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Abstract

Despite the prevalence of punishment as a method of enforcing organizational
policies, management literature provides little guidance on the impact of punish-
ment on individuals’ work performance. A sample of 412 professional soccer
players in England’s Premier League was utilized to collect unobtrusive, longitu-
dinal data to better understand how individuals react to punishments in their
workplace. Our findings indicate that individuals deploy significantly more effort
(run more kilometers) following a punishment. However, the findings also indi-
cate that individuals do not perform better following the administration of pun-
ishment. In fact, their performance is significantly lower than before the
punishment. Although individuals work harder, they actually perform weaker.
Further, we found that, when punished more than their team members, individ-
uals deploy significantly more effort than individuals who get punished less than
their team members but perform significantly weaker than those individuals.
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Punishment is typically employed to reduce the mani-
festation of undesirable behavior, enforce rules, and

The concept of punishment has long been of interest to
management scholars and practitioners alike (Arvey &
Ivancevich, 1980). Although punishment has negative
connotations, it is a common phenomenon within organi-
zations. Literature indicates that individuals who experi-
ence punishment in their workplace associate it with a
non-supportive management attitude and do not consider
it to be fair and proportionate given their behavior
(Rhee, Dedahanov, & Lee, 2014).

encourage adherence to organizational policies (Neale
et al., 2020). Not only can punishment correct the behav-
ior of individuals who are the subject of the punishment,
but it can also promote the learning speed of desirable
behaviors of their coworkers who observe the negative
experience of the punished individuals (Trevino, 1992).
However, punishment is not perceived as a favorable
action within organizations as it is deemed to lead to
undesirable emotional effects among employees. For
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example, punishment was found to lead to aggressive
actions towards the punishing individual, anxiety, and
decreased job satisfaction (Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980;
Challagalla & Shervani, 1996).

Interestingly, despite the prevalence of punishment
as a method for enforcing organization policies, man-
agement literature provides little guidance on the
impact of punishment on individuals’ work perfor-
mance. That is, research indicates that punishment can
correct undesirable behaviors, but is silent on the
impact on work-related performance criteria. Likewise,
most studies exploring punishment in organizations
examine it in the context of superiors punishing subor-
dinates (Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1994; Podsakoff,
Todor, & Skov, 1982) but often overlook what happens
when third parties (unaffected actors such as referees or
arbitrators) trigger punishment. This is an increasingly
relevant issue to organizations because third parties can
punish or trigger the punishment of individuals for their
non-compliant behavior that may eventually hurt their
organizations (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004).

Thus, we ask the following research question: How
does punishment triggered by third parties impact indi-
viduals’ work performance? Specifically, we seek to deter-
mine whether punished individuals work harder and/or
perform better as a result of the punishment. Impor-
tantly, this manuscript is the first in the literature to dis-
tinguish between effort deployment (i.e., working harder)
and actual performance when examining the impact of
punishments on employee effort and performance. We
acknowledge that just because individuals work harder,
they are not necessarily performing better for their
organizations. In addition, we seek to determine how
the fit between the individual’s aggregate punishment
and the individual’s team’s aggregate punishment impacts
the individual’s work-related outcomes (i.e., effort
deployed and actual performance). We assess how the
average level of punishment in the team modulates indi-
vidual players’ responses to penalties. In other words, do
individuals work harder and perform better when they
are punished more, less, or the same as the other team
members? Addressing these questions allows us to derive
important theoretical and managerial implications, which
we present in detail in the latter part of the manuscript.

To answer these questions and address the research
limitations described, we utilized the setting of profes-
sional sports. We collected unobtrusive longitudinal
data on the behavior of a sample of professional foot-
ball (i.e., soccer) players in the Premier League, the top
level of England’s football league system, which is also
one of the most prominent soccer leagues in the world
in terms of annual revenues and worldwide viewership
(SportyTell, 2020). The practice of utilizing the context of
professional sports for testing behavior-related phenom-
ena is well-accepted within the management literature
(e.g., Adler & Adler, 1988; Beus & Whitman, 2017;
Fonti, Ross, & Aversa, 2023; Grijalva et al., 2020).

Moreover, our research is first to employ unobtrusive
data to analyze the impact of externally-driven
punishment on subsequent employee behaviors and per-
formance outcomes.

The rest of the manuscript is organized as follows.
First, we discuss the literature related to punishment.
Next, drawing on mental accounting theory and person-
environment fit theory, we formulate our hypotheses,
where we also distinguish between effort deployment
and actual performance. We continue by presenting the
methodology and results. We conclude by presenting the
theoretical and managerial implications along with
opportunities for future research.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Punishment overview

Punishment is the presentation of an aversive event or the
removal of a positive event following a behavior with
the intention of decreasing the frequency of that behavior
(Kazdin, 2012). A key aspect of this definition is the rela-
tionship between the response and the aversive conse-
quences. That is, a random administration of undesired
stimuli does not constitute punishment (Arvey &
Ivancevich, 1980). Instead, punishment is a measure
applied for rule and policy adherence, especially in
extrinsically oriented command-and-control-driven orga-
nizations (Tyler & Blader, 2005). As such, punishment
can be deployed to enforce rules and norms, and even the
threat of punishment can make individuals conform to
rules and norms (Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1994).

In essence, punishment can be described as the pur-
poseful infliction of a penalty on individuals or groups for
their transgressions (Skaggs et al., 2018; Wiltermuth &
Flynn, 2013). Nonetheless, some research highlights that
backward-looking retributive motives may also drive pun-
ishment decisions independently from forward-looking
deterrence of future transgressions (Crockett, Ozdemir, &
Fehr, 2014). In this vein, punishment is a sociopolitical
event and is often considered in relation to the social con-
text in which punishment is executed (Niehoff, Paul, &
Bunch, 1998).

Likewise, punishment can be distinguished in terms of
the forms of punishment (Velloso, 2013). On the one
hand, it may mean withholding positive rewards for the
punished, including the denial of rewards or opportuni-
ties or informal forms of social exclusion. In such circum-
stances, punishment entails the removal of positive
outcomes following an exercise of negative behavior. To
illustrate, the punishment could be in the form of privi-
lege denial, promotion denial, or bonus denial (Arvey &
Ivancevich, 1980). On the other hand, punishment can be
administered as a formalized, punitive practice (Fragale
et al., 2009). Under this scenario, punishment occurs by
presenting an aversive event following misconduct
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(Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980). These two main forms of
punishment typically follow different criteria and param-
eters for punishment and have different implications for
the punished.

Conditioned punishments for employee misconduct
within organizations can serve two different purposes.
First, they can eliminate or decrease behaviors that lead
to it. Second, they can raise the punished person’s and
their colleagues’ awareness of impending aversive conse-
quences when a certain behavior is exercised. In this
study, we focus our attention on the formalized, punitive
form of punishment administered by third parties.

Punishment has received considerable attention in
management organization studies (e.g., Baxter, Col-
ledge, & Turner, 2017; Butterfield, Trevino, & Ball, 1996;
Wiltermuth & Flynn, 2013). This line of research depicts
punishment as a multifaceted phenomenon with broad
and far-reaching effects that extend beyond punishing
subordinates and simply changing their attitudes and
behaviors (Butterfield, Trevino, & Ball, 1996). Hence,
there are many different types of punishment. In particu-
lar, punishment can be fair or unfair (Trevino, 1992),
instrumental (i.e., serving as a means to a specific end),
or impressional (i.e., in an interplay with organizational
politics) (Butterfield, Trevino, & Ball, 1996). It can be
consistent or inconsistent, severe (e.g., job loss) or soft
(e.g., monetary fine) (Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980), open or
hidden (Crockett, Ozdemir, & Fehr, 2014), and direct
or indirect (Ule et al., 2009).

Especially concerning direct and indirect punishment,
punishment is most often examined in the context of a
superior punishing a subordinate for a specific transgres-
sion (Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980; Ball, Trevino, &
Sims, 1994; Wiltermuth & Flynn, 2013). However, such
an assumption predicates that the superior is the only
agent that can administer the punishment and has
ample time and means to directly monitor subordinate
behavior.

In reality, punishment can be inflicted upon wrong-
doers by affected second parties (such as direct stake-
holders) and unaffected third parties (such as referees or
arbitrators) (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004; Leibbrandt &
Lopez-Pérez, 2012). These stakeholders typically have
the means and power to administer punishment and real-
ize its sanctioning effect even if they are not part of the
organization in which an employee works. In particular,
punishment by third parties differs from those of first
parties (e.g., supervisors/executives), because third parties
are unaffected by the consequences of punishment, exert
expertise-based power rather than position-based power,
and may have a better position to remain objective when
initiating punishment (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004). Pun-
ishment decisions are more likely to be seen as trustwor-
thy and impartial in the face of transgression (Jordan
et al., 2016). As supervisors and executives have a direct
stake in the way an individual is punished and in the
nature of punishment, they may be prone to be less

partial in punishing the wrongdoer to avoid repercussions
and the possible negative consequences of punishment. In
fact, as the performance of an individual and their man-
agers/superiors are intertwined (Quade, McLarty, &
Bonner, 2020), supervisors may be implicated in the
transgression of their employees and bound in their pun-
ishment decisions. Due to their bounded rationality and
objectivity in punishment processes, their punishment
decisions may err either on the side of too light or too
severe.

Furthermore, supervisors, senior managers, and
directors do not always have sufficient time, means, or
expertise to monitor specific employee behaviors, and
many employee transgressions are brought to the supe-
rior’s attention by external sources (Fragale et al., 2009).
Instead, third parties often have the means and expertise
to audit relevant practices, better identify the transgres-
sion that the supervisors and senior managers may have
overlooked, and weigh an objective and fair punishment
(Jordan et al., 2016). Especially when employee practices
are executed outside direct supervisor monitoring, as
often is the case, third parties may be more effective in
auditing and weighing the punishment for employee
transgression. External sources can, therefore, be a
grounded, fair, and unbiased source of conveying
employee transgressions that may lead to punishment in
organizations.

On the other hand, third-party punishment may not
always directly impact the punished unless it is followed
up and sanctioned by the first-party actors. As such, the
downstream consequences of third-party punishment are
not necessarily direct or as intended by the third-party
punisher (Jordan et al., 2016). For example, organiza-
tions may continue to back up and support their
employees and either not implement the sanctioning of
the punishment or alleviate the impact of third-party
punishment if the execution of punishment is not in line
with the organization’s interests. Consequently, punish-
ment by affected second parties and unaffected third
parties represents a markedly different source and type of
punishment than punishment from managers/superiors.

Beyond the literature focused solely on punishment
within organizational contexts, our understanding bene-
fits from studies across various fields, including sociol-
ogy, information technology, and criminal policy. These
diverse perspectives collectively contribute to unraveling
the complex interplay of factors associated with the
effects of negative reinforcements. In the realm of iterated
dilemmas, the continued interaction within the same
group amplifies the efficacy of punishments, underscor-
ing the importance of sustained engagement for their
impact (Balliet, Mulder, & Van Lange, 2011). However,
this effectiveness is nuanced and tends to be more pro-
nounced in deterring minor transgressions, administrative
offenses, and breaches of informal social norms, while its
influence wanes when dealing with major transgressions
(Dolling et al., 2009). The intriguing revelation that
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punishment, rather than monetary rewards, is linked to
positive outcomes like creativity adds a layer of complex-
ity, challenging traditional views on the motivational
dynamics of punitive measures (Xu & Hamari, 2023). Yet,
the application of negative reinforcement, although poten-
tially vital for ensuring cooperation in challenging group
tasks, carries inherent risks, as illustrated by the potential
for disagreements and conflicts (Oliver, 1980). Moreover,
the temporal dimension of punishment introduces a critical
consideration, emphasizing that delays can hinder immedi-
ate responses and weaken the connection between received
punishment and past behavior, thereby influencing its
overall impact (Waichman & Stenzel, 2019).

Punishment and performance in organizations

Much of the past research examining the performance
outcomes of punishment views punishment as an undesir-
able yet, at times, a necessary form of practice (Adler &
Borys, 1996; Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980; Ball, Trevino, &
Sims, 1994; Butterfield, Trevino, & Ball, 1996; Niehoff,
Paul, & Bunch, 1998). As such, researchers recognize
that it is a widely used managerial influence strategy
regardless of conventional negative connotations (Ball,
Trevino, & Sims, 1994). In particular, punishment can
be considered necessary to sustain performance and
maintain the sense of perceived justice in the workplace
through the punishment of transgressors (Butterfield,
Trevino, & Ball, 1996), because managers’ inability to
punish low performers is argued to lower organizational
performance (Brewer & Walker, 2013).

While some scholars have argued that punishment
can yield some positive outcomes, others have presented
evidence suggesting the opposite (Bies et al., 2016). For
example, Skinner (1969) argued that punishments are
ineffective and a source of undesirable side effects, while
Podsakoff, Todor, & Skov (1982) found that contingent
punishment did not affect subordinate performance or
satisfaction. Likewise, Adler & Borys (1996) note that
punishment is a hallmark of coercive organizing. Further,
other researchers found the association between punish-
ment and positive and/or negative outcomes inconclusive
and distinguished between just and unjust punishment
when examining its impact (Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1994).
Arvey & Jones (1985) likewise concluded that it was diffi-
cult to draw conclusions regarding the impact of punish-
ment on job performance.

Past research examining the link between punishment
and performance suggests punishment plays a unique role
in employees’ subsequent performance, depending on
contingencies such as whether a punishment is just or
unjust (Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1994), consistent or incon-
sistent, and severe or soft (Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980).
That said, what is noteworthy about the research on pun-
ishment and performance is the lack of use of objective
or unobtrusive data to measure both punishment and

subsequent performance outcomes and a heavy focus on
overall performance outcomes rather than specific behav-
iors and employee performance following the administra-
tion of punishment. In particular, insufficient attention
has been made to resolve conflicting results concerning
the performance outcomes of punishment, and do so lon-
gitudinally and unobtrusively and with specific attention
to the punished employee. Next, we address this issue.

HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

Punishment has received disproportionately less attention
in the organization and management literature compared
to incentive mechanisms (Tyler & Blader, 2005). On the
contrary, a significant body of literature indicates that
individuals place much greater emphasis on negative
impact than positive one (Thaler et al., 1997; Tversky &
Kahneman, 1973). A comprehensive multidisciplinary
study (e.g., psychology, history, religion) by Rozin &
Royzman (2001) reveals that negative phenomena receive
more attention than positive phenomena, and negative
entities are more salient and contagious than positive ones.
Since individuals tend to emphasize avoiding negative out-
comes more than striving for positive ones, punishments
tend to have a lasting effect on organizational members
(Thaler et al., 1997). As such, asymmetrical consideration
of negative possibilities vis-a-vis positive possibilities, as
well as reacting more strongly to losses than gains
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1973), could drive individuals to
do their best to avoid punishment and perform better.

Research indicates that punishment can immediately
impact individuals’ behaviors and lock in those behaviors
for an extended period (Skaggs et al., 2018). This is due
to the likelihood of a greater reaction to realized punish-
ment than to reward and a higher perceived impact of
potential punishment as a negative possibility (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1973) that may push individuals to go the
extra mile to improve their performance and reduce
the possibility of subsequent punishment. In other words,
especially in the case of individuals exposed to the possi-
bility of punishment by third parties, the fear of punish-
ment can outweigh the hope of reward and compel them
to avoid future punishment by working harder and per-
forming better.

Mental accounting theory demonstrates that individ-
uals are loss-aversive and prone to make an extra effort
to compensate for a loss induced by an adverse event.
However, in so doing, they are constrained by limited
rationality shaped by cognitive mental accounting pro-
cesses (Barberis & Huang, 2001; Thaler, 1999). It is a rel-
evant theoretical lens for organizational decision-making,
and it has been applied in organization studies to exam-
ine how employees adapt to the changes in the organiza-
tional environment by assessing their realized gains/losses
to evaluate prospects relative to the current circum-
stances (Arkes et al., 2008).
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Drawing on mental accounting theory (Barberis &
Huang, 2001; Thaler, 1999), we expect that employees see
punishment as a loss and subsequently strive to compen-
sate for such loss via greater effort and a pursuit of perfor-
mance. Accordingly, employees may view their job as a
topical account and want to increase the benefit side of
their account after a punishment. By this token, once a
punishment is administered, individuals are likely to
deploy greater effort to compensate for the adverse effects
of punishment by third parties and achieve a balance in
their mental account of job performance. This aligns with
the notion that subsequent investments/efforts can some-
times be framed as opportunities to recover prior losses
(Guler, 2007). The overall rather than incident-specific
cognitive implications of mental accounting theory
(Barberis & Huang, 2001; Thaler, 1999) also lead us to
expect that punishment may impact overall work effort
and performance and not just the precise work behaviors
being punished. Individuals may concentrate on improving
different areas of their work as a means of compensation
for the punishment administered to them rather than solely
avoiding transgressions that had earlier triggered the pun-
ishment. They may also attempt to avoid future punish-
ment by refraining from actions that are associated with
punishment.

When individuals engage in behaviors that would
allow them to avoid future punishment (Rhee, Dedaha-
nov, & Lee, 2014), they can manifest these behaviors in
the form of greater effort deployment and increased per-
formance in the aftermath of a punishment. Working
harder and performing better can function as a payoft for
past punishment and hedge against future punishment
possibilities. Similarly, fear has been shown to generate
defensive behavior. This means individuals could seek to
perform better out of fear of experiencing future punish-
ment (Rhee, Dedahanov, & Lee, 2014).

Consequently, individuals who were the subject of
punishment may seek to improve their work performance
due to mental accounting processes, feelings of fear, and
self-protection from the future possibilities of punish-
ment. To gain better insights into the impact of
punishments on employee effort and performance, we
evaluate performance implications along two dimensions.
effort deployed and actual performance. Thus, we explore
the following:

H1la. When punished for their behavior, indi-
viduals will work harder (deploy more effort)
for their organizational unit.

H1b. When punished for their behavior, indi-
viduals will perform better for their
organizational unit.

Next, we turn our attention to investigating the com-
bined impact of individual aggregate punishment and
team aggregate punishment on deployed effort and

performance. As noted before, punishment is a social
phenomenon that should be considered concerning not
only the punished individual but also others in the
organizational unit (Butterfield, Trevino, & Ball, 1996;
Niehoff, Paul, & Bunch, 1998; Trevino, 1992). The pun-
ishment of an employee creates a reaction from others in
a team. It is considered a message to other employees in
the team both as a warning and that organizational jus-
tice is maintained through the punishment of transgres-
sors (Butterfield, Trevino, & Ball, 1996). Likewise, the
punishment of individuals compared to their teammates
is closely intertwined with distributive and procedural
justice perceptions of the punishment that may play a
role in subsequent individual performance (Ball, Tre-
vino, & Sims, 1994; Butterfield, Trevino, & Ball, 1996).
Thus, the level or frequency of punishment of individuals
relative to their teammates may have additional unique
influences on their subsequent effort and individual
performance.

In the sports context, the administration of punishment
is often carried out by impartial third parties, such as ref-
erees and sports regulatory bodies, which act as external
parties in ensuring fairness (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004;
Leibbrandt & Loépez-Pérez, 2012). The theoretical founda-
tion of procedural justice (Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1994;
Butterfield, Trevino, & Ball, 1996) suggests that individ-
uals are more likely to perceive procedures as fair when
implemented by impartial third parties rather than inter-
nal parties. This distinction becomes crucial in the sports
setting, where punishments are often meted out by gov-
erning bodies, ensuring a level of independence and
impartiality. Drawing on organizational justice literature
(Butterfield, Trevino, & Ball, 1996), we argue that the
perceived fairness in the methods of administering pun-
ishment is likely to be higher when handled by an exter-
nal third party. This can mitigate the potential sense of
injustice even in scenarios of high individual aggregate
punishment and high team aggregate punishment. By
emphasizing the external nature of punishment adminis-
tration in the sports context and applying the insights
from person-environment fit (PE fit) theory (Goetz &
Wald, 2021; Kim, Lin, & Kim, 2019; Schneider, 2001;
Tilcsik, 2014), we aim to highlight the unique organiza-
tional justice dynamics at play in this study.

PE fit theory, with its different types of fit
(i.e., person-organization, person-group, and person-job
fit), has been widely used to explain overall job perfor-
mance (Goetz & Wald, 2021; Kim, Lin, & Kim, 2019;
Schneider, 2001; Tilcsik, 2014). The key tenet of PE fit
theory is that individual performance is the function of
congruence between a person’s characteristics and the
environment’s demands (Tilcsik, 2014). In particular,
person-organization fit can provide individuals with
self-confirmatory feedback and positively influence self-
verification perception (Kim, Lin, & Kim, 2019). As
such, research shows that perceptions of fit between
employees and their organizations significantly impact
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decisions to join organizations (Cable & Judge, 1996)
and behaviors and attitudes while employed (Greguras &
Diefendorft, 2009). The theoretical rationale linking fit to
performance rests upon the premise that individuals
perform better when they work in an organization that
corresponds to their values, capabilities, and behaviors.
As Arthur et al. (2006: 787) indicate, “Theoretically, the
relation between fit and attitudes is predicated on the rea-
soning that when there is a fit, the environment affords
individuals the opportunity to fulfill their needs”. That is,
when individuals feel like they fit in the environment/
organization, they are more likely to exhibit superior per-
formance because they believe the organization can help
them satisfy their needs, so they are likely to strive to per-
form better.

Considering the theoretical arguments presented by PE
fit theory, it is interesting to examine if these arguments
hold when the fit is examined in terms of undesirable phe-
nomena, such as punishment. While past studies have
focused on desirable phenomena when drawing upon the
theoretical arguments presented by PE fit theory, we
examine whether individuals perform better when the level
of punishment they experience is consistent/inconsistent
with the level of punishment experienced by other mem-
bers of their organizational unit. On the one hand, it is
plausible that if individuals experience more punishment
than their colleagues, they will perceive the environment
as unfair and thus underperform (cf. Butterfield,
Trevino, & Ball, 1996). On the other hand, if individuals
experience less punishment than their colleagues, they
could again underperform because of the perception that
they are not subject to punishment or are less likely to
experience punishment (cf. Thaler et al., 1997). In essence,
individuals could believe they could get away with undesir-
able behavior due to a lack of punishment. Nonetheless,
we expect a balanced distribution of punishment incidents
(i.e., a greater fit between individuals’ aggregate punish-
ments) in an organizational team like a sales team would
lead to increased work effort and individual performance.

Similarly, past research outlines the theory of equitable
payment, emphasizing the link between work efficiency,
individual satisfaction, and the application of the standard
payment and progression method (Jaques, 1961). Drawing
on Jaques’ (1961) work, we underscore the importance of
aligning individual work conditions (here represented by
aggregate punishments) with team conditions. According
to Jaques (1961), a well-fitted payment and progression
method contributes to greater work efficiency and satisfac-
tion. Applying this logic to the context of a comparative
application of individual punishment, we argue that a bet-
ter fit between individual and team punishments (reflecting
equitable conditions) is likely to lead to increased effort
and improved performance, aligning with Jaques’ insights
on equitable payment theory.

Furthermore, especially in the context of punishment
by third parties or punishment triggered by third parties
(Leibbrandt & Loépez-Pérez, 2012; Ule et al., 2009),

homogenous punishment of team members can foster
group identity and trigger a sense of cohesion against per-
ceived adversity and challenges (Tortoriello, Reagans, &
McEvily, 2012). Extant research finds that employees
tend to unify against challenges and adversities to main-
tain their welfare, especially when such challenges impact
colleagues uniformly and threaten the whole group
(Blader, 2007). When a punished individual finds that
their colleagues are punished to a similar extent rather
than to a dissimilar extent, their group identity can be
reinforced. They may feel compelled to act cohesively to
perform better and jointly overcome external threats. As
such, we empirically examine the following:

H2a. The better the fit between the individ-
ual’s aggregate punishments and his team’s
aggregate punishments, the harder the indi-
vidual will work for the organizational unit.

H2b. The better the fit between the individ-
ual’s aggregate punishments and his team’s
aggregate punishments, the better the individ-
ual will perform for the organizational unit.

METHOD
Setting and sample

Hypotheses were tested using a sample of professional
soccer players in England’s Premier League. The sports
data, in general, and data on the Premier League, in par-
ticular, provided a great setting to conduct the study for
several reasons. First, observational sports data offers a
“living laboratory” to study individual and group dynam-
ics (Day et al., 2012; Wolfe et al., 2005). Second, it is
England’s top football league and also holds the status of
the best soccer league in the world which allowed us to
access the population-level data. Third, penalties are easy
to quantify in soccer in the form of yellow and red cards.
For this study, we focused on yellow cards because red
cards are extremely infrequent and insufficient in number
throughout a season to infer statistical significance. More-
over, a player who receives a red card faces an additional
consequence in the form of a suspension, ranging from
1 to 3 matches, which makes it quite challenging to com-
pare their effort and performance before and after the dis-
ciplinary action. For a similar reason, we did not include
goalkeepers in our sample because it would skew the sam-
ple, as their effort (miles run) is substantially lower than
that of all the other players. Fourth, this setting allowed us
to measure and distinguish between working harder and
performing better. Fifth, this setting allowed us to collect
unobtrusive longitudinal data and test within-persons per-
formance change as a function of punishment.

Our sample consisted of 412 professional soccer
players who played in the Premier League during the
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2017-2018 season. The average age of the players included
in the sample was 25.69 years (SD = 1.27), with an
average Premier League tenure of 4.21 years (SD = 0.34).
We collected data from three different sources:
PremierLeague.com (yellow cards), WhoScored.com (per-
formance), and SillySeason.com (player salaries).

Measures

In order to reduce study validity threats, we employed
unobtrusive measures to operationalize the variables of
interest. Unlike previous studies examining the phenom-
ena of punishment that utilized typical psychological
measures (e.g., questionnaires, interviews), we relied on
unobtrusive measures that did not require respondents’
cooperation. As such, we were able to examine behav-
ioral changes as a naturally occurring workplace phe-
nomenon, which allowed us to reduce threats to internal
validity (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). Next, we
describe the operationalization of the measures utilized in
the study.

Punishment is considered to occur when a soccer
player is sanctioned by the referee of the match with a
yellow card. As mentioned earlier, we focus on yellow
cards as opposed to red cards because of the scarce num-
ber of red card occurrences. Yellow cards are used in soc-
cer to punish a variety of misconduct, such as foul play,
unsporting behavior, dissent by word or action, delaying
the start of play, failing to respect the required distance
when play is restarted with a corner-kick, free-kick, or
throw-in, violent conduct, and leaving or re-entering the
field of play without the referee’s permission (Spitz
et al., 2017).

The consequences of a yellow card vary from league
to league. If a player receives a second yellow card during
the match, he is automatically sanctioned with a red card
and dismissed from the field of play for the duration of
the match. The dismissed player cannot be replaced, so
his team must play the remainder of the game with one
fewer player. The post-match consequences of a yellow
card vary from league to league. According to ESPN.
com, in England’s Premier League, players are given a
one-match ban if 5 yellow cards are received before
19 Premier League fixtures (December 26th round), a fur-
ther two-match ban if 10 yellow cards are received before
32 fixtures (weekend of March 30th), and a further three-
match ban if 15 yellow cards are received (no fixture
limit) (Johnson, 2018).

While we operationalize punishment as players receiv-
ing yellow cards, potential team-level and league-level
repercussions of yellow cards serve as an outset for higher-
level reverberation and as a ground for enriching the appli-
cability and relevance of our study. The broader organiza-
tional context and the extensive financial ramifications for
both the team and players find resonance in various orga-
nizational settings. Consider a manufacturing company

subjected to scrutiny and audits to ensure alignment with
environmental, social, and governance regulations. If a
third party conducting the audit identifies irregularities,
the repercussions extend beyond penalties for non-
compliant employees to encompass financial sanctions for
the entire firm. Moreover, intangible consequences like
harm to the brand image and reputation may ensue. Con-
sequently, elucidating these far-reaching consequences
enriches the applicability and relevance of our study.

Effort deployed (i.e., how hard individuals work) was
objectively measured. Effort deployed was operationa-
lized in terms of the kilometers each player runs during
the duration of a match (i.e., kilometers per match). Data
on the distance covered by each player for each match
were collected from the league’s official websites,
PremierLeague.com and OptaSports.com.

To measure the change in effort deployed as a result of
penalty, we compared the kilometers the players in the
sample covered the match before receiving the yellow card
(match 1) to the kilometers the same players covered the
match after the one when the player received the yellow
card (match 3). That is, match 2 is the match when the
player is booked the yellow card. We compared match 1 to
match 3 to account for recency effects. Importantly, as we
will describe later in this section, we controlled for the
number of minutes each player stayed in the match.

Performance was measured based on the comprehen-
sive measure provided by the reputable organization
WhoScored.com. Each player’s overall performance rat-
ing (i.e., score) ranges from 1 to 10, with 10 being the
highest rating. WhoScored.com uses real-time informa-
tion from data provider Opta to provide a performance
indicator that is well-respected in the world of soccer and
used by media giants, soccer clubs, and bookmakers. The
scores are based on a comprehensive algorithm that
includes over 200 raw statistics that account for every
event of importance that takes place during the match.
For example, a successfully attempted dribble in the
opposition’s final third area will positively impact
the player’s rating. A comprehensive description of the
performance score can be found on the company’s offi-
cial website (i.e., WhoScored.com/Explanations). To
illustrate the typical annual average score distribution,
for the 2012/2013 Premier League season, 0.03% of the
players received a score in the 0-3.9 range (Extremely
Poor), 0.31% in the 4.0-4.9 range (Very Poor), 9.92% in
the 5.0-5.9 range (Poor), 55.12% in the 6.0-6.9 range
(Average), 28.71% in the 7.0-7.9 range, 5.19% in the 8.0-
8.9 range (Very Good), and 0.73% in the 9.0-10 range
(Excellent) (WhoScored.com/Explanations).

To measure the change in performance as a result of
punishment, we compared the score of each player in the
match before receiving the yellow card (match 1) to
the same player’s score in the match after the one when
the player received the yellow card (match 3). As men-
tioned earlier, match 2 is the match when the player is
booked the yellow card.
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Individual-team punishment fit (the fit between the
individual’s aggregate punishments and his team’s aggre-
gate punishments) was measured by comparing the total
number of yellow cards the player received during the
season with the average number of yellow cards
the players’ teammates received during the same season.
To measure the latter, we divided the total number of yel-
low cards the players’ team members received during the
season by the total number of players utilized by the club
during that season. To mitigate the concerns associated
with the use of difference scores in testing congruence
effects, we employed polynomial regression and surface
plot analysis (Edwards & Parry, 1993) to test the impact
of individual-team punishment fit on the individual’s
performance.

When examining hypotheses 2a and 2b, we are mea-
suring aggregate punishment for the season, and we also
evaluate aggregate player effort deployed and player per-
formance for the season. Aggregate player -effort
deployed (ED) is measured as the average kilometers the
player covered per match during the season (i.e., the
number of kilometers the player covered the entire sea-
son, divided by the number of matches played). Aggre-
gate player performance (PP) is measured as the average
player performance score per match during the season
(i.e., the sum of all performance scores divided by the
number of matches played).

Control variables were also included in the tested
model. Considering that effort deployed is measured in
terms of the kilometers each player runs during the dura-
tion of a match (i.e., kilometers per match), we only
included matches where individuals played the full
90 minutes in our analyses. In addition, we controlled for
player salary. Salary has been shown to motivate
employees and lead to superior task performance (Shah,
Irani, & Sharif, 2017). Salary was measured as the con-
tract monetary compensation for the respective season
(logarithmized).

We also controlled for other variables recommended
in the literature when evaluating player performance,
such as player age, tenure with the team, Premier League
tenure, team performance, and team effort deployed
(Beus & Whitman, 2017). Team performance was mea-
sured as the sum of the ratings of all the players in the
team, excluding the subject players included in the sam-
ple. Team effort deployed as measured as the distance
covered during respective matches (i.e., kilometers per
match) by all the players in the team, excluding the sub-
ject players included in the sample.

Hypothesis testing

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for the vari-
ables of interest are presented in Table 1.

For hypothesis 1a, results of the paired-samples z-test
indicate that players deploy significantly more effort

following a punishment (M = 11.21, SD =0.79) than
before the punishment (M = 10.05, SD = 0.63), #(411)
=12.140, p < .01, d =0.73. As such, hypothesis la is
supported. Results indicate that, on average, players run
an additional 1.17 km during the match following the
punishment.

Next, we examined the difference in performance
before and after the punishment. Contrary to our hypoth-
esis, results indicate that players perform significantly
worse following a punishment (M = 6.17, SD = 1.13)
than before the punishment (M = 7.30, SD = 1.06), ¢
(411) = —12.124, p < .01, d = 0.71. Thus, hypothesis 1b
is not supported. Interestingly, although individuals
deploy more effort (i.e., work harder) following a punish-
ment, they perform worse.

Polynomial regression and surface plot analysis

To evaluate whether the fit between the individual’s
aggregate punishments (IP) and his team’s aggregate
punishments (TP) impacts how hard the individual will
work for his organizational unit (i.e., H2a) or how well
the individual will perform for his organizational unit
(H2b), we employed polynomial regression analysis and
three-dimensional response surface plot analysis
(Cronbach & Furby, 1970; Edwards & Parry, 1993).
Such regressions contain higher-order terms of the two
components (e.g., IP and TP), such as the squares of
the two components and their product. The higher
terms allow us to evaluate the impact of the fit between
IP and TP on effort deployed and performance, respec-
tively (Edwards, 2001).

First, to assess the impact of the fit between the indi-
vidual’s punishments and his team members’ punishment
on how hard the individual will work for his team, we
regressed effort deployed (ED) on the control variables
and five polynomial terms: IP, TP, IP*TP, IP?, and TP?
(Table 2). We centered IP and TP before calculating the
interaction and second-order terms.

According to Edwards & Parry (1993), when the
higher-order terms (i.e., IP*TP, IP?, and TP?) are not sig-
nificant, IP and TP can only have a linear additive rela-
tionship with the dependent variable (i.e., ED). When
any of the higher-order terms are significant, response
surface plots can be utilized to portray the impact of the
fit between IP and TP on ED in a three-dimensional
graph. If a downward curvature along the line of misfit
(IP =-TP line) is presented in the three-dimensional
graph, then the effect of fit is considered to be present
and significant (Edwards & Cable, 2009). Specifically, the
level of ED should be higher when there is a fit between
IP and TP than when there is a misfit. A summary of
these results is presented in Table 2. The first model
depicts the effects of the control variables on ED. The
second model presents the effects of IP and TP, while the
third model presents the main effects of IP*TP, IP?, and
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TABLE 2 Polynomial regression results (ED).

TABLE 3 Polynomial regression results (PP).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
(Constant) 0.36 0.33 0.34 (Constant) 0.21 0.22 0.20
Player Age 0.07 0.05 0.02 Player Age 0.03 0.02 0.03
Player Salary 0.26 0.24 0.23 Player Salary 0.32 0.30 0.27
Team Tenure 0.22* 0.22* 0.21* Team Tenure 0.20* 0.20* 0.19*
PL Tenure 0.19* 0.16 0.15 PL Tenure 0.26* 0.24 0.23
Team Performance 0.28* 0.26* 0.25% Team Performance 0.32* 0.31* 0.30*
Team Effort Deployed 0.25* 0.24* 0.22%* Team Effort Deployed 0.28%* 0.29%* 0.26*
1P 0.23* 0.20* 1P 0.20* 0.20*
TP 0.20* 0.19* TP 0.19* 0.18*
IP*TP 0.24* IP*TP 0.20*
1P’ —0.19% 1P’ —0.23*
TP —0.22% TP’ —0.25%
R? 0.15 0.19 0.25 R? 0.17 0.22 0.29
AR? 0.04 0.06 AR? 0.05 0.07

*Significant at p < 0.05.
Note: Sample size is 412; Player Aggregate Effort Deployed Per Match (ED) is
the dependent variable.

10
Effort 9

Penalties Player

FIGURE 1 Response surface graph effort.

TP?, respectively. As presented in Table 2, the three
higher-order terms IP*TP (b =0.24, p <0.05), IP?
(b= —0.19, p < 0.05), and TP? (b = —0.22, p < 0.05) are
significant providing support for hypothesis 2a. That is,
the better the fit between the individual’s aggregate punish-
ments and his team’s aggregate punishments, the harder
the individual will work for the organizational unit.

We continued our analysis by plotting the relation-
ship between IP, TP, and EP in a three-dimensional
graph. The response surface in Figure 1 reveals that the
effort deployed by players is highest along the line of per-
fect fit (IP = TP line). The convex curvature along the
line of misfit shows that the fit between IP and TP is asso-
ciated with a higher level of EP than misfit (Edwards &
Parry, 1993). Figure 1 indicates that EP decreases as the
IP and TP scores deviate from the line of perfect fit. This
provides further evidence that the fit between the player’s

*Significant at p < 0.05.
Note: Sample size is 412; Player Aggregate Performance Per Match (PP) is the
dependent variable.

FIGURE 2 Response surface graph performance.

punishment and his team’s punishment directly and posi-
tively impacts how hard the player works for the team.

We followed the same steps to evaluate hypothesis
2b. The results presented in Table 3 indicate that when
regressing player performance (PP) on the control vari-
ables and IP, TP, IP*TP, IP% and TP, the higher-order
terms IP*TP (b =0.20, p<0.05), IP> (b= —0.23,
p <0.05), and TP? (b = —0.25, p < 0.05) are significant
providing support for hypothesis 2b. That is, the better
the fit between the individual’s aggregate punishments
and his team’s aggregate punishments, the better the indi-
vidual will perform for the organizational unit.

Similarly, we plotted the relationship between IP, TP,
and PP in a three-dimensional graph. The response surface
in Figure 2 indicates that player performance is highest
along the line of perfect fit and decreases as the IP and TP
scores deviate from the line of perfect fit. The surface plot
analysis provides further evidence that the fit between the
player’s punishment and his team’s punishment directly
and positively impacts the player’s performance.
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Post hoc analysis

Considering the above results, that individuals work their
hardest and perform their best when there is a fir between
their level of punishment and their colleagues’ level of
punishment, we investigate the impact of misfit. Specifi-
cally, we examine the impact on effort deployed and per-
formance in the case of negative misfit (i.e., individuals
are punished more than their colleagues) and positive mis-
fit (i.e., individuals are punished less than their col-
leagues). Determining which type of misfit has a stronger
negative impact on individuals’ effort deployed and per-
formance has important practical implications as it can
help managers better understand the impact of punishing
some individuals more or less as compared to the individ-
uals’ colleagues.

Out of 412 players in the sample, 28 exhibited fit and
have received the same number of yellow cards per sea-
son as their respective teams’ averages. For this group of
players, the aggregate effort deployed (ED) was
M =11.05, and the aggregate player performance
(PP) was M = 7.16.

Of 412 players, 259 exhibited negative misfits and
received more yellow cards per season than their respec-
tive teams’ averages. For this group of players, the aggre-
gate effort deployed (ED) was M = 10.41, and the
aggregate player performance (PP) was M = 6.03.

Of 412 players, 125 exhibited positive misfits and
received fewer yellow cards per season than their respec-
tive teams’ averages. For this group of players, the aggre-
gate effort deployed (ED) was M =943, and the
aggregate player performance (PP) was M = 6.78.

T-tests for the difference in beta weights between two
independent samples indicate that the average effort
deployed (z = 4.21, p < 0.05) and average player perfor-
mance (¢ =2.01, p <0.05) are significantly different
across situations of negative and positive misfit. Specifi-
cally, on average, when punished more than their team-
mates, players deploy significantly more effort than
players who get punished less than their teammates
(A =0.98) but perform significantly worse than those
players (A = 0.75). That is, players experiencing positive
misfits perform better than players experiencing negative
misfits, but players experiencing negative misfits deploy
more effort than players experiencing positive misfits.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Various forms of punishment are an integral part of the
management of firms. This study examined the various
outcomes in sports to infer insights for the work setting.
A sample of 412 professional soccer players in England’s
Premier League was utilized to collect unobtrusive, longi-
tudinal data to better understand how individuals react
to punishments in their workplace. In the process, we
make several theoretical and managerial contributions.

Theoretical implications

Despite the prevalence of punishment as a method for
enforcing organization policies, management literature
provides little guidance on the impact of punishment on
individuals’ work performance. Our study is the first to
utilize actual data collected in a sport setting to examine
this phenomenon. Prior studies have employed surveys or
experiments to gain insights into the outcomes of punish-
ment (e.g., Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1994; Wiltermuth &
Flynn, 2013). Our approach allows us to utilize unobtru-
sive measures for both punishment and its outcomes. The
current study complements extant literature by presenting
results characterized by a high degree of realism
(McGrath, Martin, & Kulka, 1982). This study makes
several theoretical contributions to research.

First, our research distinctively examines the effect of
punishment by third parties on athletes’ effort deployment
and actual performance in a sports setting that could offer
notable insights into the work setting by mitigating the
“streetlight effect” (Shaw, Bansal, & Gruber, 2017). Pun-
ishment by internal superiors has been extensively exam-
ined in the extant theory (Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980; Ball,
Trevino, & Sims, 1994; Butterfield, Trevino, & Ball, 1996;
Skaggs et al., 2018). However, less attention has been
paid to punishment by third parties and how it affects
employee behavior and performance. Our research offers
notable insights from sports settings for the role of pun-
ishment by third parties in employees’ ensuing work
behavior and performance. Our research findings hold
significant relevance in organizational contexts where
external entities, such as environmental agencies, scruti-
nize internal processes through audits, subsequently
impacting specific employees. This situation is becoming
more prevalent in organizational dynamics, particularly
with the increasing scrutiny of firms’ adherence to estab-
lished standards in environmental and social perfor-
mance. Although we recognize the potential for creative
and innovative responses in such scenarios, we also
acknowledge the difficulty of capturing and quantifying
these responses within our setting. However, it is crucial
to emphasize that a quantifiable reaction, such as an
increase in effort, constitutes a tangible outcome that can
furnish valuable insights for managers.

Second, the current study is the first to distinguish
between effort deployed (i.e., how hard individuals work)
and actual performance. As such, we offer a more com-
prehensive and precise perspective on the performance
outcomes associated with punishment and provide some
noteworthy insights. Our findings indicate that soccer
players deploy significantly more effort (run more kilo-
meters) following a punishment. Thus, punishment
results in individuals working harder for their organiza-
tional unit than before the punishment was administered.
Individuals will engage in actions that allow them to
avoid future punishment, as the punishment can ignite
feelings of fear and self-protection (Zoghbi-Manrique-de-
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Lara, 2006). Likewise, mental accounting theory indi-
cates that individuals will make extra effort to perform
better following punishment to compensate for the actual
or expected loss from the application of punishment
(Thaler, 1999). Thus, individuals probably work harder
to avoid the negative impact of future punishments
(e.g., financial penalties and job loss).

Interestingly, the findings indicate that individuals do
not perform better following the administration of pun-
ishment. In fact, their performance is significantly worse
than before the punishment. Although individuals work
harder, they actually perform worse. This finding sup-
ports extant literature arguing that punishment can cause
individuals feelings of fear (Zoghbi-Manrique-de-
Lara, 2006). It is plausible that, despite working harder,
individuals perform worse because feelings of fear are not
necessarily a positive force toward greater achievement.
Fear of future punishment and its ensuing consequences
could negatively impact individuals’ ability to perform to
the best of their abilities. Accordingly, our findings high-
light that the fear of future punishment is a two-sided
mechanism in explaining employee behavior and perfor-
mance, and the nature of effort deployed rather than the
sheer amount of effort deployed matters. While the fear
of future punishment stimulates further effort to avoid
the negative impact, the very same fear leads individuals
to perform worse, because it is not a nourishing mecha-
nism but stokes defensive and potentially infective
actions that curb the effectiveness of the effort deployed.

The study’s results further contribute to the literature
addressing the outcomes of punishment by investigating
how the fit between the individual’s aggregate punish-
ments and his team’s aggregate punishments impacts
how hard the individual works and his performance. Our
findings reveal how teams’ punishment climate (i.e., the
average level of punishment) modulates individual
players’ responses to punishment. Our findings indicate
that the better the fit between the individual’s aggregate
punishments and his team’s aggregate punishments, the
harder the individual will work for the organizational
unit and the better he will perform. In contrast, individ-
uals who experience more or less stringent punishment
than the team average, exhibit fewer post-punishment
improvements. That is, employees will perform best when
the level of punishment they experience is similar to the
level of punishment experienced by individuals in their
organizational unit. This finding constitutes a contribu-
tion to research on PE fit (Goetz & Wald, 2021; Kim,
Lin, & Kim, 2019; Schneider, 2001) and cohesion
(Tortoriello, Reagans, & McEvily, 2012) as it highlights
that relatively homogenous punishment by third parties
may enhance individuals’ work effort and performance.

Practical implications

This study offers several practical implications. Managers
should be aware that punishment can make individuals

work harder but not necessarily perform better. In fact,
our findings indicate that individuals perform worse fol-
lowing the punishment than before the punishment.
However, individuals do work harder following punish-
ment. This indicates that punishment can be effective
when the nature of the work performed is rather effort-
focused, and there is little room for the employees to
make mistakes. As such, punishment could be employed
to enhance productivity for low-skilled individuals and
jobs. However, when the individuals subject to punish-
ment perform complex tasks that require a high level of
skill and concentration, punishment will likely negatively
impact their performance. This was evident in the case of
professional soccer players, where the distinction between
effort and actual performance can be easily established.
In sum, we advise managers that punishment will make
individuals work harder, but their actual performance
will decrease.

Second, our findings have implications for third
parties that may administer punishment to individuals.
Whether they are affected second-party stakeholders
(i.e., customers) or unaffected third-party stakeholders (i.-
e., ombudsman or regulatory bodies), third parties should
be cognizant that while their punishment of individuals
leads to greater effort deployment, it eventually hurts
their performance. Thus, these stakeholders are advised
to consider that individuals may perform poorly follow-
ing the administration of punishment. This notion poten-
tially entails greater coordination between third parties
and individuals’ superiors following the punishment
events to account for a potential decline in performance.

We further caution managers to carefully consider the
punishment administered to one individual in the context
of the punishment administered to the remainder of the
individuals in the organizational unit. That is, our results
indicate that employees will perform best when the level of
punishment they experience is similar to the level of pun-
ishment experienced by individuals in their organizational
unit. In addition, we advise managers that when punished
more than their teammates, players deploy significantly
more effort than players who get punished less than their
teammates but perform significantly worse than those
players. This is not to say that managers should punish
employees when they do not deserve it simply because
other employees in the organizational unit have been pun-
ished, nor do we say that managers should fail to punish
an employee when those employees deserve punishment,
but others in the organizational unit have not experienced
similar punishments. Rather, we caution managers that
individuals react better to punishment if they perceive their
punishment to be consistent with what others are
experiencing in the organizational unit.

Limitations and future directions

The study’s limitations present several opportunities for
further research. First, we focused on two possible
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outcomes of punishment: effort deployed and perfor-
mance. Future research should investigate additional
potential outcomes, such as job satisfaction or loyalty.
Second, we based our arguments leading up to hypothe-
ses la and b on mental accounting theory and arguments
leading up to hypotheses 2a and b on PE fit theory. That
said, social identity theory (e.g., Varma et al., 2021) may
also offer viable alternative explanation mechanisms for
relationships observed in our findings. For example, one
reason why organizational unit members work harder
after punishment could be because people want to be seen
as “good” team members, and punishees may feel they
have “let the team down” by engaging in punishable
offense and are therefore even more motivated to contrib-
ute to the organizational unit. Thus, alternative theoreti-
cal mechanisms can be applied to explain punishment
and its outcomes in organizations. Third, we collected
longitudinal data to examine the hypotheses of interest.
However, future research should attempt to investigate
the temporal effects of punishment. That is, how long
does the effect of punishment last? Fourth, it is worth
noting that our data collection focused solely on yellow
cards. Future research endeavors may consider extending
the longitudinal data horizon to encompass more severe
penalties, such as red cards, and explore their ex-post
impact. Finally, other methods, such as experimental
design or simulation, could help provide additional
insights into the outcomes of punishment.

Beyond research opportunities invoked by our limita-
tions, we suggest that there are further promising future
research avenues. First, although we draw on mental
accounting theory to offer possible reasons why individ-
uals perform worse despite making more effort after
being punished, we believe future research should try to
explain these rather surprising findings. There may be
important unexplored mediating mechanisms that can
explain why employees perform worse despite working
harder in such situations. Qualitative studies can help
identify such mechanisms and answer the ‘why’ question
concerning these relationships. Thus, we suggest future
research delve deeper into this issue and advance our
knowledge on the potential strengths and pitfalls of pun-
ishment in the workplace.

Furthermore, the question of when punishment is
more effective can yield interesting insights into the
boundary conditions of the link between punishment and
its consequences. In particular, contextual, cultural,
behavioral, and cognitive factors can be examined as
moderating factors that may shape how punishment
influences individual and organizational performance
outcomes. Likewise, exploration of when and why some
individuals are more prone to marketplace transgressions
can shed some light on the application and impact of
punishment in response to such transgressions.

Moreover, while the primary emphasis of our study is
the effect of punishment on effort and performance,
Jaques’ (1961) work equity theory serves as a helpful

reminder of the need to consider people’s subjective
assessments of justice. Thus, future iterations of our
research could incorporate a more explicit examination
of employees’ perceptions of fairness in the punishment
process, aligning with Jaques’ (1961) emphasis on the
psychological aspects of equity theory. This would con-
tribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the
interplay between punishment, perceived fairness, and its
subsequent effects on work-related outcomes.

Finally, future research can dig deeper into the poten-
tial interplay between individuals and their organiza-
tional unit in relation to punishment. Scholars can
explore the role of group dynamics and identity factors in
punishment and its impact. Our findings also provoke the
question of how punishment administered by unaffected
third parties is perceived vis-a-vis punishment adminis-
tered by employees’ superiors. We suspect they might be
different and may be perceived differently, leading to dif-
ferent outcomes. This also spurs the question of what
happens when a superior’s ensuing punishment is seen as
more or less severe than the punishment driven by third
parties. Punishment is a prevalent and interesting phe-
nomenon, and our findings provoke fruitful future
research possibilities to understand punishment better
than we do now.
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