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50-word summary of insight (non-technical)
Cooperation improves outcomes. The keys to an effective strategy to increase cooperative
behaviour are reputation and reciprocity. Making individual contributions visible is the first
effective strategy as it helps individuals to create a reputation to cooperate. The second key
strategy is informing people about others’ contributions, which creates an expectation of
reciprocity1.

Headline findings & critical numbers (simplify if overly technical)
A field study showed that making individual contributions public led to 8.8 % participation, which
is three times more than with anonymous contributions 2. Making contributions visible without any
material reward was seven times more effective than only offering a $25 incentive2.

Cautions & limitations
Interventions based on reciprocity must fit context: cooperative behaviour can only be expected if
the behaviour itself is desirable for people. There is also a trade-off between privacy and visibility.
Information about others’ contributions might actually reduce contribution for those above the
reference point, so such strategies must be considered for unwanted side effects.
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50-word summary of insight (non-technical)
Powerful individuals behave more unethically, compared to individuals without power. However,
this is only the case when the unethical behaviour is self-beneficial. In contrast, powerless people
are more likely to engage in unethical behaviour that benefits others 1.
Headline findings & critical numbers (simplify if overly technical)
An experiment found that powerful individuals lied 63% of the time for their own benefit, which
was twice as often as powerless individuals1. In contrast, powerless individuals lied 56% of the
time for someone else’s benefit, which was 1.6 times as often as powerful individuals 1.
Cautions & limitations
The insight is primarily based on forms of power that result from control over valuable resources.
Studies showed that other forms of social standing that result from respect or admiration can even
reduce unethical behaviour1. Moreover, the insight does not necessarily apply to extreme unethical
behaviours.
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50-word summary of insight (non-technical)
Executives tend to be overconfident, which means they overestimate the precision of their
predictions. Such overconfidence, or miscalibration, is linked to higher levels of corporate debt1.
Female executives tend to be less overconfident in predictions and their firms have less debt on
average than those of male executives2.

Headline findings & critical numbers
Excessive precision in predictions has very low success rates. When executives made predictions
with an estimated success rate of 8o%, it was only correct 1/3 of the time1.
Female executives typically have a 6.3% wider range in their forecasts 2.
Firms with female executives have 2% higher announcement returns 2.

Cautions & limitations
When executives have to make predictions, precision is not necessarily the priority. In an economy
built on trust in future returns, optimism can be more important. Optimism has tremendous
merits, and estimations may vary depending on how precise of a prediction is required. In the
gender comparison, female executives may take better decisions for the shareholders, but it does
not mean they are better in taking decisions referring to compliance or strategy.
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50-word summary of insight (non-technical)
Managers that expect that they will have to explain their decision-making process to another make
more accurate and less biased decisions. Those managers who are accountable for justifying the
outcomes of their decisions show higher stress levels and narrowing of attention, which it’s likely
to reduce the appropriateness of their decisions2.
Headline findings & critical numbers (simplify if overly technical)
Individuals that are held accountable for conducting fair employment processes focus more on
job-related qualifications and are less biased by demographic characteristics 2.
Accountability and transparency of decisions in the process of performance-reward pay1 may
impact the current 19.2% gender pay gap that characterise the UK2.
Managers rely on their ideology to choose between accountability systems only when specific
individuating information about input-output of employees’ work are lacking3.
Cautions & limitations
Despite the tendency of managers to rely on a given ideology-based accountability system, process
accountability proves to be more effective in facing challenges related to equality and diversity.
However, the culture of an organisation, the make-up of the labour pool, and the political
environment may affect the outcomes to a large extent. Thus such factors must be considered.
Though initial findings are positive, interventions in organisations are still to be validated.
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50-word summary of insight (non-technical)
The Dark Triad of personality traits: narcissism, psychopathy and Machiavellianism, holds the
potential to explain damaging work behaviour to a degree that the traditional tools do not account
for. Such behaviour decreases for employees with high levels of psychopathy when in authority
positions. Narcissists, on the other hand, have a reduced level of job performance when having
high authority.

Headline findings & critical numbers (simplify if overly technical)
Less than 10% of counterproductive work behaviour is explained when focusing only on
generalised personality traits2.
High scores on the Dark Triad are related to an increased amount of damaging work behaviour 1.
Twenty-three % of the decline in narcissists’ job performance is due to a high authority position1.
The high authority is related to an even larger decrease of damaging work behaviour, when
considering people with psychopathic traits1.

Cautions & limitations
The insight does not suggest a relationship where the Dark Triad traits cause a direct effect on
work productivity. Instead, it emphasises the role that authority could play in the organisational
context for people with high levels of psychopathy and narcissism. Ethical considerations should
also be considered, keeping in mind that the appearance of such traits should not be interpreted
as abnormal, but can simply be taken into account when assigning positions in an organisation.
There are also some issues regarding the accurate measurement of the Dark Triad, considering
that the majority are self-reported measures in which these individuals can present themselves in
a socially desirable way.
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50-word summary of insight (non-technical)
Status conflicts in teams severely harm group performance by decreasing information sharing 1.
Popular beliefs advocate that more talented individuals form more efficient teams. However,
having too many highly talented team-members in fact does not always enhance team
performance but may even hinder it by increasing status conflicts 2.

Headline findings & critical numbers (simplify if overly technical)
Status disputes present 10% of workplace conflicts1.
Status conflicts hinder team performance by decreasing information sharing by 47% in teams
without defined structure1.
Lay people believe that more talent always improves team performance in work and sport teams 2.
Highly talented individuals benefit performance only up to a certain point and then hinder it2.
One of the studies shows that when percentage of the highly talented players in teams
exceeds 50% of the team, performance starts to decline2.

Cautions & limitations
Status conflicts do not always lead to negative outcomes; they can even be beneficial when
establishing the hierarchy early in a group’s life. Moreover, status conflicts are especially damaging
in groups in which close cooperation is crucial. In groups with less cooperation needed, the toomuch-talent effect is less likely to occur. Finally, it shall be noted that this insight defines the top
third of the cohort as highly talented. It is unclear whether the too-much-talent effect would occur
in groups where only extremely high performers are considered as highly talented.
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50-word summary of insight (non-technical)
Antismoking advertisements may actually encourage smoking. Advertisements initially succeed
to reduce unwanted smoking behaviour. However, after an excessive number of repetitions, the
effect reverses. The advertisement becomes unreliable and positivity towards smoking may
increase to an even higher level than before1.

Headline findings & critical numbers (simplify if overly technical)
Watching antismoking advertisements 5 times increased dislike of smoking from 5.24 to 6.59 on
a 1 to 9 scale1. However, after seven repetitions disliking decreased again, from 6.59 to 5.05 1.
The significant relationship between repetition and smoking dislike showed an inverted U-shape1.
The amount of repetitions influences source credibility, which changes the attractiveness of
smoking1.

Cautions & limitations
Attractiveness of smoking does not necessarily change smoking behaviour. While there may be an
optimal number of advertisement repetitions for reducing smoking, this number is neither known
nor proposed for use across a population. Furthermore, manipulating the number of exposures for
individuals is not easily done, thus this insight might be more applicable for channels with more
potential to control over exposure frequency, such as television broadcast or internet websites.
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