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A Overview of field implementation

A.1 Protocol for random sampling of workers who were not

union leaders

We used a random sampling protocol that we designed to obtain a sample that was rep-
resentative of the target population: sewing operators in the targeted factories, including
union members and non-union members. It entailed three stages. First, the CTUM con-
vened the presidents and secretaries of the 28 garment basic unions for an introduction
meeting. During the meeting, the CTUM explained the research, requested the unions’
participation, and introduced the survey team. Union leaders also completed (1) a factory
information form about the factory’s sewing lines, their sizes, and their union membership
rate and (2) a union information form about the union’s organizational structure. Leaders
were informed in advance that the survey team would request this information.

Second, the research team assigned LLs and EC members to sewing lines® and stratified
sewing lines by their quartile in the distribution (across lines) of the share of unionized
workers on the line. We then implemented a stratified random selection of up to 11 sewing
lines; in factories with fewer than 11 LLs and EC members, the research team selected a
number of lines equal to the total number of LLs and EC members. We prioritized LLs,
only selecting EC members in factories with fewer than 11 LLs. In factories with fewer
than 11 sewing lines, we selected the minimum of {Number of sewing lines, Number of LLs
+ EC members}. In factories with greater than 50 workers per line, we randomly selected
the front or back half of the line to participate. When when factories were >80% unionized
(<20% unionized), we slightly oversampled lines from bottom (top) quartile unionization
rate. This was to ensure adequate representation of non-union (union) members in field
activities. We excluded sewing lines if the president was the only union leader on the line,
although in practice, this was rare.

Third, for each randomly selected line, if it had a LL on it, we assigned the LL to
make a complete list of workers on the line, including their union membership status and
skill level (higher/low). If a line had multiple LLs, we randomly selected one to make the
list. If a line had no LLs, we selected the LL from the nearest non-randomly selected line
and broke ties using random selection. We also invited these LLs to participate in the
field activities.

LLs brought the lists of workers to their union’s first session, which we describe in

LOftentimes, each LL or EC member was responsible for daily communication with workers in specific
sewing lines. In such cases, we used the existing assignment of LL and EC members to sewing lines.



Section A of the paper. At this stage, the survey team conducted a stratified random
selection of around 90 workers per factory; within factory, we stratified by line, union

membership, and skill level.

A.2 Field activities

We embedded a series of experiments in the survey and discussion process. We prereg-
istered the experiments on the AEA’s RCT registry. For each factory, we scheduled two
consecutive sessions on Sundays. In each session, we included two factories. The sessions
were held on Sundays because it is the only weekday when most workers do not work.
We compensated participants for their transportation costs (5000 kyats) and time at the
average wage rate of a typical working day (6000 kyats).? It is important to underscore
that participation in the session is still costly to workers, as they work very long hours
and only have one weekend day. Throughout the activities, we only allowed the research
staff and the participants to be onsite when the sessions were taking place; in this way, we
aimed to limit any actual or perceived influence of the CTUM on participants’ behavior
and survey responses.

Figure A.1 provides an overview of the field activities. In session 1, only presidents
and LLs participated. We implemented a survey and a skill assessment as well as a
mobilization experiment (EXP 1). The survey covered basic demographic questions as
well as information on wages, behavioral characteristics, and psychological traits. The
mobilization experiment was about presidents motivating LLs to mobilize workers to
attend the session the next Sunday (session 2) and encouraging LLs to produce posters
for CTUM’s annual International Women’s Day activities (March 8, 2020). Given the
much more limited number of presidents compared to LLs, the more limited number of
LLs compared to workers, and, crucially, the smaller sample sizes than initially planned
due to the Covid-19 outbreak, our results for the mobilization experiment (EXP 1) are
underpowered compared to those with workers. As such, we present this experiment in
Section F'.1.

In session 2, which is the focus of the main paper, only LLs and workers participated.
In the morning, we implemented a survey, a skill assessment, the public good experiment
(EXP 2), and the consensus building experiment on the minimum wage (EXP 3). The
public good experiment was designed to test leaders’ potential role of leading by example
in the provision of a public good, that is sewing machines for CTUM Skills Training Centre
(e.g., Jack and Recalde (2015)). The consensus building experiment was designed to test

2When unions preferred to organize communal transportation, we did not reimburse participants.


https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/5183
https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/5183

how leaders’ participation in group discussions about workers’ preferred and expected

minimum wage levels influenced the group’s consensus around these levels.

Figure A.1: Overview of field activities

Session 1: Presidents & LLs Session 2: LLs & Workers Session 3: Workers
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We do not discuss the public good experiment (EXP 2) in the main paper due to
very little variation across the treatment arms: only 7% of leaders and 18% of workers
donated less than the full endowment amount (regardless of treatment arm). We present
this experiment in Section F.2.

After lunch, we conducted the mobilization experiment (EXP 4), in which we invited
workers to remain for an additional, unanticipated living cost survey for the rest of the
afternoon. The CTUM planned to use the living cost data from the survey to campaign
for its preferred minimum wage level. We induced a strategic complementarity in turnout
at the discussion group level by donating to a worker skills training center for each full
discussion group that attended the survey. In this design, we aimed to mirror the incen-
tives faced by workers when deciding whether to participate in collective actions, such
as street demonstrations in support of the CTUM’s proposed minimum wage level, while

avoiding experimentally mobilizing them to engage in potentially risky actions.

A.3 Consensus-building experiment: Discussion prompt pro-
vided to groups
At the beginning of the consensus-building experiment, after discussion groups were seated

together, the field team explained the prompt below, which they also provided to discus-

sion groups in writing.




We are now starting discussion about minimum wage. Please turn off your
phones. The last time the government set the minimum wage was in March
2018. At that time, the government set it at K4800 for an eight-hour workday.
The government will announce a new minimum wage in 2020. The CTUM
will prepare a proposal for the government on the minimum wage increase.
The CTUM wants to gather workers’ expectations and opinions to help deter-
mine its proposal. For 30 minutes, we would like for you to please discuss the
following questions:

(1) How do you think that a minimum wage increase may benefit workers?
How do you think that a minimum wage increase may harm workers? Do
you think it will affect different groups of workers, for example, skilled versus
unskilled, union members versus non-members, differently?

(77) In 2020, at what level do you think the government will set the new mini-
mum wage for an eight-hour workday?

(1ii) In your opinion, what would be the ideal minimum wage level for an eight-
hour workday?

Your summary will be provided to the C'TUM to help it prepare its proposal
to the government. We provide some white blank papers so that you can take
notes on these papers while you discuss. At the end of the 30 minutes, please
take five minutes to summarize the group’s opinions about these questions us-

ing this sheet.

A.4 Implementation of mobilization experiment: Overview

The mobilization experiment in Session 2 was implemented as follows: After workers
completed the group discussion and follow-up survey, we provided them with lunch. The
field team told workers that they would receive their participation payment after lunch,
at which time the session would end and a bus would transport workers back to their
factory (the meeting point for workers’ sharing transportation).?

During lunch, the field team prepared the final experiment. At the end of lunch, the
field team informed workers that they would be called into a separate room to sign for their

payment and provided them with two paper cards: one that included their number in the

order in which they would receive the payment, starting from 1 in each discussion group,

3During lunch, the field team calculated workers’ survey incentive payments and implemented the
randomized assignment for the mobilization experiment. The field team also randomly assigned the
order in which motivated or non-motivated workers would be invited (either all motivated first or all
motivated second). Workers ate lunch with their discussion group members in the discussion room.



and one that was a color-code corresponding to their treatment assignment. Workers were
not informed about the meaning of the color coding. The field team also requested that
workers turn off their cell phones, barring a critical need to keep it on. In a separate
room, the field team informed leaders about the surprise survey session. Among leaders
who could stay, the field team randomly assigned two of them to the room where leaders
invited workers to stay for the afternoon session and provided them with the invitation
script. The rest of the leaders were sent to the room where the survey would take place.

After lunch, the field team called workers by their numbers. When workers entered the
payment room, they went to the desk corresponding to the color of their card. Each desk
was staffed with a member of the field team, and in the leader motivation treatment arms,
a leader. The field team member provided the worker with an envelope containing their
payment, the worker signed, and the invitation for the afternoon session corresponding to
the desk’s treatment arm was made. Section A.5 provides the scripts for each invitation
treatment arm.*

The research team carefully planned workers’” movement from the discussion room to
the payment room and then either directly to the afternoon survey room (if they accepted
the invitation) or to the bus (if they did not). We also ensured that there were small
amounts of buffer time between workers. These aspects of the design were important in
order to prevent information spillovers across workers and were carefully enforced. While
they increased the amount of time required to issue the payments, the field team quickly
became adept at implementing the procedures. Unfortunately, for the first survey session,
which included two factories, the field team ran out of time to complete this experiment.
For this reason, the number of observations drops to 790, resulting in a loss of statistical

power.

4Note that our implementation ensured that we did not deceive participants.



A.5 Mobilization experiment: Information provided to workers

in each treatment arm

Prior to the surprise invitation, the field team handed the worker their payment in an

envelope. After handing them their payment, they read the following scripts:

1. Leader or staff invitation, no information arm: Invites worker to do a final survey
that is about living standards and working conditions and tells the worker that
participation in the survey is entirely voluntary and that it was already very good
that they came to the session and did the surveys in the morning. Given that the
final survey is a surprise, the research team is going to donate 8000 kyats to buy
sewing machines and training fabric for CTUM Training Centre per each discussion

group where every member of the group participates in the Minimum Wage Survey.

2. High coordination information (leader and staff invitation): Same as (1), plus staff
tells worker: “Everyone will be told about the final survey, but LLs might not have
time to speak with every worker. They will be able to speak with only X worker in

your group,” where X=group size — 1.

3. Low coordination information, staff invitation: Same as (1), plus staff tells worker:
“Everyone will be told about the final survey, but LLs might not have time to speak

with every worker. They will be able to speak with only one worker in your group.”

4. Low coordination information, leader invitation: Same as (1), plus staff tells worker:
“Everyone will be told about the final survey, but LLs might not have time to speak

with every worker. They will be able to speak with only you in your group.”

5. Social pressure information: Same as (1), plus staff tells worker: “If you are staying
for the survey, I will accompany you to the room, and some LLs will welcome you

and register you.”
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Figure B.2: Workers’ and line leaders’ similarity to presidents

Cumulative Probability

T T T T T
0 2 4 6 .8

Estimated Probability to be President

= President Line Leader = Union Worker Non-Union Worker

Notes. This figure shows the cumulative distribution of the probability of a worker being a president esti-
mated by a probit model with demographic and ability variables (gender, age, migrant (0/1), education,
and raven score), job tenure (months in factory/sector), and personality traits (altruism, extraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness, grit, and locus of control).

11



Figure B.3: Mobilization Experiment
Mobilization
experiment

Invited by Invited by
research staff leader

h 4

High Low Leader High Low Leader
‘ Cantral ‘ coordination ‘ coordination H observation ‘ ‘ Cantral ‘ coordination coordination H observation

Notes. This figure presents the design of the mobilization experiment. First, we stratify discussion groups
by factory and consensus-building treatment arm and then randomize them to high or low mobilization
by the leader. In a high (low) condition group, all but one (only one) member are (is) invited by a leader.
Second, we stratify workers by discussion groups and randomly assign workers to be invited by a leader
(motivation treatment) or to be invited by research staff so that the number of workers invited by a
leader in each group is consistent with the assignment of the group to high or low coordination. Lastly,
stratifying by discussion groups, we randomly assign workers to two treatments and a control group:
being informed about how many members in the group are invited by leaders (coordination treatment),
being informed that a leader will observe their participation decision (leader observation treatment), and
no information (control). Among workers who are assigned to coordination treatment, those in high (low)
coordination groups are told that all but one (only one) member are (is) invited by a leader.

Figure B.4: Average convergence to union minimum wage preference & share mobilized

o Control
o Leader Group

Share that attends afternoon survey session
o
o

-2000 -1000 0 1000 2000
Convergence to leaders' min. wage preferences

Notes. The figure is a binned scatterplot with group weights applied. The variable on the x-axis measures
the level of preference convergence, defined as the baseline workers’ preference deviation from the median
union leader subtracted by the endline preference deviation from the median union leader. Both variables
are residualized by factory and group size fixed effects, and the mean of each variable has been added
back before plotting.

12



Table B.1: Differences between Leaders and Workers, with controls

Observations  Worker Mean Coeff. on Coeff. on  p-value of diff,
Line Leader  President cols (3)-(4)
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
Panel A: Demographics € Ability
Female 1104 0.967 -0.136 -0.533 0.007
[0.009] [0.001]
Age 1104 25.005 0.017 3.077 0.041
[0.982] [0.066]
Migrant 1104 0.520 -0.011 0.038 0.687
[0.826] [0.692]
Education (Yrs) 1104 7.754 0.141 0.650 0.544
[0.544] [0.444]
Raven Score 1104 4.524 0.124 1.592 0.010
[0.717] [0.011]
Panel B: Employment & Minimum Wage Views
Months in Factory 1104 29.888 2.484 6.269 0.422
[0.506] [0.249]
Months in Sector 1104 50.621 13.456 7.365 0.522
[0.000] [0.447]
Income (Last Month) 77 245382.8 -2959.417  -24449.62 0.079
[0.561] [0.040]
Sewing Efficiency s 0.018 -0.094 0.055 0.490
[0.372] [0.846]
Preferred Min Wage 1104 7504.258 75.421 175.284 0.651
[0.751] [0.454]
Expected Min Wage 1104 6545.961 -211.319 -350.109 0.517
[0.130] [0.120]
Panel C: Personality traits
Altruism 1104 1268.777 205.197 320.024 0.254
[0.001] [0.029]
Extraversion 1104 3.392 -0.000 0.000 0.444
[0.627] [0.683]
Agreeableness 1104 3.862 -0.000 0.000 0.444
[0.627] [0.683]
Conscientiousness 1104 3.979 -0.000 0.000 0.444
[0.627] [0.683]
Neuroticism 1104 2.665 0.000 -0.000 0.444
[0.627] [0.683]
Openness 1104 3.001 -0.000 0.000 0.444
[0.627] [0.683]
BFI Index 1104 2.314 0.000 -0.000 0.444
[0.627] [0.683]
Grit 1104 2.571 0.933 1.371 0.017
[0.000] [0.000]
Locus of Control 1104 4.008 0.184 0.377 0.396
[0.292] [0.171]

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. Probability weights used. All regressions include factory
FE. The sewing efficiency and income regressions control for all other variables included in the
table. All other regressions control for all other variables included in the table except for sewing
efficiency and income. p-values calculated using the wild cluster bootstrap-t method.

13



Table B.2: Experiment balance tables

Panel A: Consensus-building experiment

Mean Difference in means
(SE) (p-value)
(1) ] ®3) (@) (5) (6) W] (8)
External vs.
Variable Control Own LL  External LL Any LL Own LL  External LL Any LL Own LL
Gender 1.022 1.033 1.061 1.045 0.005 0.025 0.012 0.029
(0.148)  (0.178) (0.239) (0.207) (0.659) (0.160) (0.288) (0.166)
Age 25737 23920 24.552 24108 -LAQATRE LL120%F ] 3p4% 0.551
(6.440)  (5.556) (5.792) (5.662) (0.000) (0.037) (0.001) (0.250)
Education (Yrs) 7.627 7.969 7.675 7.842 0.327 -0.031 0.222 -0.171
(2.660)  (2.855) (2.740) (2.807) (0.140) (0.895) (0.250) (0.484)
Raven Score 4.376 4.895 4.654 4.791 0.457%* 0.318 0.355% -0.298
(2.763)  (2.806) (2.746) (2.780) (0.033) (0.234) (0.075) (0.214)
Months in Factory 29.840 27.547 29.747 28.494 -0.521 0.150 -0.291 1.023
(33.458) (30.497) (36.326) (33.115) (0.801) (0.943) (0.871) (0.631)
Min. Wage Belief 6559.07 6379.55 6419.87 6396.92 -114.29 -29.48 -77.99 56.20
(994.64)  (1049.95)  (1009.60)  (1031.91)  (0.122) (0.677) (0.191) (0.516)
Min. Wage Preference 7523.60 7249.00 7295.48 7269.01 -187.48 -116.89 -138.74 91.11
(1557.76)  (1514.25)  (1540.26)  (1524.10)  (0.108) (0.350) (0.161) (0.520)
Absolute diff., worker and median worker min. wage preference ~ 918.09 848.38 791.99 824.09 -78.32 -127.19 -88.47 -37.51
(1074.97)  (953.20)  (1018.47) (981.26)  (0.222) (0.114) (0.115) (0.699)
Absolute diff., worker and median worker min. wage belief 483.773 495.565 529.647 510.243 -9.492 53.593 21.308 47.414
(746.662)  (758.140)  (730.671)  (745.865)  (0.869) (0.330) (0.645) (0.501)
Absolute diff., worker and median leader min. wage preference  1250.88 1202.64 1148.04 1179.12 -71.46 -91.64 -71.51 -15.23
(1175.24)  (1019.36) (1058.05) (1035.48) (0.445) (0.294) (0.345) (0.882)
Absolute diff., worker and median leader min. wage belief 741.400 719.938 900.127 797.541 -43.216 194.681%* 62.275 222.724**
(800.400)  (803.475)  (910.828)  (855.135)  (0.532) (0.019) (0.309) (0.025)
Last Month Income 242720.2  234366.1 234317.5 234345.1 -3114.1 -1774.8 -2806.3 -438.1
(30172.1)  (38648.5)  (37231.3)  (38005.9)  (0.153) (0.448) (0.162) (0.836)
Observations 425 284 206 490 709 631 915 490
Panel B: Mobilization, Coordination, and Leader Observation experiment
Difference in means
(p-value)
©) (10) (1 (12) (13) 1) (15)
LL & Low LL & High LL & Social ~ Social
Variable LL Coord. Coord. Pressure Pressure  Low Coord. High Coord.
Gender -0.047 0.136 -0.138 -0.033 -0.012 -0.010 -0.000
(0.567) (0.273) (0.242) (0.697) (0.756) (0.759) ()
Age 2.938%% 3277 -0.001 -1.206 -0.050 0.488 10.000
(0.039)  (0.085) (1.000) (0.329) (0.967) (0.696) (0.226)
Education (Yrs) -0.333 -0.143 0.398 -0.140 -0.065 -0.566 -2.000*
(0.636)  (0.888) (0.783) (0.851) (0.917) (0.430) (0.056)
Raven Score -0.472 -0.798 0.331 0.690 -0.590 0.005 -3.000%**
(0.555)  (0.413) (0.767) (0.365) (0.334) (0.995) (0.005)
Months in Factory -5.990 8.601 16.928 2.884 -7.121 -4.760 1.500
0292)  (0.528) (0.170) (0.492) (0.111) (0.400) (0.889)
Min. Wage Belief -326.64 -184.36 -178.74 -18.58 -105.97 106.89 -100.00
(0.170) (0.558) (0.701) (0.938) (0.613) (0.664) (0.331)
Min. Wage Preference 138.25 -3.01 999.97 231.91 238.45 256.88 600.00
(0.643)  (0.995) (0.155) (0.467) (0.484) (0.437) (0.331)
Absolute diff., worker and median worker min. wage preference  -90.05 72.68 65.56 26.55 198.22 164.20 -600.00
(0.691)  (0.793) (0.855) (0.898) (0.354) (0.528) (0.331)
Absolute diff., worker and median worker min. wage belief -299.861* 59.530 -184.758 -17.956 318.106** 271.972 -0.000
(0.083)  (0.746) (0.680) (0.929) (0.045) (0.182) 0
Absolute diff., worker and median leader min. wage preference -22.02 70.98 151.18 -338.63 230.18 147.03 -600.00
(0.935)  (0.746) (0.833) (0.165) (0.330) (0.419) (0.331)
Absolute diff., worker and median leader min. wage belief -277.539  -140.638 -386.913 -155.202 10.771 10.885 -100.000
(0.161) (0.458) (0.290) (0.416) (0.954) (0.938) (0.331)
Last Month Income -12242.9 6238.1 -1156.0 -12952.3*% -6105.5 -5150.0 -9000.0
(0.222)  (0.518) (0.914) (0.082) (0.423) (0.215) (0.381)
Observations 257 145 214 251 254 228 161

Notes. Probability weights are used. Standard errors are reported in parentheses (clustered at group level for Panel A, robust for Panel B). Observations are at the worker
level. Columns 5-8 control for factory FE x union status. Columns 9-15 control for factory FE x discussion group FE. Columns 1-4 report the mean with standard errors in
parentheses. Columns 5-15 report the difference in means between the stated treatment group and the control group for the given experiment, with p-values in parentheses.
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Table B.3: Group Discussions: standard deviation in views, group level

SD (Min. Wage Preferences)

SD (Min. Wage Beliefs)

L @ B @ 6 ©
Leader -213.8** 46.74
(107.7) (63.24)
External Leader -244.07 87.15
(133.7) (86.43)
Own Leader -194.4 20.74
(123.3) (71.72)
Leader, High Similarity -254.6** 58.23
(117.1) (72.93)
Leader, Low Similarity -174.0 35.52
(133.3) (74.74)
R-squared 0.147 0.147 0.149 0.123 0.127 0.123
Control Mean 724.933 724933 724.933 265.858 265.858 265.858
Number of obs. 202 202 202 202 202 202
p-values
External = Own: 0.722 0.476
High Similarity = Low Similarity: 0.527 0.764

Notes. Regression at the group level. Probability weights are used. Robust standard errors are reported in
parentheses. Controlling for factory and group size FE. The dependent variable is the standard deviation
in workers’ minimum wage preferences (beliefs) at the group level in follow up. Preferences and beliefs
are winsorized at 5 and 95 percent. The variable Leader, High Similarity is a binary variable equal to 1 if
the estimated probability of a line leader having similar attributes to president is above the median in the

treatment group.
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Table B.4: Workers’ awareness of a leader’s participation in the group discussion

Was there a LL in your discussion group?

(1) (2) (3)

Leader 0.409***
(0.0523)
External Leader 0.222***
(0.0642)
Own Leader 0.523***
(0.0574)
Leader, High Similarity 0.323***
(0.0626)
Leader, Low Similarity 0.487***
(0.0616)
R-squared 0.283 0.329 0.297
Control Mean 0.215 0.215 0.215
Number of obs. 746 746 746
p-values
External = Own: 0.000
High Similarity = Low Similarity: 0.013

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. Probability weights are used. Standard errors clus-
tered at the group level are reported in parentheses. Dependent variable is the worker’s
belief about the presence of a union line leader or an EC member in their group. The vari-
able Leader, High Similarity is a binary variable equal to 1 if the estimated probability of a
line leader having similar attributes to the president is above the median in the treatment
group. Stratification FEs are included: Factory FEs x Union FEs. Controlling for group
size FEs. The sample size in this regression is smaller than the full worker sample (n=914)
because 18% of workers incorrectly reported that they were line leaders in the follow-up
survey and were not asked this question. In the Supplemental Appendix, we report balance
tests for the subset of workers with non-missing data for this question.
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Table B.6:

Group behavior, as assessed by research staff

Observed
Group Activity

Share Share
engaged distracted

(1) 2 @) (4)

Active

facilitation

Asking
opinions

©)

Summarizing
opinions

(6)

Taking
notes

(7)

Panel A: Leader

Leader 0.234%** 0.0262  -0.0681** -0.00180 -0.0135 0.173%** 0.184%**
(0.0809) (0.0268)  (0.0277) (0.0615) (0.0618) (0.0562) (0.0551)

R-squared 0.352 0.177 0.202 0.220 0.309 0.337 0.300
Panel B: Own vs. External Leader

Own Leader 0.265%** 0.0424  -0.110%** -0.0164 0.0327 0.186*** 0.141%*
(0.0882) (0.0291)  (0.0282) (0.0689) (0.0682) (0.0671) (0.0596)

External Leader 0.186* 0.00102  -0.00365 0.0210 -0.0852 0.153** 0.249%**
(0.111) (0.0352)  (0.0362) (0.0821) (0.0816) (0.0704) (0.0788)

R-squared 0.355 0.184 0.248 0.221 0.318 0.338 0.310

p-values

Own Leader = External Leader 0.483 0.234 0.001 0.661 0.151 0.683 0.182

Panel C: High vs. Low Similarity Leader

Leader Group, High Similarity (50th) 0.285%** -0.00196  -0.0572* 0.0313 0.0752 0.186*** 0.245%**
(0.0869) (0.0315)  (0.0313) (0.0694) (0.0725) (0.0649) (0.0636)

Leader Group, Low Similarity 0.184* 0.0537*  -0.0787** -0.0341 -0.100 0.161%* 0.124*
(0.105) (0.0304)  (0.0325) (0.0791) (0.0724) (0.0704) (0.0686)

R-squared 0.356 0.190 0.204 0.224 0.330 0.337 0.312

Control Group Mean -0.090 0.819 0.203 0.721 0.464 0.264 0.654

Number of obs. 202 202 202 202 202 202 202

p-values

High Similarity = Low Similarity 0.334 0.085 0.501 0.431 0.025 0.744 0.113

Notes. Unit of observation is discussion group. Probability weights are used. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Dependent

variables are: Observed Group Activity, the index variable constructed following the methodology from Anderson (2008) using the variables in cols.
2-7; ShareEngaged, the share of workers within a group that are engaged in the discussion; ShareDistracted, the share of workers within a group
that are distracted during the discussion; ActiveFacilitation, an indicator for whether someone is actively facilitating the group; AskingOpinions, an
indicator for whether someone is asking others’ opinions; SummarizingOpinions, an indicator for whether someone is summarizing opinions in the
group; TakingNotes, an indicator for whether someone is taking notes in the group. Two members of the field team rated each group, and we average
their observations in the analysis. The variable Leader, High Similarity is a binary variable equal to 1 if the estimated probability of a line leader
having similar attributes to president is above the median in the treatment group. Stratification FEs are Factory FEs. Controlling for group size FEs.
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Table B.7: Engagement in Group Discussions

Enjoyment Achievement of Consensus Participation
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Leader 0.0901* 0.308*** 0.0892
(0.0512) (0.0821) (0.0698)
Own Leader 0.114** 0.348*** 0.0531
(0.0562) (0.0879) (0.0729)
External Leader 0.0530 0.245** 0.145
(0.0659) (0.119) (0.103)
R-squared 0.062 0.064 0.099 0.100 0.069 0.071
Control Mean -0.039 -0.039 -0.126 -0.126 -0.019 -0.019
Number of obs. 914 914 914 914 914 914
p-values
External = Own: 0.349 0.400 0.374

Notes. Unit of observation is worker in all columns. The three outcome variables are indexes of
the following self-reported survey measures of participants’ engagement. FEnjoyment includes interest
and enjoyment of the discussion as well whether the respondent perceived it to be worthwhile (Group
Interested, Group Enjoy, Group Unease [reverse score]), and Group Waste [reverse score]. Achievement
of Consensus includes group consensus on minimum wage preferences and prediction (Group Agree
Ideal and Group Agree Prediction). Participation includes freedom to express views (Group Express
Ideas), and active participation by all members (Group All Participate). The index variables are
constructed following the methodology from Anderson (2008). Probability weights are used. Standard
errors clustered at the group level are reported in parentheses. Controlling for group size FE and
stratification FEs (Factory FEs x Union FEs).
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Table B.8: Heterogeneous treatment effects by union membership: Consensus building

& mobilization experiments

Consensus-building
experiment

Mobilization
experiment

Deviation from median Deviation from
worker in discussion group median union leader

Attendance at
afternoon session

(1) (2) (3) (4)

©)

Preference Belief Preference  Belief
Leader, Union -156.4 134.5 -208.4%** 6.091 0.0139
(121.9) (124.3) (116.2) (84.8) (0.047)
Leader, Non-Union 66.48 159.1%* -199.9 -48.62 -0.0661
(161.5) (78.6) (138.5) (91.1) (0.059)
High Coord., No Union 0.0947
(0.077)
Low Coord., No Union -0.0845
(0.085)
Observation, No Union -0.0171
(0.064)
High Coord., Union 0.0527
(0.072)
Low Coord., Union -0.0279
(0.073)
Observation, Union 0.0668
(0.051)
Union -0.0434
(0.063)
R-squared 0.213 0.251 0.330 0.342 0.374
Number of obs. 914 914 914 914 915
Control Mean, Union 1019.98 422.40 1249.43 635.37 0.29
Control Mean, Non-Union 940.80 372.94 1094.85 688.53 0.30
p-value
Leader: Union = Non-Union 0.140 0.848 0.505 0.571 0.271
High Coord: Union = Non-Union 0.666
Low Coord: Union = Non-Union 0.595
Observation: Union = Non-Union 0.301

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. Probability weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the group level are
reported in parentheses. The dependent variables in columns 1-2 are the deviation from the median discussion group
worker’s views and preferences respectively. The dependent variables in columns 3-4 are the deviation from the factory
median of baseline leaders’ views and preferences respectively. Columns 1-4 control for the baseline value of the dependent
variable, strata fixed effects, and group size fixed effects. The dependent variable in column 5 is an indicator for attendance
at the afternoon session. Stratification fixed effects for columns 1-4 are Factory FEs x Union FEs and for column 5 is
Factory FEs x Discussion Group FEs. Column 5 additionally controls for the interactions between non-union status and

inclusion in the leader observation arm, high coordination arm, and low coordination arm of the experiment.
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Table B.9: Mobilization Experiment Results

Attendance at afternoon

survey session

1) 2 3) (4)
High Coord. 0.0639 0.0790
(0.064) (0.066)
<0.065> <0.066>
{0.312}  {0.224}
Low Coord. -0.0596  -0.0514
(0.064) (0.064)
<0.068> <0.068>
{0.341}  {0.421}
Observation 0.0393 0.0467
(0.045) (0.046)
<0.042> <0.043>
{0.421}  {0.330}
Leader -0.0100  -0.0135
(0.044) (0.044)
<0.045> <0.045>
{0.825}  {0.765}
High Coord. & No Leader 0.101 0.101
(0.11)  (0.11)
<0.12>  <0.12>
{0.386}  {0.375}
Low Coord. & No Leader -0.0246 -0.0170
(0.076) (0.078)
<0.079> <0.081>
{0.727}  {0.816}
High Coord. & Leader 0.0836 0.0904
(0.089) (0.090)
<0.086> <0.085>
{0.356}  {0.320}
Low Coord. & Leader -0.136 -0.161
(0.10) (0.099)
<0.098> <0.094>
{0.203}  {0.116}
Observation & No Leader 0.0557 0.0492
(0.069)  (0.069)
<0.060> <0.059>
{0.424}  {0.481}
Observation & Leader 0.0578 0.0631
(0.076) (0.077)
<0.078> <0.077>
{0.443}  {0.400}
Leader Only 0.0313 0.0169
(0.075) (0.075)
<0.073> <0.073>
{0.673}  {0.804}
R-squared 0.347 0.332 0.348 0.334
Control Mean 0.341 0.341 0.341 0.341
Observations 790 790 790 790
p-values
High Coord. = Low Coord. 0.146 0.130
No Leader: High Coord. = Low Coord. 0.298 0.332
Leader: High Coord. = Low Coord. 0.082 0.043
Observation: Leader = No Leader 0.978 0.853
RI p-values
High Coord. = Low Coord. 0.152 0.138
No Leader: High Coord. = Low Coord. 0.300 0.343
Leader: High Coord. = Low Coord. 0.104 0.052
Observation: Leader = No Leader 0.977 0.863
PDS Lasso Selected Controls Y N Y N

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. Probability weights used. Robust standard errors are
shown in parentheses, standard errors clustered at the group level are shown in angular brackets.
The randomization inference (RI) p-values from a regression using robust standard errors are in
curly brackets based on 1000 randomization draws (Young, 2019). The dependent variable is an
indicator for whether the worker attends the minimum wage survey. Stratification fixed effects are
Factory FEs x Discussion Group FEs. Control variables in Columns (1) and (3) are selected by

applying the post-double lasso control selection procedure.
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C Variable lists & definitions

C.1 Post Double Selection lasso variables not already included
in Table 1

o Management attitude towards union membership: "How would you describe man-
agement’s general attitude towards union membership?" Minimum score is 1 = Ex-
tremely negative, management may punish workers for union participation. Maxi-
mum score is 5 = Very positive, management encourages workers to participate and

provides access to factory’s facilities to coordinate

o Gender preference for union president (union line leaders): "Overall, who do you

think would be a better union president (union line leader), a man or a woman?'

e Overlap in interests with union members, non-members, and managers. Based on
the “Adapted Inclusion of Others in Self (IOS) scale” (Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe,
Mashek, Lewandowski, Wright and Aron, 2004), which measures the extent to
which individuals perceive community- and self-interest as overlapping. IOS has
been validated across a wide variety of contexts, and adapted versions are found
to be strongly correlated with environmental behavior (Schultz, 2002) and connect-
edness to the community (Mashek, Cannaday and Tangney, 2007). We code the
measure from 1 to 7, where 7 implies highest overlap. Figure C.5 displays the sur-
vey question: applicants are asked to choose between sets of pictures, each showing
two circles (labeled “self” and “community”) with varying degrees of overlap, from

non-overlapping to almost completely overlapping.

Figure C.5: Inclusion of Others in Self scale

o
wlelols:

4

Notes. The figure represents the type of figures shown to participants to elicit their overlap in interest
with union members, non-members, and managers. One picture was shown for each type of counterpart.

x indicates the counterpart (union members, non-members and managers, respectively).
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C.2 Index variables

Consensus-building: Active Group Index

 Share of workers seem to be engaged in the group discussion (e.g. telling opinions,

listening to other people’s opinions, writing down notes);

o Share of workers seem to be distracted or not paying attention to the group discus-

sion (e.g. looking down, chatting about irrelevant topics);
» Indicator for one or more persons who are actively facilitating discussion;
 Indicator for one or more persons who are asking other workers’ opinions;
o Indicator for one or more persons who are summarizing group’s opinions;

o Indicator for one or more persons who are writing down notes.

Consensus-building experiment: Worker Engagement Index

o Enjoyment:

The group discussion was interesting, engaging and informative;

The group discussion was a waste of my time (reversed score);

— There were some moments during the discussion when I felt unease and I did

not know what to say or do (reversed score);

— Overall, I enjoyed being part of this group discussion.
o Achievement of consensus:

— At the end of the discussion, to what extent did your group agree on the

prediction of the level of the minimum wage that the government will set?;

— At the end of the discussion, to what extent did your group agree on the ideal

level of the minimum wage that the government should set?.
» Participation:

— During the group discussion, I felt confident to express my views and opinions;

— All members of my group actively participated in the discussion.
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C.3 Mobilization experiment: List of variables eligible to be

included in regression forest prediction analysis

o Demographics-related:

— Age

— Female

— Raven Score

— Migrant

— Years of education

— Perceived relationship with family
o Personality and psychology:

— Extraversion (Big Five Inventory (BFT))
— Agreeableness (BFI)

Conscientiousness (BFI)

Neuroticism (BFT)
— Openness (BFI)
— Grit

Altruism (amount of donation to orphanage)

— Locus of control (perceived degree of choice in life)
o Employment:

— Tenure in factory
— Experience in sector
— Total income from factory (previous month)

— Base wage from factory (previous month)

Position type

Skill grade indicators
— Perceived relationship with management

— Indicator for expecting to work in the same factory in one year
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o Union participation and views:

— Indicator for being a union member
— Perceived relationship with union

— Perceived relationship with non-union members in factory

Number of times met a union leader outside of factory for social activities (past

4 months)
— Number of times sought work-related advice from a union leader (past 4 months)
— Number of union meetings attended (past 4 months)
— View on whether men or women are better union presidents (or neutral)

— View on whether men or women are better union line leaders (or neutral)
e Group discussion:

— Baseline minimum wage guess (winsorized)
— Baseline minimum wage ideal (wisorized)

— Mean of workers’ self-reported engagement in group discussion, leaving out

focal worker’s own report
— Focal worker’s self-reported engagement in group discussion

— Indicator for whether worker and line leader from same production line if line

leader in group discussion

— Count of workers in discussion group from same production line
e Other:

— Factory fixed effects

— Number of times met co-workers outside of factory for social activities (past 4

months)
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D Robustness checks

D.1 Main results estimated with alternative weighting schemes

Throughout the empirical analysis, we weight observations so that each factory equally
counts in the analysis by using probability weights calculated as the total number of
workers across factories divided by the number of workers in the specific factory. Our
rationale for this approach is that while we invited very similar numbers of workers per
factory, factory-level turn-out was in part determined by the union leaders. This raises the
concern that factories with more (less) capable union leaders may have larger (smaller)
sample sizes and thus receive more (less) weight in our analysis.

These weights only adjust for the number of workers in each factory who participated
in our field activities. They do not adjust for possible differences between the types of
workers who participate and who do not; in particular, one may be concerned that union
members may be more likely to participate compared to non-union members; if so, our
estimates are not representative at the factory-level.

To explore selection into our sample, Table D.10 compares factory-level sample statis-
tics (namely, fractions of union members, female workers, and low-skilled workers) for
each factory’s entire sewing section workers, invited workers, and survey participants. We
chose invitees by a stratified random sampling of around 90 workers from the sewing sec-
tion of each factory. To calculate the statistics for each factory’s sewing section workers,
we use information provided by the union presidents. We have missing information in
two factories because presidents in these factories did not provide enough information to
calculate them. Therefore, in this analysis, we focus on 15 factories with non-missing
information. In Table D.10, columns (1)-(3) present the means and standard deviations
of each variable for the population of sewing section workers, invited workers, and partic-
ipants. For invited workers, we do not have information on gender and skills unless the
worker participated in the survey. Columns (4)-(6) show the differences in means across

samples.
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Table D.10: Factory-level sample statistics at each stage of sample selection

) (2) 3) (4) ©) (6)
Mean / (SD) Difference in means / (p-value)
Population
(Sewing Section) Invitees Participants Participants-Population Invitees-Population Participants-Invitees
Union Member Share 0.467 0.623 0.670 0.203** 0.156* 0.047
(0.263) (0.186) (0.198) (0.041) (0.086) (0.136)
Female Share 0.902 0.968 0.066 0.000 0.000
(0.197) 0 (0.031) (0.358) 0 0
Helper Share 0.146 0.118 -0.022 0.000 0.000
(0.116) 0 (0.069) (0.586) 0 0
Observations 15 15 15 30 30 30

Notes. Unit of observation is factory. Columns (1)-(4) show the mean of factory-level sample statistics (fractions of union members, female workers, and
low-skilled workers (helpers)) for each sample of workers: factory’s sewing section workers (Column 1), workers invited to Session 2 (Column 2), workers
participated in Session 2 (Column 3). Standard deviations are shown in parentheses. Columns (1) uses information collected from presidents about the total
number of workers, number of union members, number of female workers, and number of helpers in the factory’s sewing section. Column (2) uses information
about union membership status for each invited worker (we do not have other characteristics for invited workers who did not participate the survey). Column
(3) uses worker survey data. Columns (4)-(6) show the differences in sample statistics across samples controlling for factory fixed effects: the difference between
sewing section workers and participants (Column 4), the difference between sewing section workers and invitees (Column 5), and the difference between invitees

and participants (Column 6). P-values based on standard errors clustered at factory-level are in parentheses.

Column (4) shows that the union member share is about 20 percentage points higher
among participants compared to sewing workers, while the shares of females and helpers
are balanced. This over-representation of union members is mostly driven by selection
from sewing workers into invitees (column 5) and slightly by self-selection among invitees
to participate (column 6). Importantly, among invitees, selection into participation is not
significantly different between union and non-union members (column 6).

Over-sampling of union members is partly due to a stratification scheme in the sam-
pling protocol; we specified a fixed number for each type of workers (stratified by union
membership and skills) to invite for each factory, and we had a higher number of union
members to invite compared to non-members. More specifically, depending on the number
of LLs in the factory, in each selected line, we aimed to have around 50-56% of the invitees
to be union members as long as there were enough non-members and members in the list.
It turned out that the actual share of union members among invited workers (0.62) is
somewhat higher than the targeted share of union members in the protocol (0.50-0.56).
We investigated the reason for this and found that a set of the LLs in three factories
possibly deviated from our sampling protocol by listing fewer non-members than what we
expect from the overall membership rate in the factory. This results in not having enough
non-members listed in some of the lines, causing a higher share of union members among
invitees than the targeted share in the protocol.

Given these statistics, we examine the robustness of our main results to using two
alternative weights. The alternative weights adjust for the differences in union member

share between participants and invitees or between participants and the population of
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sewing workers, while keeping the feature of our original weights that each factory equally

counts. For each factory ¢ and worker type k£ (union membership), we define a weight

Wi, = j’; K; where A; is the total number of type k& workers who participated in the

(3

survey from factory i, and S; is either 1) total number of type k workers invited to the

survey in factory i (defined as “invitee weight”) or 2) total number of type k& workers
in the sewing section of factory i (defined as “population weight”). K is the factory-
specific component to keep the feature that each factory equally counts and to have the
inverse of weights sum up to one (i.e., >, wi;c = w%, where w; is our original weight). For
the population weight, we do not have information for workers in two factories, so these
factories drop from the analysis when these weights are used.

Beginning with the descriptive comparison of union leaders and workers, we examined
the robustness of Table 1 in the paper to the two alternative weights and to no weights.
Tables D.11 (invitee weight), D.12 (population weight), and D.13 (no weight) present the
results. The results are quantitatively and qualitatively similar to our original results.
Table D.14 shows that the main results for the group discussion experiment hold if we use
these two alternative weighting approaches or do not use weights in the regressions. Fi-
nally, Table D.15 shows the main results for the mobilization experiment are qualitatively
similar using the original and invitee weights, although the estimate for the Observation
arm is sensitive to the population and unweighted schemes.® The High Coordination co-
efficient is also sensitive to the specification without weights. For the reasons discussed

above, however, we prefer the specifications with weights.

5The difference in the Observation coefficient is largely due to the weighting scheme, as opposed to
the subsample in column (3) of Table D.15.
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Table D.11: Differences between Leaders and Workers: Weights for non-leader workers
to make them representative of workers invited to the sessions

Coeff. on  Coeff. on  p-value of diff,
Observations Worker Mean
Line Leader President  cols (3)-(4)
1) 2) (3) 4) (5)

Panel A: Demographics & Ability

Female 1104 0.966 -0.117 -0.518 0.007
[0.024] [0.001]

Age 1104 24.848 1.856 4.918 0.064
[0.003] [0.002]

Migrant 1104 0.511 -0.042 -0.080 0.742
[0.341] [0.445]

Education (Yrs) 1104 7.776 -0.184 0.794 0.260
[0.474] [0.342]

Raven Score 1104 4.672 -0.104 1.722 0.010
[0.730] (0.009]

Panel B: Employment & Minimum Wage Views

Months in Factory 1104 27.369 13.242 18.848 0.132
[0.000] [0.000]

Months in Sector 1104 47.503 25.003 28.509 0.767
[0.000] [0.013]

Income (Last Month) 77 238915.3 -3157.6 -23064.7 0.143
[0.469] (0.070]

Sewing Efficiency T 0.011 -0.109 0.072 0.261
[0.068] [0.647]

Preferred Min Wage 1104 7345.983 21.094 166.319 0.548
[0.897] [0.484]

Expected Min Wage 1104 6443.731 -136.156 -85.870 0.801
[0.262] [0.707]

Panel C: Personality traits

Altruism 1104 1252.577 146.949 154.508 0.936
[0.000] [0.124]

Extraversion 1104 3.400 0.240 0.484 0.126
[0.020] [0.021]

Agreeableness 1104 3.874 0.215 0.113 0.698
[0.005] [0.620]

Conscientiousness 1104 3.949 0.225 0.514 0.052
[0.001] [0.002]

Neuroticism 1104 2.678 -0.302 -0.687 0.142
[0.001] [0.016]

Openness 1104 2.980 -0.068 -0.476 0.037
[0.301] (0.010]

BFI Index 1104 2.305 0.183 0.264 0.421
[0.000] [0.023]

Grit 1104 2.576 0.849 1.194 0.022
[0.000] [0.000]

Locus of Control 1104 4.033 0.192 0.352 0.365
[0.218] [0.083]

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. Probability weights are used. Controlling for Factory fixed effects. p-

values calculated using the wild cluster bootstrap-t method are reported in square brackets. For the Income

variable, only those workers with non-missing value on sewing efficiency are considered.
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Table D.12: Differences between Leaders and Workers: Weights for non-leader workers
to make them representative of population of sewing section workers

Coeff. on  Coeff. on  p-value of diff,
Observations Worker Mean
Line Leader President  cols (3)-(4)

1) 2) (3) 4) (5)

Panel A: Demographics & Ability

Female 985 0.965 -0.118 -0.505 0.009
[0.042] [0.001]

Age 985 24.753 2.052 5.253 0.050
[0.007] [0.001]

Migrant 985 0.538 -0.051 -0.110 0.600
[0.300] [0.281]

Education (Yrs) 985 7.846 -0.211 0.721 0.293
[0.463] [0.404]

Raven Score 985 4.638 -0.145 1.630 0.010
[0.698] (0.014]

Panel B: Employment & Minimum Wage Views

Months in Factory 985 27.109 15.792 21.569 0.124
[0.000] [0.001]

Months in Sector 985 48.848 26.336 30.590 0.722
[0.000] [0.013]

Income (Last Month) 695 233303.9 -2595.1 -23507.0 0.109
[0.571] (0.045]

Sewing Efficiency 695 -0.003 -0.107 0.070 0.319
[0.148] [0.706]

Preferred Min Wage 985 7470.177 21.398 178.423 0.536
[0.908] [0.408]

Expected Min Wage 985 6435.014 -50.710 -11.957 0.846
[0.683] [0.960]

Panel C: Personality traits

Altruism 985 1269.349 144.757 159.233 0.891
[0.001] [0.137]

Extraversion 985 3.456 0.184 0.433 0.125
[0.136] [0.052]

Agreeableness 985 3.905 0.206 0.105 0.699
[0.009] [0.646]

Conscientiousness 985 3.922 0.239 0.527 0.054
[0.009] [0.002]

Neuroticism 985 2.713 -0.278 -0.674 0.124
[0.005] (0.013]

Openness 985 2.935 -0.043 -0.447 0.044
[0.609] (0.020]

BFI Index 985 2.301 0.173 0.258 0.389
[0.000] [0.017]

Grit 985 2.584 0.862 1.221 0.019
[0.000] [0.000]

Locus of Control 985 4.112 0.220 0.382 0.361
[0.240] [0.071]

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. Probability weights are used. Controlling for Factory fixed effects. p-
values calculated using the wild cluster bootstrap-t method are reported in square brackets. For the Income 30

variable, only those workers with non-missing value on sewing efficiency are considered.



Table D.13: Differences between Leaders and Workers: No weights

Observations  Worker Mean Coeff. on Coeff. on  p-value of diff,
Line Leader President cols (3)-(4)

(1) 2) ®3) (4) (%)
Panel A: Demographics & Ability
Female 1104 0.967 -0.112 -0.513 0.006
(0.029] [0.002]
Age 1104 25.005 1.856 4.911 0.065
[0.002] [0.003]
Migrant 1104 0.520 -0.047 -0.090 0.710
[0.290] [0.387]
Education (Yrs) 1104 7.754 -0.156 0.811 0.268
[0.525] [0.333]
Raven Score 1104 4.524 -0.089 1.784 0.009
[0.761] [0.006]
Panel B: Employment & Minimum Wage Views
Months in Factory 1104 29.888 12.886 18.405 0.132
(0.000] [0.001]
Months in Sector 1104 50.621 24.813 28.222 0.774
[0.000] [0.015]
Income (Last Month) T 245382.8 -3105.672  -23091.46 0.136
[0.472] [0.063]
Sewing Efficiency s 0.018 -0.113 0.082 0.229
[0.067] [0.605]
Preferred Min Wage 1104 7504.258 14.947 156.430 0.558
(0.929] [0.523]
Expected Min Wage 1104 6545.961 -158.013 -111.554 0.815
[0.193] [0.627]
Panel C: Personality traits
Altruism 1104 1268.777 139.340 144.556 0.958
(0.000] [0.142]
Extraversion 1104 3.392 0.245 0.488 0.130
[0.013] [0.016]
Agreeableness 1104 3.862 0.220 0.121 0.705
(0.004] [0.600]
Conscientiousness 1104 3.979 0.227 0.504 0.057
[0.001] [0.001]
Neuroticism 1104 2.665 -0.295 -0.681 0.139
(0.000] [0.017]
Openness 1104 3.001 -0.065 -0.475 0.036
[0.309] [0.008]
BFT Index 1104 2.314 0.184 0.264 0.429
(0.000] [0.024]
Grit 1104 2.571 0.857 1.207 0.021
[0.000] [0.000]
Locus of Control 1104 4.008 0.202 0.354 0.390
[0.203] [0.084]

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. No weights are used. Controlling for Factory fixed
effects. p-values calculated using the wild cluster bootstrap-t method are reported in square
brackets. For the Income variable, only those workers with non-missing value on sewing

efficiency are considered.
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Table D.15: Mobilization experiment: results with alternative weights and without

weights
Attendance at afternoon survey session
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Baseline Invitee Population Unweighted
Weights ~ Weights Weights
Leader -0.0135  -0.0244 -0.00964 -0.0368
(0.045) (0.045) (0.050) (0.040)
<0.045> <0.045>  <0.050> <0.040>
{0.765}  {0.577} {0.852} {0.343}
High Coord. 0.0790 0.0863 0.0610 0.0163
(0.066) (0.072) (0.081) (0.062)
<0.066> <0.072>  <0.081> <0.062>
{0.224}  {0.212} {0.461} {0.771}
Low Coord. -0.0514  -0.0274 -0.0945 -0.0589
(0.068) (0.063) (0.062) (0.062)
<0.068> <0.063> <0.062> <0.062>
{0.421}  {0.658} {0.125} {0.338}
Observation 0.0467 0.0603 -0.0487 0.0101
(0.043) (0.045) (0.065) (0.040)
<0.043> <0.045> <0.065> <0.040>
{0.330}  {0.212} {0.468} {0.802}
R-squared 0.332 0.314 0.506 0.313
Control Mean 0.341 0.333 0.452 0.358
Observations 790 790 671 790
High Coord. = Low Coord.
p-values 0.145 0.203 0.094 0.367
RI p-values 0.138 0.201 0.097 0.348
PDS Lasso Selected Controls Y Y Y Y

Notes. Unit of observation is worker.
reported in parentheses. The dependent variable is an indicator for whether the worker
attends the minimum wage survey. Stratification fixed effects are Factory FEs x Discussion

Group FEs. Control variables are selected by applying the post-double lasso control selection

procedure.

Standard errors clustered at the group level are
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D.2 Who are the union leaders: Robustness checks

We report an additional result on wages for Section 4 in the paper that provides descrip-

tives on the union leaders.

Table D.16: Wages: Presidents, line leaders, union and non-union workers

Last month income (logs)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
President -0.121 -0.137 -0.145 -0.285
(0.0886) (0.122)  (0.127)  (0.277)

Line Leader -0.0826 -0.107  -0.118  -0.197
(0.121)  (0.137)  (0.144)  (0.243)

Union Worker 0.0473 0.0449 0.0405 0.0365
(0.0411) (0.0413) (0.0413) (0.0419)
R-squared 0.096 0.115 0.118 0.134
Number of obs. 771 771 771 771
Demographic controls No Yes Yes Yes
Skills controls No No Yes Yes
Personality controls No No No Yes

Notes. Probability weights and robust standard errors used. Controlling
for factory FE. Sample restricted to sewing operators since we could
collect data on their skills by developing a skill assessment module for
sewing operators. The dependent variable is the last month total income
in logs. Demographic controls are gender, age, education, raven score,
migrant status, experience in factory and in garment sector. Skills
controls are average sewing efficiency and skill grade. Personality controls

are the Big Five traits, locus of control and grit.

D.3 Balance tables for consensus building experiment dropping

workers who incorrectly reported being line leaders

We report balance tests for the subset of workers with non-missing data for the question
"Was there a LL in your discussion group?" in the follow-up survey after the group discus-
sions. The sample of workers with non-missing data for this question is smaller than the
full worker sample (n1=914) because 18% of workers incorrectly reported that they were

line leaders in the follow-up survey and were not asked this question.
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Table D.17: Share of workers who answer that they are not a LL in the follow-up survey

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
Mean / (SE) Difference in means / (p-value)
Variable Control Own LL External LL  Diff Own-Control Diff External-Control
Correctly answer that they are not a LL/EC  0.806 0.887 0.844 0.014 -0.008
(0.396)  (0.318) (0.364) (0.377) (0.615)
Observations 425 284 206 709 631

Notes. Probability weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the group level are reported in parentheses. Controlling for factory FE x
union status. Columns (1)-(3) show the mean share of workers who correctly answer that they are not a LL/EC in the follow-up survey for each
sample: control (Column 1), own LL (Column 2), and external LL (Column 3). Standard errors are shown in parenthesis. Columns (4)-(6) show
the differences in means across samples: the difference between own and control samples (Column 4), and the difference between external and

control (Column 5). P-values based on standard errors clustered at the group level are in parenthesis.

Table D.18: Balancing table using only the workers who correctly answer that they are
not a LL/EC in the follow-up survey

M @) 3) 1) 5)
Mean / (SE) Difference in means / (p-value)
Variable Control Own LL External LL  Diff Own-Control Diff External-Control
Gender 1.028 1.037 1.062 0.006 0.021
(0.165) (0.189) (0.242) (0.653) (0.315)
Age 25.518 23.457 24.482 -1.916%** -1.147%*
(6.552) (5.190) (5.566) (0.000) (0.037)
Education (Yrs) 7.620 7.997 7.687 0.386 -0.013
(2.711) (2.909) (2.798) (0.119) (0.961)
Literacy 2.077 2.074 2.113 -0.003 0.036
(0.323) (0.347) (0.426) (0.927) (0.295)
Raven Score 4.558 5.033 4.792 0.514** 0.410
(2.736) (2.785) (2.771) (0.022) (0.162)
Months in Factory 28.313 25.742 30.186 -0.095 1.217
(33.021) (28.880) (38.408) (0.964) (0.607)
Months in Sector 49.037 39.159 49.394 -6.336%* 1.607
(48.482) (37.473) (52.833) (0.032) (0.720)
Min. Wage Belief 6,509.660 6,332.367 6,376.171 -129.236 -29.120
(1,036.336)  (1,064.034)  (1,044.922) (0.106) (0.723)
Min. Wage Preference 7,496.740 7,216.832 7,295.683 -185.740 -112.789
(1,592.867)  (1,524.021)  (1,607.800) (0.166) (0.419)
Absolute diff., worker and median leader min. wage preference  1,301.959 1,215.885 1,229.245 -93.329 -59.061
(1,194.818)  (1,024.726)  (1,070.047) (0.384) (0.532)
Absolute diff., worker and median leader min. wage belief 754.704 739.031 907.145 -54.891 178.393*
(829.345) (812.436) (960.233) (0.451) (0.055)
Grade 2.662 2.879 2.793 0.056 -0.172*
(1.434) (1.412) (1.515) (0.492) (0.075)
Last Month Income 242561.453  233188.438  235591.016 -1,746.769 -1,880.242
(38,239.953)  (38,216.246) (39,089.641) (0.453) (0.507)
Observations 332 243 171 575 503

Notes. Probability weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the group level are reported in parentheses. Controlling for factory FE x union status. Columns (1)-(3)
show the mean of demographic, ability, employment and minimum wage views variables for each sample: control (Column 1), own LL (Column 2), and external LL (Column
3). Standard errors are shown in parenthesis. Columns (4)-(6) show the differences in means across samples: the difference between own and control samples (Column 4), and
the difference between external and control (Column 5). P-values based on standard errors clustered at the group level are in parenthesis. Statistics use only the workers who

correctly answer that they are not a LL/EC in the follow-up survey.
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D.4 Placebo and robustness tests for consensus-building exper-

iment

We conduct a placebo test for the main results. For each control discussion group, we
identify the worker with the highest predicted leader similarity score, and we assign this
worker as the placebo leader. For leader groups, we use the assigned leader’s baseline view.
We test whether we find greater convergence in treatment groups to the real leader’s view
compared to the placebo leader’s view. Column (1) of Table D.19 shows that we find
much stronger convergence to the real leaders’ minimum wage preferences relative to the
placebo leaders’ preferences. The evidence of convergence is qualitatively stronger for the
own leader treatment arm, although there is suggestive evidence of greater convergence to
the external leaders’ preferences compared to the placebo control leaders’ (column (2)).
Consistent with our main results, we find no evidence of effects on expectations about the
likely minimum wage level (columns (3) and (4)).

We also conduct multiple robustness checks. First, Table D.20 shows that results are
very similar if we use the mean of views rather than the median as used in our main
specification. Second, we check whether union leaders have effects on group discussion
outcomes even conditional on the predicted leader similarity of the workers in their dis-
cussion group. We show that our results hold controlling for the average or the maximum
of the similarity score among workers in the discussion group (Table D.21). We also run a
flexible specification where we rank group participants by their similarity score and con-
trol for the similarity of each rank (Table D.22, Panel A). It is clear that leaders influence
groups’ outcomes above and beyond even other potentially prominent individuals in the
group.

Third, the results hold when controlling for the leader or placebo leader similarity
(Table D.22, Panel B). Fourth, we conduct a robustness test for our leader similarity
measure, which is that we drop one family of variables in the prediction model at a
time (i.e., demographics variables, Raven score, personality measures, and psychological
measures) and re-estimate the results. Our results are robust to dropping each family of
variables, as reported in Table D.25.

Finally, leaders are somewhat more likely than workers to be men (12.9% compared
to 3.3%). Gender is an observable characteristic that may be an alternative channel
through which leaders affect workers or may complement or substitute for leadership.
Consequently, we separately test for effects of female and male leaders in Table D.23.
While the smaller sample of male leaders limits our precision for this group, the effects

do not provide evidence of heterogeneity except for the deviation from the union’s beliefs
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about the minimum wage; in addition to inducing convergence in preferences to the union’s
ideal (of a similar magnitude as female leaders), male leaders also induce convergence in
beliefs to that of the union’s leaders. As the leader’s gender also affects the group’s gender
composition, which may affect consensus building through other channels than leadership,
Table D.23 also shows that our main results are robust to controlling for groups’ gender
composition.

Robustness checks for leaders’ traits and charisma. We examine the real leaders’ sim-
ilarity relative to placebo control leaders, whom we define in the same way as the first
placebo test above. We use the similarity score to partition the control group into high
and low placebo leader similarity. Table D.24 presents the results. For minimum wage
preferences and beliefs, we first use the baseline construction of the outcome, then we ex-
clude the individual leader’s views from the union views and finally we use deviation from
the placebo leader view for the control groups. Across numerous specifications, our main
results continue to hold: high-similarity union leaders are the most effective at inducing
convergence to the union’s preferred minimum wage and increasing engagement in the
discussion. We cannot reject that the effects of low-similarity union leaders and placebo
leaders are the same, which is consistent with our finding that they are indistinguishable
in terms of their similarity to union presidents. We also conduct a robustness test for our
leader similarity measure, which is that we drop one family of variables in the prediction
model at a time (i.e., demographics, personality traits, psychological traits, and Raven
score) and re-estimate the results. Our results are robust to dropping each family of

variables as shown by Table D.25 below.
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Table D.19: Placebo leaders (workers with highest leader similarity) in control groups

Predicted Leader Control
Deviation from median union leader

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Preference Belief
Leader -256.7** 136.1
(122.0) (83.68)

Own Leader -288.3** 127.6

(143.0) (95.73)
External Leader -206.8 149.6

(153.7) (109.3)
R-squared 0.286 0.286 0.485 0.485
Control Mean 1395.362 1395.362 684.124 684.124
Number of obs. 833 833 833 833
p-values
External=0wn: 0.628 0.850

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. Probability weights are used.
Standard errors clustered at the group level are reported in paren-
theses. For groups with leaders, the dependent variables are the
absolute value of the endline minimum wage preference/belief mi-
nus the median of leaders’ preferences and beliefs at baseline at
the factory level. For control groups, the dependent variables are
the absolute value of the endline minimum wage preference/belief
minus baseline preference/belief of the worker of highest similarity
(placebo leader). Sample restricted to workers who are not placebo
leaders. Stratification FEs included: Factory FEs x Union FEs.
Controlling for group size FE.
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Table D.20: Group Discussions: deviation from mean views

7

Deviation from workers” mean Deviation from union leaders
in discussion group mean in factory

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Preferences Beliefs Preferences Beliefs

Panel A: Leader

Leader -57.74 67.30 -223.0** -19.82
(84.88) (54.77) (94.63) (55.04)
R-squared 0.218 0.347 0.246 0.340
Control Mean 987.455 506.739 1130.078 712.308
Number of obs. 914 914 914 914

Panel B: Own versus External LL

Own Leader -127.4 40.95 -248.9** -25.43
(104.1) (69.88) (105.4) (64.38)
External Leader 50.03 108.0 -182.9 -11.05
(112.0) (72.04) (111.2) (76.99)
R-squared 0.224 0.348 0.247 0.340
Control Mean 987.455 506.739 1130.078 712.308
Number of obs. 914 914 914 914
p-values
External=0Own: 0.189 0.468 0.532 0.869

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. Probability weights are used. Standard errors clustered
at the group level are reported in parentheses. In Col. 1-2, the dependent variables are the
absolute value of the endline minimum wage preference/belief minus the workers’ mean wage
preference/belief at the discussion group level at baseline. In Col. 3-4, the dependent variables
are the absolute value of the endline minimum wage preference/belief minus the mean of
leaders’ preferences and beliefs at baseline at the factory level. Stratification FEs included:
Factory FEs x Union FEs. Controlling for group size FEs and baseline deviation.
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Table D.21: Average and max discussion group leader similarity and union leader

Deviation from median union leader

(1) (2)

Preference Belief

Panel A: Average discussion group leader similarity

Leader -198.1%** -20.52
(68.75) (42.08)

Average Group Similarity -7889.4%*** 1019.3
(1511.1) (1530.9)

R-squared 0.344 0.342

Panel B: Maximum discussion group leader similarity

Leader -204 . 3*** -22.81
(68.73) (41.84)
Max Similarity in Group  -1496.5%** 268.6
(307.2) (321.7)
R-squared 0.342 0.343
Control Mean 1194.103 654.399
Number of obs. 914 914

Notes. Unit of observation is worker in all columns. The dependent vari-
ables represent the absolute value of the endline minimum wage prefer-
ence/belief minus the workers’ median wage preference/belief at the dis-
cussion group level at baseline. Probability weights are used. Bootstrap
standard errors clustered at the group level are reported in parentheses.
Controlling for group size FEs, stratification FEs (Factory FEs x Union
FEs) and baseline deviation.
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Table D.22: Robustness to flexibly controlling for group and leader similarity

Deviation from median union leader

(1) (2)

Preference Belief

Panel A: Flexibly controlling for Individual President Similarity

Leader -176.8%** -18.30
(67.76) (42.64)
Similarity of Member w/ Rank=1  -1245.5%** 347.5
(314.8) (353.4)
Similarity of Member w/ Rank=2 7058.2%* -1021.5
(3717.9) (3160.4)
Similarity of Member w/ Rank=3  -67187.5%** -5010.5
(22904.7) (18472.9)
Similarity of Member w/ Rank=4 -89949.5 -23648.9
(74186.7) (64674.4)
R-squared 0.358 0.344

Panel B: Controlling for Placebo President Similarity

Leader -241.8%H* -23.81
(67.26) (41.05)
Leader or placebo leader similarity — -856.1%** 426.9
(299.8) (345.9)
R-squared 0.333 0.344
Control Mean 1194.103 654.399
Number of obs. 914 914

Notes. Unit of observation is worker in all columns. The dependent variables represent
the absolute value of the endline minimum wage preference/belief minus the workers’
median wage preference/belief at the discussion group level at baseline. Probability
weights are used. Bootstrap standard errors clustered at the group level are reported in
parentheses. Controlling for group size FEs, stratification FEs (Factory FEs x Union
FEs), and baseline deviation.
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Table D.23: Robustness to gender of leader and share of men in the group discussion

Deviation from median union leader

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Preference Belief
Panel A: Leader
Female Leader -248.2%* 10.66
(114.4) (78.48)
Male Leader -368.8%* -190.8
(186.6) (123.4)
Leader -243.4%* 28.95
(105.5) (75.25)
Male share in group -582.3 -1032.7%**
(751.3) (347.9)
R-squared 0.331 0.332 0.347 0.356
P-val: Female Leader = Male Leader 0.548 0.109

Panel B: Own versus External LL

Own Female Leader -304.7*%* -28.16
(136.4) (86.65)
Own Male Leader -211.5 -158.4
(237.6) (128.0)
External Female Leader -142.2 77.39
(140.7) (119.7)
External Male Leader -743.6%** -265.8
(208.6) (291.6)
Own Leader -280.4** -12.62
(127.0) (81.08)
External Leader -184.9 95.46
(123.4) (111.2)
Male share in group -593.8 -1046.5%**
(746.0) (348.1)
R-squared 0.336 0.333 0.349 0.359
Control Mean 1194.103 1194.103 654.399  654.399
Number of obs. 914 914 914 914
P-val: Female Own = Male Own 0.730 0.329
P-val: Female External = Male External 0.010 0.279
P-val: Female Own = Female External 0.309 0.411
P-val: Male Own = Male External 0.089 0.737
P-val: Own Leader = External Leader 0.498 0.352

Notes. Unit of observation is worker in all columns. The dependent variables represent the abso-
lute value of the endline minimum wage preference/belief minus the workers’ median wage prefer-
ence/belief at the discussion group level at baseline. Probability weights are used. Standard errors
clustered at the group level are reported in parentheses. Controlling for group size FEs, stratification
FEs (Factory FEs x Union FEs), and baseline deviation.
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Table D.25: Taking out families of variables from president probit model

Deviation from median union leader

Preference Belief

Panel A: Probability estimated without demographic controls

Leader, High Similarity -315.2%%* 67.93
(110.2) (91.65)
Leader, Low Similarity -223.1* -81.42
(129.3) (88.39)
R-squared 0.331 0.347
P-val: High Similarity= Low Similarity 0.470 0.138

Panel B: Probability estimated without personality metrics

Leader, High Similarity -368.5%+* -92.18
(116.2) (84.58)
Leader, Low Similarity -162.8 68.80
(130.1) (95.45)
R~squared 0.335 0.348
P-val: High Similarity= Low Similarity 0.146 0.136

Panel C: Probability estimated without psychological metrics

Leader, High Similarity -359.7HH* -11.73
(107.4) (83.66)
Leader, Low Similarity -166.2 -11.81
(141.8) (97.11)
R-squared 0.334 0.342
P-val: High Similarity= Low Similarity 0.181 0.999

Panel D: Probability estimated without Raven score

Leader, High Similarity =347 .47%F* -41.99
(115.0) (89.58)
Leader, Low Similarity -186.1 17.99
(129.2) (92.68)
R-squared 0.333 0.343
P-val: High Similarity= Low Similarity 0.231 0.577
Control Mean 1194.103 654.399
Number of obs. 914 914

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. The variable Leader, High Similarity is a binary
variable equal to 1 if the estimated probability of a line leader having similar attributes
to president is above the median. The probabilities are estimated for each worker based
on a probit model, which includes demographics (gender, age, education, migrant(0/1),
months in factory/sector), personality metrics (extraversion, agreeableness, consciention-
sness, neuroticism, openness) and psychological metrics (raven score, altruism, grit, locus
of control). The dependent variables represent the absolute value of the endline minimum
wage preference/belief minus the median of leaders’ preferences and beliefs at baseline at
the factory level. Probability weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the group level
are reported in parentheses. Controlling for group size FEs, stratification FEs (Factory
FEs x Union FEs), and baseline deviation.
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E Signaling versus sanction in mobilization experi-

ment leader observation arm

In the mobilization experiment, we identify two potential mechanisms through which ob-
servation of the worker’s decision by the leader may influence attendance: Leaders acting
as judges, sanctioning workers who do not attend, or workers perceiving that attending
sends a positive signal about their type. Depending on workers’ priors, in certain envi-
ronments, these mechanisms generate different effects. When expected participation of
other workers in the group is high, “not showing up” implies deviating from the everyone-
attending equilibrium for a private, one-shot gain (similar to the sanctioning model in
Green and Porter (1984) where any firm that deviates from collusion is punished later).
If leaders function as judges to enforce participation (Hermalin, 2012), workers may antici-
pate potential sanctions from the leader later on. In contrast, when expected participation
of others is low, showing up distinguishes oneself from those who choose not to attend.
The incentive for workers to attend in this setting is better explained by a signaling model,
where “good-type” workers have a lower cost of effort to attend compared to “bad-type”
workers. In a separating equilibrium, only “good-type” workers attend.

The aforementioned models may not reflect our environment; e.g., if leaders punish
anyone who did not attend the session regardless of how many members show up, the
effect of having one’s decision observed by the leader need not depend on one’s prior.
In this case, we will not find evidence of heterogeneity by workers’ expectations of their
group members’ participation.

We did not directly measure workers’ priors, so we use a random forest algorithm to
predict them using the control group’s characteristics and attendance; for details, see the
notes for Figure E.1. We partition the sample at the median into high- and low-predicted
priors. We interact indicators for high- or low-predicted priors with indicators for each
treatment condition, controlling for the main effect of workers’ predicted priors. We
caution that we may not be measuring workers’ priors correctly, and the predicted prior
variable may capture other types of worker heterogeneity. For these reasons, and because
this analysis was not pre-specified, the results should be interpreted as exploratory.

Figure E.1 presents the results. As the results are similar when interacting predicted
priors with the treatment indicators in the more parsimonious and the fully interacted
specifications, we focus on the former. Panel A shows that there is no effect of being told
that a leader will observe their decision among workers with high predicted priors, while

for workers with low predicted priors, being told that a leader will observe their decision
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increases attendance by 11 pp or 32% (RI p = 0.12 with robust standard errors). We

interpret this as suggestive evidence of a signaling mechanism in which workers aim to

signal their type to the leader in order to increase their status.

Figure E.1: Mobilization Experiment: Heterogeneity by Workers’ Estimated Prior (with

PDS Controls)
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Notes. This plot shows the heterogeneous impact of different treatment arms on whether worker attends the minimum
wage survey. 95% confidence intervals calculated by using bootstrap standard errors are reported. RI p-values based on
1000 randomization draws (Young, 2019) are also reported on the top. Factory FEs X Discussion Group FEs are controlled.
Control variables are selected by post-double lasso selection procedure. As we did not directly measure workers’ priors, we
use a random forest algorithm to predict them using the control group’s characteristics and attendance. We implement
the random forest algorithm using the randomForest package in R, which is widely used and implements a standard
algorithm. The list of variables includes demographics, personality, employment characteristics, union participation and
views, baseline minimum wage views, group discussion mean self-reported engagement (leaving out worker’s report) and
worker’s self-reported engagement, and other group-discussion-related variables. The complete list is in Section C.3. We
use the control group as the training set. Once we have created the random forest model using the control group, we apply
it to the rest of the sample in order to generate each worker’s predicted likelihood of attendance. We grow a forest with
250,000 trees; we use the default settings for other parameters, such as the number of variables to randomly sample at each
split for growing trees. We stratify the random sampling of control workers by factory. We use these predicted likelihoods
to construct, for each worker, the expected probability that all other workers in their group will attend the session. We
then partition the sample at the median into high- and low-predicted priors.

46



F Additional field experiments

F.1 Mobilization and leading by example experiment (presi-

dents and line leaders)

We report the design and results of the mobilization and leading-by-example experiment
we conducted with union presidents and Line Leaders (LLs) in Session 1. The context
is for the president to motivate LLs to recruit workers for the survey taking place the
next Sunday (Session 2) and to encourage LLs to produce posters for CTUM’s annual
International Women’s Day activities (March 8, 2020). As part of the Session 1 activities,
LLs are given 30 minutes to produce similar posters (one slogan per poster, all LLs
choose slogans from the same list). The goal of the experiment is to test the motivation
and leading-by-example channels of leadership.

The experiment consists of a cross-cutting design with two interventions, as Figure
F.2 illustrates. In the Speech by President arm, LLs receive a motivational speech by the
president of their union, where the president is given a standardized set of instructions
with talking points by the research staff. The Speech by President arm is to test whether
motivation by the president increases LLs’ effort to recruit workers. In the Poster by Pres-
ident arm, a sample poster about CTUM’s annual International Women’s Day activities
made by the President is shown to the LLs, and they are informed that the president made
it. In order to isolate the effect of being informed about the president doing the poster
versus simply seeing a sample poster, the other arms are shown a sample poster made
by research staff. The Poster by President arm is to test whether leading by example
increases LLs’ effort to prepare posters for the CTUM.

Figure F.2: Session 1: Mobilization and Leading by Example

Example Experiment

Mobilization & Leading by ]

Speech by Speech by
President research staff
Poster by Poster by Poster by Poster by
. research . research
President President
staff staff
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We estimate the following model:
Y; = ap + apSpeech; + oy Poster; + asSpeech; x Poster; + X3 + ¢; (F.1)

where Y; is an outcome of LL ¢ representing either the share of workers showing up in
session 2 (out of the total number assigned to invite) or the number of completed posters.
X; includes factory FE and other controls depending on the outcome (see Table F.1
notes). Robust standard errors are reported. We weight observations so that they are
representative at the factory level. As mentioned in Section 3.2 of the paper, due to
the COVID-19 pandemic, we could only cover 60% of the sample and given the much
lower number of LLs compared to workers, we are underpowered to detect effects in these
experiments.

Table F.1 reports the results. Beginning with column (1), the number of observations
is less than the 170 LLs who took the survey because we lose: the LLs from the final two
factories that only completed Session 1; 13 LLs who could not come to take the survey in
session 1 but took it in session 2; 26 LLs who were mistakenly not assigned a line to invite
or assigned the same line as at least one other LL. For the worker mobilization outcome,
we mainly focus on looking at the impact of the Speech arm, in which LLs received a
motivational speech by the president about mobilizing workers to session 2. In addition
to the lack of statistical power, the null results may be explained by contamination across
the experimental arms since individual interviews with the LLs revealed that in a number
of factories, presidents organized a second meeting with all LLs to discuss how to invite
the workers, hence likely nullifying any potential effect of the experimental speech.

Column (2) reports the number of completed posters. The number of observations
is less than the 170 LLs who took the survey because we lose the 13 LLs who took
the survey in session 2 and 13 LLs who had to leave before the poster session due to
personal /unexpected reasons. The results suggest a negative effect of both the speech
and the poster arms, suggesting that the president intervention might have crowded out
the LLs’ actions. However, the standard errors are wide, and we are underpowered to

make more definite statements.
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Table F.1: Mobilization (of workers to Session 2) and Leading by Example Experiment

Mobilization Poster
of Workers of Activities
Share No. Completed
Workers Posters
(1) (2)
Speech 0.010 -1.848
(0.055) (2.386)
[0.856] [0.440]
{0.845} {0.464}
Poster 0.073 -1.784
(0.040) (2.496)
[0.068] [0.476]
{0.082} {0.503}
Speech x Poster -0.090 -0.826
(0.076) (3.478)
[0.240] [0.813]
{0.278} {0.823}
R-squared 0.624 0.313
Control Mean 0.615 16.287
Number of Obs. 117 144
p-values
Poster = Speech 0.217 0.977
Poster 4+ Speech + Poster x Speech = 0 0.900 0.131
RI p-values
Poster = Speech 0.267 0.931
Poster 4+ Speech + Poster x Speech = 0 0.531 0.139
MDE 0.178 3.545

Notes. Unit of observation is LL. Probability weights are used.
Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Conven-
tional p-values are in square brackets, while randomization in-
ference p-values (Young, 2019) are in curly brackets. Dependent
variables in Column 1 is the share of workers present out of total
number each LL invited. The dependent variable in Column 2
is the number of completed posters without mistakes. Factory
fixed effects are controlled. Additional control variables in Col-
umn 1 are the number of workers each LL was assigned to invite
and the share of union members in the line. Additional control
variable in Column 2 is an indicator for whether LL could not
write well. MDE (minimal detectable effect) is determined from
power calculations using planned sample size of 1792 workers,
358 discussion groups, 308 LL, and 28 unions, at a 10% signifi-
cance level and 80% power.

F.2 Public good experiment (line leaders and workers)

We ran a two-part public good experiment: the first part was with the LLs and the second
was with the workers. In both parts of the experiment, we privately endow participants

with 1500 Kyat and ask how much they want to keep and how much they want to donate
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to buy sewing machines for CTUM Skills Training Centre.® However, participants can
receive additional information depending on the treatment arm they are allocated to. The
experiment is designed to test the leading-by-example channel of leadership (Hermalin
(1998); Potters, Sefton and Vesterlund (2007)): on the leaders’ side, we investigate to
what extent leaders are willing to donate more when their average contribution is disclosed
to workers from their same factory versus a different factory; on the followers’ side, we
test whether leaders’ signaling role varies depending on whether the leaders are from the
same versus a different factory. However, as shown in Figure F.3, only 7% of LLs and

18% of workers donated less than the full amount (regardless of treatment arm).

Figure F.3: Censoring in the Public Good Experiment
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[ Private Arm | Public to Own Workers Arm [ Private Arm Public: Own LLs Arm
Public to External Workers "] Public: External LLs Arm Public: Not Specified Arm
1 1
8 8
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= = H | _ I = L
0 0
1] 500 1000 1500 0 500 1000 1500
PG Contribution (kyats) PG Contribution (kyats)

Notes. This figure plots the response to the Public Good (PG) Contribution question, separately by
treatment arm. The figure on the left is for the experiment with workers and the figure on the right is

for the experiment with the line leaders.

Public good: line leaders

Figure F.4 illustrates the experimental design for the LLs. In the Contribution Public
- Same Factory arm, we tell LLs that their contribution is observed by workers from
their factories. In the Contribution Public - Different Factory arm we tell LLs that
their contribution is observed by workers from another factory. The Contribution Private

arm is the control group, where the LL contribution is not observed by anyone. The

6The CTUM Skills Training Centre serves all garment workers, not only union members.
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public contribution arms are to test whether the ability to signal the marginal value of a
donation to workers increases leaders’ contribution. The distinction between whether the
contribution is disclosed to the same factory versus a different factory is to test whether
this would depend on whether the decision is observed by workers from their own or

another factory. We estimate the following model:
Y; = ap + a3 Public Same Factory; + agPublic Dif f. Factory; + X, + ¢ (F.2)

where Y; is the amount donated to CTUM in Myanmar kyats (out of the 1500 endowment)
and X; includes factory FE. Standard errors are robust. We weigh observations so that
they are representative at the factory level. Table F.2 reports the results. In Column
(1), we group together the two treatment arms, i.e. the contribution being public, and
in Column (2) we report the full specification as in Equation F.2. A specification using a
binary outcome of full donation (1500 kyats) versus partial or no donation yields similar

results.

Figure F.4: LLs: Leading by Example on a Public Good

Leading by Example on Public

Good
Contribution Contribution Contribution
Public, Same Public, Different .
Private
Factory Factory
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Table F.2: Public Good Experiment: LL Results

PG Amount the Line Leader Donated

(1) (2)

Contribution Public 8.758
(32.90)
Contribution Public, Same Factory 8.097
(33.07)
Contribution Public, Different Factory 9.497
(40.13)
R-squared 0.236 0.236
Mean 14471 14471
Control Mean 1421.9 1421.9
Number of obs. 170 170
p-values
Public, Same Factory = Public, Diff. Factory: 0.965

Notes. Unit of observation is LL. Probability weights and robust standard errors used. Controlling
for factory FE. The outcome variable is measured in Myanmar kyats.

Public good: workers

Figure F.5 illustrates the experimental design for the public good experiment with the
workers. In the Told Leader Contribution - Same Factory arm, workers are told the
average LLs’ contribution from their factory (from the public arm only); in the Told Leader
Contribution - Different Factory arm, workers are told the average LLs’ contribution from
another factory (from the public arm only); in the Told Leader Contribution - Factory
not Specified arm, workers are told the average LLs" contribution amount from the other
factory, however, it is not specified which factory. For all treatment arms, there is minimal
variation in the donation amount shown (as already evident from Figure F.3): the median
donation amount shown is 1500 kyats and the interdecile range of the donation amount
shown is 300 kyats. The goal is to test whether observing leaders’ contributions induces
greater contributions by the workers and whether this depends on whether workers observe

contributions by LLs from their own factory or LLs from other factories.
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Figure F.5: Workers: Signaling in Sequential Provision of Public Good
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In Table F.3, we report the results from estimating the following model:
Y: = ap + anTold Same; + asTold Dif f; + azTold Not Specified; + BX; +¢;  (F.3)

where Y; is the amount donated to CTUM in Myanmar kyats (out of the 1500 endowment),
X; includes factory times union membership FE. Standard errors are robust. We weigh
observations so that they are representative at the factory level. Table F.3 reports the
results. In Column (1), we group together the 3 treatment arms to just test the effect of
being told about the LLs’ contribution. In Column (2), we separate out the arm where
the factory was not specified versus the other two arms where a factory was specified.
Finally, in Column (3) we report the full specification as in Equation F.3. A specification
using a binary outcome of full donation (1500 kyats) versus partial or no donation yields

similar results.
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Table F.3: Public Good Experiment: Worker Results

PG Amount the Worker Donated
(1) (2) (3)

Told Leader Contribution 36.55
(26.51)
Told Leader Contribution, Factory specified 40.38
(27.88)
Told Leader Contribution, Factory not specified 28.57 28.58
(32.95) (32.97)
Told Leader Contribution, Same Factory 37.22
(31.91)
Told Leader Contribution, Different Factory 43.61
(32.03)
R-squared 0.186 0.186 0.186
Mean 1348.8  1348.8 1348.8
Control Mean 13272  1327.2 1327.2
Number of obs. 916 916 916
p-values
Factory = Factory not specified: 0.675
Same Factory = Diff. Factory = Factory not specified: 0.896

Notes. Unit of observation is worker. Probability weights and robust standard errors used. Controlling
for factory times union FE. The outcome variable is measured in Myanmar kyats.
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