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THE INFLUENCE OF THE LEADER IN THE BEHAVIOR OF THE GROUP 

 

ABSTRACT 

A number of corporate corruption scandals have surfaced in the media recently, involving not only company employees but 

also senior officials. Knowing that leadership has a fundamental role of influence in its leaders, the aim of this paper was to 

analyze if the leader would influence the dishonest behavior of a group. For that, an experiment was carried out with 180 

students from the works in which participants should make group decisions. The results found that individuals were more 

dishonest when they were under the influence of a leader (44%) than when they were not (36%).  

Keywords: Dishonesty; Leader; Leadership; Behavior Finance; Groups. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The study about leadership in business has become a challenge to be addressed in order to understand the behavioral 

phenomena that occur in an organization. Regarding leadership, in the areas of administration, sociology, psychology and 

anthropology, several researches have been conducted in order to understand its effects on organizations (Katz & Kahn, 

1978; Yukl, 2002; Bass, 1990; Siqueira & Amaral, 2006; Lucas, Diener & Suh, 1996; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997; Mueller & 

Lee, 2002). 

The concept of leader can be understood as the person who has great responsibility, able to solve problems and 

balance the different personalities that reside in a work environment, through their experience and knowledge (Cooke, 2000). 

Because of this connection between leader and led, the psychological well-being of employees is associated with the 

management model adopted by the organization, that is, the company's human capital is under constant influence of its 

leaders, whether these are positive or negative influences. 

Yukl (2002) understands leadership as a process of mutual influence between leader and led, the actions taken by 

both the leader and the led are the basis of a mutual relationship in which both are influenced. Being the people responsible 

for deciding, creating and innovating within a company is of vital importance the continuous investment in the human capital 

of organizations and in relationships and interpersonal exchanges. 

For a company being considered ethical, it is necessary for its employees to take ethical action. If the leader is able 

to influence his/her employees, it is imperative, for a company that seeks transparency in its processes, to have ethical leaders 

(Sá, 2001). 



 

 

Recently, a number of corporate corruption scandals have become prominent, especially through unethical practices 

taken by top corporate executives. Internationally, cases such as Enron, WorldCom, Volkswagen, Deutsche Bank and 

WalMart have an impact not only on the industry but also on the local economy. The Brazilian case involving large 

companies like Petrobras, Furnas and companies in the construction industry (e.g. OAS, Odebrecht, Queiroz Galvão) not 

only damage the advancing in several national projects, especially connected to infrastructure, but also affects the politics 

and unemployment in the country. All these corruption scandals have in common the fact that these dishonest attitudes were 

not committed by a single individual but by a group of members of the company, in which, in many cases, they were the 

leaders. 

In the international literature, there are studies on dishonesty committed by groups of people (Charness & Sutter, 

2012; Sutter, 2009; Kugler, Bornstein, Kocher & Sutter, 2007; Fischbacher & Föllmi-Heusi, 2013; Kocher, Schudy & 

Spantig, 2017), however, in Brazil, researches still has incipient deepening, thus making it necessary to understand dishonest 

behavior in groups. 

Against the recent scandals of corruption involving international and Brazilian companies, in which are involved 

several people in the company, including the leaders, and knowing that the leadership has key role of influence in their team, 

the following research problem arose: What is the influence of leader about the dishonest behavior of the groups? 

              Thereby, the purpose of this research is to analyze whether the existence of an individual in superiority (e.g., boss or 

high executive) would influence the dishonest behavior of a group. To achieve this aim, the methodology of die-rolling, 

suggested in the studies of Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi (2013) and Kocher, Schudy and Spantig (2017) will be used and 

adapted. 

              This paper is structured as follows: the next section presents the theoretical foundation, regarding the concepts about 

the Theory of Marginal Utility, Prospect Theory and organizational financial fraud; then the research methodology, the 

details of the experiment and its stages, as well as the sample composition; soon, after the results of the study are presented; 

and, finally, the conclusions. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

  In the XVIII and XIX centuries, scholars emerged with the desire to research the effect of psychology on finance, 

but it was only in the XX century, on the occasion of the Neoclassical Revolution, that the same occurred. Thereby, there are 

three main Theories of Finance: a) The Traditional Theory of Finance (TTF) which consists of the understanding that the 

market is irrational and the efficient investor is the one with speculative vision and invests in assets that enables it to return 



 

 

above average; b) Modern Finance Theory (MTF), also known as Neoclassical, has the assumption that man is rational, uses 

quantitative tools to prove his studies and relies heavily on the Theory of Marginal Utility and The Theory of Efficient 

Markets; and, at least, c) Behavioral Finance Theory (BFT) based on the idea that man is not completely rational, instead, 

much of his decisions are made in an irrational way, influenced by emotions and cognitive errors. 

As stated, MTF has as its basic assumption the view that man decides rationally (Von Neumann & Morgenstern, 

1944) and his studies are based on the Theory of Marginal Utility. According to this theory, the value of an item is not 

determined by a price, but by the utility that it has, and this can be different for individuals. Moreover, based on this theory, 

the agent makes the risk decisions through a rational analysis, being risk averse and seeking to maximize the expected utility 

(Bernoulli, 1954). In this way, the investor will always make rational decisions aimed at maximizing the usefulness of the 

item. 

However, even the classical scholars of the Modern Theory of Finance were already challenging the full rationality 

advocated by the model (Von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944; Damodaran, 2006), noting the frequency with which 

speculative bubbles have appeared in the market and the resulting collapses. In this way, the authors suggest the existence of 

other phenomena in the markets that cannot be explained by the premise of rationality (Ferreira, 2016). 

Simon (1957) was one of the pioneers in the study of limited rationality: he proposed the idea of replacing the 

maximization of utility expected by a truer view of human capacity, considering the complexity of decisions made by 

individuals and companies. Based on these assumptions, Kahneman and Tversky (1979) developed the Prospect Theory, 

being a landmark for the Economy and for the Behavioral Finances. 

In Prospect Theory, when an individual needs to make a decision that involves risk, it goes through two phases of 

thinking: editing (in which information is deciphered and simplified) and evaluation (in which the alternatives are compared 

and the larger one value is chosen). However, the decision-making process is influenced by the preferences of the individual, 

which causes anomalies in their decisions (Kahnemann & Tversky, 1979). While the expected results in the Theory of 

Marginal Utility can be weighted by their probability of occurrence, Prospect Theory reveals that individual preferences 

violate this axiom and this result can be altered by a series of anomalies. 

Kahneman and Tversky (1979) then carried out a study presenting two problems in which situations presented 

similar solutions by the theory developed by Bernoulli (1954), since the "expected value" in both cases was equivalents. 

However, the authors realized that people in general are averse to risk in the case of gain and bet on the risk in case of loss. 

That is, people feel more the pain of loss than pleasure with an equivalent gain (Melo, 2014). 



 

 

The Prospect Theory, therefore, brings out three points which violate the axioms of theory marginal utility: the first 

is that individuals' decisions are taken on the basis of profit and loss, and not from the equity variation; second, the utility 

function is concave with respect to gains and convex with respect to losses (the graph of the value function is represented by 

an asymmetric function in S); and, finally, individuals feel more the pain of loss than the pleasure of gain. 

Thus, through traditional economic theory, the individual would commit dishonest acts based on the maximization 

of marginal utility, taking into account aspects such as the benefits of dishonest behavior, punishments, and the risk of being 

caught (Becker, 1968). These assumptions consider only external aspects to the individual, however, the psychology, the 

sociology and behavioral economics also consider internal aspects as influencing the decision making of individuals, about 

dishonesty. Nowadays, the current legal system is based on the Theory of Marginal Utility which considers factors to inhibit 

corruption and fraudulent acts, increased detection or applicable punishment, being more effective in increasing detection 

than in punishment (Nagin & Pogarsky, 2003; Melo Segundo, 2016). 

Recent studies (Mazar & Ariely, 2006; Mazar, Amir & Ariely, 2008; Ariely, 2012) have shown that individuals 

have self-concepts about self-honesty, which is taken into account when making decisions. That is, even if the proposal 

meets the assumptions of modern economic theory (great benefits by fraud, no probability of being detected or low 

punishment) people do not cheat to the fullest, for they respect an existing threshold internally of their own view of honesty. 

This behavior is similar to that described by Freud about the part of the brain called Superego, which represents the social 

norms within the mind of each individual, capable of punishing or rewarding him for each attitude (Mazar & Ariely, 2006). 

The literature is rich in relation to the study of individual dishonesty (Mazar, Amir & Arely, 2008; Mazar & Ariely, 

2006; Gino, Ayal & Ariely, 2013; Santos, 2011; Castillo, Petrie, Torero & Viceisza, 2014; Lima, Avelino & Cunha, 2017; 

Tomazelli, 2011; Abeler, Becker & Falk, 2014; Ruffle & Tobol, 2014; Lewis, Bardis, Flint, Mason, Smith, Tickle & Zinser, 

2012; Lundquist, Ellingsen, Gribbe & Johannesson, 2009; Childs, 2012). 

Internationally, authors have verified that people behave more dishonestly in a group than individually (Baeker & 

Mechtel, 2015; Chytilová & Korbel, 2014; Conrads, Irlenbusch, Rilke & Walkowitz, 2013; Muehlheusser, Roider & 

Wallmeier, 2015; Sutter, 2009; Fischbacher & Follmi-Heusi, 2013; Kocher, Schudy & Spantig, 2017) and factors such as the 

division of responsibility (Wiltermuth, 2011; Mazar & Aggarwal, 2011), likely to benefit other individuals (Schweitzer & 

Hsee, 2002) and the decrease in loss for the deceived person (Gneezy, 2005) influence dishonest behavior. If in the world 

there are few researches about this theme, in Brazil, there are still no studies on the dishonest behavior of the groups. 

With the growing corruption scandals in companies, both in Brazil and in other countries, involving groups of 

people, and given the still incipient research in the literature on collective dishonesty, it is necessary to study this. In addition, 

no national or international research has been found to analyze the influence of the leader in this dishonest behavior, 



 

 

however, it is important to verify this factor, since the leader has power of interference over the other members of an 

organization. 

The leader figure has the power to influence his or her people, whether positively or negatively, and the dishonest 

decisions made by members of a company are responsible for the growing corporate corruption scandals. Knowing that 

decision making is not something purely rational and this process suffers from anomalies arising from the preferences of 

each individual, we have the following research hypothesis: 

H1: Honesty of the group is influenced by the presence of the leader. 

 

3.  EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 

             To achieve the aim of the research that consists of analyzing if the existence of a leader influences the dishonest 

behavior of a group, the experiment will be used and adapted, based on a die-rolling of Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi (2013) 

and Kocher, Schudy and Spantig (2017). The experiment is divided into two stages, in which participants watched a video 

with the die-rolling and given, on the next screen, the number seen. The remuneration of the participants is linked to the 

number informed and not to the number seen, thus enabling them to be dishonest in their responses. 

Throughout the experiment, the participants were divided into two types of groups, each consisting of three people: 

GroupPC and GroupNoPC. The difference between the groups consists of the form of remuneration: those who belong to 

GroupPC must inform the same number of the dice; if at least one member reports a different number, all other members of 

the group earn zero points. In GroupNoPC, the remuneration is made on an individual basis, that is, each participant earns 

the amount reports, regardless of the response of the other members of the group. 

In the first stage of the experiment the individuals observed, on the computer screen, the die-rolling and then had 

two minutes to talk with the other members of the group through an online chat. Later conversations, they informed the 

number, taking into account what was spoken during the chat. At no time were the participants allowed to identify with the 

other members of the group or to mention any information that facilitated the identification. 

In the second stage of the experiment, the members of the group remain the same, however a member has been 

chosen by the system, randomly, as the leader of the others. The leader has received information on this position and also 

about his/her differentiated remuneration (the leader receives double the points he/she reports), however, it will be at the 

discretion of the leader to comment with the other members of the group about their position and/or remuneration, through 

chat: members of the group who are not leaders, are aware of the existence of one, but do not know exactly who the leader is; 

it is up to him to choose whether or not to mention this information to others. The inclusion of a leader in the group is aimed 



 

 

at verifying whether this individual will encourage or discourage the other members of the group, or if there is any kind of 

change in their own degree of dishonesty, from the moment some trust position is given to him. 

For exemplifying, assuming there are three members in a group characterized as GroupPC, and all group members 

report the value 5 (five) for a die-rolling, the leader will receive 10 (ten) points, while the other members of the group will 

receive only 5 (five) points. This differentiated remuneration also resembles the gains that leaders obtained in companies: in 

general, executives at position managers receive a differentiated remuneration of the other employees, as an incentive to their 

work. 

It is important to emphasize that there are limitations on the figure of the leader inserted in this experiment, because, 

in the presented context, the leader are assigned randomly by the system: people may not be prepared for this function to end 

up exercising it, unlike what happens on the day-to-day business, although the lucky element is a possibility in the 

management of a company (Liu & De Rond, 2016). In addition, the leaders in the experiment also do not have the power to 

decide on the group, only the one of persuasion and the other members of the group will only know who the leader is, if the 

same one wants to tell the other members, these factors could diminish the influence of the leader over his subordinates, a 

fact that is different from that presented in daily life, so these questions present themselves as a limitation in the design of the 

experiment. 

Table 1 assists in visualizing the design of the experiment: 

       Table 1: Design of the experiment 

Treatments 

Part 1 (without leader) Part 2 (with leader) 

GroupPC GroupPC 

GroupNoPC GroupNoPC 

    Source: prepared by the authors. 

 

  Throughout the experiment, there was allowed communication between the participants (except during the chat). 

Before each stage of the experiment, the respondents received instructions on the computer screen about the following and 

have also to answer the questions about the understanding of the next step. The participants just has access to the following 

steps when they respond properly to control questions. 

Before starting the experiment, each participant also answered personal questions such as gender, institution that 

studies and family income, in order to obtain an overview of the respondents. At the end of the experiment, appeared on the 

computer the sum of the points that the participant has achieved, its identification code, and the amount, in reais, to be 

received, being that each point equals BRL 1.00 (one real). The participant then, transcribed this data in the paper located on 

their desk, give to the Applicator of the experiment that gave the amount in cash. Thus, the participant sees different 



 

 

opportunities to be dishonest: in the first stage of the experiment, in the second and at the moment of transcription of the 

amount on the paper. 

Table 2, helps in understanding the experiment: 

Table 2: Stages of the experiment 

PHASES DESCRIPTION 

General Instructions 
Instructions are given to the participants for knowing how to proceed in the 

experiment, such as pay, anonymity and chat interaction. 

Questionnaire 
The participants answer a questionnaire with personal information, such as 

age, study institution, family income. 

PART 1 OF THE EXPERIMENT 

Instructions 

The system automatically and randomly divides the participants into the two 

groups (GroupPC and GroupNoPC) and sends instructions on the next step 

to each participant, taking into account the type of group to which it is 

inserted. Participants should also inform if they understood the task to be 

performed. 

Die-Rolling 

Participants watch (individually) a video with the die-rolling. In this stage, 

the video was the same for all the participants presenting the number 1 

(one). 

Instructions for group interaction 
Participants received instructions about how the chat will work, such as the 

time they would have to talk and the prohibition of identifying themselves. 

Group interaction 
Participants interact in a virtual chat, without the possibility of identifying 

the other members of the group. 

Decision Making 
The participants individually report the result of dice, considering that the 

remuneration is tied to the number they report. 

PART 2 OF THE EXPERIMENT 

Instructions 

Participants remain divided into the same group in which they answered part 

1 of the experiment, however, one member of each group is chosen, 

automatically and randomly by the system, to be the leader. Instructions are 

given about how to proceed in the next step and respond if they have 

understood the task. 

Die-Rolling 

Participants watch (individually) a video with the die-rolling. Members of 

the same group watch the same video. Also in this step, the video is the 

same for all participants, presenting the number 2 (two). 

Instructions for group interaction 
Participants received instructions about how the chat will work, such as the 

time they would have to talk and the prohibition of identifying themselves. 

Group interaction 
Participants interact in a virtual chat, without the possibility of identifying 

the other members of the group. 

Decision making. 

The participants individually report the result of the data entry, considering 

that the remuneration is tied to the number they inform and the group in 

which it is inserted. 

FINAL PART 

Payment 

The participant is informed of the sum of points and the reais he received at 

the end of the experiment. The participant put these amounts on paper and 

delivers them to the Applicator to receive their remuneration. 

Source: prepared by the authors. 

 

The sessions of the experiment were carried out in the computer lab of the University of Brasília (UnB), Darcy 

Ribeiro campus, in Brasília, Federal District, as a result of the accessibility, from November 22th to 28th, 2017, with 

undergraduate students in Accounting Sciences. 

Data were collected in 17 rounds, with 180 participants in total, with mean age of 22 years. As the system did not 

present failures in its execution, all the answers were used in the research. Each session of the experiment lasted about 45 



 

 

minutes (from the preparation of the experiment, providing instructions to the participants until delivery of the value 

received), each participant taking an average of 15 minutes to complete the experiment. 

The total amount spent, in reais, was BRL 1,275.00, an average of BRL 7,08 for each participant. The experience 

was programmed and conducted through the online software, created especially for this research, and can be accessed 

through the link http://experiment-parte2.firebaseapp.com. 

Afterwards, the conversations that the participants carried out in the chats were also analyzed: the conversations 

were divided in the groups (PC and NoPC) and elaborated wordclouds, through the site www.wordclouds.com. The purpose 

of making these clouds was to identify the most used words in the dialogues and if these expressions could somehow help in 

the interpretation of the data. 

To test the hypothesis of the research, the McNemar test, a non-parametric test, was performed in IBM SPSS
®
 

software (version 20), which aims to analyze, in dependent samples and categorical variables, whether there was a significant 

difference between the two moments: with and without the influence of the leader. 

  

4. RESULTS 

  In the experiment, all participants watched the same video with the die-rolling: in the first part, the dice presented 

the value 1 (one) and, in the second part, the value was 2 (two). This means that non-leaders whose total points at the end of 

the experiment had a value greater than 3 (three) were dishonest in their responses. For leaders, as their score was doubled in 

the second stage of the experiment, they should receive a score of 5 (five) to be considered honest. 

The system did not allow the participant to enter a number greater than 6 (the largest number found in a dice), so the 

maximum dishonesty for non-leader participants was 12 (twelve), and for the leaders participants was 18 (eighteen). 

At the end of the experiment, 56% of respondents were dishonest in the answers (101 people) and 44% were honest 

(79 people). This means that, of the BRL 1,275.00 spent on remuneration to the participants, BRL 615.00 was paid for the 

dishonesty of the respondents; if all were honest, the expense would be BRL 660.00. 

When the analysis is performed by the parts of the experiment, it is possible to perceive an increase in dishonesty 

when a leader was inserted in the group: in the first stage of the experiment, when there was still no leader, 36% (65) of the 

participants were dishonest; already in the second stage, with the leader, 44% (80) were dishonest. These data show that the 

honesty of the group is influenced by the behavior of the leader, indicating that the leader influenced those led, being the 

basis of this relationship (Yukl, 2002; Cooke, 2000). 



 

 

Interesting information concerns the 115 participants who were honest in the first stage of the experiment, when 

playing in a group, but without the influence of the leader: 31% of them, that is, 36 participants were dishonest in the second 

stage, when the leader game. Moreover, all these 36 respondents were honest the first stage indicating that the dice had 

shown the number 1, were thoroughly dishonest in the second stage, indicating that the dice was generated number 6, while 

the same number 2 presented. These data were compiled and are included in the Table 3: 

           Table 3: Matrix of responses  

 
Honest – part 2 Dishonest – part 2 

Honest – part 1 79 36 

Dishonest – part 1 21 44 

             Source: prepared by the authors. 

 

For testing whether the increase in dishonesty from 36% to 44% without and with the leader is significant, the non-

parametric McNemar test was performed and the following data were obtained: 

                                            Table 4: McNemar statistics  

Frequency Without leader With leader 

Honest 63,9% 55,6% 

Dishonest 36,1% 44,4% 

Chi-Square 3,439  

McNemar test 0,063  

N of valid cases 180  

                  Source: prepared by the authors. 

 
The McNemar test did not present statistical significance (0.063) at 5%. In these cases, where the McNemar test has 

a close value, it is necessary to perform another test with a more powerful performance, such as the Cochran’s Q test. In 

doing so, it was possible to verify a p-value of 0.47, so one could reject the null hypothesis of the test and assume that, for the 

sample surveyed, individuals were more dishonest with the influence of the leader than without this influence. 

The experiment was performed in 180 people, 51% are men and 49% are women. Of the 92 men who participated, 

62% were dishonest, as 50% of the women were dishonest. Both genders were more dishonest in the second stage of the 

experiment (with the leader) than in the first, with a dishonesty increase of 11% among men and 6% among women. 

Regarding the leader, 32% of the participants performed this function during the experiment and the data showed 

that 60% of leaders were dishonest in their answers, compared with 54% of non-dishonest leaders. 

About groups, 78 people (43%) participated in the GroupPC, which is where the participants must inform the same 

number of the die-rolling to receive the remuneration, and 102 people (57%) were part of the GroupNoPC, that the choice of 

the group is performed automatically by the system, randomly. Of those who were part of the GroupPC, 55% were dishonest 

compared to 58% of dishonest in the GroupNoPC. Although there were differences in the form of gratification between the 



 

 

groups, the difference was not great, presenting a 3% higher value for the group in which the combination of the value to be 

informed was not necessary. 

The McNemar test was also applied to the sample, in the categories gender, income and group type, PC or NoPC 

and the data are described in Table 5: 

         Table 5: McNemar statistics by category  

Frequency 
Men Women Income ≤ 5,000 Income > 5,000 GroupPC GroupNoPC 

Part1 Part2 Part1 Part2 Part1 Part2 Part1 Part2 Part1 Part2 Part1 Part2 

Honest 60,9 50 67,0 61,4 66,2 56,3 62,4 55,0 64,1 59,0 63,7 52,9 

Dishonesty 39,1 50 33,0 38,6 33,8 43,7 37,6 45,0 35,9 41,0 36,3 47,1 

Chi-

Square 

 2,531  2,123  1,481  1,361  0,300  3,704 

McNemar  0,110  0,424  0,189  0,243  0,585  0,052 

N  92  88  71  109  78  102 

Cochran’Q  3,125  1,000  2,333  1,778  0,533  4,481 

          Source: prepared by the authors. 

 
In addition, some participants had some peculiar reactions: a) a boy wrote down all the stages of the experiment 

while playing and he said he wanted to know more about the program; b) a girl, when leaving, asked the Applicator if, in 

case she placed 12, she would win BRL 12.00; when she had an affirmative answer, the girl informed that she should have 

put 12; c) two girls reported that they would return in the next day's rounds only to put 12; d) a boy asked if the experiment 

was about honesty because he thought about being honest; e) only one person did not accept to receive the money (the same 

one had been honest); f) a teacher, who gave up the space of his class for the experiment, was amazed at how people left the 

laboratory happily; g) a man, who had earned BRL 13.00, waited for the Applicator at the exit to return the money as soon as 

it knew that the money belonged to the project participants; the Applicator did not accept the return; h) a person entered the 

experiment to play, outside the hours of the rounds; there was no damage to the data because the system is locked; i) before 

beginning a round of the experiment, the space-giving teacher would talk to the students about ethics and they would also 

discuss about this; a student mentioned that he worked for years in one of the companies that today are involved in corruption 

schemes in Brazil, including its CEO is arrested (the student said to be personal friend of this CEO), but he resigned the 

company after the schemes were discovered because he did not agree with the diversions of money; at the end of the 

experiment, this same student had put the maximum value of dishonesty (as he was the leader, he received BRL 18.00); j) the 

majority of the participants believed that the experiment was even about dishonesty (at no time was it informed to them about 

what the experiment really was, at the risk of influencing the answers, the participants were informed that it was an 

experiment about decision making); only a few believed that it was about persuasion. 

Through the analysis of the conversations in the chat, it was possible to elaborate wordclouds, in which they were 

separated by the groups, PC and NoPC: 

 



 

 

  Figure 1: Wordcloud - GroupPC and NoPC 

 
                 Source: prepared by the authors. 

 

The GroupPC is the group in which the participants must place the same number of the die-rolling, otherwise the 

group participants receive 0 (zero) points. By the wordcloud formed through the conversations in the chat it is possible to 

identify the predominance of the words "number" (being most mentioned: 54 times) and "leader" (mentioned 16 times). This 

may indicate a combination of the participants in that group with respect to the number that they will report on the computer, 

indicating possible agreements between members to inform the same number of the dice and to obtain greater gains in the 

game. In addition, the words "money" (6 times) and the words "honest" (4 times) and "honesty" (5 times) are mentioned too. 

In the GroupNoPC, in which there was no need to combine the votes, since each participant would receive the 

amount of points informed, regardless of the ones chosen by the other members of the group, the preponderance of the words 

"number" (mentioned 84 times), and "leader" (21 times), which also indicates a strong combination of values to be described 

and the influence of the leader in this combination. In both groups was characterized the union the members to the indication 

only a number referring to the die-rolling, and it is possible to observe the predominance of the words "number", "put", 

"points", "value" and "appeared" in the dialogues. 

Additionally, some excerpts from the dialogues made by the participants were taken from the chat: a) "Do you think 

the game rewards honesty? Or the highest number of points?"; b) "It will be nice is if it is a test of honesty and we take zero"; 

c) "Do you want to earn money or be honest?"; d) "–and then, we must decide if we say that it is 1 or if it is more, to receive 

the money. What are we going to choose?" "–I want money!"; e) "–Let’s put 6" "–Ok, 6" "–We lose nothing, at most we get 

more points"; f) "then we should all 6 because it is worth more"; g) "–We are all corrupt" "–I realize this"; h) "–We combine 

6, again?" "–We have to follow the given task, we cannot think only about the result" "–More or less" "–We can do whatever 

we want” “–It's a matter of making the same decision" "–It certainly has nothing to do with honesty test" "–I think does not 

any problem being different to the die-rolling" "–That because: no penalty, nor does it affect other people negatively ""–I 

think what is being tested is if we make the same decision and if we keep it and also in the explanation was a naked not 

given, and another in our answer"; i) "I think we get honest, we should keep ourselves honest. I am the leader'' “–Last group 



 

 

gained less honest LOL" "–So, I follow the leader then. Honesty, isn’t it?" "–Always, honest people earn less""–We does not 

disagree, because no one gain anything"; j) "I think that honesty can be part of the game"; k) "I think the idea is to test the 

will to make money"; l) "–is a test that if you lie earns more" "– Let’s bet higher?" "–So 6""–Ok!"; m) "–is the following, it is 

6 in all and is over"; n) "– so far as I understand, all we have to do is 2 of us to inform the number (6), which is the maximum 

amount the points and the other to report the correct number. And in the end we share everything equally" "–But it would not 

be honest, right?!" "–I think this is just the proposal" "–I 'll go for the correct one then and you will the 6"; o) "–you're sure to 

get caught, but do you want to see what?" "–The honesty in decision-making"; p) "–let's get the evening snack"; q) "–What is 

this test testing? Your power to lie? Be honest or not?" "–It's a decision, too." 

The extract seen in dialogue (h) expresses in an exemplified way what has been shown in previous works: one 

participant tries to convince others to be dishonest, justifying, mainly, that there is no penalty for their dishonest behavior and 

not yet penalizing the too negatively. Bandura (2014), Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara & Pastorelli (1996) and Conrads et al. 

(2013) have already identified this type of behavior in earlier researches, claiming that it seems easier to commit dishonest 

acts in group by the diffusion of responsibility and the possibility of unethical behavior being obscured. 

Here are some summary data about the experiment: 

a) Number of participants – 180 

b) Average age – 22 years old 

c) Number of dishonest people – 101 (56%, 36% without the leader, 44% with the leader) 

d) Average total amount received – BRL 7.08 

e) Average amount received from "dishonest" – BRL 9.94 

f) Average time taken to complete the experiment, per participant – 15 minutes 

g) Average of attempts to understand the experiment, per participant – 2 in each step 

h) Total amount spent – BRL 1,275.00 

i) Amount spent more for dishonesty – BRL 615.00        

            

5. CONCLUSIONS 

Unlike the Traditional Finance Theory and the Modern Finance Theory, Behavioral Finance Theory is based on the 

assumption that people do not make their decisions in a completely rational way, but rather are influenced by emotions and 

cognitive errors. Within organizations, an important element that is capable of influencing the behavior of others is the 

leader, not only through their inherent power of persuasion, but also by their position on other collaborators. 



 

 

The results found in this research identify that when there is a figure of a leader in a group, people tends to be more 

dishonest behavior decisions than without the leader, still in a group. When faced with a situation in which dishonesty was an 

option, 36% of the participants chose to be dishonest when the decision was to be taken in a group, in which all members had 

the same hierarchical functions in the group. When insert an element in top position and also this element receives double the 

remuneration, the percentage of dishonesty people is 44% of the total. 

These data show that when one individual is in a position of superiority over others (leader), this influences the 

dishonest behavior of the whole group, making their decisions more dishonest than without this figure. That is, in some way, 

the existence of a leader exercises interference over the other participants, either by the persuasion that it exerts, by the 

motivation or even by the power of control. 

Although research data have shown that a leader's influence interferes with dishonest behavior, this study has some 

limitations regarding the leadership component: the leader was chosen randomly by the system, which can lead to the choice 

of someone who do not be prepared and/or do not feel comfortable with this position; in addition, leaders also have no 

coercive power over other participants, which differs substantially from the reality of companies, where bosses have a 

relative interference in maintaining the employment of their subordinates. 

Aware of these limitations, the present research proposes to be an initial step in the search for understanding the role 

of the leader in the dishonest behavior of individuals, leaving room for future research to fill these gaps and to deepen the 

findings of this study. Further, possible mechanisms that inhibit the dishonesty can be tested in order to find ways to reduce 

them in companies and also in society. 
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