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Environments that encourage dishonest behaviour can compromise intrinsic honesty by altering beliefs
about what is considered socially appropriate behaviour. I extend the incentivised Krupka and Weber
(2013) elicitation method to the domain of lying and present two complementary studies that show
how different social environments not only instigate different levels of dishonest behaviour but also
change what a representative sample of Norwegian citizens perceives as socially appropriate when it
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1. Introduction

Intrinsic preferences for honesty are crucial for a well-
functioning society. Countries with a lower prevalence of rule vi-
olations typically also have citizens with higher intrinsic honesty
(Gachter and Schulz, 2016). According to Worldwide Governance
Indicators, Norway remains one of the world’s least corrupt
countries, suggesting the respect of citizens for the institutions
that govern economic and social interactions. However, can pref-
erences for truth-telling ever be so strong that they transcend
conformity to situational pressures? People often find them-
selves in situations that are thought to tolerate or encourage
dishonest practices (Schnatterly et al., 2018). Even in a simple
economic experiment, subjects may change their behaviour due
to explicit and implicit cues about what is expected to constitute
appropriate behaviour (Zizzo, 2010).

In this paper, I ask whether reporting private information
reflects people’s preferences for truthfulness or whether it re-
flects conformity to what is believed to constitute appropriate
behaviour. In doing so, | engage with the literature showing that
social norms - perceptions of what most people do and what
most would approve of - affects susceptibility to lying (Abeler
et al, 2019)." This paper adds to the literature on lying by using a
new method to further underline the importance of social norms

E-mail address: nina.serdarevic@uib.no.

1 Deviations from the norm result in feelings of guilt or shame (Weibull and
Villa, 2005) and a disutility in proportion to the amount others infer one to
cheat (Dufwenberg and Dufwenberg, 2018), as well as social identity concerns
(Gneezy et al., 2018).
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for lying and to the literature on social norms by eliciting, for
the first time, the social inappropriateness of misreporting in the
dice-rolling game by Fischbacher and Follmi-Heusi (2013) (FFH),
and how this varies with context.

In Experiment 1, [ randomise subjects into one of three payoff-
identical variants of the dice-rolling game, exogenously varying
whether subjects are encouraged to report private information
truthfully. While the first experiment serves to document the
variability of reporting behaviour between these environments,
the main contribution of the paper lies in Experiment 2, in which
I implement the Krupka and Weber (2013) (KW) method among
a representative sample of Norwegian citizens to elicit the un-
derlying injunctive norms governing reporting behaviour in the
three variants of the game.

The KW method has been applied to dictator games (Erkut
et al., 2015), fairness (Vesely’, 2015), environmental (Vesely and
Klockner, 2018) and discriminatory behaviour (Barr et al., 2015),
and gift-exchange games (Gdchter et al.,, 2013). Given that beliefs
about socially shared perceptions are usually incorporated as
post-hoc explanations for dishonesty, eliciting them in payoff-
identical situations that vary in other respects may fruitfully
complement approaches that model preferences for truth-telling
by (1) allowing for more empirically informed predictions about
how the features of decision-making situations affect lying, and
(2) obtaining measures of how appropriate some lies are relative
to others instead of viewing all lies as categorically wrong.

0165-1765/© 2020 The Author. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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Fig. 1. Aggregated reporting behaviour (%) in the three variants of the dice-rolling game. Notes: The vertical line represents the expected distribution if every

participant reported the true number of his or her die roll (16.7).
2. Experiment 1: License to Lie
2.1. Design and procedures

Within each session, subjects were randomised into one of
three variants of the dice-rolling game. The no-encouragement
game is the standard variant of the dice-rolling game by FFH.
After rolling the die, subjects were told to “report the num-
ber obtained from the first throw”, without receiving additional
information about the expected truthfulness of their reporting
behaviour.? In the honesty-encouragement game, the instructions
were more explicit and added that the subjects “have to report
truthfully”. Finally, in the dishonesty-encouragement game, partic-
ipants were told that they “do not have to report truthfully”.?

A total of 308 subjects took part in a pen-and-paper exper-
iment in the Citizen Lab at the University of Bergen. Subjects
received 6.44 USD as payment for participation in addition to
their earnings in the experiment. As material payoff depended on
the reported number, participants were incentivised to report a
higher number than they actually obtained in all three variants
of the game. The number subjects reported to have obtained in
the die roll was multiplied by 100 NOK (12.71 USD). Participants’
decisions remained truly anonymous in the experiment. Still,
by comparing the distribution of the reported numbers to the
expected distribution of a fair die (16.7%), | compared the degree
of misreporting between the three variants of the game.

2 Subjects in the FHH study were not explicitly told to report their obtained
number truthfully. Still, the instructions were not completely free of implicit
encouragements: “Your first throw decides how much you receive” and “Now
please enter the number—i.e., the first you have thrown”.

3 See the Supplementary Materials for detailed experimental instructions.

2.2. Results

Fig. 1 shows that the distribution of reported numbers in each
of the three variants of the game is increasing, implying that
participants report higher numbers than those actually obtained.
However, participants who are encouraged to misreport report
significantly higher numbers than participants who receive no
instructions about the expected truthfulness of their reporting
(p<0.01, N = 197).* Although participants appear to misreport
less often when encouraged to be honest, their average reporting
behaviour is not significantly distinguishable from that of partic-
ipants who receive no instructions about the truthfulness of their
reporting (p = 0.141, N = 202). The largest differences in average
reporting behaviour are observed between participants who are
encouraged to be honest and participants who are encouraged to
lie (p<0.01, N = 217).

3. Experiment 2: On the social (in)appropriateness of lying
3.1. Design and procedures

While the results of Experiment 1 are interesting in their own
right, Experiment 2 takes the analysis a step further by employing
the KW method among a representative sample of Norwegian
citizens, examining whether encouragements to adopt a specific
reporting behaviour alter perceptions of the inappropriateness of
lying. The Norwegian Citizen Panel is a probability-based online
survey offering a representative cross-section of the Norwegian
population over the age of 18. The sample is recruited by post

4 Al differences in average reporting behaviour are tested with Fligner-
Policello tests.



N. Serdarevic

if true obtained number is 1

if true obtained number is 2

Economics Letters 199 (2021) 109716

if true obtained number is 3

1
1

-0.33 0 0.33
1

-1
1

N=294

if true obtained number is 6

(3}

™

o

o 4

(923

0

<

I_l T T T T T I T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2
N=289 N=307

(32

[sp

o

o 4

™

0

<

I_I T T T T T I_I T
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2
N=315 N=264

No encouragement

w -

— — — — Honesty encouragement

Fig. 2. Mean social appropriateness ratings by true number obtained and game variant. Notes: Each of the six sub-figures represents one scenario, the true number
“person A” obtained on the die roll, and compares the mean appropriateness ratings of reporting a higher (lower) number than the true number obtained between
the three variants of the game. Mean ratings are constructed by assigning values of —1, —0.33, 0.33 and 1 for the ratings “very socially inappropriate”, “somewhat

"o

socially inappropriate”,

and contains individuals from various age categories, education
levels, and geographical regions.”

I present a sample of 1,768 subjects with a description of a
scenario in which a decision-maker from Experiment 1, “per-
son A”, rolled a die and obtained a number between 1 and 6.
Subjects were randomised to a 3 (no-encouragement, honesty-
encouragement, dishonesty-encouragement) by 6 (the true number
obtained by person A) between-subject design and asked to rate
the appropriateness of numbers person A could report from “very
socially inappropriate” to “very socially appropriate”. That is,
within each of the three variants of the game, one subgroup
of participants judges the actions available to a person A who
obtained a one in the dice roll. Another subgroup rates the actions
of a person A, who obtained a two, and so on.

Rather than revealing personal opinions about the appropri-
ateness of various reporting behaviours, participants were in-
centivised with 60 USD to match their ratings to what they
believed other citizens would view as appropriate within the
three variants of the dice-rolling game.

3.2. Results

The general pattern of ratings in Fig. 2 reveals that participants
in the three variants of the game consider reporting the true
number obtained to be the most socially appropriate action across
all six scenarios. To estimate the effect on inappropriateness of
reporting a higher (lower) number than the true number, I ran

5 See Skjervheim and Hegestgl (2017) for a methodology report outlining
the recruitment and randomisation procedures for the wave in which this
experiment was fielded.

somewhat socially appropriate”, and “very socially appropriate” respectively.

an ordinary least squares regression for each of the six scenarios.
In line with Eisenkopf et al. (2011), who show that the size
of a lie affects people’s punishment decisions, Table 1 reports
that lying is not judged as either appropriate or inappropri-
ate; payoff-maximising lies are deemed more inappropriate than
payoff-minimising lies.

However, subjects on average judge the reporting behaviour
of person A differently depending on whether he or she lied
out of own will or whether lying was encouraged; the social
inappropriateness of lying is reduced when lying is encouraged.
Table A.1 in the Appendix reports the treatment differences in
the inappropriateness of misreporting. The perceived appropri-
ateness of misreporting tends to decay at a slower rate in the
“dishonesty-encouragement” game compared to the “honesty-
encouragement” and “no-encouragement” game.’

4. Concluding remarks

Combining insights from an experiment conducted with a
nationally representative sample of Norwegian citizens and a
laboratory experiment, this paper shows that varying the instruc-
tions making it clear whether lying is allowed, changes reporting
behaviour as well as what is perceived to constitute socially
appropriate behaviour. These results emphasise the vulnerability
of social norms in the dice-rolling game and speak more broadly
to the impact of the experimenter demand effect.

6 To account for multiple hypothesis testing, I apply the Benjamini-Hochberg
False Discovery Rate method (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995). The results remain
qualitatively unaffected and are available upon request.
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Table 1
Inappropriateness of reporting a higher (lower) number than the true number.
if true # 1 if true # 2 if true # 3 if true # 4 if true # 5 if true # 6
Report  NE HE DE NE HE DE NE HE DE NE HE DE NE HE DE NE HE DE
L MR QGREE (.5RER  Q7REK  LQ.ORKE  LQokkk (AR | QRRE  LQ3kRE () ORKE | QKR _(QERkE  _QgREE | QKR (KK _QgREE | gRkk () §kk
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.10) (0.13) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.15)
D ek QOwKK  LQSkkE (kK (gRKK (L 3RkE  _QReE | QRkE 3%k _QQkKK | QRkE  _(EkE QgRRE | QRkE  _QTREK _QgRRk | [RRk () §kek
0.10)  (0.10)  (0.10)  (0.06)  (0.06) (0.08)  (0.10)  (0.09)  (0.09)  (0.09)  (0.09)  (0.10)  (0.13)  (0.11)  (0.13)  (0.12)  (0.11) 0.14)
3 L3k | QRek QKRR | [RKK kK _(SKKK (KK (gERE  (4RKE  _QREKE () QkEE () SRKE  _QTRRE | QREE () GREK  QgRKE | (kKK (4kEk
0.10)  (0.11)  (0.10)  (0.09) 0.0  (0.11)  (0.07) (0.04) (0.08)  (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.12) (0.10) (0.12)  (0.12)  (0.12)  (0.14)
4 LlaEE R QORRE %Rk | gRkk _QGReE | J%kE | 4REK ) GRKE (L GRRE  (ORKK  (SKEK  (GREE  _QQREK  _Q§kRE  _QgREE | QRkE 0 3%k
0100 (O.11)  (0.11)  (0.09) (0.10)  (0.12)  (0.10)  (0.09)  (0.09)  (0.06) (0.04)  (0.07)  (0.12) (0.10) (O.11) (O.1) (O.11)  (0.13)
5 SLLSEER ] PRk ] Rk ] D%k ] Skk () TRk ] Jkk ] Rk 7Rk ] kR ] gkl ¥Rk (6% [(ON7EES 0.4%%* S0.7FFk - _]L %Rk 0.2%
1) (012)  (O.11) (0.10) (009 (0.13)  (0.11) (0.08) (0.10)  (0.10) (0.08) (0.10)  (0.07)  (0.06) (0.09)  (0.I1) (0.11)  (0.12)
6 LSRR _gwek ] gwkx | 3Rk ] geks Q@ERK | JRKE | Gekk Rk | 3RkK | SEkE Q%R | Qkkk | [RkK _QgEkE  (SEX  (@ERE (3%
1) (012  (O1)  (010) (009 (0.12) (©ID) (009 (0.1) (0.10) (0.08) (0.10) (01D (.11 (0.11)  (0.08)  (0.07)  (0.09)

N =289, R? = 0.288

N =307, R*=0.293

N =294, R?=0.305

N=315,R>=0.248

N =264, R =0.182

N =299, R?=0.144

Notes: Regression estimates with standard errors clustered at the individual level in parentheses, with no controls. Reporting the
true obtained number is the reference group in each of the six regression specifications and is indicated by the mean appropriateness
rating in the diagonally shaded area (constant term). Estimates above the diagonal represent decay in appropriateness of reporting a
lower number than the true obtained. Estimates below the diagonal represent decay in appropriateness of reporting a higher number
than the true obtained. NE: no-encouragement, HE: honesty-encouragement, DE: dishonesty-encouragement. *p<0.10, **p<0.05,

#*p<0.01.
Table A.1
Treatment differences in inappropriateness of reporting a higher (lower) number than the true number.
if true # 1 if true # 2 if true # 3 if true # 4 iftrue # 5 if true # 6
Report NE-HE NE-DE DE-HE NE-HE NE-DE DE-HE NE-HE NE-DE DE-HE NE-HE NE-DE DE-HE NE-HE NE-DE DE-HE NE-HE NE-DE DE-HE
1 02%  03%* 01 02 0.5%%%  Q.6%FF  04Fkx (3% Q7R Q] 0.3%*  0.5%* 03 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.5%**
0.09)  (0.10)  (0.10) (0.14)  (0.13)  (0.15) (0.14)  (0.14)  (0.13) (0.13)  (0.14)  (0.14) (0.17)  (0.18)  (0.17) (0.17)  (0.19)  (0.19)
2 0.3* 0.7%%%  0.4%** 0.1 S0.3%%K Q. 4Fxx Q. 4xRk (. 3F* 0.7%** 0.0 0.4%%%  0.4%** .03 0.1 0.4** 0.2 0.3* 0.6%**
0.15)  (0.15)  (0.15) (0.08) (0.10)  (0.10) (0.13)  (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.17) (0.18)  (0.17) (0.17)  (0.19)  (0.18)
3 0.3%* 0.5%*% 0.2 0.0 0.6%**% 0. 7%%* (2% -0.3%%  -0.4%%% 0.1 0.3%* 0.4%*% -03** 0.1 0.4%** 0.2 0.4%* 0.6%**
(0.15)  (0.15)  (0.15) (0.13)  (0.14)  (0.15) (0.08)  (0.10)  (0.09) (0.13) (0.13)  (0.13) (0.16) (0.17)  (0.16) (0.17)  (0.18)  (0.18)
4 0.3%* 0.5%%% 0.2 -0.2 0.6%**%  0.8%** .02 0.7%%% (. 8%** (2%kk 2% -0.4%** 0.2 0.2 0.4%** 0.2 0.5%*% (. 7%%*
(0.15)  (0.15)  (0.16) (0.14)  (0.15)  (0.16) (0.13)  (0.14)  (0.13) (0.08)  (0.09)  (0.08) (0.15)  (0.16)  (0.15) (0.16)  (0.17)  (0.17)
5 0.4%* 0.5%** 0.1 -0.2% 0.5%%%  (.8%** -0.3* 0.6%**  (.8%** _0.2% 0.3%* 0.6%** 0.1 -0.2 -0.3%** 0.3 0.5%*% (. 8%**
(0.16)  (0.15)  (0.17) (0.14)  (0.16)  (0.16) (0.13)  (0.15)  (0.13) (0.12)  (0.14)  (0.13) (0.10)  (0.11) (0.11) (0.15)  (0.16)  (0.16)
6 0.3%* 0.5%*% 0.2 -0.3* 0.5%%% (. 8%** _(.2% 0.5%*% (. 8%** (2% 0.4%* 0.6%** 0.1 0.5%*% (3% 0.0 -0.3%*  -0.3%**
(0.16)  (0.16)  (0.17) (0.14)  (0.16)  (0.15) (0.14)  (0.15)  (0.14) (0.13)  (0.14)  (0.13) (0.15)  (0.16)  (0.16) (0.11) _ (0.11)  (0.11)
N =289, R2=0.288 N =307, R2=0.293 N =294, R2=0.305 N=315R2=0.248 N =264, R2=0.182 N =299, R2=0.144

Notes: Regression estimates with standard errors clustered at the individual level in parentheses, with no controls. Reporting the true obtained
number is the reference group in each of the six regression specifications. The diagonally shaded area captures the treatment differences in
mean appropriateness ratings of reporting truthfully. Estimates above the diagonal represent treatment differences in inappropriateness of
reporting a lower number than the true number. Estimates below the diagonal represent treatment differences of reporting a higher number

than the true number. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.

While the literature on lying and social norms is large, less
research has directly elicited the injunctive norms underlying
dishonest behaviour. Current scholarship has focused on descrip-
tive norms, conditioning dishonesty on the observed behaviour
of others (Kobis et al.,, 2015) and rule reminders aimed to in-
crease the salience of injunctive norms (Lois and Wessa, 2020).
As variations in context are likely to influence shared perceptions
of appropriate behaviour, the KW method may be useful to apply
to the domain of lying in order to more accurately predict how
the inappropriateness of lying relates to dishonesty in different
situations.
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