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Abstract 

 
 

Competitive incentive schemes are widely used to ensure efficient allocation of 
resources. This builds on the implicit assumption that people behave honestly. Our 
experimental design allows us to disentangle competitive behavior when dishonest 
behavior is possible and when it is not. We investigate how the possibility of behaving 
dishonestly affects the willingness to compete and who the winner is in a stiff 
competition environment, where the key characteristic is that a marginal performance 
improvement can have significant impact on the winning probability. Our results show 
that willingness to compete is not affected by the possibility to behave dishonestly. 
Efficiency defined as whether the best performing subjects win, on the other hand, was 
significantly affected since 20% of the winners were not the best performers.   
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1. Introduction 

Competition is frequently used to allocate resources efficiently in a society. For 

efficient allocation to occur, it is implicitly assumed in standard economic models that 

observed behavior corresponds to actual behavior. If not, competition might result in 

inefficient resource allocation and foster dishonest behavior aiming to improve 

observed rather than actual performance (e.g, Lazear and Rosen, 1981). One particular 

form of competition is winner-take-all and it is applied in various areas from job hiring 

to bonuses and other types of remunerations. A common and particular feature for these 

competitions is that they take place in a stiff environment since several individuals with 

similar performance compete to win e.g. an employment contract, a bonus, a promotion, 

a scholarship, a patent, or a gold medal. To gain a competitive advantage, people might 

then engage in dishonest behavior. Introspection and media indicate that this 

phenomenon is spread in today’s society. In a stiff competition environment in which 

winner takes it all, a marginal improvement can increase the winning probability 

significantly and hence the marginal effect of such behavior could be far reaching. We 

use an experimental approach to establish an exogenous variation in the possibility to 

behave dishonestly in a competitive environment by using an experimental design 

building on the work by Niederle and Vesterlund (2007). The objective of this paper is 

to investigate how the possibility of behaving dishonestly affects willingness to 

compete as well as the efficiency of competition defined as whether the actually best 

performing individual wins in a stiff competition environment. Thus, we mimic the 

typical real-life situation where several people with similar probability of winning 

compete and where minor dishonest behavior might have a large impact on the winning 

probabilities.  

According to standard economic theory, if people do not experience any cost of 

being dishonest, they would always behave dishonestly whenever doing so benefits 

them.1 However, introspection from everyday life confirms that this is far from the 

truth, as people do experience psychological costs of being dishonest (e.g. Gneezy 

2005). There is a number of potential explanations to the aversion of behaving 

dishonestly including lie aversion (e.g., Mazar et al., 2008), guilt feeling (e.g., 

Charness, Dufwenberg, 2006), maintenance of a positive self-concept (e.g. Mazar et 

                                                        
1 See Rosenbaum et al. (2014) for an extensive review of experimental studies on dishonest behavior. 
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al., 2008), and the need for self-justification of deeds (e.g. Schweitzer and Hsee, 2002). 

Hence, individuals behave dishonestly whenever the benefits exceed the costs of doing 

so. Furthermore, individuals are heterogeneous in their propensity to behave 

dishonestly. Gneezy et al. (2013) divide individuals into three broad groups: those who 

never lie, those who always lie when they have possibility and reason to do so, and 

those who respond with dishonest behavior to some incentives. There is ample 

experimental evidence that not all people behave honestly when they are asked to self-

report their own outcomes, which also has monetary consequences for themselves, for 

instance in coin flipping (see e.g., Bucciol and Piovesan, 2011; Houser et al, 2012) or 

rolling a die (e.g., Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi, 2013; Gächter and Schulz, 2016).2 In 

contrast to these studies, dishonest over-reporting of one’s performance in a 

competition negatively affects other contestants. Thus, this might create additional 

psychological costs of being dishonest as discussed. 

Few experimental studies have investigated how the possibility of behaving 

dishonestly affects competition. Schwieren and Weichselbaumer (2010) find that poor 

performers lie more to increase their chances to win or to avoid placing last. However, 

they do not investigate if dishonest behavior affects the efficiency of competition, i.e., 

if the best performer wins. On the one hand, dishonest individuals might be 

unsuccessful in reaching their goal, or on the other hand, the differences in propensity 

to behave dishonestly among individuals may affect the outcome in a competition. 

Furthermore, Freeman and Gelber (2010) report that the level of dishonesty is sensitive 

to the compensation scheme, i.e., individuals are more likely to lie when the marginal 

benefit of being dishonest is high. Schweitzer et al. (2004) point to the fact that some 

incentive schemes like goal setting increase dishonesty among workers, especially 

those who fall short of the goal and would earn nothing provided that they did not lie. 

Our study is closely related to Faravelli et al. (2015), who also investigate self-selection 

into competition, in which individuals can over-report their performance. They find that 

dishonest individuals are more likely to enter competition and also their actual 

performance is worse than the one of honest individuals who enter competition. Our 

novel study contributes to the existing literature by investigating individuals’ behavior 

in a stiff competitive environment, i.e., we use an experimental design that more 

                                                        
2 In contrast, Pascual-Ezama et al. (2015) show that in a coin flipping task with non-monetary incentives 
(a piece of chocolate) most subjects are honest. 
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accurately represents typical real-life situations in which several people with similar 

probability of winning compete. Thus, our approach contrasts previous experiments 

that involved people with significantly different skills and focuses on the key 

characteristic of a stiff competition namely that a relatively minor dishonesty can 

significantly increase the probability of winning. We investigate two outcome variables 

that are important for the competition to be an effective incentive scheme. First, we test 

whether the potential dishonesty discourages individuals from entering competition. To 

this end, we compare competition entry between conditions when dishonesty is possible 

and when it is not. Second, we investigate whether the best-performers win, i.e., 

whether the resources are allocated efficiently.  

We induce a stiff competition environment by assigning subjects into a 

competitive environment based on their performance. In the experiment, we use the 

classical design by Niederle and Vesterlund (2007) that allows comparison of 

performance under piece rate compensation and winner-take-all competition.3 We use 

a between-subject design where subjects’ performance is measured exogenously in one 

condition while in the other condition subjects self-report their performance 

themselves.  

There are several potential factors that might affect behavior in a stiff 

competition environment when it is possible to behave dishonestly compared to a 

situation when it is not possible to behave dishonestly. The competition entry and the 

efficiency of competitive scheme depend on individuals’ propensity to behave 

dishonestly. If only a marginal dishonest behavior is needed to win then the 

psychological costs of dishonest behavior can be small. However, when considering 

the consequences of dishonesty on others, the costs might be high, since the probability 

of winning (and hence, others losing) can increase significantly. These psychological 

costs of dishonest behavior have to be weighed against the monetary benefits of 

winning the competition.  

A key aspect influencing whether or not to enter the competition is the 

expectation of others’ actual performance as well as whether and to what extent they 

behave dishonestly. On the one hand, beliefs about others misreporting their 

performance may encourage an individual to behave dishonestly and enter the 

                                                        
3 The behavior in this experiment correlates with the actual behavior outside the lab (see e.g., Zhang 
(2013) on competitive high school entrance exam in China, and Buser et al. (2014) on math specialization 
and prestigious high school tracks in the Netherlands).  
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competition, and on the other hand, they may discourage an individual from competing. 

When it comes to winning the competition, if all contestants behave dishonestly to the 

same extent, the winner is the same as in the case when no dishonesty is possible. The 

efficiency of competition might, however, be disrupted if individuals are heterogeneous 

in their propensity to behave dishonestly and thus, the winner can be a contestant who 

is not the best-performer. Taken together, the predictions about the effect of the 

possibility to behave dishonestly on individuals’ willingness to compete as well as the 

efficiency of competition are mixed. 

Our results show that the possibility to self-report performance dishonestly does 

not affect the willingness to compete in a significant way. However, one out of five 

winners is not the best performing subject of the group indicating significant negative 

impact on efficiency, implicitly indicating heterogeneity in the propensity to behave 

dishonestly.  

The remaining part of the paper is organized as follows. The next section 

describes the experimental design and procedures. Section 3 presents the results 

followed by a section that discusses the results and concludes. 

2. Experimental design and procedures 

We build our experimental design on Niederle and Vesterlund (2007) in which 

subjects are asked to perform real effort tasks under different compensation schemes: 

(i) piece rate, (ii) competition and (iii) choice between piece rate and competition 

introduced in three different stages of the experiment. Moreover, subjects are randomly 

assigned to either a condition in which their actual performance is measured externally 

(control) or a condition in which they self-report their own performance without any 

external control (dishonesty). Thus, the observed performance in the control condition 

is subjects’ actual performance, while in the dishonesty condition it is their self-

reported performance.  

The task used in stages 1-3 in the experiment was to solve as many mazes as 

possible in five minutes. There was no feedback between the stages and this was clearly 

communicated to the subjects. The mazes were presented in a pre-specified order from 

a booklet including a total of 20 mazes selected from a pool of equally difficult mazes.4 

There are two important considerations we made when choosing the task for the 

                                                        
4 Mazes were generated from http://games.yahoo.com/games/maze.html (accessed: 01.05.2013). 
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experiment: (i) gender neutral game, and (ii) variety of possibilities to behave 

dishonestly. The maze game fulfills both of these requirements. First, the maze game 

was first applied by Gneezy et al. (2003) in an experiment to analyze gender differences 

in competition and it has been adopted since then by many scholars in studies focusing 

on competitive incentives (e.g., Freeman and Gelber, 2010; Schwieren and 

Weichselbaumer, 2010). Second, the procedure of self-reporting performance in the 

maze task (in dishonesty condition) opens up a wide range of possibilities to be 

dishonest, including: reporting too many solved mazes, crossing the lines of a maze, 

not finishing a maze and still counting it as solved, and skipping a maze pretending it 

was accidentally overlooked (Freeman and Gelber 2010). 

The stages 1-3 differed in the compensation scheme used for payoff for 

subjects’ performance. In stage 1 (piece rate), subjects earned 2 Polish zloty (PLN)5 for 

every maze solved within the five-minute time limit (either measured exogenously in 

the control condition or self-reported in the dishonest condition). Before the second 

stage (competition), the subjects were divided into groups of four with similar observed 

performance from stage 1 to create a stiff competition environment in contrast to 

random division as in e.g., Niederle and Vesterlund (2007). In practice, we ranked the 

subjects by their observed performance and we assigned the top four subjects to one 

group, the next four subjects to another group, and so forth. The way of forming the 

groups was common knowledge and revealed to the subjects only upon completion of 

stage 1 to avoid strategic choice of effort in the first stage (e.g., a subject might decide 

to underperform on purpose to increase her probability of winning in the next stage). In 

the second stage with competition, only the subject who solved the most mazes in each 

group was paid 8 PLN for every maze solved, which is four times more than in piece 

rate, leaving the rest of the group members with no earnings. In case of a tie, the winner 

was randomly drawn from all the best performers in the group. The subjects did not 

receive any feedback until the end of the whole experiment. Before the third stage 

(choice), each subject chose whether she preferred to be paid in the subsequent task 

according to piece rate as in the first stage or the competition scheme as in the second 

stage. If a subject chose the competition compensation scheme, her performance in the 

third stage was compared with the performance of the other three group members in 

stage 2. This procedure ensured that a subject competed against others who also 

                                                        
5 At the time of the experiment, 1PLN= 0.33USD. 
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performed under competitive incentives. Importantly, the choice to enter the 

competition did not affect other subjects’ probability of winning and a subject’s 

decision to enter was unaffected by the decision of the other group members. Thus, 

there was no externality in stage 3 from the decision to enter the competition or to 

behave dishonestly. A consequence of this design feature was that all subjects could 

theoretically be winners in stage 3.6 After the experiment, we also elicited subjects’ 

beliefs about their own group rank in stages 1–3 and each correct belief was monetarily 

rewarded with 3 PLN.  

We use a between-subjects design, meaning that each subject participated in 

either a control or a dishonesty condition. In the control condition, the experimenter 

collected the booklets including a total of 20 mazes and counted the number of correctly 

solved mazes after each stage. Thus, the observed performance was evaluated using the 

actual performance. In the dishonesty condition, after every stage the participants 

counted the number of solved mazes by themselves and self-reported the performance 

on a separate form, which was then collected by the experimenter. All maze booklets 

were kept by the subjects until the end of the experiment, when they were thrown in a 

box located at the end of the room. These design features were clearly described in the 

instructions and known to the subjects before stage 1 of the experiment.7 Thus, the 

subjects were aware that their reports will not be controlled during the experiment.  

Upon arrival to the experiment, each subject received an ID number to ensure 

anonymity of their actions. The number was used as the only identifier during 

experiment but also to assign her to a seat for the experiment. In the dishonesty 

condition, the ID number enabled us to link the self-reported number of correct answers 

to actual number of correct answers in the booklet, which we marked after the 

experiment. Before the experiment began, the subjects conducted a five-minute trial 

maze task to gain familiarity. They then continued with the experiment as described 

above, and finally they were given a questionnaire with socio-economic questions.  

                                                        
6 We also included stage 4 from the Niederle and Vesterlund (2007) in our design to balance the length 
of the experiment and closely follow the whole experimental procedure as they used. In stage 4 subjects 
did not perform any task but were instead asked whether they would like to submit their performance 
from stage 1 (piece rate) to a competition or otherwise be paid piece rate. An important difference 
between our study and the original is that our subjects knew that in their group there were people with 
very similar skills since group formation was based on results from stage 1. Hence, we do not show any 
analyses from this stage.  
7 English version of instructions can be found in Appendix. 
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The experiment was conducted at the University of Gdańsk, Poland, and it was 

run using pencil and papers. A total of 116 subjects participated in the experiment and 

they were equally divided into the two conditions (50% female, mean age = 21.0 years, 

SD = 1.4).8 On average each session lasted about 60 minutes. Subjects were informed 

before the experiment started that the actual payoff is based on one randomly chosen 

stage. The final payoff for a subject consisted of a fixed participation fee (15 PLN), a 

payoff amount from one randomly chosen stage in the experiment and a payoff from 

belief elicitation task about their own rank in the group. On average, subjects earned 

32.9 PLN.  

3. Results 

Figure 1 presents an overview of the average performance in terms of the 

number of solved mazes in the three stages by: (i) actual performance in the control 

condition, (ii) actual performance in the dishonesty condition and (iii) self-reported 

performance in the dishonesty condition. The figure shows that there is an overall 

increase in performance by stage, possibly explained by learning and changing 

monetary incentives, in line with previous studies (e.g., Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007). 

We begin by comparing the actual performance in the control and dishonesty condition. 

As can be seen, the average performance for every stage is almost identical and this is 

supported by Wilcoxon rank-sum tests (all p>0.39). Next, we compare the actual 

performance in the control condition with the self-reported performance in the 

dishonesty condition, i.e., the observed performance in both conditions, and observe 

higher performance in dishonesty condition but this difference is not statistically 

significant (Wilcoxon rank-sum tests; all p>0.06). In the dishonesty condition, 17.86% 

of the individuals over-reported the number of mazes solved in at least one stage of the 

experiment. The over-report ranged from 1 to 16 mazes with the average of 4.5 units 

(SD=3.9) and this corresponds to an average increase of 95% in performance. Thus, 

individuals differed in their propensity to behave dishonestly.  

 

                                                        
8 One group of four was excluded from the analysis due to one subject vastly underreporting actually 
solved mazes, leaving us with a sample of 112 subjects.  



 9 

Figure 1. The number of correct answers (with 95% confidence intervals) by condition and stage.  
 

 

The possibility to behave dishonestly might affect the willingness to compete 

and the probability of winning. We analyze the willingness to compete by looking at 

individuals’ choices between piece rate and competitive compensation schemes (stage 

3). The proportion of subjects entering competition is 37.50% and 42.86% in the control 

and dishonesty conditions, respectively, and this difference is not statistically 

significant (Chi-square test, p=0.56). Furthermore, we investigate if the lack of 

difference in competition entry between conditions can be caused by dishonest 

individuals entering more frequently and honest individuals entering less frequently. 

However, the difference in entry decision between honest and dishonest individuals in 

the dishonesty condition is not statistically significant (41.30% vs. 50.00%, p=0.62).9  

In addition, we test if the possibility to behave dishonestly affects the decision 

to enter the competition in a regression framework. We estimate a linear probability 

model with competition entry as dependent variable. The regression results are 

presented in Table 1. In Model 1 and Model 2 we test whether dishonest condition 

variable has a significant effect on the entry decision. Following the analyses in 

                                                        
9 We additionally test whether subject’s beliefs about their within-group rank differ between treatments 
and find no evidence of differences in beliefs between treatments (Fisher’s exact test, p>0.67 for both 
stage 2 and stage 3). 
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Niederle and Vesterlund (2007), in Model 1 we control for the change in the 

performance between piece rate and competition as a measure of relative 

responsiveness of being in a competition environment and also the gender of the 

subject. Model 2 additionally controls for subject’s belief about her rank in the group 

in the competition task (stage 2) since this might affect the decision to enter the 

competition. The regression results corroborate the non-parametric test results. By and 

large, the possibility to behave dishonestly does not significantly affect the competition 

entry in a stiff competition environment. We find that being a female and believing that 

oneself is not the best performer in the group are negatively and significantly associated 

with the willingness to compete in Model 1 and Model 2. In Model 3, we focus only on 

dishonesty condition and test whether over-reporting in any of the two previous stages 

was associated with decision to enter but find no significant relation between these two 

variables.  

Table 1. Linear probability model on competition entry in stage 3.  

Dependent variable: Competition entry 
in stage 3 

Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 

Dishonesty condition 0.076 0.099  
 (0.091) (0.088)  
Diff. in performance between stage 2 
and stage 1 

0.007 
(0.019) 

-0.020 
(0.021) 

-0.006 
(0.034) 

Beliefs: rank #1 in stage 2  REF REF 
    
Beliefs: rank #2 in stage 2  -0.300** -0.228 
  (0.108) (0.167) 
Beliefs: rank #3 in stage 2  -0.511** -0.603** 
  (0.124) (0.152) 
Beliefs: rank #4 in stage 2  -0.481** -0.586** 
  (0.155) (0.197) 
Dishonest in stage 1 or stage 2   0.016 
   (0.161) 
Female -0.255** -0.206* -0.130 
 (0.091) (0.088) (0.128) 
Constant 0.488** 0.733** 0.780** 
 (0.082) (0.096) (0.153) 
R2 0.07 0.21 0.25 
N 112 112 56 

Note. * p<0.05; ** p<0.01. Robust standard errors are given in the brackets. Variable Beliefs represents 
subject’s belief about her rank in the group in the competition task (stage 2), in which rank #1 stands for the 
belief of being the best performer in the group. 

 

In the next step we investigate the effect of the possibility to behave dishonestly 

on the efficiency of competition, i.e., whether the best performer wins. If everyone were 

honest (or dishonest to the same extent), we would find perfect correlation between 
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group rank based on self-reported and actual performance. In contrast, if individuals 

are heterogeneous in their propensity to be dishonest, some subjects who are not the 

best performers may over-report their performance and win the competition. Thus, this 

may result in that the actually best-performing subjects do not win. In fact, only 80.96% 

and 82.76% of the best performers, in stage 2 and 3 respectively, won the competition. 

Both of these values are statistically significantly different than 100% (exact binomial 

test, both p<0.001).10 Table 2 presents more detailed results from a linear probability 

regression on the probability of having the best self-reported performance in the 

dishonesty condition. Dishonest individuals are 44.3 (32.2) percentage points more 

likely to win the competition in stage 2 (stage 3). This effect is similar in magnitude to 

the effect of being the runner-up. Hence, we conclude that dishonesty has a large 

negative impact on the efficiency of a stiff competition. 

 
Table 2. Linear probability model on self-reporting best performance.  

Dependent variable: Being the best 
performer based on self-report 

Model 1 (stage 2) Model 2 (stage 3) 

Dishonest behavior 0.443** 0.322* 
 (0.155) (0.159) 
Actual performance: rank #1  REF REF 
   
Actual performance: rank #2  -0.485** -0.530** 
 (0.169) (0.152) 
Actual performance: rank #3  -0.730** -0.594** 
 (0.127) (0.200) 
Actual performance: rank #4  -0.690** -0.479** 
 (0.125) (0.134) 
Stage 3: enter competition  0.114 
  (0.108) 
Female 0.228* 0.161 
 (0.096) (0.107) 
Constant 0.664** 0.574** 
 (0.124) (0.127) 
R2 0.51 0.39 
N 56 56 

Note. * p<0.05; ** p<0.01. Robust standard errors are given in the brackets. 
 

4. Conclusions  

We have contributed to the research on competition and dishonesty by focusing 

on a stiff competition environment, i.e., a situation in which similarly performing 

                                                        
10 Exact binomial test uses Clopper-Pearson confidence interval which is a conservative method to 
calculate confidence intervals for proportions that are close to or equal either zero or unity. See Agresti 
(2003) for more details. 
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subjects compete against each other and only the best performer gets positive payoff. 

This setting more accurately mimics many real-life situations from job applications, 

university scholarships, performance bonuses, to sport competitions. We investigate 

how the possibility to behave dishonestly affects competition in an experimental setting 

by exogenously varying how the competitors’ performance is measured. Moreover, we 

create stiff competition by assigning subjects into groups for competition based on their 

rank. Overall, we find that less than 20% of the subjects behave dishonestly in any stage 

of the game. The willingness to compete at aggregate level is not affected by the 

possibility to behave dishonestly. However, dishonest behavior results in inefficient 

outcomes, due to dishonest individuals winning and true winners not winning. In 

stage 2 when everyone must participate in the competition, only 80.96% of the best 

performers win, and similar figure when competition is a choice is 82.76%. 

Our experimental findings from a competitive environment with a possibility to 

behave dishonestly show that the main concern in a stiff competition is not that subjects 

are unwilling to compete in general but rather that a non-negligible proportion of the 

winners are not always the best performers. We attribute this inefficiency to the fact 

that the propensity to behave dishonestly varies between subjects. This is especially 

important in a stiff competition since even minor dishonest behavior can have 

significant effect on the probability of winning. While higher incentives usually result 

in higher effort, the lack of monitoring can have detrimental effects on the efficiency 

of competition, in which contestants may increase dishonest behavior. Thus, to prevent 

inefficiency from dishonest behavior, it is important to focus on closely monitoring the 

winner and the runners-up.  

In comparison to Faravelli et al. (2015), we looked at the self-selection into 

competition between similarly skilled individuals who have similar probability of 

winning based on their actual performance. While Faravelli et al. show that dishonest 

individuals are more likely to enter the competition, we do not find any evidence for 

such an effect in a stiff competition environment. Furthermore, we do not find any 

differences in competition entry between competitions in which dishonesty is possible 

and in which it is not. Various reasons can contribute to this difference. For instance, 

individuals’ beliefs about their within-group rank may simply be unaffected by the 

possibility to be dishonest when competing with similarly performing individuals. Our 

results show a similar distribution of beliefs in the control and the dishonesty conditions 

supporting this explanation. For future research, it would be of interest to investigate 
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the longer-run consequences of having the possibility to behave dishonestly. In 

particular, honest subjects, who are negatively affected by others being dishonest, might 

then shy away from competition, further decreasing the efficiency of competition.  
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Appendix - Instructions 
 
CONTROL CONDITION 
 
Experimental ID number ….. 

WELCOME 

 

Before we begin, we want to thank you all for accepting this invitation and participating 

in this exercise. It is critically important that you strictly follow the rules of this 

experiment. If you disobey the rules, we will have to ask you to leave the room. During 

the whole experiment you are not allowed to talk with one another. In case you have 

any questions after reading these instructions, please let us know and we will come and 

answer your questions privately. All the decisions you make, as well as all the other 

information you will provide us, will remain confidential. We will not divulge your 

individual decisions to any other member of the community, nor to any other person.  

In front of you are booklets that contain problems to solve during the experiment. They 

are segregated and labeled in the correct order as you will use them during the 

experiment. Please, do not open any of them if you have not been asked to do so. Please 

check that you have 4 booklets labeled Task 1, Task 2, Task 3, and Task 4 and that all 

of your booklets carry your experimental identification number. Let us know if we have 

done any mistake in handing out the booklets to you.   

Your total earnings from the experiment are the sum of your payment for the randomly 

selected task, a 10 PLN show up fee and 5 PLN for completing the experiment. Since 

the experiment is anonymously, you need to bring your experimental identification 

card, which you were given when entering the room, to get the envelope, which 

contains your payment for the experiment.   

In the experiment today you will be asked to complete five different tasks. None of 

these will take more than 5 minutes. At the end of the experiment we will randomly 

select one of the tasks and pay you based on your performance in that task. Once you 

have completed the five tasks we determine which task counts for payment by drawing 

a number between 2 and 5 (the purpose of task 1 is to familiarize yourselves with the 
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task). The method we use to determine your earnings varies across tasks. Before each 

task we will describe in detail how your payment is determined.  

Please do not forget to leave the pen at your desk before leaving the room 
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Task 1 – Learning 

For Task 1 you will be asked to solve mazes that are in the booklet in front of you. You 

will be given 5 minutes to solve a series of these problems. The maze is solved correctly 

if you have drawn a continuous line starting from the black point on the left side of the 

maze and reaching the flag on the right side of the maze. You cannot cross the lines of 

the mazes or draw your line outside the bold frame of the maze as shown on the separate 

paper “Nieprawidłowo rozwiązany labirynt” handed out.  

 Please solve the mazes in the given order. You cannot proceed to the next problem if 

you did not finish the current one. If you made a mistake, please cross the incorrect line 

and solve the same maze again. 

The experimenter will count down the last 5 seconds allocated for the task. After this 

time you will be asked to put away your pen. If you start solving mazes before starting 

to count down the time or do not stop solving after 5 minutes, you will be asked to leave 

the room and finish the experiment. 

After 5 minutes an experimenter will collect yours and other participants booklets and 

count the number of correctly solved mazes. Your answers to the problems are 

anonymous, you are identified only with the given  

 ID.  

Task 1 cannot be selected for payment. This task is prepared for you to get familiar 

with the task.  

Please remember you are not allowed to talk with one another for the duration of the 

experiment. If you have any questions, please raise your hand. Please be sure that you 

open booklet “Task 1”. 

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 

Task 2 – Piece Rate 

As in Task 1 for Task 2 you will be asked to solve mazes that are in the booklet in front 

of you. You will be given 5 minutes to solve a series of these problems.  
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If Task 2 is the one randomly selected for payment, then you get 2 PLN per problem 

you solve correctly in the 5 minutes. Your payment does not decrease if you provide an 

incorrect answer to a problem. We refer to this payment as the piece rate payment. 

Please do not talk with one another for the duration of the experiment. If you have any 

questions, please raise your hand. Please be sure that you open booklet “Task 2”. 

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 

Task 3 - Tournament 

As in Task 1 and 2 you will be given 5 minutes to solve mazes that are in the booklet 

in front of you. This time, all participants of the experimental session were divided into 

groups of four based on their performance from the previous task (task number 2). The 

four top ranked participants from the previous task will form one group, next four 

ranked participants will be included in the second group, etc. Your payoff depends on 

your result compared with the results of the members of your group. We will not let 

you know who is in your group. 

If Task 3 is the one randomly selected for payment, and you solved the most mazes in 

your group, you will receive 8 PLN for each correctly solved maze. However you will 

receive no earnings for this task if you did not solve the highest number of mazes in 

your group.   

We refer to this as the tournament payment. You will not be informed of how you did 

in the tournament until all five tasks have been completed. If there are ties the winner 

will be randomly determined. 

Please do not talk with one another. If you have any questions, please raise your hand. 

Please be sure that you open booklet “Task 3”. 

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 

Task 4 - Choice 

As in the previous three tasks you will be given 5 minutes to solve mazes that are in the 

booklet in front of you. However you will now get to choose which of the two previous 

payment schemes you prefer to apply to your performance on the fourth task. 
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If Task 4 is the one randomly selected for payment, then your earnings for this task are 

determined as follows. If you choose the piece rate you receive 2 PLN per maze you 

solve correctly.  

If you choose the tournament your performance will be evaluated relative to the 

performance of the other three participants of your group in the Task 3 - tournament. 

The Task 3-tournament is the one you just completed. If you correctly solve more 

problems than they did in Task 3, then you receive four times the payment from the 

piece rate, which is 8 PLN per correct problem. You will receive no earnings for this 

task if you choose the tournament and do not solve more problems correctly now, than 

the others in your group did in the Task-3 tournament. The results of all other group 

participants from Task 3 will be taken into account, regardless of their decisions in this 

task. You will not be informed of how you did in the tournament until all five tasks 

have been completed. If there are ties the winner will be randomly determined. 

Now please choose whether you want the piece rate or the tournament applied to your 

performance. Write your decision on the Decision Form 1. Decision Forms 1 will be 

collected by experimenter before you start solving the task. You will then be given 5 

minutes to solve the mazes from the booklet. 

Please do not talk with one another. If you have any questions, please raise your hand. 

Please be sure that you open booklet “Task 4”. 

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 

Task 5 – Choice 2 

You do not have to solve any mazes for the fifth task of the experiment. Instead you 

may be paid one more time for the number of problems you solved in the Task 2 – Piece 

Rate. Task 2 is the task in which you got 2 PLN per problem you solved correctly. 

However, you now have to choose which payment scheme you want applied to the 

number of problems you solved. You can either choose to be paid according to the piece 

rate, or according to the tournament. 

If the fifth task is the one selected for payment, then your earnings for this task are 

determined as follows. If you choose the piece rate you receive 2 PLN per maze you 
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solved in Task 2. 

If you choose the tournament your performance will be evaluated relative to the 

performance of the other three participants of your group in the Task 2-piece rate. The 

group composition is the same as in previous tasks. If you correctly solved more 

problems in Task 2 than they did then you receive four times the earnings of the piece 

rate, which is equivalent to 8 PLN per correct solution. You will receive no earnings 

for this task if you choose the tournament and did not solve more problems in Task 2 

than the other members of your group. 

Now please choose whether you want the piece rate or the tournament applied to your 

performance in Task 2. Write your decision on the Decision Form 2. Decision Forms 2 

will then be collected by experimenter. 

Please do not talk with one another. If you have any questions, please raise your hand.  

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 
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DISHONESTY CONDITION 

 
Experimental ID number ….. 

 

WELCOME 

Before we begin, we want to thank you all for accepting this invitation and participating 

in this exercise. It is critically important that you strictly follow the rules of this 

experiment. If you disobey the rules, we will have to ask you to leave the room. During 

the whole experiment you are not allowed to talk with one another. In case you have 

any questions after reading these instructions, please let us know and we will come and 

answer your questions privately. All the decisions you make, as well as all the other 

information you will provide us, will remain confidential. We will not divulge your 

individual decisions to any other member of the community, nor to any other person.  

In front of you are booklets that contain problems to solve during the experiment. They 

are segregated and labeled in the correct order as you will use them during the 

experiment. Please, do not open any of them if you have not been asked to do so. Please 

check that you have 4 booklets labeled Task 1, Task 2, Task 3, and Task 4 and that all 

of your booklets carry your experimental identification number. Let us know if we have 

done any mistake in handing out the booklets to you.   

Your total earnings from the experiment are the sum of your payment for the randomly 

selected task, a 10 PLN show up fee and 5 PLN for completing the experiment. Since 

the experiment is anonymously, you need to bring your experimental identification 

card, which you were given when entering the room, to get the envelope, which 

contains your payment for the experiment.   

In the experiment today you will be asked to complete five different tasks. None of 

these will take more than 5 minutes. At the end of the experiment we will randomly 

select one of the tasks and pay you based on your performance in that task. Once you 

have completed the five tasks we determine which task counts for payment by drawing 

a number between 2 and 5 (the purpose of task 1 is to familiarize yourselves with the 

task). The method we use to determine your earnings varies across tasks. Before each 
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task we will describe in detail how your payment is determined. 

Please do not forget to leave the pen at your desk before leaving the room. 
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Task 1 – Learning 

For Task 1 you will be asked to solve mazes that are in the booklet in front of you. You 

will be given 5 minutes to solve a series of these problems. The maze is solved correctly 

if you have drawn a continuous line starting from the black point on the left side of the 

maze and reaching the flag on the right side of the maze. You cannot cross the lines of 

the mazes or draw your line outside the bold frame of the maze as shown on the separate 

paper “Nieprawidłowo rozwiązany labirynt” handed out.  

 Please solve the mazes in the given order. You cannot proceed to the next problem if 

you did not finish the current one. If you made a mistake, please cross the incorrect line 

and solve the same maze again. 

The experimenter will count down the last 5 seconds allocated for the task. After this 

time you will be asked to put away your pen. If you start solving mazes before starting 

to count down the time or do not stop solving after 5 minutes, you will be asked to leave 

the room and finish the experiment. 

After 5 minutes you will be asked to count how many mazes you have solved correctly 

and write it down on the report paper that will be collected by the experimenter. Your 

payoff for the task will be determined based on your reports. Your answers to the 

problems are anonymous, you are identified only with the given ID.  

Task 1 cannot be selected for payment. This task is prepared for you to get familiar 

with the task.  

Please remember you are not allowed to talk with one another for the duration of the 

experiment. If you have any questions, please raise your hand. Please be sure that you 

open booklet “Task 1”. 

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 

 

Task 2 – Piece Rate 

As in Task 1 for Task 2 you will be asked to solve mazes that are in the booklet in front 

of you. You will be given 5 minutes to solve a series of these problems.  
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After 5 minutes you will be asked to count how many mazes you have solved and write 

it down on the report paper that will be collected by the experimenter. Your payment 

does not decrease if you provide an incorrect answer to a problem. 

If Task 2 is the one randomly selected for payment, then you get 2 PLN per reported 

problem. We refer to this payment as the piece rate payment. 

Please do not talk with one another for the duration of the experiment. If you have any 

questions, please raise your hand. Please be sure that you open booklet “Task 2”. 

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 

Task 3 - Tournament 

As in Task 1 and 2 you will be given 5 minutes to solve mazes that are in the booklet 

in front of you. This time, all participants of the experimental session were divided into 

groups of four based on their performance from the previous task (task number 2). The 

four top ranked participants from the previous task will form one group, next four 

ranked participants will be included in the second group, etc. Your payoff depends on 

your result compared with the results of the members of your group. We will not let 

you know who is in your group. 

After 5 minutes you will be asked to count how many mazes you have solved and write 

it down on the report paper that will be collected by the experimenter. 

If Task 3 is the one randomly selected for payment, and you reported the most mazes 

in your group, you will receive 8 PLN for each reported maze. However you will 

receive no earnings for this task if you did not report the highest number of mazes in 

your group.   

We refer to this as the tournament payment. You will not be informed of how you did 

in the tournament until all five tasks have been completed. If there are ties the winner 

will be randomly determined. 

Please do not talk with one another. If you have any questions, please raise your hand. 

Please be sure that you open booklet “Task 3”. 

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 
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Task 4 - Choice 

As in the previous three tasks you will be given 5 minutes to solve mazes that are in the 

booklet in front of you. However you will now get to choose which of the two previous 

payment schemes you prefer to apply to your performance on the fourth task. 

If Task 4 is the one randomly selected for payment, then your earnings for this task are 

determined as follows. If you choose the piece rate you receive 2 PLN per maze you 

report.  

If you choose the tournament your performance will be evaluated relative to the 

performance of the other three participants of your group in the Task 3 - tournament. 

The Task 3-tournament is the one you just completed. If you report more problems than 

they did in Task 3, then you receive four times the payment from the piece rate, which 

is 8 PLN per correct problem. You will receive no earnings for this task if you choose 

the tournament and do not report more problems correctly now, than the others in your 

group did in the Task-3 tournament. The results of all other group participants from 

Task 3 will be taken into account, regardless of their decisions in this task. You will not 

be informed of how you did in the tournament until all five tasks have been completed. 

If there are ties the winner will be randomly determined. 

Now please choose whether you want the piece rate or the tournament applied to your 

performance. Write your decision on the Decision Form 1. Decision Forms 1 will be 

collected by experimenter before you start solving the task. You will then be given 5 

minutes to solve the mazes from the booklet. After 5 minutes you will be asked to count 

how many mazes you have solved and write it down on the report paper that will be 

collected by the experimenter. 

Please do not talk with one another. If you have any questions, please raise your hand. 

Please be sure that you open booklet “Task 4”. 

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 

 

Task 5 – Choice 2 
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You do not have to solve any mazes for the fifth task of the experiment. Instead you 

may be paid one more time for the number of problems you solved in the Task 2 – Piece 

Rate. Task 2 is the task in which you got 2 PLN per problem you solved correctly. 

However, you now have to choose which payment scheme you want applied to the 

number of problems you reported. You can either choose to be paid according to the 

piece rate, or according to the tournament. 

If the fifth task is the one selected for payment, then your earnings for this task are 

determined as follows. If you choose the piece rate you receive 2 PLN per maze you 

reported to solve in Task 2. 

If you choose the tournament your reported performance will be evaluated relative to 

the reported performance of the other three participants of your group in the Task 2-

piece rate. The group composition is the same as in previous tasks. If you reported more 

problems in Task 2 than they did then you receive four times the earnings of the piece 

rate, which is equivalent to 8 PLN per correct solution. You will receive no earnings 

for this task if you choose the tournament and did not report more problems solved in 

Task 2 than the other members of your group. 

Now please choose whether you want the piece rate or the tournament applied to your 

performance in Task 2. Write your decision on the Decision Form 2. Decision Forms 2 

will then be collected by experimenter. 

Please do not talk with one another. If you have any questions, please raise your hand. 

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 
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 BELIEFS ON RELATIVE PERFORMANCE 
 
Experimental ID number ….. 

 
Please answer following questions. For each correctly guessed question you will 
receive 3 PLN. Sum of money earned in this task will be added to your payoff 
and show-up fee. 
 

1. What do you think was your relative performance in Task 2 – piece-rate? 

Number 1 stands for the best performance in the group, number 4 stands for the 

worst performance in the group. 

1 2 3 4  

2. What do you think was your relative performance in Task 3 - tournament? 

Number 1 stands for the best performance in the group, number 4 stands for the 

worst performance in the group. 

1 2 3 4  

3. What do you think was your relative performance in Task 4 - choice? Number 

1 stands for the best performance in the group, number 4 stands for the worst 

performance in the group. 

1 2 3 4  
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