AMABILE: So  it's important for our committee to understand how this 
paper came about. You've already given us a little general background. Could you please give us the 
chronology, as well as you can remember it, of your involvement in the research reported in this paper 
and in the paper itself? And if you could try to place it in time-- years, months, even?  

[00:09:21.09] : Yeah, that will probably be impossible in terms of any type of timing. I 
mean, this project, my involvement fits my pattern of involvement at this stage of my career. At this 
stage, I personally don't have even a statistical package on my computer. I haven't personally analyzed 
data in well over a decade. And so my involvement is at the idea stage, at the research design stage, at 
the interpretation of results stage.  

[00:09:49.41] So I would say that's true here. And I know that, let's say, study one, whatever-- and the 
problem is, I can't remember which study was run when, because sometimes the last study you run 
becomes study 1 because it makes sense from a framing perspective. But Francesca and I would meet 
frequently enough about the project that I was involved in.  

[00:10:15.15] OK, we ran a study. These are the results. And what should our next steps be? What's the 
next study that we need to run? What do we need to do?  

[00:10:26.11] And so I do have a little bit of background in dissonance. So my master's thesis when I was 
at Princeton was actually on dissonance. And so I can imagine that I was probably a strong proponent of 
distinguishing this from dissonance, which relates to study 4, just because I have a background in 
dissonance.  

[00:10:51.39] TERESA AMABILE: It sounds to me-- but please correct me if I'm wrong-- I'm getting the 
impression,  that you don't have a super clear memory of this study 4 and how it evolved and 
what conversations you had with whom when about what aspects of it?  

[00:11:10.42] : No. No, I mean--  

[00:11:11.68] TERESA AMABILE: And you were shaking your head as I was speaking, so--  

[00:11:14.03] : Yeah, I don't have a clear memory. And part of it is that I'm working on 
anywhere between 30 and 50 projects at a time. And so I think if you ask my coauthors and 
collaborators, they would say that I am an incredibly involved collaborator and wanting to understand 
the design of the study, wanting to understand the study, wanting to interpret the results.  

[00:11:37.00] I do a substantial amount of writing. I'm actively involved in the-- if we get an R&R, on the 
letter to the editor. But I'm at the higher level.  

[00:11:50.29] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you, OK. Any follow-ups on that, Bob or Shawn? OK, so now I'm 
going to hand it over to Bob. And then I'll come on for the last couple of questions.  

[00:12:00.97] : Sure.  

[00:12:01.42] TERESA AMABILE: Oh,  could you just tell us, do you have a hard stop at 11:15? I 
know we scheduled you-- you do not?  
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[00:12:10.00] : I do not.  

[00:12:11.02] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Go ahead, Bob.  

[00:12:15.64] ROBERT KAPLAN: So I think you may have already set the stage for the answers to the 
questions that I am going to be asking you. But for completeness and thoroughness, we do have to go 
through this particular drill here. So just to be clear, Experiment 4 was a study done with Harvard 
undergraduates who had to write an essay after-- all about the difficulty of-- the difficulty ratings in the 
undergraduate Q Guide, and then followed up with questions for preferences of use of different kinds of 
consumer products, 50% of which had to do with cleanliness. So it was correlating their responses on 
how they felt about the essay, as I understand it, to-- potentially-- their desire for these products.  

[00:13:15.78] So the first question is conceptualization and design of the study. And you say in general, 
this was a stage that you were involved in. So just to confirm that you did play a role in helping the other 
coauthors in this aspect of the study?  

[00:13:33.71] : I certainly-- I'm sure I played some role in the design. Now, whether I 
played a role in the specific content of the study-- let's say the Q Guide-- I imagine I probably didn't. But 
in terms of thinking about what would be the conditions that we would want in the study, how would 
we be able to effectively distinguish this from dissonance, I am absolutely certain that I was involved in 
that type of high-level approach to the study. Whether I was involved in the specific measures, and even 
what the content was of, let's say, the writing task, as you noted, I don't know if I was.  

[00:14:16.98] In looking at the DVs, I'm sure that I was a big proponent of including perceived choice as 
a measure, because that's such an important component of dissonance if you go back to the early stage. 
And given my background in dissonance, I imagine that I was a proponent of that. And I've also 
published on self-affirmation theory and self-affirmation studies, and so I'm sure that thinking just about 
these processes, I was involved, probably, in thinking about the questions. But I think the specific 
cleansing products, I'd probably defer to Francesca's authority, or 's if  was involved in 
the study. I can't even remember if  was involved in the study or not.  

[00:15:03.61] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK, well, so let's move forward, then. When we get to, now, the study 
has been framed, and we now want to get to the data collection, can you recall who was involved in 
implementing and executing on that?  

[00:15:18.07] : I can't.  

[00:15:19.97] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK, and data cleaning?  

[00:15:24.29] SHAWN COLE: You were not-- but just to be clear, you were not involved in the data 
collection?  

[00:15:27.96] : I was not involved in the data collection. I was not involved in the data 
analysis. I was not involved in-- I never saw the data. The data were never sent to me. I never looked at 
the data. I never analyzed the data.  
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[00:15:42.11] I certainly played a role in, if they told me what the results were, in interpreting the data. 
Or when they wrote it up, I would make edits to the methods and results sections for sure.  

[00:15:52.89] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK, that's a clearer answer, and really anticipating the next stage, which 
was reporting the data in the submitted and published paper and writing about that before submission.  

[00:16:11.30] : Right, yes. So--  

[00:16:13.61] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK.  

[00:16:13.88] : Yeah.  

[00:16:15.01] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK, and then the final part of the data is posting--  

[00:16:18.46] TERESA AMABILE: Hey, I'm sorry, "yes" what?  

[00:16:21.26] : Sorry, yes I was involved in the writing of the paper, but not in the 
analysis of the paper.  

[00:16:26.39] TERESA AMABILE: Thanks, thanks.  

[00:16:27.71] ROBERT KAPLAN: And then, the final stage paper is accepted, about to be published, and 
data get posted on the OSF?  

[00:16:34.91] : Yes, I was not involved in that at all.  

[00:16:37.46] ROBERT KAPLAN: Not involved in that? OK.  

[00:16:42.29] : I've never personally posted data in my life because my coauthors do 
that. So I've never actually-- I don't have an OSF account, even. So I just-- I guess at this stage of my 
career, I rely on other people for-- I'm very good at the design stage and the interpretation stage and 
the writing stage, as you can probably tell from my CV. But--  

[00:17:05.98] ROBERT KAPLAN: Well, Teresa and Shawn, I'm about to move to the next question. All 
right. OK, so you've mentioned that the people who might-- would have been involved with the data 
would have been Francesca and, perhaps, . Can you think of anybody else who could have been 
involved in all these details-- the data collection, data cleaning, data analysis? This would have been 
research assistants or doctoral students, potentially.  

[00:17:35.91]  I wouldn't know. Again, once we discuss the design of the study, and 
once the results were presented to me, I had no involvement.  

[00:17:48.57] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. Teresa, Shawn, do we have to probe further in this set of questions? 
No, I didn't think so. OK.  

[00:17:59.91] And again, we have to ask these questions.  
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[00:18:03.42] : I understand.  

[00:18:04.08] ROBERT KAPLAN: Would you have been-- to the best of your knowledge, were you aware 
whether the data set could have been modified at any point from initial collection until its final posting 
on the OSF?  

[00:18:20.50] : I am not aware.  

[00:18:23.17] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK, no knowledge of that. Can you confirm?  

[00:18:25.26] : No knowledge.  

[00:18:27.39] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK, so moving from our questions of you, we now want to show you 
what we were looking at, or we have been looking at. And Alain, do you have access to the table? I 
forgot to check with you in advance of this going live with  whether you did, to post?  

[00:18:47.99] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, I think we can assume he has the tables ready.  

[00:18:50.39] ROBERT KAPLAN: No, I mean, I teach risk management, so I put up my own version of this. 
[LAUGHS] But I'd rather Alain posted it. OK, could you-- let's see, can we make that larger?  

[00:19:05.23] : I can see it well.  

[00:19:06.15] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK, so let me describe what you're looking at here. So this is a portion of 
the data set that was posted on OSF. And this data set had 491 subjects. And this is a subject subset of 
probably around 40, 45. And we've highlighted 20 subjects, and we're looking in this column-- year in 
school.  

[00:19:41.53] Now, in all of the entries other than these that are highlighted, the participant named a 
year-- a year of graduation, freshman, junior, senior, as you can see here-- but there are 20 rows here. 
And you can see they're clustered together. That's how we can get them on one table, one window 
here, in this screen.  

[00:20:07.93] And all of these 20 in this column responded "Harvard" as an email address, whereas 
everyone else--  

[00:20:18.26] SHAWN COLE: Sorry, correction.  

[00:20:18.91] ROBERT KAPLAN: No, I'm sorry. No, I've got ahead of myself. They give "Harvard" as the 
year in school.  

[00:20:23.38] : Right  

[00:20:24.07] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. Now, what we don't have shown here is that, while virtually all the 
other participants, when asked for an email address, gave one that had college.harvard.edu-- a standard 
email address-- none of these 20 used a Harvard email address. And finally, if you look at somewhere 
around the fifth column there, strong opinion, it starts with 7-7-6-7. And this represents the number of 
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cleaning products that the people said that they felt they'd like to use. And you can see there's a lot of 
7s in these results-- an occasional 5.  

[00:21:16.57] And as we analyze these, these particular 20 data points favor heavily the hypothesized 
and reported effects. So these would help to support the prior hypotheses that the authors were 
testing. And the question is, can you identify how these somewhat anomalous results or how these 
responses could have come into the data set?  

[00:21:53.87] : I cannot.  

[00:21:59.81] ROBERT KAPLAN: All right. Any follow-up questions? Teresa, Shawn? OK, so we do have to 
ask this question-- just, again, to complete the record. Did you change the data in a way that could have 
led to these or other anomalies in the data set?  

[00:22:24.39] : I did not.  

[00:22:26.80] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. OK. I'm going to move on. Teresa, Shawn?  

[00:22:34.81] TERESA AMABILE: That sounds good. We could probably stop the screen share, Bob. Do 
you think that's all right now?  

[00:22:39.91] ROBERT KAPLAN: Sure. OK, so these are the specific anomalies that we had observed, had 
concern about. And I think you've given clear answers to the questions. Now, we're trying to 
understand, as best you can recall or know, the atmosphere in the lab in which the data for this study 
were collected-- specifically, the extent to which people in the lab might have felt pressured or highly 
motivated to produce certain outcomes that would support the hypotheses in the study. Can you give 
your views or impressions, as best you can recall, about the atmosphere in the lab in which this study 
was conducted?  

[00:23:32.48] : I cannot. I had no involvement in the lab.  

[00:23:36.33] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK.  

[00:23:39.24] TERESA AMABILE: Could I ask a follow-up, Bob?  

[00:23:41.19] ROBERT KAPLAN: Absolutely.  

[00:23:42.72] TERESA AMABILE:  did you have any experience ever visiting Francesca's lab, maybe 
at UNC? No?  

[00:23:51.66] : No. I mean, I would say-- and Francesca and I at UNC met always in a 
coffee shop, for example. And even when I had visited her at Harvard, I think-- I don't know if-- I've been 
to her office maybe once, and been to her house. And so yeah, so I have not-- I've never attended a lab 
meeting of hers. I’ve never-- I don't know if I've ever attended a lab meeting of anyone at Harvard, 
actually, to be honest with you.  
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[00:24:23.25] TERESA AMABILE: I wonder if you could tell us if you recall any conversations, any 
discussions, either over-the-phone conference calls or getting together at conferences, that included 
one of Francesca's-- that included you and Francesca and one of her doctoral students or research 
assistants? What I'm trying to understand is if you have any sense of how she interacted with people 
who were engaged in doing research with her or for her.  

[00:25:07.61] : What I'll say is I know people who have been her students who all seem 
to think very highly of her. One of her former students who worked with her on the Red Shoe Project is 
one of my colleagues at Columbia Business School, .  

[00:25:26.27] And let me just say three things which I think are really important for me just to express, 
which is I really like Francesca a lot as a person and as a collaborator. I have never seen at any point 
Francesca put pressure on anyone to get results or to move forward. I've only found her to be 
enthusiastic about research and excited about the ideas.  

[00:25:59.87] And so I would say that-- yeah, I would just say that I would never have-- and the last thing 
I just want to say is I've never had any suspicion whatsoever that any study that I've been involved with 
her would have any lack of integrity. I've always found Francesca to be of the highest integrity in my 
interactions with her.  

[00:26:27.96] : OK.  thank you for that response.  

[00:26:29.21] TERESA AMABILE: That's really helpful. Thank you, that's really helpful. Just one follow-up 
before we move on. It looks like Shawn may have a question, and Bob as well.  

[00:26:40.64] Can you-- you've collaborated with Francesca a lot, obviously. Can you tell us any 
memories of how she would react if a study was run that you had been involved in planning and the 
results were uninterpretable or nonpublishable or opposite to what you had expected to see?  

[00:27:09.69] : We've certainly had studies that didn't work, and I remember having 
conversations about them with her. And I just remember us retooling and thinking about, what's a 
better manipulation? And so I don't have anything in particular around that.  

[00:27:25.05] I will say, I wanted to say one other thing for the record, which is I have had suspicions 
about the integrity of other projects I've been involved in and have removed my name from projects 
before or gently guided a project to sort of wither and die, because from my perspective, since 2006, 
I've been a tenured member of the faculty. The last thing I need is another paper. The worst thing I can 
experience is lack of integrity in a data project.  

[00:28:02.35] And so I have, on multiple occasions, taken my name off projects or dropped projects or 
removed myself. And I had no reason ever to do that with Francesca.  

[00:28:15.92] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you very much. Bob, do you want to call on Shawn next?  

[00:28:19.77] ROBERT KAPLAN: Sure. Yeah, Shawn? I did have another question. So as best you can 
recall, for this particular study, the Experiment 4, so we know that Francesca was involved. Would you 
have knowledge whether  would have been involved in this study as well?  
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[00:28:38.87] : I mean, I could. I should have probably done this. And I could go back to 
my old emails and see if I could figure out this. But I'll just say that my memory of this project is that it 
got put on the back burner at one point a little bit for-- I don't know, for a variety of reasons. And then, 
Francesca said, I'd like to involve  I think that we could move the project forward more 
effectively if she got involved. And I said, great.  

[00:29:09.14] So I know for certain that there was a study run after she was involved. I do not know if 
this is Study 4. But my vague memory is that we had submitted the paper somewhere, and it didn't get 
in, and it went on the back burner because it clearly needed more data. And maybe it needed the 
dissonance study. I don't know.  

[00:29:29.98] And if you really needed me to-- I probably should have done this, and I apologize in 
advance for not having-- you can imagine, this is a very anxiety-producing thing for me. So I just sort of 
like, OK, I'm going to just put it in the back of my mind, and then I'm going to go in and listen to the 
questions. And as you may know, this came in when I was finishing my yearlong sabbatical in Hawaii, 
and I was on vacation with my family. And so I did a good job of putting this out of my mind until I got 
back to New York.  

[00:29:56.89] And so I do not know. I do know that  got involved in the paper at a point before 
data collection was complete. I do not know which study it was that she was involved in. But there's a 
high chance that I could figure out which study she was involved in by doing some of my own email 
analysis.  

[00:30:26.74] ROBERT KAPLAN: Teresa?  

[00:30:29.07] TERESA AMABILE:  should we at some point feel that we would like you to look 
through your emails to find correspondence concerning this study or maybe different versions of the 
paper, I don't know that we will want to ask you to do this, but is that something that, through Alain, we 
could come back to you, and you'd be willing to look over? 

[00:30:53.76] : Yeah. I mean, I'm certainly open to that, yeah.  

[00:30:56.48] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. That's it, Bob.  

[00:30:59.62] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. So again, are you familiar with , who was Francesca's 
research assistant at the time?  

[00:31:09.32] : I don't think I've ever heard the person's name before. I may have, but I 
don't know.  

[00:31:13.07] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK, well, it seems to me, certainly, consistent with your prior answers on 
this. And therefore, you probably would not know of anyone else who might have had access to the data 
and potentially could have altered it in some form?  

[00:31:33.20] : I do not.  
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[00:31:34.40] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. OK, we're really reaching the final set of questions, and I think at 
least one of them you've already answered. But just for completeness, at any time--  

[00:31:48.86] TERESA AMABILE: Bob, Bob, could I take over with these two, last two questions?  

[00:31:51.98] ROBERT KAPLAN: Oh, OK. I'm sorry, Teresa. Go ahead.  

[00:31:53.43] TERESA AMABILE: OK, that's all right. But I did want to ask first, Shawn, did you have any 
follow-ups on anything 's talked about to this point?  

[00:32:01.94] SHAWN COLE: No. Did we get an answer to question number 8, before we move on to the 
final two questions?  

[00:32:09.45] TERESA AMABILE: Yes. I believe that Bob asked-- wait, Bob, you're muted.  

[00:32:18.23] ROBERT KAPLAN: So,  sorry this is a document that we had prepared that we're 
simultaneously looking at. And we asked people-- and I probably did not ask this question based on your 
prior answers, but for completeness, did you change--  

[00:32:36.38] TERESA AMABILE: I thought you did ask it, Bob, but please go ahead.  

[00:32:39.89] SHAWN COLE: If you did, I apologize.  

[00:32:41.45] : Happy to reanswer it.  

[00:32:43.82] ROBERT KAPLAN: Did you change the data in this experiment in a way that could have led 
to these or other anomalies? As I'm asking it, I think I remember asking this earlier, but go ahead.  

[00:32:53.06] : You already asked. And if I were a lawyer, I would say asked and 
answered. But because I'm not a lawyer, I'll just say, I did not.  

[00:32:59.01] SHAWN COLE: I apologize.  

[00:33:02.29] ROBERT KAPLAN: Teresa, I'm going on mute.  

[00:33:07.43] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. As you can imagine,  this is an uncomfortable 
situation for all of us. OK, I do believe you have answered this in the course of answering other 
questions, but I'm going to ask it. At any time during or after the research in this paper was being done, 
written up, or published, did you have concerns about the integrity of the data?  

[00:33:37.83] : I did not.  

[00:33:41.86] TERESA AMABILE: And this is our last question. Is there anything else we should know as 
we try to determine whether research misconduct occurred with respect to Study 4 in this paper and, if 
it did, who might have been responsible?  
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[00:34:00.21] : I mean, I'll just reiterate the points I made before, which is I really like 
Francesca. I've never had suspicions before. I have had suspicions with other papers, and I have, like I 
said, taken my name off or removed myself from projects where I wasn't confident in the data. And that 
was not the case here.  

[00:34:20.15] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. Bob, Shawn, anything else that you can think of?  

[00:34:26.68] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah, I'm done. I appreciate 's responses.  

[00:34:34.08] SHAWN COLE: Thank you. Thank you very much for your time, .  

[00:34:36.20] : Sure, can I ask a question? Or just-- and maybe this is— 

[00:34:39.45] TERESA AMABILE: Sure -- 

[00:34:39.77] ROBERT KAPLAN: You may, but we may not--  

[00:34:40.64] TERESA AMABILE: We may or may not be able to --  

[00:34:41.30] : Yeah, it's not a question at all about the content. It's just a question 
about the process, which is that-- and maybe Alain is a better person to bring in for this-- but I have 
followed Alain's charge to not communicate or contact Francesca in any way. Now, Francesca's a friend 
of mine. Like, we text frequently.  

[00:35:06.18] I won a mentoring award, I let her know. She won a mentoring award, she let me know. At 
what point am I allowed to go back to communicating with my colleague and friend, I guess, is the 
question. And can I communicate with her outside of this?  

[00:35:23.25] It's a little, I'll just say, unfair to me to completely handcuff me and restrict me from 
having communication. I also respect the integrity of this process. So I guess that's my question for you, 
is--  

[00:35:38.04] TERESA AMABILE: That's a question,  that we, the Committee, can't answer. That's 
above our pay grade, as it were. But Alain could help you with that offline separately, unless Heather or 
Alain would like to enter into this conversation at this point. I suspect they won't, but if they do, I will 
ask them to turn on their videos and unmute themselves. Otherwise, I'll assume you'll follow up with--  

[00:36:13.83] ALAIN BONACOSSA:  I'm happy to follow up with you about this. Let's have a 
conversation about it.  

[00:36:19.05] : OK. Yeah, that's great. And then, I guess related to that question is just 
like, what's the timeline? How will I be informed of the judgment, et cetera? Just because now, I'm 
essentially a witness or party to the process.  

[00:36:38.12] ALAIN BONACOSSA: We can talk about-- we can talk about that, too. That is a good 
question. So I'll follow up with you on that as well.  
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[00:36:47.05] : OK, thank you so much.  

[00:36:50.69] TERESA AMABILE: OK, well, we are finished.  thank you very much for answering our 
questions and for spending this time with us. It looks like you're still a little bit in Hawaii mode with the 
shirt.  

[00:37:04.76] : Yes. I'm wearing both my Aloha shirt and my actual what's called an 
Aloha shirt. So--  

[00:37:11.96] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, no, I hope you can enjoy the summer still in your Aloha spirit.  

[00:37:17.78] : Yes.  

[00:37:18.37] TERESA AMABILE: And again, thanks. Thanks so much for being willing to meet with us.  

[00:37:20.48] : And thanks for letting me delay. I'm glad that I didn't do it on my 
vacation. And we had a great last week in Kauai. And so that was really nice.  

[00:37:28.22] TERESA AMABILE: Terrific.  

[00:37:29.14] SHAWN COLE: Great. Thank you very much.  

[00:37:30.35] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. We're going to stay on for a bit after you leave.  

[00:37:33.05] : Yeah, OK.  

[00:37:33.35] TERESA AMABILE: Thanks.  
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 Interview 
July 22, 2022 

[00:00:04.60] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Good morning, everyone. My name is Alain Bonacossa, and I’m the 
Research Integrity Officer at Harvard Business School. I wanted to thank  for being here 
today and for being willing to be interviewed by the Investigation Committee.  

[00:00:16.05] I will now make a brief announcement before handing it off to the chair of the committee. 
First, a reminder that the interview will be recorded and transcribed. And  you will be given a 
copy of the transcript for correction.  

[00:00:29.67] Let me start by introducing everyone in Zoom here today, starting with the Investigation 
Committee-- Professor Teresa Amabile, the chair of the committee, Professor Bob Kaplan, and Professor 
Shawn Cole. Today’s witness is ,  

. In addition to myself, there’s another staff member on the call, Alma Castro, 
Assistant Director in Research Administration at HBS.  

[00:00:57.43] Next, I wanted to provide a brief explanation of the interview process. As I mentioned to 
you,  when we first spoke, this is a faculty review of a faculty matter. So the interview will be a 
conversation between the committee and yourself. It will entail a series of questions and answers. And 

 you should feel free to elaborate on any answer if you think it could be helpful to the process.  

[00:01:21.44] Some rules of the road for the interview for everyone-- to make sure that the transcription 
is clear, only one person can speak at a time. At the end of my introduction, myself and Alma will turn 
our cameras off and mute ourselves.  

[00:01:37.26]  for you specifically, please answer the committee’s questions truthfully. All 
answers need to be audible so that they can appear on the transcript. So nodding head is not sufficient. 
If you do not understand a question, please ask for the question to be rephrased. If you don’t know the 
answer to a question, feel free to say so. And of course, if you need a break, ask for one.  

[00:02:01.12] Some important reminders about the process-- HBS has an obligation to keep this matter 
confidential. Even the fact that this interview occurred or that there’s an ongoing investigation into 
allegations of research misconduct is confidential. So  we’re going to ask you to keep all of this 
information confidential.  

[00:02:19.98] For HBS policy, HBS community members may not retaliate in any way against 
complainants, witnesses, the Research Integrity Officer, and committee members.  do you have 
any questions for me about the process before I hand it off to Teresa?  

[00:02:35.55] : No. It’s very clear, Alain. Thank you.  

[00:02:37.80] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Thank you so much. Teresa, off to you.  

[00:02:41.47] TERESA AMABILE: Hi,  It’s really good to see you again after so long. I’m sorry 
about the circumstances under which we’re meeting.  
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[00:02:49.48] : Likewise.  

[00:02:51.91] TERESA AMABILE: As you know, I’m Teresa Amabile, a social psychologist. I’ve been at HBS 
since 1995. And I’m a member of the Entrepreneurial Management Unit. And I’m going to hand it off 
now to our colleague, Bob Kaplan.  

[00:03:08.62] ROBERT KAPLAN: Hi,  It’s been about, we checked, 15 years, but I do remember 
our acquaintance while you were at HBS. As you know, I am a professor, now emeritus, but not retired, 
definitely, in the Accounting and Management unit.  

[00:03:26.47] : Hi, Bob. Good to see you again.  

[00:03:27.78] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah.  

[00:03:29.94] TERESA AMABILE: And now Shawn.  

[00:03:32.04] SHAWN COLE: Hi, I’m Shawn Cole. I’m on the Finance unit at HBS. I’m an economist by 
training, and I do a lot of experiments. And it’s nice to make your acquaintance.  

[00:03:40.98]  Likewise. Thank you, Shawn.  

[00:03:43.99] TERESA AMABILE: So as Alain said earlier,  thank you so much for agreeing to 
spend some time with us. We really appreciate it. So, I’m going to, first of all, just to refresh all of our 
memories, we’re going to be talking about Study 3A in your 2020 JPSP paper with Francesca and 

, “Why Connect? Moral Consequences of Networking with a Promotion or Prevention 
Focus.”  

[00:04:15.85] Study 3A is the first of the two online experiments examining the independent effects of 
promotion and prevention focus on feelings of impurity after instrumental networking. Now in Study 3A, 
participants read a story about instrumental networking and were asked to imagine that they were the 
protagonist. And as you recall, study 3B was identical, except the participants actually engaged in 
instrumental networking.  

[00:04:43.06] So we’re focusing on the first of those studies, where there was a story read and they 
were told to imagine they were the protagonists. Participants were randomly assigned to either the 
prevention focus, promotion focus, or control condition.  

[00:05:00.20] So our first question is, can you tell us how you got to know Francesca and how you came 
to be involved in this research project with her?  

[00:05:11.14] : Certainly. I met Francesca at HBS, actually. I don’t remember exactly 
the year. But she was there as a postdoc working with, I want to say Gary Pisano. But, you know, I didn’t 
follow her work at that point in time.  

[00:05:29.32] And then we did not really interact much at all until she came to give a talk at Rotman. The 
year might have been 2010, ‘11, ‘12, something like that. And she was already at HBS at that point, if I’m 
not incorrect.  
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[00:05:55.53] And she suggested that we try to work together on something that linked our respective 
competencies. Mine were in network research. And hers were in a variety of things, actually, including 
moral psychology as it applies to the workplace.  

[00:06:11.33] And we came up with this idea of what we affectionately called dirty networking, and 
developed some theoretical insights around that intuition, that when people claim to feel 
uncomfortable about networking professionally, what they mean is more than just being anxious about 
the activity of creating professional relationships. There’s something more morally upsetting about the 
process.  

[00:06:45.39] And that was the beginning of the collaboration that led us to two publications, one that 
came out in ASQ in 2014 and the one in question now that came out many years later in JPSP.  

[00:07:00.69] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Now it’s important for our committee to understand 
how this paper came about. Could you please give us the chronology of your involvement in the 
research reported in this paper and in the paper itself?  

[00:07:17.77] So you’ve already said that around the time that Francesca gave the talk at Rotman, which 
you think might have been somewhere around 2011 plus or minus a year--  

[00:07:29.07] : Yeah.  

[00:07:30.27] TERESA AMABILE: --you began talking about combining your research interests. Can you 
remember the chronology of how the research developed? This particular study, I guess, we’re 
interested in. But we’re interested in the whole package of studies in the paper as well. So I guess if you 
could just talk about how the research evolved. And, to the extent that you can place it in time, that 
would be helpful to us.  

[00:07:58.60] : You know, I probably should look up when that visit to Rotman 
occurred. But what I do know for sure is that around that time, I had been talking with a law firm, a large 
business law firm that operates primarily in Canada but also in the US. And we were discussing allowing 
me to collect data on their networks that link these lawyers to each other within the firm and to their 
clients.  

[00:08:31.88] And I remember that when Francesca came to Rotman and we started to talk about 
working on something together, I used that opportunity to collect the first set of data, really. I don’t 
think she had any at that point. I’m not sure.  

[00:08:51.44] I don’t remember, to be honest. Because there were so many studies involved in both of 
the papers we have together. And we had a very clear division of labor around those studies.  

[00:09:04.27] So I was in charge of this field data collection, because I had been working on it for a long 
time with this law firm. And it is always laborious to maintain the relationship with a company that puts 
the time of its high-achieving people on the line to allow people to collect data on them. So I was clearly 
focused on the empirics of the field. But Francesca was very much in charge of the experiments that we 
joined together with my field data.  
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[00:09:42.80] So I do remember that-- let me actually go back to when I collected eventually those data. 
Yeah, the data collection was-- the first one ended up being 2013. And then, and that’s the one that 
ended up in the ASQ paper.  

[00:09:57.61] TERESA AMABILE: And that ASQ paper was 2014. Is that right?  

[00:10:01.45] : Correct. That’s right. So I collected the data on this law firm 
completely independently of Francesca or  They were my people, my contact.  

[00:10:12.40] I collected the data. I analyzed the data. I contributed them to the paper. And in 2013, the 
data ended up in the ASQ paper. And then two years later, this law firm miraculously allowed me to 
collect data again.  

[00:10:28.75] And at that point, we had developed this set of predictions around promotion and 
prevention focus. So in this second data collection of this law firm, I was able to add those variables to 
measure professional promotion focus in a couple of different ways. And I replicated the results of the 
first study, the ASQ field study, and also was able to support the predictions that we had for the JPSP, 
what became the JPSP publication.  

[00:11:04.95] So what happened in the course of these years was that we had these theoretical 
developments that allowed us to create predictions that I tested in the field with the law firm. And 
Francesca and  tested experimentally, whether in the lab or with an online-- I think it was only 
MTurk at that point, even though we added the field experiment in the JPSP paper where we used 
SurveySignal which was, it’s a company that creates samples of respondents and professionals, that kind 
of thing.  

[00:11:46.01] So that is the convergence of contributions. We worked together on the theory. And 
empirically, we divided the tasks between the field data collection that I was in charge of and the 
experimental studies that  and Francesca were in charge of.  

[00:12:08.00] TERESA AMABILE: OK. That’s really clear and very, very helpful. I don’t think I have any 
follow-ups on that at this time. But actually, could you remind me? I don’t remember right now, in the 
paper-- there’s the JPSP paper 2020, is there one study based on the law firm data? I think there is one 
study. Correct?  

[00:12:34.04] : Correct.  

[00:12:38.75] TERESA AMABILE: And that is the one study where you are responsible for the data 
collection. And did you do the data analysis on that one as well?  

[00:12:46.98] : I did.  

[00:12:47.93] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[00:12:48.65]  And I-- because I have an NDA with the law firm, I never shared those 
data with either Francesca or  I was completely compartmentalizing the availability of the data.  
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[00:13:03.11] TERESA AMABILE: Understood.  

[00:13:03.68] : We did not share data with each other. I will mention one thing that is 
relevant to the JPSP, even though it’s not the study in question. In Study 2, we had two samples, one in 
the US and one in Italy. And that is the one sample, the Italian sample, I personally collected. Of the 
experimental studies, that’s the one study where I was in charge of running the lab in Milan at Bocconi 
where I was on sabbatical that year.  

[00:13:38.11] And Francesca had the idea that I thought was really brilliant to take advantage of the 
behavioral lab of Bocconi to replicate the results of Study 2, that she had run originally in the US, with a 
population that was not American or America-based. And so I translated the instrument for that study 
into Italian. We took the reverse translation. We did the whole thing. And I ran the lab data collection in 
the behavioral lab of Bocconi.  

[00:14:13.53] But then I transferred the data to-- I don’t remember if it was  or Francesca, or 
both. And they analyzed those data too. Because again, I’m not an experimentalist. So I do not use the 
typical statistics that are used in experimental studies. And we just wanted to be consistent in how we 
analyze experimental data in our work. And so they dealt with the analysis of those data.  

[00:14:43.23] But I just wanted you to know that there was one component of the data collection that 
was in the experimental side of the paper that I collected even though I did not analyze it.  

[00:14:57.00] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you for that clarification. So let me reiterate to make sure 
that I understand. You collected data, for the JPSP 2020 paper, you collected the field data in the law 
firm. And you analyzed that data.  

[00:15:15.71] : Correct.  

[00:15:16.07] TERESA AMABILE: And you alone analyzed that data.  

[00:15:18.81] : Correct.  

[00:15:19.68] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And did not share the data at all with Francesca or   

[00:15:25.14] : Correct.  

[00:15:25.62] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[00:15:26.06] : Or an RA, I was completely secretive about the data because of the 
NDA with the law firm.  

[00:15:35.51] TERESA AMABILE: Understood. And the only other data that you interacted with in the 
2020 paper was, you collected the data from the Italian sample in Study 2 of the 2020 paper.  

[00:15:55.20] Yes. You’re nodding your head, yes. Correct?  

[00:15:56.97] : I did. I did collect those data.  
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[00:15:58.88] TERESA AMABILE: OK. But you did not analyze. You did not analyze those data. You sent 
the data to either Francesca, or  or both of them.  

[00:16:06.87] : That’s correct. I did not analyze them. I did not even open the data, 
because they came to me in SPSS. Sometimes very trivial matters drive our behavior. I do not use SPSS.  

[00:16:23.46] The RA at Bocconi sent me the data in SPSS format. And I promptly forwarded them to 
Francesca or  I never touched them, never opened them, never even took a look.  

[TC misspoke here; meant to say “This is the one aspect of my testimony that I stated incorrectly. I 
correctly remembered never opening the data from the Bocconi lab study. What I remembered 
incorrectly is that the Bocconi RA gave me the dataset in SPSS. I checked, and actually I don’t have that 
dataset in my records at all. It is likely that I asked the Bocconi RA to send it directly to Francesca and/or 

 because they were going to analyze the data, and as a result I never had the data myself.” 

[00:16:35.10] TERESA AMABILE: Understood. And for all the other studies in that paper, you did not 
interact with data beyond the field study in the law firm, and the data collection at Bocconi. Correct?  

[00:16:53.13] : That is correct.  

[00:16:53.70] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[00:16:54.07] : I did not participate in other data collection or data analysis of any of 
the other studies.  

[00:17:00.90] TERESA AMABILE: Just one more thing, and then I’ll see if Bob or Shawn has any follow-
ups on these questions. And then Bob is going to take over the rest of the bulk of the questioning. And 
then I’ll come in at the end.  

[00:17:10.47] But,  I thought I heard you say a little bit earlier that you and they, your two co-
authors, did not share data at all. Did I hear you say that? You did not share data at all except for the 
instance that you just mentioned with the data that were collected at the lab in Bocconi? Is that correct?  

[00:17:35.33] : Correct. That is correct.  

[00:17:36.27] TERESA AMABILE: OK. OK, thank you. Bob, Shawn, any follow-ups?  

[00:17:40.50] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. I was just curious, when you have the NDA, does that mean the 
data do not get published on the OSF--  

[00:17:49.32] : Correct.  

[00:17:49.68] ROBERT KAPLAN: --on the site?  

[00:17:50.88] : Correct.  

[00:17:51.51] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK.  
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[00:17:52.11] : And all of this, I mean those two data collections at the law firm 
occurred in 2013 and 2015. It’s a time that predates the new norm to publish data at all, at least as far 
as I understand. It was my first interaction with experimental data through my coauthors. So it didn’t 
even occur to me to publish those data. It wasn’t even in my mental model of what one should do with 
such things.  

[00:18:25.73] But the law firm, as you might imagine, was extremely concerned about confidentiality. 
They gave me pretty detailed data on their lawyers. And I don’t think I could have published them 
anyway, given the legal arrangement with them.  

[00:18:46.16] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. No further questions at this stage.  

[00:18:49.84] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Bob, will you take over now please?  

[00:18:53.53] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. So we’re now going to go into more depth just in study 3A, and 
which we understand you had not a great deal of involvement in, but we’ll want to sharpen up the 
answers.  

[00:19:10.66] And just from documents that we’ve reviewed, that actually this study seems to have 
been designed-- data collected, executed, and analyzed-- in the January to April 2020 time period after 
the author team received a revise and resubmit request. And this was among the studies that were set 
up to respond to that request. Is that about consistent with your memory?  

[00:19:42.27] : To be honest, I do not remember that. I don’t remember that that 
study in particular was conducted in response to the reviewer’s request. It might have been. I would 
have to go back to the decision letters and the reviews. I don’t remember.  

[00:20:03.25] That paper evolved over so many years that I do not remember what study was conducted 
when, except for the Italian sample where I was involved and the law firm. I do not remember that it 
was 2020 that Study 3 was run.  

[00:20:24.36] ROBERT KAPLAN: But we’re clear about what this study is, the lab experiment on the 
prevention and promotion focus and feelings of moral impurity.  

[00:20:36.57] : I don’t think it was a lab experiment, however. I think it was an online 
sample. Is that correct?  

[00:20:42.58] ROBERT KAPLAN: Oh, OK.  

[00:20:43.04] : Yes. Yes. It was an online sample.  

[00:20:45.83] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. OK. Well, to the best of your knowledge and recollection, who 
specifically was involved in supervising this study and in carrying it out?  

[00:21:01.01] : So I think it was Francesca. But I qualify that statement because 
Francesca and  both contributed experimental studies to our joint work. And I did not always 
have direct knowledge of who was running which study.  
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[00:21:24.73] And in both the ASQ paper and the JPSP, there were multiple experimental studies that 
they ran. So this one probably was Francesca, but don’t necessarily rely on my recollection.  

[00:21:39.29] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. And beyond the initial conceptualization and design, the data 
collection and the data cleaning would also have been done probably by Francesca, but perhaps not 
exclusively according to your memory. Is that right?  

[00:21:57.95] : I would imagine. I know she always has research assistants that work 
with her on this data collection. I believe that  does too. So that very well could have been 
either  or an RA participating in that work, but I wouldn’t know.  

[00:22:16.23] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. And now for the data analysis after the data were collected, who do 
you recall was involved in that?  

[00:22:26.52] : Again-- [coughs] --apologies. 

[00:22:32.48] I got one of those summer colds. It’s not COVID, but it’s a nasty piece of work. So 
apologies for all the tea drinking that I’m doing. I’m trying to spare you the cough.  

[00:22:44.03] I think it was Francesca that was in charge of the study. I do not know if she analyzed the 
data personally. I do not know if she delegated that analysis to an RA or to   

[00:23:01.11] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. Now in terms of writing up this particular experiment and reporting 
the data in the submitted and eventually published version of the paper, who would have been involved 
in that?  

[00:23:17.56] : Pretty sure that Francesca or her RA wrote up the results of the study. 
We had clear division of labor when it came to writing up the results of the studies. I was in charge of 
the field study, the law firm. And Francesca,  were in charge of the experiments. So, yeah.  

[00:23:43.51] I think it was Francesca. It could have been an RA.  

[00:23:47.06] TERESA AMABILE:  just want to break in for a second. If you feel you need a break 
at any time, like to get a cough drop, I can’t give you--  

[00:23:58.95] : I just secured one. Thank you, Teresa.  

[00:24:01.30] TERESA AMABILE: But we can honestly-- we can do a break for a few minutes if you feel 
you need a time to get that tickle taken care of.  

[00:24:08.79] : It’s going to be like this. So unfortunately-- the cough drop will help 
because the tea was not doing its job or the honey. All right. Thank you, though.  

[00:24:20.17] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  
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[00:24:21.37] ROBERT KAPLAN: And then the final step in the research process is posting the data on 
OSF, as we talked about before. And I presume your answer would be similar to those you’ve previously 
given us as to who was involved in this. Is that correct?  

[00:24:35.62] : The same answer. It probably is Francesca, but I have no knowledge of 
who was in charge of what on that end of-- yeah. We had a pretty, pretty strict division of labor.  

[00:24:51.73] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah.  

[00:24:52.24] : The one thing where we overlapped was the theory, the front end of 
the paper, and the discussion section, really.  

[00:25:00.20] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. And we have another question, which I think you’ve given us the 
answer to, but it’s on our list of questions. So is there anyone who would have had access to the data 
and the ability to modify the data at any of the stages of the research process?  

[00:25:21.87] And you’ve already mentioned Francesca, perhaps  and an RA. Is there anyone 
beyond that group that you could identify?  

[00:25:34.34]  No. It could be different RAs that participated in this project over time. 
Because as I mentioned, it extended over a few years. So I wouldn’t know who in particular was working 
with Francesca at that point in time.  

[00:25:49.46] But, yes. That’s it.  

[00:25:52.34] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. And moving to kind of the heart of the matter here, could you tell us 
to the best of your knowledge whether and how the data set for this study was modified at any point 
between the initial collection of the data online and its final posting on OSF?  

[00:26:18.81] : That’s where I am in complete disbelief. I had no reason to ever 
imagine changes to the data at any point in time.  

[00:26:30.99] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK.  

[00:26:31.38] : No reason whatsoever.  

[00:26:32.95] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. So now we just want to share with you a number of discrepancies 
that have been detected between a data set that was on Francesca’s computer and the data set that got 
posted on OSF, which was seeming the data set that was used in the analysis and implications in the 
published paper.  

[00:27:01.93] And so this is going to be a series of six tables. And we’ll just present it. There’ll be a 
question at the end. But we just want to share this with you so you could be aware of what it is we have 
seen. OK?  

[00:27:18.66] : Very well.  
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[00:27:20.43] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. So--  

[00:27:21.09] TERESA AMABILE: And  if you have anything that you want to ask as you’re looking 
at the tables or anything you want to tell us, of course, you don’t have to wait until Bob has talked 
through all of this.  

[00:27:30.69] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. At any stage, ask to clarify what the source was, and whatever.  

[00:27:37.29] : I will do so.  

[00:27:38.67] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. So Alain is our loyal screen sharer. And we’ll post what we’ll call 
Table 1.  

[00:27:52.36] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. So let me make this larger on my monitor. Is this legible to you, 
?  

[00:28:02.21] : Yes it is. Thank you.  

[00:28:04.33] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. So the first thing is just calculating the means in these three 
conditions between the data set on Francesca’s computer and the data set that’s published on the OSF 
site. And you can see--  

[00:28:24.19] : Sorry, Bob. I have a clarification question. When you say the data on 
Francesca’s computer, you mean, what, the Qualtrics data set? What is it that that represents?  

[00:28:37.25] ROBERT KAPLAN: All right. So I am not into experimental or survey research. That 
Qualtrics-- Teresa is nodding, at any rate...  

[00:28:47.00] TERESA AMABILE: Yes. Yes, it’s from Qualtrics.  

[00:28:49.52] ROBERT KAPLAN: Qualtrics.  

[00:28:50.41] : OK. So basically what you have available, is raw Qualtrics survey 
responses, right? And then you’re comparing those raw Qualtrics responses to the data set as posted on 
OSF. Is that--  

[00:29:15.44] TERESA AMABILE: Alain, I believe that what  just said is correct. Could you just give 
us a thumbs up or thumbs down?  

[00:29:22.92] ALAIN BONACOSSA: That is correct.  

[00:29:25.01] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you.  

[00:29:25.68] : OK. And we are sure that those are supposed to be the same? I’m 
asking this question--  

[00:29:34.99] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yes.  
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[00:29:35.37] : --because- OK.  

[00:29:36.53] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. Well, you’ll see some granularity on this.  

[00:29:39.29] TERESA AMABILE: But let me just clarify.  so the way that this was done was when 
this allegation about various things with this data set were brought to Harvard, one of the first things 
that was done was that data that were on Francesca’s computer, her various accounts, her Qualtrics 
account, and so on, were sequestered by the University. And then when she was informed about the 
allegation, she was asked to identify data from the study.  

[00:30:27.14] And she identified this particular data set as the data set for this study. So she pointed us 
to this data set, which is what we’re calling Author’s Data Set here. Alain, again, could you please 
confirm if I said that correctly?  

[00:30:46.88] ALAIN BONACOSSA: That is correct.  

[00:30:49.21] : OK.  

[00:30:50.07] TERESA AMABILE:  other questions about it at this point?  

[00:30:52.16] : No. I am just-- I will articulate what is on my mind. And it refers back 
to your question earlier about my recollection when this data set was collected. And I did not remember 
it was collected in 2020. I thought it probably was earlier, because we collected other data earlier.  

[00:31:16.55] That the discrepancy here is so large that I can’t help but suspect that she might have 
made the wrong selection of data set here. She collects so many data sets, dozens, and dozens, and 
dozens every year, as far as I know, given all the people she works with and all the papers that she 
publishes.  

[00:31:48.60] And all the studies which she ran for our work alone. I am wondering if there was an error. 
But, you know--  

[00:31:57.55] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah.  

[00:31:57.99] : --it’s not my job to make such a make such attributions. But let’s 
continue and see the details--  

 [00:32:08.76] TERESA AMABILE: But we do appreciate your sharing those--  

[00:32:11.06] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. No, no. And we’re about to share some other data coming from 
the two data sets with you.  

[00:32:18.56] : OK.  

[00:32:19.23] ROBERT KAPLAN: And this may help to clarify, but please continue to comment exactly as 
you’ve done.  
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[00:32:26.97] : OK.  

[00:32:27.78] ROBERT KAPLAN: So the message from here is that the means shifted. That it looks like in 
the Author’s Data Set that the conclusions were not consistent with the prior hypothesis, but the data 
that were published on OSF are consistent, as written up in the paper. So Alain, can you show Table 2?  

[00:32:54.72] So as we got into the underlying records within each of the data sets, we’re showing for 
condition one, which is the promotion condition, matched observations. And you see they’re matched 
by the word statements that are in the essay.  

[00:33:20.32] : Bob, excuse me for interrupting. Could you make this slightly bigger? 
Because unfortunately, I couldn’t go to the office for this call because I’m not in fabulous shape. OK, this 
is much better. Thank you.  

[00:33:30.56] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK.  

[00:33:31.36] : My screen at home is a little bit cramped. OK, thank you.  

[00:33:35.38] ROBERT KAPLAN: Fine. And so even though the observations were in different rows 
because some of the OSF [RK misspoke here; meant to say “some of the Author’s Data Set] data may not 
have made it to the final paper for various reasons, but the essay statements are word for word the 
same, same promotion. And in the original data set, we’re getting very low scores, almost all 1s.  

[00:34:01.41] And in the published data-- oh, I’m sorry. I misspoke. In the published data set, it’s all 1s, 
low. And in the original data set, up at the higher score. You can see the difference in means of those 
seven numbers, 1.3 versus 5.6.  

[00:34:22.27] TERESA AMABILE: Alain, could you scroll up just a tiny bit to-- we don’t need to see the 
title of the table.  

[00:34:27.60] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. And we saw this in two other observations.  

[00:34:29.90] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you.  

[00:34:32.28] ROBERT KAPLAN: This was not exhaustive. Tables 4 through 6 will give a more exhaustive 
summary of the comparisons. But again, essays matched the word statements. The published data set, 
all 1s, consistent with the hypothesis. In the original data set, 5s, 6s, and 7.  

[00:34:57.60] And then the third observation, again matched by the essay text, all 1s in the published 
version, consistent with the hypothesis. 5s, 6s, and 7s in the original data set.  

[00:35:15.02] So these are the underlying data that would have caused the kind of mean shift that we 
showed you in Table 1.  

[00:35:26.23] : Mhm.  

[00:35:28.00] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. So--  
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[00:35:29.46] : OK.  

[00:35:29.94] ROBERT KAPLAN: No comment necessary. But we’re going to continue. This is the 
promotion--  

[00:35:34.20] TERESA AMABILE: Bob, Bob, why don’t we just give to  just a few moments to 
finish-- 

[00:35:37.74] : Thank you. Thank you, Teresa. So I just-- I find it...interesting that-- 
when I deal with data myself, I’m always extremely suspicious of uniform answers to questions. And if 
somebody wanted to manipulate data, changing data that have variability to data that have none and 
are at the bottom of the scale is-- that seems...implausible that anybody would purposefully do such 
things.  

[00:36:36.36] There’s really no possibility that-- OK.  

[00:36:40.75] ROBERT KAPLAN: Comment noted.  

[00:36:45.51] TERESA AMABILE: Let me just point out, of course, in the first pair of rows that we see, 
there isn’t complete uniformity in the OSF row.  

[00:36:54.99] : No, that’s right. And I’m sure that there’s many, many rows. Are you 
showing me all the rows in question, or just a--  

[00:37:02.11] TERESA AMABILE: No. But, Bob--  

[00:37:02.50] ROBERT KAPLAN: We will give you a--  

[00:37:03.40] TERESA AMABILE: --will get to that.  

[00:37:04.24] ROBERT KAPLAN: We will give you a summary of all the rows.  

[00:37:06.34] : OK. All right. Let me allow you to go through all the data, and we can 
talk about interpretations.  

[00:37:14.35] ROBERT KAPLAN: These findings deserve study and reflection. So we don’t want to rush 
this. But Alain, maybe could you show now Table 3? So Table 3 is similar to Table 2, except we’re now 
looking at the other control condition, the prevention condition.  

[00:37:34.66] TERESA AMABILE: This is not the control condition. This is the prevention.  

[00:37:36.91] ROBERT KAPLAN: No. I mean, it’s another treatment condition, I’m sorry. For prevention. 
So again, the word statements and essay, “Duty/Obligation,” “Reflect on the Party,” are identical. 
[NOTE: “Duty/Obligation” and “Reflect on the Party” are variable names in column headers in Table 3.] 
But now in the original data, all low scores, which are contrary to the hypothesis. And in the published 
data, high scores, which are consistent with the hypothesis.  
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[00:38:10.88] And there’s almost more uniformity here in the rows in both the author and the OSF. But 
again, we see, again, a change between what appears to be what the original data set and the published 
data set and fairly dramatic shifts.  

[00:38:39.56] : And you are showing me all the rows out of the however many they 
are?  

[00:38:44.03] ROBERT KAPLAN: No, no. We’re showing you three samples from each treatment--  

[00:38:49.57] : From each condition.  

[00:38:51.50] ROBERT KAPLAN: --as representative of how the shift in means occurred.  

[00:38:57.30] : Can you tell me how many shifts did you--  

[00:38:59.31] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. So now we’ll go to a more complete analysis of all the rows. So 
Alain, can you put up Table 4?  

[00:39:14.34] And so, again, these are rows, matched rows. So we know from the verbal responses--  

[00:39:21.58] TERESA AMABILE: I’m sorry. I’m going to ask, because I’m aware  has a small 
screen. Alain, I know it’ll obscure some of the rows down below, but could you make this a little larger?  

[00:39:32.83] : Thank you, Teresa, for looking out for my bad eyesight here and my 
small screen.  

[00:39:40.91] TERESA AMABILE: I suffer the same. So, yeah.  

[00:39:42.93] : Yeah, that’s right. Solidarity among the blind people, yes. Thank you.  

[00:39:49.36] ROBERT KAPLAN: So here are 40 observations, and taking from one of the treatment 
conditions, I think this is the promotion treatment condition, where we found discrepancies. Oh, and 
what we see here is the magnitude of the difference between the original data set and the published 
data set. And there’s an additional set of questions here on network intentions.  

[00:40:20.15] So the previous tables were just looking at the moral impurity responses. And these are 
looking at the network intention responses. And the blue are shifts in the hypothesized-- get the data to 
be more consistent with the hypothesis. And what we see is there are no-- and reds are kind of going in 
the other direction, because the network intention had an opposite sign of an impact. And we don’t see 
any changes that go against supporting the hypothesis in either set of columns.  

[00:41:04.92] Alain, if you could just scroll down a little bit. In these 40 observations, and really all 
observations where we found discrepancies, there was only blue, which means changes in a specific 
direction, or only reds, which would be changes in the opposite direction.  

[00:41:25.50] : And this is all the rows in the promotion condition where you 
observed--  
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[00:41:31.07] ROBERT KAPLAN: I think there were more than 40 rows, 40 observations.  

[00:41:33.62] TERESA AMABILE: No. No, Bob. Bob, there were-- of course there were more than 40 
participants in the promotion condition.  

 [00:41:40.25] There were 40 rows. There were 40 participants’ responses in the promotion condition 
that had discrepancies between the two data sets. And this is showing, I believe-- is this showing all 40 
of them? Maybe it continues at another page. I don’t remember. But there were 40--  

[00:42:00.65] : This would be 40.  

[00:42:00.98] TERESA AMABILE: --in total. And the pattern is, as Bob said, absolutely consistent. Where 
there is a discrepancy, it’s in the direction of lowering moral impurity scores in the OSF data set and 
increasing network intention scores.  

[00:42:22.46] : And this is--  

[00:42:23.09] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah, OK. Yeah. Teresa, I stand corrected, as Teresa often does, that this 
was 40 and only 40 in the promotion condition. In the prevention condition, which we’ll look at next, 
there were more than 40, but we’re showing you just what would fit on one page.  

[00:42:43.83] : OK. And let me kind of remind myself of the sample in the study. We 
are talking about-- I’ll go back to the paper-- 599, right-- respondents total in the study, correct?  

[00:43:00.93] TERESA AMABILE: Yes.  

[00:43:03.00] : All right. And of these, there were about 200 in each condition and 
within condition, 40 instances of this in the promotion condition and a few more than 40 in the 
prevention. Correct?  

[00:43:18.43] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah.  

[00:43:19.66] TERESA AMABILE: A lot more than 40.  

[00:43:21.16] : A lot more than 40. OK, all right.  

[00:43:25.27] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. Alain, please show Table 5. It says stop at the top. So, this is, OK. So 
here we’re showing 43 observations out of 128 where there was some difference between the OSF data 
and the data set from the author’s Qualtrics research records. So this will be one third of the 
observations with discrepancies.  

[00:43:58.49] And so Alain, now just scroll down to see if we can show the whole table. And again, the 
numbers that are in the table are not important. The color is telling the story here that again, on the 
left-hand side, the responses change and they get, to correspond or match better the hypothesized 
effect in both sets of columns.  
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[00:44:26.52] And as you’ve noticed, there’s actually no discrepancies between them, no anomalies 
where things changed opposite to where the hypothesis would have taken them.  

[00:44:41.64] TERESA AMABILE: And  let me just clarify. Bob may have said this. I apologize, Bob, 
if you did. The data were matched. These rows of data were matched in the same manner as that very 
first table that Bob shared just three pairs for each of the conditions. They were matched on the 
verbatims of the open ended responses.  

[00:45:02.96] : Yeah. That was my question, yes. Thank you for reading my mind.  

[00:45:10.35] ROBERT KAPLAN: Good. And Table 6, just to give a summary of something that we have 
talked about-- so there were discrepancies in 20% of the surveys in the promotion focus. Those were the 
40 that we saw. And in 65% of the surveys in the prevention focus, I think 128. And there were zero 
discrepancies for the control condition.  

[00:45:45.79] TERESA AMABILE: Alain, just a little larger please.  

[00:45:53.09] Thanks.  

[00:45:57.53] ROBERT KAPLAN: So we can finally ask the question, based on the data that we’ve shown 
you-- do you have any further questions about the data before I ask the question?  

[00:46:12.32] : No. Just kind of confirming that you received some communication 
from somebody that pointed to these discrepancies. And so Harvard sequestered Francesca’s computer 
hard drive with all the data so she could not alter anything. And when she was asked to provide the 
original Qualtrics data set that matched the data that she or whoever posted on OSF, this is the data set 
that she provided.  

[00:46:59.32] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. So I’m going to ask Alain to respond, because he was the one who 
handled that process.  

[00:47:05.52] ALAIN BONACOSSA: That is all correct.  

[00:47:07.80] : OK. So we are talking here about a very-- it’s so extensive, this 
discrepancy, that-- I’m a little stunned, to be honest. Because having collected field data on these 
research questions wherein I had one shot at collecting this data-- when you’re in the field, you cannot 
rerun a study. It is what it is-- and having found support for our predictions in those data with no 
trouble, I’m having a hard time absorbing the notion that finding support for those predictions in an 
experimental sample would have required this kind of manipulation.  

[00:48:19.72] I just-- I know what you showed me. I just cannot help but be in disbelief that Francesca or 
anyone would feel the need to do this kind of thing. We had a lot-- let me ask you another question.  

[00:48:39.52] This is the only study of hers that was brought to your attention, or is there a pattern? 
Because I think it changes also how we understand this.  

[00:48:52.61] TERESA AMABILE:  we can’t--  
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[00:48:53.92] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. I’m going to ask Alain to respond to that.  

[00:48:56.08] TERESA AMABILE: We cannot-- we cannot-- I can respond. We cannot answer that 
question. I’m sorry.  

[00:49:02.23] : Ah, OK. Even though I know-- you will have to make your own 
assessment, obviously. And I’m sure you’re making it. Because that makes a big difference. This JPSP 
paper had a total of, what, five studies, depending on how you count the different subsamples.  

[00:49:22.48] TERESA AMABILE: Five or six, maybe.  

[00:49:23.56] : Yeah. Five or six, depending on how you--  

[00:49:25.65] TERESA AMABILE:  do you need the tables, or can we stop the screen share?  

[00:49:29.56] : I do not need the tables. I’m sure you cannot share the tables for me 
to ponder them. But I see what you are--  

[00:49:38.53] TERESA AMABILE: OK. You could take them down, Alain. And I’m sorry,  You were 
saying, this paper had five or six studies, depending on how you count 3A and 3B--  

[00:49:46.56] : Correct. And I can only speak for the one that I ran. And given the ease 
with which I found support for our predictions with data I collected-- which arguably is harder because I 
am dealing with professionals in the middle of the workday answering a survey, so it could very well be 
that I didn’t even have a strong research design in many ways. I had a smaller sample too.  

[00:50:30.55] I am absorbing the shock of needing to resort to such extreme measures and such 
extreme discrepancy, manipulation, whatever you want to call it, to obtain the results. Because I saw 
them with my own eyes, in my own data. And so this is more, I’m articulating my own disbelief.  

[00:50:53.59] And I don’t know. It’s neither here nor there. It doesn’t change the way in which you are 
analyzing the data. But…I’m rather stunned.  

[00:51:04.91] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. Well, just reflecting on this, I mean, can you explain how these 
discrepancies could have arisen?  

[00:51:14.47] : I mean, I would-- so my view, when you first approached me about 
this, was really that researchers like Francesca who work with many, many, many coauthors on many, 
many projects, and each project involves multiple data collections can make mistakes in data handling 
and data management. And sometimes it’s a matter of rows being misaligned by error.  

[00:51:55.15] I have myself made errors in analyzing data, because I’m not particularly good at such 
things. I’m not a very good-- I’m not a coder at all. And I have, in handling Excel spreadsheets, made 
mistakes that then I had to go back and correct. They were, how do you call it? Just kind of stupidity 
mistakes.  
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[00:52:18.61] And I thought that when a column gets-- due to data sets that are merged incorrectly, and 
then I have to go back and redo it. I thought that that could be a reason for what you observed. Now, 
the consistency in the pattern that you have just displayed makes that a less plausible explanation, 
obviously, especially since the control condition shows no discrepancy at all, and the other two 
conditions show them all in the same direction.  

[00:52:54.17] So, yes. I do not know how to explain it except for being very surprised that we had to 
resort to this. Because my understanding from the work we have done over the years with Francesca 
and  was that we never had trouble finding support for our predictions.  

[00:53:14.35] And I took the support that we received from the experimental studies at face value. I 
trust my coauthors. And I trusted myself, because I had collected my own data. And I had had zero 
trouble supporting our predictions with my own data. So I had no reason to believe that we had trouble 
with the experimental data.  

[00:53:37.84] More than that, I don’t know how to process this.  

[00:53:40.81] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. Well, thank you. And those were thoughtful reflections. And 
there’s one final question that on this set of data that we are asking anyone who was involved in this 
study, and just to have it on the record.  

[00:54:02.35] Did you,  change the data in any way that could have led to these or other 
discrepancies?  

[00:54:10.87]  I did not. I never had access to the data.  

[00:54:14.41] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. Thank you.  

[00:54:17.02] You’re welcome. May I ask a follow-up question?  

[00:54:24.93] ROBERT KAPLAN: Sure.  

[00:54:26.01]  So-- 

[00:54:26.60] ROBERT KAPLAN: If we can answer it, is another question.  

[00:54:28.38]  Well, you may not be able to answer it. So, as you might imagine, I am 
a little concerned about the fate of this paper, especially given how very time consuming it was to 
collect the data I collected and how clear the results were in that field data set.  

[00:54:55.58] Can you give me a sense of what next steps might look like in a situation of this kind? I 
know you probably cannot give me an overview of things that are not related to my paper with 
Francesca and   

[00:55:12.57] What happens typically should this discrepancy be attributed to willful manipulation as 
opposed to error or something else?  
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[00:55:24.46] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah.  

[00:55:24.86]  What has to happen?  

[00:55:26.06] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. It’s a very reasonable question,  I might suggest that you 
have a private conversation with Alain. He can either respond now, or perhaps without us being there, 
actually talk about this with you, about what the process is, and what people can know, and when they 
know it.  

[00:55:47.63] TERESA AMABILE: I think the best thing to do,  would be for you to have a 
subsequent follow up with Alain. And he’ll be happy to do that with you.  

[00:55:56.27]  All right.  

[00:55:57.23] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you.  

[00:55:58.73]  Very well. May I--  

[00:56:00.25] TERESA AMABILE:   

[00:56:00.47] : --and I also imagine I cannot ask if others are being also interviewed 
regarding a particular case.  

[00:56:11.82] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. You can always ask. Yes. You can ask and should ask that question. 
And Alain is in the best position to give a response.  

[00:56:20.22] : All right.  

[00:56:20.67] ROBERT KAPLAN: Because It’s a very formal, structured process that may not make, that 
the lawyers, in some sense, are in charge of. And we have to work within the parameters that they have 
established. And therefore he’s in the best position to explain what those parameters are.  

[00:56:41.43] : All right, thank you.  

[00:56:42.53] TERESA AMABILE: Well said. Thank you, Bob.  I’m aware that you’ve committed 
one hour to us. And we’re just about out of that hour. I believe that we could probably finish up in 
another 15 or 20 minutes, but do you have that time to give us?  

[00:56:58.05] : Yes, I do.  

[00:56:59.19] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. Go ahead, Bob.  

[00:57:02.25] ROBERT KAPLAN: Good. Now we’re shifting to a more general set of questions and trying 
to understand, as best you understand it or recall it, the atmosphere in the lab in which the data for this 
study were collected. Specifically, the extent to which people in the lab might have felt pressured or 
highly motivated to produce particular outcomes from the study.  
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[00:57:34.08] And can you give us your views on the atmosphere and culture in the lab at the time the 
data for study 3A were collected, which we have stated being January through April 2020?  

[00:57:50.78] : I cannot provide any insight. Because number one, I don’t think they 
were collected in a lab. I believe it was an online study. And I believe MTurk was the platform that was 
used. And so I think people answer those questions wherever they are in that moment. Could be at 
home, could be at work.  

[00:58:12.35] So I have no insight. Neither does Francesca, I believe, in a situation of that kind, unless 
I’m misunderstanding the question.  

[00:58:24.49] TERESA AMABILE:  I think the question was less about pressures on the 
participants in the study and more about pressures on any RA who may have been involved in data 
collection, data cleaning, data analysis, or postdocs, doctoral students in the lab, in Francesca’s lab or 

’s lab at the time.  

[00:58:47.57]  I have no information. I never dealt with anybody that was working 
with Francesca or  on the data collection. The most contact I ever had with an RA was perhaps 
in copy editing the paper for references, inserting references-- that kind of work. But I never interacted 
with personnel in either ’s or Francesca’s lab, so I do not know.  

[00:59:21.99] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. Are you familiar with , who was Francesca’s 
research assistant at the time?  

[00:59:29.44]  What’s the name again? Sorry.  

[00:59:30.85] ROBERT KAPLAN: , .  

[00:59:35.97]  I don’t remember that name.  

[00:59:39.33] ROBERT KAPLAN: OK. So Teresa, I’m going to skip the next part of the question, and 
actually the next question too, given what  has responded to us. And I think you will now finish up 
the interview.  

[01:00:00.15] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. We just have two more questions,  At any time-- I actually 
think you spoke to this very early on and one of your first remarks-- at any time during or after the 
research in this paper was being done, written up, or published, did you have concerns about the 
integrity of the data?  

[01:00:27.82] : Never. I had no reason to have concerns. I had no contact with the 
data. And so probably my bad, in a sense. But that’s what you do with your coauthors. There is a 
reciprocal trust.  

[01:00:51.16] TERESA AMABILE: And finally,  is there anything else we should know as we try to 
determine whether research misconduct occurred with respect to study 3A in this paper, and if it did, 
who might have been responsible?  
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[01:01:08.27] : I have no other information to contribute except for a personal note 
that I am still having a difficult time processing what you just showed me. So something may occur to 
me later on. If so, I will certainly let Alain know and contribute any other information. But I doubt that I 
will have any.  

[01:01:40.05] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you very much.  please, if you have any follow-up 
questions or any additional information that occurs to you, anything you think might be helpful, 
including any correspondence, documents, whatever, we would very much appreciate if you could share 
any of that with Alain if you think it would be helpful to us.  

[01:02:01.14] : Will do.  

[01:02:02.48] TERESA AMABILE: And again, thank you so much--  

[01:02:05.36] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah.  

[01:02:05.66] TERESA AMABILE: --for spending this time with us.  

[01:02:07.77] ROBERT KAPLAN: So I want to say thank you also, and just remind Alain to please reach 
out to  and set up a time when you can respond to the questions she’s already raised and may 
think of in the future about the process, both how the data sets were acquired and what happens after 
these interviews.  

[01:02:33.14] : Very well. Thank you all for the time you’re spending analyzing cases 
of this sort. It’s not an easy job, be it substantively, or psychologically, as far as I can tell. And certainly, it 
has not been easy on me. That’s for sure.  

[01:02:52.39] All right. Thank you very much. Alain, you and I will communicate about a follow-up, 
because I do have those questions. And to the extent that you have any insight that you can share, I 
would appreciate it.  

[01:03:03.79] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Sounds good. We’ll be in touch.  

[01:03:05.48] : All right, very good.  

[01:03:06.40] TERESA AMABILE: And  we’re going to stay on--  

[01:03:07.17] SHAWN COLE: Thank you very much.  

[01:03:07.60] TERESA AMABILE: --for a few minutes after you get off. Shawn, did you want to add 
anything?  

[01:03:12.23] SHAWN COLE: No. I was just saying thank you very much for your time as well.  

[01:03:15.55] : You bet.  

[01:03:16.90] TERESA AMABILE: Bye-bye,   
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[01:03:18.17] : All right.  

[01:03:18.53] ROBERT KAPLAN: Bye.  

[01:03:18.74] : Take care.  

[01:03:19.39] TERESA AMABILE: Take care.  

[01:03:19.70] : All the best.  
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 Interview 
August 2, 2022 

[00:00:03.08] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Good morning, everyone. My name is Alain Bonacossa. I'm the 
Research Integrity Officer at Harvard Business School. I wanted to thank  for being here 
today and for being willing to be interviewed by the investigation committee.  

[00:00:15.44] I will now make a brief announcement before handing it off to the chair of the committee. 
First as a reminder, this interview will be recorded and transcribed. And,  you will be given a copy 
of the transcript for correction after the interview.  

[00:00:29.12] Let me start by introducing everyone on Zoom today, starting with the investigation 
committee. We have Professor Teresa Amabile, the chair of the committee, Professor Bob Kaplan, and 
Professor Shawn Cole.  

[00:00:40.07] As I mentioned, the witness in today's interview is . And in addition to 
myself, we have another staff member on the call, Alma Castro, Assistant Director in Research 
Administration at the Business School.  

[00:00:51.86] Next, I wanted to provide a brief overview of the interview process. As I mentioned to you, 
 before, this is a faculty review of a faculty matter, so the interview will be a conversation 

between you and the committee. It will entail a series of questions and answers. And of course,  
you should feel free to elaborate on any answer if you think that that could be helpful to the process.  

[00:01:13.86] Some rules of the road for the interview. To make sure that the transcription is clear, only 
one person can speak at a time. At the end of my introduction, Alma and I will turn our cameras off and 
it will just be the committee and yourself,   

[00:01:27.62] And,  for you specifically, please answer the committee's questions truthfully. All 
answers need to be audible so that they can appear on the transcript, so nodding your head is not 
sufficient. If you don't understand a question, please ask for that to be rephrased. And if you don't know 
an answer to a question, just feel free to say so.  

[00:01:47.51] We have a lot of ground to cover today, and we also want to be respectful of your request 
to use our 90 minutes efficiently. So for this reason, we have not planned a break in these 90 minutes. 
But of course, if you do need a break, please ask for one, and we'll be happy to take one.  

[00:02:03.02] A couple of important reminders. HBS has an obligation to keep this matter confidential, 
so even the fact that the interview occurred or that there's an ongoing investigation into allegations of 
research misconduct is confidential. So,  we're going to ask you to keep all of this information 
confidential.  

[00:02:20.09] Per HBS policy, HBS community members may not retaliate in any way against the 
complainants, witnesses, the research integrity officer, and committee members.  do you have 
any questions for me about the process before we hand it off to Teresa?  

[00:02:35.12] : No, I don't. Thank you.  
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[00:02:36.59] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Thank you. Teresa, off to you.  

[00:02:40.14] TERESA AMABILE: Hi,  May I call you  or would you prefer   

[00:02:44.43] :  is fine. Yes, Thanks.  

[00:02:45.96] TERESA AMABILE: OK,  Thank you so much for being willing to spend some time with 
us to help us out with our process. I'm a social psychologist by training and I am in the Entrepreneurial 
Management Unit at Harvard Business School. I've been at HBS for about 27 years. And I'm now going to 
ask our colleague, Bob Kaplan, to introduce himself.  

[00:03:12.69] ROBERT KAPLAN: Good morning,  Bob Kaplan. I'm a professor in the Accounting and 
Management area, and been at Harvard Business School even longer than Teresa.  

[00:03:26.48] SHAWN COLE: And I'm Shawn Cole. I'm in the Finance unit. I'm an economist by training, 
and I do a lot of experiments in my research. I've been here about 12 years. 17 years. 17 years at HBS. 

[00:03:44.64] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. So one additional thing I wanted to thank you for,  is 
for sharing with us the many emails and attached files that you had on Experiment 1. That's been 
extremely helpful to us.  

[00:04:03.79] I also just wanted to tell you and my colleagues here I'm having a little bit of issue with my 
asthma this morning, so, Shawn, if I get a coughing fit and I'm finding the tickling is keeping me out of 
commission a little bit, would you be willing to take over the--  

[00:04:20.94] SHAWN COLE: Happy to.  

[00:04:21.78] TERESA AMABILE: You've got the script in front of you, correct? OK, great. Great. So, 
 we'll start with a general question. Can you give us the dates of your appointment as an RA 

and/or lab manager for Francesca? And could you also tell us if you did any work for Francesca after 
those dates?  

[00:04:45.50] : Oof. This is a question I wasn't anticipating. So this one's drawing on my 
memory, so I'll have to give you a vague sense of the dates. I believe I started doing research for 
Francesca in 2008, the end of 2008 or maybe the beginning of 2009. Something like that.  

[00:05:15.47] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[00:05:16.34] : At the time, I don't know if I ever just volunteered before I was an RA. I 
think I started as a paid research assistant, just part time around that time. And then I worked with her 
as an RA for a year or two until I became the official lab manager of the Center for Decision Research at 
UNC.  

[00:05:47.71] So I was kind of unofficially doing it as a paid research assistant, and then I became the 
official lab manager. And I held that position until the summer of 2014. And then I also did independent 
work for Francesca while she was at Harvard from whatever time she left UNC, which I don't know when 
that was. Maybe you all know whenever she came to Harvard.  
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[00:06:26.15] TERESA AMABILE: It was 2010. It was the summer of 2010.  

[00:06:28.06] : OK. 2010 until also the summer, I think, of 2014. I wrapped up all of my 
research responsibilities at UNC because I got a job at Duke.  

[00:06:43.44] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Wow. That's pretty good for feeling very vague about it. So,  
do you happen to recall, the summer that Francesca moved to HBS, we think that you were running this 
experiment, Experiment 1, that we're going to be focusing on.  

[00:07:08.21] Do you recall where Francesca was during that time while she was sort of in transit to 
Harvard? You were in communication with her that summer by email, certainly from the email records 
that you sent us. Do you remember where she was?  

[00:07:27.52] : I can't say for sure. A couple of things float in my mind, but the timeline 
could be really off here. I know before she accepted the position at Harvard, she had quite a few offers 
at different universities, so I know she was traveling a lot between multiple universities [AUDIO BLIP] 
doing [AUDIO BLIP] how close that was to when she accepted the offer at Harvard and then made the 
move.  

[00:07:56.64] So in that case, she was traveling quite a few different places-- California, Pennsylvania, 
Boston, Chicago maybe, several places. I can't say for sure.  

[00:08:12.28] And there also was a period of time-- I feel like it was around this time, but I really could 
be off on this—where her, I believe it was her grandfather passed away. Someone very important to her 
in Italy passed away. And she was spending a good amount of time in Italy, and that delayed her from 
coming back. That might have been around that period of time, but I'm not sure.  

[00:08:37.34] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. Do you recall-- what's the name of the lab [that you] 
when you became lab manager? What was it called?  

[00:08:45.37] : The Center for Decision Research. It's basically the behavioral lab manager 
at UNC. So there was a behavioral lab at the Kenan-Flagler Business School that the-- I don't know why it 
was called this, but all the research that was conducted out of that lab went under this umbrella of the 
Center for Decision Research, which is a center that Francesca started, and it was in her name at UNC.  

[00:09:19.22] TERESA AMABILE: It was in her what?  

[00:09:20.54] : It was in her name. Like, there was an IRB for the Center for Decision 
Research.  

[00:09:25.20] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And her name was the principal investigator name associated with 
that?  

[00:09:30.59] : Yes.  
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[00:09:31.41] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And were there other faculty associated with that lab? I'm sorry, it 
looked like you said yes. You're blipping out. The audio's blipping out sometimes, but you said yes, 
correct?  

[00:09:46.24] : Yes. Yes.  

[00:09:48.88] TERESA AMABILE: Do you remember who they were?  

[00:09:50.62] : Yes. So there's two different answers here. One is who was involved in 
overseeing the center, and then the second part is who did research there. So Francesca is the person 
who created the center, who's the first faculty oversight principal investigator for that center.  

[00:10:16.32] TERESA AMABILE: That was Francesca?  

[00:10:18.35] : Francesca, yeah. And then when Francesca-- [AUDIO OUT] she transferred 
the oversight and principal investigation to , who was the oversight principal investigator 
for, I think, all of my time there so until 2014. And then around that time, I think 2014, it transitioned 
into  who's also at Kenan-Flagler Business School. And I don't know who runs it now.  

[00:10:55.99] And then the second part is who does research at the Center for Decision Research. And 
anyone-- the way that it was written, anyone at the University was allowed to do research there, and I 
supported them in running their research through our lab, in effect. It usually was people who were 
coming from the Business School in multiple areas so any faculty member who was doing behavioral 
research at Kenan-Flagler. I could give you a list of names if that's helpful.  

[00:11:32.03] And then when Francesca moved to Harvard, we ran some of her research from Harvard 
and also some research from Duke Center for Advanced Hindsight, 's lab through the Center 
for Decision Research as well.  

[00:11:51.16] TERESA AMABILE: OK, that's really helpful. And do you recall if you continued to run 
studies for Francesca through 2014 when you left your position?  

[00:12:01.92] : Yes.  

[00:12:03.56] TERESA AMABILE: You did?  

[00:12:04.53] : Oh, no, not after I left. No.  

[00:12:06.62] TERESA AMABILE: No, no. But through 2014, you were still running some studies for her.  

[00:12:11.66] : Yes.  

[00:12:12.98] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Any follow-ups, Shawn or Bob? OK. So,  as a 
memory refresher, we're focusing on one particular study in the 2012 PNAS paper. OK? It's Experiment 
1. That's the lab experiment in which participants solved math puzzles in one experimental room and 
signed a tax form at the top or the bottom in a second experimental room.  
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[00:12:47.03] Because participants reported their own math puzzle performance and they didn't think 
the experimenter had a way of knowing their true performance, they could cheat in reporting their 
score. That's the way the experiment was set up. The purpose of the experiment was to see if the 
placement of the signature on the tax form affected participants' cheating behavior. OK? Do you need 
any more details to help you recall the experiment?  

[00:13:16.77] : No. And I’ve reviewed the study design and all the emails before this call.  

[00:13:22.44] TERESA AMABILE: Oh, you did? That's terrific. And,  did you happen to go through 
the paper itself, the 2012 PNAS paper?  

[00:13:33.21] : I skimmed it while I was out having a coffee with my baby, so I didn't get 
too far. But I did read it fairly recently when the controversy came out around the fraudulent claims 
around  [ ]’s, the other study that was part of this. I read the paper when that came out a few 
months ago.  

[00:13:54.79] TERESA AMABILE: It was about a year ago. Yeah. OK. Thank you. So one thing our 
committee needs to know is the approximate time frame of this experiment and this paper. To the best 
of your recollection, could you please give us the chronology, if possible the months and the year or 
years, of your involvement in Experiment 1 in this paper?  

[00:14:23.37] And there's also another lab experiment in the paper, Experiment 2, which you might have 
some recollection of from having looked at the paper last year. But let me give you a reminder. The 
procedure in that other lab experiment, Experiment 2, was very similar to Experiment 1, except that a 
higher incentive for puzzle performance and a higher tax rate were used. And the tax form was a bit 
more like a real IRS tax form.  

[00:14:56.85] Also, there was an additional measure in Experiment 2, and that was a word completion 
task. So in many respects-- in most respects, Experiment 1 and Experiment 2 were very similar. I'm just 
trying to help jog your memory a bit. But there were some small differences, and both experiments are 
reported in the paper.  

[00:15:18.78] We are focusing on Experiment 1 here. But if you can at all recall the chronology of the 
months that you were working on Experiment 1 and, if possible, Experiment 2, that would be really 
helpful to us.  

[00:15:36.91] : And just to be clear, Experiment 1 and 2 were both run out of Center for 
Decision Research?  

[00:15:43.72] TERESA AMABILE: Absolutely, yeah.  

[00:15:46.20] : OK. I'll just say one thing that comes up for me without having-- now I wish 
I would have read the paper in more detail. Well, I guess I'll rely on you. The information that I shared, 
the emails and all of the stuff that's in the tax study email folder that I sent, are we clear that that is 
Study 1 and not Study 2?  
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[00:16:13.15] TERESA AMABILE: Well, that's why I'm asking you this question because we're not clear. 
We're a little confused when we look at those because at one point in those weeks, there was-- 
Francesca sent you something called the new form.  

[00:16:33.51] : Yes.  

[00:16:34.35] TERESA AMABILE: And I have more detailed questions about that later on. So that leads to 
confusion for us.  

[00:16:42.15] : Sure. Yeah. I understand. OK. So to go back to your first question, which is, 
can you tell me the month, I'll just start with the preface that without really looking more into the data 
and looking at the research paper to distinguish Study 1 from Study 2, I won't be able to say definitively 
that all of this is Study 1 or 2.  

[00:17:13.82] TERESA AMABILE: We get that. Yeah.  

[00:17:15.06] : That's the preface. Also, in terms of timeline, again, I think I'd have to go 
back and really look through the emails to say for sure. One way I could guesstimate the timeline would 
just be to look at the timestamps of these emails. So the first one is July 2010, and the last one is—oh, 
these are out of order. And the last one is July 23.  

[00:18:00.67] That's a couple of weeks. It wouldn't be uncommon for us to run a study from start to 
finish in a couple weeks once the IRB was done, so it could be that. It could certainly have been longer, 
especially if there was a second study that came before or after. But that would be my best guess with 
the data I have.  

[00:18:37.35] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. We actually have an email that you forwarded to us that 
was dated July 27, 2010. Do you see that one? Maybe not. It seems that the ones on your computer may 
be out of date order.  

[00:18:55.11] : They definitely are out of order.  

[00:18:58.78] TERESA AMABILE: And it's not important for you right now to--  

[00:19:02.02] : Here it is. Yes. The numbers starting over at 1 are the new form. So the 
study would have been just concluding at that point, and I'm indicating here's how I coded it on the 
spreadsheet.  

[00:19:18.09] TERESA AMABILE: OK, yeah. Great. Great. And I will ask a little bit more about that if we 
get a chance today, but yeah. We'll try to be able to follow up with you on that. OK. Were you involved 
in any way in the write-up of the paper itself for Experiment 1? Oh, you're muted-- yeah, OK.  

[00:19:48.04] : No. No. I was never involved in any data analysis or write-ups of papers. I 
often had to try to hound them down. Like, can I see what the conclusion was for this? So, yeah.  
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[00:20:02.42] TERESA AMABILE: So let me just make sure because you blipped out a little bit there. It 
sounds like you said when you were-- of all the studies you did for Francesca, you never did data analysis 
and you never did any write-up of even the procedure.  

[00:20:22.02] : That's correct. The part that I would have written up that was related to 
the procedure is I was involved in writing quite a few IRB applications, but I didn't generally, if ever, do 
anything post data collection.  

[00:20:41.48] TERESA AMABILE: OK. That's really helpful. All right. Follow-ups, Bob, Shawn? OK. So, 
 now we're going to talk a little bit about the study materials of the procedure for this Experiment 

1.  

[00:21:01.03] So for Experiment 1 in this paper, I'm going to go through each stage of the research and 
ask you to tell us to the best of your knowledge and recollection who was involved in supervising the 
activity and who was involved in carrying out the activity, OK? So supervising and carrying it out.  

[00:21:22.51] And of course, describe the extent of your own involvement in each stage as I bring it up. 
OK. So first, study conceptualization and design. Oh, you're muted again.  

[00:21:42.64] : Yes. Is that it?  

[00:21:45.40] TERESA AMABILE: Yes. Study-- well, this is the first one, study conceptualization and 
design. So who supervised that to the best of your knowledge and who implemented the study 
conceptualization and design?  

[00:22:04.20] : I think if I went back to-- well, I guess these are all the emails that are 
related to it. What I would venture to say based on the emails that I have here and I sent to you is that 
the only person that I know of who was connected to the conceptualization and the design would have 
been Francesca because that's who I got it from. But if she was collaborating with people before she 
sent it to me, I wouldn't have known that, or if I heard about it or something, it's not something I recall.  

[00:22:51.54] If I was involved in part of that, there would have been emails back and forth because I 
usually wrote up the IRB, and I often had lots of questions because generally the information that was 
shared was usually vague. So I would write up as much as I could and then say, OK, I have questions 
about this. So I don't think in this study that I would have had any part in the conceptualization or the 
design.  

[00:23:20.99] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thanks. And data collection?  

[00:23:26.09] : The data collection would have been entirely me or research assistants 
that were working in the lab under me at that time. I don't know if there were, how many there were, or 
who would have been connected to that study, but it's very possible there could have been some RAs. 
But I would have either trained them, well, or I would be supervising. I would have also been there and 
been supervising the collection perhaps.  
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[00:24:03.39] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Can you tell us what sort of people would have been working in that 
lab as RAs in the 2010 timeframe? Would they have been part-time undergrads? Would they have been 
full-time RAs wholly supported by their job at the lab?  

[00:24:23.17] : Yes. Research assistants were either-- I don't know the timeline for this. 
This is a little bit of a tangent. There's another faculty member at UNC, , who in 
collaboration with him, we started a research seminar. So there were a handful or two handfuls of RAs 
that went through that research seminar each semester.  

[00:24:58.73] And as part of the research seminar, they would participate as RAs in the lab. So every 
week they would read-- just like a seminar class. But they would also work in the lab. That could have 
been the same timeline. So those RAs were undergrad students in the business school who were 
interested in organizational behavior.  

[00:25:26.79] So that would have been most of the RAs. There was one RA who worked in the lab who 
was a personal friend of mine. She was also an undergraduate student at UNC and interested in 
research. She worked there for a little while. I think that she might have been noted in this paper, so it's 
possible that she collected some of the data.  

[00:25:57.52] TERESA AMABILE: What's her name?  

[00:25:59.17]  .  

[00:26:01.20] TERESA AMABILE: OK, yeah, I think that name is mentioned in the acknowledgments.  

[00:26:08.98]  And sometimes the RAs would be actual doctoral students who were 
running their own research, but every now and again they might help out on another experiment for 
some reason or another. I think that that would be it.  

[00:26:31.83] TERESA AMABILE: OK. If there were two experimenters in this particular Experiment 1-- it's 
a little unclear to us if there were. But if there were two experimenters, is it likely that you would have 
been one?  

[00:26:51.74]  Can you explain what you mean by two experimenters?  

[00:26:55.76] TERESA AMABILE: Well, do you remember when I was describing the study a few minutes 
ago, I mentioned that one thing that seems pretty clear from the materials we've looked at is that 
participants did that math task, the math puzzle task where they could cheat in the first room, in a lab 
room.  

[00:27:23.69] And then they went to-- they were brought to a second lab room where they signed a tax 
form, and reported how much they earned for the puzzle task and filled out this form that looked like an 
IRS tax form. And they reported their expenses in coming to the lab that day. And that happened in a 
second experimental room. So if-- and you probably remember-- perhaps you remember running studies 
where there was more than one lab room involved in the session.  
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[00:28:02.63] : Yes. So just to clarify, when you say experimenter, you mean the person 
facilitating the study.  

[00:28:08.18] TERESA AMABILE: The person interacting with the participant, yeah.  

[00:28:11.08] : OK. So sometimes-- and maybe this might be helpful information about 
the behavioral lab at UNC. So there are two rooms like this.  

[00:28:31.14] TERESA AMABILE: OK, 's holding up-- I'm trying to get this on the transcript. 's 
holding up her hands in kind of C shape and holding them about a foot apart. Two rooms. So--  

[00:28:43.57] : I'll explain it in words.  

[00:28:45.30] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah.  

[00:28:46.77] : There are two rooms with a hallway in between, and the door to each 
room faces into the other room. So if I'm in one room and looking out the door across the hall, I can see 
into the door of the other room.  

[00:29:07.47] TERESA AMABILE: Got it.  

[00:29:08.53] : So in this particular study or in any study where the participants needed to 
be not in the presence of any experimenter, research assistant, whoever, they would always be in one of 
the two rooms, and then the researcher, experimenter, or research assistant, they would be in the other 
room.  

[00:29:38.39] And that's where we would collect payment or that's where-- they would come into that 
room if they needed to interact with us in any way. Or if they needed us, they could kind of raise their 
hand and we could see them through the door, so we would go into the other room and then come 
back.  

[00:29:57.11] Sometimes a study didn't require that they were alone, and so sometimes they would take 
a study in both rooms while the experimenter was present in one of the rooms. It was very common for 
there to be multiple people in the second room where the participants were not.  

[00:30:28.55] Because I was the manager of the lab, I didn't have my own office. That second room also 
was my office. So if I was running the study, then it would be just me in the one room. In the other room 
would be the participants. If there was just one experimenter and not me, they would be in the one 
room and the participants would be in the other room. And if there were two people, then we might 
both be in the one room with the participants in the other room.  

[00:30:59.26] TERESA AMABILE: When you say if there were two people, do mean if there were two 
experimenters involved in running the study?  

[00:31:05.41] : It could be two experimenters, or it could just be that I was in the room 
doing my-- I was in my office doing my job, but someone was managing the experiment. So I wasn't-- 
I'm-- [AUDIO OUT] overseeing.  
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[00:31:22.37] TERESA AMABILE: I'm sorry. You blipped out there. But you were like part of the furniture 
if you were just working and another RA was running the study. You're nodding. Yes. OK. That detail is 
actually helpful. Let me ask just again directly because I think the answer is yes, but I'm not sure. There 
were some studies that you ran where two experimenters were involved in interacting with the 
participant?  

[00:31:58.26] : Yes.  

[00:31:59.28] TERESA AMABILE: Yes? OK.  

[00:32:00.84] : For sure.  

[00:32:01.28] TERESA AMABILE: OK. OK. If there were two, were they sometimes both not you? There 
were sometimes both other RAs, or would you have been likely to be one of those two experimenters?  

[00:32:17.38]  Yeah, that could be the case where-- that could be the case, especially if it 
was a complicated study or the design had people playing different roles. Maybe one person was there 
just collecting the information to get paid and paying them and the other person was managing the 
study. So would you call that person an experimenter if they're really just managing the process? I don't 
know. But it could be that there were two people.  

[00:32:54.93] It could also be that the study was really complicated or there were people running in 
both rooms at the same time. And so if we knew that they were going to have a lot of questions or need 
a lot of support, then maybe there would be-- yeah, two research assistants, and one person managed 
one room, one person managed another room. Yes, that was common.  

[00:33:21.20] TERESA AMABILE: OK, that was common.  

[00:33:22.52] : Sure.  

[00:33:23.48] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And how likely is it that those could have been two other RAs? If 
there were two, quote, "experimenters" working with a participant during a session, how likely is it that 
you would have been one of them?  

[00:33:47.96] : I'm guessing fairly high because I was there all the time. And a lot of the 
research assistants were undergrads. So-- I don't want to say I'm a micromanager, but I wanted to make 
sure they had support, for sure.  

[00:34:16.18] The other thing that strikes me about the data is that it appears like I entered all the data 
manually myself and was doing the calculations. And so if I was the person manually entering all of this 
data, then I would imagine that I was there for a good portion of the studies, if not all of them.  

[00:34:45.01] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. You said you supervised the undergrad RAs, that you 
supervise any other RAs in the lab. Yes? You're nodding. OK. And who was your supervisor or 
supervisors?  
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[00:35:01.81] : For my general work as the manager of Center for Decision Research, also 
known as the behavioral lab at Kenan-Flagler, my supervisor was Francesca until she left, and then my 
supervisor was . That's for my role as the manager. If I was running a research study, then 
the supervisor for that study was always whoever the PI was for the study--  

[00:35:40.08] TERESA AMABILE: For-- OK, so for Experiment 1, it would have been Francesca.  

[00:35:44.41] : Yes.  

[00:35:45.27] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thanks. You said something about you could tell by looking at the 
emails and the attachments recently that you manually entered the data. You said-- and did the 
calculations. What calculations would those have been?  

[00:36:05.48] : Yes. There was an email where-- I think it's the very first one where it says, 
"Here's the tax study data. These people are serious dumdums on this study." The calculations-- and I 
reread that yesterday and I had a very vivid memory of this study. So there was the form where they're 
filling out their answers, the tax form, and there were margins on that paper so white space on the side.  

[00:36:48.67] And one of the questions asked them to, I think, do a percentage or divide something by 
another. So on the side of the form, they were trying to calculate the math that the form asked them to 
do.  

[00:37:08.42] And so I was looking at those calculations because sometimes they would have a different 
answer in the form and they would have a different answer on the side, or they wouldn't put the answer 
in the form and they would just put it on the side. There was some kind of discrepancy between them.  

[00:37:31.08] And my recollection is that they were trying really hard to-- it seemed like they were trying 
really hard to do the math and put the right answer on the form, but they just were having a really hard 
time with the math. That could be my naivete. Maybe they were trying to cheat and somehow it went 
over my head. But my recollection is that they were really having a hard time with the math. And so I 
was trying to figure out what their calculations were and then enter that manually in the data.  

[00:38:04.83] TERESA AMABILE: So when you refer to calculations, you were trying to kind of check the 
math that they had scribbled in those margins on the tax form?  

[00:38:11.21] : Yeah.  

[00:38:12.17] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Shawn? Yeah.  

[00:38:15.26] SHAWN COLE: Can I just go back to the experimental procedure? If you recall, you said 
there were two rooms, and the study description describes two rooms. Did the study involve two staff 
members or experimenters, one in each room? Or you said sometimes there would be one room with 
no experimenter present and another room with the staff or experimenter present. Do you recall the 
staffing arrangement for this experiment?  

[00:38:40.45] : I can't say for sure, but I can say in general it depended on the study 
design. So if the study design-- anywhere in the study design it said that the participants needed to not 
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be in the presence of a researcher, then they always were alone in one room. There would have been no 
experimenters in that room.  

[00:39:06.97] The experimenters would have been in the second room, which was right across the hall 
because we knew that they needed to-- like in this study, they needed to be alone so that they could 
cheat, theoretically. So any time there was something like that, they would have been completely alone 
with nobody in the room with them.  

[00:39:30.32] TERESA AMABILE: Shawn, does that answer your question?  

[00:39:33.93] SHAWN COLE: We're going to go through the IRB report form in a bit?  

[00:39:37.35] TERESA AMABILE: Yes we are, Shawn.  

[00:39:38.49] SHAWN COLE: So we can follow up on that. Keep going.  

[00:39:40.38] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. And when we look at the IRB form,  which we got from 
Francesca's computer, it might jog your memory a little bit more.  

[00:39:49.81] : OK.  

[00:39:50.54] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So we're done with discussion of data collection, and that was super 
important and super helpful. Now the next stage is data cleaning. Who would have supervised that? 
Who would have done it?  

[00:40:05.37] : Can you explain what you mean by data cleaning?  

[00:40:08.71] TERESA AMABILE: So when I've run experiments, I would look at the data sometimes as it 
was coming in every few days, look at it with my doctoral student, or my RA, whoever was running the 
study, or myself in the old, old days, and look, for example, if there was a survey that was collected as 
part of the experiment and a participant answered only half of the questions on the survey or less, we 
would have had a criterion in advance that we're not going to consider a survey if more than half of the 
responses are missing.  

[00:40:56.61] So we would move that participant's data to a bad data folder or something like that. We 
would look to see if there were out-of-range responses like somebody gave their age as 120. We'd say, 
there's something bizarre going on here and discuss, should we kick out this participant without really 
looking at whether their data supported the hypothesis or not or even looking at what condition they 
were in. That kind of thing, just getting rid of weird responses.  

[00:41:36.76] So does that help you get a sense of what-- and did you do that kind of thing? Would 
someone else in the lab have done that kind of thing? And if you can remember for this experiment 
specifically, who would have done it?  

[00:41:51.95] : Yes, that helps me understand what you mean. In terms of-- so I would 
have been responsible for collecting-- personally collecting or supervising the collection of data. And 
then once we have the data-- so in this example, the data was on paper.  
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[00:42:22.53] So I would say that in most cases, I would have been the person who either sent raw data 
files to the PI or manually entered data off of forms and then sent that raw data to the PI. And I also was 
responsible for keeping all of the hard copies for all of the studies. They were all stored in the lab, so I 
would have had those organized and filed and stored.  

[00:42:58.62] When I sent over raw data, I often would look at it and flag anything that was strange. So I 
might call out in these first five participants they started 15 minutes late, or there was a loud thing 
happening at this time, or the age for this one makes no sense. Or if there's anything strange that I saw 
in the data itself or I knew because I was in the lab observing and I thought it would influence the data, 
then I usually noted that information somewhere, either in the file or in an email. And then I would send 
that data to the PI with those observations.  

[00:43:50.14] But I was never responsible for deleting-- like, this one's weird, I'm going to delete it. I 
never did anything with the data when it came to actually taking it, manipulating it, and analyzing it. In 
fact, I wouldn't have known how to if I wanted to, which I did want to, but I didn't know how. So that 
would have been generally the PI or the PI and a graduate student if they were working on something in 
collaboration.  

[00:44:22.02] TERESA AMABILE: Super helpful. Thank you. So you would have entered-- for this 
particular experiment, the data were all on paper, as you said. You would have with this experiment 
entered the data from every single participant's form into the data file.  

[00:44:40.95] And then when you sent it to the PI, who was Francesca, you would have noted, there's 
something odd about-- there's something odd about what happened in the lab when this participant 
was being run or there's something that looks weird in their responses or something missing. You would 
have flagged that either orally or through an email or exclusively through an email when you sent the 
data file.  

[00:45:11.89] : I would have either flagged it in the data file with a comment or a 
highlight, or in this example where I said I started over at number 1, this indicates that new thing. That's 
a good example of, here's a change I made in the data. So I might have flagged it on the data file, or in 
an email, or both. And I also could have verbally said something to someone.  

[00:45:38.49] I would say I usually documented things either in email or [AUDIO OUT] as there were so 
many studies running at any given time that it's hard to remember, so I was pretty big on documenting 
things on paper.  

[00:45:54.21] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So again, your audio went out for a second. It sounds like you were 
saying you would document things either in the text of the email-- things that were strange or different 
either in the text of the email or in a comment that you would have put directly into the Excel data file. 
Correct?  

[00:46:14.28] : Yes.  

[00:46:15.18] TERESA AMABILE: OK. OK, thank you. Follow-ups, guys? No? OK. And data analysis. I 
believe I heard you say you never did data analysis.  
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[00:46:29.16] : Never.  

[00:46:30.56] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you.  

[00:46:32.21] : I didn't know how.  

[00:46:33.59] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And the next stage is describing the study procedure and write-ups 
of the study. It sounds like you said that the only time you would write up a study procedure would be 
for the IRB, which would be done before the study was run. Is that correct?  

[00:46:50.60] : Yes. I never wrote anything that had to do with a paper. Again, writing-- I 
would not-- again, writing is not my strong suit. I would have definitely not wanted to do that task. So 
no, I was not involved in it.  

[00:47:04.58] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So I think I know the answers to these other stages, but tell me if 
you know who was involved in-- well, do you know who was involved in writing up the procedure or 
anything in this experiment for this paper?  

[00:47:24.92] : I can-- in my mind, I'm thinking about particular faculty members who I 
know like writing or who I know like data analysis, so I don't know that this is true. I would have thought 
from my recollection that Francesca was usually really involved in the analysis piece of the data because 
I just remember lots of studies sending back and forth and she'd say, I'm going to check the data and tell 
you what to do. So she was always looking at the data and giving me direction.  

[00:48:04.58] I can't remember her ever telling me she loved writing like other faculty members, so I 
don't know if she was the person who wrote it or if somebody else did. I have absolutely no idea.  

[00:48:19.44] TERESA AMABILE: OK. But it sounds like you feel there's a high likelihood that she herself 
did the data analysis?  

[00:48:28.26] : I know for sure she would have looked at all of the data because she was 
looking at it and telling me what to do, to continue the study or not. The final review of data before it 
went into a paper or something, I really don't know.  

[00:48:50.43] I know that in other studies I ran, there were often multiple faculty members, and they all 
kind of played their part. One person loved writing. One person loved analysis. One person loved study 
design. For this study, I don't have any knowledge of which faculty member played which part, if any.  

[00:49:12.58] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thanks. It seems to me from what you've said that you didn't have 
any visibility into what process was followed in writing this particular paper, who did what parts of it, 
who reviewed the drafts at different stages. You're shaking your head.  

[00:49:34.51] : No. I would have to think really hard about an example of when I was 
involved in something like that. I would have had to ask explicitly to be part of that so I could gain 
experience. It just generally was not something I was-- my job ended at sending the data, and that was 
it. So yeah, I don't have any knowledge for this paper of what happened once I sent the data off.  
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[00:50:05.84] : OK. And my guess is you have no knowledge of who did the data 
posting on the public forum OSF, which stands for Open Science Framework. That actually happened 
well after the paper was published.  

[00:50:21.15] : No, I have no idea.  

[00:50:22.82] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. Guys, follow-ups on that? I'm about to move on to 
question four. OK. Moving on. So,  could you please tell us who had or might have had access to 
the data and the ability to modify it at any point from data collection through data posting on Open 
Science Framework in addition to the individuals you mentioned who had access to the data are you and 
Francesca?  

[00:50:58.17] Can you tell us who else had or might have had access to the data? So for example, is 
there anyone who was working in that lab who would have been able to get into wherever the data 
were stored?  

[00:51:16.32] : In this particular case, if the data we're referring to is the spreadsheet of 
data that I sent called Tax Study 07-13-2010 and there were three different files-- is that the data we're 
referring to?  

[00:51:33.96] TERESA AMABILE: That is the data, yes.  

[00:51:35.40] : OK. A file like that would have been stored on my personal laptop, which 
was my work laptop for UNC. It was also the only laptop I had, so that laptop was with me everywhere. 
That was my work and personal laptop. Because this data was manually entered into an-- [AUDIO OUT]  

[00:52:08.08] TERESA AMABILE: You blipped out. Because this data was manually entered--  

[00:52:11.98] : --into an Excel file, I'm pretty confident, very confident that I would have 
manually entered all of that data into that Excel file, which then would have lived on my computer in a 
Dropbox folder, which is where I got it to send it to you. And then I would have sent that data to the PI. 
So I would have had access to the data.  

[00:52:52.50] No one else used my laptop in the lab, so no one else would have had access to that file 
on my computer. It wouldn't have been on any other computers, and nobody had access to my Dropbox 
folder. So on my end, that file, I would have been the only person who had access to that data.  

[00:53:19.36] Once I emailed that file to Francesca, I have absolutely no idea. Anyone who had access to 
her email or where she stored files, who she shared it with, I have zero knowledge of that.  

[00:53:35.15] TERESA AMABILE: Super helpful. Thank you. And just to clarify, is it true that Francesca did 
not have access to that Dropbox folder you were using?  

[00:53:48.95] : Hmm. I would say probably not.  

[00:54:02.59] TERESA AMABILE: If the folder still exists, you could actually look at it and see who it's 
shared with maybe.  
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[00:54:08.14] : I can? The reason--  

[00:54:11.08] TERESA AMABILE: If you can't do that super quickly, we'd rather not spend time on it.  

[00:54:16.99] : So what I'll say is that in general, I was the owner of that Dropbox folder, 
but sometimes I would share particular folders with a collaborator. So maybe I would give access to a 
particular folder. And so that certainly could be the case that I gave somebody access to that folder. I 
can double check after this.  

[00:54:45.32] TERESA AMABILE: OK, you know what? If you can double check after and just 
communicate to Alain about that, that would be fantastic and helpful. Bob, Shawn, any follow-ups? OK.  

[00:54:57.84] So,  could you please tell us to the best of your knowledge whether and how the 
final data set for this study was modified at any point or points between completion of data collection 
and final posting of the data set on OSF? And this could include, for example, data cleaning.  

[00:55:23.77] : The only thing I can say for sure is the files that I sent to you [AUDIO OUT] 
that I sent to Francesca?  

[00:55:33.63] TERESA AMABILE: The files that you sent to us were the files that you sent to Francesca. Is 
that what you said?  

[00:55:38.13] : Yes. And that would have been the only version of data I ever had or ever 
saw. So if there are any changes that happened to the files that I sent you, I wouldn't have been any part 
of that. I don't know who could have touched it, or changed it, or when, or how, or why.  

[00:56:05.24] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you very much. And,  I keep trying-- I keep repeating 
things that you've said, and what that means is that your audio went out for a few seconds. I hope it's 
not too annoying for you. OK. Thank you. Can you please describe for us the process by which you would 
typically-- oh, we already did this, talking about cleaning of data sets. I'm going to skip that question.  

[00:56:29.59] OK. So next, we have a series of questions about the experimental procedure of 
Experiment 1. You OK? Do you need a break or do you have to go? OK. The experimental procedure for 
Experiment 1, specifically what the participants were told, what they were given, and what they did, 
where, and when.  

[00:56:56.36] First-- this is a more general question-- can you recall any communications before, during, 
or after Experiment 1 was run among any of the paper's co-authors and/or other personnel involved in 
Experiment 1? Any communications about the sequence of steps in the experimental procedure or any 
other details about the experimental procedure?  

[00:57:27.84] : Can you repeat the question?  

[00:57:30.01] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. Can you recall any communications before, during, or after 
Experiment 1 was run among any of the paper's coauthors and/or other personnel, including yourself, 
involved in Experiment 1 about-- so communications about the sequence of steps in the experimental 
procedure or any other details about the experimental procedure?  
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[00:58:00.16] : The only recollection I have is from the emails that I sent to you. And it 
does seem like there were several exchanges of me indicating something was happening in the lab and 
how did they want me-- how did Francesca want me to proceed with that. Outside of the topics that are 
already indicated in the emails, there's nothing else I can recall.  

[00:58:35.94] TERESA AMABILE: Can you give us an example of one or two of those things that you were 
communicating with her about?  

[00:58:42.99] : The first one is the email I mentioned before where I was indicating that 
they were having trouble doing the math, so that would have been a good example. Let me see if there's 
anything else.  

[00:59:09.22] TERESA AMABILE: That's the only one that comes to my mind. I did not review all the 
emails super recently. Bob, Shawn, do you guys remember anything else about the procedure in those 
emails?  

[00:59:26.07] SHAWN COLE: So there's a discussion about how many subjects were needed and how 
long it would go for, but other than that, I don't recall anything else.  

[00:59:32.75] TERESA AMABILE: Mm. Thanks.  

[00:59:36.72] : Yeah, the other example-- that's exactly right. The other example would 
have been asking if she should add on another study to the-- sometimes we ran multiple studies at the 
same time, so students would do a study back to back. So that was indicated in the email as well, but 
those are good examples of--  

[01:00:05.72] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Are you looking at that particular email right now, ? You are? 
Yes?  

[01:00:12.99] : Yes.  

[01:00:13.74] TERESA AMABILE: Could you read it to us or read the relevant sentences to us and give us 
the date of it?  

[01:00:20.25] : Sure. July 20, 2010. "  can you run studies next week, Monday, 
Tuesday and Wednesday? I would like to run a different version of the tax study. I just need to change 
the forms a little bit. I can add in another study if it makes it easier to run. Let me know, and I will send 
you the information."  

[01:00:43.93] TERESA AMABILE: When she said "I can add in another study," what would that have 
meant?  

[01:00:51.13] : So we had a decently sized participant pool. I don't remember now how 
many, but it was a decent size. But we often have-- and I think this is the same in many behavioral labs. 
We have participants who would come back to the lab often.  
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[01:01:14.00] And so sometimes if we we're trying to get someone to come back to the lab or maybe 
encourage their friends to come with them, something like that, if we added in a new study that 
someone who came for the other one that had already done but we added a new one, then maybe they 
would come for the new one, and then maybe we would get more people in total for the studies. So we 
were always trying to add in new studies so that we could keep the participant pool alive and going.  

[01:01:53.46] TERESA AMABILE: OK, I've got it. So if there was a second-- a different version of this 
study, this experiment that was done, overlapping or simultaneously, it sounds like it's possible some of 
the same people could have participated in both. Is that-- did I understand that correctly from what you 
said?  

[01:02:23.10] : Sometimes. It depended on-- one of the things that we would do when we 
wrote a study was either part of the IRB or part of the study design before it went to the IRB, we would 
have exclusions of studies that someone could not participate in.  

[01:02:45.75] So let's say, for example, that something was called Tax Study, Tax Study 2, Tax Study 3, 
Tax Study 4. If the study was similar enough that the participants shouldn't go through it again, then in 
the study design there would be an exclusion, anyone who does Tax Study 2 cannot-- anyone who did 
Tax Study 1 cannot participate in Tax Study 2.  

[01:03:12.41] And then in the Center for Decision Research system, you could select the studies that 
they couldn't participate in. Sometimes a study had multiple versions, but the PI felt like it had changed 
enough that they didn't need to exclude them, even if they had done a prior one. So sometimes 
someone had done Tax Study 1, but Tax Study 2 was, in their mind, wildly different. And so that 
participant was allowed to do both.  

[01:03:51.36] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. That's helpful. Would it have been the case if Francesca 
had put up another study or whatever that phrase was that she used in the email to you-- would it have 
been the case that you would have submitted another IRB for that particular study, for that new study?  

[01:04:15.96] : Where it says I can add in another study if that makes it helpful? 
Sometimes yes, and sometimes no.  

[01:04:25.08] TERESA AMABILE: And what are the circumstances of the yes and the circumstances of the 
no?  

[01:04:31.19] : Sometimes yes would be there's another study that she wanted to do 
either on her own or in collaboration with another faculty member that I imagine they were going to 
actually run the study and want to do something with the data. And so in that case, they would usually 
write up a full IRB and come up with the study design. It might happen quickly, but it had the full 
process. And then that study would get approved and added on.  

[01:05:09.06] Sometimes if it was this case that I mentioned before where we were just trying to add 
more studies into the system, there might be a study that was based on a previous IRB, but then the 
design was tweaked a little bit, and then it was rerun with a different name, usually like a number 2, a 
number 3, a number 4.  
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[01:05:42.59] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And when you say the design was tweaked a little bit, the 
implication I get from that is that the design was tweaked a little bit but not in any way that would 
materially change the experience of the participants so not requiring a new IRB. You're nodding your 
head.  

[01:06:03.87] : Yes, because sometimes IRBs were written by faculty members where 
they're quite vague. And so they're written in a way that it's vague enough that you could substitute lots 
of different activities and it would still fall under the IRB. And this was nothing where it was like 
deception and anything that would be harmful to a participant. It would be simply like, they're going to 
fill out this form or they're going to do this puzzle.  

[01:06:38.87] So it was usually like a pretty simple experiment, but the IRB was written in a really vague 
way. And so then the researchers would tweak the design a bit and rerun it to test something else. It 
was usually if they were trying to figure out a measure or something.  

[01:06:57.11] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Follow-ups, Shawn, Bob? No follow-ups. OK. All right. According to 
the paper, participants in Experiment 1 were, quote, "students and employees at local universities in the 
southeastern United States," end quote. Can you tell us to the best of your recollection how far distant 
the lab was from the participants who would have been coming from the closest distance so how far-- 
distant the lab was from the participants who would have been coming from the closest distance?  

[01:07:35.68] : If I understand this correctly, the lab was located in the Business School. 
So the closest distance that someone would participate is anyone who was an undergrad of the Business 
School or an employee of the Business School.  

[01:07:53.37] TERESA AMABILE: And they could have been coming from an office on the same floor 
potentially?  

[01:07:59.84] : Yes.  

[01:08:00.20] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, sure. Or a classroom somewhere in the same building.  

[01:08:03.98] : Yes.  

[01:08:04.88] TERESA AMABILE: So it would have been a matter of-- it might have taken them just a 
matter of seconds or minutes to get to the lab from wherever they were.  

[01:08:12.02] : Minutes. Minutes, yeah.  

[01:08:13.40] TERESA AMABILE: Minutes. OK. OK. Thank you. Do you recall if in Experiment 1 you or 
whatever experimenter ran subjects had to take money back from some subjects at the end of their 
session in the lab?  

[01:08:35.24] : No.  
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[01:08:38.04] TERESA AMABILE: So you don't recall? Or basically, we want to know if you recall ever 
having to do that in any experiment you ran for Francesca, having to take money back from subjects at 
the-- or some subjects at the end of the experiment.  

[01:08:51.84] : Was it part of the design, do you know?  

[01:08:56.17] TERESA AMABILE: It was not part of the design for money to be retrieved-- for money to 
be clawed back from them at the end of the experiment. But in our reading of the materials, it seems 
like it could have happened in some situations. Well, it'll become clearer when we look at the forms in 
just a minute.  

[01:09:16.56] : OK. My gut reaction is no. Obviously, if it was part of the research design, 
then yes, but I couldn't think of any research designs where that happened. In most cases, if we 
accidentally overpaid someone, then we would have just let them keep the money. And that's 
something we would have noted in the data. Like, ooh, we made a mistake here. They got overpaid.  

[01:09:54.83] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Do you want to think about that some more?  

[01:09:59.57] : No.  

[01:09:59.98] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Do you recall when subjects received money in Experiment 1 and if 
they received money more than once during the experiment?  

[01:10:11.71] : Hmm. I don't recall. That, again, would have been part of whatever the 
research design was. Sometimes-- we ran a lot of studies where we used this matrix table math problem 
or something similar. Lots of studies where people got paid, and we did that all different kinds of ways.  

[01:10:41.89] Sometimes there would be an envelope on the desk in that other room, and the 
participant would solve the math problems, add up how many they got right, and then they would pay 
themselves out of the envelope. And then they would come into the other room to receive the rest of 
their payment.  

[01:11:09.57] So for example-- I don't know if this happened in this study, but an example would be they 
paid themselves for the math problems, and then they came into the other room and they got paid for 
their mileage. And if they got paid something else, then we would have paid them that as well.  

[01:11:27.16] And they would have never known that we knew how much money they made. Obviously, 
we can go back and check the envelope to see how much they took, but we wouldn't have known who 
was who. So that's a good example where somebody might be paid at two different points and how we 
would create the impression that the person could cheat without anybody watching.  

[01:11:52.94] TERESA AMABILE: I understand. When would the show-up fee have been paid in a 
situation like you just described?  

[01:11:59.75] : I'm sorry. Can you repeat?  
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[01:12:01.19] TERESA AMABILE: There was a show-up fee for people to just show up to the lab for an 
experiment. When would they have been-- when would they have gotten that show-up fee? In the 
scenario you just described.  

[01:12:16.32] : Usually, at the end because anything that they earned-- they always had 
to fill out a payment receipt at the end because if they earned a certain amount of money in a year, then 
they had to claim that on their taxes. However-- I don't know. $200, $500 something like that. So yeah, 
they would have always had to come into the other room to say that they had been there, write down 
their student ID, and then get paid their show-up fee or any other fee that we were paying them.  

[01:12:50.45] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you.  can you tell us to the best of your recollection 
what the exact procedure for this study was? We're particularly interested in the timing sequence and 
physical location of what the participants were told, what they were given, and what they did.  

[01:13:19.65] : Sorry, you cut out a little bit. The question was, do I have a recollection of 
how the study was run, particularly what we told them, what they did, and where they were?  

[01:13:29.61] TERESA AMABILE: Exactly.  

[01:13:30.78] : OK. No, I don't. I mean, I don't think that the tax study design or the IRB 
that I sent had too much detail in it. I can open it again and see, but it would have followed whatever 
was in-- whatever was written in the document.  

[01:13:54.63] And if it wasn't specific enough, usually what I would do is I would take the information 
that was in that IRB. And then I would come up with a training document, especially if I was training 
somebody else to run the study, so it would have a very specific number 1, sit them in the chair, number 
2, make sure the envelope is there, number 3-- it would have a very specific procedure.  

[01:14:19.98] TERESA AMABILE: And it would have been like, and then number 4, say exactly this to the-
-  

[01:14:24.21] : Oh, yeah. There were scripts that-- exactly what you have to say. If you 
needed to be in one room versus the other, all of that would be very specifically laid out because I 
needed to make sure that every single study was run exactly the same no matter who was running it.  

[01:14:41.54] TERESA AMABILE: OK. All right. And where and how would the randomization into 
conditions be done?  

[01:14:52.94] : That's a good question. It depended on the study. That's the phrase of the 
day, I guess. In this particular study or any study where they weren't interacting with a computer, which 
that would do the randomization usually, we often would have some kind of a-- I'm trying to remember-
- some kind of a piece of paper or spreadsheet where we would keep track of how many participants we 
were at and which condition they did. And we normally would just rotate, like one, two, three, one, two, 
three, one, two, three because-- [AUDIO OUT] Sometimes--  

[01:15:41.40] TERESA AMABILE: Because what? You blipped out.  
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[01:15:43.14] : Because that's random enough. If you just rotate one, two, three, and 
someone comes in and they can get one, two, three, then that's random enough. That was very often 
the way that we did it.  

[01:15:55.89] Every now and again, there might be something where we would put the conditions into 
some kind of random generator, and that would come up with a sequence, and then we would follow 
that sequence. But usually, we would just rotate one, two, three, one, two, three, one, two, three.  

[01:16:09.48] And then when we started to get close to the end of collection-- let's say we're trying to 
get 100 students and we've been doing one, two, three, one, two, three, one, two, three, but we've 
gone back through the data, somebody did some cleaning of it or there was flagging, and it's like, oh, 
well, we had to throw out a bunch of these data points because of whatever reason, now we need to 
get 20 more of condition number 2. So now we need to [AUDIO OUT] people so that we can randomize 
and get enough of that [INAUDIBLE].  

[01:16:45.69] TERESA AMABILE: OK. To get the minimum number needed in that condition where you 
were lacking, you'd run more in each condition.  

[01:16:52.38] : Yes, usually.  

[01:16:53.94] TERESA AMABILE: OK, Shawn.  

[01:16:55.20] SHAWN COLE: Just-- would you have the training document available from this study?  

[01:17:02.73] : I didn't find it when I was looking through all the materials. I assume it 
would have been in the same place that I had everything. I can look again.  

[01:17:15.97] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Good question. Thanks, Shawn.  I'm aware that we only have 
about another 12 minutes or so of the time that you committed to us. We've got more than 12 minutes 
worth of material still. Could you give us some additional time today, do you think?  

[01:17:38.52] : Let me check my calendar. I know I have a client. I can go till 4:30.  

[01:17:54.34] TERESA AMABILE: Which would be-- would that be 40 minutes from now?  

[01:17:58.42] : Yes.  

[01:17:59.38] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Where are you? What country are you in?  

[01:18:01.66] : I'm in Budapest.  

[01:18:03.07] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you.  

[01:18:04.46] : And let me just be clear too. I'm happy to do another 90-minute call or 
whatever amount of call if that's necessary. I'm just very big on efficiency, so I said let's start with 90, be 
as effective as we can. And if we need to go further, then I'm happy to do that.  
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[01:18:24.44] TERESA AMABILE: We're grateful for that. Thanks a lot,  Really appreciate it. OK. All 
right. So we're going to show you some materials now that came from Francesca's computer. So when 
this process started, her hard drive was sequestered, and then we asked her to point us to where on her 
hard drive materials for this study were. So we're going to show you some documents that came from 
her computer, three of them.  

[01:18:59.60] So Alain is going to be screen sharing for us. And, Alain, I'll ask you in just a minute if you 
could just screen share Table 1. But,  let me give you a little background first.  

[01:19:14.47] : OK.  

[01:19:15.46] TERESA AMABILE: All right. We have two concerns about the exact procedure in this study. 
First, exactly when participants self-reported and got paid for their math puzzle performance. And the 
second concern is the description of the experimental procedure in the published paper.  

[01:19:39.96] So for the first concern, it seems that subjects self-reporting of math puzzle performance 
and their payment for that performance might have occurred before participants were asked to sign the 
tax form. This would be a problem because it would mean that the independent variable, signing the tax 
form at the top or the bottom, happened after the dependent variable it was expected to influence, 
which was cheating on the self-report of math puzzle performance. So you get that? I'm sorry. You're 
muted.  

[01:20:18.64] : Sorry, I lost my mouse. I do-- can you say it again just so I can--  

[01:20:23.44] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. Right. So this concern is-- it seems to us-- it's at least possible that 
subjects self-reporting of math puzzle performance and their payment for that performance might have 
occurred before participants were asked to sign the tax form.  

[01:20:43.89] This would be a problem because it would mean that the independent variable, signing 
the tax form at the top or the bottom, happened after the dependent variable it was expected to 
influence, which was cheating on the self-report of math puzzle performance. This concern arose when 
we examined the three documents we're going to show you from Francesca's computer.  

[01:21:08.81] So first, I'll show and describe these three documents and the specific elements of them 
that concern us, and then I'll pose questions for you about them. But please, as I'm going through these, 
feel free to stop me for comments or questions at any point as I'm talking through these documents, 
OK?  

[01:21:29.10] : OK.  

[01:21:29.97] TERESA AMABILE: All right. Great. Thanks. So, Alain, could we please have Table 1? OK. So 
 this first screen share, which we're calling Table 1, shows the step-by-step procedure for the 

experiment as laid out in the IRB submission. I'll give you a few seconds to look it over, but I'll ask you to 
focus on those three lines that are yellow highlighted.  

[01:22:12.93] And just for the transcript, the yellow highlighted portions are points 2B, 3, and 4 on this 
Table 1. So,  from this procedure outline, it seems that participants--  
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[01:22:33.45] : I'm sorry. Can I just have another--  

[01:22:35.03] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, yeah. Go ahead. Go ahead.  

[01:22:36.13]  I'm a slow reader.  

[01:22:38.36] TERESA AMABILE: All right. Let me know when you're ready for me to go on.  

[01:23:03.37] : OK.  

[01:23:04.60] TERESA AMABILE: All right. So from this procedure outline, it seems that participants were 
paid in Room 1-- it's referred to Room 1 in the paper-- before they saw the tax form in Room 2.  

[01:23:20.02] So as you can see-- Alain, I don't know if you can highlight this in real time on the 
document, but if you could just highlight on point 5 "in the second room". Just the phrase "in the second 
room". Just that very first phrase.  

[01:23:43.93] So it does seem that participants were in two different rooms. It seems that they did the 
math puzzle, and were paid, and reported their performance, and were paid for it in the first room. We 
assume that participants were compensated based on their self-reported tally. It doesn't exactly say 
here that they will compute their own score, but in the next piece of material we'll look at, it's pretty 
clear that they did, or maybe the third table.  

[01:24:24.91] We assume that participants were compensated based on their self-reported tally of the 
number of puzzles they'd solved. That's performance on the math task. To us, this suggests that they 
reported their performance in Room 1 and that that self-report wasn't just a private notation they made 
but was submitted to the experimenter for payment in Room 1.  

[01:24:53.04] So I want to show you the second table, but I want to see first if you followed what I was 
saying and how we came up with this assumption. Do you have any questions about it? If you just want 
to look at it for another minute.  

[01:25:16.39] : Yeah, I think that this could have played out in many different ways, 
reading it. I do think it's clear that they were in one room when they got paid for the matrix tables and 
they were in another room when they got paid for the other one. I would say that seems clear and that 
would have happened because as I said before, if the design had something like this in it, then we would 
follow that design. But the way that someone reported the matrix task and how they got paid, whether 
they paid themselves or whether a person paid them, that could have played out a couple of different 
ways in that yellow section.  

[01:26:10.19] TERESA AMABILE: Are you thinking specifically about line 3? You think that that could 
mean that they actually gave themselves money from the envelope, from an envelope on the desk?  

[01:26:20.27] : It could [AUDIO BLIP]  

[01:26:22.36] TERESA AMABILE: I'm sorry. You blipped out.  
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[01:26:24.34] : It could be. It could be. So yes, that's possible. It's also possible someone 
would have walked into the room when-- they would have said, I'm done. And someone could have 
walked in, and then they said how much they earned. And then we paid them in that room, and then we 
told them to go into the other room. That could have happened.  

[01:26:49.59] On the matrix puzzle, those puzzles were often a packet that had a couple of different 
pages. And one of the pages would say, how many did you get right? So there was always a sheet of 
paper on top or on the bottom. Depends on what the study was--  

[01:27:09.57] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, we'll actually be looking at that in just a couple minutes. But, 
 as I look at 2A, it says-- the last sentence of 2A says-- or the last two sentences, "You will be 

working under time pressure. The experimenter will keep track of time and will let you know when time 
is up."  

[01:27:31.86] So I'm imagining that either the experimenter walked back into the room when the time 
was up, five minutes, because it says at point 2 at the top, participants complete the matrix task for five 
minutes. That when five minutes was up, either the experimenter came back into the room or the 
experimenter had never left the room and stayed in there, and a time device kept track of when the five 
minutes was up and then said time was up. Would that be a fair assumption from this?  

[01:28:10.10] : I would say it could have been two things. There were timers, little kitchen 
timers that were on all of the desks. So sometimes if people were starting at different times, then-- 
because there's a session time, but not all the participants always showed up at the same time and got 
instructions at the same time. Sometimes they did. Sometimes they staggered in. And then they would 
each get instructions, and then you would start the timer.  

[01:28:43.42] And so in the instructions, you might say, we're going to keep track of time. There's this 
five-minute timer. When the timer goes off, pay yourself in this envelope and then walk next door. So 
they got all the instructions at the beginning. So this is true, but it just happened slightly differently. Or it 
could be that all the participants came in at the same time.  

[01:29:06.19] We told them, you're going to have a time pressure. You're going to have five minutes. 
We'll let you know when it goes up. We have a timer on our side. In the other room the timer goes off, 
and then we walk into the other room and say, the time is up, pay yourself, and then come next door. It 
just could have happened several different ways, but I don't think there's any scenario where the 
experimenter would have stayed in the room with them.  

[01:29:35.69] TERESA AMABILE: OK. I just realized that I have been having probably the wrong visual 
image of these lab rooms. It sounds like you often ran subjects in experiments like this one in group 
sessions where they each had their own little area of the lab, but there were many people in the lab at 
the same time, many participants at the same time.  

[01:29:57.54] : Yes, I think there were only-- you could only do-- it's either eight or 10.  

[01:30:02.22] TERESA AMABILE: OK. All right. That's helpful. That's helpful updating. And this sentence, 
"The experimenter will keep track of time and will let you know when time is up," you're saying that it 
could be that they just let themselves know or that the timer let them know.  
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[01:30:27.69] : I can't say for sure. I mean, I can see a scenario where they all start at the 
same time and we say, we're going to keep track of time, and we'll let you know when the time is up. 
And when the time's up, we walk to the next room, say the time is up, pay them, and then they come 
next door.  

[01:30:47.90] There definitely were many experiments where they had the timer on the desk. And I 
remember the timer would go off, so the timer let them know. I don't know if that was this one or not.  

[01:31:04.20] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thanks. Fair enough. But I think I heard you say before that what's 
clear to you is that they did the matrix task in the first room and they got paid. However they got paid, 
they got paid for that task in that first room.  

[01:31:22.27] : It seems like that would have--  

[01:31:23.53] TERESA AMABILE: And then-- it seems like that to you?  

[01:31:25.81] : Yes.  

[01:31:26.83] TERESA AMABILE: And then they went into a second room and you said-- and then they 
got paid for the other thing. What would the other thing-- what was the other thing that they would 
have gotten paid for here?  

[01:31:37.51] : The travel time and cost of commute. Yeah.  

[01:31:42.23] TERESA AMABILE: OK. All right. Shawn, Bob, follow-ups? No? Bob, you're not visible, so if 
you have a follow-up, just unmute yourself. OK. So Table 2 now. Alain, could you give us Table 2, please? 
OK. And, Alain, could you make that just a tiny bit bigger?  

[01:32:03.03] You see,  before it disappears that the sign here is at the bottom. And that was the 
experimental manipulation. The sign here was either at the bottom or at the top. And there was a 
control condition where there was no signature on the form.  

[01:32:18.78] So the second screen share, Table 2, is the tax form that was used in this experiment. Line 
1 states-- I don't know if you can see it,  It states, "Please enter the payment you received on the 
problem solving task. $1 per correct matrix you solved in the other room." Do you see that? OK.  

[01:32:41.22] The use of the past tense in this instruction does imply that payment had already been 
made to participants before they saw the tax form. Moreover, we note that the tax form presented in 
Room 2 does not ask participants to report the number of puzzles they solved. Rather, the form asked 
them to report the income they received from the math puzzle task, which seems to be only an indirect 
measure of their self-reported performance. This further suggests to us the participants reported their 
performance and received payment for it in Room 1.  

[01:33:23.48] So you don't have to comment on it right now if you want me to say that again or if you 
want more time to look at this, but what I'm saying is to us this confirms the impression we got from 
having looked at the IRB step-by-step procedure.  
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[01:33:41.03] : That seems clear to me too.  

[01:33:44.62] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thanks. Can we-- I'm sorry, what was that last thing, ?  

[01:33:49.03] : From what I'm looking at and-- yeah.  

[01:33:51.28] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thanks. Alain, could we have Table 3, please? OK, so this is the 
sheet you were referring to before,  the matrix task. And, Alain, could you just scroll down for a 
second so  can see that the collection slip is down below?  

[01:34:12.44] : Yep.  

[01:34:13.81] TERESA AMABILE: And just take a minute to look at the collection slip before we go up and 
let you read the instructions. So does this ring a bell in your memory as--  

[01:34:25.39] : Yes. Seen this many times, and it lines up with the data spreadsheet too.  

[01:34:31.72] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So I want you to look at the bottom line of the collection slip in 
particular. And, Alain, if you could just momentarily highlight that very bottom line. I correctly solved so 
many boxes, which amount to so much money, $1 per box.  

[01:34:48.14] : OK.  

[01:34:48.61] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Great. All right. Alain, could you go back up so we can fully see the 
top sheet? OK,  I'm going to give you a minute to look at this. Familiarize yourself with it. And 
again, I'm going to be wanting to focus on the yellow highlighted sentences.  

[01:35:27.78] : Hmm. Yes, I see it.  

[01:35:35.25] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So I'm going to ask you, when you look at this, when you read this 
"when finished" portion, this last portion of the sheet, can you talk through what you-- now that you see 
this, what you believe most likely happened in Room 1 with the participant?  

[01:36:07.61] : Here is my best guess. I would say that the participants were in Room 1 so 
the room where the experimenter is not. They would have a certain number of minutes to complete this 
task. We would have-- they would have read these instructions.  

[01:36:42.86] Sometimes we might have reiterated them vocally to throw-- so let's say the timer is up 
after five minutes. And then we would say, OK, now fill out the collection slip and throw your matrices 
into the recycle bin. We had a recycle bin right in the middle of the room, and they would throw that in 
there.  

[01:37:12.23] And then it sounds like in the last line of this, the experimenter would have gone cube to 
cube and paid the person based on their collection slip right there and then told them to go into the 
next room to fill out the final payment form.  
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[01:37:36.84] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. Bob, Shawn, any follow-ups? OK. So just to reiterate 
while we still have this up,  the material that we see here also suggests to us that participants self-
reported their performance to the experimenter in Room 1 who then calculated their performance and 
paid them for it in Room 1 before they went into Room 2 and saw the tax form.  

[01:38:14.96] : Did you say the experimenter calculated and paid them?  

[01:38:18.19] TERESA AMABILE: No. Participants self-reported their performance to the experimenter in 
Room 1. And it looks like actually-- I think I misspoke here. From the collection slip, it looks like they 
calculated their payment--  

[01:38:38.31] : Yes.  

[01:38:38.85] TERESA AMABILE: --and that the experimenter gave them their payment, and, as you said, 
then brought them to Room 1 or told them to walk over to Room 1.  

[01:38:50.90] : To Room 2. Yeah.  

[01:38:52.16] TERESA AMABILE: I'm sorry, to Room 2. So that fits with your understanding from this?  

[01:38:57.66] : From looking at it, I mean, that's what I would say.  

[01:39:01.61] TERESA AMABILE: And we're sort of putting this together with the other forms we've 
looked at, that they in fact did write down their performance and calculate their payment and that the 
experimenter looked at that and gave them their money before they ever saw the tax form in Room 2.  

[01:39:23.52] : It appears that way.  

[01:39:26.35] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So, Alain, you can take the screen share down now. So,  here 
are the questions. I know I've been asking you a lot of questions all along, and I may have covered some 
of these already. Do you have any general reactions, comments, or questions about the three 
documents we just shared, beyond what you've already shared with us?  

[01:40:05.07] : I guess the one thing that comes up for me-- although I don't know if this 
is relevant, but it came up, so I'll share it anyways. I said this before. We used that matrix task many 
different times, so there were lots of versions of that document that had different language on it 
because we changed the procedure many, many times. So I can only assume that the one that was 
shared is the one that we used for this research because it's what exists.  

[01:40:41.45] But I just know in the back of my mind that there were many other versions of it, so 
hopefully, it didn't get mixed up in some kind of way. But if that's the one that's there, then that's-- I 
would say that's what we would have followed.  

[01:40:55.16] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. It's the one that Francesca pointed us to. She said, this 
folder has the materials for that Experiment 1. OK. To the best of your recollection, was the experiment 
carried out as described in the excerpt of the IRB protocol shown in Table 1? I think we've talked this 
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through. I think you've said aside from looking at the materials or looking at what's written in the paper, 
you don't have any specific recollection of this particular experiment.  

[01:41:28.80] : No. I mean, we ran so many studies that were quite similar. The only thing 
that stood out to me about this one in particular was the math on the margins because I just really 
remembered that moment. But the matrix table, getting payment in different rooms, signing different 
things, that played out in dozens of different ways, so I'm sure it would get all muddled trying to 
remember.  

[01:41:55.17] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So, Bob and Shawn, I'm skipping to 12.3 here. Do you-- so it seems 
to us all, including you,  now, I think, that participants did get money twice, in the first room for 
math puzzle performance-- I see you nodding-- and then in the second room for any expenses they had 
in traveling to the lab.  

[01:42:27.85] : It does seem that way.  

[01:42:29.41] TERESA AMABILE: It seems that way. OK. So they did write down their performance on the 
collection slip in Room 1, and they did indirectly say what their performance was on the tax form in 
Room 2 because they were asked on that Line 1, how much did you earn for your math task 
performance? And I see you nodding.  

[01:42:54.16] : Yeah. Yes, based on looking at everything. The only thing that has been 
sitting unwell with me is that recollection of the math on the margin. The only reason that's making me 
hesitate is because I'm having a hard time imagining someone walking into the second room, filling out 
that form, and then standing there and trying to do the math.  

[01:43:34.47] TERESA AMABILE: Alain, I think we need to see the tax form again. I think that was Table 2. 
Could you screen share Table 2 with us? Because it was on the tax form that you said people were 
scribbling in the margins, right, ?  

[01:43:45.66] : Yes. Yes.  

[01:43:46.77] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And again, if you could enlarge this, mostly for me because I'm 
having trouble seeing it. Enlarge it so that we can see, yeah, part 1 super clearly.  

[01:44:01.85] OK. So,  it seems to me that the calculations they would have been doing would 
have been for line 2, tax on payment. So in line 1, they would simply write down how much money they 
walked out of Room 1 with, and on line 2, they would have to calculate 20% of whatever they wrote into 
line 1. Bob?  

[01:44:31.99] ROBERT KAPLAN: And in addition, when they got to part 2, they would have to multiply 
their estimated travel time by 10 cents. So that's an additional calculation they would perform, right?  

[01:44:50.50] TERESA AMABILE: You're right, Bob. Yeah. And then they have to do simple addition, 
subtraction in part 3.  
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[01:44:58.14] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. I mean, some of us would know how to multiply a number by 10 
cents, but if it's been a while since you did arithmetic, you may have to do it manually.  

[01:45:09.91] : I think this explains why I put "SERIOUS" in all caps in that email.  

[01:45:16.51] TERESA AMABILE: "SERIOUS dumdums"? [NOTE: Spelling of “dumdums” is rendered 
exactly as in an email from J to Francesca Gino on 5/13/2010.] 

[01:45:18.55] : Yeah. So I don't know if it was this form. I mean, I remember there's 
several different tax forms with different calculations. But I just remember so prominently that I was 
like, what is going on with the math, like how these people are trying to calculate the math?  

[01:45:35.44] So I hesitate saying this because it goes against everything that I just told you for the last 
hour, which is we would have followed a procedure specifically the way that it's laid out. And the way 
that it's written, it sounds and it looks like they would have been in Room 1.  

[01:45:57.55] They would have gotten paid in Room 1 by an experimenter. They would have come into 
Room 2. They would have filled out this form and then they would have gotten paid in Room 2 and filled 
out the payment receipt in Room 2 for whatever was here.  

[01:46:16.72] But the only reason I'm hesitating is I'm just having a hard time imagining them in Room 2 
filling out this form and doing the calculations while someone is watching, especially because if there's 
multiple people they kind of queue up because they're all waiting to get paid. So they're all standing 
there. Sometimes they're standing with a clip-- they always had a clipboard.  

[01:46:43.34] So it just makes me wonder if they had this form in the other room, and they paid 
themselves, and then they were given this form in the other room, and they filled it out, and then they 
brought it into Room 2. That's not how it was written. So if I have to go by exactly what was written and 
if we followed that to a T, then I agree with you. I would say this is my only hesitation about it.  

[01:47:16.30] TERESA AMABILE: OK. You mean what was written in the IRB step-by-step procedure--  

[01:47:20.60] : In the-- yes.  

[01:47:22.58] TERESA AMABILE: --when you say what was written? OK. I get-- so you're having trouble 
visualizing this. Let me just suggest something else. So they had a little desk, a cubicle or something to 
sit at in Room 1. You're nodding your head.  

[01:47:37.31] : Yes.  

[01:47:37.64] TERESA AMABILE: Yes. And you said there were eight cubicles in that room. Something like 
that. So there could have been eight people at a time.  

[01:47:43.97] : Yeah.  

[01:47:44.81] TERESA AMABILE: And they did not have a place to sit in Room 2?  
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[01:47:49.71] : No.  

[01:47:50.82] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So you're having trouble visualizing them all standing there, trying 
to do this math on their clipboard in Room 2 as they're standing in line?  

[01:48:00.30] : Either they're standing they're doing it in a queue on their clipboard or 
they're-- we had a payment station where they would kind of walk, and then they would fill out another 
payment form, and then they would type it into a computer, and then we would pay them the money. It 
was like a couple of steps.  

[01:48:22.12] So I'm imagining if somebody's standing at that station and they're trying to fill this out, if 
they're trying to do math on the side of the page and it's taking them forever, because obviously they 
don't know how to do math, that the line would be getting really long. And maybe that did happen. 
Maybe that's why I was like, we've got a problem here. These people can't do math. I don't know.  

[01:48:47.56] But it's the only thing that gives me hesitation of maybe they did it in the other room or 
maybe that impacted us changing the design in some kind of way. But I don't know. That's just--  

[01:48:59.89] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[01:49:00.92] : Yeah.  

[01:49:01.66] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. And let me ask, would you ever have actually run subjects 
individually to avoid a problem like you just described? So only one person coming to the-- scheduled to 
come to the lab at a time?  

[01:49:16.85] : Yes, but it would have been in the design.  

[01:49:21.29] TERESA AMABILE: It didn't say anything in the IRB about whether they would be run 
individually or in group sessions, and I don't believe the paper says.  

[01:49:30.13] : If it didn't say, then I would say we wouldn't run them individually because 
that would have taken way longer. And if this whole study was done in a couple weeks with 100 
participants, however many it was, I would say they probably were not run individually.  

[01:49:45.88] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Bob, Shawn, follow-ups? No? OK. All right. To get back to the 
questions. Let me see if we need this up still. I think, Bob and Shawn, I'm looking at 12.4, 12.3 and 12.4 
in the sub parts. I believe that we have covered all of this. Yes. Shawn's saying yes. Bob, what do you 
think?  

[01:50:18.01] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah, I'm OK.  

[01:50:19.43] TERESA AMABILE: All right. OK. So, Alain, you can take this down, but we'll be asking you 
for another screen share of Table 4 in just a minute. So,  now we'll turn to the second concern we 
have. I think we can go through this quickly enough that we'll be able to release you in eight minutes, 
but let me look at this. Ugh.  

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 504 of 1282



32

[01:50:53.15] I'm wondering, Bob and Shawn, if I should just skip to question 14 and-- 14, 15, 16-- those 
are the general observations and concerns-- and then maybe, because  has kindly agreed to give us 
more of her time, go through the second concern we have about the description of the procedure in the 
paper because that is kind of I think not necessary for today. Bob and Shawn, let me know what you 
think.  

[01:51:28.51] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. I just want to look further down what you're going to ask.  

[01:51:32.98] TERESA AMABILE: I would be asking all the questions that start with question 14. And I 
think we can get through those in the next few minutes.  

[01:51:43.96] ROBERT KAPLAN: Well, I just had one quick question. And maybe this is too much in the 
details here, but it had to do about the giving back combined with your description of where many of 
these students came from to get to the experiment.  

[01:52:00.68] So assuming they did a reasonable job on the matrix test, they might have gotten paid 15 
dollars or 18 dollars from that. And subsequently, they'll have a 20% deduction from the tax form, which 
would have been say 3 dollars, 3-and-a-half dollars.  

[01:52:21.43] But their expenses, if they just walked five minutes from floor 8 to floor 2, wherever the 
lab was, the expenses would be less than the tax that had to get withheld, which would have put the 
experimenter in a situation of having to reclaim some of that money, that 20%. And would you have 
recalled that ever happening, that the expenses that the students legitimately claim-- because it took 
me five minutes to walk here times 10 cents a minute is 50 cents, but I have to give back 20% out of 15 
dollars, which is 3 dollars.  

[01:53:04.44] : Wow. Huh. 

[01:53:07.46] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, that's-- Bob, thank you. I intended to ask that question. I forgot. 
So,  that's a scenario that we're breaking our heads over. Would you have said, oh, sorry, your 
expenses aren't high enough to cover the taxes, so you need to give us back 2 dollars and 50 cents?  

[01:53:25.42] : Yeah, that's a really good question.  

[01:53:33.75] ROBERT KAPLAN: This wouldn't have come up if everyone commuted for-- drove, and had 
to park, and walk from the parking lot, but it struck me when you said that the students were already in 
the building.  

[01:53:44.63] : Well, they could have been. They could have come across--  

[01:53:47.00] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah, no, some set of them would have been. Yeah.  

[01:53:48.71] TERESA AMABILE: But chances are at least some of the participants did come from in the 
building if you ran-- I don't remember how many were run in this study but 100 or more.  

[01:53:58.46] : For sure. I think a way to estimate would be I think the form asked their 
major, so if they had any major that wasn't business, then I think I could say, OK, they probably came 
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from somewhere else on campus because the Business School was really far away from every other 
building. But yeah, I mean, it's a really good question. I can't-- I can't remember taking money back from 
people.  

[01:54:30.24] ROBERT KAPLAN: No, and you said that originally. And this would have been so 
anomalous, and it had to happen to at least, I don't know, a significant 15%, 20% of the students that it's 
likely you would have recalled.  

[01:54:42.69] : Well, I would be curious to look at the data and see if there were any 
entries where that actually played out because if it didn't, then that's a good reason why I can't 
remember. But if it didn't-- yeah. But if it did, then I don't know.  

[01:54:59.16] TERESA AMABILE: You're just saying we could figure that out from the data file by looking 
at the numbers solved correctly and looking at what the expenses claimed were?  

[01:55:10.56] : Yeah, how many matrix they claimed they solved and then with the 
addition of the tax form because all of that's in the data.  

[01:55:19.56] TERESA AMABILE: OK. OK. I think I heard you say earlier that you wouldn't-- if you had 
accidentally overpaid a participant, which happened occasionally, you wouldn't ask them to give back 
the overpayment.  

[01:55:32.34] : I can't think of any time that would have happened.  

[01:55:35.76] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So it sounds like you don't remember any time when money had to 
be taken back from participants or was taken back from participants at the end of the study.  

[01:55:47.42] : Not as a whole study practice. I can't remember anything like that.  

[01:55:53.38] TERESA AMABILE: OK. All right. Bob, does that satisfy your question? OK, thank you. So, 
 we haven't talked in detail about the data for Experiment 1, but when we talk again, we will have 

a number of questions about the data itself. And we'll give you as much support as we can in helping 
you prepare for that. So you'll be in communication with Alain before that next interview. And of course, 
we'll schedule it at your convenience.  

[01:56:25.43] So please understand that we feel we must ask this direct question to everyone we speak 
to who was involved in this research. Did you in any way falsify the data or fabricate the data for 
Experiment 1?  

[01:56:43.34] : No.  

[01:56:45.76] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. And just two more questions today. At any time during or 
after Experiment 1 was being done, written up, or published, did you have any concerns about the study 
procedure, the way the procedure was described, or the integrity of the data for this study?  

[01:57:09.12] : No.  
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[01:57:12.57] TERESA AMABILE: Is there anything else we should know at this point as we try to 
determine whether research misconduct occurred with respect to Experiment 1 in this paper, and if it 
did, who might have been responsible?  

[01:57:31.71] : Yeah I don't-- no. I mean, I can only speak for the parts that I played, and 
they were pretty limited. I followed instructions as best I could and passed along data. If something 
happened after that, it's really hard for me to say. I definitely don't know of anything unethical that was 
happening or I wouldn't have been part of it. I can say that.  

[01:58:00.67] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. Bob and Shawn, any follow-ups from you?  

[01:58:06.79] ROBERT KAPLAN: None from me.  

[01:58:09.22] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  again, thank you so much for even spending extra time with 
us today. And Alain will be in touch with you. And next time we talk, we'll want to go through those 
things about the way the procedure was described in the paper, but we'll also want to talk about the 
data itself. And we'll be looking at some data together, OK?  

[01:58:31.27] : Ok. I wanted to say one thing really quickly, just so it's on my mind and I 
don't forget. And it might be completely irrelevant, but my impression of that tax form was always that-- 
I think was always that they were also cheating on the tax form was my impression. So that they were 
like double cheating. So just-- when you were talking about the independent variable happening before 
or after, and because there's two moments of cheating-- maybe I had a misunderstanding.  

[01:59:09.12] TERESA AMABILE: Well, you're absolutely right. You're absolutely right. Your memory's 
better than you think it is because-- then you said because there were really two dependent measures in 
the study. Today we were focusing on just the self-reporting of how well they did on the math puzzle 
task, but the other-- and they could cheat on that. But the other dependent measure of cheating was, 
did they over-claim their expenses?  

[01:59:36.21] SHAWN COLE: Sorry to interrupt. If my math is right, you have a client waiting for you. Is 
that--  

[01:59:41.30] : Soon. Yeah, I had--  

[01:59:42.23] SHAWN COLE: OK. So I didn't want to interrupt that. I just want to say I know it's really 
hard to travel in Europe with children, and so we really appreciate your taking the time.  

[01:59:51.05] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, Shawn just came back from Europe where he was with his wife 
and kids for several weeks.  

[01:59:57.20] SHAWN COLE: It's a lot harder to get work done than I thought.  

[02:00:00.00] : Yes. Yes.  

[02:00:01.49] TERESA AMABILE:  thanks again, and we'll talk to you sometime soon.  
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35

[02:00:05.43] : Thank you. Have a nice day.  

[02:00:06.50] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you so much. OK. Bye bye.  
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2020 JPSP Paper
OSF data

Qualtrics data

Metadata MCG0022_Allegation 1_allData_analysis.xlsx

2020 JPSP Paper
OSF site data Qualtrics data.

II. Executive Summary.  

Qualtrics Data
OSF data

OSF data 

2020 JSPS Paper

 

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 511 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 512 of 1282



Analysis_Condition1

Assessment of 
Data

SPSS_Output_OSF_Qualtrics

Transform  Compute Variable  =MEAN('columns of interest’) from the SPSS menu 
dropdown options.

Analyze  Compare Means  Means (and selecting Anova table and eta under 
options) Dependent 
Variable Layer 1

Analyze  General linear models  Univariate
Dependent Variable 

Fixed Factor Estimates of effect size 
continue OK

SPSS_Output_OSF_Qualtrics MCG0022_Allegation 1_allData_analysis.xlsx 
Assessment of 

Statistics MCG0022_Allegation 1_allData_analysis.xlsx 
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IV. Observations. 
Participation and exclusion: apparent differences between source data and published 
data descriptions.  

“Participants and design. A total of 599 working adults recruited through MTurk (Mage = 
36.94, SD = 9.15; 46% male), all located in the United States, participated in a 15-min 
online study, and received $2 for their participation. We recruited 600 participants but 
only 599 completed the study in the time allotted. We randomly assigned participants to 
one of three conditions: control versus promotion focus versus prevention focus.” 

Rawdata_Qualtrics MCG0022_Allegation 1_allData_analysis.xlsx
Excluded_Qualtrics

MCG0022_Allegation1_allData_analysis.xlsx
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Identifying Differences between Qualtrics data and OSF data  

III. Data Analysis. Approach

columns have been 
renamed for ease of review

 

ID OSF data  
Essay 

Qualtrics data 
Essay OSF words 1 Qualtrics 

words 1 OSF words 2 Qualtrics 
words 2 

MCG0022_Allegation 1_allData_analysis.xlsx Analysis_Condition3

MCG0022_Allegation 1_allData_analysis.xlsx Assessment of Data
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Assessing Differences between Qualtrics and OSF data 

“Participants felt more morally impure in the prevention-focus condition (M =2.39, SD = 
1.36) as compared to the promotion-focus condition (M = 1.64, SD = 1.07; p < .001) or the 
control condition (M = 1.93, SD = 1.34; p < .001). Moral impurity was also lower in the 
promotion-focus condition than in the control condition (p =.024). 
Networking intentions. Networking intentions also varied by condition, F(2, 596) = 19.84, p 
< .001, h2p = .062. Participants indicated they would network less frequently in the future 
in the prevention-focus condition (M = 4.07, SD = 1.70) as compared to the promotion-focus 
condition (M = 5.12, SD = 1.68; p < .001) or the control condition (M = 4.74, SD = 1.71; p < 
.001). Network intentions were higher in the promotion-focus condition than they were in 
the control condition (p < .024).  

 not at all
very much MCG0022_Allegation 1_allData_analysis.xlsx Assessment of Data

The heatmap

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 516 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 517 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 518 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 519 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 520 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 521 of 1282



MCG0022_Allegation1_allData_analysis.xlsx

Graph 1.

Graph 2.

Graph 2.

Snapshots MCG0022_Allegation1_allData_analysis.xlsx Assessment of Statistics sheet.
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APPENDIX 1  
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From: Gino, Francesca fgino@hbs.edu
Subject: RE: study
Date: July 20, 2010 at 10:05 PM
To:

it'd be great to have about 120 for the time of day study. do you remember what instructions to send to them? for the 

amazon -- as many as we can get :-)

and for the new tax study -- anything between 60-100 would be great! franci

Francesca Gino
Associate Professor of Business Administration
Negotiation, Organizations & Markets
Harvard Business School
Phone: 617.495.0875
Fax: 617.495.5672
Email: fgino@hbs.edu
Website: http://www.francescagino.com

From:
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 11:35 AM
To: Gino, Francesca Subject: Re: study

Hi,

How many more people do we need for the two online studies from this week. The team study is pretty much
wrapped. I believe we had 21 teams total (1 had bad data though) I will finish the data entry and send it to you and 
later today.

I would prefer to get this new study ready and run on Friday maybe. I could do 1 day next week or maybe two short
days(my best friend is in town from Florida and I wasn't planning any studies in the lab from the schedule).

If we have to rerun it under the same name the sign-ups are going to be very low as are participant
pool is not very big right now.

Anyways, let me know what you think. I'm available today if you want to catch me on the phone as well.

Gino, Francesca wrote:

,

Can you run studies next week M, Tu, W? I would like to run a different version of the TAX STUDY. I just need to change
the forms a little bit. I can add in another study if it makes it easier to run.

Let me know and I will send you the information

Thanks franci
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Welcome to our study.

This study is designed to test performance on math tasks under time pressure. 
The instructions to the task are provided below.

In the boxes on the “Matrix Sheet”, your goal is to find 
2 numbers so that their sum equal 10.

Circle those numbers and mark the ‘Found It’ box.    
See example
For each pair you’ll find, you will receive $2. 

When finished:
Fill out the attached collection slip. 
Submit the collection slip to the experimenter. In order to enable the 
experimenter to quickly calculate your payment, please throw your matrix 
sheet into the recycling bin and hand in ONLY your collection slip. We are
not interested in which specific matrices you solved correctly, but only in 
how many you managed to solve within the allotted time. 
The experimenter will give you your payment and ask you to fill out a 
payment form.

1.69 1.82 2.91
4.67 3.81 3.05
5.82 5.06 4.28
6.36 6.19 4.01

Example

Found it        
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Collection Slip

1. Are you a student?   Y N

2. Major?   ____________________________________________

3. Academic Year?   __________________________________

4. Gender?      M    F

5.    Age?   __________

I correctly solved _______ Boxes, which amount to $ _______ (=$2 per Box) 
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Matrix Sheet

7.17 4.89 7.76
5.66 1.86 5.11
9.83 5.95 4.25
7.01 6.28 3.82

1.69 2.32 7.93
1.93 9.1 4.63
2.79 4.86 1.19
9.52 5.37 5.57

5.97 9.62 9.41
3.6 7.4 7.01
5.49 0.59 2.62
7.51 5.71 0.49

6.1 7.01 3.97
0.97 4.46 9.82
3.07 2.92 8.56
1.12 6.93 9.12

Found it        Found it        Found it        Found it        

1.63 2.11 5.36
0.53 2.17 9.3
7.31 2.29 9.46
3.1 6.52 2.69

2.92 4.98 4.34
0.39 0.72 5.53
9.61 3.57 3.36
6.8 0.53 8.58

4.74 4.78 0.83
1.61 5.97 4.09
5.96 3.29 9.09
0.89 9.17 2.71

9.43 7.04 2.21
5.49 3.8 5.82
4.18 9.41 7.5
7.13 4.26 8.8

Found it        Found it        Found it        Found it        

6.21 2.47 9.57
1.68 9.52 4.52
8.7 7.69 1.47
6.4 4.44 8.32

0.07 7.75 8.78
7.22 6.01 3.93
2.25 0.77 3.53
7.89 0.55 0.18

0.93 1.6 2.23
0.22 5.11 9.28
3.91 1.35 2.41
1.35 8.65 3.97

3.08 9.42 5.87
3.94 5.41 3.42
4.02 5.06 4.12
4.13 4.65 2.86

Found it        Found it        Found it        Found it        

1.57 5.94 3.17
1.11 3.97 2.33
6.99 0.13 8.89
0.85 3.7 0.08

0.74 4.55 3.19
8.51 7.91 8.68
5.62 0.81 2.15
3.75 3.72 2.09

9.38 8.17 6.68
6.61 3.06 9.7
4.88 8.21 3.39
6.71 4.87 6.42

8.17 7.29 7.27
0.55 4.14 5.42
8.48 9.55 8.71
6.56 5.86 0.23

Found it        Found it        Found it        Found it        

2.22 4.5 7.13
9.33 9.77 5.96
7.04 4.04 5.22
2.28 1.72 8.16

2.16 4.51 1.66
8.29 8.05 9.03
4.73 7.84 9.86
5.21 3.94 7.18

9.4 6.51 8.33
0.58 8.55 8.63
5.42 3.54 4.7
6.46 7.43 4.56

4.73 2.12 8.99
0.63 8.89 9.33
1.02 2.34 4.98
1.11 0.65 2.01

Found it        Found it        Found it        Found it        
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Welcome to our study.

This study is designed to test performance on math tasks under time pressure. 
The instructions to the task are provided below.

In the boxes on the “Matrix Sheet”, your goal is to find 
2 numbers so that their sum equal 10.

Circle those numbers and mark the ‘Found It’ box.    
See example
For each pair you’ll find, you will receive $1. 

When finished:
Fill out the attached collection slip. 
Submit the collection slip to the experimenter. In order to enable the 
experimenter to quickly calculate your payment, please throw your matrix 
sheet into the recycling bin and hand in ONLY your collection slip. We are 
not interested in which specific matrices you solved correctly, but only in 
how many you managed to solve within the allotted time. 
The experimenter will give you your payment and ask you to fill out a 
payment form

Collection Slip

1. Are you a student?   Y N

2. Major?   ____________________________________________

3. Academic Year?   __________________________________

4. Gender?      M     F

5.    Age?   __________

I correctly solved _______ Boxes, which amount to $ _______ (=$1 per Box)

1.69 1.82 2.91
4.67 3.81 3.05
5.82 5.06 4.28
6.36 6.19 4.01

Example

Found it        
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 Video Response 
September 29, 2022 

 
 Hi Alain, I wanted to shoot you a quick video for the sake of time to answer the couple of 

questions, or the few questions that you had in your email, and to show you what I’m looking at so that 
hopefully it’ll be maybe easier to understand what I’m talking about. 
 
So your first question was, did you perhaps mean to say that participants who were owed money versus 
participants who owed money. And what I meant there is participants who, theoretically based on the 
study would have owed us money back, which is what you’re asking about. And so in the form, when I 
was talking about the initial sheet, I was referring to this tax study data form [NOTE: screen-shared file 
“TaxStudyForm - STUDY 2”]. So this is all the data for the study. And this is the tax form. And so these 7 
items refer to the 7 columns that are on this form. 
 
And so, let’s look at P#1 for study #1 [NOTE: screen-shared data file “Taxstudy07272010.xlsx”, row 2], 
and so we have this person is claiming that they made 8 dollars [NOTE: cell K2], that they were already 
paid, we believe, 8 dollars in this study, and then once they fill out the rest of the tax form, they would 
be owed, they would be owed by us $10.40 [NOTE: cell Q2]. So we would have paid this person an 
additional 2 dollars and 40 cents. 
 
However, on the payment forms, there is no record of someone being paid $10.40, so we would have 
rounded that in some way. So let’s say we maybe rounded it up to $11 because I don’t think that I would 
have ever felt good about rounding it down and paying them less than they were supposed to be owed, 
or paid. So let’s say that this person earned and we owed them $11.  
 
If we look at another example, let’s look at P#5 [NOTE: screen-shared data file “Taxstudy07272010.xlsx”, 
row 6]. This person would have, is claiming that they earned $16 in the matrix task [NOTE: cell K6], and 
we would have already paid them $16 in the matrix task, theoretically. But once they fill out the tax 
form with these columns here, they would have owed us 20 cents back from the 16 dollars that they 
earned [NOTE: cell Q6]. So this person would have owed us 20 cents back, but on the payment form, I 
don’t know how this would have been reflected. They could have paid us the money back in which case I 
imagine the payment form would have said that they were paid $15.80, or we could have rounded up 
and said, OK, well that’s $16, and so you were paid $16, so this would have been $16 in the payment 
form, or we could have rounded down, again something I don’t think I would have been comfortable 
with. And then the payment form would have reflected $15. 
 
I don’t know if that’s helpful in any regard. I just meant that the payment form doesn’t reflect any non-
round numbers, so in some way, we were adjusting these numbers to round numbers. Now the 
payment form, I’ll just kind of show you what the grid of that would look like. So it’s basically a form. 
This is one from I believe the time period when this study was run [NOTE: screen-shared file “Copy of 
PPI071510.xlsx”]. And so we would collect these pieces of information and then there is, as you can see 
here, just non-, just rounded numbers (NOTE: column H). And so you wouldn’t be able to tell which 
person relates to which participant number, but we do see here that they all are round numbers. 
 
So if someone, they all would have earned money, even if they had to pay us back some of the money. 
So there’s no scenario where somebody owed all of the money back. They all earned something. So this 
receipt would only have reflected how much money they walked out of the lab with. It wouldn’t reflect 
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that they had initially earned 16 and then they paid back 20 cents, because they didn’t fill out the 
payment receipt until the end of the study. 
 
The other thing I guess I’m just a little bit struggling with, maybe I don’t understand why this is so 
important. To me, the payment receipt, or any money that was given back, would have happened after 
basically this study concluded. Because they didn’t, they would have already filled out all the form and 
perhaps even been debriefed by the time they were filling out this payment receipt. So I don’t think the 
payment receipt reflects any kind of influence that would have happened on a person in this study. I 
don’t know if that’s helpful or not. 
 
So yes, they technically would have owed us, to answer your question A, they would have technically 
owed us money back, but I don’t know that -- there was definitely no way that that would have been 
reflected anywhere, if that makes sense. 
 
Question B, we assume that all the experiments in the lab paid money? Yes, or they could have been 
course credit. Do we have a payment record for every participant? Is it possible that there would have 
been no payment record because they earned no money, received no money, and would have actually 
owed money?  
 
Again, these receipts would have only recorded people who walked out and earned money. Because the 
receipts are used for tax purposes and also to reconcile the funds that are used for research. So there 
would be no reason to write down that somebody had zero dollars, and there would be no case where 
somebody paid us money. That’s just not even possible. And so if we look at all the data here, everyone 
walked away with some money from the study. If we look at column Q [NOTE: screen-shared data file 
“Taxstudy07272010.xlsx”], we don’t have an accurate idea in my mind of if they walked with $8 or if 
they walked away with $10 or if they walked away with $11 but they would have walked away with 
some money in this study. Because it’s rounded, we don’t know the exact amount. 
 
In your sentence, I believe for all the participants on the initial data sheet who owed money, it was a 
non-round amount. Yes, I answered that already. So I’m referring to this tax study data, is what I meant 
there. 
 
So I hope that helps. I hope that’s not more confusing. But again if you have additional questions, let me 
know. If this is important for some reason, that would be helpful for me to understand to give me a 
different way of thinking about it, of course let me know. To me, the payment kind of happens after the 
study is done, so I don’t necessarily understand exactly why it’s so important. So I hope this helps. 
Alright, have a great day. 
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CONFIDENTIAL – DO NOT COPY OR DISTRIBUTE

e. Could you please describe, to the best of your recollection, any communications
you had with any of the paper co-authors, or anyone else involved with the study,
concerning the points raised in your email and in these three in-manuscript
comments, and/or subsequent revisions resulting from your comments? In
addition to receiving copies of any such communications or revisions that you can
find (if, for example, they were emails), we are also interested in knowing when
such communications occurred: (i) when Experiment 1 was being designed and
run, (ii) when the paper was being drafted and revised, and/or (iii) after the paper
was published.

See my responses to Questions 4b, 5a, and 5b.

*********First screenshot (p. 11 of the 03-09 version):

**********Second screenshot (p. 13 of the 04-04 version):
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Example

Found it        
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Exhibit 15
Maidstone Consulting Group Forensic Report for Allegation 4a
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I. Data Sources. 

o
o

“ "

o Signing on the dotted line turns moral gaze inward 2011-02-23.docx, herein “2011-
02-23.docx” 

o Making Ethics Salient 2011-03-08.docx, herein “ ” 
o Making Ethics Salient 2011-03-09_vs2.docx, herein “ ” 
o Making Ethics Salient 2011-03-15.docx, herein “ ” 
o
o
o
o Making Ethics Salient 2011-04-04_2nm.docx, herein “ ” 
o Making Ethics Salient 2011-04-05.docx, herein “ ” 
o
o
o
o
o

 
 

o Making Ethics Salient 2011-05-08.docx, herein “ ” 

Where: the non-grey text files are herein collectively referred to as Draft Manuscripts”2   

 
o Taxes and Over-Reporting Behavioral Study IRB Application CLEAN.docx, 

apparently signed 06.25.2010 and herein referred to as the “ ” 
o Instructions.docx3, herein part of the 

o matrix stimuli new.docx, herein part of the 
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SLIDE 4
MCG0022_APPENDIX_Allegation 4a.pptx, slides 10-71 

2011 Draft Manuscripts

SLIDE 2

2010 June IRB 
Application

2010 July experimental 
description(s)

2012 PNAS Paper

2011 Draft Manuscripts

Figure 1

Figure 1. .
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June 2010 IRB application
Figure 3. SLIDE 5

Figure 3. 2011 Draft Manuscripts
 
July 2010 experimental description(s) 

Figure 4. SLIDE 6

Figure 4. July 2010 experimental description(s)
 

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 585 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 586 of 1282



Figure 6. 

2012 PNAS Paper. 

Table 1

Payment and reporting on payment (SLIDES 13-26)  

2011 Draft Manuscripts
2010 

June IRB application 2012 PNAS paper
2010 June IRB application. 

i.

ii.
iii.

Figure 7. 
Table 2

Figure 7. 
2012 PNAS Paper. 
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Notification of Tax (SLIDES 27-30). 
2010 June

IRB application  July 2010 experimental description(s) 2012 
PNAS Paper

2011 Draft Manuscripts  July 2010 experimental description(s) 

Number of participants who had to pay back the experimenters.

 
MCG0022_Allegation 4a_Data_analysis.xlsx

OSF Jul-16
OSF 20 participants

22 participants
16-Jul

Were results computed from the matrices solved reported on the collection slips or tax 
forms? MCG0022_APPENDIX_Allegation 4a.pptx slides 1-9

MCG0022_Forensic 
Review_Allegation_UPDATES 4a.pptx 2011-03-15.docx 2011-04-
04_2nm.docx 2011 Draft 
Manuscripts

MCG0022_APPENDIX_Allegation 4a.pptx 2011-04-04_2nm.docx
2011-04-05.docx

.
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Problem-solving task… In previous studies (Gino, Ayal, & Ariely, 
2009; Mazar et al., 2008), on average people were able to find 7 of 
the 20 pairs in the given amount of time. Once  the five minutes 
were over, the experimenter asked participants to count the 
number of correctly solved matrices, note that number on the 
collection slip, and then submit both the test sheet and the 
collection slip to the experimenter. Neither of the two forms 
(matrix test sheet and collection slip) had any information on it 
that could identify the participants so that she could check their 
work. Note, the sole purpose of the collection slip was for the 
participants to learn how many matrixes in total they have solved 
correctly. 
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Version Last Saved by Payment and reporting on payment

2011-02-23.docx Francesca Gino

2011-03-08.docx

2011-03-09_vs2.docx Problem-solving task. For this task, participants received a 
worksheet with 20 matrices, each consisting of 12 three-digit 
numbers (e.g., 4.78; based on Mazar, Amir, & Ariely, 2008) and a 
collection slip on which participants later reported their 
performance in this part of the study. Participants were told that 
they would have five minutes to find two numbers in each matrix 
that summed to 10. For each pair of numbers correctly identified, 
they would receive $1, for a maximum payment of $20. In previous 
studies (Gino, Ayal, & Ariely, 2009; Mazar et al., 2008), on average 
people were able to find 7 of the 20 pairs in the given amount of 
time. Once the five minutes were over, the experimenter asked 
participants to fill out the collection slip, and then submit the 
collection slip to the experimenter. The instructions on the 
collection slip read: “In order to enable the experimenter to 
quickly calculate your payment, please throw your matrix sheet 
into the recycling bin and hand in ONLY your collection slip. We are 
not interested in which specific matrices you solved correctly, but 
only in how many you managed to solve within the allotted time. 
The experimenter will give you your payment and ask you to fill 
out a payment form.” 

Paid by experimenter 1
Tax form with experimenter 1?

2011-03-15.docx Francesca Gino Problem-solving task. For this task, participants received a 
worksheet with 20 matrices, each consisting of 12 three-digit 
numbers (e.g., 4.78; based on Mazar et al., 2008) and a collection 
slip on which participants later reported their performance in this 
part of the study. Participants were told that they would have five 
minutes to find two numbers in each matrix that summed to 10. 
For each pair of numbers correctly identified, they would receive 
$1, for a maximum payment of $20. In previous studies (Gino, Ayal, 
& Ariely, 2009; Mazar et al., 2008), on average people were able to 
find 7 of the 20 pairs in the given amount of time. Once the five 
minutes were over, the experimenter asked participants to fill out 
the collection slip, and then submit both the test sheet and the 
collection slip to the experimenter so that she could check their 
work and give them payment. 
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I. Data Sources. 

o Tax Study STUDY 1 2010-07-13.xlsx 
o Allegation 4b OSF data.xlsx

“ "
o study1 data.sav

Additional Files From Respondent's hard drive
o study1 data.sav 
o syntax study 1.sps 
Raw files from  records: 
o

1.eml 
17.eml
3.eml 
Tax study design 2010-06-04.docx 
TaxStudyForm - STUDY 2 (1).docx 
matrix stimuli new - STUDY 
TaxStudyForm - STUDY 2.docx 

o Taxstudy07132010.xlsx 
o Taxstudy07162010.xlsx 
o Taxstudy07272010.xlsx 

Where: Taxstudy07132010.xlsx “  Taxstudy07162010.xlsx
“  Taxstudy07272010.xlsx “

 

Selected email exchanges retrieved from the Respondent’s inbox, as per the Client’s description of 
provenience. 
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1.
MCG_regrouping. 

OSF Data
13-Jul
16-Jul
27-Jul

MCG_regrouping OSF Excel files’

Participant number condition major age

 condition
major

participant number

OSF data Excel files

RED
Excel files

OSF data

Excel file
OSF data GREEN BOLD TEXT

All entries aligned across set RED BOLD 
TEXT  All entries aligned across set

OSF data Excel files
OSF data Excel files

Data Excluded and Added
OSF data Excel files All 

entries aligned across sets
Excel files

OSF data RED BOLD TEXT

27-Jul were not 16-Jul
OSF data

12.eml 13.eml 14.eml 15.eml 4.eml 16.eml 5.eml 17.eml
13-Jul data

OSF data 16-Jul

participant number OSF Data  27-Jul 
OSF data

27-Jul data
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data 16-Jul data 
OSF data

OSF Data 
16-Jul data 

Summary Analysis Data

16-Jul data Summary Analysis Data

16-Jul data Summary Analysis Data

OSF data
16-Jul All entries aligned across sets 

Summary Analysis Data Excel
files OSF data

Summary Analysis Data
Excel files OSF data

Summary 
Analysis Data

study1 data.sav from Study 
1 Data.sav. OSF data

OSF data
SPSS results – provided script SPSS results – 

additional sheets
16-Jul data

OSF data
16-Jul data OSF Data

16-Jul for SPSS
syntax Study 1.sps OSF 

data 16-Jul data SPSS results provided 
script

Analyze -> General linear models -> Univariate
Dependent Variable Fixed 

Factor Estimates of effect size 
continue OK

SPSS results - 
additional
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Summary 
Analysis Statistics 

IV. Observations and Summary. 
OSF 

data
27-Jul data

13-Jul data 16-Jul 
data

13-Jul 27-Jul data
original data OSF data  

i. Comparing the OSF data (published) to the 16-Jul data (original) characteristics: 
o difference (n) of 3 16-Jul data OSF data

o all Excel files OSF data
o OSF data

OSF data

OSF data Excel files
o OSF data

o OSF data  Excel files

o 61% of all reported response entries  16-
Jul data OSF data, have been modified OSF data

. 
9% of the modified reported responses above 

OSF data
All entries aligned 

across sets
OSF data 13-Jul data  

52% of reported responses contained entries that were modified
Cell U360 All entries aligned across 

sets
ii.  

 
ii. Comparing the OSF data (published) to the 16-Jul data (original), one by one 

comparison of results: 

OSF Jul-16

MCG0022_Allegation 4b_allData_analysis.xlsx Summary Analysis Data
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Table 1. Summary Analysis Statistics 

OSF data

GREEN 16-Jul data BLUE

OSF data 16-Jul data
overall

and OSF data
16-Jul data OSF data

16-Jul data

16-Jul data OSF data.

OSF data 16-Jul data

16-Jul data OSF data Summary 
Analysis Statistic sheet

b. Number of math puzzles over reported, Figure 2 and Table 2.  

OSF data 16-Jul data

 
 

N of participants value p 0 1 2
OSF data 101 12.58 0.002 64% 37% 79%
July 16 data 98 3.57 0.168 41% 48% 64%

CheatedOnMatrixTax2
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Summary of the Study 1/Experiment 1 OSF data (published) to the 16-Jul data (original) 
data set comparisons:

OSF data

 

27-Jul data
OSF data All entries aligned across sets

Approach 5.

ll entries aligned across sets SUBSET of 27-Jul data Figure
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data_Experiment_4.sav  “OSF 
data" 

Distribution of 05.14.2022: 
OSF file location.docx

 
SV_3n4LusSmSL8eqG1_Authenticity_-_2nd_R_R__cogn_dissonance__ONLINE.csv

ONLINE data  
SV_eEdMBRDV26Sd0Fv_Authenticity_-_2nd_R_R__cogn_dissonance_.csv; 

CLER data
 

Distribution of 08.10.2022: 
SV_3n4LusSmSL8eqG1_Authenticity_-

_2nd_R_R__cogn_dissonance__ONLINE.pdf  
“ONLINE questions  

SV_eEdMBRDV26Sd0Fv_Authenticity_-_2nd_R_R__cogn_dissonance_.pdf
CLER questions  

 
Distribution of 08.08.2022: 

PS Experiment 4/
Authenticity__2nd_RR_cogn_dissonance_ONLINE.csv 
Authenticity__2nd_RR_cogn_dissonance_ONLINE.zip 
data_Authenticity__CD_online & CLER 2014-11-26.xls 
data_Authenticity__CD_online & CLER.sav 
data_Authenticity__CD_online 2014-11-26.xls 
survey cogn dissonance study.pdf 

 

Distribution of 05.18.2022: 
Data Referenced in 2.22.22 Respondent Memo to Committee/

analyses_Experiment_4.sps  
data_Experiment_4.sav 

 
Distribution of 08.26.2022: 

Email Exchanges/
. Appendix I

/2014-09-16-1 (12): 
RE regarding my study proposed changes.pdf 
RE_ regarding my study_ proposed changes.eml 

/2014-09-16-2 (13): 
RE regarding my study proposed changes2.pdf 
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RE_ regarding my study_ proposed changes2.eml 
/2014-09-19 (15): 

RE sessions.pdf   
RE_ sessions.eml 

II. Executive Summary.  

2015 PS Paper CLER ONLINE data

OSF data section III. 

Observations 2

OSF data
CLER ONLINE data

Observations 3
OSF data

Observations 1.
 

CLER ONLINE data OSF data

MCG0022_Allegation 
2_AllData.xlsx All Added and Excluded

CLER ONLINE data
Qualtrics data

 OSF data  

Observations 4
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IV. Data Analysis. 
OSF data

ONLINE data  CLER data

2015 PS Paper

MCG0022_Allegation 2_AllData.xlsx 

Approach: 
CLER data ONLINE data

CLER data  ONLINE data

CLER data ONLINE data OSF data. 
 OSF data

CLER ONLINE data

OSF dataset
ONLINE CLER data OSF

ONLINE  CLER OSF data,

a. Repeat of OSF analysis 
OSF data OSF data

data_Authenticity__CD_online & CLER 2014-11-26.xls file

OSF Only analysis 

 
b. Comparison of OSF and Qualtrics files 

Qualtrics data
Qualtrics data

OSF data OSF data
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OSF data green 
ONLINE data blue
CLER data yellow.

ONLINE CLER

yes no

ONLINE CLER data

Table 1. ONLINE data CLER data

ONLINE CLER ,
Cond 0 – low choice

ONLINE CLER
Cond 1 – high choice

 
ONLINE  CLER 

Cond 2 – pro attitudinal
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not filled the survey 
 

CLER ONLINE

ONLINE OSF data
CLER OSF data

OSF data
ONLINE CLER data

ONLINE data
OSF data

CLER data OSF 
data

All added and Excluded

OSF data Qualtrics 
Qualtrics
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ONLINE CLER data

Qualtrics data for SPSS

finished = false
CLER ONLINE data finished = false

All added and Excluded

All added and Excluded

 
SPSS analyses 

CLER ONLINE
Qualtrics data for SPSS

CLER data

Qualtrics data for SPSS OSF
OSF

CLER ONLINE
OSF Qualtrics data for SPSS 

SPSS Results

Statistical Analysis
SPSS results.

Assessment of Statistics 
 

Observations. 

1. Repeat of OSF analysis 

OSF data, 
OSF Only 

analysis

RED color
increased
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BLUE color
decreased

OSF Only analysis
with exception of one value

OSF Only analysis

2. Number of participants  

2015 PS Paper

“Four hundred ninety-one college students (mean age = 20.42 years, SD = 1.90; 43% male) 
from Harvard University participated in the study in return for a $10 Amazon gift card. 
Fifty-four additional students started the study, but dropped out after reading the initial 
instructions and before the manipulation took place; their data were thus not recorded. We 
calculated our target sample size using an estimated effect size, f, of 0.15, which would 
require a sample size of approximately 490 participants for the study to be powered at 
85%. We recruited 550 participants, knowing—from prior experience running online 
studies with this population— that about 10% to 15% of them likely would not complete 
the study after reading the initial instructions. We randomly assigned participants to one 
of three conditions: high-choice, counterattitudinal; low-choice, counterattitudinal; or 
high-choice, proattitudinal.” 
 

Qualtrics data

ONLINE data
not filled the survey 

CLER data

3. Identifying Differences between Qualtrics data and OSF data  
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Data Entry Summary Analysis

ONLINE data OSF data

CLER data OSF data

OSF data

ONLINE data

CLER data

Figure 1 OSF data
CLER ONLINE data

OSF data CLER ONLINE data

CLER ONLINE data

GREEN

Data Entry Summary Analysis

2015 PS paper
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4. Assessing Differences between Qualtrics and OSF data 

“Manipulation check: self-alienation. A one-way ANOVA using self-alienation as the 
dependent measure revealed a main effect of condition, F(2, 487) = 21.14, p < .001, p2 = .08. 
Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) revealed that participants reported 
lower self- alienation in the proattitudinal condition (M = 1.88, SD = 0.87) than in both the 
high-choice, counterattitudinal condition (M = 2.56, SD = 1.31; p < .001) and the low-choice, 
counterattitudinal condition (M = 2.70, SD = 1.40; p < .001). Participants reported the same 
perceived self-alienation in the two counterattitudinal conditions (p = .94). 
Perceived choice. A one-way ANOVA using perceived amount of choice as the dependent 
measure revealed a main effect of condition, F(2, 487) = 62.35, p < .001, p2 = .20. Pairwise 
comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) revealed that participants reported lower 
perceived choice in the low-choice, counterattitudinal condition (M = 2.85, SD = 1.98) than in 
the high-choice, counterattitudinal condition (M = 3.63, SD = 2.16; p = .001) and in the 
proattitudinal condition (M = 5.24, SD = 1.78; p < .001). Perceived choice was higher in the 
proattitudinal condition than it was in the high-choice, counterattitudinal condition (p < 
.001).  
Desirability of cleansing products. A one-way ANOVA using participants’ desirability 
ratings of cleansing products as the dependent measure revealed a main effect of condition, 
F(2, 487) = 8.24, p < .001, p2 = .033. Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni adjustment) 
revealed that participants reported less desire for cleansing products in the proattitudinal 
condition (M = 3.72, SD = 1.33) than in both the high-choice, counterattitudinal condition (M 
= 4.18, SD = 1.51; p = .012) and the low-choice, counterattitudinal condition (M = 4.34, SD = 
1.44; p < .001). Desirability ratings of cleansing products did not differ between the latter 
two conditions (p = .94). There were no differences across conditions in desirability ratings of 
the non-cleansing products, F(2, 487) = 1.21, p = .30, p2 = .005.”

Statistical Analysis 
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Table 2.

Results 
obtained OSF 

Combined 
Qualtrics sets 

Additional observations for consideration 

Statistical Analysis 

All 
Added and Excluded

false’ false

All Added and Excluded 

RE sessions.pdf
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Appendix I 

Email Exchanges/
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Emails retrieved from Dr. Gino’s HBS’s email account. 

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 628 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 629 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 630 of 1282



SO L DI ERS F I EL D | BO ST O N,  MA 02 16 3 | Ph  | | G EO RG E  F .  B AK E R  F O UN D AT IO N

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 631 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 632 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 633 of 1282



II. Executive Summary.  
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MCG0022_Allegation 3_allData_analysis.xlsx

 2012Excel,  DAC, 2013sav, 2014Excel 

2012Excel - DAC

2012Excel - DAC

2012Excel - DAC 

 2012Excel  2013sav 
DAC

2014Excel 2012Excel 
2014Excel, both originally Excel spreadsheets

2012Excel

2012Excel 
2012Excel 

– DAC 2014Excel 2013sav,
DAC
2012Excel 

IV. Observations

2012Excel 
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2012Excel 

Number of 
responses Analysis.

 Complainant Analysis

DAC  2013sav 

DAC

2012Excel 
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2012Excel for 
SPSS

Summary 
Analysis SPSS MCG0022_Allegation 3_allData_analysis.xlsx 

 

IV. Observations. 
Number of participants and demographics 

“Participants. One hundred seventy-eight individuals recruited on MTurk 
(47% male, 53% female; mean age = 28.59, SD = 7.72) participated in the 
study for $1 and the opportunity to earn a $1 bonus.”  

2012Excel DAC 2014Excel 

 
Analysis of available data and observations. 

2012Excel 2013sav 2014Excel 
DAC 

2014Excel 2012Excel 2013sav 
DAC - 2014Excel  2012Excel -2013sav 2014Excel

2012Excel 2013sav 2012Excel

2012Excel DAC 2012Excel 
 DAC DAC 

2012Excel 

2012Excel dataset, 
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IV. Summary. 

2012Excel

2014Excel DAC

2012Excel

2014Excel 
2012Excel

DAC
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13 observations within the cheating condition are out of sort when sorted by whether participants 
cheated on the task they were asked to perform and by how many uses for a newspaper they 
found. These 13 observations substantially contribute to the significance of the hypothesized 
effects. 

 
No additional evidence or records are requested by the Investigation Committee at this time. Should you 
have any questions about this notice, please do not hesitate to reach out to me at  or 

. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Alain Bonacossa 
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Francesca Gino Interview 
November 14, 2022 

[00:00:00.26] ALAIN BONACOSSA: So Alma, please. Good afternoon, everyone. My name is Alain 
Bonacossa. I'm the Research Integrity Officer here at Harvard Business School. I would like to thank 
Professor Francesca Gino and her advisor, Sydney Smith, for being here today for this interview with the 
investigation committee.  

[00:00:19.44] I will now make a brief announcement before handing it off to the chair of the 
investigation committee. First, a reminder that this interview will be recorded and transcribed. And 
Francesca, you will be given a copy of the transcript for correction after the interview.  

[00:00:33.05] I would like to introduce everyone on Zoom today starting with the investigation 
committee. Professor Teresa Amabile, the committee chair, Professor Bob Kaplan, and Professor Shawn 
Cole. Moving on to Professor Francesca Gino, of course, who is the respondent in this case, and her 
advisor, Sydney Smith, who is an attorney at Cohen Seglias in Washington DC.  

[00:00:54.01] Finally, in addition to myself, we have two additional staff members on the call, Heather 
Quay, a University attorney with Harvard's Office of the General Counsel, and Alma Castro, Assistant 
Director in HBS Research Administration.  

[00:01:08.11] Next, let me briefly explain how today's interview process will work. First, this is a faculty 
review of a faculty matter. So the interview will be a conversation between the committee and you, 
Francesca, as the respondent in this case. The interview will entail a series of questions and answers.  

[00:01:27.31] Towards the end of the interview, we may put you, Francesca, and your advisor in a 
breakout room for a few minutes while the investigation committee discusses whether they have 
additional questions for you. If you'd like to confer with your advisor at any point in time during the 
interview, please just say so, and we could put both of you in a breakout room.  

[00:01:46.34] I'd also like to cover some general rules of the road for the interview. First, some general 
rules. To make sure that the transcription is clear, only one person can speak at a time. Other than you, 
Francesca, and the investigation committee, no one else has a speaking role in this proceeding. So 
Sydney, Heather, Alma, and myself will turn our cameras off and mute ourselves at the end of my 
introduction.  

[00:02:11.08] A few reminders specifically for you, Francesca. Please answer the committee's questions 
truthfully. All answers need to be audible so that they appear in the record and transcript. So nodding 
head is not sufficient. If you want to agree or disagree with something, please say so audibly.  

[00:02:28.69] If you don't understand the question, please just ask for that to be rephrased. And if you 
don't know the answer to a question, you can just say so.  

[00:02:37.93] As I mentioned previously, if you need a break or wish to confer with your advisor, please 
ask for one. I also believe that Teresa has a number of planned breaks throughout this interview as well.  
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[00:02:49.50] Francesca, if during the course of the interview you have any procedural questions about 
the investigation process and/or the HBS policy, I'll be happy to answer any of your questions offline as 
the interview itself will really focus on the research and the research records.  

[00:03:05.07] Lastly, a few important reminders. HBS has an obligation to keep this matter confidential. 
So even the fact that this interview occurred or that there's a case-- a research misconduct case-- is 
confidential. Per HBS policy, HBS community members may not retaliate in any way against 
complainants, witnesses, their research integrity officers, or committee members.  

[00:03:28.17] Francesca, do you have any questions for me before I hand it off to Teresa?  

[00:03:32.42] FRANCESCA GINO: No, very clear. Thank you for reminding me not to nod and actually 
speak.  

[00:03:38.29] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Thank you. Thank you, Francesca. Heather, Sydney, Alma and I will 
now turn off our cameras and mute ourselves. Thank you.  

[00:03:49.58] TERESA AMABILE: Hi, Francesca. Thanks so much for meeting with us.  

[00:03:53.69] FRANCESCA GINO: Thank you for being here.  

[00:03:56.58] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. You already know Bob Kaplan and me. And I think you know 
Shawn somewhat. But I'm going to ask Shawn Cole to just briefly introduce himself.  

[00:04:06.03] SHAWN COLE: Hi, Francesca. We've met. You've helped me with some research questions 
in the past. I'm Shawn Cole on the finance faculty at HBS.  

[00:04:14.49] TERESA AMABILE: Shawn, I'm finding your audio just a little bit soft. Is there any way you 
could increase the volume of your microphone?  

[00:04:23.61] SHAWN COLE: I can move my microphone closer, I think.  

[00:04:26.53] TERESA AMABILE: Ah, that's better.  

[00:04:27.98] SHAWN COLE: Is that better? There we go.  

[00:04:29.04] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. So Francesca, we've read your written memo that you sent to us 
last Friday, November 11th. Thank you for that. Do you have an additional statement that you'd like to 
make before we begin with our questions on the allegations?  

[00:04:44.85] FRANCESCA GINO: I just want to reinforce what I said at the very beginning of the 
statement, that I'm very thankful that you're taking such-- you're putting so much time behind this. And 
sorry that that's the reason why we're meeting.  

[00:05:02.05] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. I think I speak for the whole committee when I say, we're sorry 
too. So we'll start with one general question about the allegations that involve data discrepancies. And 
that's four of the five allegations.  
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[00:05:18.78] As we understand your memo from November 11, you're suggesting that one or more bad 
actors accessed your Qualtrics account and/or your computer and modified the data after you had 
analyzed the data and published the studies. Are we understanding that correctly?  

[00:05:42.43] FRANCESCA GINO: During the last many months, I did a lot of the exercise that the 
forensic firm has done. And like you, I want to know the truth about what happened.  

[00:05:55.48] And the starting point for me is that I did not falsify data. I did not modify or alter data, 
nor as I said in my statement, I wrote anything that is intended to mislead the readers. And so, the work 
that I've done is trying to understand where discrepancies might come from.  

[00:06:17.51] And I have identified two possibilities. I spoke before and reinforced in my comments that 
my practices are such that there are multiple people working on projects.  

[00:06:31.33] When I joined HBS, I didn't change those practices. I think that in-- I often talk to faculty 
about how it is important to leverage people's strength such that you focus your attention where it is 
required the most.  

[00:06:47.30] And so, the two possibilities were either RAs made mistakes in the way they clean data, in 
the choices that they've made, or that somebody intentionally went to my accounts. And so, I tried to 
make sense of both stories as I was trying to make sense of why these allegations exist in the first place.  

[00:07:14.59] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you for that clarification. I guess what I'd like to focus on in this 
first general question is the second of those possibilities than you brought forward, the possibility that-- 
and of course, when we get to the specific allegations we can talk about could these be due to-- these 
discrepancies -- be due to mistakes. Do you think it's more likely that they're due to a bad actor or bad 
actors. But in general, we'd like to focus right now on the bad actor theory.  

[00:07:48.47] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[00:07:52.00] TERESA AMABILE: Can you please provide us with evidence of this scenario? For example, 
evidence on who that actor or those actors might be? How and when they might have accessed your 
Qualtrics account and/or your laptop? And/or what their motives might have been?  

[00:08:12.44] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes. So I speak to some extent about this in my comments. And it's 
something that even at the inquiry state I brought up.  

[00:08:24.64] The 2012 paper was a collaboration that had two teams join forces. And that was on one 
side , our colleague at HBS, , at the time was a doctoral student in the OB 
department. And on the other side,  and .  was a post-doc of  for many 
years and then became an assistant professor at Rotman and now at BU.  

[00:08:58.60] And throughout the collaboration, as you can probably see from some of the emails, 
things got-- heated, and there was conflict related to the field data. At the time,  was using some of 
the data for her dissertation and her job talk-- sorry, not her dissertation, for her job talk. And questions 
were coming up about some of the large differences.  
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[00:09:28.91] And so,  in particular started asking a lot of questions about the data. And it created 
tensions in my mind because  and  do things differently. And I was putting myself in the middle 
as the one that was the joint link between the two teams to try to make sense of it.  

[00:09:53.31] The conflict became more heated as we started working on the paper that failed to 
replicate the findings in the 2012 paper. And over and over again, what I heard from a co-author, in 
particular , is that I could have done more to defend  and making sure that there were 
not accusations coming from  that involved speaking badly of  and also of  to the point that 
there was-- I don't know if you would consider it a threat since I usually have a very good relationship 
with coauthors.  

[00:10:36.50] But at some point  said, you're going to hurt as much as I do. The reason why I think 
that is relevant is that  is a very good friend with the group that is behind the Data Colada 
movement. And even after the retraction of a 2012-- sorry, yes, of the 2012 paper,  was invited to 
present in their seminar series, talked to them at length.  

[00:11:06.70] And so, it's a story that seems plausible given that, again, I know the truth, which is I didn't 
falsify data nor alter the data.  was a co-author back in 2010, 2011, of multiple projects with me, 
some of which are not published because they didn't turn out to be supportive of the hypothesis that 
we had.  

[00:11:34.51] But I did sit down with her at conferences. Sometimes we look at her computer when we 
were looking at the data from the field, sometimes we were on mine. She had, like many other people I 
collaborate with, access to my account.  

[00:11:49.86] And as I said, I was surprised when I started talking to Qualtrics and investigating their 
policies, that if you have my account information, you can log in as me, and I won't be able to tell you 
whether it was me or somebody else.  

[00:12:11.32] And I was disturbed by the fact that if you look at the screenshot that I took, many of the 
logins even in the last few months are not mine. I asked Alain whether the forensic firms had accessed 
my account, and I was assured that nobody on this committee nor the forensic firm has access to my 
account. And so, that's when I took the action of changing my password and account information.  

[00:12:40.64] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you for that detail, Francesca. I have some follow-ups.  

[00:12:46.10] FRANCESCA GINO: Absolutely.  

[00:12:47.35] TERESA AMABILE: And then I'm going to see if Bob and Shawn have follow-ups as well. So 
you talked about contention between the various co-authors. And I just want to be sure that I 
understand that. That occurred concerning the field experiment, I believe, in the 2012 paper, the field 
experiment that  was primarily responsible for, and that  was involved in. Is that 
correct?  

[00:13:28.13] FRANCESCA GINO: That is correct. What I would add is, because of the two sides of the 
team,  and  were always in the same group, and then we had the Harvard team. We even 
divided ourselves talking to each other that way.  

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 669 of 1282



5 

[00:13:46.91] And when  was asking questions that  might have perceived to be too aggressive 
or too leading because he was accusing them of something that  didn't think was appropriate,  
was upset about the fact that I didn't stand up more to support their side.  

[00:14:13.32] TERESA AMABILE: Can you provide us with emails that show that conflict and that 
tension? That would be really helpful. Not now, not in real-time. But it would be super helpful if you 
could provide those to Alain after today's meeting.  

[00:14:32.13] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[00:14:33.06] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[00:14:33.87] FRANCESCA GINO: I will.  

[00:14:35.13] TERESA AMABILE: As I understand it from your--  

[00:14:36.90] [INTERPOSING VOICES]  

[00:14:37.71] FRANCESCA GINO: May I add-- apologies just for interrupting, but may I add something 
else that, again, in the spirit of trying to understand this seemed important to me. Again, the field is full 
of friendship and relationship, which is the way it should be. I don't think that psychology-- or OB is 
different from any other.  

[00:14:59.07] But part of what surprises me is that in situations where I think that there might be a 
discrepancy in the data of a paper, it's very common to reach out to the author and ask. So for example, 
I work with another person at the Kennedy School who's a very close friend of the Data Colada team. 
And at some point we published a paper in Psychological Science with , who used to be a 
doctoral student here at HBS.  

[00:15:31.95] And the Data Colada group wrote to  and said, hey,  we used your data from this 
paper, and the three authors are  myself, and  And we have some questions because there 
seems to be an error. And the paper was published, but again, there was an email that seemed very 
genuine.  

[00:15:54.57] And   and I sat down. And as it turned out in the cleaning of the data and 
rearranging of the data,  had made a sorting error that ended up just being a sorting error in the 
way the data was posted, nothing changed. We just issued a correction that is now together with the 
paper.  

[00:16:17.53] And so, I just find it strange-- it is, again, we move science forward if we treat each other 
in such a way that leads to understanding and being helpful to one another. And so, this just seemed a 
very different collaboration that had a lot of contentions and unhappiness among co-authors.  

[00:16:39.27] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. So for that reason, it would be super helpful if you could make 
available to Alain, who will make available to us, any emails you have among or between any co-authors 
on this 2012 paper that reveal tension, suspicion, misunderstanding, anything like that. And we'd really 
appreciate that.  
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[00:17:10.85] I guess, the other question I have is a confusion I've got about the specific tension 
between  and you.  

[00:17:22.72] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[00:17:25.12] TERESA AMABILE: The understanding I have, again from reading your memo on Friday and 
from what you just described to us in the greater detail, is that there was tension over that field 
experiment and your failure to defend  as much as she felt you should have in that conflict between 
the  team and the Francesca team at HBS-- that that was in 2011, I think, while the paper was being 
written up. Or was it 2010 when you were first looking at the field experiment data. Do you remember?  

[00:18:09.97] FRANCESCA GINO: So I would go back to the time when  went onto the market. 
And so, as we were sitting in presentation listening to her and the type of questions that she was 
receiving, we started asking questions, and then we pointed the questions to  and  since until 
2020 when we published the failure to replicate, we didn't have all the details about who is responsible 
for the field data.  

[00:18:48.69] And so, often, when accusations or questions were going towards   felt that she 
was the one who was also being addressed by the comments because she was part of the same team, 
close to  in the way she analyzed the data and dealt with the field experiment.  

[00:19:10.83] There was an email in my comments. And I don't remember whether the date was 
eliminated. But it was an email from  in reaction to a draft of the paper. And that was an email that 
was already pointing to some questions in regard to the field experiments.  

[00:19:31.53] And so, from very early on, there were questions that were raised. And  never felt OK 
with the type of details that he got in the answers. And he took that as a signal that  and  
weren't very careful in the research.  

[00:19:49.32] And I interpreted it differently, knowing that there are different approaches with doing 
research, and that 's approach has always been quite different from 's approach. Where  
would get a lot of help from people like  and other postdocs to help him move his research forward.  

[00:20:12.57] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. So that was, what you just referred to, that email that you had a 
screenshot of in your memo.  

[00:20:18.12] FRANCESCA GINO: That's it.  

[00:20:18.39] TERESA AMABILE: That was, I think, early March 2011. So that was when the paper was 
being drafted. My understanding is that the tension between you and  didn't flare up between the 
publication of the 2012 paper and 2021 when the Data Colada team started doing their work and 
putting up that blog post. Am I understanding that correctly?  

[00:20:51.69] FRANCESCA GINO: I'm not sure that that's accurate. Because if I think about how I show 
up for my collaboration, if, for example, I were that troubled that the writing in regards to study 
procedure change, I would have a conversation. And what instead I see is a person who raised a 
question and then moved on and forgot about it.  
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[00:21:17.50] And so, I think that there is more to the story in the way I might have not captured how 
upset I made  to be. Again, we stopped working on the projects that we had. There might be 
multiple reasons, including the fact that at some point she moved or she lost interest. I can find emails 
related to other projects that we were exchanging ideas about.  

[00:21:45.27] But I don't think that she got angry in 2020. I think she was angry much earlier than that. 
Oops. I can't hear you.  

[00:22:01.72] SHAWN COLE: You're muted, Teresa.  

[00:22:03.18] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Sorry about that. I'm a little confused about why  would have 
gotten angry again when the Data Colada thing came out in 2021, or when it was about to come out.  

[00:22:24.54] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[00:22:26.10] TERESA AMABILE: Why she would have gotten angry with you. Because you said that she 
was close friends with the Data Colada people.  

[00:22:36.20] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[00:22:37.83] TERESA AMABILE: And it was the field experiment that she was part of that was being 
shown to be-- where the data were shown to be likely fraudulent.  

[00:22:51.83] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[00:22:53.07] TERESA AMABILE: So how did that cause tension between  and you specifically?  

[00:22:59.50] FRANCESCA GINO: I believe that if you were to talk to  today she would tell you that 
she's still not convinced that the effect doesn't exist. When the issues around the potential problems 
with the field data came about,  and  but  primarily, wanted to conduct a broader research 
project to show the conditions under which the effect exists, or it doesn't.  

[00:23:35.58] And what she found on the other side, primarily voiced by  was a person who said, 
no, this is not what we are going to be doing because the effect doesn't exist. If I were to take a step 
back, I don't know how to interpret those differences in terms of the reaction to see the same evidence.  

[00:23:58.92] Yet again, just very recently, I saw two meta-analysis published in a top journal in 
psychology, one of which is looking at intervention on the growth mindset, suggesting that interventions 
don't lead to the type of results that they do, and the second meta-analysis leads-- it's framed as the 
how and when the interventions work. But it was a very strong difference in opinions that didn't get 
resolved.  

[00:24:30.39] And since I'm part of the Harvard team, on multiple occasions  expressed really big 
disappointment to the fact that I wasn't doing enough to change the minds of  in particular on the 
way he looked at her and looked at 's research.  
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[00:24:57.25] The last interaction is probably when  shared the chapter in his new book coming out 
tomorrow, where he described the collaboration. And the email, if I am remembering correctly, was 
directed to me and  to do some fact-checking.  

[00:25:21.82] And so, I read the chapter and gave him some feedback. And  read the chapter and 
wrote a long note saying that if he continue down this path, it would call him out with a defamation suit, 
since  had actually some of the emails in the chapter. I haven't seen the latest version of the 
chapter. And so, I don't know whether that has changed.  

[00:25:49.97] TERESA AMABILE: I think this is going to be my last follow-up, and then I really will see if 
Bob and Shawn have any. I want to go back to the meta-- the more general question that I asked.  

[00:26:02.73] It seems that you are suggesting that  is the most likely bad actor, if there is a 
bad actor here, who would have gone in and changed data in your Qualtrics account after your studies 
were published to embed apparent discrepancies between the Qualtrics data and the data that you 
used to analyze the study and publish the study, or the studies. Is that correct? That you think it's most 
likely  if there is a bad actor?  

[00:26:48.20] FRANCESCA GINO: I look at the last 20 years, or close to 20 years of being in this field. And 
again, I think I said that in the comment, but I believe that if you were to go and talk to my collaborators 
in research, in teaching, in any aspect of this job, I think they would tell you that I'm a person that really 
cares about integrity, but also that generally is part of a collaborations that function well rather than 
collaborations that have problems.  

[00:27:26.70] And so, as I sat down and thought about how is this possible, who could possibly be angry 
at something that I might have done,  is the person that came to mind, because she's close to the 
Data Colada team. But also, she did express disappointments about the way I was not standing up or I 
was not behaving in the way that in her own mind showed being a good collaborator.  

[00:28:03.46] TERESA AMABILE: Do you remember when she made this remark about someday you will 
hurt as much or suffer as much as she has?  

[00:28:13.03] FRANCESCA GINO: I believe-- I don't. If you ask for the date, I don't. And I'm not sure I can 
reconstruct it for you. But I will try my best. But it was at a conference that we both attended where, 
again, we were asking a lot of questions about the field data.  

[00:28:32.23] And if I were to provide an explanation, sometimes  is hard because he cares about 
the questions that he's asking. And so, but if you don't know him well, you might interpret it as 
aggressions towards something that you haven't necessarily done. And so, I think that  felt attacked 
and didn't feel like I defended her in any way to show that she's a good researcher.  

[00:29:01.70] TERESA AMABILE: So this was an in-person conversation at a conference between you, 
 and  the three of you?  

[00:29:07.64] FRANCESCA GINO: So when she said-- no, when she said what she said it was after. But we 
did meet. I believe  was also there. It was a conference where we were all present. It might have 
been JDM. But again, I can't-- it's been such a long time ago that I don't remember.  
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[00:29:26.56] TERESA AMABILE: So there was-- at the conference, during a presentation or after a 
presentation,  was really drilling down and asking hard questions about the field experiment data.  

[00:29:36.81] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[00:29:38.68] TERESA AMABILE: Which made  feel attacked.  

[00:29:41.17] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes.  

[00:29:41.38] TERESA AMABILE: And because you were present, she had hoped-- expected that you 
would defend her because she had viewed you as a friend or friendly collaborator. And afterwards, she 
made this remark one-on-one to you in person--  

[00:29:56.05] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm. Yeah.  

[00:29:57.40] TERESA AMABILE: --about hoping that you suffer or you will suffer or something like that, 
in the future?  

[00:30:02.15] FRANCESCA GINO: And again, in fairness, I'm the one who brought the team together. 
These were two independent efforts, and I'm the common link between the two teams.  

[00:30:11.38] TERESA AMABILE: I understand that. And so, you're suggesting that she may have gone 
into your Qualtrics account because she would have had access. You gave her your password, your 
username, in the context of being at a conference together or sitting down together and collaborating at 
some point, and that she could have gone in and changed data in your Qualtrics account. Yes? I see you 
nodding your head.  

[00:30:39.08] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes.  

[00:30:40.79] TERESA AMABILE: And you think that she may have somehow altered data for the 2012 
lab experiment that you were responsible for, which is allegation 4B? Because that wasn't in your 
Qualtrics account.  

[00:30:57.77] FRANCESCA GINO: No, that was not in my Qualtrics account. I can't reconstruct where I 
was in the summer of 2010 when I was moving from UNC to Boston with part of the summer spent at 
Glendale in California on a research assignment for a project that was in collaboration with . I 
tried my best going to people at Disney, travel agencies, it's just a really long time ago. And I can't 
reconstruct the data.  

[00:31:37.95] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. And we saw the chronology of what you tried to figure out in your 
memo last Friday, and we appreciate that detail. But why is it relevant where you were in 2010? How is 
that-- I don't understand how that's relevant to the question I just asked? Sorry.  

[00:31:57.75] FRANCESCA GINO: So you were asking who had access to the Excel data at that point in 
time. And so, I think that knowing where I was would be relevant, since again, I don't think we should be 
judging the practice with a '22 set of eyes.  
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[00:32:19.85] But I've had many research meetings where you sit down in front of a computer of one 
person, and you leave the room, and it's OK to leave the room, it's OK for others to write papers while 
they're using your computer and not theirs if you're part of a research collaboration.  

[00:32:40.49] Again, I think going forward, I will use my eyes of 2022 and revise my practices. But it's 
something that I was trained in when myself I was a lab manager. And so, it didn't seem to be a set of 
ground rules that should be questioned.  

[00:33:01.77] TERESA AMABILE: So you think that particular data set or the data sets associated with the 
2012 Experiment 1 could have been altered in the summer of 2010 because-- by someone who you 
were collaborating with in that summer. Is that correct?  

[00:33:28.67] FRANCESCA GINO: I think that we should talk about that allegation more specifically. 
Again, if I-- my effort in responding to the allegations but really trying to understand that, was to start 
from what I know to be true. And what I know to be true is that I have not fabricated or altered data 
ever for any of my projects. And so, the question that I asked is, how is this possible?  

[00:33:57.10] And so, what I thought would have helped me is understanding what happened between 
the email from  and also the time where I know I analyzed the data. That's what I was trying to 
understand.  

[00:34:15.06] What I also thought would be helpful is-- and that is partly because I am married to a 
person who knows a lot about technology and also talked to a few IT experts, I could send you an email 
from 10 years ago that I revise while I resending it to you.  

[00:34:36.60] And so, a question that I would have is, I don't know the right technology language for it. 
But there is a property that allows you to understand whether the email is proper. And I think my head 
went there, because again, I'm trying my best to understand something when I know that I didn't do 
anything wrong. And so all possibilities are to be considered.  

[00:35:00.22] [INTERPOSING VOICES]  

[00:35:03.13] TERESA AMABILE: Well, we will definitely talk about the data in Allegation 4b more when 
we get there. And like you, we're really, really trying hard to understand the specifics of what might 
have happened. So thank you for that. And I'm going to see now if Bob has any follow-ups. Bob, do you? 
Oh, Bob, you're still muted, Bob.  

[00:35:29.76] ROBERT KAPLAN: Oh, here we go. No, that was an extensive line of inquiry, and I don't 
have an unanswered question at this time.  

[00:35:40.41] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. Shawn, what about you?  

[00:35:43.29] SHAWN COLE: No follow-ups, no.  

[00:35:46.04] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Francesca, I did just think of one little follow-up. But again, we can 
park this until we get to this allegation. I just remembered that, yes, data for Allegation 4b was not in 
your Qualtrics. But also, data for Allegation 3 was not in your Qualtrics. So there are actually two data-
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related allegations where the data were not in your Qualtrics account. So just wanted to park that for 
when we get to Allegation 3. Fair enough?  

[00:36:20.16] FRANCESCA GINO: That's correct, yeah.  

[00:36:22.17] TERESA AMABILE: Great. So are you OK to go on to Allegation 1 or do you feel like you 
need a break now?  

[00:36:28.44] FRANCESCA GINO: I am OK going on to Allegation 1.  

[00:36:32.25] TERESA AMABILE: Great. Let me just get a little water. So Allegation 1 addresses Study 3A 
in the 2020 JPSP paper.  

[00:36:50.53] So Francesca, the memo you sent us last Friday says of this particular allegation, that there 
is a, quote, lack of evidence that data alterations occurred at all. The MCG report lays out a number-- a 
large number of discrepancies between the OSF data set and your Qualtrics data set in both dependent 
variable measures, in both experimental conditions, and it notes an absence of any discrepancies in the 
control condition.  

[00:37:24.96] All of the discrepancies favor the hypothesized and reported effects as displayed in the 
heat maps on pages 7 through 11 in the MCG report. And we'd like to know, do you have an explanation 
for these discrepancies other than data alterations? And if you'd like, we can do a quick screen share of 
the relevant pages in the MCG.  

[00:37:49.94] FRANCESCA GINO: I have it here. So--  

[00:37:51.44] TERESA AMABILE: You've got it, right?  

[00:37:52.19] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. So I should have been more clear in my language. There is no 
alteration done by me. When I think about the time I received the data for analysis, I know with 100% 
confidence that I did not alter data or falsify data or create a data. So I should have been-- apologies. I 
should have been clear about that.  

[00:38:22.95] There is an aspect from the report that I noted in my comments that, again, makes me 
think through the two possibility is an RA who's looking at the data, merging the data set, cleaning it, or 
is it something else where a person edits the data directly in Qualtrics once the data is collected.  

[00:38:54.21] And the part that surprised me is the part on page 5 of the report by the forensics firm 
where one of the discrepancies that they found is that four participants that did not appear to have 
consented to the research are actually included in the data set.  

[00:39:19.76] And so, I've worked with many different RAs on my research. But that seems to be a 
strange thing to miss in terms of cleaning the data sets. Again, I have never written down practices of 
how data sets should be treated before analysis are conducted. But that stood out to me as really basic 
knowledge that I would have expected a person to pick up.  
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[00:39:58.20] TERESA AMABILE: So what's the implication that you take from that observation you just 
made?  

[00:40:03.33] FRANCESCA GINO: That one-- I appreciate the question. Thank you for pushing me there. 
When I think about the possible explanation, RAs not following proper procedures when they're 
merging data sets or cleaning them, versus somebody intentionally editing the data, that, to me, the 
second explanation seems more plausible because this seems a foundational element of what an RA role 
requires.  

[00:40:38.91] TERESA AMABILE: OK. I get that. Thank you. That's clear. Bob or Shawn, do you have a 
follow-up on this first question? And Bob, just it looks like, Bob, you're still muted.  

[00:40:55.19] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. I'm not sure what is being referred to, but the Qualtrics data set 
you said had 695 participants, and 95 of them were excluded because of they didn't finish the survey. 
And so, that's how you ended up with the final sample. I'm not familiar with Qualtrics and never have 
used it.  

[00:41:23.47] So but it would seem that that would be a reasonable thing to have done, that even if the 
RA allowed the observations to stay there that you could look at that and say, yeah, and recommended 
these be excluded, that you would confirm that. But it doesn't address the anomalies in the 599 
observations that were observed, the many anomalies, as documented in pages 7 to 12, I think, of the 
forensics report.  

[00:41:57.69] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. And to clarify, since it seems like that came up in your question 
or observation but also Teresa's observations. I don't question the analysis that the forensic firm 
conducted. Again, I, when asked back in June for the raw data, I went and looked for it on Qualtrics 
trying to make sense of where the study was in my account.  

[00:42:26.04] And so I did the, what I believe is the same type of effort that the firm went through of, 
OK, let's imagine I'm downloading the data now. How would I disqualify people who didn't consent to 
the study, or are there people who didn't finish the survey that are not part of the final sample. And so, I 
went back to the same analysis that the firm did. And I don't question the accuracy of the analysis that 
they conducted.  

[00:42:59.60] ROBERT KAPLAN: But just to repeat Teresa's question here, just focusing on those 
discrepancies, do you have an explanation for how these could have occurred?  

[00:43:13.22] FRANCESCA GINO: So the two explanations are the one that we highlighted earlier. One is 
that the person, an RA that was responsible for doing all the steps of downloading the data, cleaning it, 
and preparing for analysis made mistakes.  

[00:43:35.47] I can't speak of whether those were intentional or not. Or somebody edited the Qualtrics 
account. I think part of the reason why I have trouble with the first explanation is that I don't believe I've 
created conditions in my labs or in my collaborations with RA that would lead to these errors.  

[00:44:07.02] ROBERT KAPLAN: Let me go through the sequence. So you have an RA and so working with 
the Qualtrics data, preparing it, and handling it for you. Arguably, that's the data you worked with. And 
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therefore, that's the data that should have showed up in the OSF database. And the analysis based on 
that original data is what should be in the paper.  

[00:44:28.82] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[00:44:29.63] ROBERT KAPLAN: But in fact, the reverse is true. I mean, somehow the OSF data are not 
consistent with the Qualtrics data.  

[00:44:37.25] TERESA AMABILE: Can I jump in here for a second. Bob I-- Francesca will correct me if I'm 
wrong. But my understanding from what she's saying is that she thinks there are two explanations. One 
is that these--  

[00:44:55.39] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah, I was following the first one.  

[00:44:56.96] TERESA AMABILE: --the large number of discrepancies could be due to mistakes made by 
the RA. Or the large number of discrepancies could be due to a bad actor getting into her Qualtrics 
account.  

[00:45:11.06] And I think she is saying that the second, the bad actor theory is more plausible to her, 
because she can't imagine that an RA trained by her and following the procedures in her lab would have 
made that huge number of mistakes.  

[00:45:30.50] ROBERT KAPLAN: Well, I was saying--  

[00:45:31.12] TERESA AMABILE: And what she's saying is that the discrepancies between what we see in 
Qualtrics in 2022 and what was posted on OSF in 2020 when the paper was published, that that large 
discrepancy can be accounted for by a bad actor getting into her Qualtrics account after the publication 
of the data in 2020.  

[00:45:59.63] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. All I was saying is I didn't see that--  

[00:46:00.95] TERESA AMABILE: --and reverse engineering the Qualtrics data.  

[00:46:06.71] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. I didn't see how the first explanation was plausible at all--  

[00:46:11.10] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[00:46:11.83] ROBERT KAPLAN: --because if that occurred, you would have worked with the data, 
distorted or whatever, and you would have tried to write the paper based on that and published it. And 
there would be no discrepancy, because that's-- the RA is doing the data before you have it. Right?  

[00:46:30.95] FRANCESCA GINO: Right. And so, what I'm suggesting-- and tell me if I'm misunderstanding 
you, which is very possible. But what I'm suggesting is that what I believe, if discrepancies happen 
before I put my hands on the data to analyze it, they're not going to be reflected in the data that is 
posted on the Open Science Frame, because what--  

[00:46:57.21] ROBERT KAPLAN: You're stuck with that data. You're stuck with--  
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[00:46:58.92] FRANCESCA GINO: That's exactly right.  

[00:46:59.88] ROBERT KAPLAN: Because that's the only data you would have seen.  

[00:47:03.87] FRANCESCA GINO: That's exactly right. I think what your questions suggest as, again, I 
think about the way forward, is that maybe a good practice would be for me to make sure I always have 
access to the original data, such that I can do random checks, or checks, or maybe I change the practice 
altogether and I get to work always with the raw data rather than data that has been cleaned, merged, 
when appropriate, again, studies can be complex.  

[00:47:35.46] And so, it's a different way of thinking about my relationship with the RA. But my practice 
has always been that the part of your role as an RA is that you do the first step of cleaning the data and 
preparing it for analysis. And the reason why that has been a good practice is that the RA is responsible 
for running the study.  

[00:47:59.89] And so, especially when the study is conducted in the lab, if there are behaviors where a 
participant doesn't-- seems particularly distracted such that you question the validity of the data point, 
they should not put it in the final data set since it wouldn't be a valid data point.  

[00:48:22.35] And so, I think what the practice-- the reason why I thought the practice was a good one is 
that it avoids you going into places that are other than the data that you have it as you have is the data 
that you get to analyze. Rather than saying, let's run a robust check if we use that data point from the 
participants that were distracted, would that be the same or different for the results that we obtained.  

[00:48:52.12] TERESA AMABILE: May I, may I just restate? I think what I'm hearing here-- and I was 
misunderstanding, Bob, the line of your questioning, sorry-- is that Francesca is saying it's implausible 
that these discrepancies could be due to an RA having made mistakes in cleaning the data.  

[00:49:12.54] And Bob is saying, it's actually impossible that an RA could have made mistakes in cleaning 
the data, because if that had happened, you would have been working with the data that had mistakes, 
and there would be no discrepancy between the OSF data and the data in Qualtrics.  

[00:49:30.27] FRANCESCA GINO: The only plausible explanation there is that I created conditions in my 
lab where somehow research assistants want to please me, but again, I find it hard to believe, since 
many times as part of my work with RAs they've seen me abandon many projects, or they see me run 
study designs that ended up not supporting the hypothesis and moving away. And so, I have a hard time 
believing that RAs would try to create data that I'm happy to see because it supports other [INAUDIBLE]  

[00:50:16.26] ROBERT KAPLAN: I understand. So I have one other question--  

[00:50:18.60] FRANCESCA GINO: Of course.  

[00:50:18.85] ROBERT KAPLAN: --since we've basically ruled out hypothesis one here. And let's operate 
under hypothesis two of bad actor, ex post, doing this. And again, it's my unfamiliarity with Qualtrics.  
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[00:50:31.72] What would be involved in changing 168 observations with multiple entries per 
observation. I don't know whether-- can I just create a duplicate Excel spreadsheet and just paste it 
over? What kind of effort is involved in doing--  

[00:50:51.43] TERESA AMABILE: Bob, could I ask you to-- I think-- where is-- I think your microphone 
might be up on top of your head. Can you check where your microphone-- where's the microphone?  

[00:51:01.15] ROBERT KAPLAN: It should be here. It's right in front of me.  

[00:51:03.04] TERESA AMABILE: Oh, it's on the desk?  

[00:51:04.80] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah.  

[00:51:05.11] TERESA AMABILE: It's not--  

[00:51:05.53] ROBERT KAPLAN: I just put my headphone on because it's a clearer sound from my 
computer.  

[00:51:09.96] TERESA AMABILE: I understand. Thank you. Francesca, did you did you hear Bob's question 
clearly?  

[00:51:14.62] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes. I don't know if I know of all the possibilities. Because if surveys 
were copied-- so I don't know what possibility. One possibility that I do know is that you could go into 
Qualtrics and you could find the survey and edit it.  

[00:51:46.48] What is the best way to explain? I'm not sure what the best way to explain to a person 
who's not familiar with Qualtrics. Qualtrics is a survey tool that over the years got very sophisticated to 
allow for all sorts of possibilities where you're collecting the data.  

[00:52:10.79] But in a sense, the back of it is that what you download is an Excel file. And you can look at 
the Excel file online once you're logged into Qualtrics. So in a sense, I don't think is as different as 
making modification to an Excel file. But you would be on the platform rather than on an Excel 
spreadsheet. But I also don't know if there are more sophisticated ways to modify data by recreating a 
survey. That I actually don't know.  

[00:52:53.24] ROBERT KAPLAN: No further questions, Teresa.  

[00:52:55.49] TERESA AMABILE: Hey, Shawn, how about you? Any follow-ups here?  

[00:52:58.99] SHAWN COLE: No.  

[00:53:01.60] TERESA AMABILE: So our second question on Allegation 1, Francesca, I think you might say 
that you've already answered this question. But I just want to ask it to see if you just can give us a quick 
answer.  

[00:53:14.89] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  
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[00:53:15.88] TERESA AMABILE: So your memo from last Friday notes that many people could log into 
your Qualtrics account and/or your laptop, as you. Can you provide us with evidence on who might have 
had both the access and the motivation to alter the data for this study?  

[00:53:39.38] FRANCESCA GINO: So the evidence, I spoke to part of that in my comments. But I'm happy 
to reiterate. I've always shared my account information. The reason being that I didn't want to be the 
bottleneck for parts of the research.  

[00:54:03.14] And so, in the spirit of making the research process more efficient, it has been shared. And 
I take full responsibility for having an account since joining in 2010 and keeping the same password since 
the login would still be attached to my email, and having not changed that in 12 years.  

[00:54:30.94] I think that for the motives, I don't know if I can provide evidence other than what I said in 
response to the previous questions. If I think about who could possibly be angry at me for something 
that I did to them, the only person that I could think of is .  

[00:54:57.03] TERESA AMABILE: OK, you know that, something just occurred to me. In your memo that 
you sent us on Friday, you listed several people where you have an email trail that you, in the email, I 
guess, gave them your login information for Qualtrics, for your Qualtrics account. Do you have evidence 
like that vis-a-vis   

[00:55:20.18] FRANCESCA GINO: I do not. I was surprised that I shared information like that via email 
since I usually do it live. It's the equivalent you write it down for a sticky note, and here it is. But when I 
checked in my email, it was collaborators, RAs, FSS, and  is a person who works for Survey 
Signal, which is a provider for data.  

[00:55:51.46] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And--  

[00:55:55.69] FRANCESCA GINO: I would just caution that, as you know, for reasons that I can't quite 
explain, some of my sent email is not comprehensive. And so, if I shared the password information with 

 early on in the years where the emails are not comprehensive, I wouldn't have a record of that. I 
[INAUDIBLE] that that's important to know.  

[00:56:25.34] TERESA AMABILE: Can you just explain to me-- this is something that's really puzzling me. 
So you got these allegations about a year ago, a little over a year ago.  

[00:56:36.65] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[00:56:37.96] TERESA AMABILE: Can you explain why you didn't change your Qualtrics password until a 
couple weeks ago?  

[00:56:48.60] FRANCESCA GINO: When we received the allegations, I was surprised. I'm a person who 
take integrity really seriously. I don't think that were-- my first response, you can ask my HBS advisor, it 
was, I don't think there are any accuracy.  

[00:57:12.81] Again, I'm starting from the point of view of knowing with 100% certainty what I do in my 
practices. And so, when people accuse me of altering or fabricating data, I know 100% with certainty 
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that that is not the case. And so, I had to dig into the discrepancies, doing some of the work, and also 
doing a lot of learning with Qualtrics.  

[00:57:42.39] I changed my password on Qualtrics right after one of the conversations with the Qualtrics 
teams, who said, with the eyes of 2022, you should have your account, and others should have their 
own. With it-- I guess it came-- so I don't have a good reason. The question, actually, I've never even 
thought about the question before you asked it. But when I first received the allegation, it was a 
disbelief of what this is all about.  

[00:58:21.15] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. Putting myself in your shoes, yes, I totally get that. So it sounds 
like you're saying that you didn't actually--  

[00:58:34.22] FRANCESCA GINO: May I also add something.  

[00:58:36.08] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah.  

[00:58:36.50] FRANCESCA GINO: That by the time my computer was sequestered. Is that the right word?  

[00:58:44.58] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. I think so.  

[00:58:46.43] FRANCESCA GINO: And it was October 27 of last year, since it was my husband's 50th 
birthday. I kept the same login also for my computer simply because it was my misunderstanding that if 
Alain needed to access my account, they could do so.  

[00:59:07.94] I sent a note to Alain that I'm happy to forward to the committee last week after talking to 
Qualtrics asking whether you all were using my account to access Qualtrics over the summer. And that 
was when I discovered that there were those multiple logins. And at that point, Alain clarified that 
nobody has accessed to my account from this team or the forensic firm.  

[00:59:40.99] TERESA AMABILE: So I was going to ask-- I guess I'll still ask it-- it kind of sounds like you 
didn't suspect that  was hacking into your Qualtrics account until just the end of October of this 
year. Is that true?  

[01:00:03.08] FRANCESCA GINO: What-- I was-- from the very beginning when I received this allegation, I 
started thinking that there is somebody here who's trying to hurt me in some ways that I can't 
understand. What I have started thinking very deeply about in terms of how is this possible, is over the 
last few months when I sat down and trying to understand the anomalies.  

[01:00:41.73] If you remember when we met in our last meeting before we started any investigation, I 
didn't have the time to look at whether there was discrepancies. So a lot of my thinking at that point is, 
this is in error. Again, I have done nothing wrong. And so, it is just possible that the allegations have no 
foundations whatsoever.  

[01:01:07.87] It's when I sat down trying to repeat the same exercise that the forensic firm has done 
that I started asking a lot of questions of how is this possible, given that I didn't do anything wrong. And 
so, the two routes are the RAs preparing the data are making errors, or given my sharing of accounts, 
somebody is trying to be hurtful in some way that I don't understand.  
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[01:01:42.27] And as I thought more and more about that question, again, I might be wrong in the 
perceptions that I have of the environments and interactions that I create. But I think most of my 
collaborators are happy to work with me. I have many of them over the years across disciplines. And so, 
it's just hard to think about anyone else other than  or the Data Colada team.  

[01:02:18.05] TERESA AMABILE: And can you say who specifically is on the Data Colada team who might 
be such a bad actor?  

[01:02:26.89] FRANCESCA GINO: It's three individuals-- Uri Simonsohn, Leif Nelson, and Joe Simmons. I 
don't know, I think--  

[01:02:40.66] TERESA AMABILE: Joe Simmons, right?  

[01:02:41.73] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[01:02:42.01] TERESA AMABILE: Is that what you said? Yeah. OK.  

[01:02:44.17] FRANCESCA GINO: So I don't know enough about their relationships. I coauthored with Uri 
on a paper back in 2011, I believe. So I don't know--  

[01:02:59.83] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[01:03:00.49] FRANCESCA GINO: --what I might have done to anger people. As I said, I am aware of the 
fact that, for the example of the paper that I mentioned earlier, Uri is a very good friend of   

[01:03:20.17] And when she was a collaborator on the paper, they reached out to her to see if there was 
an error that could be corrected. And so, I could expect the same thing if there was a problem that they 
saw in the data, why is it that they didn't reach out to me so that I could check?  

[01:03:42.41] TERESA AMABILE: Thanks. Shawn or Bob, any follow-ups to that question two?  

[01:03:49.22] SHAWN COLE: No.  

[01:03:50.45] TERESA AMABILE: So Francesca, this is the last question on Allegation 1 that we have. Do 
you have any other evidence that could be helpful to us in determining whether research misconduct 
occurred with respect to this allegation, and if it did, who might have committed it?  

[01:04:21.46] FRANCESCA GINO: Do I have any other evidence? I hope that one of the things that you 
have been seeing is that I've tried my best to provide evidence. So no, I don't think I have anything more 
to provide to the committee. I think you're asking a very good question.  

[01:04:51.68] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. Bob or Shawn, anything else before we have a short break 
here?  

[01:04:57.78] ROBERT KAPLAN: No, I think a break would be welcome here.  
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[01:05:00.86] TERESA AMABILE: OK. We'll take a break. It'll probably be about five minutes. And it's my 
understanding that during the break, Francesca, you and Sydney will go into a breakout room. And then 
we'll reconvene in about five minutes. And we'll bring you back from that breakout room at that point. 
OK?  

[01:05:18.26] FRANCESCA GINO: We'll wait for you to bring us back.  

[01:05:20.78] TERESA AMABILE: You'll wait. Right. Just don't-- just leave your computer as it is. I mean, 
you can mute yourself, of course. But you're going to go into a breakout room now. And then you'll be 
brought back from the breakout room probably in about five minutes.  

[01:05:34.16] FRANCESCA GINO: Perfect.  

[01:05:34.91] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you.  

[01:05:49.86] OK. All right. Thank you. So Francesca, as you know, we're going to move on now actually 
to Allegation 4a, asking questions about that one. And just as a reminder to everybody, that's about 
Study 1 or Experiment 1 in the 2012 PNAS paper.  

[01:06:17.02] So our first question: In comments about this allegation in your memo of November 11th 
on page 12, you said, “All the co-authors saw and reviewed the final drafts of the paper. And after the 
revisions, as thoroughly previously described, no one expressed any concerns with the way the 
description of the method was written, including those with knowledge of the actual study procedures.”  

[01:06:46.44] So can you specify who you were referring to when you said, quote, those with knowledge 
of the actual study procedures? And can you tell us when each of those people got involved in the 
project and what their involvement was?  

[01:07:03.52] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes. So I am partly-- so we're talking about a study that was conducted 
in 2010. And so, we are going back 12 years with not a lot of proof that I can provide to the committee 
of what was a comment that was made on paper versus not.  

[01:07:35.22] But this was research that at the time I was doing with  and  and then  and 
 joined later when we discovered that we were both going after the same research questions, and 

we joined forces. As it's common practice, we discussed the procedures of the studies that we are going 
to run.  

[01:08:04.04] I don't think I can think of situations in my many collaborations where we decided to test 
an hypothesis, and then on my own I work with an RA or a team of RA to test the ideas without 
discussing the study procedures with my colleagues. It just seems implausible to me. And so, the people 
at that time when the study was conducted would be  and  in addition to the RAs who helped. 
And then, later on,  and  joined the team.  

[01:08:45.64] TERESA AMABILE: So just to reiterate, it sounds like you're saying it would be  and 
 those people who did have knowledge of the study procedures and who were also co-authors on 

the paper, correct?  
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[01:08:56.37] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[01:08:57.72] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. Bob or Shawn, any follow-ups? Bob, could you mute 
your microphone just unless and until you have a question? OK.  

[01:09:12.97] So I'm now, Francesca, going to ask some questions about specific changes in revisions of 
the manuscript in March and April 2011. If you'd like, we can do a screen share showing exact quotes of 
the relevant sections of the manuscript that I'm going to be referring to. So just ask if you'd like to see 
any of the specifics. And some of these questions are a little long, so no problem if you'd like me to 
repeat a question. OK?  

[01:09:48.69] FRANCESCA GINO: OK.  

[01:09:49.76] TERESA AMABILE: All right. Great. So your first draft of the manuscript was dated February 
23, 2011. In the March 8, 2011, revision, which I believe was the next iteration,  added a 
statement stating that the dependent variable was the difference between actual performance on the 
matrix sheet and the self-report on the collection slip.  

[01:10:30.52] Can you explain why  a doctoral student working with you at HBS and the first author 
of the paper, and as you just said, someone who was familiar with the procedures in the study, can you 
explain why she would have written this if it were not an accurate description of the study procedure?  

[01:10:56.38] FRANCESCA GINO: I can't speak to what  was thinking in the moment. But what I can 
speak to is how I react to drafts of procedures when I receive them. I make changes that I think might 
track with my understanding of what happened. And so, I am not-- I don't fault  for making the 
change that she made.  

[01:11:27.79] What I think is also important to note in regard to this particular task is that the matrix 
task is a task that we had used in prior research together. I mentioned some of the papers in my 
comments.  

[01:11:46.18] It's also a task that has been used a lot in research on studying the reasons why and the 
conditions under which people might engage in unethical behavior as a measure of cheating. And 
usually, the measure is what is reported in a collection slip to the experimenter versus the actual 
performance on the task.  

[01:12:13.72] TERESA AMABILE: So it sounds like you're saying, you and  specifically did collaborate 
on previous studies using this exact same task where the dependent variable of cheating on the self-
report of performance came from the collection slip. And you're suggesting that that may account for 
the mistake that she in-- for the reason that she inserted this into the manuscript on March 8? Am I 
understanding that correctly?  

[01:12:48.67] FRANCESCA GINO: I-- again, it's difficult for me to speak to the changes that others have 
made, especially in a context where this has happened so many years ago. I don't remember the 
conversations that we were having around this paper. But I would imagine, it's very possible given that 
we've used the task before, that she made the change based on how the task was used in the past.  
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[01:13:14.66] I believe that the only thing that I did not print it out is my comments. But I believe that in 
the papers that are referenced as ones that were published prior where we use the task, one if not two 
are with  But it's also well-known task. At least at the time it was a very well-known task since a lot 
of researchers have used it as a measure for cheating.  

[01:13:43.24] TERESA AMABILE: Bob, Shawn, any follow-ups there? So the next question, question 
three: The next revision you made to the paper after  revised it on March 8 was dated March 15, 
2011.  

[01:14:09.28] In that revision, you deleted the material that  had added to the manuscript on March 
8. That's what I just referred to, the material that had explicitly stated that the dependent variable of 
cheating on the puzzle performance self-report was the self-report made on the collection slip in room 
one.  

[01:14:28.96] So you deleted that on March 15. You also added a new section to the study procedure 
description entitled "Opportunity to cheat." That section explicitly stated that the puzzle performance 
dependent variable came from the self-report that participants made on the tax form, which was also 
referred to as the payment form, in room two.  

[01:14:57.35] Can you explain why you made those two changes, first of all deleting what  had 
written, and second, adding that section stating that the puzzle performance dependent variable came 
from the self-report on the tax form, which would have been line one of the tax form?  

[01:15:23.26] FRANCESCA GINO: So I believe that the changes I made were in the spirit of clarifying the 
procedure. I don't have memory of sitting in my computer and making changes in regards to the passing 
on and off of this draft, since, again, unfortunately is-- too much time has passed. But I think that the 
changes that I were making were in the spirit of explaining the procedures as they happened.  

[01:15:55.34] This was not an experiment where, as it's often the case for the cheating task, you fill out 
the task under time pressure, and then you provide the collection slip to the experimenter and get paid 
based on what is on your collection slip, and then we had the opportunity to look at the difference 
between the original and the collection slip. This was a case where you can see there were two rooms.  

[01:16:24.18] And so, the idea was for people to do the puzzles in the first room, and then in the second 
room fill out the form with their taxes and receive a payment. And so, I believe the changes were to 
increase clarity on the procedure that was used since  made the changes that didn't seem to 
accurately describe what had happened.  

[01:16:55.60] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Bob or Shawn, any follow-ups on that? No.  

[01:17:01.78] FRANCESCA GINO: And I just want to clarify something that is really important to me since 
I spent a lot of time with the multiple drafts. The hesitation that you're hearing is really feeling a little 
uncomfortable with being precise especially when the questions are about intention for something that 
happened 12 years ago.  

[01:17:23.09] The only thing that I can be 100% sure is that I have never written paper with the intention 
to mislead the reader or describe procedures that were inaccurate. In fact, I think that the example that 
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I provided of the collaboration with  is an important one, because we discovered an error in 
the procedure, in the way the field experiments was conducted by Shinsei, the firm in Japan we were 
working with, after we received an R&R.  

[01:17:54.11] And it was really embarrassing to go back to the editor and explained the error and our 
misunderstanding of how the randomization was conducted. And we pulled the paper, even if it was on 
R&R state.  

[01:18:10.64] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you for that clarification. And I understand. I actually had to do 
that myself with a paper once years ago. Call the editor and say, we've got to retract that. We've got to 
take that paper out of the review process because we just discovered a very serious error. Yeah. I get 
that. So I'd like to move on to question four now.  

[01:18:36.14] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[01:18:37.19] TERESA AMABILE: Revisions you made on March 15 state that participants received a 
payment after completing the matrix task and before seeing the task form, and that they received a final 
payment in room two after filling out the tax form. So a final payment in room two.  

[01:19:00.04] Also in your March 15 revision you added a phrase explicitly stating that participants were 
told to submit their collection slip to the experimenter in room one, quote, so that she could check their 
work and give them payment.  

[01:19:17.20] We have two questions about these revisions you made on March 15. First, can you 
explain why you added those statements about when and where payments were made?  

[01:19:40.69] FRANCESCA GINO: Can you explain why I added those statements?  

[01:19:47.44] TERESA AMABILE: Yes. So I'm asking specifically now about the statements about when 
and where the payments were made.  

[01:19:54.64] FRANCESCA GINO: And am I correct, Teresa, in following the modification. So I'm following 
through with table one. Are you also including table two in the way you're asking the question, or just 
following--  

[01:20:08.44] TERESA AMABILE: You're talking about the tables in the forensic report? You know, 
Francesca, I actually have a simpler table that I put together. Because I found those tables in the MCG 
report helpful but incomplete.  

[01:20:23.62] FRANCESCA GINO: OK.  

[01:20:24.52] TERESA AMABILE: So I'm going to ask Alma to screen share a table that I created, partly 
from using what MCG did, but spending many, many hours doing what you did and going through the 
different drafts of the manuscript.  
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[01:20:39.47] So Alma, this screen, this is called "Allegation 4a screen share - manuscript changes and 
observations." Yeah. If you have that. OK great. So could you scroll down to the March 15 line. The date 
is in the first column on the left.  

[01:21:05.30] FRANCESCA GINO: I'm already learning that they are way cleverer than me, since I had 
printed out and did the comparisons in the printouts. So I think this is much more--  

[01:21:14.00] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. It just-- I tried to do that, and it made me crazy. So Francesca, let 
me tell you what you're looking at here. So in the first column, I just put the date. I didn't put the full file 
name, just the date of the manuscript revision. The "last saved by" as indicated in the metadata. The 
next column is about payment, how many payments were mentioned in the manuscript.  

[01:21:40.76] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[01:21:42.57] TERESA AMABILE: The middle column is about the dependent measure, what the paper 
said about where the actual dependent variable of cheating on the matrix task came from. And the third 
column, or the last column on the right, is about the collection slip and what the purpose of it was and 
what participants believed the purpose of it was.  

[01:22:06.42] So that's how I organized the information to just to try to wrap my head around it. And 
Shawn and Bob agreed with me that this was useful for them as well. So I hope it's useful for you.  

[01:22:19.82] So what I'm asking about here is specifically about the statement you put into the 
manuscript about payment on March 15. So Alma, I'm going to ask you to just scroll down a little bit so 
we can see the highlighting--  

[01:22:37.99] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[01:22:39.49] TERESA AMABILE: --all of the yellow highlighting I have. Scroll back now. I'm looking at the 
yellow highlighting just in the third column. So you can stop there. Oh, up a little bit more, please. I'm 
sorry, Alma. Yeah, right there. So there was-- oh. So what you did here, Francesca-- Alma, just up a tiny, 
tiny bit more so we can read that one line-- there.  

[01:23:07.62] So what you did, Francesca, among the many revisions you made on March 15, you 
deleted the instructions on the collection slip. Up to that point, the manuscript, starting with your first 
draft through the draft that  did on March 8, and then a version that  worked on on March 9, 
this draft of yours, which was the next draft, March 15, up until March 15 those collection slip 
instructions were included verbatim in an indented paragraph. You deleted all of that.  

[01:23:53.17] And part of that was deleting the statement, "the experimenter will give you your 
payment and ask you to fill out a payment form." So that's the uppermost material we're seeing in the 
third column right now.  

[01:24:08.50] And you altered the following sentence. The sentence had been, in the March 9 version, 
the version just before this, it had been, "once the five minutes were over, the experimenter asked 
participants to fill out the collection slip and then submit the collection slip to the experimenter."  
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[01:24:28.33] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[01:24:29.59] TERESA AMABILE: And you altered that to say, "once the five minutes were over, the 
experimenter asked participants to fill out the collection slip and then submit both the test sheet and 
the collection slip to the experimenter so that she could check their work and give them payment."  

[01:24:50.47] And then, the next change has to do with what you added, that new section that you 
entitled "Opportunity to cheat." And that section included another sentence about payment in room 
one, "when participants received payment after completing the first part of the study," et cetera, et 
cetera. So I'm asking, can you explain why you added these two yellow highlighted statements about 
when and where payments were made?  

[01:25:35.86] FRANCESCA GINO: So I don't remember the intent behind the changes. But if I use my 
usual mindset for when I work in trying to make revisions to paper is that I'm trying to clarify in points 
that seem unclear and that seems to be descriptive of the study procedures as I understand them.  

[01:26:07.86] I think that in looking at all the versions back and forth, at some point there must have 
been a conversation with , who was the person who conducted the study, since I wasn't in the 
lab, to check on the procedure that was followed, given that there were so many back and forth.  

[01:26:34.89] But in general, every time I make changes to paper is because I'm trying to increase 
accuracy or try to describe what is written in such a way that a person picking up the paper would be 
able to replicate it. Now, if I look with the 2022 eyes, that procedure seemed to make little sense given 
that the entire idea behind this experiment was to be in a room, have an opportunity to work on the 
task, and then receive payment in the second room.  

[01:27:16.75] I think this is something that we talked about in the past. It's really difficult for me to even 
imagine an RA allowing me to run a study where you're paying participants and then ask for money 
back. It's just-- so practically it would be difficult to handle. In fact, I would use the word impossible to 
handle. So I don't know what the intent was there.  

[01:27:50.84] But I think whenever I work on drafts I try to be accurate and improve on the 
understanding of the procedures. Whether my intent to be accurate was actually a description of 
something that was inaccurate, that's possible. I think I have done that on many drafts in the past. But 
what you want to make sure is by the time you get to the final draft you're actually describing the 
procedures as they occurred such that the paper can move forward.  

[01:28:27.20] Again the summer of 2010 was a moment of transition. And I was in-- unless my memory 
fails me, I wasn't there conducting the study. And so, I would have had to have some conversation at 
some point with  about the procedures.  

[01:28:49.53] TERESA AMABILE: Shawn and Bob, do you have any follow-ups on this particular part?  

[01:28:53.55] SHAWN COLE: No.  

[01:28:54.33] TERESA AMABILE: That was, in our planned questions, that was 4a. No? So this is question 
4b.  
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[01:29:04.51] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[01:29:05.59] TERESA AMABILE: Again, I'm still focusing on these yellow highlighted segments in the 
third column--  

[01:29:16.24] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[01:29:17.14] TERESA AMABILE: --about payment. Can you explain why you later deleted or altered 
those statements in your April 5 revision so that the manuscript no longer made any mention of a 
payment in room one?  

[01:29:36.36] FRANCESCA GINO: I believe that the change was there because I don't think there was a 
payment in room one. So again, I think what I-- across the drafts, the entire goal was to be accurate in 
the procedures and understanding how they were-- how the study was conducted.  

[01:30:06.92] TERESA AMABILE: It sounds like you're saying, these statements that you added on March 
15, which was your second crack at the manuscript, I guess, you had a first draft and then this, and then 
it went through  it went through  and this was your second crack at going through the 
manuscript. It sounds to me like you're saying that what you added here on March 15 was a mistake 
that you later corrected on April 5?  

[01:30:38.60] FRANCESCA GINO: So what I can't pinpoint to is at which point during this back and forth 
of drafts, that was the realization from me or the team that was enough confusion that it was time to go 
to the RA and say, hey, what actually happened in the experiment so that we can write the procedures 
of the study and giving the opportunity to whoever wants to run the study again to do so following the 
exact same procedure that was conducted.  

[01:31:12.43] And so, I think that, as is true of many of my papers, sometimes my corrections are not 
accurate. But by the time they end up going off for publications, hopefully most of the error if not all, 
are in fact corrected.  

[01:31:32.89] With exceptions, like I just gave you one with  where there was an error that we 
didn't correct it by the time the paper went out for review. But I think my intentions were good in trying 
to increase the understanding of the procedures in the back and forth.  

[01:31:55.45] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thanks. Bob, Shawn, any follow-ups on 4b?  

[01:32:00.32] ROBERT KAPLAN: No, I want to just stay on this point. Because it seems that  did 
the first draft of taking the description of the procedure out of the boilerplate mode that had been used 
in previous studies and trying to make it specific to this study as it was actually performed, and that was 
the draft that Teresa explained-- described earlier.  

[01:32:33.72] In the interim, now we're going between that late February draft and this March 15 draft, 
you had an opportunity and look at what  wrote and said, well, no, no, that's really not what was 
done at all, or that there were some gaps or errors there. Now that my mind is focused on this 
experiment and how it was designed to be executed and done, you write the sections that are now 
highlighted.  

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 690 of 1282



26 

[01:33:01.62] I mean, you wouldn't have copied other boilerplate into here. It seems like now you're 
engaged with the material and you're making the statements that are highlighted that you submitted 
the test sheet and the collection slip in room one to the experimenter, where it was checked and the 
participants received payment.  

[01:33:24.24] And then after they received payment after completing the first part of the study, now 
they move to the next part. So it seems like you were actively writing this based on your understanding 
of how you designed this experiment to be conducted and expected  to carry out for you.  

[01:33:45.43] TERESA AMABILE: Bob, can you say what your specific question is?  

[01:33:50.74] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah. It doesn't seem-- it seems in your search for truth, as you 
described it, this is the truth as you understood it as of March 15. And the question is, how did that truth 
change to the truth that shows up in the April 15 draft, which is a different description, or not as explicit 
a description.  

[01:34:14.14] TERESA AMABILE: I think you mean April 5.  

[01:34:15.61] ROBERT KAPLAN: April 5, I'm sorry. Yeah.  

[01:34:18.89] FRANCESCA GINO: I think that there are a few assumptions in what you're stating that 
make me uncomfortable, since you're stating you have your full attention to the paper. I don't know 
that to be true.  

[01:34:38.49] And I also know that it's now six plus-- it's 10 months after the study was conducted. So 
I'm not entirely sure of at what point did I actually check in with the person conducting this study to 
make sure that my understanding was accurate.  

[01:35:04.35] And yes, I am attentive when I work on drafts. But probably, you get 100% or 300% of my 
attentions before I know the drafts go off to being published to make sure that everything is 100% 
accurate. So again, without a reconstruction of exactly what was happening in April, was I sitting with 

 was I talking to  it's really difficult to say yes to the assumptions that you seem to be making in 
your statement. The--  

[01:35:48.55] TERESA AMABILE: [INAUDIBLE].  

[01:35:49.95] FRANCESCA GINO: I just want to come back to the thing that I said earlier, since I've 
learned this in graduate school, actually, from a class taught by  that as part of being a good 
experimenter you always want to try to write procedures with enough details that if a person couldn't 
talk to you, they would be able to know what to do. And so, you want to be accurate and precise and 
give them the opportunity to run the study in the way it was actually conducted.  

[01:36:24.57] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah, no, I think that's a very good process and fully concur that you 
want to write it as accurately as you can. And it seems that at March 15, we're looking at your 
description of how the procedure was actually done.  
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[01:36:42.98] And it's not the RA would not have had free will to go off and do it the way she wanted to 
do it. She would do it the way you had designed it and the way you understood it, which is what we 
believe-- that's what we are reading here in this March 15 draft. And so why-- it wouldn't seem to need 
any other change once you have written it as you designed it and as you instructed the RA to execute it.  

[01:37:14.95] FRANCESCA GINO: Part of what makes it difficult for me to answer this question, react to 
your comments, is that I tried my best to see if I could find information on what was the procedure that 
was followed in that summer when these studies were conducted.  

[01:37:38.80] And unfortunately, I don't think I can have 100% knowledge of all the details. And the 
reason being that, again, this was 2010 where the practices at UNC for the way you write IRB are 
different. Nowadays, in 2022, if I want to conduct a study at HBS, and the study, for example, is on 
Qualtrics, I submit my procedures, including the Qualtrics survey to the IRB. And so you can go back and 
check on all the details to make sure that the procedure were followed.  

[01:38:13.36] In this case, that's not what the requirements of the IRB at UNC were. And I also don't 
have the IRB that was approved to go back and check on the procedures as they were stated in the IRB. 
What I have on the computer is something that was written that I don't know if it was the thing that got 
submitted.  

[01:38:35.71] And I did call the IRB at UNC. And since this was a time where things were exchanged via 
paper, they don't have records of it either. And so, it's quite difficult to reconstruct the story as it is. 
Again, I can only speak to certainty about my intention when writing up procedures of studies is to be 
accurate such that others who want to replicate the research, they know what procedure to follow.  

[01:39:05.88] ROBERT KAPLAN: Yeah, so what I'm asking--  

[01:39:07.63] TERESA AMABILE: Bob, I'm going to ask if we can go on now, because we have so much to 
cover. Is it all right if we go on from this?  

[01:39:17.10] ROBERT KAPLAN: I just wanted to clarify, we're not asking about the consistency between 
this description and the IRB. We're asking about-- this is the way you designed the experiment, the way 
you designed the RA to execute it.  

[01:39:30.73] And it's not about the details of the experiment, it's really at the core of the experiment 
that we're addressing here and wondering why-- well, OK. And it would seem that therefore this March 
15 description is your most accurate understanding of the way the experiment was both designed and 
executed.  

[01:39:54.58] TERESA AMABILE: But Bob, can I just restate what I think I heard Francesca say earlier in 
answer to your question about this? I think I heard her say that although she tries to clarify with each 
draft that she works on, she does sometimes make mistakes in what she thinks is a clarification. She 
sometimes makes mistakes.  

[01:40:15.87] And she speculates-- she cannot remember-- it was 11 years ago that she was working on 
this paper-- she speculates that it wasn't until after this March 15 draft and before the April 5 draft that 
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she actually checked in specifically with  about what the details of that procedure were. 
Francesca, I see you nodding your head. Are you agreeing that I'm interpreting correctly what you said?  

[01:40:45.95] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes. You are interpreting correctly when I said.  

[01:40:49.50] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. And Shawn, I noticed that-- I'm sorry, Francesca, were 
you done?  

[01:40:56.39] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes, I'm done.  

[01:40:58.41] TERESA AMABILE: Shawn, I noticed that you unmuted your microphone  

[01:41:01.49] SHAWN COLE: No, yeah. No further comment.  

[01:41:04.65] TERESA AMABILE: OK, great. So I'm going to move on. So Francesca, your April 5-- and 
Alma, just leave the screen share where it is right now. Your April 5 version of the manuscript had the 
following sentence in the procedure description.  

[01:41:26.55] Hold on a second, let me look at this. Alma, can you now scroll down to that April 5 row? 
It's two rows down, I think. So we had a revision on April 4 by  and then April 5, Francesca. OK. And 
now, I'm focusing on-- I'm sorry. I'm getting myself confused here.  

[01:42:00.01] FRANCESCA GINO: I think it's easy to be confused.  

[01:42:01.20] SHAWN COLE: [INAUDIBLE]  

[01:42:06.36] TERESA AMABILE: Ah, this is in the middle column. I'm sorry. It's in the second column 
from the right, and it's under number one. So this is about the dependent measure. And that's it. Thank 
you, Alma. You're a lifesaver.  

[01:42:25.64] So this is the sentence in the procedure description that I want to start with: "Once the 
five minutes were over, the experimenter asked participants to count the number of correctly solved 
matrixes, note that number on the collection slip, and then submit both the test sheet and the collection 
slip to the experimenter so that she could check their work."  

[01:42:53.10] So one change you made in this version was that sentence, until this version, had said, "so 
that she could check their work and give them payment." You deleted that phrase, "and give them 
payment." And that's pointed out in the column just to the left of the column we're looking at. If you see 
those-- the stricken-out in the screen share, if you see the stricken-out line, right there. Yeah. That's it, 
Alma.  

[01:43:25.12] So you struck that phrase. But that's actually not what I'm focusing on in this question. We 
noticed that the sentence, Alma, if you could go back and just highlight the sentence that you had been-
- yeah, that's it. We note that the sentence states, "the participants were told that the collection slip 
would enable the experimenter to check their work."  
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[01:43:52.51] So we'd like you to please explain why the final submitted version of the manuscript 
contains a statement saying, "note the sole purpose of the collection slip was for the participants to 
learn how many matrixes in total they have solved correctly."  

[01:44:17.44] So what I'm getting at is, it looks like one-- a purpose of the collection slip, if not to enable 
the experimenter to give them payment at that time, the purpose was so that the experimenter could 
check their work. But the final version of the manuscript as it was submitted eliminates that version of 
checking-- it actually explicitly says there was only one purpose of the collection slip, and that was for 
the participants themselves to figure out how many matrices they had actually solved correctly.  

[01:45:03.24] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. So the participants needed a vehicle as they moved from one 
room to the other to remember how many matrices they solved. And they reported that on the form in 
the second room. But again, your question is different. Your question is, what was the intent behind the 
change? Am I rephrasing?  

[01:45:31.63] TERESA AMABILE: It's about this phrase-- Alma, could you, in that part you have selected, 
could you just select the last phrase, "so that she could check their work"? My question is about this. 
You had this in the paper through and including your April 5 version.  

[01:45:52.95] And yet-- so it seems that one purpose of the collection slip was to have participants 
believe that the experimenter was going to check their work. And yet, the final submitted version of the 
manuscript says the only purpose was for the participants, presumably privately, to learn how many 
matrixes they had solved correctly.  

[01:46:21.80] So I'm wondering if you can explain the discrepancy between this statement that you had 
in your April 5 version and the final submitted version, which was in May, the next month, that said 
something different about the purpose of the collection slip.  

[01:46:46.09] FRANCESCA GINO: So I am going to sound repetitive, and my apologies for that. So I don't 
remember what was going on as I was working on these drafts in the different iterations. But what I 
would know is that by the time the paper gets submitted, I would like for the procedures and everything 
else that is in the paper to be accurate.  

[01:47:13.73] And so, to the extent that there were changes, I think they were changes that were 
supposed to increase the clarity and the accuracy of the procedures as explained in the paper. I think 
that what makes it difficult with this particular task is that, as I said, it's a task that have been used in 
different ways in other studies.  

[01:47:35.92] And so, I can imagine myself just transferring over the procedures because I'll deal with 
the details later once I talk to  and move on to the rest of the paper thinking about the theoretical 
contributions, how do we explain the findings, and more attention to the procedures coming later.  

[01:47:58.61] So I don't know why that particular aspect of the description changed other than, again, I 
hope that as I do in all my papers I was trying to accurately describe what had happened in the 
experiment.  
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[01:48:24.05] TERESA AMABILE: I just wanted to ask about a phrase that you used a little bit in this a 
little bit earlier in your answer that you just gave. You said something about, I can imagine that I just 
transferred over certain descriptions of the procedure.  

[01:48:39.92] Were you referring to possibly transferring over from other manuscripts with-- from other 
studies with the matrix tasks that you might have copied and pasted bits of the procedure sections from 
those papers into this paper at different points in the revision process?  

[01:48:57.92] FRANCESCA GINO: I could imagine, again, it's a task that I used a lot. Or if you-- I think that 
is a task that is being used in my work or that I have used in my work so often that in describing it, I 
would probably say it in the way that it's written similarly in other papers.  

[01:49:25.74] But again, I am tentative-- and the hesitation is an important one-- because I don't 
remember. I don't have memories of sitting down and being there, making the changes to this 
manuscript. Too much time has passed. What I am certain of is that my intention when I write papers 
are always good. When I was working on these many different revisions, and it makes you have a 
headache comparing across all of them and all the changes.  

[01:49:58.50] I think that with the eyes of today, I will say, OK, let's pause. No more changes to the 
manuscript. We're going to have a call with the RA who's going to walk us through step by step what is 
actually happening. Everybody is hearing, and we move on. I don't think that that's what happened 
here. But it's probably something that I would do in light of all the back and forth.  

[01:50:26.12] What I do know is that, as I wrote in my comments, first drafts are first drafts. And so, I 
think a lot about the contributions you want to make, other aspects of the paper, rather than the nitty 
gritty of the details. And so, especially when studies are not studies that I oversaw, I don't think that 
errors or changes stand out to me as problematic across drafts.  

[01:50:58.37] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. Bob or Shawn, any follow-ups on that?  

[01:51:03.83] SHAWN COLE: No further questions.  

[01:51:09.56] TERESA AMABILE: So this is the last question on Allegation 4a. And it's really the same as 
the last question I asked on Allegation 1. Francesca, do you have any other evidence that could be 
helpful to us in determining whether research misconduct occurred with respect to this allegation, and if 
it did, who might have committed it?  

[01:51:39.88] FRANCESCA GINO: No. I think I worked really hard in trying to find as much information as 
possible to make sense of this allegation.  

[01:51:53.90] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. I'm going to call another brief break. I know the last one was 
more than five minutes. We'll try to make it just five minutes this time.  

[01:52:05.08] And oh, it looks like somebody-- who's gone? Oh, I see. The screen share stopped. That's 
all that changed. So Francesca and Sydney, you'll go into a breakout room for five minutes. And 
hopefully we'll be calling you back in five minutes. Thanks.  
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[01:52:38.86] Hi, Francesca. Are you ready to get into the questions we have on Allegation 4b?  

[01:52:45.16] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes.  

[01:52:47.17] TERESA AMABILE: All right. And this is also about that Study 1 or Experiment 1 in the 2012 
PNAS paper. So your memo of November 11 says this of the original data set for Experiment 1, and you 
were presumably referring here to your practices in 2010 when the data were collected.  

[01:53:13.80] And this is a quote from your memo that you sent us on Friday: "Unfortunately, it was 
common practice in my lab for others, whether an RA or doctoral student, to enter data often using my 
computer or login, making it difficult to interpret the metadata for authorship."  

[01:53:37.00] In the inquiry interview that Bob and I had with you on February 28 this year, you told Bob 
and me that , your RA, had entered the data for this study. And the metadata in the original 
data files show  as the sole creator. So we're confused by your statement questioning 
authorship of the data file. Can you clarify that for us?  

[01:54:09.95] FRANCESCA GINO: So I think that my comments spoke about the general reference in the 
forensic reports to metadata and pointing to the fact that it's-- dangerous is the wrong word. It's not a 
good assumption to use the metadata to understand who did what. I think that they made note of that 
in their reports. I would have to go look back at my notes since there are many pages.  

[01:54:48.15] But again, I just wanted to make clear what my practices were in general for data entry. So 
I don't see an inconsistency between the two things that I said.  

[01:55:07.51] TERESA AMABILE: But just to be clear, you weren't questioning who had created that data 
file for experiment one in the 2012 paper?  

[01:55:18.30] FRANCESCA GINO: No. What I believe that it's either  or the other RAs who helped 
her in the lab. There are other people thanked in the paper. So I assume that she got some help in 
running the study. And it would make sense, given that there were two rooms. But the RA entered the 
data, transferring it from the on-paper data into Excel.  

[01:55:44.49] But again, if at some point I was visiting UNC with my computer open, she has used it in 
the past for entering the data. And so, whether the data set says  or Francesca, or another, I don't 
think that that's a good assumption on who did what on that specific file. I was making more of a 
general point. I'm sorry if I confused you.  

[01:56:14.91] TERESA AMABILE: I'm a little confused.  

[01:56:16.32] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah, I'm sorry.  

[01:56:17.53] TERESA AMABILE: I just want to make sure, you don't have any reason to believe that it 
was anybody other than  or somebody working directly under her supervision who entered the 
data for this-- entered the original data from paper into the Excel file in 2010?  

[01:56:36.59] FRANCESCA GINO: That's correct.  
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[01:56:37.05] TERESA AMABILE: That's correct?  

[01:56:37.68] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. That's correct. So  worked with other RAs that she was 
responsible in either hiring or getting help from for credits for class. And so, I don't know-- I haven't 
tracked that information. I usually, not something that I ask about. But RAs are entering data. And so, it's 
either  or somebody who helped her.  

[01:57:05.53] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thank you. Bob or Shawn, do you have any follow-ups on my 
question one?  

[01:57:10.84] ROBERT KAPLAN: None.  

[01:57:11.75] TERESA AMABILE: No? OK.  

[01:57:15.21] FRANCESCA GINO: Apologies for the confusion.  

[01:57:17.71] TERESA AMABILE: No. That's OK. So Alma, if you could be ready-- I don't need it right yet. 
But I'm going to in a moment ask you to bring up the screen share for Allegation 4b. So if you could just 
get ready for that. So Francesca, the MCG report on the data for this experiment, they called their 
report-- the file name is "Assessment of Allegation 4b."  

[01:57:49.22] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. I have it.  

[01:57:50.04] TERESA AMABILE: It compares the original data set with the OSF data set and carries out 
the same analyses on both. That report points to a large number of discrepancies between the two data 
sets.  

[01:58:06.18] I'm going to go through these discrepancies and then ask if you can explain how they 
arose. And two are particularly notable. And that's going to be on the first page of this Allegation 4b 
screen share. So Alma, could you bring up that--  

[01:58:25.88] [INTERPOSING VOICES]  

[01:58:26.56] FRANCESCA GINO: --a clarifying questions?  

[01:58:28.56] TERESA AMABILE: I'm sorry. What did you say?  

[01:58:30.24] FRANCESCA GINO: A clarifying question for you. When you say original data, do you mean 
the data attached by   

[01:58:43.45] TERESA AMABILE: Yes. Yeah.  

[01:58:44.53] FRANCESCA GINO: OK.  

[01:58:45.46] TERESA AMABILE: Right. Alma, could you do the screen share of-- there we go. And could 
you just scroll. So Francesca, this is a page from the-- it's page 6 from-- in the MCG report on Allegation 
4b. And Alma, could you scroll down so we can see both of the yellow highlights here? Thank you.  
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[01:59:12.79] So this is their summary of just basic differences that they found, Francesca, between the 
OSF data and the July 16 data. There were three different versions that  had, as you might 
remember, from the forensic report.  

[01:59:33.58] And the forensic firm was able to determine that it's the July 16 data that match most 
closely with the OSF data set in terms of the number of participants and other features of the data set. 
So they're using that one as what we're calling the original data file. So the first discrepancy is yellow 
highlighted in the fifth bullet point.  

[02:00:11.15] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[02:00:13.84] TERESA AMABILE: And that is that six participants' condition assignments differed in the 
two data sets. They give the participant IDs there.  

[02:00:26.83] And the second discrepancy is the second bit that's yellow highlighted, 52% of the 
participants that could be confidently matched had data that were different in the two data sets with no 
clearly identified reason for the discrepancies. And that's this last bullet point highlighted here on this 
page. OK. And Alma, for us to go through-- show the next discrepancies, I'm going to ask you to scroll to 
table one.  

[02:01:11.57] And I forgot to mention, Francesca, nearly all of the discrepancies of the forensic report 
points out-- support the hypothesized and the reported effects. So in this table one, they redid the basic 
chi-square, which is probably the most basic statistical analysis. Yeah, I see you nodding your head.  

[02:01:39.83] And that's just overall participants who cheated on one or both of the dependent 
measures of cheating. And as you can see, the July 16 data set failed to replicate the finding of any 
significant differences between the conditions.  

[02:01:58.54] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:01:59.75] TERESA AMABILE: So that's the first of the statistical analysis replications that they did. OK, 
thank you, Alma. Could you now scroll down to the page that shows table two and figure two? You could 
find a way to get them both on the screen. Yeah. That's good.  

[02:02:24.24] And the figure at the bottom, it just depicts figurally the differences between the OSF 
data, which is the green line, and the July 16 data set, which is the blue line. So we can see some pretty 
notable discrepancies there.  

[02:02:49.99] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:02:50.80] TERESA AMABILE: And Francesca, can we scroll to the next page? OK. And this is just the 
second dep-- oh, Alma, can you show us the legend at the bottom of that? There you go. And this is just 
the second measure. So what we just saw was the first measure, over-reporting of puzzle performance. 
And this is the second measure, over-claiming of deductions.  

[02:03:21.25] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  
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[02:03:22.83] TERESA AMABILE: And we see, again, very large discrepancies in the means between the 
two data sets.  

[02:03:32.17] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:03:32.83] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And now let's scroll, Alma, to figure four. Oh, no. I'm sorry. We just 
did that. Go back. And the last thing we're going to screen share here, Francesca, is that the MCG report 
points to differences in the statistical results for both dependent variables that contradict the published 
paper.  

[02:04:07.62] And that is in the more sophisticated statistical test, way more sophisticated than the chi-
square, which is the F-test of overall differences between the conditions and the T-tests of the paired 
comparisons between the conditions. And that's, Alma, the table on the last page here. Right. 
"Additional statistical results."  

[02:04:31.99] And we'll just take a minute to look at that and, again, see the large differences between 
the results obtained with the OSF data set, which perfectly replicate what's published in the paper 
between-- the discrepancies between that and the July 16 or original data set.  

[02:04:56.35] So Francesca, the question we have on all of this is-- can we take down those screen 
share, or Francesca, do you want to leave it up?  

[02:05:05.04] FRANCESCA GINO: No, and I have it. I was following with the report. So I have it.  

[02:05:09.30] TERESA AMABILE: You've got it. OK. Thank you. So the question we have is a very basic 
one about all of these discrepancies, and that's, can you explain how these arose or how they could 
have arisen?  

[02:05:21.46] FRANCESCA GINO: So I don't question the existence of discrepancies. What I do have 
questions about, is what the original data was. What I know for sure, as I said in the context of other 
studies, is that I did not alter nor fabricated data, because that's something that I would never nor have 
ever done in my own practices in the many years of being in this profession.  

[02:05:52.99] And so, as I looked at the report and as I was going through the analysis myself and trying 
to understand the discrepancies, a lot of questions came to mind. One was why is that there are 
differences even in the number of participants? That seems really strange. The actions that I did take to 
try to understand what the original data was, are actions that didn't lead to certainty, simply because 
the original data is something that doesn't exist.  

[02:06:30.39] What would have been super helpful to me is see the original data on paper as it was 
conducted during the summer of 2010. And as I said in my comments, I did reach out to UNC. And 
unfortunately, nobody in the lab, as much as they look, found the data on paper. And so, I am missing an 
important piece of information.  

[02:06:58.67] When it comes to the emails for  one of the questions that I would ask is, could one 
look at the structure of the email, as IT people can look at, to make sure that the emails is in fact as it 
was when sent back in 2010.  
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[02:07:16.79] And the third question that I had, which, again, unfortunately I don't have certainty is, 
what happened after July 16, what happened in the days that followed? Were more sessions that were 
conducted? And I don't know. Because every time I tried to find answers, I wasn't able to know for sure.  

[02:07:40.28] And again, the question that I asked earlier of, where was I in those days, I can't answer 
that question either since I was unable to reconstruct my calendar. What I would have loved is for me to 
come to you and say, here is with 100% certainty where I was. I was sitting with  We were looking 
at the data together. Or  was entering data on my computer, or whatever there was. It's 
information that unfortunately I don't have for you.  

[02:08:15.01] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Bob or Shawn, do you have any follow-ups? No? OK. And this is the 
last question an Allegation 4b, same as the question we've been asking on the others. Francesca, do you 
have any other evidence that could be helpful to us in determining whether research misconduct 
occurred with respect to this allegation, and if it did, who might have committed it?  

[02:08:45.10] FRANCESCA GINO: I think I tried all the routes that I could think of to provide more 
information. So unfortunately, I don't think I have anything else to provide.  

[02:08:56.53] TERESA AMABILE: I just thought of something. Did you import any boxes of files from your 
lab at UNC up to HBS when you moved? I'm asking that because I remember that I did that when I 
moved from Brandeis to HBS back in 1995. I had boxes and boxes of on-paper data which, of course, was 
mostly how data were collected before 1995. And I kept them for many years until it was clear I 
wouldn't be needing them. Did you do that?  

[02:09:31.43] FRANCESCA GINO: No. I don't remember doing that. But that doesn't mean that I didn't do 
it. I did check in my office. There is no data related to this study. The only data that I found was about a 
study that never got published. We never followed up on the research.  

[02:09:55.27] I would be happy if we asked around-- I'm happy to go back to my email. If you can think 
of anything that I can do to be helpful to the committee to explore that possibility, I'd be super happy to 
help.  

[02:10:12.76] TERESA AMABILE: You know, one thing I just thought of. When I was basically asked to 
give up my HBS office recently a couple of years ago when I went down to part-time and the school 
needed absolutely every single faculty office for full-time faculty.  

[02:10:34.72] I took the last of the files that I had and sent them off to Baker Library. I went through 
them and got rid of anything that was just personal stuff and then organized the rest of them and sent 
them off to the Baker Library archives. And I had started archiving stuff as soon as I arrived, or in the 
first year or two after I arrived at HBS when I realized I had too much stuff to store in my own files.  

[02:11:04.93] Is it possible that you've done that? Have you ever sent boxes of stuff to the Baker Library 
archives? I'm wondering if maybe there's a chance the paper data could be there?  

[02:11:16.49] FRANCESCA GINO: I don't think I've ever been in touch with Baker Library archives. I think 
it'd be helpful to ask-- I actually don't remember who my FSS at the time was.  
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[02:11:38.06] TERESA AMABILE: We could-- that may be discoverable.  

[02:11:41.12] FRANCESCA GINO: I want nothing more that to prove in any way possible that I didn't do 
anything wrong. So anything I can do, ask my FSS, ask whoever at HBS might know of boxes that get put 
somewhere with data. I'd be very happy to explore that possibility. I don't remember loading things in 
my car. I don't remember having boxes of data in my car when I drove up from UNC.  

[02:12:17.30] TERESA AMABILE: Or putting them in a moving truck or anything like that? Well, I think 
that Alain can certainly work the channels at HBS to see if your FSS-- or I guess they were called FAs at 
that time-- is still at HBS, at Harvard. And if that person could possibly be consulted about whether they 
have a memory. I don't know if this is possible. But if-- they might remember having archived materials 
for you.  

[02:12:56.20] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:12:57.61] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. So I can't think of anything else at this point. Francesca, can you 
think of anything else on this one, on 4b? No?  

[02:13:06.33] FRANCESCA GINO: No. Just thinking that unfortunately for many years it was  
but I think there was a person before him, and I unfortunately don't remember their name. So 

we wouldn't--  

[02:13:15.94] TERESA AMABILE: So this would be 2010, 2011, maybe 2012, around there?  

[02:13:21.91] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah, I think it was-- yeah.  

[02:13:24.37] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Bob, Shawn, any follow-ups on 4b?  

[02:13:28.24] ROBERT KAPLAN: No.  

[02:13:30.22] TERESA AMABILE: We didn't spend too much time on that. I feel like I could go on. I don't 
need a break now. But Francesca, let me ask you, do you want a break?  

[02:13:40.09] FRANCESCA GINO: Can you remind me of where we're going next?  

[02:13:42.46] TERESA AMABILE: We're going next to Allegation 2, and then we'll finish up with Allegation 
3.  

[02:13:47.32] FRANCESCA GINO: I am happy to dive in.  

[02:13:50.05] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Shawn and Bob, are you OK? OK. So Allegation 2 is about Study 4 in 
the 2015 Psychological Science paper.  

[02:14:08.16] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:14:09.00] TERESA AMABILE: So we're clear on that allegation?  
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[02:14:11.40] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:14:13.76] TERESA AMABILE: So Francesca, the memo you sent us last Friday says, of this allegation, 
that it's impossible to know why data from some original participants might have been excluded from 
the OSF data set, because there are many reasons that participants might be excluded from 
consideration before data were analyzed. Reasons, such as the participant being obviously distracted 
during the study.  

[02:14:42.44] However, there were some data in the OSF data set that do not appear in any of your 
original data sets. So this is the reverse problem. And those data appear to favor the hypothesized and 
reported effects. And there was a figure showing this in the MCG report. And we can do a screen share 
of that figure if you'd like, just to jog your memory. Do you want to see that?  

[02:15:17.82] FRANCESCA GINO: No, I have it.  

[02:15:19.26] TERESA AMABILE: You've got it. OK, I think it was called figure one? I think? Let me just--  

[02:15:30.67] SHAWN COLE: Page 11, yeah.  

[02:15:32.76] TERESA AMABILE: Page 11 Shawn?  

[02:15:34.86] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. I have it.  

[02:15:36.39] TERESA AMABILE: Right, figure one on page 11. So the question is, can you explain this? 
These data points that are only in OSF and can't be found anywhere in what seem to be the original 
data?  

[02:15:56.40] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. I want to clarify, because it's important to restate as I've done 
before, I did not alter nor fabricated data for this study or any other studies in my research. As I sat with 
the data myself, again, same of what happened in the case of the 2020 paper, when the committee 
asked me to go and find the original data, I went into my Qualtrics account and found what I believe is 
the original surveys as it was conducted. There are two that added to be merged.  

[02:16:46.22] Again, if, in fact, somebody access my account, the difference for data points that are 
present in the OSF data versus the ones that are part of Qualtrics might be due to deletions of data 
points. So one possibility is that somebody went into my account and altered the data.  

[02:17:11.58] The second possibility is, that seems less plausible to me, is that something happened in 
the data cleaning process. But I had a hard time understanding where the additional data points came 
from. I don't think there is a third version of the Qualtrics survey, or not one that I could find. And so, I 
can't make sense of those.  

[02:17:47.32] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Thanks. Bob or Shawn, do you have any follow-ups there on 
question one?  

[02:17:55.56] ROBERT KAPLAN: No.  
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[02:17:56.67] TERESA AMABILE: No? OK. Bob, just-- thank you. Shawn would like to bring up a question 
here, which I didn't put into my--  

[02:18:09.99] SHAWN COLE: Yeah, it's sort of a related question, which was, in the original complainant 
report, it was pointed out that a number of the participants apparently entered Harvard when asked for 
their class year.  

[02:18:21.36] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:18:22.20] SHAWN COLE: Answers provided by those participants line up in a manner that's 
extremely consistent with the hypothesized effect. And so, my question was, as you have now had a 
longer period of time to examine the data relative to the previous inquiry-- interview, are you able to 
offer any additional information about how these observations could be explained?  

[02:18:49.48] FRANCESCA GINO: I'm not sure I have anything else to offer other than the participants 
answering Harvard to their year in school didn't stand out to me as something that would necessarily 
have caught my attention when looking at the data. I think, I said this to Bob. I think when the allegation 
came, one of the questions that I asked myself is if there are these irregularities in the data, and I 
receive it, and looking at it, would a reasonable person who's a good scientist notice the issue? And so, I 
guess that's a question that I shouldn't be answering. But I did not notice the repeated Harvard to that 
type of question.  

[02:19:48.91] TERESA AMABILE: And so, Bob, did you have a follow-up to that? I don't. Bob, no? I see 
you shaking your head. Thank you.  

[02:20:00.99] So this is question two in my set of questions. The MCG report contains a table showing 
that when the analyses reported in the published paper were run on the original data, the key result 
that participants in the pro-attitudinal condition expressed significantly lower desirability of the cleaning 
products, that key result failed to replicate.  

[02:20:29.37] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[02:20:29.94] TERESA AMABILE: And that was table two in the MCG report. Do you want to have a 
screen share of that, Francesca?  

[02:20:36.48] FRANCESCA GINO: I have it here.  

[02:20:37.92] TERESA AMABILE: You've got it. OK. Can you explain that?  

[02:20:48.61] FRANCESCA GINO: I don't think-- I don't question the results that come from the combined 
data sets other than, again, I can't quite make sense of why is there a difference in the N other than 
there were some exclusions that were done that reduced the sample size. And given that some of the 
data was conducted in CLER, maybe that's the difference.  

[02:21:25.58] I think that the-- I'm not sure what else to add other than repeating what I said earlier, 
that I see two possibilities. RA error, but I would have had to create the conditions to somehow make 
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RAs believe that when I conduct studies I want to see certain results in the data. And I don't think I've 
ever done that.  

[02:21:57.76] As I said earlier, I walked away from so many studies. There is an entire folder on my 
computer that is dropped studies because we try to test the idea, and the hypotheses were not 
supported. I think that my RAs would have seen that.  

[02:22:14.75] And the second hypothesis is that somebody edited the data in Qualtrics. I can't be sure of 
which alternative is the truth. But what I am certain is that I did not alter the data nor fabricated data in 
any of my studies, including this one.  

[02:22:37.36] TERESA AMABILE: Just to clarify, Francesca, you said, it could be RA error. But it sounds 
like the scenario you described would be actually research misconduct by an RA. Am I hearing that 
correct, where they falsified or fabricated data to support the hypothesis?  

[02:23:03.36] FRANCESCA GINO: I don't think I can speak to whether one is more likely than the other. I 
don't think I know enough about when you're cleaning or merging data sets what's to be expected from 
an RA to the extent that they're making choices on how that merging of data set or cleaning of data set 
happens. So I don't think I can speak to that.  

[02:23:31.26] TERESA AMABILE: So you're saying you don't think you could speak to whether it could be 
an innocent error on the part of an RA or a motivated data fabrication or falsification. Is that what you 
meant when you said, you can't judge between the two?  

[02:23:47.98] FRANCESCA GINO: That's right. I think I was making a broader statement about the 
conditions that I believe I create in my lab for people who work with me. And I don't believe I put people 
under pressure. I think that people have seen me walk away from tons of projects. And that's just part of 
learning. I also know that they've seen many studies failing, and that is OK. It's part of science.  

[02:24:13.21] And so, I can't think of a situation where I got upset for an error that an RA made or for a 
study that has failed. I think I was just trying to convey what I believe I'm doing when I'm working with 
RAs or collaborators.  

[02:24:34.09] TERESA AMABILE: Thank you. That was a really clear clarification. And the second-- so the 
second possibility-- you talked about two possibilities. One it was something that an RA did or RAs did.  

[02:24:49.05] And the second possibility, which is what you've talked about before today in your 
answers to our earlier questions, is that there was a bad actor who got into your Qualtrics account. And 
that would be research misconduct by this other person, correct? Am I interpreting that correct?  

[02:25:11.97] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:25:12.96] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. Bob or Shawn, follow-ups at all?  

[02:25:21.36] ROBERT KAPLAN: No.  
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[02:25:22.98] TERESA AMABILE: OK, thank you. And last question on this allegation, Francesca, same as 
on the others.  

[02:25:32.49] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:25:33.91] TERESA AMABILE: Do you have any other evidence that could be helpful to us in 
determining whether research misconduct occurred with respect to this allegation, and if it did, who 
might have committed it?  

[02:25:49.37] FRANCESCA GINO: I don't think I have anything more to offer.  

[02:25:55.01] TERESA AMABILE: OK. All right. Thank you. I'm going to call for just a short break before 
we go to our last allegation, which is Allegation 3. So again, Francesca, you and Sydney will be in a 
breakout room. And it'll be about five minutes, OK? All right. Thank you.  

[02:26:35.02] OK, Francesca. Are you ready to head into our questions about Allegation 3?  

[02:26:39.52] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes.  

[02:26:40.48] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And this is about study four in the 2014 Psychological Science 
paper.  

[02:26:48.43] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes.  

[02:26:52.12] TERESA AMABILE: So our first question, concerning this allegation, the memo you sent last 
Friday suggests that data cleaning or errors made by the RAs who coded the creativity tests could 
account for the anomalies noted in the MCG report. We're going to go through three anomalies, and 
we'd like you to explain how data cleaning, coding errors, or other errors could account for them.  

[02:27:24.67] FRANCESCA GINO: May I make a clarification to my statement--  

[02:27:29.71] TERESA AMABILE: Sure.  

[02:27:30.46] FRANCESCA GINO: --that I think is important is, I am comparing the data set that I worked 
on for analysis, which is the DAC data set. And the data set that I don't know where it is, which is the 
raw data from the study. And so, I am making assumptions about that process, not necessarily what we 
see reported here in the report, since the forensic firm didn't have the original data either. And so--  

[02:28:15.69] TERESA AMABILE: I believe-- I'm sorry, Francesca. I'm confused. The forensic firm didn't 
have data from Qualtrics. Is that what you mean by the original data?  

[02:28:29.99] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes. So I don't know where the raw data-- sorry, raw data would be.  

[02:28:34.88] TERESA AMABILE: The raw data, OK.  

[02:28:36.14] FRANCESCA GINO: --the raw data is.  
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[02:28:38.24] TERESA AMABILE: OK. What they did work with were files right from your hard drive. They 
worked with--  

[02:28:45.70] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:28:46.06] TERESA AMABILE: --basically two Excel files from your hard drive.  

[02:28:49.66] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:28:50.95] TERESA AMABILE: One with a 2012 date on it and one with a 2014 data on it.  

[02:28:58.23] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:28:58.51] TERESA AMABILE: And the 2014, I think, is the one that they call DAC?  

[02:29:03.07] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:29:03.79] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah, OK. And that one matches the data that were analyzed and 
reported in the 2014 Psych Science paper, correct?  

[02:29:20.73] FRANCESCA GINO: That's exactly right.  

[02:29:22.08] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So what these questions are about is whether and how you can 
explain discrepancies between the 2012 Excel data set on your computer and the 2014 data set on your 
computer. OK?  

[02:29:46.33] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:29:47.35] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So Alma, could you please bring up the screen share for Allegation 3 
and just show us the first page, please. OK. So Francesca, the first anomaly is shown in this screen share 
of table one--  

[02:30:11.08] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:30:12.19] TERESA AMABILE: --is that in the 2012 Excel data set there are 12 lines of data that had 
gray highlighting--  

[02:30:23.03] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[02:30:24.02] TERESA AMABILE: --in the cheat column. It appears that these 12 participants' conditions 
were manually switched after data collection from the non-cheating to the cheating condition. The gray 
highlighting is absent in the 2014 data set, which is here called DAC, and that's the rightmost column.  

[02:30:47.58] So in the 2012 Excel file, MCG took as the correct condition assignment what was entered 
in the column called "reported guessed correctly." And that value was a one, indicating that the person 
said they guessed the coin toss correctly, which would have been cheating. And zero means that they 
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did not say that they guessed it correctly. So the gray highlighted cells-- and that gray highlighting did 
exist in the Excel file that was found on your computer.  

[02:31:33.83] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:31:35.24] TERESA AMABILE: Those gray highlighted cells are exactly the ones where there's a 
discrepancy between the "reported guessed correctly" column and the "cheat" column, which did end 
up then being the condition assignment for the participant, right?  

[02:31:50.81] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:31:51.83] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So can you explain this discrepancy?  

[02:31:56.04] FRANCESCA GINO: So as I said before, which I want to restate here, I did not alter any data 
that is-- of studies that I conducted, including this one. This data set required merging that came from 
two different data sets, one of which was for the cheating task.  

[02:32:19.29] And this was something that a software person created that would record the cheating 
versus no cheating. And so, I don't know why the values change between 2012 and 2014 other than 
something might have happened with the data received from the program that was created for the coin 
toss. I would--  

[02:32:52.85] TERESA AMABILE: I'm sorry, just a quick clarification. I'm not asking right now about the 
discrepancy between the 2012 and the 2014. I'm actually asking about the discrepancy between these 
two columns in the 2012 Excel.  

[02:33:06.29] FRANCESCA GINO: I see what you're saying. Apologize.  

[02:33:08.05] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah.  

[02:33:18.00] FRANCESCA GINO: Again, I'm not the person who does coding. And so, I'm not sure why 
they're different. I don't know what the program from the original task spit out and whether it require 
an RA to go into a data file and check for values. So I'm not entirely sure. I can't explain this difference 
for you--  

[02:33:51.37] TERESA AMABILE: OK.  

[02:33:52.21] FRANCESCA GINO: --without the knowledge of the original program and what it deliver in 
terms of the raw data.  

[02:34:00.11] TERESA AMABILE: Shawn, you've unmuted. Did you want to ask a follow-up? OK. Bob? 
No? OK.  

[02:34:09.52] So the second anomaly we wanted to point out is on the next page. Alma, if you could 
scroll down. Yeah. I guess it's not possible to get both the top part and the bottom part. That's OK. So 
there are four lines of data in the cheat condition--  
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[02:34:34.49] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:34:35.18] TERESA AMABILE: --with gray highlighting. And that gray highlighting was in the original 
2012 Excel file on your computer. And it appears from this screen share table two that those four 
participants' scores on the RAT, the creativity test called RAT, were manually entered rather than being 
computed values. So what I'm referring to here is the column called RAT underscore PERF in quote, 
Show Formulas mode.  

[02:35:18.64] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:35:19.70] TERESA AMABILE: And that column shows that all values except for those four were 
computed. There was a compute statement there that computed these values from certain other 
columns in the data file.  

[02:35:37.79] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:35:38.64] TERESA AMABILE: But these four did not use a formula. These values were apparently 
manually inserted. And they differ notably from the rightmost column, which is in red, which is the 
values that MCG calculated based on the columns from which the other non-gray lines of data were 
calculated.  

[02:36:12.11] And now, Alma, if you could scroll down to table three, I think that's probably on the same 
page in the forensic report. Francesca, I'm sorry, I don't have the page numbers.  

[02:36:22.11] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. No, I have it on-- in front of me. Yeah.  

[02:36:25.54] TERESA AMABILE: So the screen share table three shows those four lines of data. And it 
shows the specific columns where the computations were taken from along with the apparent 
modifications. The apparently manually entered values do not derive from underlying data in any 
discernible way.  

[02:36:57.82] And again, the gray highlighting is absent in the 2014 data set. It's only there in the 2012 
data set. So again, the question is, same as before--  

[02:37:10.84] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:37:12.00] TERESA AMABILE: Can you explain?  

[02:37:15.21] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. So and again, I am trying to work through the perspective of a 
person who doesn't do coding, which would be the case for this particular DV, since the RAT 
performance is looking at the answer that the person gave to a question regarding associations and then 
checking that-- I would actually question why this sum formula was used since it's something that you 
need to go and count to check for answer being accurate rather than random.  

[02:37:55.20] And so, I could imagine that if the RA was doing the work of coding, that's why some of it 
are not in the sum versus some of them are enter as they are. As I said, I'm not the one doing the 
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coding. And so, I am unable to explain the reasoning behind that. What I can speak to is the DAC file, 
since that's the one that I used for analysis.  

[02:38:26.55] The assumption that seems to be embedded in this report is that, again, is one of the 
meta file analysis, it's almost as if the 2012 file is being used as the raw data. That makes me 
uncomfortable.  

[02:38:49.05] And what also makes me uncomfortable is the fact that it's associated to me simply 
because it was on my machine when I know for a fact that I wouldn't do coding. I wouldn't be doing 
mergers of data files. That's not something that I generally work with because it's part of RA type of 
work.  

[02:39:14.26] TERESA AMABILE: It's my understanding that-- and I'll ask Bob and Shawn to correct me if 
they think I'm wrong here, especially Shawn, whom I know studied the underlying Excel files--  

[02:39:27.80] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[02:39:28.79] TERESA AMABILE: It's my understanding that the DAC data file that you referred to as the 
one that you used when you analyzed the data and wrote up the paper, that that matches the 2012 
Excel file--  

[02:39:44.21] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[02:39:45.56] TERESA AMABILE: --in the columns and other respects. It's just that there are these 
discrepancies in these-- well, those first 12 lines of data that seem to have the condition switched and 
these four lines of data.  

[02:40:06.47] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:40:08.21] TERESA AMABILE: That in other respects, those data files are quite similar.  

[02:40:14.20] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. And I'm with you, Teresa. I understand the question and I 
understand the presence of a discrepancy. What I wish I could do is see what the data coming from the, 
I believe Qualtrics survey, as well as the program that was created so that we can make sense of what 
exactly explained the discrepancy.  

[02:40:43.03] And unfortunately, I can't pinpoint with 100% certainty rather than, again, being 100% 
sure that I did not alter any data to favor any hypothesis. In fact, I didn't alter any data whatsoever.  

[02:41:00.97] TERESA AMABILE: Believe me, we also wish that the Qualtrics--  

[02:41:03.82] FRANCESCA GINO: I think--  

[02:41:04.54] TERESA AMABILE: [INAUDIBLE] was there. And so  

[02:41:05.89] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah. It's very--  
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[02:41:07.34] TERESA AMABILE: it's frustrating that it's not.  

[02:41:08.83] FRANCESCA GINO: It is frustrating. It is frustrating.  

[02:41:11.47] TERESA AMABILE: But let me just rephrase what I think I heard you say before when we're 
talking specifically about these four lines of data, these four participants. And specifically, we're talking 
about the RAT.  

[02:41:26.31] And just for Shawn and Bob who are not creativity researchers, I'm going to describe this 
test. It's a test that was created by Mednick and Mednick, originally published in something like 1961.  

[02:41:40.47] FRANCESCA GINO: I was going to say '72, but I think you're more accurate. Yeah.  

[02:41:44.91] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. I think it first came into use in some of their papers in '61, and 
then it was published as a test that could be widely used, I think, in the early '70s. Anyway, it existed 
before I became a creativity researcher in 1975. I can say that for sure. It was talked about in the 
literature a lot. And the test is-- it seems a little strange as a creativity test. Because each item, each 
question has a correct answer.  

[02:42:15.21] And the answer is supposedly a measure of-- and it's generally taken in the field as a 
measure of the creativity with which a person can make associations between things that are not 
commonly associated. So one item is-- every item gives the individual three words and asks them to 
come up with, fill in the blank, with a fourth word that somehow connects the other three words-- 
conceptually or in any way at all. Find that right answer.  

[02:42:55.59] So one example of a pretty easy one is that the three items are cottage, rat, and blue. And 
the correct answer is cheese.  

[02:43:08.21] So I think what Francesca was saying before is that the RA would need to actually look at 
what the person wrote on their survey and say, OK, is this answer cheese? If somebody misspelled 
cheese, but it was clearly cheese, like they put a z instead of an s, they would have to count that as a 
correct answer. Am I doing OK, Francesca? I see you nodding your head.  

[02:43:36.29] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:43:36.82] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. So the RA would need to-- and I think that's what Francesca was 
referring to when she said coding.  

[02:43:42.20] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm. Yeah.  

[02:43:43.49] TERESA AMABILE: The RA would have to look at those handwritten-- or I guess typed-in 
answers if it was done in Qualtrics-- and indicate in the data file, this is a one for a correct answer or this 
is a zero, incorrect answer. So every item-- and it looks here like 17 items on the RAT were used, every 
item gets scored as a one or zero, every answer to every item. Right.  
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[02:44:11.79] So the discrepancies here are-- as highlighted, I guess, with the red boxes are correct 
answers that don't square with the underlying data in the 2012 Excel file. I'm sorry, that was a very long-
winded explanation--  

[02:44:39.38]  

[02:44:40.03] FRANCESCA GINO: No, I think that that was very helpful.  

[02:44:42.56] TERESA AMABILE: OK. So Francesca, that is a fair description of what you were referring to 
as coding?  

[02:44:49.25] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes.  

[02:44:50.42] TERESA AMABILE: OK. And--  

[02:44:54.44] FRANCESCA GINO: I went back to try to understand often for coding, like this one, you 
would have not one RAs but two in case there is judgment. And then for codings that where there are 
inconsistency, you have them talk to each other. But again, I don't have that information.  

[02:45:15.04] TERESA AMABILE: Right. But presumably, it wouldn't be too hard for even one person to 
tell is this word cheese or is it not cheese.  

[02:45:21.17] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:45:22.52] TERESA AMABILE: But yes, you might have had two people discuss it if there was really 
some question about it, right?  

[02:45:29.54] FRANCESCA GINO: Yep.  

[02:45:30.50] TERESA AMABILE: So it sounds like I believe your answer to trying to explain this 
discrepancy is that you can't?  

[02:45:40.25] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[02:45:44.54] TERESA AMABILE: Is that correct, Francesca?  

[02:45:47.84] FRANCESCA GINO: I think that without the raw data it's difficult to speak with confidence 
about why the discrepancies exist.  

[02:46:02.31] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Bob or Shawn, did you have follow-ups on that? I'm about to move 
on to the third anomaly. But no? No? OK. So Alma, could you move us to the next page, please? Yeah. 
Good. Can you go up a little? Yeah, great. So the third anomaly--  

[02:46:28.99] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[02:46:31.72] TERESA AMABILE: --as shown in the screen share tables four and five--  
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[02:46:35.68] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:46:36.41] TERESA AMABILE: Again, this is from the MCG report-- recalculation of a statistical analysis 
of differences between conditions using the original condition assignments and the original RAT scores 
apparent in the 2012 Excel file reveals that the key result for the study as reported in the published 
paper disappears.  

[02:47:01.40] FRANCESCA GINO: Mm-hmm.  

[02:47:02.93] TERESA AMABILE: And we're looking specifically here at RAT performance--  

[02:47:07.69] FRANCESCA GINO: Yeah.  

[02:47:08.90] TERESA AMABILE: --or number of RAT items solved. In fact, recomputed means reveal the 
reverse. Non-cheaters scored higher on the RAT than cheaters did. Again, same question, can you 
explain how data cleaning, or coding errors, or other errors, or anything else could account for this 
anomaly?  

[02:47:40.12] FRANCESCA GINO: I think that these are statistics that come from the way the data 
differences exist between the two data sets. And so, in a sense, I see this as the result of the fact that 
the previous anomaly exist. When you run the analysis, this is what you end up with.  

[02:48:04.16] I think that from the perspective of a person who published a paper with these findings, 
there are many different questions for me to answer. Again, I start from the standpoint of, I didn't do 
anything wrong from the perspective of altering data or fabricating data or anything to that extent.  

[02:48:26.31] And so, I'm left with a lot of questions about what does this say about the validity of the 
research. And so, I started doing meta analysis without this study being considered. But I feel like that's 
beyond the point of the investigation and more for me as a researcher.  

[02:48:44.36] I think that in no matter what happens, I am going to make sure that I investigate these 
relationships further such that I understand whether the results of the research that is published are, in 
fact, correct.  

[02:49:03.86] As a scientist, that's why we're in science. We want to publish research that is robust and 
gives us important insights about people's behavior. But I feel like I am going beyond the question that 
you asked.  

[02:49:20.87] TERESA AMABILE: No, I really appreciated that. And of course, I strongly agree with that 
most recent statement you made about the business that we're in as scientists.  

[02:49:32.57] Francesca, I wanted to follow up on something you said in one of your last few sentences 
there. You said, looking at this, you did question the validity of this particular study. Did I hear that right 
as it was published?  

[02:49:56.19] FRANCESCA GINO: No. I am sorry if I misspoke. I don't question the validity without 
knowing what the raw data is. I think that there is a question mark in my own head of it's-- what I would 
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love the most for me to have showed up at this meeting, but even before this meeting, with every single 
detail possible that would prove that I've done nothing wrong in relationship to any of the allegations.  

[02:50:31.65] But to the extent that that is not possible, again, as a scholar, I want to make sure that 
everything that I publish is correct. So far, if I leave this study to decide the meta analysis suggests that 
based on the previous studies the result is robust, which give me confidence that the DAC file here is the 
accurate one. But I want to have certainty.  

[02:50:58.32] And I think as a scientist, I want certainty about what I published. And so, I think that in 
the months and years following, I'm going to revisit some of the hypotheses that I feel I spoke about, 
provided evidence for, and make sure that everything is robust.  

[02:51:22.17] I think it's a comment that I had also in my responses to you. I can't question the validity 
of this data without having access to the raw data set. I do know that it's tricky sometimes when you 
merge data sets, probably easier for experimental studies.  

[02:51:43.56] But I do know that the cheating data was coming from a different software and also that 
the dependent variables here required coding. And so, I can't be certain about how to explain the 
discrepancies.  

[02:52:02.42] TERESA AMABILE: I did clearly hear you say that you did not alter any data, fabricate any 
data for any reason, let alone to support a hypothesis. And you're nodding your head.  

[02:52:18.02] FRANCESCA GINO: Yes, I did not.  

[02:52:20.10] TERESA AMABILE: But I believe I also heard you say, even just now, that in the absence of 
the raw data in Qualtrics, which are undiscoverable for whatever reason. They're just not there. In the 
absence of that, you do have questions about these discrepancies and how they might have arisen.  

[02:52:47.89] So it sounds like you're saying you did not commit research misconduct, but research 
misconduct or serious errors could have occurred here. Am I right? Am I hearing that correctly from 
you?  

[02:53:04.61] FRANCESCA GINO: I think what I'm trying to say, and I'm sorry if I'm unclear, this is, you all 
know it's a really hard process. What I'm--  

[02:53:14.24] TERESA AMABILE: Excuse me. Alma, could you take down the screen share now, please? 
Thanks.  

[02:53:21.31] FRANCESCA GINO: I think I'm trying to convey two messages. And one is specific to this 
paper and one is about how I see myself as a researcher. Specific to this paper, I-- and again, I think that 
in a sense the forensic firm made the same conclusions without access to the raw data. I can't explain 
with certainty why certain discrepancies exist.  

[02:53:52.03] Again, it does require-- it's a data set that requires some work on the part of the RA 
handling it-- in the merging of it, in the coding of certain dependent variable. So that's a statement 
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about the paper per se. A more general statement, for me as a researcher, again, as hard as this can be 
as a process, I think it taught me real lessons about how I want to set up my practices going forward.  

[02:54:25.44] But also, making sure that if there is any doubt that anybody has on the research that I do 
what I can to show that the results are robust. I think it breaks my heart to know that you might have 
doubts, since you're my colleagues in the end, when I know for a fact that I didn't do anything wrong.  

[02:54:53.68] TERESA AMABILE: Understood. Understood. Thank you. Bob or Shawn, do you have 
follow-ups at this point? No.  

[02:55:06.05] ROBERT KAPLAN: No.  

[02:55:07.16] TERESA AMABILE: So Francesca, I'm going to ask that last question that we have for the 
other allegations. Do you have any other evidence that could be helpful to us in determining whether 
research misconduct occurred with respect to this allegation, and if it did, who might have committed 
it?  

[02:55:26.69] FRANCESCA GINO: No. No additional evidence.  

[02:55:31.84] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Well, that concludes our questions for you, Francesca. Thank you, 
again, so much for spending this time speaking with us. Do you have anything else you'd like to say at 
this time?  

[02:55:47.30] FRANCESCA GINO: I think I'm going to end with where I started, just thanking you for 
spending time doing this and doing so so carefully. And then sad that that's how we are seeing most of 
each other these days.  

[02:56:06.93] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. Thank you. So I'm going to turn it over to Alain right now. We're 
not quite finished. There's one last bit that Alain needs to do. Yeah. So Alain, do you want to-- are you 
there?  

[02:56:26.04] ALAIN BONACOSSA: I am here.  

[02:56:29.63] TERESA AMABILE: Can we see you?  

[02:56:35.96] ALAIN BONACOSSA: I'm sorry, Teresa. What is the ask of me?  

[02:56:39.02] TERESA AMABILE: My understanding was at this point when we're done with our 
questions and Francesca's done answering our questions, that you would ask Alma to have-- for 
Francesca and Sydney to go into a breakout room so that we the committee can see are there any final 
questions that we might have. Am I remembering that right, Alain?  

[02:57:02.97] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Yes. If you think that that's what the committee could use, yes. Let's 
take a break, and [INAUDIBLE].  

[02:57:08.64] TERESA AMABILE: Sure. Why don't we just, yeah, take a few minutes to do that. And then, 
Francesca, if we don't have any further questions, Alain, is there any reason to bring them back?  
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[02:57:20.75] ALAIN BONACOSSA: I would just bring them back to say goodbye and say we don't have 
any additional questions. It would just take a minute.  

[02:57:26.18] TERESA AMABILE: Yeah. So is that OK, Francesca? We'll do that. So if you and Sydney could 
hang out together for just another few minutes. We'll then bring you back so we can say goodbye, or ask 
any additional questions we have. All right. Thanks. OK. Bye-bye. So we'll see you in a few minutes.  

[02:57:46.06] ALAIN BONACOSSA: Thanks.  

[02:58:13.53] TERESA AMABILE: Hi, Francesca. We don't have any more questions for you.  

[02:58:19.14] And we just want to tell you, of course, if you think of additional information, if you are 
able to come across an FA or FSS who was working with you in those years that we were talking about 
for the 2012 paper who might have some memory of those-- of paper files that could have the paper 
data, or any other information on any of these allegations, please send it immediately to Alain so he can 
get it to us, OK?  

[02:58:52.57] FRANCESCA GINO: Appreciate it.  

[02:58:53.84] TERESA AMABILE: OK. Sure. For sure. And we-- all three of us as we were talking just now, 
and this was explicitly emphasized by Bob, please tell Francesca we really, really appreciate her hanging 
in there with us through all these hours in this very difficult and emotional process. So Francesca, we're 
sorry for the distress. We understand it. We share it.  

[02:59:27.62] FRANCESCA GINO: Thank you.  

[02:59:28.61] TERESA AMABILE: So thank-- Thank you very much.  

[02:59:32.59] FRANCESCA GINO: Thank you, everybody.  

[02:59:35.77] TERESA AMABILE: Bye-bye, Francesca. Bye, Sydney.  

[02:59:38.44] FRANCESCA GINO: Thank you. Bye.  

[02:59:47.83] SHAWN COLE: You can stop the recording now.  
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Additional Information from the Respondent  
November 14, 2022 

 
1. In 2011, the FSS who supported Francesca was . His LinkedIn page suggests he 

started working in this role in October 2010. The Respondent thinks there was another person (a 
woman) supporting her for a few months before  took the position. She may investigate 
who this person was and/or talk to  to try to understand whether they have any 
recollection of helping Francesca with files she may have moved from UNC to HBS. 

 
2. Francesca found the following email in her  folder (Monday, May 2, 2011 at 9:58 PM). 

She thinks this may be potentially helpful to the committee because we have been reviewing 
drafts of the 2012 PNAS paper assuming “linearity” across versions – meaning, that each version 
improves on the previous one. According to Francesca, this email seems to suggests that 
“linearity” may not be a good assumption: 

 
========= 
Re: further revised draft of our "signature paper" 
 
Hi , 
 
Please find letter to editor attached - feel free to make any changes 
whatsoever. I suggested  as an AE though  
would also be great. 
 
While reading through the latest draft that Francesca sent, I realized 
that we exchanged so many drafts that at one point our wires got 
crossed and that some revisions got lost a few rounds ago! Comparing 
two drafts now - it will take just a bit longer to make sure all your 
good revisions got incorporated. 
 
Thank you both! 

 
========= 
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Additional Information from the Respondent  
November 19, 2022 

 
The Respondent reached out to colleagues at UNC again. They checked the lab storage and 
cabinets – they did not find any data for studies she conducted when she was there. Francesca 
also reached out to Imelda Dundas in DRFD at HBS and learned that  (her FA for 
a few years) did not help her with the move from UNC to HBS. , another FA, 
might have helped Francesca but Francesca can’t figure out where  went after HBS so she 
doesn’t know how to contact her and she doesn’t see messages to her in my Sent folder related 
to the move.  
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Additional Information from the Respondent  
November 19, 2022 

 
During the interview, the committee asked a few questions I wanted to follow up on: 
 

1. Issue: Search for original data (conducted on paper) for the lab study in the 2012 PNAS 
paper. The committee asked me whether it is possible the data is somewhere at HBS, 
assuming it was part of the materials I moved from UNC to HBS in the summer of 2010.  

a. In 2011, the FSS who supported me was . I reached out to him on 
LinkedIn and he told me he did not help with the move since he started working 
as my FSS (FSA at that time) in November of 2010.  

b. I reached out to Imelda Dundas (happy to share the emails if helpful), who told 
me for a few months I was supported by , before she left HBS. I 
do not see any email in my folders that speak to the potential move of data. I do 
not have contact information for . (Two of the faculty she was supporting 
had problems with her so she left without staying in touch. I am not sure where 
she went when she left HBS).  

c. The data is not in the Baker Archives. It is also not in the cabinets we have for 
NOM Faculty on the 4th floor of Baker. And it is not in my office – though I found 
in my office data of a study I never published and also materials used in other 
studies. 

d. I reached out to colleagues at UNC again. They checked the lab storage and 
cabinets – they did not find any data for studies I conducted when I was there.  

 
2. Issue: Changes to the description of the study procedures in the 2012 PNAS paper. As I went 

through my emails again, I found the following email in my  folder (Monday, May 2, 
2011 at 9:58 PM). I think this email is potentially helpful in making sense of the many changes 
across drafts. We have been reviewing drafts of the 2012 PNAS paper assuming “linearity” 
across versions – meaning, that each version improves on the previous one. This email seems to 
suggests that assuming “linearity” may not be a good assumption: 

  
========= 
Re: further revised draft of our "signature paper" 
  
Hi , 
  
Please find letter to editor attached - feel free to make any changes 
whatsoever. I suggested  as an AE though  
would also be great. 
  
While reading through the latest draft that Francesca sent, I realized 
that we exchanged so many drafts that at one point our wires got 
crossed and that some revisions got lost a few rounds ago! Comparing 
two drafts now - it will take just a bit longer to make sure all your 
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good revisions got incorporated. 
  
Thank you both! 

 
========= 

 
3. Issue: When is it that   and I met at a conference? It was the Society of Judgment and 

Decision Making conference in 2011. I found the program here: 
https://sjdm.org/programs/2011-program.pdf  As it is shown on page 2,  presented the 
paper on “Signing Decreases Dishonesty.”  was on the market the summer/Fall of 2011. 
This is when the disagreements around the field data in this paper started happening. 

 
4. Issue: Relationship with  getting worse over time. The committee asked whether I 

have any written evidence that speaks to this. Many of my conversations with  for 
this project and others we had going in 2010-2012 were live conversations, as we regularly met 
at conferences and talked over the phone. I found the following email in my  
folder (Tuesday, November 16, 2021 at 6:48 PM). I think this email may be helpful as it had a 
note from  in attachment (also attached here) –  was asking me to check the accuracy 
of the details in the note based on what I know. One of the inaccuracies I noted was in 
relationship to when  and  met (it was at SJDM in 2011 and then again at in early 2012). 

 
========= 
From: " > 
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 at 6:48 PM 
To: Francesca Gino <fgino@hbs.edu> 
Subject: FW: Complicity in the Signing First paper 
  
Dear Francesca, 
  
May I ask you to review ’s response to my chapter, particularly her claim that she was no 
more connected to the field experiment than the rest of us.  This is very different from my 
understanding. Any clarity that you can provide would be of value to me. 
  
Was ’s name on the field experiment in ’s presentation of this data?  Why was  
involved? 
  
With appreciation, and with the intent of telling the history accurately, 
  

 
  
  
  
From:   
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 5:18 PM 
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To:  
Subject: Re: Complicity in the Signing First paper 
  

  
  
Attached please find my comments to your chapter. 
  

 
  

On Nov 11, 2021, at 8:29 AM,  wrote: 
  
Authors of the two signing first papers: 
  
I have spent much of 2021 writing a book entitled Profiles in Complicity. The book provides 
seven profiles of the ways in which many of us are complicit with wrongdoing.  This is my 
honest personal account of our story.  I have tried to use objective evidence in describing what 
happened – thus the use of emails.  I would appreciate it if you would review my account for 
any errors you see in my description. 
  
It is easiest for me to incorporate your feedback if I hear from you within the next week.  But, I 
will have further chances to change actual errors at a later date. 
  
In advance, thank you for your review of this material, 
  

 
 

 
<PiC.Chapter7.11.11.21.docx> 
  
========= 
 

5. Issue: Projects I dropped over the years. I spoke about this in my comments before the 
interview, but I wanted to add that I also walked away from projects where the studies my 
colleagues and I conducted did not reliably show evidence consistent with the hypotheses we 
were testing. For instance, in a 2007 project on overconfidence with  and two other 
colleagues, I felt the data in support of our hypotheses was too weak and  and I ended up 
leaving the project (the two other colleagues continued working on the paper with additional 
co-authors and published it in OBHDP).  

a. For papers I published, I often tried to test hypotheses with multiple paradigms and with 
data from the field and the lab whenever possible – in an attempt to assure the 
hypotheses receive robust support. I conducted an internal meta-analysis for the 2014 
Psych Science paper, the 2015 Psych Science paper and the 2020 JPSP paper we 
discussed during the interview, and I believe the tested relationships to be robust and 
the data from the studies in question to be valid.  
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From:
Subject: RE: Your JPSP: ASC Subm ss on PSP-A-2019-0814 - [EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

Date: December 9, 2019 at 12:30 PM
To: Francesca G no fg no@hbs.edu,

Hi team,

Just a quick note to confirm that the analyses I re-ran justify our responses to the
reviewers’ comments on study 3. Namely, controlling for legal practice and office location
does not affect the results for our hypotheses. It does lower goodness of fit, however,
whish supports our initial decision to exclude those controls from the analyses.

Cheers,

From: Gino, Francesca <fgino@hbs.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, December 5, 2019 8:04 AM
To:

Subject: Re: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

Thank you !!!
I’ll start drafting the design later today
fran

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration

From:
Date: Wednesday, December 4, 2019 at 5:26 PM
To:  Francesca Gino
<fgino@hbs.edu>
Subject: RE: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

Hi team,

Just a quick update. It took me a while to reconstruct the analyses for study 3, because
the dataset I was using had been mislabeled when I shared it with a doctoral student.
After much frustration I’ve finally located the correct dataset and was able to replicate the
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From:
Date: Monday, December 2, 2019 at 2:49 PM
To: Francesca Gino <fgino@hbs.edu>,

Subject: Re: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

I went through this; I agree that the AE and reviewer are concerned about the way we
define networking in our instructions so we should reword to make it more neutral, in
addition we can do a 2 by 3 design to add a control condition; in addition, we can rerun
the analyses and test each dimension separate in addition to the difference score

 I added my comments; I think you can continue working on this and my plan is to
run the study early next week after we make sure we have spent enough time thinking
very carefully about its deign

From: "Gino, Francesca" <fgino@hbs.edu>
Date: Monday, December 2, 2019 at 1:09 PM
To: 

Subject: Re: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

It’d be helpful to know your reactions to the issues the reviewers brought up about our
manipulations and measures

 shared her comments on them

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration

From:
Date: Monday, December 2, 2019 at 1:02 PM
To:  Francesca Gino
<fgino@hbs.edu>
Subject: Re: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]
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[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

Hi
Is there anything specific on the letter (besides new study design) that needs my
attention? I do not want to slow us down

From:
Date: Monday, December 2, 2019 at 9:42 AM
To:  "Gino, Francesca"
<fgino@hbs.edu>
Subject: RE: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

No worries,  I can set aside another day later this week or next for the revision. It
doesn’t have to be tomorrow.

From:
Sent: Monday, December 2, 2019 10:40 AM
To: Gino, Francesca <fgino@hbs.edu>;

Subject: Re: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

I am still in California and fly back later today so unfortunately can’t work on this today

From: "Gino, Francesca" <fgino@hbs.edu>
Date: Monday, December 2, 2019 at 7:50 AM
To: 

Subject: Re: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

Thank you !
 – do you have time to have a look and then send it back to  today, with

your thoughts added?
That way we can speed things up  and make the 1/26 deadline
fran

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
C Ch i D i i P fi l G E i E i P
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Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration

From:
Date: Sunday, December 1, 2019 at 8:17 AM
To: Francesca Gino <fgino@hbs.edu>,

Subject: RE: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

Hi Francesca,

Thanks a lot for getting this started. I’ve started answering the comments about study 3,
and have also responded to your comments in the letter. I’ll stop now because I have an
urgent deadline tomorrow, but on Tuesday I will take another stab at the letter (including
re-running the study 3 analyses to double-check what I wrote in the initial response) and
the design of the new study.

As for the Jan 26 resubmission timeline JPSP suggested, I too would love to meet it.
Heads up that my work schedule is completely packed until the end of December, but
come January I’ll be all over this revision, including the important theory development.

Talk soon,

From: Gino, Francesca <fgino@hbs.edu>
Sent: November 30, 2019 10:56 AM
To:

Subject: Re: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]

Hi team,

I started working on a letter with our responses. Before we decide on the study to run, I
think we need to do the additional analyses the reviewers ask for.  could you
please respond to the comments I highlighted on page 3 and 7? And could you your
thoughts as you go through the letter?

Then you can pass it to  and then I think we’ll be able to go ahead and run the
additional study.
We do not have a lot of time for the R&R. the deadline is 1/26. And it’d be great to stick to
it

fran

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 727 of 1282



 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Pro table Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/  
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration
 
 

From: 
Date: Wednesday, November 27, 2019 at 7:26 PM
To: Francesca Gino <fgino@hbs.edu>, 

Subject: Fwd: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]
 
Finally some good news for us! 
Happy thanksgiving!
 

 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Journal of Personality and Social Psychology: Attitudes and Social
Cognition" <em@editorialmanager.com>
Date: November 27, 2019 at 6:15:39 PM CST
To: 
Subject: Your JPSP: ASC Submission PSP-A-2019-0814 -
[EMID:ee729b732dbb3efc]
Reply-To: "Journal of Personality and Social Psychology: Attitudes and
Social Cognition" 

CC: 

11/27/2019
 
Re: PSP-A-2019-0814
Why Connect? Moral Consequences of Networking Motives
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology: Attitudes and Social Cognition
 
Dear 
 
I have received three reviews of the manuscript that you and your co-authors recently submitted to JPSP-ASC, titled
“Why Connect? Moral Consequences of Networking Motives” (PSP-A-2019-0814). Furthermore, I read your paper
carefully and independently, before looking at the reviews. As you can see when you have had a chance to see the
reviewer comments, all of us nd some aspects of the paper quite innovative and commendable. At the same time,
they also raise some important questions about your work while making insightful suggestions for how you might
improve the paper. My own reading of the work places me in agreement with this general assessment of your work
by the re ie ers Although I cannot accept this ersion of the paper for publication in JPSP ASC I in ite you to
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by the reviewers. Although I cannot accept this version of the paper for publication in JPSP-ASC, I invite you to
revise and resubmit the paper after addressing all the concerns raised in the reviews.
 
The reviewers clearly expressed their concerns and thus I will not reiterate them. However, let me highlight a few
points that are most important.
 

The reviewers were enthusiastic about the research question tested here and in particular the manner in which the
ideas were tested, using correlational, experimental, and eld data, and by testing meaningful behavioral outcomes
with varied and dif cult to get samples. Your agreement to follow open-science practices is also noted. This paper
has the potential to make a strong contribution to JPSP, but the reviews have noted some places where there are
theoretical holes to ll, additional statistical tests that need to be conducted, and I feel that one more study may
need to be conducted to shore up a de cit in the ability to make causal statements about the nature of the effect. I
do believe that these can be addressed in a revision that carefully addresses all of the very clear and detailed
comments offered by the reviewers—I found all of their reactions appropriate and necessary to address to position
this paper for maximal contribution. I highlight the most substantive points (though none are inconsequential) raised
by reviewers that require serious attention.

 

THEORIZING ON MECHANISM.

1. As noted by Reviewer 2, point 1a, please esh out the theoretical
mechanism more in the introduction.

2. Please also consider Reviewer 3's concern that I also shared: the
theorizing on moral self-regard is too thin. Increase discussion of that
concept in literature review, as it relates to promotion and prevention.

3. I, like Reviewer 2 (point 1b), wondered whether reg. focus affects the
frequency of networking attempts or the appraisal of the act of
networking holding constant frequency and manner? I agree that it
seems plausible to analyze the open-ended responses to offer data to
that end, complimenting the strength of this paper – which is the multi-
methods used to explore this topic.

 

CONFOUNDED INSTRUCTIONS AND MANIPULATIONS.

4. Please address the concerns raised about regulatory non- t with the
possible confound given the de nition supplied to all participants of
what constitutes networking and the primes to induce prevention and
promotion (Reviewer 2, point 2). This could be done through
argumentation. It may also be addressed in a single additional study
(see also note below about what this study could address).

 

CONTROL CONDITION

5. The choice to exclude a control condition is problematic for claiming
effects of promotion and prevention (Reviewer 3, second paragraph). I
could envision one additional study positioned early on in the
manuscript that includes promotion, prevention, and control conditions,
that experimentally establishes the unique effects of promotion and
prevention. When coupled with Point 7 below, you would have two
means by which you could comment on the effect of promotion
separately from prevention.

 

STATISTICAL TESTS.

6. The correlational study (Study 1) should simultaneously model
ti d ti t dj t f th i i ti d
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prevention and promotion to adjust for their covariation, and so you can
comment on their unique effects on outcomes. See point 8 below, but
does the path analysis in Study 3 simultaneously control for promotion,
when modeling the effect of prevention? If yes, please highlight this
and note that it is a third way in which you explore the unique effects of
each orientation.

7. Study 3 should model the data using multilevel analyses.

8. I found the results presented in Table 3 dif cult to understand. I request
that you provide a more comprehensive and illustrative Table caption
that explains how the columns should be interpreted as they relate to
your research question. You should also more clearly articulate in the
results text which direct and indirect paths test your primary and
secondary research questions. Or nd some other means of orienting
readers not familiar with SEM output presented this way to how to read
the results in the table. I will send the paper to an expert in statistics to
review the model here in addition to the way in which you describe it for
both a knowledgeable audience but also one unfamiliar with this
approach.

 
Once the paper has been revised, submit it through the manuscript submission portal.  Make sure to check the
appropriate box in the portal to indicate that the paper is a revision rather than a rst submission.  If possible, I
would like to receive your revision by 01/26/2020.  If this is not feasible, please email our Peer Review Coordinator,

, at the main editorial of ce ( ) with an estimate of when you will resubmit.  Longer
timeframes are ne.
 
Your resubmission must be accompanied by a detailed cover letter explaining which speci c changes you made and
which recommendations you did not follow and why. This letter should address all of the points raised in my decision
letter plus any other major, non-redundant points mentioned by each reviewer.
 
In closing, thank you for submitting to JPSP-ASC. I would also like to thank the reviewers for their service to the
eld. Their thoughtful comments and suggestions were very helpful in reaching my decision.

 
I enjoyed reading this paper and I hope you decide to undertake the revision.
 
Sincerely,
Emily Balcetis
Associate Editor
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology: Attitudes and Social Cognition

Reviewer #1: I have long been interested in research on networking behavior, and read this manuscript with great
interest. I was extremely impressed with the high quality of the work, ranging from appropriate utilization of theory to
support the predicted associations, to the design of multiple studies using different samples and both laboratory and
eld studies, as well as the conciseness and clarity of the writing. The methods were rigorous, clear, and well-

articulated. I consider this a rather remarkable feat to tell the story of 4 studies, each building upon the other, in 43
pages. It is accepted that networking is important for career success, yet we know that networking has a "taint".
Examining this taint, and how it could possibly be alleviated through a self-regulatory focus on promotion rather than
prevention, has strong implications for organizations and for individuals in managing their careers. This is a most
impressive work, and I have no substantive comments to add that would need to be addressed in a revision.

Reviewer #2: The manuscript presents four studies testing the relations between regulatory focus and feelings of
moral impurity in instrumental networking. As the results suggest, promotion focus predicted less and prevention
focus predicted more feelings of moral impurity (e.g., dirty, inauthentic) when people network instrumentally;
stronger feelings of moral impurity in instrumental networking were linked to lower self-report frequency of
networking (Studies 3 & 4) and job performance (Study 3).

Networking is an important and understudied topic. In my opinion, the article has made a reasonable and unique
case that reg focus can contribute to the understanding of instrumental networking. The article also has quite a few
notable methodological strengths, e.g., the use of mixed study designs (e.g., correlational, lab experiment, eld
experiment) and the recruitment of study samples from different occupations and cultures. The hypothesized effects
were consistent across samples and settings Overall I believe the article has a potential to make a meaningful
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were consistent across samples and settings. Overall, I believe the article has a potential to make a meaningful
contribution to the literature.

Despite the above merits, I did observe some critical issues (which I will elaborate below) and will make suggestions
accordingly.

1. Depth of the theory and evidence.

a. One of the goals of the paper is to "further develop the theoretical link between regulatory foci and morality…"
(p.3), but I nd the current arguments that support the theory of the links between reg focus and feelings of moral
impurity in instrumental networking quite disappointing. In the two paragraphs that argues for the links (p. 5-6), the
manuscript seems to propose that prevention focus is linked to moral impurity because ful lling the ought-self
compromises authenticity; promotion focus is linked to less moral impurity because ful lling the ideal-self does not
compromise authenticity. While I don't disagree that these are possible mechanisms, I think the current version of
the manuscript does not go deep enough in the arguments (e.g., how do the pursuits of ought-self and ideal-self
relate to moral impurity? What buffers promotion-focus people from feeling 'dirty' about instrumental networking?
Why do prevention-focused people feel 'dirty' when they are doing what they are supposed to do, i.e., ful lling a
social obligation? Do promotion- and prevention-focused people differ in their moral (and amoral) standards? How
do they relate to the feeling of moral (im)purity?). The arguments need to be expanded, and more concrete
examples or evidence would also help.

b. In addition, it is unclear whether the theory assumes the act of instrumental networking to be qualitatively the
same across people who have different reg foci. Does the difference in feelings of moral impurity come from how
they view the same act of instrumental networking differently? Or does it come from people who have different reg
foci approaching instrumental networking differently (e.g., with different strategies)? The current version of the
manuscript is quite ambiguous on this issue, but how it addresses the issue matters theoretically. For instance, the
answer to the above questions directly affects the interpretation of the effects of the reg focus manipulation in
Studies 2 and 4. The answer also determines what it means when the paper advocates that "promotion regulatory
focus is bene cial to instrumental professional networking." (on p.33). Relatedly, since Study 1 has collected open-
ended responses, I'm wondering if the responses will shed light on this issue and add theoretical depth to the
argument.

2. Potential alternative explanation (i.e., regulatory non- t) in study instructions and conditions.

a. The instructions of the re ection task (Study 1) don't seem reg-focus-neutral. On p.12 it says, "Please recall a
time in your professional life where you did something with the intention of strategically building or nurturing a
professional relationship." The words 'building' and 'nurturing' appear very promotion-focused (i.e., concerning
nurture need). Could the stronger feelings of moral impurity among those who have a prevention focus be a result of
a regulatory non- t between the instructions and dispositional prevention focus?

b. The instructions of the reg focus manipulation (Study 4) also don't seem to be a pure comparison of promotion
and prevention focus. Prevention focus concerns losses and non-losses, and duties and obligations; promotion
focus concerns gains and non-gains, and hopes and aspirations. The current prevention-focus condition has a mix
of both prevention- and promotion-focused words. In addition to prevention-focused words, it highlights many
promotion-focused words and phrases: "we are interested in how people create and nurture relationships at work."
"focus on opportunities they will miss if they do not network" (i.e., a non-gain), and "approach your next opportunity"
(i.e., a gain). In short, I don't think the prevention focus condition is a clean manipulation. And similar to point 3a,
could the stronger feelings of moral impurity (among other effects) in the prevention focus (vs. promotion focus)
condition driven by a non- t effect?

c. Most of the items of moral impurity appear to be prevention-focused words (e.g., dirty, tainted, ashamed). Is it
possible that the result is driven by prevention-focus people being more likely to endorse prevention-focused words?
Would you expect the same results if the impurity items are more reg focus neutral (e.g., wrong, unnatural, impure;
words from moral foundation questionnaire), or if the analysis used only the item "inauthentic"?

3. Precision and consistency in theorizing.

Throughout the paper, I wish the manuscript could be more precise and consistent in its theorizing. I have listed
here the two places that stand out and I nd the most problematic.
a. Reg focus as a predictor or moderator. I found myself confused a few times reading the introduction about the
role of reg focus. I rst thought it was a moderator because the introduction rst discussed the link between
networking and moral feelings, and then introduce reg focus as a factor that may in uence the relation (like a
moderator). Some ambiguous wordings throughout also did not help (e.g., "we theorize that people's motivational
approach—promotion versus prevention—in uences how morally impure they feel from instrumental networking for
professional goals" on p.2). Although Figure 1 makes it clear that reg focus is supposed to be a predictor, to me, that
clari cation came a bit too late. More precision in theorizing is needed early on to address the role of reg focus.

b. Figure 2 - Studies 2 and 4. As a whole, I think the gure illustrates what each study tries to accomplish very well.
It de nitely helps readers appreciate the coherence across studies. But I also think the illustrations have over-
simpli ed what is different in the experimental studies. Studies 2 and 4 each have two conditions of reg focus
(prevention and promotion), and they tested the difference between the two conditions. This inaccurately portrays
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(prevention and promotion), and they tested the difference between the two conditions. This inaccurately portrays
two separate effects of prevention and promotion in the gure. The current gure would be accurate if there was an
additional control condition (i.e., prevention vs. control, promotion vs. control). The choice of the comparison
group(s) affects the conclusion a study can make, so it is critical to communicate the information accurately
throughout the paper.

Other suggestions.
1. Study 3 has data from different law rms, and the survey responses from each law rm are non-independent. A
more proper way to analyze the data is to do multilevel analysis, nesting participants' responses within rms.

2. Increase clarity. There is room to increase clarity in writing throughout the paper.
a. Some of it is about a more careful choice of words. Here are some examples. Study 3 used "power" and
"seniority" interchangeably, but they are not conceptually the same thing, which can cause confusion. Another
example is the short title of the paper: "the right approach to networking"—is that what the paper tries to study?
Study 4 described the experimental condition as an 'intervention' - is that what the study is supposed to be about?
By "contextual robustness" (on p. 14), does it just mean generalizability?
b. Should the title be more explicit about the study of reg focus? Networking motives seem way too general for a
paper that applies reg focus to
c. Power analysis needs to specify whether it's a one-tailed or two-tailed test.

3. More detailed explanations regarding study decisions are needed. Many places have left readers hanging about
how the researchers decided to do what they did. For instance, why did the study measure moral self-regard? why
did it measure negative and positive affect? Were they part of the hypotheses?

4. Different measures of reg focus (trait, state, domain-speci c) yielded different sizes of effects. I think this is an
interesting and important point to discuss in the general discussion, as I suspect many would expect domain-
speci c measures to show the strongest effect but that is not true in the results.

I hope the above observations and suggestions help further improve the quality of the manuscript.

Reviewer #3: The authors present a multi-study paper examining regulatory focus as a moderator of networking
experience and outcomes. The paper has several features to commend it: the authors present correlational,
experimental, and eld data, and they include meaningful behavioral outcomes. I believe the central hypotheses of
the paper (that promotion can facilitate instrumental networking and that prevention can inhibit it) are compelling and
have important implications. Thus, I believe the authors have chosen important research questions and that this
paper could make a valuable contribution to the eld. Despite my enthusiasm, I had several concerns while reading
the manuscript, and describe the main points below.

Although the authors lay out two separate hypotheses regarding promotion and prevention, they do not test whether
their results are indeed due to these two independent effects. For example, in the experimental studies, no control
condition is included. Is the effect of the "promotion condition" simply an effect of the "absence of prevention"?
(Especially given that in study 1, only an effect of prevention on moral impurity was found.) A control condition would
allow the authors to conclude BOTH that promotion is bene cial for networking and that prevention is harmful,
assuming the outcome in this condition was signi cantly different from either other condition. Similarly, in the
correlational studies, it would be useful for the authors to control for prevention when they look at the effect of
promotion and vice versa, especially given that promotion and prevention are signi cantly correlated in some of their
studies. This would con rm that these are actually independent effects.

The introduction section focuses heavily on moral impurity as a mechanism, however, moral self-regard is also
included as a central measure in Study 1. "Moral self-regard" appears for the rst time in the Overview of Studies
and I could not nd a de nition throughout the introduction. What exactly is moral self-regard, and how is it different
from moral impurity? Why was it included in the methods of the studies - what did the authors expect to nd?
More importantly, from my understanding the authors seem to hypothesize that moral impurity would be the
mechanism for both promotion and prevention, when in fact their results suggest that moral impurity is the
mechanism for prevention but moral self-regard may be the mechanism for promotion, at least judging from the
results of Study 1. It would be bene cial to for the authors to esh this out in the discussion.

On this note, I generally found the section in which the authors outlined their central theorizing and predicted
mechanisms (p. 5-6) to be dif cult to follow. I appreciate the inclusion of Hegel and Golomb (and am not suggesting
these ideas should be removed) but I think this section would bene t from greater clarity and the logic of the
reasoning could be spelled out more precisely.

I also wonder whether promotion and prevention relate to moral self-regard and moral impurity (respectively) outside
of the networking context. Are these effects unique to networking, or would prevention increase moral impurity about
various instrumental activities? I think the author's thoughts on the contextual speci city of the effect of focus on
moral impurity should be discussed at some point in the paper, if not examined empirically.

More minor points:
- The authors justify their use of the Composite Reg Focus Scale by stating that "the Regulatory Focus
Questionnaire (RFQ; Grant & Higgins, 2003; Higgins et al., 2001) collapses the two promotion and prevention
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( gg gg ) p p p
scales to compute a difference score". (p. 11) This is incorrect - the RFQ is used to calculate two separate variables.
Some researchers who wish to examine predominance compute a difference score, but otherwise, researchers do
not compute a difference score and instead look at the measures separately.
- I think it would be worthwhile to add "in networking context" to studies 1 and 2 in the overview table (so skimming
readers don't incorrectly assume these were examined outside of that context)
- Other control variables might be bene cial to include in the correlational work. Could promotion relate to moral
self-regard simply because both are related to self-esteem?
- Alex Browman's work on situation-speci c regulatory focus (Browman, A. S., Destin, M., & Molden, D. C. (2017).
Identity-speci c motivation: How distinct identities direct self-regulation across distinct situations. Journal of
personality and social psychology, 113(6), 835) seems relevant to cite w/ regards to networking-speci c focus.
- There is a typo in the word completion examples, & then another on p26
- In the study conducted in Italy, was the word completion task in Italian or English? I think it would be useful to
specify.

 

 

In compliance with data protection regulations, you may request that we remove your
personal registration details at any time. (Remove my information/details). Please contact
the publication of ce if you have any questions.
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From: Francesca Gino fg no@hbs.edu
Subject: Re: he p w th an IRB app cat on

Date: January 7, 2020 at 9:53 AM
To:

,
Here is the revised protocol, and the surveys from Qualtrics.
Let me know if you have any questions
fran

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration

From:
Date: Monday, January 6, 2020 at 5:44 PM
To: Francesca Gino <fgino@hbs.edu>
Subject: RE: help with an IRB application

Hi Fran,

I just finished drafting a protocol for these studies (attached here).

I included some questions in the margins. Also, I used brackets and yellow highlighting to
indicate uncertainty (e.g., I don’t know if you want to use Dropbox or OneDrive to store
the study data, so I wrote “Harvard [Dropbox] for question 12.27).

Also, we still need to put together:
1. Consent form documents for the three different studies

a. Do you have Qualtrics/MTurk versions available? If so, I can make them into
Word documents for the IRB.

2. A measures document (just Word exports of the three different Qualtrics surveys
should suffice).

One more thing: I created a draft ESTR submission for this study (which can be found
here -> IRB20-0016: Networking Motives). I’ll upload the finalized protocol, measures,
consent forms, etc. when we’ve finished those.

If there’s anything else I can do to help with this, please let me know.

Best
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Best,

From: Gino, Francesca <fgino@hbs.edu> 
Sent: Monday, January 6, 2020 10:07 AM
To:
Subject: Re: help with an IRB application

THANK YOU!
I’m re-taking the CITI certification now

PS – let me know if you can reach  today. I am planning to use the case study in
March so it’d be great to have it in the system soon

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration

From:
Date: Monday, January 6, 2020 at 10:04 AM
To: Francesca Gino <fgino@hbs.edu>
Subject: RE: help with an IRB application

Hi Fran,

Sure thing, I’ll start working on the application today and will send you an update on my
progress before EOD.

Best,

From: Gino, Francesca <fgino@hbs.edu>
Sent: Monday, January 6, 2020 10:02 AM
To:
Subject: help with an IRB application

Hi
I am wondering if you could help me prepare an IRB application that mention 3 different
studies, explained in the attached.
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Rational for the studies:
Networks are a key source of social capital for achieving goals in professional and
personal settings. Yet, despite the clear benefits of having an extensive network,
individuals often shy away from the opportunity to create new connections because
engaging in instrumental networking can make them feel inauthentic and physically dirty.
In this research, we explore how the motives people have when engaging in networking
can reduce these feelings and lead them to network more often. Specifically, we examine
how self-regulatory focus, whether promotion or prevention, affects people’s experience
of and outcomes from networking. We predict that a promotion focus is beneficial to
professional networking. People who approach networking with a promotion focus
experience lower levels of moral impurity when engaging in instrumental networking than
those who approach networking with a prevention focus. As a result, networking with a
promotion focus increases the frequency of instrumental networking as compared to
networking with a prevention focus, with positive consequences for job performance.

I can fill in the blanks for things you do not know how to fill in.
I’ll have the Qualtrics ready by EOD

Thanks!
fran

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration

Study1 survey 
part2.pdf

Study2 
survey.pdf

HUA Protocol 
Networ…0.docx

Recruitment 
Script…y 2.doc

Study1 survey 
part1.pdf

Recruitment 
Script…y 3.doc

Study3 
survey.pdf

Recruitment 
Script…y 1.doc
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From: Francesca Gino fg no@hbs.edu
Subject: test ng

Date: January 14, 2020 at 7:45 AM
To:

Before I post the studies, can you check each of the following links (going through them a
couple of times) to see if anything seems off?

Study 2

Study 3

thanks!
fran

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration

Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 737 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 738 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 739 of 1282



Case 1:23-cv-11775-MJJ   Document 20-5   Filed 10/10/23   Page 740 of 1282



Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration
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From:
Subject: RE: R&R network ng

Date: March 16, 2020 at 4:57 PM
To: , Francesca G no fg no@hbs.edu

Agreed, it’s one of those “no stone left unturned” reactions.

The question for us is whether to make the most of this additional digging in the data or
just to the minimum requested, even while knowing that there can’t be much there. I lean
toward the former, since Francesca is kindly putting her RA resources toward this
additional analysis.

From:
Sent: March 16, 2020 4:28 PM
To: ; Gino, Francesca
<fgino@hbs.edu>
Subject: Re: R&R networking

i agree, the old vs new is the only insightful coding; I think they just want to make sure
those essays are not left with no analyses

From:
Date: Monday, March 16, 2020 at 3:22 PM
To: 

Subject: RE: R&R networking

Absolutely, it would be very helpful as a manipulation check.

Let me add that since we explicitly told participants “Your intention in sending the
message should be to strategically make a professional connection. With this message,
you are trying to create a connection that would aid the execution of work tasks and your
professional effectiveness”, variation on the “professional/social” question will be zero, by
definition. If we only coded for what the editor suggested, that would leave us coding
usefully only for the “existing/new contact” question, which is somewhat interesting but
not earthshattering because our theory concerns both types of ties and does not make a
distinction between them.

From:
Sent: March 16, 2020 4:19 PM
To:  Gino, Francesca
<fgino@hbs.edu>
Subject: Re: R&R networking

Great suggestion; I agree, and this can be a manipulation check

From:
Date: Monday, March 16, 2020 at 3:00 PM
To: "Gino Francesca"
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Here is her response. We should ask RAs to code for two things (old vs new contact;
professional vs. personal).

I understand that the change from 3a to 3b might seem small – hypothetical
consideration of a networking scenario to actual engagement in a networking behavior
(sending a message through Linkedin), but the change is more than trivial because it was
proceeded by a manipulation and you have content reflecting real behavior. I see two
ways of approaching my question:
1.  You focus FREQUENCY of instrumental networking and all participants likely followed
your instructions and complied with the Linkedin message writing task. As a result,
frequency of messaging someone in Linkedin in this study likely doesnn't vary. So, I could
see you arguing that there is no variation in behavior and as a result it was simply a
constant manipulated induction of instrumental networking. If this is the case, you could
consider my comment regarding the coding of the Linkedin messages an example of just
a place for greater clarity. You could clarify for the reader what the primary goal of this
task was within your research paradigm and offer evidence that in fact there is little
variation in behavior which implies that participants followed the instructions as given and
as a result the instructed task did in fact do XXX (where XXX is a clearer statement of
what the point was). Because you are hypothesizing that promotion vs prevention affects
networking behavior and you had participants engage in networking behavior and there is
likely variation of some form in how they approached the networking opportunity, I
believed that you intended for their reactions to your prompt to write Linkedin messages
to serve as a dependent outcome. Please consider how you could prevent that
interpretation for the reader.
2.   However, I do see it as possible for you to could code for the following two things in
those Linkedin messages. These things might vary as a function of promotion vs
prevention mindsets.

a. Networking attempts: Did they message someone they already had a
connection to (not a networking attempt) or someone who would be a new
connection (a networking attempt). Whether you position this as informs on
the primary hypotheses or not, it does seem important to report on. Please
offer the percent of people who connected with "old" contacts or who
attempted to make a new one, if you have those data. If you do not, please
report that you do not have those breakdowns.

b. Code whether the message was aimed at forming a connection to meet a
professional goal, as you have defined instrumental networking, or whether
they were using the assigned task to just make a social connection (saying
hello to a friend).

Emily Balcetis

From:
Date: Monday, March 16, 2020 at 1:29 PM
To: , "Gino, Francesca"
<fgino@hbs.edu>
Subject: RE: R&R networking

Hi there,
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Re-merging now from a string of conference calls…

I suppose that the one thing we could code for in the LinkedIn message is their promotion
focus vs prevention focus content. That is, people in the prevention focus condition might
have drafted messages concerned more with loss of opportunity and sense of
responsibility, while people in the promotion focus might have drafted messages
concerned with pursuing opportunities and professional aspirations. I don’t think there’s a
way to code that level of nuance in LIWC, but in theory an RA could code for promotion
vs prevention focus content.

Let’s wait and see whether the editor recommends a specific approach to coding
(whether the above or something else). If not, I think it’s completely fine not to code these
messages.

Thanks,

From:
Sent: March 16, 2020 1:30 PM
To: Gino, Francesca <fgino@hbs.edu>
Cc:
Subject: Re: R&R networking

Will email her right now

From: "Gino, Francesca" <fgino@hbs.edu>
Date: Monday, March 16, 2020 at 12:29 PM
To: 
Cc:
Subject: Re: R&R networking

Do you want to send her the letter via email? So that we save some time?
If she agrees with our approach we can go ahead and submit the paper.
I just need to send you the data and materials to post and then we’re all set. So we can
do that while she is evaluating the answers

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration
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From:
Date: Monday, March 16, 2020 at 1:28 PM
To: Francesca Gino <fgino@hbs.edu>
Cc:
Subject: Re: R&R networking

Reads well
Lets see if there any specific things she wants us to code for

From: "Gino, Francesca" <fgino@hbs.edu>
Date: Monday, March 16, 2020 at 12:24 PM
To: 
Cc:
Subject: Re: R&R networking

Here is what I would say in the letter. (I edited throughout)

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration

From:
Date: Monday, March 16, 2020 at 11:59 AM
To: Francesca Gino <fgino@hbs.edu>
Cc:
Subject: Re: R&R networking

Do you want us to email the AE before resubmission?

From: "Gino, Francesca" <fgino@hbs.edu>
Date: Monday, March 16, 2020 at 10:57 AM
To: 
Cc:
Subject: Re: R&R networking

M i th t h l t ll th AE t k h t t f b t th t
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My sense is that we should tell the AE we do not know what to code for but that we are
open to suggestions? I don’t think she’ll ask us to do anything with that data if we explain
why we used this paradigm better. I can add a couple of sentences to the paper

fran

On Mar 16, 2020, at 11:43 AM, 

We can use LIWC for content analysis but I am not sure we really get any
differences back; coding them by coders will take long and I am not sure
what categories we want to code for. Also, I am not sure we have hypotheses
as why the content of messages would be different

From: "Gino, Francesca" <fgino@hbs.edu>
Date: Monday, March 16, 2020 at 10:03 AM
To: 

Subject: Re: R&R networking

For Study 3B. We did record their messages, but we have no way of saying
whether they sent them for sure. We trusted people they would do so. As for
coding, I read a few of them over the weekend. I am really not sure what to
code for… here an example of the type of msg:

==================

Hey Steph,

It's been awhile.  Just wanted to let you know that I enjoyed working with you
during our time with Distribution.  I'm currently with LUS still at the GSC and
we are looking for some people interested in Part-Time positions.  Let me
know if you would still be interested.  Hope all is well.

==================

My RA can help with the coding. The writing of the message was meant to
make people experience networking (in real terms). Usually LinkedIn
messages are not super long, so the above is not starnge, length wise.
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----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration

From:
Date: Thursday, March 12, 2020 at 2:11 PM
To: Francesca Gino <fgino@hbs.edu>,

Subject: R&R networking

Francesca,

Attached is the final draft (after my edits) and the short response letter. There
were all minor edits.

Two things for you to take care of

1. *Study 3b. Do you have the letters that they drafted for their Linkedin
networking task? Are those analyzed or can they be? I was expecting
that some content analysis of these letters would serve as a DV as I
was reading the methods. That the content of their letters, whether they
were sent, etc is not considered or modeled as a DV strikes me as odd.
Please either analyze those data, or explain in a cover letter why you
could not. Also clarify in the manuscript what the experience of letter
writing was meant to do, in order to more clearly conceptualize it within
this paradigm.
Did we ask them to copy their message for us.  For ASQ paper we did
not ask them so we did not have the messages. Do you have them
here?? if we do not have them we can simply say we encouraged
them to do so and have time to make it more real but did not ask them
to share their messages with us.

2. Can you upload all data, I have Study 5 data and will send you the data
to be uploaded. If you want you can send me and I can upload them if
you have the data ready. We are not uploading Study 4 data.
I attached the data for Study 5. I can upload all data if you share the
data with me.

Let me know if I can help.

From:
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Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 at 10:53 PM
To: "Gino, Francesca" <fgino@hbs.edu>,

Subject: R&R: Your Submission PSP-A-2019-0814R1 -
[EMID:1460b967a844c21b]

, can you send me our response to “Motivation for being unable to
provide the data from the law firm (NDA)”

Francesca: can you upload all data, I have Study 5 data and will send you
the data to be uploaded. If you want you can send me and I can upload them
if you have the data ready. We are not uploading Study 4 data.

The second comment you need to address
*Study 3b. Do you have the letters that they drafted for their Linkedin
networking task? Are those analyzed or can they be? I was expecting that
some content analysis of these letters would serve as a DV as I was reading
the methods. That the content of their letters, whether they were sent, etc is
not considered or modeled as a DV strikes me as odd. Please either analyze
those data, or explain in a cover letter why you could not. Also clarify in the
manuscript what the experience of letter writing was meant to do, in order to
more clearly conceptualize it within this paradigm.

Let me know if I can help in any way. I have the letter ready and will add your
responses. I am making small edits the manuscript based on the comments.

From: "Gino, Francesca" <fgino@hbs.edu>
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 at 3:57 PM
To: 

Subject: Re: Your Submission PSP-A-2019-0814R1 -
[EMID:1460b967a844c21b]

Awesome! Happy to put data online. OSF? Or do you have a different
preference?

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Tandon Family Professor of Business Administration
Harvard Business School
Chair, Negotiation, Organizations and Markets (NOM) Unit
Co-Chair, Behavioral Economics Executive Education Program
Co-Chair, Driving Profitable Growth Executive Education Program
Website: http://francescagino com/
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ebsite: http:// rancescagino.com/
Twitter: @francescagino  
New Book: Rebel Talent: Why It Pays To Break The Rules At Work And In Life
New HBR article: Cracking the Code of Sustained Collaboration

From:
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 at 3:54 PM
To: ,
Francesca Gino <fgino@hbs.edu>
Subject: RE: Your Submission PSP-A-2019-0814R1 -
[EMID:1460b967a844c21b]

Yay indeed!

In the midst of COVID-19 disaster, finally a piece of good news!

I looks like what I can contribute to the final edits are:
1. Motivation for being unable to provide the data from the law firm (NDA)
2. Tweaking Figure 2 to align like concepts horizontally.

Any thing else that you’d like me to do?

From:
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 12:43 PM
To: Gino, Francesca <fgino@hbs.edu>;

Subject: FW: Your Submission PSP-A-2019-0814R1 -
[EMID:1460b967a844c21b]

Yay!

I’ll see what changes we need to make and get back to you. Francesca you
have the data so we need to make some of the data available

From: <em.asc.0.69ddb2.e703261d@editorialmanager.com> on behalf
of "Journal of Personality and Social Psychology: Attitudes and Social
Cognition" <em@editorialmanager.com>
Reply-To: "Journal of Personality and Social Psychology: Attitudes and
Social Cognition"
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 at 10:22 AM
To: 
Subject: Your Submission PSP-A-2019-0814R1 -
[EMID:1460b967a844c21b]

CC:
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CC: 

RE: Journal of Personality and Social Psychology: Attitudes and Social Cognition submission PSP-A-2019-0814R1,
titled Why Connect? Moral Consequences of Networking with a Promotion or Prevention Focus

Dear ,

Two of the original reviewers returned to your revision and were pleased with all the changes you made. I concur.
This is a very strong revision.  As I originally and continue to think, the breadth of methods and samples used here
is a great strength and increases the evidentiary value of the package as a whole. There is much our academic
community can take from this work. Below I outline a few minor revisions that need to be addressed before I could
accept the manuscript for submission, though I do not foresee these being a major source of concern. As a result, I
am pleased to tell you that your work has now been accepted for publication in Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology: Attitudes and Social Cognition pending the following minor revisions:

At submission, you agreed to share data, analytic methods and code, and research materials upon acceptance of
the paper or otherwise provide reasons for not doing so for each study. Please provide either:

1. Links to the data, analytic methods, and research materials OR
2. A statement to explain why you are not sharing this information. 

Figure 2. Overview of studies. A small aesthetic change, but something I thought would help me is from one row to
the next, can the blocks that reference the same concept be aligned horizontally? That is, for example, can “moral
impurity from instrumental networking” always appear in the same location left-to-right (as if in the same column)
regardless of which row it appears in? That will visually convey when studies test content that is a consequence or
predictor of impurity.

 

Study 1, Table 1. The “RF neutral” label is not explained. Reference this label in the results and methods.

 

Study 3b. Do you have the letters that they drafted for their Linkedin networking task? Are those analyzed or can
they be? I was expecting that some content analysis of these letters would serve as a DV as I was reading the
methods. That the content of their letters, whether they were sent, etc is not considered or modeled as a DV strikes
me as odd. Please either analyze those data, or explain in a cover letter why you could not. Also clarify in the
manuscript what the experience of letter writing was meant to do, in order to more clearly conceptualize it within this
paradigm.

 

Study 5. Please report the mediation analyses predicting new connections and existing ties as outcome variables,
as well as the mediation analysis you do report.

 

(Please note: authors may easily deposit data, codes, and materials into APA's own repository hosted by the Center
for Open Science at https://osf.io/view/apa/.)

Your revision is due by 05/10/2020.
To submit the revision, please visit https://www.editorialmanager.com/asc/. You should see a menu item called
"Submissions needing revision." You will nd your submission record there.

Thank you for submitting your work to this journal! I have enjoyed the process of reviewing your work very much.

Sincerely,
Emily Balcetis
Associate Editor
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology: Attitudes and Social Cognition

******
Comments from the Editors and Reviewers:
Reviewer #2: I have read the revised manuscript with particular attention to areas I had concerns about in the
original submission. I am thoroughly impressed by the authors' comprehensive and thoughtful actions taken to
address the concerns. I especially enjoy the improvements in theoretical richness and precision, clarity in
argumentation and the theoretical/study models, and thoughtfulness in analyses (e.g., including a control condition
in Studies 3; highlighting study contexts, such as how lawyers work across of ce locations, that justify analytical
decisions in Study 4).

Overall, I think the revised manuscript is strong, and the additional study results have substantially strengthened the
contributions that the article aims to make. Therefore, I have no further comments or suggestions. I believe that the
article will make a unique and meaningful contribution to the literature
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article will make a unique and meaningful contribution to the literature.

Reviewer #3: The new manuscript is highly responsive to our comments and suggestions. I found the new product
clear and a pleasure to read. The novel studies and revised introduction addressed my prior concerns. I think it
makes an important contribution to the eld and recommend it for publication.

APA asks that authors please take a moment to give us your feedback on the peer review process as you
experienced it, by completing a short survey, available at http://goo.gl/forms/qzKP6Zkqx9.

 

In compliance with data protection regulations, you may request that we remove your
personal registration details at any time. (Remove my information/details). Please contact
the publication of ce if you have any questions.
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Exhibit 25 
Allegation 4a Email Correspondence 
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From:
Subject: Re: tax data

Date: January 20, 2011 at 7:04 AM
To: Francesca Gino fgino@hbs.edu
Cc:

You are both too generous to insist on giving me this much credit! I
am more than happy with any order of authorship in this cast of
researchers on a cool project. And I especially do not want to put you
in an uncomfortable position with good colleagues and friends.

I do think that two lab studies + eld car insurance study makes a
nice package for an OB journal. I could see the eld tax study we
hope to run might be well-suited for a top economics journal (like the
Ariely, Bracha, Meier paper on cycling and image motivation)-in which
case the order of authorship would be a meaningless decision.

I think the question is big and impactful enough so that it could make
sense to do both - but I do not insist that I should be rst or
second author on these papers!

Thank you both for being such incredibly generous advisors and people,

On 20 January 2011 07:53, Gino, Francesca <fgino@hbs.edu> wrote:
I have the same goal. So, what about if I write to  and suggest the
following authorship – , r, and the remaining authors in whatever
order?

francesca

------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Associate Professor of Business Administration
Negotiation, Organizations & Markets
Harvard Business School
Phone: 617.495.0875
Fax: 617.495.5672
Email: fgino@hbs.edu
Website: http://www.francescagino.com

From: 
Sent: Thursday, January 20, 2011 7:28 AM
To: Gino, Francesca;
Subject: RE: tax data

I want what is best for , and secondarily what is best for Francesca.

I remain happy to be last author, and prefer that  be rst
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From: Gino, Francesca
Sent: Thursday, January 20, 2011 6:20 AM
To: 
Subject: tax data

Hi  and ,

Following up on  suggestion, I wrote to  to see what he ended up
doing with his data from the eld study with the insurance company. As 
suspected, he never published it but he is interested in publishing it. 

r helped him collect the data. So I suggest we add them as co-authors
and write up the paper for a top tier journal. Would this plan work with
both of you?

We can then work on extensions of the paper with  or

francesca

------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Associate Professor of Business Administration
Negotiation, Organizations & Markets
Harvard Business School
Phone: 617.495.0875
Fax: 617.495.5672
Email: fgino@hbs.edu
Website: http://www.francescagino.com
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From:
Subject: Re: when signatures increase the saliency of ethicality

Date: January 21, 2011 at 8:23 AM
To: Francesca Gino fgino@hbs.edu
Cc:

Hello Francesca,

I agree. it's a good idea to combine forces.
the choice of outlets sounds good. another one to consider -- but not up an running yet -- is the new electronic RAND journal
"Behavioral Science and Policy" (to be launched 2011).

Looking forward to working with your team on it!

On Jan 21, 2011, at 2:23 AM,  Ariely wrote:

And since we are in the same mindset I am always in favor of working together rather than compete

Irrationally yours,

———•••———•••
Slow ngers, sorry for the short email

On Jan 20, 2011, at 11:13 PM, "Gino, Francesca" <fgino@hbs.edu<mailto:fgino@hbs.edu>> wrote:

Hi ,

How are you?

I am writing with a question. ,  and I had several meetings over the last year with a colleague at HBS in the
Finance department who does work for the IRS. He was intrigued by some of the data we included in one of our papers where we
were using a signature manipulation (and examining its effects on cheating), building on your work with . He wanted us to
replicate the study using procedures more similar to lling out tax forms so that we could convince the IRS to let us run a eld
experiment with them. To make the story short, ,  and I collected the data from three different studies (four really, but two are
somewhat similar) which very convincingly showed that signing at the top of a form raises the saliency of people’s ethical standards,
and, as a result, reduces cheating compared to when people sign at the bottom of the form. In the end, our colleague backed out –
and decided not to help us bring these results to the IRS’s attention (at least for now). But ,  and I love the idea and we think it
is really important.

So, I asked  whether we could combine forces (add to our studies the eld data you have from the study with the insurance
company) and he said he thinks it is a good idea. Are you ok with this idea?

I don’t care about order of authorship (other than I would love if  could be rst given that she’ll be on the market very likely next
year) – I would just love to write the paper combining our lab data with your eld study. I think the message is a really important one.

If you agree, then we could exchange an outline, and I would just ask you to write up the eld data / method / results and we’ll take
care of preparing a rst draft. I think this paper could go to an outlet like Management Science or also OBHDP but I am also open to
your suggestions.

I hope you’ll think this is a good idea. It’d certainly be quite a fantastic team and a wonderful idea!

francesca

------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Associate Professor of Business Administration
Negotiation, Organizations & Markets
Harvard Business School
Phone: 617.495.0875
Fax: 617.495.5672
Email: <mailto:fgino@hbs.edu> fgino@hbs.edu<mailto:fgino@hbs.edu>
Website: <http://www.francescagino.com/> http://www.francescagino.com<http://www.francescagino.com/>

===============================
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From:
Subject: tax study

Date: February 15, 2011 at 10:23 AM
To: Francesca Gino fgino@hbs.edu

Hi Francesca,

I promised you this would be in your inbox before the next GiNorton
lab check-in - so here it is :) I did not add an extensive literature
section, partly because I'm not sure how  studies would t just
yet. But I do think that framing in terms of activating the
self-concept in addition to  increasing moral salience might make this
a more generalizable nding. It would also help us easily design a
mediation study should we need one - the mediator would be
self-concept activation, and I can think of several easy ways to
measure it.

For the study descriptions, I think it's great that we have the tax
form differences in Study 1 and Study 2. We can frame Study 1 as
"overclaiming credit" and Study 2 as "cheating on deductions." What do
you think?

Thanks for your patience Francesca!

Tax Study 
2011-0…2.docx
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From:
Subject: Re: moral saliency: working draft

Date: March 8, 2011 at 3:09 PM
To:
Cc: , Francesca Gino fgino@hbs.edu,

Hi ,

Please nd attached our latest draft. Many thanks to Francesca for
stitching these studies together so beautifully!

Changes I've made:
- added sections on Theoretical Contributions, Limitations and Venues
for Future Research, Implications for Practice, and Conclusion
- rewording throughout the whole paper: instead of framing our effect
as one of "signing a pledge of honesty at the top/bottom of a form,"
I've veered towards framing our effect to be as minimal as possible:
signing one's name before reporting as opposed to after reporting
leads to more honesty. I wanted to shift the emphasis from our
speci c tasks/forms/materials to the more general phenomena - but I
am open to leaving the wording as it was before (thus, all changes are
tracked - please accept and reject whatever).
- incorporated  suggestions, including making him last author, as
per his insistence

I think our studies are piecing together quite nicely - and I still
remain entirely exible as to where we send it, whose name goes
where, and how we frame it. Thank you all for your contributions!

On 6 March 2011 18:06,  wrote:
Wow - looks like a bias by me - based on walking t work for so many years?

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Sunday, March 06, 2011 6:02 PM
To: 
Cc: ; Gino, Francesca; 
Subject: Re: moral saliency: working draft

The milage are correct.

Irrationally yours,

———•••———•••
Slow ngers, sorry for the short email

On Mar 6, 2011, at 2:43 PM, > wrote:

Thanks  for the good comments! I'll be sure to incorporate them
into my edits. , you can expect a draft coming your way in the
next two days!

On 6 March 2011 17:35,  wrote:

-------------------------------------------
From: Gino, Francesca
Sent: Sunday, March 06, 2011 5:35:12 PM
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: RE: moral saliency: working draft
Auto forwarded by a Rule
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Thanks , these are all good points.  -- do you want to try to address them as you revise the current draft?

francesca

------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Associate Professor of Business Administration
Negotiation, Organizations & Markets
Harvard Business School
Phone: 617.495.0875
Fax: 617.495.5672
Email: fgino@hbs.edu
Website: http://www.francescagino.com

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Sunday, March 06, 2011 4:40 PM
To:
Cc: Gino, Francesca;  
Subject: RE: moral saliency: working draft

Hi all:

I read through our paper on a ight on Friday.  I have some minor editing to do when it is my turn, but here are a couple of
things that need attention by those of you with more knowledge and skills:

1) page 4: I hate motivating a paper with the "gap" positioning.  Let's motivate by what it does, not by the fact that someone
hasn't done it before.

2) page 8: The means for the number of miles driven in a year seem enormous - twice what I would have expected.  Am I
simply wrong, is the sample unusual, or is there an error in recording the data?

3) In multiple lab studies, we need to clarify how we know when someone cheats - I couldn't nd that in the paper - again, this
may be my error.

4) Why do we report the SEM instead of the standard deviation?

5) study 4: We could use a bit more intro on "ethical saliency".  What is it?  Why did we pick this variable.

6) study 4: explain why it is "sign rst" vs. control, rather than have sign later.  I am ok with this, but it could use a sentence.

Thanks for all of the work.

-----Original Message-----
From: ]
Sent: Friday, February 25, 2011 5:11 PM
To: 
Cc: Gino, Francesca; 
Subject: Re: moral saliency: working draft

Hello Team,

sorry for not being very responsive, I am travelling at the moment.

 being rst author is de nitely a no-brainer.

Francesca: It is very nice of you to offer the second spot to me but at this point, I don' think I deserve it, unless I end up
contributing more. In any event, i just wanted to let you know that i am happy with any order you guys think is fair.

OBHDP sounds like the right target-outlet for this work.

Looking forward to take over the draft after has worked on it.

Cheers,
-
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On 2011-02-24, at 6:27 PM,  wrote:

Hi all:

I claim the last spot in the order - it provides a good excuse for loa ng.

I am happy to read and edit when it seems to t.

Thanks to all of you for your work on this project.

From: Gino, Francesca
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2011 8:20 PM
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: moral saliency: working draft

Hi ,

As promised, here is the current draft of the moral saliency paper. Here is what I've done:

-          I wrote an intro to the paper (I am not sure I like it so you should feel free to change it if you have better ideas :))
-          I extended the "theoretical development section - I think this section still needs some work
-          I added the eld study (which is really nice!), and the description of each of the lab studies (with results)
-          I started working on the general discussion section (but a few subsections are still missing...)

For now I left all the three gures in the paper, but I am not sure we really need them. Same thing for the appendix (maybe we
can just leave an example of the form we have used?).

I hope this is a good start. Do you want to work on the paper next?

I think your idea of targeting OBHDP is a good one - if everybody on the team thinks that's the right outlet to target. Also, I just
listed authors without paying too much attention - the only "right" order in my view is you rst and then  second. And then
the rest of us can ght on what happens after that... the important thing in my view is to work on this nice set of ndings!!! :)

Looking forward to doing more work on the draft when it is my turn again.

francesca

------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Associate Professor of Business Administration
Negotiation, Organizations & Markets
Harvard Business School
Phone: 617.495.0875
Fax: 617.495.5672
Email: fgino@hbs.edu<mailto:fgino@hbs.edu>
Website: http://www.francescagino.com

***********************************
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Making Ethics 
Salient…8.docx
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From:
Subject: moral saliency: working draft 4 Francesca

Date: March 9, 2011 at 9:15 PM
To: Francesca Gino fgino@hbs.edu
Cc:

HI All,
attached is my rst pass. 

A few comments as we move forward:
1) In studies 2&3 it's unclear why we nd differences in cheating in the matrix task, since the collection slip is supposedly submitted
before the tax form with the signature manipulation. could it be that there was no collection slip as participants also had to indicate
their performance on the tax form? could you clarify that part.
2) I have changed most of the time "saliency of self-concept" to "saliency of ethics" as we don't have any evidence for a heightened
self-conept. we only have evidence that ethics/morality is more salient.
3) we need to work some more on the general discussion and do a better job promoting the contribution of our paper. It might be good
to have a quick chat on what we think are our contributions.
4)  Once we have a better idea of the general discussion, we need to stress the ndings of study 1(the eld study) more. I think we are
underselling those results.

Cheers,
-

Making Ethics 
Salient…2.docx

On 2011-03-08, at 4:09 PM,  wrote:

Hi ,

Please nd attached our latest draft. Many thanks to Francesca for
stitching these studies together so beautifully!

Changes I've made:
- added sections on Theoretical Contributions, Limitations and Venues
for Future Research, Implications for Practice, and Conclusion
- rewording throughout the whole paper: instead of framing our effect
as one of "signing a pledge of honesty at the top/bottom of a form,"
I've veered towards framing our effect to be as minimal as possible:
signing one's name before reporting as opposed to after reporting
leads to more honesty. I wanted to shift the emphasis from our
speci c tasks/forms/materials to the more general phenomena - but I
am open to leaving the wording as it was before (thus, all changes are
tracked - please accept and reject whatever).
- incorporated  suggestions, including making him last author, as
per his insistence

I think our studies are piecing together quite nicely - and I still
remain entirely exible as to where we send it, whose name goes
where, and how we frame it. Thank you all for your contributions!

On 6 March 2011 18:06,  wrote:
Wow - looks like a bias by me - based on walking t work for so many years?

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Sunday, March 06, 2011 6:02 PM
To:
Cc: ; Gino, Francesca; 
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Subject: Re: moral saliency: working draft

The milage are correct.

Irrationally yours,

Slow ngers, sorry for the short email

On Mar 6, 2011, at 2:43 PM, > wrote:

Thanks  for the good comments! I'll be sure to incorporate them
into my edits. , you can expect a draft coming your way in the
next two days!

On 6 March 2011 17:35, > wrote:

-------------------------------------------
From: Gino, Francesca
Sent: Sunday, March 06, 2011 5:35:12 PM
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: RE: moral saliency: working draft
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Thanks , these are all good points.  -- do you want to try to address them as you revise the current draft?

francesca

------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Associate Professor of Business Administration
Negotiation, Organizations & Markets
Harvard Business School
Phone: 617.495.0875
Fax: 617.495.5672
Email: fgino@hbs.edu
Website: http://www.francescagino.com

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Sunday, March 06, 2011 4:40 PM
To: 
Cc: Gino, Francesca; 
Subject: RE: moral saliency: working draft

Hi all:

I read through our paper on a ight on Friday.  I have some minor editing to do when it is my turn, but here are a couple of
things that need attention by those of you with more knowledge and skills:

1) page 4: I hate motivating a paper with the "gap" positioning.  Let's motivate by what it does, not by the fact that someone
hasn't done it before.

2) page 8: The means for the number of miles driven in a year seem enormous - twice what I would have expected.  Am I
simply wrong, is the sample unusual, or is there an error in recording the data?

3) In multiple lab studies, we need to clarify how we know when someone cheats - I couldn't nd that in the paper - again, this
may be my error.

4) Why do we report the SEM instead of the standard deviation?

5) study 4: We could use a bit more intro on "ethical saliency".  What is it?  Why did we pick this variable.

6) study 4: explain why it is "sign rst" vs. control, rather than have sign later.  I am ok with this, but it could use a sentence.

Thanks for all of the work.
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-----Original Message-----
From: ]
Sent: Friday, February 25, 2011 5:11 PM
To: 
Cc: Gino, Francesca; ;
Subject: Re: moral saliency: working draft

Hello Team,

sorry for not being very responsive, I am travelling at the moment.

 being rst author is de nitely a no-brainer.

Francesca: It is very nice of you to offer the second spot to me but at this point, I don' think I deserve it, unless I end up
contributing more. In any event, i just wanted to let you know that i am happy with any order you guys think is fair.

OBHDP sounds like the right target-outlet for this work.

Looking forward to take over the draft after  has worked on it.

Cheers,
-

On 2011-02-24, at 6:27 PM,  wrote:

Hi all:

I claim the last spot in the order - it provides a good excuse for loa ng.

I am happy to read and edit when it seems to t.

Thanks to all of you for your work on this project.

From: Gino, Francesca
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2011 8:20 PM
To: 
Cc: ,

Subject: moral saliency: working draft

Hi ,

As promised, here is the current draft of the moral saliency paper. Here is what I've done:

-          I wrote an intro to the paper (I am not sure I like it so you should feel free to change it if you have better ideas :))
-          I extended the "theoretical development section - I think this section still needs some work
-          I added the eld study (which is really nice!), and the description of each of the lab studies (with results)
-          I started working on the general discussion section (but a few subsections are still missing...)

For now I left all the three gures in the paper, but I am not sure we really need them. Same thing for the appendix (maybe
we can just leave an example of the form we have used?).

I hope this is a good start. Do you want to work on the paper next?

I think your idea of targeting OBHDP is a good one - if everybody on the team thinks that's the right outlet to target. Also, I
just listed authors without paying too much attention - the only "right" order in my view is you rst and then  second. And
then the rest of us can ght on what happens after that... the important thing in my view is to work on this nice set of
ndings!!! :)

Looking forward to doing more work on the draft when it is my turn again.

f
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francesca

------------------------------------------------------------
Francesca Gino
Associate Professor of Business Administration
Negotiation, Organizations & Markets
Harvard Business School
Phone: 617.495.0875
Fax: 617.495.5672
Email: fgino@hbs.edu<mailto:fgino@hbs.edu>
Website: http://www.francescagino.com

***********************************

<Making Ethics Salient 2011-03-08.docx>

***********************************
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From:
Subject: revision

Date: April 4, 2011 at 6:48 PM
To: Francesca Gino fgino@hbs.edu, " "

Hello  and Francesca,

great job!
As you might recognize when reading, I made a few more changes to the writing. Most importantly, however, there are still a few
things that seem unclear. I have commented on them. I've also put my responses under Francesca's comments.
Why don't you have a look and see if you nd any of my comments important. If yes, it might be good to try  and address them before
sending the paper off to .
Finally, I found a cite for the lower bound calculation of the insurance costs (it's not 5 cents, I found 4 cents in texas). See this link:
http://www.centspermilenow.org/652Garma.pdf

ciao,

Making Ethics 
Salient…m.docx

***********************************
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Exhibit 26
Allegation 4a Table Showing 2012 PNAS Manuscript Changes
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From:
Subject: Tax Study Data

Date: July 13, 2010 at 5:50 PM
To: Gino, Francesca fgino@hbs.edu

Ok, so here is the tax study data.

The people are SERIOUS dumdums on this study. They seem to be having some serious issues, calculating
the money, or if they got the amounts right they were written and scribbled in very strange ways on the form.
Please let me know if you want these canceled as soon as you can, because I don't have internet at
home and won't be able to do it later tonight.

Thanks.

-- 

Taxstudy.xlsx
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From:
Subject: That's a wrap: Tax Study

Date: July 16, 2010 at 4:57 PM
To: Gino, Francesca fgino@hbs.edu

-- 

Taxstudy.xlsx
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From:
Subject: Taxstudy

Date: July 27, 2010 at 3:26 PM
To: Gino, Francesca fgino@hbs.edu

The numbers starting over at 1 are the new form.

-- 

Taxstudy.xlsx
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U P S  F O U N DAT I O N  P RO F E S S O R  O F  S E RV I C E  M A N AG E M E N T  

 

 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 
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Harvard Business School 
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Hi Francesca,

Here is the lab availability for the next 4 weeks:

9/15: all day
9/16: 10am-11:30am
9/17: after 2pm
9/18: all day
9/19: 10am-noon

9/22: all day
9/23: all day
9/24: after 2pm
9/25: not available
9/26: all day

9/29: not available
9/30: not available
10/1: all day
10/2: all day
10/3: not available

10/6: all day
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10/7: all day
10/8: all day
10/9: all day
10/10: all day

While there is some availability in the lab remaining this week, it
will be difficult to recruit full sessions for them (depending on
how many people you need per session).

Please let me know what times you’d like! I will also need the
completed In-Lab Study Info Sheet for this study at your earliest
convenience.

Thanks very much,
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☺
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Harvard Prison Divestment Campaign
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Management and Organizations

701 Tappan Avenue, R5312   |   Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1234 | T: |   
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University of Michigan Stephen M. Ross School of Business 2

701 Tappan Avenue, R5312   |   Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1234 | T: |
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Faculty Mentor: Francesca Gino 
Nominator:  
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http://rotman.az1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_6zZcHkq5GhoLePb
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From: IRB <irb_no_reply@mailserv.unc.edu>
Subject: IRB Notice
Date: January 27, 2014 3:27:00 PM EST
To: 
Cc: 
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