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HIGH COMPENSATION AND UNETHICAL RECIPROCITY 

Abstract 

This research extends social exchange theory by investigating unethical reciprocity induced by high 

compensation in employee-manager exchange relationships. Two experimental studies based on 

behavioral games showed that even after employees had reciprocated their managers’ wage offers 

with commensurate work efforts, managers’ previous compensation decisions still had potent effects 

on employees’ subsequent ethical behaviors. Specifically, Study 1 showed that high wages led 

employees to engage in unethical reciprocity to benefit their managers at the expense of honesty. In 

addition, when managers had the possibility of rewarding employees’ unethical reciprocity, only 

underpaid employees demonstrated more unethical reciprocity, and high-paid employees were not 

affected by their potential personal payout. Study 2 replicated Study 1’s results using different 

designs and behavioral games. Its results consistently showed that high-paid employees were more 

likely to act dishonestly to advance their managers’ interests, irrespective of their own payouts. 

Finally, Study 3 complemented our experimental results with initial field evidence, suggesting that 

higher salaries were positively related to the likelihood of police officers engaging in unethical and 

illegal actions to help their organization. We discuss our results by applying cross-disciplinary 

insights on exchange models and compensation to organizational studies.   
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HIGH COMPENSATION AND UNETHICAL RECIPROCITY 

       Although many companies report that they base their compensation exclusively on market 

pricing (e.g., Barcello, 2005), large pay variations are still common in the labor market. For 

example, among large technology companies, Facebook’s median pay is about 8.45 times higher 

than Amazon’s, 4.41 times higher than IBM’s, 3.42 times higher than Paypal’s, 2.35 times higher 

than Intel’s, almost twice that of eBay, and about 22% higher than that of Google (D’Onfro, 2018; 

Molla, 2018). Even within the same organization, it is not unusual that some employees are offered 

above-market compensation, and some only receive a below-market pay rate. A host of studies 

have demonstrated that low-paid employees often feel exploited and harbor negative attitudes 

toward their employer (e.g., Akerlof & Yellen, 1988; Greenberg, 1990; 1996; Hollinger & Clark, 

1983; Pritchard, 1969). In particular, when lowly paid employees do not receive sufficient rewards 

to restore underpayment equity, they may engage in serious workplace deviance (Bennett & 

Robinson, 2000) by withdrawing effort, quitting, and even stealing and sabotaging to harm their 

employers and organizations (e.g., Ambrose et al., 2002; Greenberg & Scott, 1996).  

        Employer-employee exchange models from different disciplines suggest that an effective 

solution to workplace deviance is to provide market or even above-market compensation to 

increase employee contribution (e.g., Fehr & Gächter, 2000; Fehr, Kirchsteiger, & Riedl, 1993; 

1998; Shaw, Dineen, Fang, & Vellella, 2009; Tsui, Pearce, Porter, & Tripoli, 1997). For example, 

both social exchange theory and research on human resource management practices suggest that 

relatively high compensation is important for high organizational performance (Akerlof & Yellen, 

1988; 1990; Fehr, Kirchsteiger, & Riedl, 1998; Yellen, 1995; Youndt et al., 1996). In particular, 

ceteris paribus, high-paid employees are believed to be less likely to engage in sabotaging behavior 
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than underpaid employees because they would reciprocate their high compensation with harder 

work and stronger work ethic.  

         The current research seeks to extend exchange theory by investigating how pay variations 

may affect employees’ ethical behavior beyond wage-effort exchanges. Although high 

compensation can reduce workplace deviance, we suggest that it may inadvertently create a new 

ethical problem. Specifically, when employees are willing to go the extra mile to pay back 

employers’ high compensation, we suggest that they may feel obligated to actively promote their 

employers’ economic outcomes above and beyond their normal duties. As a result, high-paid 

employees may be biased in their ethical judgments and decision-making, making them more 

likely to engage in unethical reciprocity that benefits their employers but harms innocent others. 

Thus, our research investigates the inadvertent consequences of high, above-market wages on 

employees’ ethical behavior.  

      Our research contributes to the research on employment exchange, compensation, and ethical 

behavior by extending social exchange theory to investigate how both high and low compensation 

can stimulate different kinds of ethical problems. First, different from previous research (e.g., 

Blau, 1955; Fehr & Gächter, 2000, Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), our research offers new insights into 

how positive reciprocity in the employment relationship (i.e., high compensation) may 

inadvertently induce unethical reciprocity, motivating employees to benefit their employer at the 

expense of others. Second, our research broadens the concepts of positive and negative behaviors 

in exchange theory by providing new insights into controversial behavior in employer-employee 

exchange relationships. Third, our research highlights the necessity to consider precipitous, 

seemingly irrational reciprocal acts in exchange transactions and relationships. Thus, our research 

provides new insights into the relationship between compensation and unethical reciprocity, a 
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phenomenon that has rarely been explored in extant employment relationships to date. 

SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY AND RECIPROCITY 

      Social exchange theory is not a single theory but a multidisciplinary paradigm (Cropanzano & 

Mitchell, 2005; Cropanzano, Anthony, Daniels, & Hall, 2017). Both social psychologists (Adams, 

1965; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) and sociologists (Blau, 1955; Emerson, 1976; Gouldner, 1960; 

Homans, 1958) have developed social exchange theory, which broadly models interpersonal and 

social interactions (including but not limited to economic and employment relationships) as 

exchanges of both material and nonmaterial resources, such as money, liking and disliking, 

friendship, and goodwill. Social exchange theory posits that social interactions are often based on 

reciprocity, wherein people who “give much to others try to get much from them, and persons that 

get much from others are under pressure to give much to them” (Homans, 1958, p. 606). It also 

proposes that people actively seek a balance between their rewards and effort (Adams, 1965). 

Thus, social exchange theory suggests that employment contracts not only create an economic, 

market-oriented relationship (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002); they also include mutual obligations 

between employers and employees (Rousseau & Parks, 1993). 

       Although exchange models in labor markets have different roots in economics, psychology, 

sociology, and management, they all suggest that compensation can be modeled as the core of the 

employment relationship in organizations (Akerlof, 1982; Akelorf & Yellen, 1986, 1990; 

Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001; Eisenberger, Jones, Aselage, & 

Sucharski, 2004; Fehr, Goette, & Zehnder, 2009; Fehr, Kirchsteiger, & Riedl, 1993; Fehr & 

Schmidt, 2006; Hom et al., 2009; Shaw et al., 2009; Tsui, et al., 1997). The underlying logic of 

exchange theory suggests that people reciprocate generosity and benevolence positively and 

miserliness and malevolence negatively. When it comes to employer-employee exchange 
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relationships, whether employers offer high or low compensation can induce either positive or 

negative reciprocity from employees, respectively. In particular, exchange theory highlights the 

negative consequences of underinvestment in employees, which often lead to poorly paid, poorly 

trained, and poorly motivated employees, who are likely to “cheat, shirk, and engage in malfeasant 

behaviors” (Lazear, 1979: 1266) to express their dissatisfaction (e.g., Greenberg, 1990, 1993). 

From the perspective of underpaid employees, below-market wages not only exploitatively violate 

distributive justice, they also constitute precipitating conditions that legitimize employees’ desires 

to retaliate and sabotage their employers (Greenberg, 1996). Thus, poorly paid employees may 

choose to victimize their employers by stealing, goofing off, and sabotaging (Greenberg, 1990; 

1993). Their desire to retaliate and harm their employers represents a special form of negative 

reciprocity in employer-employee exchange. Kemper (1966) identified this form of negative 

reciprocity as reciprocal deviance. 

      Exchange models suggest that, in order to reduce reciprocal deviance, organizations should 

offer their employees high or above-market compensation. Despite their different focuses, almost 

all extant exchange models suggest that, as employees’ economic rewards increase, so should their 

job satisfaction and productivity (Currall et al., 2005). This conclusion is dependent on the 

motivating force of reciprocal obligations (Gouldner, 1960) that pushes people to perform better 

after they have been compensated well. In particular, the exchange approach to employment 

relationships suggests that high compensation can stimulate a strong sense of obligation (e.g., 

Blau, 1964; Levine, 1993; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Thus, when employers offer high 

wages, they may be able to reasonably expect, psychologically, that their employees’ felt 

obligations will reduce reciprocal deviance and result in positive organizational outcomes, such as 

better commitment, loyalty, performance and creativity, and lower quit rates (e.g., Adam, 1965; 
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Eisenberger, et al., 2001; Hollinder, 1986; Jia, Shaw, Tsui, & Park, 2014; Shaw et al., 2009; Tepper 

& Taylor, 2003; Tsui et al, 1997, Witt, 1991).  

HIGH COMPENSATION AND UNETHICAL RECIPROCITY 

          Despite its wide application, social exchange theory has been criticized as having limited 

theoretical precision and utility (Cropanzano et al, 2017). In our research context, social exchange 

theory suggests that high compensation leads to positive employee behavior, and low 

compensation results in negative employee behavior. Thus, social exchange theory simply treats 

positive behavior (e.g., commitment) as an absence of negative behavior (e.g., cheating) by 

assuming that positive and negative behaviors are bipolar ends of the same spectrum (Cropanzano 

et al., 2017; Galperin et al., 2021). However, this oversimplified bipolarity overlooks how 

compensation may be related to more dynamic and complex exchange relationships. In response, 

our research seeks to extend social exchange theory by providing a more precise and 

comprehensive understanding of the impact of high compensation.  

      Although high compensation can help reduce workplace deviance and induce positive 

exchange relationships, we suggest that it may create a different kind of ethical problem that social 

exchange theory does not clearly address. In employer-employee relationships, high compensation 

is often characterized by strong norms of reciprocity, wherein concern for equivalent exchange is 

low, and exchanges can go beyond formal expectations or contractual obligations (Evans & Davis, 

2005). Social exchange theory clearly identifies all the benefits of strong norms of reciprocity as 

they often lead to greater cooperation and increased organizational performance and efficiency 

(Adler & Kwon, 2002; Gouldner, 1960; Molm, 2000). However, it overlooks the negative aspects 

of reciprocity going beyond formally specified wage-effort exchanges. Specifically, when 

employees are willing to go the extra mile to pay back employers’ high compensation, they may 
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repay through other means by engaging in ethically questionable reciprocity to benefit their 

employers at the expense of others. For example, employees, especially those who identify 

strongly with their organizations, may engage in unethical, pro-organizational unethical behavior 

such as breaking rules, or selling unsafe products to customers to help their organizations (Chen, 

Chen, & Sheldon, 2016; Umphress & Bingham, 2011; Umphress, Bingham, & Mitchell, 2010).  

      Likewise, we suggest that strong reciprocity induced by high compensation may lead 

employees to violate ethical principles or even inflict harm on others to benefit their own 

employers, especially when they feel that doing so amounts to paying back their employer’s 

generosity with loyalty and gratitude (Coughlan, 2005; Sykes & Matza, 1957; Umphress et al., 

2010). Thus, we predict that high-paid employees are more likely than underpaid employees to act 

unethically to help their employer or manager because they may see such unethical behaviors as an 

appropriate and necessary payback for their employer’s high compensation.  

  H1: Employees will be more likely to engage in unethical reciprocity to benefit their employer 

or manager at the expense of others after they have been offered high vs. low compensation. 

      Our aforementioned discussion suggests that when an employer offers high compensation, it 

may trigger employees’ favoritism or unethical reciprocity to benefit their employer. Because 

reciprocity plays a key role in motivating people to favor their exchange partners (e.g., Blau, 1964; 

Fehr, Fischbacher, & Gächter, 2002; Gouldner, 1960; Ouyang et al., 2018), we further suggest that 

employees’ willingness to engage in unethical reciprocity is likely to be dampened when they have 

already adequately reciprocated their employer’s high compensation with hard work. In contrast, if 

employees lack the opportunity or ability to reciprocate their employers’ generosity with great 

work effort, they may be more likely to engage in unethical reciprocity to benefit their employers. 

In reality, there may be two different causes for the lack of repayment of high compensation. High-
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paid employees may lack enough control or opportunity (e.g., due to lack of resources or support); 

alternatively, they may be incompetent (because of their own lack of ability). Whereas the former 

may result in employees feeling a sense of unfairness, the latter may make them feel ashamed. 

Both are likely to increase employees’ motivation to grant favors to their employer because they 

have received high compensation but cannot repay it. Thus, we also predict that the lack of either 

opportunity or ability to adequately reciprocate high compensation will moderate the effects of 

high compensation on favoritism or unethical reciprocity. 

       H2: Employees who have been offered high compensation will be more likely to engage in 

unethical reciprocity to benefit their employer when they do not have the opportunity or ability to 

adequately reciprocate their employers’ previous high compensation through greater work effort.  

EMPLOYERS’ FURTHER REWARD 

      Employers’ high wages and employees’ acts of unethical reciprocity may also form a 

continuous cycle of positive reciprocity between employers and employees. Such a cycle of positive 

reciprocity should also include unethical reciprocity. In particular, when employees engage in 

unethical reciprocity, employers may further reciprocate their employees’ unethical favors by 

rewarding their inappropriate behavior, leading to a cycle of unethical reciprocity (Song & Zhong, 

2015). When employees engage in unethical reciprocity to benefit their employer, they likely 

believe that they are doing what their employer expects them to do and/or that their employer is 

likely to act in a similar manner (Tenbrunsel & Messick, 2004). Thus, they may not only expect 

their employer’s support and approval but also that their employer would reward their unethical 

reciprocity as the next return favor in the cycle (Song & Zhong, 2015).  

      Following this logic, we suggest that employers’ potential future rewards will also increase 

employees’ willingness and likelihood of engaging in unethical reciprocity. In particular, these 
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reward effects should be stronger for high-paid employees because a continuous cycle of positive 

reciprocity is much more likely to take place when employers have previously provided high rather 

than low inducements and incentives to their employees. Thus, we predict that high-paid 

employees will be more likely to engage in unethical reciprocity when employers have the 

opportunity to subsequently reward such unethical behavior. 

      H3: Employees who have been offered high compensation will be more likely than other 

employees to engage in unethical reciprocity to benefit their employer or manager when their 

employer or manager has the opportunity to reward their unethical reciprocity in the future.  

THE CURRENT RESEARCH 

       To more clearly identify causal relationships, we first combined different empirical approaches 

from behavioral economics and social psychology by testing our hypotheses in experimental labor 

markets. Specifically, the first two complementary studies used behavioral economics games to 

tightly control for exogenous variables and to precisely assess employees’ unethical reciprocity in 

the lab (e.g., Camerer, 2003; Falk & Heckman, 2009; Murnighan & Wang, 2016). Study 1 used a 

wage-effort game (Azar, 2019) and a delegation game (Erat, 2013; Gneezy, Rockenbach, & Serra-

Garcia, 2013; Wang & Murnighan, 2016) to test Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 by investigating employees’ 

unethical reciprocity in terms of lying and deception. Study 2 used a modified gift exchange game 

(Charness, 2004; Fehr et al., 1993) and a similar three-party delegation game to replicate Study 1’s 

results and further investigate unethical reciprocity. Finally, Study 3 complemented the first two 

experimental studies with some initial field evidence by testing whether high salaries were 

positively related to the likelihood of police officers conducting illegal searches and seizures and 

making false arrests.  

STUDY 1 
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      Study 1 used an adapted wage-effort game (Azar, 2019) and a delegation game (or a modified 

deception game, Erat, 2013; Gneezy, Rockenbach, & Serra-Garcia, 2013; Wang & Murnighan, 2016; 

2017a) to test Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 in the context of employees lying to help their manager 

(unethical reciprocity).  

      We recruited 9502 British and U.S. participants from Prolific Inc.: they averaged 36.56 years of 

age; 63% were female; 89.5% were white. All the participants played two games (see the 

description below); we assigned Prolific participants as Player 2s (employees) and manipulated the 

existence of Player 1s (employers) in both games. Prolific participants received a flat fee of £1.2; 

we also drew a lottery by rewarding about 10% of the participants. 

Game 1 (Wage and Real Effort Game).  

      Game 1 lasted for only one round because of the structure of the game. At the start of the game, 

Player 1s (employers) had an endowment of £10 and made a wage offer to Player 2 (employees). As 

previously noted, we had manipulated Player 1s’ data and randomly assigned their wage offers to 

their matched Player 2s in the game.  

     Wage manipulations. We manipulated Player 1s’ wage offers. In the high-compensation 

condition, Player 1s’ wage offers were between £7 and £10; in the medium-compensation condition, 

Player 1s’ wage offers were between £4 and £6; and in the low-compensation condition, Player 1s’ 

wage offers were £1 and £3. 

      Player 2s’ effort. As noted, all the Prolific participants were assigned as Player 2s. After Player 

2s received Player 1’s wage offers (ostensibly from one of the Player 1s), they decided on the 

reciprocal effort that they would make in a real effort task adapted from Azar (2019). In the task, 

Player 2s were presented 61 lines of randomly placed letters and 15 questions: for example, with the 

                                                 
2 We excluded 21 participants from the analyses because they provided bogus answers, failed the attention check 

question, and/or were unable to recall the correct game information.  



12 

 

 

first line of the random letters being “ectedkvfojfitispublishediamnotawajfofanystudyxzataskedxzis”. 

All the letters were displayed in a specially designed picture so that searching or pulling text from 

the webpage was not allowed. For each of the 15 questions, Player 2s were asked to answer which 

letter appeared in a certain line and certain position (e.g., what is the letter in line 8, position 12). 

Every question that Player 2 answered correctly would increase Player 1’s payoff by £1. Thus, the 

maximum increase in Player 1’s payoff would be £15 if Player 2 answered all 15 questions correctly. 

However, Player 2s could choose to answer any number of questions they wished. The task was 

designed to be technical and boring in order to measure effort (Azar, 2019). We counted the total 

number of correct answers as a measure of Player 2s’ effort.  

      Ability to reciprocate manipulation. We manipulated participants’ ability to reciprocate by 

varying the difficulty of the task. In the low-ability-to-reciprocate condition, participants were only 

given one minute to answer as many questions as possible for Player 1; in the high-ability-to-

reciprocate condition, participants were given 10 minutes to answer as many questions as possible. 

Thus, the tight time limit in the low-ability-to-reciprocate condition made it difficult for participants 

to perform well to reciprocate Player 1s’ high compensation.  

Game 2 (Modified Delegation Game) 

      After playing Game 1, Player 2s moved to Game 2, which was a modified delegation game 

(Erat, 2013; Gneezy, Rockenbach, & Serra-Garcia, 2013; Wang & Murnighan, 2016). In this game, 

all the employees were assigned as a delegated decision-maker, who made a decision that affected 

the payoff for their previous employer (Player 1).  

        Participants all received one randomly generated number from 1 to 10 that was assigned to 

Player 1. Participants' decision was to choose one of the two messages, i.e., Message 1: “Player 1’s 

number is 10” or Message 2: “Player 1’s number is smaller than 10.” Choosing Message 1 would 
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result in a payoff of £10 for Player 1; choosing Message 2 would lead to £0 for Player 1. 

       Unethical reciprocity. Misreporting the number as 10 when it was not would lead to an 

increased payoff for Player 1. Thus, it cleanly measured employees’ unethical reciprocity toward 

their employers because lying violated ethical principles.  

      Managers’ potential sharing. About half of the employees were instructed that they would not 

receive any payment for the decision they made in the delegation game. The other half were 

instructed that their manager might share any part of their payoff in the game; however, if their 

manager chose not to share, they would not receive any extra payment either. 

Measures and analysis 

         Manipulation checks. Participants responded to 10 manipulation check questions that 

assessed their perceptions of the wages and task in the wage-effort game (Game 1) and their 

decision in the delegation game (Game 2). All of their responses were made on a 5-point Likert 

scale. Specifically, two questions asked participants how they felt about the wages offered by 

Player 1 in the wage-effort game (i.e., “I was satisfied with the wage offered by Player 1;” “I was 

paid well;” α=.97); four questions asked about the difficulty of the task and their performance in 

the wage-effort game (i.e., “How difficult was the task?”; “How easy was the task?”; α=.92; “How 

well did you perform in the task?” “Did you like your performance in the task?” α=.79); and four 

questions indirectly asked what they thought of Player 1’s potential reward in the delegation game 

(i.e., “How much will your decision affect your own payoff?” “Is your decision important to your 

own payoff?”; α=.95; “How much will your decision affect your previous manager’s payoff?”; 

“How likely will your decision affect your previous manager’s payoff?”; α=.90). 

Results 

      Manipulation checks. All of the manipulations were effective. Participants in the high-wage 
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condition perceived Player 1s’ wage offers as more generous than those in the medium-wage 

condition, who in turn perceived their managers’ offer as more generous than those in the low-wage 

condition (Mlow=2.12, SDlow=1.11 vs. Mmedium=3.36, SDmedium=1.16 vs. Mhigh=4.33, SDhigh=.86, F (2, 

837) = 309.38, p<.0001; Tukey's post hoc tests, all p’s<.0001; Cohen’s d= 1.10 for low vs. medium 

wage; Cohen’s d= .95 for medium vs. high wage). In addition, participants in the low-ability-to-

reciprocate condition perceived the real-effort task as more difficult (Mlow-ability = 3.66, SD=1.02 vs. 

Mhigh-ability = 3.29, SD=1.07, t= 5.17, p<.0001; Cohen’s d=.36) and were less satisfied with their own 

performance in the task (Mlow-ability = 2.04, SD low-ability =81 vs. Mhigh-ability = 3.06, SD high-ability =.95; 

t=16.72; Cohen’s d =1.15) than those in the high-ability-to-reciprocate condition. Finally, employees 

reported that their decision in Game 2 was more likely to affect their own payoffs when Player 1 

could potentially share payoffs with them in the dictator game (M=2.62, SD=1.19) than when Player 

1 could not (M=1.38, SD=.84, t=17.27, p<.0001; Cohen’s d= 1.19). However, they did not perceive 

differently how their game decision would affect their managers’ payoff (M=4.44, SD=.94 vs. 

M=4.42, SD=1.05, t=.27, p=.83; Cohen’s d=.02), suggesting that participants understood the role of 

Player 1s’ potential rewards in Game 2.  

Employees’ Unethical Reciprocity3 

     Table 1a presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations of all the variables. Table 1b 

shows the logit regression results. Model 1 included Player 1’s potential reward, and Player 2’s work 

effort in Game 1, and ability to reciprocate in Game 2. Model 2 added the wage offer that 

participants received in Game 1. The higher the wage offer participants received in Game 1, the more 

likely they were to lie in Game 2 to help Player 1 (b=.29, p<.0001) after controlling for their work 

effort in Game 1. This result supported H1 about employees’ unethical reciprocity toward the more 

                                                 
3 Participants who received number 10 were not included in the analysis because they could not engage in unethical 

reciprocity for Player 1.   
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generous employers. Because age and gender have been found to be related to ethics-related 

decisions (e.g., Croson & Gneezy, 2009; Loe, Ferrell, & Mansfield, 2000; Wang & Murnighan, 

2014), we also controlled for them in additional analysis and the results remained the same. 

------------ Insert Tables 1a and 1b about here ---------- 

Managers’ Potential Reward 

      In Model 3, three interaction terms were added. The interaction between the future reward 

possibility and wage in Game 1 was negative and marginally significant (b=-.33, p=.023), suggesting 

that low-paid participants were more likely to lie to benefit Player 1 when Player 1 could potentially 

reward their unethical reciprocity. Figure 1 shows the comparison of deception rates between the 

reward and non-reward conditions. Whereas participants in the high-wage condition were not 

affected by Player 1’s future reward (67% vs. 68%, Fisher’s exact test, p=.90), participants in both 

the medium- and low-wage conditions were more likely to lie to benefit Player 1 when Player 1 

could potentially share payoffs with them (medium-wage condition: 52% vs. 65%, Fisher’s exact 

test, p=.03; low-wage condition: 41% vs. 59%, Fisher’s exact test, p=.003). Thus, these results did 

not support H3. Low-paid employees are more likely to lie to benefit ungenerous employers when 

they have a chance of receiving a personal payout, while high-paid employees are not affected by the 

potential personal payout. 

Low Ability to Reciprocate 

      Finally, neither the ability to reciprocate (b=-.20, p=.48) nor the interaction between pay and 

ability to reciprocate (b=-.06, p=.68) was a significant predictor of participants’ lying in Game 2. 

In particular, employees in the high wage offer condition were similarly likely to lie to help Player 

1 regardless of whether they could previously reciprocate Player 1’s high wage with adequate 

work effort (67% vs. 68%,  Fisher’s exact test, p=.90). Thus, H2 was not supported: low ability to 
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adequately reciprocate their managers’ high compensation did not increase employees’ unethical 

reciprocity toward their manager. These results suggest that people’s willingness to engage in 

unethical reciprocity did not necessarily decrease even after they had already reciprocated their 

managers’ generous compensation with high work effort. 

Discussion 

      Study 1 supported H1 but not H2 or H3. As expected, different compensation decisions had 

distinct effects on employees’ unethical behaviors. Although employees had reciprocated their 

managers’ wage offers with commensurate work efforts in the gift-exchange game, they were more 

likely to lie to advance their managers’ interest. Thus, their reciprocity was not confined to wage-

effort exchange; it also spilled over to unethical reciprocity.  

       Unlike our expectations, however, a lack of ability to adequately reciprocate their managers’ 

high compensation did not increase high-paid employees’ unethical reciprocity toward their 

manager. Moreover, high-paid employees were still willing to lie to help their previous manager 

even doing so did not increase their personal payout. In contrast, low-paid employees lied 

instrumentally when they thought that their previous manager would reward their lying. Thus, 

whereas low-paid employees were strongly motivated by reasons of self-interest, high-paid 

employees were not.  

      Finally, Study 1 suggests that people’s willingness to engage in unethical reciprocity was not 

dampened by their previous high work effort. On the other hand, the high rate of unethical 

reciprocity (nearly 70%) in the high-compensation condition suggests that participants might feel 

ethically justified to lie to benefit Player 1 because their action, albeit unethical, did not obviously 

harm another party. Thus, we chose to use a slightly different deception game to measure unethical 

reciprocity in Study 2.  
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STUDY 2 

      Study 2 used a similar gift-exchange game and a delegation game (or a modified three-party 

deception game, Erat, 2013; Gneezy, Rockenbach, & Serra-Garcia, 2013; Wang & Murnighan, 2016) 

to investigate employees’ unethical reciprocity. In addition, it further tested Hypotheses 1 and 3 in 

the context of employees lying to benefit their manager at the expense of a third party. Because our 

ability-to-reciprocate manipulation did not have any effect in Study 1, we no longer included it in 

this study. As a result, Study 2 no longer tested H2. 

Methods 

 Study 2 employed a 3 (compensation: above vs. below vs. market wages) × 2 (managers’ possible 

future reward: possible future rewards v. not) factorial design. First, following previous research 

(e.g., Fischbacher & Föllmi-Heusi, 2013; Wang & Murnighan, 2017b), we first recruited over 1,000 

participants from a number of previous lab experiments we had conducted before; we assigned these 

participants as managers in the earlier experiments and asked them to make ten rounds of wage 

offers to employees in the gift-exchange game. Next, we recruited 9604 U.S. participants from 

Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (Mturk); they averaged 35.68 years of age; 51.4% were female; 78% 

were white. We assigned all Mturk participants as employees. As in the first two studies, employees 

were our major focus in this study. We randomly assigned managers’ wage offers to each of the 

employees using a computer program. Mturk participants received a flat fee of US$1; we also drew a 

lottery by rewarding about 10% of them with a variable game bonus.    

     Game 1 (modified gift-exchange game). Game 1 used a modified, repeated gift-exchange game 

(Charness, 2004; Kirchler, Fehr, & Evans, 1996; Fehr et al., 1993) to manipulate the exchange 

relationships between managers and employees in an experimental market. As noted, all Mturk 

                                                 
4 We excluded 37 participants from the analyses because they failed to recall the correct information in their responses 

or submitted their survey from the same IP address. Including them, however, did not affect our results.  



18 

 

 

participants were randomly assigned as employees, and they were randomly matched with a 

manager, whose data were collected in advance.  

       Game 1 lasted for 10 rounds. Unlike previous games (e.g., Charness, 2004; Fehr et al., 1993), 

managers and employees were matched in fixed pairs instead of being assigned to different pairs in 

each round. This design allowed us to create a lasting exchange relationship between each pair of 

manager and employee. At the beginning of each round, all managers were given an endowment of 

100 Guilders. Guilders were converted into US dollars at the rate of 50 guilders to $1. Managers 

were asked to make a wage offer to their paired employee in each round. We arbitrarily manipulated 

the market level wages in the game. In the above-market compensation condition, each wage offer 

managers made must be no less than 70 guilders; in the market compensation condition, each wage 

offer must be between 40 and 60 guilders; in the below-market compensation condition, each wage 

offer must be at or below 30 guilders. Our wage manipulations allowed us to tease apart wage 

variations from personal predispositions. 

       Because we collected managers’ data in advance before we collected employees’ data, we first 

asked managers to make 10 wage offers continuously without being able to see their employees’ 

reciprocal effort. Managers’ offers were later sent to their paired employees by a computer program. 

Although managers made the 10 wage offers continuously, employees received each offer in 

sequential order. When employees received their wage offers, they were also informed that the 

offers they had received were above, below, or at the market rate. After employees received each 

wage offer, they were asked to determine their effort level in each round by choosing a number 

between 0.1 and 1.0 with an increment of 0.1. A higher number (denoting a higher level effort) 

always cost employees more than a lower number (denoting a lower-level effort), with 0.1 costing 

employees 0 guilders and 1 costing them 18 guilders. However, the higher the number employees 



19 

 

 

chose, the higher their manager’s income would be. Specifically, managers’ income was determined 

by the following formula (Charness, 2004; Fehr et al., 1993):   

      Manager’s income in each round = (100 - wage offered) × Employee’s effort 

       All the payoff calculation formulas were made available to both managers and employees. 

Thus, employees had complete information about their own and their counterpart’s payoffs.  

     Game 2 (modified delegation game5). Game 2 was a modified delegation game (Erat, 2013; 

Gneezy, Rockenbach, & Serra-Garcia, 2013; Wang & Murnighan, 2016). In this game, all the 

employees were assigned as a delegated decision-maker (Player 1), who was asked to make a 

decision that affected the payoffs for their previous manager (Player 2) and another random 

manager (Player 3) from a different pair.  

        Employees all received two randomly generated numbers from 1 to 10. One number was 

randomly assigned to Player 2 (their previous manager), and the other was assigned to Player 3 (the 

manager from a different pair). Employees’ (Player 1’s) decision was to choose one of the two 

messages, i.e., Message 1: “Player 2’s number is larger than Player 3’s number” or Message 2: 

“Player 2’s number is smaller or equal to Player 3’s number.” Choosing Message 1 would result in 

a payoff of US$10 for their previous manager (Player 2) and $0 for the other manager (Player 3); 

choosing Message 2 would lead to a payoff of US$5 each for both managers.  

       Unethical reciprocity vs. reciprocal deviance. Our focus of investigation was unethical 

reciprocity: i.e., employees could choose to lie to help their manager when their manager received a 

smaller number. At the same time, our design also allowed us to test employees’ reciprocal deviance 

because employees could also choose to lie to harm their manager when their previous manager 

                                                 
5 We also ran a lab study using a delegated dictator game to test the effects of unethical reciprocity (Hamman, 

Loewenstein, & Weber, 2010; Wang, Zhong, & Murnighan, 2014). The data from 528 U.S. undergraduate students 

completely replicated the results of our online experiments. Due to limited space, we do not report the lab study in the 

paper.  
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received a larger number. Although reciprocal deviance is not our focus and has been well 

established in previous research, we chose to analyze the complete data by separately testing 

whether employees lied to benefit (or hurt) their previous managers. Thus, whereas lying to benefit 

their managers constituted unethical reciprocity, lying to hurt them represented reciprocal deviance.  

      Managers’ potential sharing. As in Study 1, about half of the employees were instructed that 

they would not receive any payment for the decision they made in the delegation game. The other 

half were instructed that their manager might share any part of their payoff in the game. However, if 

their manager chose not to share, they would not receive any extra payment either. 

Measures and Analysis 

         Manipulation checks. Participants responded to 7 manipulation check questions adapted 

from Study 1 to assess their perceptions of the wages they received in the gift exchange game and 

their decision in the delegation game. All of their responses were on a 5-point Likert scale. All of 

the manipulation check questions were highly reliable (all α’s ≥.89). 

Results 

      Manipulation checks. All of the manipulations were effective. Employees who were paid at the 

above-market rate perceived their managers’ wage offers as more generous (M=4.50, SD=.70) than 

those who were paid at the market rate (M=3.28, SD=.97), who also perceived their managers’ offer 

as more generous than those who were paid below-market wages (M=1.29, SD=.89; F (2, 921) = 

829.25, p<.0001; Tukey's post hoc tests, all p’s<.0001; Cohen’s d= 1.94 for low vs. medium wage; 

Cohen’s d= 1.19 for medium vs. high wage). Furthermore, employees reported that their decision in 

the delegation game would affect their own payoff more when their manager could potentially share 

their payoff with them in the game than when their manager could not (M=2.93, SD=1.28 vs. 

M=1.61, SD=1.09, t=16.96, p<.0001; Cohen’s d= 1.11). However, they did not perceive differently 
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how their decision would affect their managers’ payoff in the game (M=4.20, SD=1.00 vs. M=4.14, 

SD=.95, t=1.16, p=.25; Cohen’s d=.02), suggesting that they understood the effects of their 

managers’ potential reward and their own decision.  

Employees’ Two Different Kinds of Lying 

      Figures 2a and 2b display the major results of employees’ lying in Game 2. As noted, although 

our focus was unethical reciprocity, we analyzed the full data by testing unethical reciprocity and 

reciprocal deviance separately. First, when managers could not share their payoff, employees who 

received above-market wages were more likely to engage in unethical reciprocity by lying to benefit 

their managers than those who were paid below-market wages or at the market rate (23% vs. 8%; 

Fisher’s Exact test, p=.008; 23% vs. 13%, Fisher’s Exact test, p=.07; see Figure 2a). Second, 

employees who received below-market wages, as well as those who were paid at a market rate, were 

more likely to engage in reciprocal deviance by lying to sabotage their manager than their 

counterparts who received above-market wages (52% vs. 20%; Fisher’s Exact test, p=.0001; 37% vs. 

20%, Fisher’s Exact test, p=.036; see Figure 2b).  

      Managers’ potential reward. With respect to unethical reciprocity, managers’ potential rewards 

increased the likelihood of low-paid employees lying to benefit their manager (18% vs. 8%; Fisher’s 

exact test, p=.04). However, neither medium-paid (23% vs. 13%, Fisher’s exact test, p=.11) nor high-

paid employees (21% vs. 23%; Fisher’s exact test, p=1.00) were affected by the potential personal 

payout (see Figure 2a). Thus, as before, the unethical reciprocity of high-paid employees was not 

necessarily motivated by self-interest. Finally, in terms of reciprocal deviance, managers’ potential 

rewards did not significantly reduce employees’ deceptive sabotage regardless of how they were 

compensated previously (all p’s>.18; see Figure 2b).  

Panel Data Analysis 
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      To formally test the hypotheses, we ran two different random-effect regression models 

separately for the two key behavioral measures, namely effort provision in Game 1 and lying in 

Game 2. Table 2a reports means, standard deviations, and correlations for all the variables. Table 

2b explains the coding of each variable in the analysis. All the regressions used dummy-variable 

coding to test the hypothesized treatment effects. As in Study 1, low_comp was coded as 1 when 

managers’ wage offers were below the market rate; and high_comp was coded as 1 when 

managers’ wage offers were above the market rate. Table 2c reports the random effect estimations 

for effort provision in Game 1 and lying in Game 2.  

------------ Insert Tables 2a to 2c about here ---------- 

      Effort provision in Game 1. The results in Game 1 replicated Study 1’s effort provision 

pattern. On the one hand, the negative and significant coefficient of the dummy treatment variable 

of low_comp (-0.24, p=.0001) showed that employees who were paid below-market wages 

reciprocated significantly less effort; on the other hand, the positive and significant dummy 

treatment variable of high_comp (0.19, p=.0001) suggested that employees who were paid above-

market wages reciprocated their managers’ generous wages offers with higher efforts.  

      Lying in Game 2. We split the data into two scenarios (unethical reciprocity vs. reciprocal 

deviance) to test employees’ two different kinds of lying in Game 2. In the first scenario (unethical 

reciprocity), employees’ managers received a smaller number than the other manager did. Thus, 

employees could have lied about their managers’ number to benefit their manager. In the second 

scenario (reciprocal deviance), employees’ managers received a larger number. Thus, if employees 

lied about their managers’ number, it would only sabotage their manager. As noted, however, our 

primary focus was unethical reciprocity instead of reciprocal deviance.  

      Unethical reciprocity. Data from the first scenario offered support to H1 because the 
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coefficient for high_comp was positive and marginally significant (0.19, p=.06). Thus, compared 

with market-level compensation, above-market wages increased employees’ likelihood of lying to 

benefit their manager. In addition, the high_comp × reward interaction was marginally significant, 

but the effect was negative (coefficient=-.13, p=.09), suggesting that employees who were paid 

above the market rate were marginally less likely to lie to benefit their manager when their 

manager had the opportunity to reward their lying. Thus, as in Study 1, H3 was not supported.  

       Reciprocal deviance. In the second scenario, the coefficient for low_comp was positive and 

marginally significant (0.14, p=.08), implying that, compared with market-level compensation, 

below-market wages increased employees’ likelihood of lying to sabotage their manager. 

Managers’ potential reward did not significantly reduce underpaid employees’ reciprocal deviance 

(coefficient=-.07, ns). Thus, when employees were paid below-market wages, they demonstrated a 

strong and consistent will to lie to sabotage their manager. 

Discussion 

      As in Study 1, Study 2 supported H1 but not H3. Whereas high-paid employees were more 

likely to engage in unethical reciprocity to benefit their manager, both low-paid and medium-paid 

employees were more likely to engage in reciprocal deviance to deceptively sabotage their 

manager. Also, as in Study 1, a manager’s potential rewards did not significantly increase the 

likelihood of high-paid employees lying to benefit their manager. However, such potential rewards 

increased the likelihood of lowly paid employees engaging in unethical reciprocity. Although this 

unexpected effect was not consistent with our original prediction, it demonstrated that high- and 

low-paid employees had different motives when engaging in ethical reciprocity.  

      The first two experimental studies yield consistent results for the effects of high compensation 

on unethical reciprocity. We tested our predictions in a tightly controlled experimental labor 



24 

 

 

market to avoid causality problems that often bedevil nonexperimental research. As a drawback, 

however, an experimental labor market may suffer from lack of realism. Thus, Study 3 sought to 

supplement our experimental results with some initial field evidence.    

STUDY 3 

      Although our first two experiments tested the causal effect of high compensation on unethical 

reciprocity, it is unclear how the exchanges we created in the experimental labor market mirror the 

exchanges in real organizations. Thus, we conducted Study 3 as an extension of our experimental 

results. Specifically, we investigated police officers’ unethical reciprocity by testing whether higher 

salaries were positively related to the likelihood of police officers conducting illegal searches and 

making false arrests. Police officers can stop, search and make arrests without violating the rights 

of civilians. Their power, however, gives them the opportunity to conduct illegal searches and 

seizures and make false arrests. These illegal actions may help their department manipulate crime 

statistics and “perform well”. For example, Stephen Anderson, a former New York Police 

Department (NYPD) detective, testified in 2011 that NYPD officers had planted evidence and 

framed innocent people to reach arrest quotas. According to HuffPost, the crooked practice of 

illegal searches, framings, and false arrests, also known as “flaking,” was common among NYPD 

officers. Moreover, the Drug Policy Alliance (DPA) alleged that NYPD’s highly controversial 

practice of illegal searches and stop-and-frisk arrests led over 500,000 people— 86% of whom 

were black and Latino—to be arrested in 2010 for low-level marijuana offenses (Glasser, 2011). 

Although institutional incentives and pressures may encourage crooked policing, such practice is 

clearly unethical and illegal. Drawing on our previous experimental results, we predicted that the 

salaries of police officers would be positively related to their likelihood of engaging in these 

unethical and illegal actions because high-paid police officers might be more obligated than their 
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peers to engage in unethical or illegal actions to help their department or organization.  

      It is worth noting that the context of Study 3 is different from that of our previous studies in 

several important ways. First, police officers’ salaries are not market-driven but instead determined 

by seniority and rank. Thus, we primarily investigated the relationship between higher 

compensation and police officers’ engagement in illegal search and false arrests. Undoubtedly, the 

special feature of police salaries makes our sample less relevant to the investigation of market-

driven salaries. However, this feature may help rule out reverse causality of pay and unethical 

reciprocity: employees engage in unethical reciprocity because doing so can increase their pay. 

Indeed, one limitation of exchange theory is that output from one stage of exchanges often 

becomes the input for the next (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Unlike in other organizations, the 

unethical reciprocity of police officers may be less prone to reverse causality because police 

salaries are primarily determined by their tenure and rank rather than their performance.  

      Second, unlike our experiments, police officers’ unethical reciprocity is likely to be directed 

toward their department or organization instead of their direct supervisors. For example, according 

to the Chicago Police Department’s 2020 salary schedule, police officers’ salaries quickly increase 

from $48,078 to $72,510 during their first 18 months. Although the salary increases are not 

controlled by their supervisors, police officers may still feel more obliged to engage in unethical 

reciprocity to benefit their department or organization after their salaries have increased 1.5 times. 

While this kind of unethical reciprocity is different from what we tested in our experimental 

settings, it seems both common and relevant in organizations where employees may engage in 

unethical, pro-organizational unethical behavior to help their organizations rather than their direct 

supervisors (Umphress & Bingham, 2011). 

      Third, because police officers' salaries are largely determined by tenure and seniority, it is 
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important to disentangle the effects of salary and tenure in our analysis. Police officers do not 

receive an annual salary increase. As a result, their salary and tenure are only moderately related to 

each other in our data. For example, the Chicago Police Department’s 2020 salary schedule has 11 

different pay steps for rank-and-file police officers, whose basic salary range is from $48,078 to 

$99,414. Their salary disparities are primarily caused by scheduled salary increases although other 

factors may sometimes also play a role. For example, the starting salary plan gives college 

graduates $4,000 more per year than their less educated counterparts (Stevens, 2017). Police 

officers receive scheduled salary increases after the first year of service until completing 30 years 

of service (Chicago Police Department 2020 Position and Salary Schedule). It is important to note 

that scheduled salary increases are not linear over time because they are much less frequent after 

the first four and half years of service (e.g., there is no salary increase between 4.5 and 10 years of 

service, 10 and 15 years of service, 15 and 20 years, etc.). Thus, many police officers at different 

tenure levels are receiving the same amount of salary. This salary increase feature allowed us to 

conduct different robustness tests to tease apart the effects of salary and tenure in our analysis.  

      Fourth, although engaging in illegal actions would not lead to a higher salary, police officers 

might have other motivations (e.g., promotion and recognition). Thus, we controlled for position, 

and the number of major performance awards each police officer received in our analysis to rule 

out the possibility that police officers may also engage in illegal actions to outperform their fellow 

officers.  

      Finally, compared with our experimental measures, we investigated more severe unethical 

reciprocity in this study (i.e., illegal search and false arrests). In particular, the illegal actions we 

measured do not necessarily provide a big immediate help to police officers themselves; they may 

instead cost them by potentially jeopardizing their careers. Thus, our measure in this study may 
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capture a riskier kind of unethical reciprocity.  

Data and Methods 

       We collected data on civilian allegations against Chicago police officers from the Citizens 

Police Data Project at the Invisible Institute, an organization that serves as a clearing house for the 

data (Rozema & Schanzenbach, 2019). The original dataset included over 247,150 allegations 

classified under 19 different categories from 1988 to 2018. We focused on the allegations of illegal 

searches and false arrests because these two types of allegations are most relevant to the 

phenomenon investigated in this study. In total, our analysis included 44,800 allegations of illegal 

search and false arrests against 10,339 police officers.  

      Dependent and independent variables. Our dependent variable was the number of 

allegations of illegal search and false arrests6 that each police officer received. Salary was our 

independent variable. We log-transformed the salary data to normalize the distribution.  

     Control variables. We included a number of control variables that might affect the likelihood of 

allegations of false arrest against police officers. First, we controlled for age, gender, and race 

because these demographic variables have been found to be related to ethics-related decisions (e.g., 

Croson & Gneezy, 2009; Loe, Ferrell, & Mansfield, 2000; Terpstra, Rozell, & Robinson, 1993; 

Wang & Murnighan, 2014). Second, as noted, police salaries are not market-driven but often 

determined by the length of their service. Thus, we controlled for their tenure to rule out the 

possibility that long-serving officers might have more opportunities to receive complaints. Third, 

because the archival data did not allow us to investigate police officers’ intentions to engage in 

illegal actions, we used the major performance awards that officers received to control for the 

possibility that some police officers might engage in illegal actions to benefit themselves rather than 

                                                 
6 Using illegal search only led to the same results. Although the number of false arrests was also significantly related 

to salary (r=.03, p<.05), it was not significant after controlling for other variables.     

https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=n4a0Ps0AAAAJ&hl=en&oi=sra
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their department and/or supervisor. Finally, we also controlled for police officers’ rank and position 

because police officers with a higher rank or position may be less likely to receive complaints than 

rank-and-file police officers who are responsible for patrolling on the street.  

Results  

     Table 3a shows the correlation table of all the variables. Because our dependent variable is a 

count variable, we used Poisson regression in our analysis; negative binomial regression led to 

similar results. Table 3b shows the regression results: Model 1 included the control variables only; 

Model 2 included salary in the analysis. The results showed that police officers’ salary was 

positively related to their likelihood of engaging in illegal actions (b=2.39, 95% CI= [2.21, 2.57], 

Z=26.24, p<.0001), supporting H1 and providing initial field evidence about the positive 

relationship between high compensation and unethical reciprocity.  

------------ Insert Tables 3a & 3b about here ---------- 

      Robustness check. We also performed additional analyses to check the robustness of our results. 

First, we conducted hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) analysis by controlling for the number of 

active members and allegation records of the 110 police units in our dataset to rule out the potential 

effects of different organizational cultures. The results were the same for these analyses.        

      Second, because we were unable to construct a time-series panel dataset with time-lagging 

compensation data corresponding to their allegations, our analysis might not capture the 

relationship between salary and illegal actions over time. To address this limitation, we performed 

additional analysis using police officers’ inflation-adjusted average salary and illegal actions over 

their tenure (i.e., salary and allegations divided by tenure). The results show that police officers’ 

inflation-adjusted average salary was positively related to the average number of illegal actions 

they engaged in over their tenure (b=.85, 95% CI= [.57, 1.13], Z=5.89, p<.0001) after controlling 
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for other control variables.  

      Third, as noted, police salaries are primarily determined by their tenure and rank instead of 

performance or other factors. To better tease apart the possible endogeneity issue between salary 

and allegations, we used tenure as an instrumental variable to estimate the effect of salary on 

allegations because tenure is significantly correlated with salary (r=0.38, p<.0001), but not with 

allegations (r= -0.00, n.s.). This econometric technique can yield a consistent estimate of the effect 

of salary on allegations even if tenure co-influences allegations (see Kennedy, 2003; p.159-160, 

162-163, 167-168 and 174-176 for detailed explanations about this statistical procedure). The 

results show that the coefficient of salary on allegations is positive and significant (b=2.49, CI= 

[2.33, 2.65], Z=30.18; p <0.001), providing further evidence that salary has a significant effect on 

allegations, after taking account of the effect of tenure on the estimate of the coefficient. In 

addition, we also analyzed the police officers who had served longer than five years and ten years, 

respectively. The entangled relationship between salary and tenure is less of an issue for these 

long-serving police officers because they only received a relatively small salary increase every five 

years or longer7. The results show that these senior police officers’ salary was positively related to 

the number of illegal actions they conducted after controlling for tenure and other control variables 

(b=2.21, 95% CI= [2.03, 2.39], Z=23.69, p<.0001 for those who served five years or longer; 

b=2.36, 95% CI= [2.17, 2.55], Z=24.38, p<.0001 for those who served ten years or longer).  

      Fourth, although we controlled for different positions, rank-and-file police officers who patrol 

out on the street may be more likely to be accused of illegal actions than those with higher 

positions or being assigned to a special role. Thus, we also analyzed the sub dataset of police 

                                                 
7 According to 2020 Chicago Police Department’s salary schedule, police officers who have served 4.5 years or longer 

only receive a basic salary increase of approximately $3000 every other five years (i.e., there is no salary increase 

between 10 and 15 years of service, etc.). Police officers with 30 years of service do not receive any salary increase.  
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officers at the rank-and-file level only. The results showed that these police officers’ salaries were 

also positively related to their likelihood of engaging in illegal actions (b=.98, 95% CI= [.74, 

1.22], Z=7.99, p<.0001) after controlling for their tenure and other control variables. So was the 

relationship between their average salary and the average number of illegal actions over their 

tenure (b=1.42, 95% CI= [1.12, 1.73], Z=9.11, p<.0001). 

     Fifth, the Chicago police is unionized. Like other police unions, Lodge 7 of the Chicago 

Fraternal Order of Police (FOP) has negotiated annual salary increases for police officers. To 

control for the effect of police union contracts, we analyzed a subset of 2994 police officers, whose 

collective bargaining agreements are available for analysis. Specifically, we included their salary 

increases in collective bargaining agreements as a control variable in our analysis. The results 

show that these police officers’ salaries were positively related to their likelihood of engaging in 

illegal actions (b=1.32, 95% CI= [.68, 1.22], Z=4.05, p<.0001) after controlling for their salary 

increases in collective bargaining agreements and other control variables. 

      Finally, police officers also receive extra pay—in addition to their base salary—as cash 

payouts. Although engaging in illegal actions will not change police officers’ salaries, it may lead 

to more extra pay, making monetary payoff the actual motive behind their illegal actions. Because 

we were unable to obtain information for extra pay from our main database, we collected new data 

of all the 595 police officers who entered the Chicago police force at the rank-and-file level during 

the year of 2016. We first collected the data for their basic salary8 and extra pay in 2017 from the 

Illinois Public Salaries Database. Next, we used the number of illegal searches and false arrests 

they conducted during the same year as our dependent variable. Our analysis showed that although 

                                                 
8 Because the 595 police officers joined the police force in different months in 2016, those who completed 12 months 

and/or 18 months of service in 2017 received one or two salary raises for part of their annual salary in 2017. As a 

result, their basic salary varied from approximately $36,434 to about $65,453 in 2017.  
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the basic salary and extra pay of these junior police officers were positively related to each other 

(r=.78, p<.001), only their basic salary bore a marginal relationship with their likelihood of 

conducting illegal searches and making false arrests (b=9.83, 95% CI= [-.43, 20.08], Z=1.81, 

p=.06), after controlling for other variables. In contrast, their extra pay was not significantly 

related to their illegal actions (b=1.30, 95% CI= [-.44, 3.04], Z=1.46, p=.14). These results suggest 

that personal payouts did not necessarily motivate illegal actions for these police officers because 

engaging in the illegal actions would only possibly affect their extra pay, not their basic salary.   

      Reassuringly, all of these additional analyses helped rule out several alternative explanations 

and provided additional evidence, confirming the positive relationship between police officers’ 

salary and their likelihood of engaging in illegal actions to help their organization.   

Discussion 

     Study 3’s results provided initial field evidence to supplement the experimental results of our 

first two studies. It is undoubtedly difficult to investigate the relationship between compensation 

and unethical reciprocity in the field. As with other archival data, the police data we used have 

inherent limitations and did not allow us to perform further causal analysis. In particular, cause and 

effect are often not entirely clear in field studies of social exchange theory because the output from 

one stage of exchanges becomes the input for the next (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Although 

the reverse causal effect was not likely because illegal searches and seizures would not increase 

police officers’ salary, we could not rule out all the possible motives behind police officers’ 

unethical reciprocity. Besides, although illegal searches and false arrests are closely related to the 

phenomenon investigated here, we did not have access to a complete set of police performance 

measures to examine unethical reciprocity more accurately. Finally, police salary is determined by 

rank and seniority rather than the market or performance. Although we controlled for both tenure 
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and position, our sample's unique context clearly raises the caution of drawing conclusions based 

on Study 3 only as we primarily use this study to supplement our experimental results.  

      Despite these limitations, our three complementary studies together provided consistent and 

robust evidence supporting the relationship between high compensation and employees’ unethical 

reciprocity. In particular, our multi-method research design (a combination of experiments and 

archival data) helps mitigate the limitations inherent in each study. Whereas our first two 

experiments establish internal validity and demonstrate some evidence of causality, the last 

archival study helps establish some degree of external/ecological validity. Together, our package of 

three complementary studies reveals something important about pay and unethical reciprocity.  

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Theoretical Contribution 

  This research has several theoretical implications. First, our research extends exchange theory 

by highlighting that positive behavior is not always in the absence of negative behavior in 

exchange relationships. Specifically, our research demonstrates that positive exchange 

relationships may lead to different exchange outcomes. On the one hand, like previous research, 

our studies suggest that high compensation can effectively help reduce reciprocal deviance, given 

that employees became less likely to lie and sabotage their employer when they were offered high 

wages. On the other hand, however, our research also shows that high compensation has an 

inadvertent downside because it may induce unethical reciprocity in organizations. In particular, 

although high-paid employees often reciprocate their high wages with high work motivation and 

efforts, they may also violate ethical principles to benefit their employer at the expense of others. 

This kind of unethical reciprocity may be particularly detrimental because employees’ reciprocity 

is often not limited to wage-work exchange. In other words, employees may go above and beyond 
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their duties to engage in unethical actions that would benefit their employer but harm innocent 

other parties. This finding calls for more attention to the dynamic relationships between positive 

exchange relationships and negative employee behaviors.  

      Second, our research extends social exchange theory by broadening the concepts of positive 

and negative behaviors in organizations. Social exchange theory has been operationalized through 

two opposite types of concepts—ones with positive valence and those with negative valence 

(Cropanzano et al., 2017). Previous research on exchange theory often assumes that the distinction 

between positive and negative reciprocating behaviors is clear-cut. In contrast, however, our 

research suggests that some of these behaviors may actually contain both positive and negative 

elements. For example, when employees lie or cheat to help their employers, although their actions 

may be beneficial for the employers—at least in the eyes of the focal employees—their actions 

also violate ethical principles, leading to harmful outcomes for others. Similarly, the literature on 

organizational deviance suggests that not all deviant actions in organizations are harmful: 

employees may also engage in organizational deviance to help the organization and/or its members 

(Galperin, 2012; Morrison, 2006; Warren, 2003). Thus, organizational deviance can be both 

destructive and constructive. A small but growing number of empirical studies have actually shown 

that constructive and destructive deviance are often highly correlated with each other (e.g., Christ-

Brendemühl & Schaarschmidt, 2019; Dahling et al., 2012; Galperin, 2012; See Galperin et al., 2021, 

for a review). Although controversial behaviors like constructive deviance or unethical reciprocity 

are common in organizations, they have received less attention and remain relatively under-

investigated. Our research suggests that it is important to expand social exchange theory to better 

understand how different exchange relationships are related to ethically controversial behaviors 

and how people judge, interpret, and react to them in their exchange relationships.  

        Third, social exchange theory, especially its experimental findings, suggests that exchange 
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relationship development often involves a series of rational reciprocal exchanges (Molm, 2000; 

Molm, Collett, & Schaefer, 2006). In the early stages of their relationship development, people 

typically engage in small rather than big reciprocal exchanges to collect information and draw 

inferences about their exchange counterparts. When the counterpart’s reactions satisfy their 

expectations, the exchange relationship develops, incrementally and rationally, with people 

accepting increasing amounts of vulnerability (Cropanzano & Mithcell, 2005; Molm, 2000). Our 

experimental results, in contrast, suggest that precipitous, seemingly irrational exchanges may also 

occur in exchange relationships. For example, high-paid employees engaged in unethical reciprocity 

even after they had already reciprocated the wages they received earlier. In other words, their 

reciprocal actions went beyond their original wage-effort exchanges. In addition, because these 

employees would not receive any personal benefits from their former managers, their unethical 

reciprocity did not fit the caricature in rational exchange models. These results cannot be fully 

explained by extant exchange models, which often prescribe that mature, positive exchange 

relationships develop cumulatively from rational, mutually rewarding transactions in past 

exchanges. Thus, our research suggests the necessity to further investigate precipitous, seemingly 

irrational reciprocal acts in exchange transactions and relationships.  

     Finally, our research also yielded an unexpected finding among the underpaid employees: when 

underpaid employees had the chance to receive a personal payout shared by their managers, they 

became more willing and likely to engage in unethical reciprocity to benefit their managers. High-

paid employees, however, were not affected by whether their managers might reward their 

unethical reciprocity. This effect, albeit unexpected, suggests a new wrinkle for social exchange 

theory. When managers have previously provided ungenerous compensation, they should be 

presumably less likely to reciprocate employees’ unethical reciprocity. In contrast, underpaid 
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employees were actually willing to take the opportunistic risk because they may view unethical 

reciprocity as offering the possibility to obtain a personal payout to compensate for their previous 

low wages. Thus, rational self-interest rather than reciprocity may become the prevailing norm in 

their exchange relationships with their less generous managers. Social exchange theory suggests 

that exchange relationships are symmetrically related to two broad types of reciprocal behaviors: 

whereas negative exchange relationships increase employees’ negative reciprocity, positive 

exchange relationships increase their positive reciprocity. However, the extant exchange theory 

fails to explain why collective unethical behaviors can occur among both high- and low-paid 

employees. Our finding, in contrast, extends exchange theory by suggesting that there may be two 

different mechanisms behind collective unethical behavior. Whereas reciprocity may motivate 

high-paid employees to engage in collective unethical behavior, rationality in terms of self-interest 

maximization may entice low-paid employees to do the same. Because our research only 

investigates unethical reciprocity initiated by employees, future research might further explore 

how both managers and employees may engage in collective unethical actions as a result of 

employees’ unethical reciprocity.   

Practical Implications 

      Our research also has important practical implications for organizations. First, our research 

helps connect compensation decisions to different kinds of unethical behaviors in employment 

relationships. Specifically, our findings extend our understanding of positive reciprocity in 

employment relationships by offering insights into how high compensation may motivate 

employees to engage in unethical reciprocity in order to benefit their employer at the expense of 

others. Although both merit pay and pay differentials are ubiquitous and necessary, when employees 

are compensated generously, they may feel strongly obligated to act to enhance their employers’ 
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economic outcomes, resulting in unfair and unethical reciprocity that is harmful to innocent others. 

In Study 1, the odds of engaging in unethical reciprocity were 1.83 and 2.93 times higher for high-

paid than medium- and low-paid employees, respectively; similarly, the odds of unethical 

reciprocity were 2.11 and 3.72 times higher for high-paid than medium- and low-paid employees in 

Study 2. In Study 3, we estimated the rate ratio for police officers’ basic salary, the typical measure 

of effect size for Poisson regression (Coxe, West, & Aiken, 2009). For our primary analysis, the 

exponential effect size is 10.9 (95% CI = [9.16, 13.00]), suggesting that for each 1 unit increase in 

police officers’ basic salary, the number of illegal actions is multiplied by 10.9. When we analyzed 

the relationship between average allegations and average basic salary over each police officer’s 

tenure, the multiplicative effect is 2.73 (95% CI = [2.16, 3.39], suggesting that for each unit 

increase in average base salary, the average number of illegal actions is multiplied by 2.73. Thus, 

our studies' odds ratios and effect sizes suggest that the magnitude of the bivariate relationship 

between compensation and unethical reciprocity is not negligible for organizations.  

      Our findings suggest that how to improve pay satisfaction without encouraging unethical 

reciprocity is an important question for organizations and leaders. In particular, although high 

compensation can effectively reduce workplace deviance, it may inadvertently induce unethical 

reciprocity. Thus, different from the predictions of exchange models, simply increasing employees’ 

compensation and pay satisfaction is unlikely to solve all the ethical problems. Instead, it is 

important to understand the dynamic relationship between high compensation and unethical 

reciprocity, especially the role of important organizational moderators. For example, our results 

suggest that when high-paid employees engage in unethical reciprocity, they are not necessarily 

motivated by personal gain. Neither do they expect their managers to reward their unethical 

reciprocity as the next return favor. Instead, high compensation may simply induce their affinity and 
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appreciation, making them more willing to promote their managers’ interests, sometimes even in an 

unfair and unethical manner. We suggest that organizational relationships, norms, values, and 

practices are likely to moderate the effect of compensation on ethical reciprocity. For instance, 

organizations with a hefty emphasis on loyalty and commitment between employers and employees 

may trigger a stronger compensation effect on unethical reciprocity. In contrast, organizations that 

actively promote values such as fairness, impartiality, and honesty may help dampen the negative 

effect of compensation on unethical reciprocity. In addition, organizational norms and practices 

such as pay dispersion and pay transparency (Castilla, 2015) may also moderate the effects of 

unethical reciprocity. In practice, leaders and managers will need to understand how important 

organizational factors such as organizational norms, values, and cultures may moderate the 

relationship between compensation and unethical reciprocity in order to redirect and funnel 

employees’ appreciation for their employer into more positive endeavors. 

Limitations and Future Research 

      Like all research, ours is not without limitations, some of which provide useful avenues for 

future research. First, our experiments created an experimental labor market to test the causal 

relationship between compensation and unethical reciprocity. Our experimental designs followed 

the standard approaches in both behavioral economics and social psychology to tightly control for 

other possible contextual factors in our experiments (Camerer, 2003, 2015; Falk & Heckman, 

2009; Murnighan & Wang, 2016). However, it is unclear whether our experiments generate realism 

that is equivalent to a real labor market. One possible remedy for future research is to use 

controlled field experiments by hiring participants to complete a task for a real organization.  

      Second, unlike our prediction, our experiment suggests that depriving employees of either the 

opportunity or ability to reciprocate high compensation did not affect their subsequent unethical 
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reciprocity. Thus, employees’ willingness to engage in unethical reciprocity did not necessarily 

decrease even after they had already reciprocated their employers’ high compensation with 

adequate work effort. However, it is not entirely clear whether and when deprivation of reciprocity 

may influence the effects of high compensation on unethical reciprocity in other stages of 

employment relationships. Future research might further investigate this question by examining the 

effects of compensation on unethical reciprocity at different stages of exchange relationship 

development. For example, are high-paid employees more likely to engage in unethical reciprocity 

when their employment relationships involve extensive socioemotional exchanges such as trust 

and commitment (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005)? If so, would depriving them of the opportunity 

or ability to reciprocate trigger more emotional reactions, resulting in a higher likelihood of 

unethical reciprocity? These questions deserve further attention.  

      Third, we primarily used the last study to complement the first two experimental studies with 

some initial field evidence. Because of the inherent limitations of the police data we used, we 

should caution our readers again not to draw conclusions solely based on this study. In particular, 

although we ran additional analyses to rule out several alternative explanations, the complexity of 

police misconduct and compensation does not allow us to test all the important factors in our 

analysis (e.g., police unions, labor politics, internal vs. external equity, etc.). Neither were we able 

to examine the specific mechanisms behind our findings. Future studies might replicate our results 

using other field data and further investigate what factors or conditions are necessary for unethical 

reciprocity to take place in the field.  

      Finally, although our research combined experimental and archival data, our studies cannot 

precisely capture all the complexity of dynamic employer-employee relationships. In particular, our 

studies did not delve into how pay is related to internal equity. Future research should investigate 
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how social comparisons and employees’ perceptions of their deservingness of high compensation 

may affect their chance of unethical reciprocity. Because objective meaning in the social world can 

often be elusive (e.g., Berger & Luckman, 1967), people naturally and spontaneously use social 

comparisons to evaluate their opinions, judgments, and abilities. Employees may compare their own 

pay with those of their peers; high-performing employees may also feel that they deserve higher 

pay than their peers because of their competence. Thus, it might be particularly useful to investigate 

how perceptions of their deservingness of high compensation affect high-paid employees’ unethical 

reciprocity. Although it is difficult to comprehensively investigate all these factors in one single 

paper, we hope that our research will open up new avenues for research on how different 

organizational compensation practices, such as pay dispersion and pay transparency, may moderate 

the relationship between compensation and employees’ unethical reciprocity.  

CONCLUSION 

      Compensation decisions are critical for organizational effectiveness. Different from extant 

exchange models and empirical results, our research suggests that although offering high 

compensation can reduce employees’ reciprocal deviance, it may also inadvertently induce 

employees’ unethical reciprocity. Because employees’ reciprocity often goes beyond wage-effort 

exchange in organizations, unethical reciprocity may readily spill over to employees’ handling of 

other fiduciary duties. Undoubtedly, how to manage compensation systems without inducing 

unintended unethical behaviors in other aspects of employment relationships remains an important 

topic for future research.  
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TABLE 1a 

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics, Study 1 

    Mean S.D. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. Age  36.54 13.72       

2.  Gender  1.63 .48 .04      

3.  Wage in Game 1 5.28 2.83 .03 -.03     

4.  Effort in Game 1 4.93 3.41 -.02  .01 .17**    

5.  Player 1’s reward  .51 .50 -.03  .03 -.02 -.00   

6.  Ability to 

reciprocate  

.49 .50 .00  .04  .01 .73** .03  

7.  Lying in Game 2 .59 .49 -.05 -.03 .14** .01 .11**  .01 

Note: N=841; ** and * denote p <0.01 and <0.05, respectively 
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Table 1b 

Logit Regression Results of Unethical Reciprocity in Study 1 

 Model 1 

 

Model 2 Model 3 

 

 

Effort in Game 1    .01 

(.03) 

-.02 

(.03) 

-.01 

(.03) 

 

 

Player 1’s potential reward 

       

.43*** 

(.14)  

 

    .45*** 

(.14) 

 

.42** 

(.14) 

 

     

Ability to reciprocate -.04 

(.21) 

.10 

(.21) 

  -.20 

(.29) 

 

 

Wage in Game 1      .11*** 

(.03) 

 

.18*** 

(.04) 

 

 

Wage × Reward 

 

   

   -.33* 

   (.15) 

 

     

 

Wage × Reciprocity 

 

      -.06 

  (.15) 

 

 

Reward × Reciprocity 

 

   .05 

 (.04) 

 

     

Constant .12 

(.14) 

.12 

(.14) 

 -.73*** 

  (.27) 

 

N 841 841      841  

χ2   9.49** 25.92*** 33.14***  

Pseudo R2    .00 .02    .03  

     

*** p< 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.  

 

 

 



51 

 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 2a 

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics, Study 2 

 
 Mean S.D. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 

1. Gender (0=Female, 1=Male) 0.49 0.50        

2. Age 35.69 10.83 0.0006       

3. Effort Provision in Game 1 0.48 0.30 0.03** 0.004      

4. Lying in Game 2  0.25 0.43 -0.005 -0.06*** -0.06***     

5. Round  5.5 2.87 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.000    

6. Low Compensation Condition 0.32 0.46 0.005 -0.01 -0.52*** 0.06*** 0.000   

7. High Compensation Condition 0.33 0.47 0.04*** 0.03*** 0.48*** -0.07*** 0.000 -0.49***  

8. Reward Possibility Condition 0.50 0.50 0.006 0.03*** -0.03* 0.01 0.000 0.02 -0.01 

Note: N=9230. ***, ** and * denote p <0.001, <0.01 and <0.05, respectively. 
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TABLE 2b 

Definitions and Interpretations of Key Independent and Dependent Variable, Study 2 

 

Variable Name Definition 

Round Round variable 

Gender* 1 for male, and 0 for female. 

Low_comp  1 for below-market compensation, and  

0 for at- or above-market compensation 

High_comp  1 for above-market compensation, and  

0 for at- or below-market compensation 

Reward 1 for possibility of future reward; and  

0 for no possibility of future reward 

Effortij Game 1 effort provision for a given employee (i) in a given 

round (j) 

Lyingij 1 for not telling the truth, and 0 for telling the truth in Game 2  

for a given employee (i) in a given round (j) 

  

*Gender was initially included in the estimation but it was not significant. For the sake of simplicity, 

we dropped it from the final analysis. 
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Table 2c 

Random Effect Estimation for Effort Provision and Lying in Study 2, 

Random Effect for Each Employee and Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses 

 

 Effort Provision Lying 

(Scenario 1) 

Lying 

(Scenario 2) 

 

Effort Provision in Game 1 N/A 0.10* 

(0.06) 

-0.27*** 

(0.07) 

 

Low_comp   -0.24*** 

(0.02) 

N/A 0.13* 

(0.08) 

 

High_comp   0.19*** 

(0.02) 

0.10* 

(0.05) 

N/A  

Round  .0008 

(0.002) 

-0.000 

(0.001) 

-0.0004 

(0.0004) 

 

Low_comp × Round .0009 

(0.002) 

N/A 

 

0.001 

(0.001) 

 

High_comp × Round -.001 

(0.002) 

0.000 

(0.002) 

  

Reward N/A       0.11*** 

(0.04) 

-0.04 

(0.05) 

 

Low_comp × Reward N/A N/A 

 

-0.07 

(0.10) 

 

High_comp × Reward N/A -0.13* 

(0.07) 

  

Low_comp ×Round ×Reward N/A N/A 

 

-0.001 

(0.001) 

 

High_comp ×Round ×Reward N/A -0.0002 

(0.0004) 

  

Constant     0.49*** 

(0.01) 

0.06** 

(0.03) 

   0.45*** 

(0.06) 

 

Observations 9230 5030 4200  

F stats. 136.55 2.17 5.05  

Prob.>F 0.000 0.004 0.000  

R2   R2 0.34 0.02 0.06  

Notes: 1) *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All tests are two-tailed. 2) For lying in Game 2, the 

same employee’s behavior of effort provision in Game 1 was also in the regression as an added 

control variable.  
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Table 3a 

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics, Study 3 

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Allegations 4.33 4.94           

2. Salary 4.96 0.06 0.13**          

3. Performance Awards .19 .51 0.11** 0.02*         

4. Age 53.49 11.57    -0.13** 0.06** -0.12**        

5. Gender 0.15 0.35 -0.10** -0.02 -0.06** -0.04**       

6. Hispanic 0.18 0.38 0.03** -0.03* 0.06** -0.18** -0.02      

7. Black 0.22 0.41 -0.06** -0.03* -0.02* 0.10** 0.09** -0.24**     

8. Asian/Pacific 0.19 0.14 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.07** -0.03* -0.06** -0.07**    

9. (Ass/Deputy)/Sup. 0.00 0.03 -0.01 0.02  0.02 0.03** -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.00   

10. (Deputy)/ Chief 0.00 0.06 -0.02 0.07**  0.05** 0.03** -0.01 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 -0.00  

11. Commander 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.12** 0.04** 0.03** -0.02 0.00 0.02 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 

12. Captain 0.01 0.09 -0.01 0.04**  0.00 0.07** 0.01 -0.03** -0.02 -0.00 -0.00 -0.01 

13. Lieutenant 0.04 0.19 -0.01 0.16** 0.04** 0.07** -0.01 -0.05** -0.05** -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

14. Sergeant 0.15 0.12    0.03** 0.20** 0.05** 0.06** -0.03** -0.04** -0.05** -0.00 -0.01 -0.03* 

15. Field training officer 0.02 0.02  -0.02   0.01  0.00 -0.02 -0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 -0.00 -0.01 

16. Officer (special units) 0.15 0.36   -0.04** 0.06** -0.07** 0.18** -0.04** -0.06** -0.07** -0.02 -0.01 -0.03* 

17 Tenure 21.25 7.82   -0.00 0.38** -0.05** 0.45** -0.01 -0.10** 0.02* -0.03* 0.01 0.02* 

 

 
            

 11 12 13 14 15 16       

11. Commander             

12. Captain -0.01            

13. Lieutenant -0.01 -0.02           

14. Sergeant -0.03** -0.04** -0.08**          

15. Field training  
 

-0.01 

 

-0.01 

 

-0.02* 

 

-0.05** 
        

16. Special units 
 

-0.03** 

 

-0.04** 

 

-0.08** 

 

-0.18** 

 

-0.05** 

 

-- 
      

17. Tenure 0.05** 0.06** 0.09** 0.09** -0.01 .12**       

                          

Note: N=10,339 (N=9345 for salary data); **, and * denote p<.01, and <.05 respectively. 
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Table 3b 

Poisson Regression Results of Illegal Actions in Study 3 

 Model 1 Model 2  

Constant     2.13***  

(.02) 

   -9.71*** 

 (.45) 

 

Age    -.02*** 

(.00) 

 -.01*** 

(.00) 

 

Gender     -.36*** 

 (.02) 

 -.37*** 

(.02) 

 

Tenure     .01*** 

(.00) 

   .01*** 

(.00) 

 

Hispanic    -.04** 

 (.01) 

 -.05*** 

 (.01) 

 

Black   -.12*** 

(.03) 

 -.13*** 

 (.01) 

 

Asian Pacific     -.17*** 

(.04) 

  -.20*** 

(.04) 

 

(Ass./ deputy/) Superintendent       -.61*** 

  (.21)  

    -.98*** 

(.27) 

 

(Deputy) Chief      -.42*** 

      (.10) 

      -.69*** 

      (.10) 

 

Commander      -.03 

 (.06) 

       -.31*** 

(.07) 

 

Captain .01 

(.06) 

-.07 

(.06) 

 

Lieutenant    -.08** 

(.03) 

-.26*** 

(.03) 

 

 

Sergeant 

 

    .05*** 

(.01) 

 

-.04** 

(.01) 

 

    

Field training officers    -.19*** 

(.04) 

-.24*** 

(.04) 

 

 

Police officer assigned to 

specialized units  

 

    -.08***  

(.01) 

 

       -.13*** 

        (.02) 

 

 

Performance Awards 

 

 

 .15***  

            (.001) 

 

        .15*** 

        (.01) 

 

Salary  

 

       2.39*** 

  (.09) 

 

Observations 10337 9343  

χ2 2578.33 3126.63  

Prob.>F 0.0000 0.0000  

R2   R2 0.03 0.05  

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05,  †p<0.10.  
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FIGURE 1 

Deception Rates for Unethical Reciprocity (Lying to Benefit Player 1); Study 1 
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FIGURE 2a 

Deception Rates for Unethical Reciprocity (Lying To Benefit The Manager); Study 2 
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FIGURE 2b 

Deception Rates for Reciprocal Deviance (Lying To Harm The Manager); Study 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


