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1 Introduction

Many economic interactions involve the reporting of private information to other agents.

Often, there is a trade-off between truthful reporting, which may be morally desirable and/or

socially optimal, and lying, which may be individually optimal (e.g., payoff-maximizing). Ex-

amples of such situations reach from making tax declarations or insurance claims to experts

giving advice to their clients. A recent literature in economics has investigated a number

of factors that influence (dis)honesty, including the possible gains from lying, the degree of

social observability, and the ex-ante likelihood of different states of the world (see Abeler

et al., 2019, for a an overview).

A common feature of the existing evidence is that these studies primarily focus on cases

in which the consequences from lying occur immediately. For example, in the prominent

“die-rolling task” (Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi, 2013), participants privately observe the

outcome of a random variable, report the outcome, and receive a monetary payoff based on

their report typically right at the end of the experiment. While attractive for its simplicity,

such a design neglects that in many real-world situations in which individuals have to decide

whether to engage in dishonest behavior or not, the costs and benefits of the agents’ actions

do not necessarily realize immediately and at the same time. Given the ample evidence of

time discounting across a variety of domains such as education, health, or financial decision-

making (see Frederick et al., 2002; Chabris et al., 2010, for overviews), this cast some doubts

on the generalizability of previous results for cheating behavior in the field.

In this paper, we investigate how the timing of the reporting of private information and

the timing of the realization of the benefits from lying affect dishonesty. We focus on three

aspects. First, we consider the case in which potential psychological costs of lying realize

immediately, but the benefits from such dishonest behavior are delayed. Misreporting income

to tax authorities is a prototypical example as the intrinsic costs of such dishonest behavior

occur immediately (i.e., at the time of declaring one’s income), while the benefits, e.g., in

form of a lower tax burden, are realized only in the future.1 Second, we test if increased

mental engagement with and temporal exposure to one’s own dishonest behavior decrease

dishonesty. When the benefits of a lie are accrued in the future, it is also likely that there

will be reminders of the unethical behavior or the need to confirm the lie told in the first

place. For example, employees misreporting their achievements in hope of a promotion can

1Of course, there might be other costs of dishonesty that also only accrue with delay. For example, the
loss of one’s reputation of being honest, or potential fines or penalties from court might also only occur in
the future, once the dishonest behavior has been detected. For our experiment, to keep the setting focused
on our question of interest, we abstract away from such effects.
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be reminded of their unethical behavior every single day by personal notes or colleagues.

Third, time might matter for dishonesty because in many situations the time at which

private information are received and the time when they are reported is not the same. For

example, when experts give advice to clients or when interacting in long-term relationships

(either professionally or privately), the informed party typically has time to reflect upon the

decision to be dishonest or not.

To study these three aspects, we designed an experiment in which participants have to

flip, in private, a coin twice. Participants are told to truthfully report the outcome of the

two coin flips, and that when they report 2 Heads they receive an amount which is eight

times higher than for any of the other two possible reports. To investigate the direct effect of

a delayed payment, participants either receive their payment from the coin flip immediately

thereafter or with a delay of one week. We implement an increased mental engagement

by comparing a treatment where participants get paid for their report by simply returning

to the experiment after a week, to a treatment where they have to return and correctly

recall their previous report. Finally, to study how a delay in reporting affects dishonesty,

we compare two reports made at the same point in time, but vary whether the underlying

private information was generated one week or a few minutes before the reporting took place.

Overall, we find that 68% of the participants report having flipped 2 Heads, which clearly

exceeds the expected reporting frequency of 25% under full honesty. More strikingly, we find

little evidence for differences in dishonesty levels across treatments. We find that neither

delaying the gains from cheating, nor increasing the engagement with one’s own unethical

behavior reduces the likelihood of cheating. At the same time, we find that when providing

individuals with some time to think about their decision and potentially forget about the

outcome of their coin flip, this does not further increase dishonesty.

Our paper contributes to the extensive literature investigating the motives and circum-

stances of dishonest behavior (Gneezy, 2005; Mazar et al., 2008; Shalvi et al., 2011; Erat

and Gneezy, 2012; Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi, 2013; Conrads et al., 2013; Gneezy et al.,

2013; Abeler et al., 2014; Kajackaite and Gneezy, 2017; Gneezy et al., 2018; Dai et al., 2018;

Abeler et al., 2019; Charness et al., 2019; Dimant et al., 2020). In particular, we add to the

scant evidence on the role of time on dishonest behavior. Most closely related to our paper

is a recent study by Andersen et al. (2018) who investigate the effects of cooling-off periods

on dishonesty. They find that giving participants one day to think about their decision to

misreport private information had no effect on their degree of dishonesty. Here, we find a

similar effect for a period of one week using a different task and subject pool. Unlike us,

they do not study the effects of delayed benefits or the effect of increased mental engage-
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ment over time. Somewhat related is the literature on the role time pressure and intuition

on dishonesty. While the results are not clear cut, evidence seems to suggest that dishonesty

is intuitive and that honesty requires deliberation and self-control (Shalvi et al., 2012; Köbis

et al., 2019).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we explain the design

and procedures of our experiment, and derive our hypotheses. In Section 3 we present our

main findings, and Section 4 concludes.

2 Experimental Design

2.1 General Setup

The experiment consists of two separate sessions conducted on Amazon Mechanical Turk

(MTurk) – session 1 and session 2 – which took place exactly one week apart from each

other. Each session comprised up to two parts:

• Part 1 – Rating Task: Participants are presented with 20 pairs of paintings, and

for each pair they have to indicate their preferred one. We emphasized that we are

interested in their subjective opinion and that there is no right or wrong answer (see

Appendix B for a copy of the instructions). The purpose of this task is to conceal the

main aim of the study and to make sure that in all treatments (see below) there is a

meaningful task in both weeks;

• Part 2 – Coin Task: Participants are asked to flip a coin twice in private, and to

report the outcome of the coin flips. This report then determines the bonus earned by

the participant; if they report 2 Heads, they receive a bonus payment of $2.00, whereas

any other report (1 Heads and 1 Tails or 2 Tails) yields a bonus of $0.25. While it is

clearly stated that participants have to report the outcome of the coin flips truthfully,

there is no monitoring and participants may choose to misreport the outcome in order

to achieve a higher bonus.

2.2 Treatments and hypotheses

We implemented six between-subjects treatments in which we only varied the exact im-

plementation of the coin task. More specifically, we varied when the bonus is paid, the degree

to which participants are reminded of their potentially untruthful report, and the time when
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Table 1: Experimental treatments

Treatments
Session 1 Session 2

Rating Task Coin Task Rating Task Coin Task

Immediate X
flip, report,

bonus
X —

PayDelay X
flip, report,

bonus (delayed)
X —

PayDelay+ShowUp X flip, report X bonus

PayDelay+Recall X flip, report X recall, bonus

ImmediateWeek2 X — X
flip, report,

bonus

ReportDelay X flip X report, bonus

the outcome is reported (see Table 1 for an overview). In the following, we explain each of

the six treatments in detail and link each pair of treatments to one of our three research

questions. We also provide a description of our hypotheses regarding the effects of time on

dishonesty. All our hypotheses are based on recent models of dishonesty (Gneezy et al., 2018;

Abeler et al., 2019; Khalmetski and Sliwka, 2019), which assume that an agent’s behavior is

determined by three components: (i) the monetary payoff; (ii) a direct intrinsic cost of lying;

(iii) and social image concerns, i.e., the motivation to appear honest. All our treatments and

hypotheses were pre-registered and all our main analysis were pre-specified (our pre-analysis

plan can be found here: https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/3594).

To answer our first research question of whether the timing of the benefits affects dis-

honesty, we implemented the following two treatments:

• Immediate: Participants report the outcome of the coin flips in week 1, and receive

their corresponding bonus in week 1 (shortly after completing the session).

• PayDelay : Participants report the outcome of the coin flips in week 1, and receive

their corresponding bonus with a delay of one week.

The two treatments are exactly identical, apart from the date at which the bonus from

the coin task is paid. In both treatments, participation in session 2 – which comprised only

the rating task – was not mandatory to receive the bonus from the coin task. Under the

assumption that agents face a fixed intrinsic cost of lying, and that this cost realizes at the

time of the untruthful report, delaying the bonus to the future should decrease dishonesty.
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The reason is that while the intrinsic costs of lying are the same across treatments (in both

cases they occur in the present), the gains from lying are smaller in PayDelay as agents

discount future payments.2 This leads to our first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (Delayed Payments). Delaying the benefits of dishonest behavior reduces

misreporting: the share of 2 Heads is higher in Immediate than in PayDelay.

Following our pre-analysis plan, we test this hypothesis by comparing the proportion of

reports of 2 Heads in session 1 between Immediate and PayDelay.

To answer our second research question of whether increased mental engagement with

one’s own actions affects dishonesty, we ran the following two treatments:

• PayDelay+ShowUp: Participants report the outcome of the coin flips in week 1, and

receive their corresponding bonus in week 2. They receive this payment only if they

take part in the second session.

• PayDelay+Recall : Participants report the outcome of the coin flips in week 1, and

receive their corresponding bonus in week 2. They receive this payment only if they

take part in the second session and correctly recall their report from week 1. If their

reports from both weeks do not match, they receive no bonus.

The two treatments differ in the degree to which participants need to engage with their

(potentially untruthful) report during the seven days between the two sessions. While in

both cases participants need to complete the second session to receive the bonus payment

from the coin task, in PayDelay+ShowUp they no longer need to engage with their report

once they completed the first session as they can secure the bonus even if they forget about

their report. In the PayDelay+Recall treatment, in contrast, in week 2 participants are

required to correctly recall what they reported in the first session; if their are not able to

recall correctly their initial report, they will not receive any bonus. This implies that all

participants untruthfully reporting 2 Heads in the first week have to reiterate their false

claim a second time. This also implies that agents need to remember their first report for an

entire week, which might require them taking note of the result, hence enhancing their level

2One critical issue when studying intertemporal choices is to make all choices equivalent except for their
timing. In particular, transaction costs associated with experimental payments must be constant across all
treatments. This applies not only to physical transaction costs but also to the credibility of payments. In our
setting, we achieve this by relying on the MTurk payment systems, which allows us to use exactly the same
method for both immediate and delayed bonuses. Furthermore, given that participation in our experiment
was restricted to individuals with a sufficient high overall approval rate (see below), all our participants had
plenty of experience with this payment system.
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of engagement. An agent anticipating that reporting dishonestly twice and being reminded

of that comes at an increased cost (e.g., via reduced self-image), may decide to rather report

honestly in the first place instead. This should result in a lower proportion of participants

claiming the large bonus (2 Heads) in PayDelay+Recall than in PayDelay+ShowUp. This

leads to our second hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2 (Engagement Costs). Increasing the extent to which participants have to

engage with their dishonest behavior reduces dishonesty: the share of 2 Heads is higher in

PayDelay+ShowUp than in PayDelay+Recall.

As specified in the pre-analysis plan, to test our second hypothesis we rely on answers

given in the first week, and we include in the analysis even those participants who did

not show up in the second session. The reason is that attrition between the two weeks

might be driven by different reasons across the two treatments. Specifically, participants

in PayDelay+Recall may not return simply because they forgot what they reported. If

forgetting is not anticipated but correlates with the reported outcome in session 1, then

using the session 2 data would bias our results.

To answer our third research question of whether a delay between the time when private

information is obtained and the time when it has to be reported affects dishonesty, we

conducted the following two treatments:

• ImmediateWeek2 : Participants are instructed about the coin task in week 2, when

they have to flip the coin and report the result. The corresponding bonus is paid in

week 2 (shortly after completing the session).

• ReportDelay : Participants are instructed to flip the coin in week 1, but are asked to

report the outcome only in week 2. They receive the corresponding bonus in week 2

(shortly after completing the session).

While in ImmediateWeek2 the coin task only takes place in week 2 (instructions, coin

flips, and the report all happen in session 2), in ReportDelay the coins are flipped in week 1

but the outcome is reported only in week 2. In the latter case, agents may find it “convenient”

to forget the outcome of the coin flip: in fact, if they are unable to recall the exact outcome,

reporting 2 Heads might come at a lower cost as they can maintain their self-image of

being honest. This reasoning is in line with recent evidence by Zimmermann (2020) on the

importance of motivated beliefs and by Exley and Kessler (2019) on motivated errors in

decision making. Furthermore, failing to remember the outcome of the two coin flips might
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serve as a justified excuse to act more unethically, as argued by Shalvi et al. (2012). Another

potential channel through which misreporting could be affected across these two treatments

is that while ImmediateWeek2 participants need to report the outcome immediately after

observing it, in ReportDelay participants have time to “cool down” and think about their

decision. Previous literature on cooling down effects typically have found that agents become

more rational and self-interested after some time has passed (see e.g., Xiao and Houser,

2005; Grimm and Mengel, 2011; Bolle et al., 2014; Dickinson and Masclet, 2015); even

though a recent study by Andersen et al. (2018) shows that providing participants with an

additional day to think about their decision did not affect the extent of cheating. If motivated

beliefs/errors and cooling off are at work, one should expect the proportion of 2 Heads to

be higher in ReportDelay than in ImmediateWeek2. This leads to our third hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3 (Motivated Recall). Providing individuals with an excuse to cheat by delay-

ing the time of their report increases dishonesty: the share of 2 Heads is higher in ReportDelay

than in ImmediateWeek2.

Unlike for our tests of the previous hypotheses, here, again in accordance with our pre-

analysis plan, we rely on data from participants who completed the second session, as this

is the time when they report the outcome of the coin flips.

2.3 Procedures

The experiment was conducted online and participants were recruited via the online labor

market platform MTurk (see Horton et al., 2011, for a detailed description). Participation

was restricted to workers residing in the US and with a high approval rate.3 We recruited a

total of n = 1235 workers, and randomly assigned them to one of the six treatments (between-

subjects design). The sample size was determined a priori using power calculations. Our

variable of interest is the proportion of participants who report 2 Heads. Based on a z-test

for the difference of independent proportions, power calculations reveal that for a sample

of n = 200 observations per treatment, we have a power of 80% to reject the equality

of proportions hypothesis if the normalized effect size h is above 0.28, which is a small

to medium effect size. Depending on the baseline proportion of reports of 2 Heads, this

corresponds to a treatment difference of 0.13 to 0.15.

We deliberately oversampled treatments ReportDelay and ImmediateWeek2 because for

3Collecting data on Mturk has become increasingly popular in the social sciences, and recent studies
have shown that behavior in a variety of games is consistent between representative samples on MTurk and
laboratory participants (Arechar et al., 2018; Snowberg and Yariv, 2021).
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those two treatments we have to rely on the data from participants who complete both

sessions (and not just the first one as in the other treatments). To get an idea about the

expected attrition rate between the two weeks, prior to our main experiment, we conducted

a pilot study. The attrition rate in the pilot experiment was 10%, which is why we invited

twenty additional participants in treatments ReportDelay and ImmediateWeek2.4 Our final

sample consists of n = 1166 individuals: n = 198 in Immediate, n = 204 in PayDelay,

n = 199 in PayDelay+ShowUp, n = 189 in PayDelay+Recall, n = 194 in ImmediateWeek2,

and n = 182 in ReportDelay. The attrition rate across weeks was fairly low: 14.5%, with no

differences across treatments (χ2(5) = 7.96, p = 0.159).

Upon accepting our invitation for the first session, participants received a link that di-

rected them to our experimental interface, which was programmed using Qualtrics. Par-

ticipants then received instructions about the rules and nature of our study. After that,

they were introduced to the rating task. Upon completion of this task, participants re-

ceived instructions about the coin flip task; to ensure understanding of the incentives and

the procedures of the coin flip task, all participants had to answer a set of control questions.

Only participants who answered all control questions correctly (within two attempts) were

allowed to participate in the study. Seven days after completion of the first session, we sent

all participants a reminder via email, inviting them to participate in the second session.

After receiving this email, participants had 24 hours to complete the study.

Final earnings are the sum of (i) a flat session payment, (ii) a variable bonus payment, and

(iii) a flat completion payment. For the successful completion of each of the two sessions,

participants received a flat payment of $0.50, paid to them directly after completing the

respective session. On top of that, depending on the reported outcome from the coin flip

task, participants received a bonus payment of either $2.00 (in case they reported 2 Heads) or

$0.25 (in case they reported 1 Heads and 1 Tails or 2 Tails). To limit attrition across weeks,

participants further received a completion payment of $1.50 if they successfully completed

both sessions. In order to not interfere with the incentives of the coin flip task, the completion

payment was paid out three days after the second session (see Table A1 in Appendix A for

an overview of the exact timeline). On average, participants earned a total of $3.83, for a

study that lasted around eight minutes (both sessions combined).

4The design of the pilot study was very similar to the design of our main study, except for the fact
that participants did not have the possibility to behave dishonestly. Hence, no data on lying behavior was
obtained.
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3 Results

We start the discussion of our results by reporting the overall degree of dishonesty in

our sample. If all participants would report the outcome of the coin task truthfully, the

expected frequency of 2 Heads would be equal to 25%. In stark contrast to that, we find

that the fraction of participants reporting the high outcome is equal to 67.7%, which is

significantly higher than the expected 25% under truthful reporting (Binomial test, p <

0.001). Under the assumption that nobody misreports to their disadvantage, we find about

43% of our participants to be dishonest – slightly more then reported in a recent meta-

analysis of previous studies (Abeler et al., 2019), but close to the results by Garbarino et al.

(2019) who us a task and subject pool similar to our study.

Next, we test each of our three hypotheses by comparing the fraction of participants

reporting 2 Heads across treatments. We start with the test of Hypothesis 1, stating that

the number of 2 Heads should be lower when the material benefits from misreporting are

paid out later rather than immediately. Our evidence does not support this hypothesis.

As displayed by the left panel of Figure 1, 67.7% of the participants in Immediate and

72.5% in PayDelay report 2 Heads. If anything, dishonesty seems to be even higher under

delayed payments, although the difference between treatments is not statistically significant

(χ2(1) = 1.14, p = 0.286). This is further confirmed by logistic regressions (see Table A2 in

Appendix A). We summarize this finding in our first result:

Result 1 (Delayed Payments): Delaying the material gains from dishonest

behavior does not reduce dishonesty.

A possible explanation for our finding is that participants in our experiment simply do not

discount payments that are delayed by one week. To test for this possibility, we conducted

a follow-up study with n = 201 new participants, recruited from the same subject pool on

MTurk. Similarly to our main experiment, participants had to first complete a Rating Task.

Afterwards, instead of reporting the outcomes of the coin flips, participants were asked to

complete a standard price list design to elicit their time preferences (Coller and Williams,

1999; Harrison et al., 2002; Dohmen et al., 2010). Specifically, participants were asked to

choose between thirteen smaller-sooner and larger-later rewards. The larger-later reward

was a fixed payment of $2.00, while the smaller-sooner reward decreased in increments of

$0.05 from $2.10 in the first row to $1.50 in the last row (see Figure A1 in Appendix A).

The results from this follow-up study are shown in Figure A2 in Appendix A, depicting

the distribution of $-amounts participants are willing to forgo to receive money today rather
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Figure 1: Fraction of 2 Heads by treatment.
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Notes. Solid lines indicate 95% confidence intervals. Dashed lines indicate the expected frequency if
everyone would report truthfully.

than $2.00 in one week. The results reveal that while around 43% of participants always

choose the larger monetary amount irrespective of the timing, the majority of participants

display some degree of discounting. Among the latter, on average participants are willing to

forgo $0.32 (or 16%) in order to advance the payment by one week. Furthermore, around

one quarter of our participants (24%) are willing to forgo at least $0.50 (or 25%), indicating

a substantial degree of impatience. Overall, these results reveal that the fact that we do not

observe a lower rate of dishonesty in PayDelay compared to Immediate is not due to low

time discounting over the period of time considered here (one week).

Next, we turn to the comparison of PayDelay+ShowUp and PayDelay+Recall, to test

if forcing participants to recall and reiterate their initial report reduces dishonesty. We do

not find support for this hypothesis. As shown in the middle panel of Figure 1, 65.3% of

participants report 2 Heads in PayDelay+ShowUp, compared to 70.4% in PayDelay+Recall ;

the difference between treatments is not significant (χ2(1) = 1.13, p = 0.288; see also column

(2) in Table A2 in Appendix A). Results are quantitatively and qualitatively similar if we
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consider the subsample of participants who completed both sessions. For this subsample,

the fraction of 2 Heads is 64.0% in PayDelay+ShowUp and 69.8% in PayDelay+Recall, and

the difference is not statistically significant (χ2(1) = 1.31, p = 0.252). This is reassuring,

as the lack of significant differences thus cannot be driven by participants willingly not

engaging with their lie. As for the recall rate, only 3.5% (6 out of 172) of the participants

in our PayDelay+Recall failed to correctly recall their initial report. We do not find any

systematic relationship between the initial report and the recall rate.5 While we do not have

any information about how and by which means participants managed to recall their initial

report (e.g., by taking a photo or screenshot, writing it down, keeping it in mind), the fact

that 96.5% of participants correctly recalled their report clearly suggests that they engaged

with it. We summarize these findings in our second result:

Result 2 (Engagement Costs): Increasing the extent to which participants

have to engage with their dishonest behavior does not reduce dishonesty.

Finally, we test our third hypothesis, on motivated recall. To this end, we compare

the fraction 2 Heads in ImmediateWeek2 and ReportDelay : the results are shown in the

right panel of Figure 1. The fraction 2 Heads is 70.6% in ImmediateWeek2 and 66.5% in

ReportDelay, and the difference is not statistically significant (χ2(1) = 0.75, p = 0.388; see

also column (3) in Table A2 in Appendix A). In fact, if anything, adding a cooling-off period

by delaying the report by one week led to less misreporting, although the differences are

small and not significant. This constitutes our third result:

Result 3 (Motivated Recall): Allowing individuals to think about their de-

cision and providing them with an excuse to cheat by delaying the time of their

report does not increase dishonesty.

4 Discussion & Conclusion

Given the high costs of dishonesty for society, understanding the motives underlying

such behavior is of great importance. A relatively recent body of studies in economics has

started to investigate the circumstances under which people engage in dishonest behavior (see

5Among the six participants who did not correctly recall their initial report, one reported 2 Tails but
recalled 1 Heads and 1 Tails, one reported 1 Heads and 1 Tails but recalled 2 Heads, two reported 1 Heads
and 1 Tails but recalled 2 Tails, and two reported 2 Heads but recalled 2 Tails. In addition, we also do
not find any systematic relationship between participants’ initial report and their likelihood of showing up
and completing the second session (χ2(1) = 0.33, p = 0.564). The overall completion rate is thereby not
significantly different from the one in PayDelay+ShowUp (χ2(1) = 2.02, p = 0.156).
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Abeler et al., 2019, for an overview). We extend this literature by showing that, contrary to

our pre-specified hypotheses, dishonesty is persistent over time: neither delaying the gains

from cheating, nor increasing the engagement with one’s own unethical behavior reduces

the likelihood of cheating. At the same time, we show that allowing individuals to think

about their decision and providing them with an excuse to cheat does not further increase

dishonesty.

While the latter result is in fact good news for those concerned about the costs of dis-

honesty, our first two results provide a more pessimistic message. The fact that delaying

the benefits of dishonesty does not, despite substantial time discounting, decrease the likeli-

hood of individuals engaging in such dishonest behavior suggests that simple policy solutions

aimed at reducing misconduct by shifting incentives to the future might not be very effec-

tive. Making dishonesty more salient by forcing individuals to recall their own misreporting

behavior seemed, a priori, another useful strategy to reduce misconduct. Here, we find no

evidence for the efficacy of such a policy.

One possible explanation for the absence of any delayed payments effect is that misre-

porting in general seems to be only marginally affected by the potential gains from lying (see

Abeler et al., 2019, for a discussion, p. 1123). As such, one might argue that our manipula-

tion of the incentives to lie might have been too weak, and that only extremely long delays

might have a sizable impact on cheating. The null effect of increased engagement could

instead be explained by very low costs of cheating in our setting. Specifically, given that in

our experiment participants were completely anonymous and detection of misreporting was

ruled out by design, the costs of cheating might have been so low that even when having to

reiterate the misreport a second time (and engaging with it in between), the benefits from

cheating might have still outweighed total costs. Future research should therefore test the

robustness of our results, for example by investigating longer time horizons or by considering

decision environments in which the costs of lying are increased, e.g., situations in which so-

cial image concerns are more prominent or where agents have to lie about their performance

rather then luck (see Kajackaite, 2018).
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A Additional Figures and Tables

Figure A1: Screenshot of decision screen for the elicitation of time preferences
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Figure A2: Distribution of $-amounts participants are willing to forgo in order to receive
the money today, rather than 2$ in one week (excluding n = 12 participants with multiple
switching points).
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Dependent variable: Report of 2 Heads

(1) (2) (3)

PayDelay (d) 0.212

(0.347)

PayDelay+Recall (d) 0.356

(0.325)

ReportDelay (d) 0.023

(0.387)

Constant 2.186*** 1.895*** 2.462***

(0.236) (0.211) (0.269)

Observations 402 388 373

Notes: Logistic regressions. The dependent variable takes the value one if the report was 2 Heads
and zero otherwise. The baseline category in model (1) is the treatment Immediate, in model (2)
it is PayDelay+ShowUp, and in model (3) it is ImmediateWeek2. Numbers in parentheses indicate
robust standard errors. Significance levels * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A2: The effects of our treatment manipulations on reporting behavior.
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B Experimental Instructions

Note: The following screenshots are taken from the PayDelay treatment. The instructions
for the other treatments are very similar and available upon request.

Week 1
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Week 2
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