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Fehr et al. study an authority-delegation game and compare delegation when the principal cannot

be overruled (high norec treatment) and when she can be overruled (phigh25 treatment). They

find that the nonpecuniary disutility of being overruled causes a reluctance to delegate authority

(there is more delegation in the high norec compared to the phigh25 treatment).

Hypothesis to bet on:

The nonpecuniary disutility of being overruled causes a reluctance to delegate authority (a com-

parison of the average delegation rate between the high norec and the phigh25 treatments).

Power Analysis

The original p-value is 0.011 (probit regres-

sion controlling for period fixed effects, stan-

dard errors are clustered by the individual,

p. 1347): “We find indeed that the average del-

egation rate of the high norec treatment was

higher (67.1 percent) than in the phigh25 treat-

ment (41.3 percent) – a difference that is sta-

tistically significant (p = 0.011).” The origi-

nal sample size is 60 participants (28 in high

norec treatment and 32 in the phigh25 treat-

ment). To achieve 90% power the required sam-

ple size is 98 participants.

Sample

The sample for replication consists of 102

students (2 sessions à 24 subjects in the high

norec treatment, 3 sessions à 18 subjects in

the phigh25 treatment) at the University of

Innsbruck in Austria. There are no exclusion

criteria.

Materials

We use the material of the original experi-

ment (programmed in z-Tree) along with the

original German instructions, both available at

the journal’s webpage.

Procedure

We follow the procedure of the original arti-

cle, with only slight but unavoidable deviations

as outlined below. The following summary of

the experimental procedure is therefore based

on the section “II. The Experiment” (pp. 1332–

1337) in the original study.

First, subjects read the instructions – includ-

ing control questions – followed by a verbal sum-

mary of the authority game given by the in-

structor. Since verbal summaries of the instruc-

tions are read aloud, treatment randomization

within each of the sessions is not feasible, iden-

tical to the original study.

Each session consists of 2 parts. In part one,

subjects play seven periods of a single-player
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version of the game, identical to the main-

stage game except that there is no second party,

which provides subjects the chance to get famil-

iar with the effort cost schedule and the com-

puter program.

In part two, subjects are divided into match-

ing groups of ten subjects (five principals and

five agents). Participants are randomly as-

signed the role of the principal or agent (referred

to as Participant A and Participant B in the in-

structions) and remain in the same role for the

entire experiment whereas the matching of prin-

cipals and agents is randomly assigned in each

period.

The game in the phigh25 treatment consists

of four stages, repeated for 25 periods. In the

first stage, the principal decides whether to keep

decision rights or to delegate them to the agent.

In the second stage, both parties privately and

simultaneously gather information about the n

projects’ payoffs, where the agent does not yet

know whether the principal delegated the de-

cision or not. In the third stage, the subor-

dinate recommends a project to the controlling

party. Finally, the controlling party implements

a project or the outside option on the basis of

his information and the information communi-

cated by the subordinate.

The high norec treatment differs from the

phigh25 treatment in the fact that principals

cannot be overruled as subordinate’s effort is

restricted to zero and recommendations are not

allowed.

After completing the experiment, subjects

will be privately paid in cash based on the same

incentives as in the original study (average earn-

ings were chf 44 per subject in the original

study).

Analysis

The analysis will be performed exactly as in

the original article. That is, differences in av-

erage delegation rates between the two treat-

ments are estimated by probit regressions con-

trolling for period fixed effects with standard

errors clustered by individuals.

Differences from Original Study

The replication procedure is identical to that

of the original study, with some unavoidable de-

viations. This replication will be performed at

the University of Innsbruck, Austria, in 2015,

on students from the University of Innsbruck,

while the original data was gathered at Zurich

University, Switzerland, in 2011, with students

from Zurich University and the Federal Insti-

tute of Technology in Zurich. The experiment

will be conducted in German as the original

study.

The paper studies a number of treatments.

For replication, the focus is only on the compar-

ison between high norec and phigh25. We

have chosen this hypothesis because we think

it is the main between-subjects treatment com-

parison in the paper.

Replication Results

In the replication experiments, the average

delegation rate in the high norec treatment

is 64.67% compared to 43.11% in the phigh25

treatment. In the original study the treatment

averages for the high norec and the phigh25

treatment are 67.14% and 41.25%, respectively.

A probit regression controlling for period fixed

effects with standard errors clustered on the in-

dividual level yields a marginal effect coefficient,

i.e. an effect size of 0.219 (see Table 1). This

turns out to be statistically significant with a

p-value of 0.026. Compared to the effect size of

0.262 in the original experiment, the relative ef-

fect size of the replication study equals 83.59%

(0.219/0.262).

Similar to the original study, the higher del-

egation rate in the high norec treatment oc-

curred despite the fact that the empirical return

on delegation is 15.15 percentage points higher

in the phigh25 treatment than in high norec.

Unplanned Protocol Deviations

The replication experiments were conducted

exactly in the way as described above without

any deviations from the protocol.
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Discussion

Given the criteria and procedure outlined

above, the hypothesis of interest has been repli-

cated at a significance level of α < 5%. The rel-

ative effect size equals 83.59% and the p-value

of the hypothesis test is 0.026.

Table 1: Period fixed effects probit regression of the average delegation rate
for the original and the replication experiment

Original Study Replication Study

1 if high norec 0.262** 0.219**

(0.103) (0.098)

Constant −0.404* −0.838***

(0.262) (0.216)

Observations 750 1275

Pseudo R2 0.063 0.048

Note: Period fixed effects probit regression; coefficients are reported as marginal

effects. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are shown in parentheses.

*** Significant at the 1 percent level

** Significant at the 5 percent level

* Significant at the 10 percent level
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