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“NO PERSONS MAY BE PUNISHED FOR AN OFFENSE HE
OR SHE HAS NOT PERSONALLY COMMITTED.” (ART 33. 
OF GENEVA CONVENTION)

■ Two ‘types’ of collective sanctions:
– by an external authority that enforces the norm.
– by another group.

Formal definition: “…the negative treatment inflicted by authorities or 
by an outgroup upon an entire social group, in reaction to an offense 
committed by one or some of its members.” (Pereira et al., 2015). 



COLLECTIVE SANCTIONS BY AN AUTHORITY

■ Nazi authorities vs. partisans in Italy, Belorussia etc.

■ House demolition in Gaza: 49.000 houses are destroyed since 1967

■ in Gulag the food rationing in timber harvesting depended on the efficiency 
of an entire team.

Barnes, S.A., 2011. Death and Redemption: the Gulag 
and the Shaping of Soviet society. Princeton Univer-
sity Press.



SCHOOLS

As a punishment for a fight 
between two students that had 
broken out in the morning, 
principal Andrea Lewis forbade 
teachers from allowing any of 
the 2,445 students to leave 
classes to use the bathroom. 
(WSWS 2010)

Source: Mockenhaupt 2007: http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2007/06/the-army-we-have/305902/
WSWS 2007: https://www.wsws.org/en/articles/2010/12/nycs-d28.html
Ellingworth 2014: http://rbth.com/sport/2014/10/16/sanctions_start_to_have_effect_on_racism_in_russian_football_40669.html



PENALTIES IN SPORT

■ The Pittsburgh Steelers accumulated 
101 total penalties, resulting in a loss 
of 854 yards, in the 2011 season.' 
These penalties were incurred by a 
single player violating an NFL rule, 
yet the penalties are listed as a team 
aggregate in ESPN's NFL statistics. 

■ For many people, it is perfectly 
acceptable to sanction the entire team 
through lost yards, even though only 
one player caused the violation. 

Peterson, L., 2012. Collective Sanctions: Learning from the NFL's Justifiable Use of 
Group Punishment. Tex. Rev. Ent. & Sports L., 14, p.165.



HOUSING EVICTIONS IN THE US

■ Shelly Anderson faced eviction from 

her home for crimes she did not 

commit. Her mother and children's 

father were arrested for possession of 

drugs when they were in Anderson's 

home while she received dialysis 

treatment. Under the "One Strike and 

You're Out" policy public housing 

authorities can evict residents and their 

families if any member of the 

household or any guest engages in 

certain types of criminal activity.

Peterson, L., 2012. Collective Sanctions: Learning from the NFL's Justifiable Use of 
Group Punishment. Tex. Rev. Ent. & Sports L., 14, p.165.



MILITARY BOOTCAMPS

Source: Mockenhaupt 2007: http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2007/06/the-army-we-have/305902/
WSWS 2007: https://www.wsws.org/en/articles/2010/12/nycs-d28.html
Ellingworth 2014: http://rbth.com/sport/2014/10/16/sanctions_start_to_have_effect_on_racism_in_russian_football_40669.html

Smoking in the lavatory will result in 5 km marching for 
the whole platoon in full equipment.

” The threat of collective punishment for individual 

infractions is one of the most powerful motivators 

in military training. … The two recruits stood in 

front of the formation, watching us and looking 

sheepish. “Don’t be mad at me; be mad at your 

friends standing up here,” the drill sergeant said... 

“I am not doing this to you—they are doing this to 

you."

(Mockenhaupt 2007)



SPORT FANS MISBEHAVIOR

Source: Mockenhaupt 2007: http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2007/06/the-army-we-have/305902/
WSWS 2007: https://www.wsws.org/en/articles/2010/12/nycs-d28.html
Ellingworth 2014: http://rbth.com/sport/2014/10/16/sanctions_start_to_have_effect_on_racism_in_russian_football_40669.html

In their club’s first European game 
of this season, away to Roma, fans 
earned CSKA the biggest anti-racism 
punishment ever handed out to a 
major Champions League club –
three home games in an empty 
stadium, and two away games with 
no CSKA fans to be admitted. 
(Ellingworth 2014)



ANTI-ALCOHOL LAWS IN INDIA

source: http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/bihar-liquor-ban-nitishs-
new-prohibition-law-not-just-offender-his-family-village-too-will-be-punished-2947132/



PINKERTON LIABILITY FOR GANG MEMBERS

Source: Teakell 2016: http://www.slideshare.net/CaseyWatkinsSEO/law-review-by-john-teakell

Generally, co-conspirators liable for acts 
of other co-conspirators

U.S. v. Jimenez, 509 F.3d 682 (5th Cir. 
2007) : Pursuant to the Supreme Court’s 
decision in Pinkerton, a conspirator can be 
found guilty of a substantive offense 
committed by a co-conspirator and in 
furtherance of the conspiracy, so long as 
the co-conspirator’s acts are reasonably 
foreseeable. 



CORPORATE LIABILITY

■ Stella Liebeck vs. McDonalds: $2.86 million

■ In Tesco Supermarkets Ltd v Nattrass [1972] 
AC 153:

■ The person who acts is not speaking or acting 
for the company. He is acting as the company 
and his mind which directs his acts is the mind 
of the company. If it is a guilty mind then that 
guilt is the guilt of the company.



JEAN PIAGET

■ Do children consider it just, in general or in cases where the 
offender is unknown, to punish the whole group to which he 
belongs ? 



COLLECTIVE SANCTIONS AND SWHISTLEBLOWING

Reuben, E. and Stephenson, M., 2013. Nobody likes a rat: On the willingness to report 
lies and the consequences thereof. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 93, 
pp.384-391.



A BIT OF THEORY:
■ Don’t mix IS and CS

■ Whitmeyer, J.M., 2002. The compliance you need for a cost you can afford: 
How to use individual and collective sanctions?. Social Science Research, 31(4), 
pp.630-652.

■ Don’t apply to groups that are too large

■ Heckathorn, D.D., 1990. Collective sanctions and compliance norms: A formal 
theory of group-mediated social control. American Sociological Review, pp.366-
384.



DELEGATION

Delegation of what? 

■ Detection

■ Prevention

■ Punishment

Groups can delegate the monitoring task to individual agents, but this is likely 
to entail high costs. If the burden of monitoring could be shared among the 
entire membership, then agency costs could be avoided. The rub is that 
rational members will only engage in monitoring on the group's behalf if they 
have a sufficiently large incentive to do so. (Heckter 1988)

Source: Hechter, Michael. Principles of group solidarity. Vol. 11. Univ of California Press, 1988: p. 153



THREE MECHANISMS AFFECTING
COOPERATION/COMPLIANCE:

+ CS increases the moral cost of free-riding. 

- The unfairness of CS crowds out pro-social intentions.

+ CS encourages the peer sanctions of  non-cooperators: CS as delegation 
mechanism



THREE STAGE DESIGN – MODIFIED F&G SPGG

■ Stage 1: Voluntary contributions into a common 
pool

■ Stage 2: Random (p=0.3) check-up if the 
contributions are above threshold

– Either: collective…

– OR: individual sanctions  

■ Stage 3: Peer sanctions



THREE MECHANISMS

1. CL increases the moral cost of free-riding. 

2. CL encourages the peer sanctions of  non-cooperators.

3. The unfairness of CL crowds out pro-social intentions.



MODIFIED F&G 1999: INFORMAL DESCRIPTION. STAGE
1

(1+a)

Group project

Endowment



{

MODIFIED F&G 1999: INFORMAL DESCRIPTION. STAGE
2

[Random number]

RM ≥ 33 à Stage 3

RM < 33

Investment < Threshold à Fine



MODIFIED F&G 1999: INFORMAL DESCRIPTION. STAGE
3

Punishment tokens



SPECIFIC PARAMETERS

■ Lab: Columbia University CELSS

■ Software:z-Tree

■ P = 1/3

■ F = 7

■ Cost_p = 2

■ Periods= 15

■ N = 3

■ 108 participants  (71F/37M)

■ 1620 observations

■ 27-30 participants X treatment

Individual 
Liability

Collective 
Liability

No Peer
Sanctions CP0IS0 CP1IS0 

Peer 
Sanctions CP0IS1 CP1IS1 



OVERALL RESULTS - DISTRIBUTION OF
CONTRIBUTIONS



LEGITIMACY AND FAIRNESS PERCEPTION
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CONTRIBUTIONS – BY GENDER

Male Female

CP0IS0 7.2 8.7

CP0IS1 10.0 12.0

CP1IS0 7.5 8.4

CP1IS1 14.7 8.1

Mean contributions:



FAIRNESS ESTIMATION OF CS OVER GENDER



DO CS PRODUCE FULL OR MARGINAL COOPERATION?



TASK 1/2

■ Discuss in pairs for 3 min

■ Think about one example when the group is punished/harmed by an 

external authority for a norm violation of one member

■ Does it produce the increase in norm following?

■ Does it produce the detection/whistleblowing – detection of the perpetrator 

to the authority, or only internal punishment?



COLLECTIVE SANCTIONS – OUTGROUP VS INGROUP

■ ….on August 27 at the village 
Loschinovka after the arrest of Roma 
suspect in the murder of a girl 
massive Roma riots took place. …

■ The situation that has emerged in 
connection with the illegal eviction of 
Roma from the village Loschinovka
(Odessa region)…

■ (OSCE report, 2016)

source: http://www.osce.org/odihr/271996?download=true



MERCHANT GUILDS

■ bilateral reputation 
mechanism, in which a 
merchant whose rights were 
abused ceased trading, is 
replaced by a multilateral 
reputation mechanism, in 
which the cheated merchant 
and his close associates ceased 
trading.

Greif, A., Milgrom, P. and Weingast, B.R., 1994. Coordination, commitment, 
and enforcement: The case of the merchant guild. Journal of political 
economy, 102(4), pp.745-776.



BLOOD FEUD/VENDETTA

■ Blood Law/Feud:  responsibility 
for seeing that homicide is 
punished falls on the 
clan/group to which the victim 
is belong. Any member of the 
murderer’s group/family can be 
killed.

■ Hatfield–McCoy feud:

lasted from 1863 to 1901. 

at least 12 people died from 
both sides

Boehm, C., 1984. Blood revenge: The anthropology of feuding 
in Montenegro and other tribal societies. Univ Press of 
Kansas.



COLLECTIVE SANCTIONS – REPUTATIONAL HARM

■ other examples:

■ Plagiarism

■ Enron

“Whatever the origin of the hostility may be, one small incidence where some ar
bitary member of one group harms a member of the other group often triggers  
widespread aggression where all players of both groups get involved.”

■ Stoff model:

■ Informational assymetry: ingroup members know who is a perpetrator.

■ Outgroup punish everyone

Stoff, C., 2006. Establishing cooperation between groups: Ingroup versus outgroup 
punishment (No. 0416). Working Paper, Socioeconomic Institute, University of Zurich.



TASK 2/2

■ work in pairs for 3 minutes

■ think about one example when the group is punished/harmed by another 

group for a norm violation of one member

■ Does it produce the increase in norm following?

■ Does it produce the whistleblowing – detection of the perpetrator to the 

outgroup, or only internal punishment?


