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Abstract  

Dishonesty comes with tremendous societal costs. To tackle these, policy makers often 

increase reputational concerns hoping that people behave less dishonestly. However, despite 

extensive research on the effect of reputational concerns on dishonest, findings remain 

inconclusive. Here, we conducted a meta-analysis to shed light on the inconclusive results and 

examine the overall effect of reputational concerns on (dis)honesty. We further estimated the 

impact of specific reputational concern manipulations on (dis)honesty, and tested for several 

moderators that vary between studies (such as the type of manipulation, the dishonesty task, 

and the country in which the study was conducted). We found a significant negative overall 

effect of reputational concerns on dishonesty, when reputational concern was being 

manipulated through observation and increasing a feeling of being observed. This effect was 

moderated by collectivistic country culture. Moreover, the results revealed that how someone 

is being/feeling observed and what is observed, influences the negative effect on dishonesty. 

Further research is desired to examine the main effect on dishonesty per manipulation 

category, per element being observed and the effect of other possible moderators. 

Keywords: reputation, reputational concern, dishonesty, meta-analysis, systematic 

literature review 
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1 Introduction 

When people can choose between being honest and not earning additional monetary 

benefits, or being dishonest and thereby having monetary benefits, what will they choose? In 

recent years, many scientists attempted to answer this seemingly simple, yet complicated 

question; and for a good reason: When people choose to behave dishonestly, these dishonest 

acts come with tremendous societal costs. To paint a picture, employee theft in America alone 

causes companies to bill 52 billion dollars annually (Gino, 2015). Also, the Tax Justice 

Network (2011) estimated the total of worldwide tax evasion over $3.1 trillion US dollars. 

Decreasing the high costs is desirable and therefore research to ways to control this human 

tendency to behave dishonest is growing (Gino & Ariely, 2016). As a result, researchers and 

policy makers examined ways to influence this decision-making process in order to nudge 

people to behave honestly. 

For an individual, behaving dishonestly may result in benefits in the short run. What 

do people take into account when making the decision to earn benefits by being dishonest or 

to be honest and thereby forgo potential benefits? According to Becker et al. (1968), people 

weigh the costs and benefits of their behavior, in which the costs can be divided into intrinsic 

and social costs. In this regard, if the benefits outweigh the costs of the behavior, people act 

dishonestly. In contrast, if the costs of the behavior outweigh the benefits, people choose to 

behave honestly. In this meta-analysis, we focus on ways that influence the social costs of 

engaging in dishonest behavior. 

What are the social costs? In a recent meta-analysis, Abeler et al. (2019) defined social 

costs as reputational costs, which are the costs of other people learning about one’s 

(dis)honest behavior. If somebody learns that another person behaved (dis)honestly, they can 

then decide to either harm (e.g., by reporting them) or benefit that person (by e.g., helping 

them in the future), thereby making the reputation one has earned costly. Because of these 
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potential damaging effects of one’s negative reputation, people developed reputational 

concerns, concerns about what others (could) think about them.  

Previous research has linked reputational concerns to (dis)honesty). For example, 

reputational concerns can help explain why employees behave more honestly when their boss 

is looking over their shoulder (Gino & Ariely, 2016). Furthermore, it is part of the reason 

reputation sensitive policy measures, like the four-eyes principle or glass walls, are 

implemented in organizations (Bodenschatz & Irlenbusch, 2019; Staudt, 1985). However, 

despite policy makers implementing reputation sensitive policy measures and some 

researchers finding that reputational concerns increase honesty (e.g., Gino & Airely, 2016), 

there is so far no consensus in how reputational concerns influence (dis)honesty. On the one 

hand, research showed that increasing transparency and visibility in workplaces increased 

reputational concern and thus stimulated honest behavior (Bø et al., 2015). Also, that the 

presence of an observer, an agent who could transmit information about the true state of the 

world, decreased dishonest reporting (Fries et al., 2021). On the other hand, studies showed a 

negative relationship between reputational concern and honest behavior, finding that the four-

eyes principle resulted in more corruption rather than less (Schikora, 2011) or that more 

monitoring decreased feelings of trust and increased dishonesty (Laird & Bailey, 2014). 

Others, like Mazar et al. (2008) and Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi (2013), concluded that 

lying behavior could only be explained by reputational concerns to a small extent and 

contested a relationship between relational concerns and (dis)honest behavior. Taken all in 

consideration, so far, there is no consensus on the overall effect of reputational concerns on 

(dis)honesty. This is particularly unfortunate in light of the reputation sensitive measures that 

are often costly to implement at the workplace or in governments in the hope of increasing 

honesty.  
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One possible explanation of the conflicting findings is the various ways researchers 

have manipulated reputational concern, such as an image of watching eyes (Bateson et al., 

2006), the presence of peers (Bäker & Mechtel, 2019; Brunner & Ostmaier, 2019), varying 

feelings of anonymity (Fries et al., 2021; Nogami & Yoshida, 2013) or the possibility to 

gossip and transmit participants’ behavior to others (Dores Cruz et al., 2020). However, one 

might expect that different manipulations of reputational concern might have different effects 

on human behavior, e.g., watching eyes might not impact people’s dishonest behavior, 

because its influence has already been debated on prosocial behavior (see Manesi et al., 2016; 

Pfattheicher & Kelly, 2015), a different yet related behavior. To the best of our knowledge, 

there is currently no academic overview of the various manipulations of reputational concern 

and their corresponding effect on human behavior. Quite remarkable, since summarizing and 

analyzing existing studies in a clear overview might shed light on the inconclusive results 

regarding the relation between reputational concerns and dishonesty. Moreover, it can help 

building effective reputation sensitive policy measures to lower the societal costs of dishonest 

behavior. Therefore, in this study, we examine the overall effect of reputational concerns on 

dishonesty and the influence of potential moderating variables on this effect. 

In this paper, we make use of literature of criminology, social psychology, and 

behavioral economics to contribute to the understanding of the overall impact of reputational 

concerns on (dis)honesty in an attempt to overcome and explain inconclusive findings in this 

research domain. This study includes a systematic literature review and meta-analysis to 

gather insights in the effect of various manifestations of reputational concerns on human 

behavior. Further, it tries to explain the effect of reputational concern on dishonesty by 

dissecting this relation, and code and test for possible moderating variables (such as the type 

of reputational concern manipulation or situational factors) that could influence this 

relationship. Before presenting our methods and results, we will first elaborate on the 
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definition of reputational concern as used in this paper and the different ways it can be 

manipulated. Next, we define our dependent variable dishonest behavior and the ways it can 

be measured in an experimental setting. Furthermore, we call upon the traditional economic 

model, the perceptual deterrence theory, Panopticon model and the model of indirect 

reciprocity to provide a theoretical explanation for the relationship between reputational 

concerns and (dis)honesty. Lastly, we argue which additional factors may influence this 

relationship. 

1.1 “Oh No, What Will They Think of Me?” 

Reputational concern refers to one’s concern about the estimation others hold about 

his/her qualities, personality traits or characteristics (i.e., their reputation; Caldwell, 1986). 

Previously, researchers manipulated these reputational concerns in various ways, such as by 

the presence of an observer or working surveillance camera, or the possibility to gossip 

(Dores Cruz et al., 2020). The idea behind these manipulations is simple: These cues increase 

people’s reputational concern because they inform them that their actions might be known by 

and transmitted to others. Even social cues like watching eyes, which do not have the ability 

to transmit information, are considered to make reputational concern salient in a person (see 

e.g., Bateson et al., 2006; Pfattheicher et al., 2019). When concerned about his/her reputation, 

the individual is self-aware of his/her actions in the social environment and the possible 

consequences of such behavior when conducted in this public sphere (Pfattheicher & Keller, 

2015).  

Having a cooperative and honest reputation leads to cooperative future interactions 

with other people (Nowak & Sigmund, 2005). Imagine, for example, when people see or hear 

that you are an honest, trustworthy business (wo)man who helps others, people will be more 

prone to go into business with you, which in return is profitable for you. Thus, behaving 

honestly could benefit an individual in the long run.  
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1.2 Defining Dishonesty 

When someone is honest, it means that they uphold the moral and social norms of 

society regarding honest behavior, despite the personal benefits that would result from not 

complying with them (Xu & Ma, 2015). Honesty is therefore greatly respected across 

cultures. Nevertheless, dishonest behavior permeates all levels of society (Mazar & Ariely, 

2006). Dishonest behavior, such as lying, (employee) theft, cheating or reporting sick when 

you are not, is connected with high societal costs (Gino, 2015), thereby, motivating 

researchers and policy makers to examine ways to stimulate people to behave honest. 

Researchers used various types of tasks to study when and why people behave 

(dis)honestly. While there are various ways of measuring dishonesty, such as through 

ethnography or surveys, we rely on behavioral tasks to measure the effect of reputational 

concern on dishonesty. In these tasks, people can choose to act dishonestly over honestly, and 

misreporting is often beneficial (financially or otherwise) for the participant1. Examples of 

these tasks are the die rolling paradigm of Fischbacher & Föllmi-Heusi (2013): When 

reporting rolling a ‘6’, a participant earned six euros and reporting a ‘1’ one euro. Reporting a 

higher number that one has actually rolled is an example of behaving dishonestly and 

profitable. Other behavioral tasks included in this meta-analysis that measure dishonesty are 

the coin flip task, matrix task and the mind game. 

1.3 Theoretical Perspectives on Reputational Concern and Dishonesty 

When researching the relation between reputational concern and dishonesty, often, 

researchers have fallen back on the traditional economic model or homo economicus model to 

explain human decision-making, which assumes that people make decisions based on a cost-

benefit analysis (Becker, 1968). We zoom in on the effects of reputational concerns on 

people’s cost-benefit analysis, prior to committing an (dis)honest task. In doing so, we rely on 

 
1 In our dataset, in fifty cases behaving dishonestly was (monetary) beneficial to the participant, in comparison to 
three where it was neither beneficial nor costly to behave dishonestly. 
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the traditional economic model, the perceptual deterrence theory, the panopticon and the 

model of indirect reciprocity to substantiate this relation. 

1.3.1 The Traditional Economic Model 

Often, people are confronted with a choice: behaving honestly, that what is expected, 

or behaving dishonestly and reap the benefits from it. According to the standard economic 

model, people behave rationally and in their own interest, always striving for maximalization 

of profit for minimal losses or risks (Becker, 1968). This economic approach to understanding 

criminal, unethical behavior resulted in a widely used rational choice theory of crime. 

According to this theory, operating in the presence of others increases the chances of getting 

caught, therefore, the conclusion of the cost-benefit analysis is that the dishonest act is too 

costly (Pascual-Ezama et al., 2015). The traditional economic model suggests that merely 

feeling observed should not do the trick in preventing dishonest acts, but rather rational 

objective states of being observed should shift the result of the cost-benefit analysis towards 

dishonest behavior being too costly. Only when reputation is instrumental, reputational 

concerns decrease the preference for dishonesty. We can test this prediction in our meta-

analysis by comparing manipulations which manipulated merely whether people felt observed 

but were not actually observed in comparison to manipulations in which people were 

observed (see section 1.4.1). Additionally, we can compare studies in which reputation is 

instrumental versus when it is not.  

However, the fact that several experiments on dishonest behavior show conflicting 

results underlines that human behavior is more complex than a simple economic sum 

(Gerlach et al., 2019). Recent works extent this traditional model by elaborately discussing 

the different costs involved in this analysis (Gerlach et al., 2019; Laird & Bailey, 2014; Leib, 

2021), reputational costs are an example (Abeler et al., 2019). 
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1.3.2 Perceptual Deterrence theory 

A theory building forth on the economic approach to understand crime is Paternoster’s 

(2018) perceptual deterrence theory. Unlike its predecessor, this theory does not see humans 

as fully rational beings, but it emphasizes the importance of people's perceptions regarding 

the costs of an illegal or dishonest act and the risk of getting caught. If people perceive costs 

of a dishonest act as higher and are concerned about the chance of getting caught, they are 

more likely to refrain from acting dishonestly. People do not make rational trade-offs between 

objective costs and benefits, but are influenced by their own perceptions, which makes their 

analysis subjective (Paternoster, 2018). If a person does not perceive something as or is not 

aware that something is risky, s/he will not take these risks is into account. The perceptual 

deterrence theory acknowledges differences in people and the differing context in which a 

choice is made and underlines the influence of these differences on the (dis)honest outcome of 

the decision-making process (Apel & Nagin, 2017).  

The perceptual deterrence theory suggests that for the costs of a dishonest act to be 

included in the cost-benefit analysis, the agent must be aware of these risks. Only when the 

agent is aware of these costs, s/he can be concerned about them and potentially alter his/her 

behavior accordingly. We can test this theoretical prediction by comparing manipulations in 

which it was possible that information of the true state of the world or the participant is 

observed or can be transmitted, in comparison to manipulations which merely manipulate 

feelings of being observed. Also, we can test this theory by comparing which element of a 

participant is observed or known to the observer. One can imagine that participants perceive a 

dishonest act more reputationally costly when their identity or face is visible in comparison to 

when only the result of an act is observed. Without the possibility to trace back who 

committed the dishonest act, one’s reputation is not in danger in the eyes of the participants. 
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1.3.3 The Panopticon 

Another theory is the Panopticon (see Figure 1), which was developed by Jeremy 

Bentham and brought to wider attention by Michel Foucault. The Panopticon represents a 

form of disciplinary control in which the prison is constructed so that prisoners believe they 

are under constant observation, while in fact they might not be (Foucault, 2012). The 

watchtower is situated in the middle of a round cellblock so the guards in the tower would be 

able to see every prisoner, however, the prisoners cannot see who and if someone is in the 

tower due to blinded windows. Note that it is therefore not necessary to man the tower to 

ensure that the prisoners feel that they are being watched. Because the prisoners believe they 

are being observed, they will not engage in illegal or dishonest behavior (e.g., fleeing or 

fighting) as they feel there is a costly probability to get caught (Elmer, 2012). Getting caught 

could result in immediate reinforcement measures (like a night in the isolation cell) and 

distrust and more control in the long run (i.e., reputational costs). Foucault interprets this 

architecture as a symbol of how modern society assures control and order, highlighting that it 

is merely the feeling of being observed, rather than actually being observed, that prevents 

people from behaving dishonestly (Foucault, 2012). It is a form of social governance in which 

manipulating prisoner’s reputational concern is the tool of control. 

Foucault touches upon a discussion that is still unclear today: What is the leading 

factor why the prisoners were inhibited from engaging in dishonest behavior; a real-life 

observer, the idea of an observer in the tower or watching bystanders (other prisoners) who 

could snitch on you. The Panopticon model suggests that not only being, but also feeling 

observed could prevent people from committing a dishonest act. We can test this theoretical 

idea in our meta-analysis by comparing manipulations which manipulated merely whether 

people felt observed but were not actually observed in comparison to manipulations in which 

people were observed.  
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Figure 1 

The Panopticon (Simpson, 2013) 

 

1.3.4 A Model of Indirect Reciprocity 

 In a model of indirect reciprocity, Nowak and Sigmund (2005) argue that reputation 

building is a result from multiple cooperative interactions through indirect reciprocity. The 

model is built on the idea that people who help, who cooperate, receive indirect benefits, such 

as help and cooperation from others who were not directly benefitted by the helper 

(Wedekind, 1998). In contrast, people who obstruct, do not help or are being dishonest will 

receive indirect punishment, i.e., when others learn about their behavior, they will avoid them, 

or even confront them. To paint a picture, imagine that one’s reputation is represented by a 

scale from 0 to 100; every cooperative act will earn you a point and every non-cooperative act 

will cost you a point. The idea is that person A with high scores, with a good reputation, will 

receive more help from other people than person B with low scores will, even though both 

persons have never met and interacted with these other people (Nowak & Sigmund, 2005). 

The model of indirect reciprocity states that it is not only the receiver of your harm who 

knows about your dishonest, unkind deed, since the harmed person and potential observers of 

the dishonest act can inform the rest of the population of it, therefore, harming your future 

chances (see Figure 2). Moreover, it shows the lengths to which the costs of a dishonest act 

can affect an agent.  
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 Expanding this theory to the relationship between reputational concerns and 

dishonesty, it can be argued that people are aware of the (long term) reputational costs of their 

act when deciding to behave (dis)honestly and, therefore, may alter their behavior 

accordingly. As a result, when there are future interactions, people should be more concerned 

of their reputation in comparison to when there are no future interactions. We can test this 

idea in our meta-analysis by comparing situations in which participants were aware that the 

reputation another person forms of them can be transmitted or observed by others and this can 

have consequences for them in future interactions.  

Figure 2 

A model of indirect reciprocity (Nowak & Sigmund, 2005) 

 

1.4 Current Study 

When reputational concerns increase, people become aware of the possibility that 

information about their decisions and behavior can be transmitted to the larger public. 

Dishonest behavior could negatively affect one’s reputation, making their reputation costly, 

therefore we expect that higher amounts of reputational concern have a stronger negative 

effect on dishonesty. However, the effect of a particular manipulation of reputational concern 
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in a particular setting is unclear and contested. Here we review possible factors, later tested 

for in this meta-analysis, which influence could explain conflicting results in existing studies 

examining to the relationship between reputational concern and (dis)honesty. 

1.4.1 Manipulations of Reputational Concern 

Does the manipulation of reputational concern influence its relationship with 

dishonesty? As has been written above, researchers have tried to influence participant’s 

behavior by manipulating reputational concern in a number of ways. Overall, we can identify 

five ways of manipulating reputational concern:  

1) Being (directly or indirectly) observed by a human: This involves manipulations 

where one’s face, identity, action (the true state of the world) or reported outcome is being 

observed by an observer in the same room or by an observer via a working medium which the 

participant believes to be working too (e.g., handing in your reported outcomes directly or 

accompanied with your personal information to the experimenter versus anonymous; Conrads 

& Lotz, 2015; Dickinson & McEvoy, 2020). 

2) Feeling observed: This involves manipulations where there was no possibility that 

one’s face, identity, action, or outcome could be exposed, but that participants in the high 

reputational concern group could still feel observed by a cue that triggers them to feel 

observed, while in reality they are not actually observed (e.g., by an image of watching eyes; 

Cai et al., 2015; Livaniou, 2020). 

3) Information transmission: This involves manipulations where a person can transmit 

information about participants to another person in the absence of the participant, with or 

without possible consequences for the participant in the future (e.g., the possibility to gossip; 

Dores Cruz et al., 2020; Wu et al., 2015). 

4) Constant versus changing partner/observer: This involves studies where reputation 

building is involved, using a repeated behavioral task in which they manipulated reputational 
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concern by letting participants in the low reputational concern group work with various 

interaction partners/observers and in the high reputational concern group with the same 

interaction partners/observers. 

5) Technical manipulations: This involves studies where researchers manipulated the 

terms and conditions of a behavioral task between treatments without the use of human or 

non-human observers (e.g., changing the share of true wins2 in order to increase the size of a 

lie and, therefore, increase reputational costs when exposed; Fischbacher & Föllmi-Heusi, 

2013). 

The way in which the included studies in this meta-analysis have manipulated 

reputational concerns can be assigned to one of these five classifications. All types of 

manipulations inform the participant about the possibility that their behavior is or can be 

exposed and/or about the reputational consequences of this behavior, making it possible to 

study one’s reputational concern during a task. We expect a difference in effects between 

these manipulations and dishonesty because the manipulations might trigger reputational 

concern differently. Specifically, previous research has debated about the effects of watching 

eyes, indicating that potentially manipulations of watching eyes might not influence dishonest 

behavior as much in comparison to other manipulations in which people are actually observed 

or where information can be transmitted. Also, the technical manipulations might trigger 

reputational concerns less because participants might not interpret these manipulations as 

obvious social triggers. The effect between our independent and dependent variable, 

therefore, might be vary between manipulations.  

 
2 Changing the share of true wins refers to how likely it is that participant’s reports is perceived as a lie or as the 
truth. When reputational concern is manipulated by changing the share of true wins, the actual wins of the high 
reputational concern group are larger in comparison to those of the low reputational concern group. For example, 
both groups play a die rolling task, but the numbers on the die of the high reputational concern group, represent 
higher wins (i.e., 1=3, 2=6 et cetera) than those on the die of the low reputational concern group (i.e., 1=1, 2=2 et 
cetera). When reporting a higher number than your actual throw, the size of the lie is bigger in the high 
reputational concern group than in the low reputational concern group. Abeler et al. (2019) argue that 
participants in the high reputational concern group perceive lying as riskier, since they expect that high reports in 
their group will be more likely to be perceived as a lie. Therefore, participants in this group are less likely to lie. 
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1.4.2 Additional Moderators 

Next to testing the overall impact of reputational concerns on dishonesty and the 

impact of specific reputational concern manipulations, we can also test for the moderators that 

are theoretically postulated by the traditional economic model, perceptual deterrence theory, 

the Panopticon and the model of indirect reciprocity as well as moderators that are more 

practically substantiated. In this study, we additionally test for the influence of the behavioral 

task used to measure dishonesty, the experimental setting in which the task was conducted, 

the hierarchal status of observer(s), whether participant’s reputation was instrumental or not, 

the type and size of a possible reward, if the experimenter used deception, the mean age of 

participants, proportion males in a sample, the country a study was conducted in and whether 

a study was one-shot or repeated. Below we briefly outline some theoretically or practically 

interesting variables. 

1.4.2.1 Country. Does it matter if the relationship between reputational concern and 

dishonesty is experimentally tested in a collectivistic country versus an individualistic 

country? Citizens of individualistic countries are characterized by their autonomous nature 

and strive for individual goals, while citizens of collectivistic countries rely on each other in 

order to reach higher, collectivistic goals (Načinović Braje, 2019). In other words, citizens of 

collectivistic countries rely more on future interactions to get ahead in life in comparison to 

citizens of individualistic countries. Reputation is more costly in the collectivistic culture, so 

one can imagine that a negative effect of reputational concerns on (dis)honesty is more severe 

in studies conducted in collectivistic countries. Based on the individualism scale of Hofstede 

(1980), we code for studies being conducted in either a collectivistic country or an 

individualistic country. 

1.4.2.2 Hierarchal Status of Observer. If people are being or feeling observed, does 

the hierarchal status of an observer influence the effect of reputational concern on dishonesty? 
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While behaving dishonestly in front of peers might make them see you as cool or tough, 

lowering the reputational costs of a dishonest act, behaving dishonest in front of an authority 

figure will not. One might imagine that a negative effect of reputational concern on dishonest 

behavior can be distorted by the influence of peer pressure or age dependent socially 

beneficial behavior. We code for the status of the observer in regard to the participant (peer, 

experimenter etc.) and for the number of observers. 

1.4.2.3 Instrumental Reputation. Does it matter if participant’s reputation is 

instrumental and can affect his/her game outcomes in a later stage? One can imagine that if 

the reputational costs a dishonest act are charged within the behavioral task itself, the 

reputational consequences feel more real and immediate, making reputational concern more 

saliant. For example, when participants play multiple rounds of a sender-receiver game, 

sending dishonest messages in the first rounds will lower receiver’s trust in the sender, 

thereby lowering the chances of the sender for earning the maximum reward. In contrast, 

when every new round comes with a new partner, the reputation the partner has formed about 

the participant has no consequences for his/her future outcomes. When reputational 

consequences are instrumental, the (reputational) costs are higher than when these 

consequences have no instrumental effect. We code for whether or not instrumental reputation 

is at stake. 

1.4.2.4 Reward (Type). Does it matter if participants are rewarded for a high outcome 

or not? If yes, does the type of a reward (e.g., monetary, a voucher or the possibility to win 

something in a lottery) matter? In case of a reward for high reports, one must weigh monetary 

benefits against reputational costs. According to Becker’s (1968) theory, when higher reports 

are rewarded, more benefits are added to the cost-benefit analysis of a dishonest act and 

people are more inclined to engage in dishonest behavior. One can also imagine that is has the 

reverse effect, since higher benefits increase the size of a lie, therefore increasing reputational 
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costs when caught. We code for this presence, type and size of a reward and test for its 

influence on the main relationship. 

1.5 Overview of Meta-Analysis 

In summary, we aim to provide insight into different layers of the relationship between 

reputational concerns and (dis)honesty. The main question of this thesis is as follows: What is 

the overall impact of reputational concerns on (dis)honesty? Due to the inconclusive findings 

of the various manifestations of this relation, we will investigate exploratively under which 

circumstances reputational concerns decrease (or increase) dishonest behavior by coding and 

examine the effect of specific manipulations of reputational concerns on (dis)honest behavior 

and further test for several moderators (described in section 2.3). 

2 Methods 

We study the relationship between reputational concerns and (dis)honesty by making 

use of a systematic review and summarize the findings from identified papers using meta-

analytical procedures. By using this systematic approach, we can summarize the existing 

knowledge on the relationship between reputational concerns and (dis)honesty and thereby 

provide an overview of the current state of knowledge. Additionally, the large sample size of 

a meta-analysis allows for this relationship to be tested within different situational 

circumstances (such as different experimental settings or varying the presence of a reward), 

while unique research conditions are less likely to bias the results. The large sample also 

allows us to test for the interaction between these factors and reputational concern, which 

might help to explain differing results in the existing dishonesty literature (Gerlach et al., 

2019).  

Moreover, a systematic literature review, if done correctly and precise, has a higher 

chance of being objective in comparison to narrative literature reviews (Guzzo et al., 1987). 

To strengthen this opportunity and increase the reliability of our study, the screening and 
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assessment of the potentially included articles is done by multiple researchers. Further, we are 

as transparent as possible about the decisions made in our research (Bryman, 2012) by writing 

down every step and decision in the screening process and making our data and analyses 

publicly available on OSF after finishing our research (https://osf.io/9q5aw/). 

2.1 Search Strategy 

We have employed a mixed search strategy including an online search (systematic 

database and Google Scholar), screening of relevant papers (forward and backward search) and 

a call for papers. The specific search strategies are outlined below. 

2.1.1 Systematic Database Search 

We have conducted an online search for eligible studies on several databases (Web of 

Science, PsycINFO, ProQuest Dissertations and Theses) and Google Scholar (via the software 

“publish or perish”). As input, we have searched for the presence of the following combinations 

of keywords in titles and abstracts:  

[reputation OR "reputational concern*" OR "image concern*" OR “social face concern*" OR 

monitor* OR gossip OR observer* OR observability OR watching eye* OR anonymity] 

AND 

[dis*honest* OR dis*honest behavio*r OR un*ethical behavio*r OR “lying” OR cheating OR 

deception] 

2.1.2 Forward and Backward Search  

Through a forward and backward search, we have further screened the five most cited 

papers that fit our inclusion criteria. Also, we have screened the references of the two relevant 

meta-analyses on dishonesty: 

- Abeler, J., Nosenzo, D., & Raymond, C. (2019). Preferences for truth‐telling. 

Econometrica, 87(4), 1115-115d3. 
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- Gerlach, P., Teodorescu, K., & Hertwig, R. (2019). The truth about lies: A meta-analysis 

on dishonest behaviour. Psychological bulletin, 145(1), 1-44. 

2.1.3 Call for Papers 

In order to obtain additional published and unpublished papers, we have sent out a call 

for papers (see Appendix I in Supplementary Materials) in November 2021. The call was 

distributed through Open Science Foundation (OSF) and the following associations: 

Economic Science Association (ESA) 

European Association for Social Psychology (EASP) 

Society of Judgement and Decision-Making (SJDM) 

We have performed the search in November 2021, in preparation of the Master’s thesis 

of Marjolein Nillessen. All identified papers have been screened by Marjolein Nillessen, using 

the software Rayyan (Ouzzani et al., 2016). This allowed us to remove duplicates from the 

search and to review the remaining papers to identify whether or not they met the inclusion 

criteria of this study. If in doubt whether a study fit the inclusion criteria or not, the study was 

marked as ‘uncertain’ and discussed with all co-authors until consensus was reached. After 

removal of duplicates, we were left with 7040 articles to evaluate whether or not they met the 

inclusion criteria.  

2.2 Inclusion Criteria 

A study was included in the analysis when three key criteria were met. First, the study 

had to include an experimental manipulation of reputational concern, meaning that, compared 

to the low reputational concern treatment, in the high reputational concern treatment 

participants were expected to be more concerned about how others (e.g., the experimenter, third 

party observers) evaluate/judge their behavior. Furthermore, we only included studies with an 

experimental design, to be able to make statements on the causality about the relationship 
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between reputational concerns and (dis)honesty. When talking about manipulations of 

reputational concerns, we included situations in which: 1) participants are being observed by 

others in the physical sphere or via a medium, by e.g., another participant or a working 

(surveillance) camera, 2) participants feel observed by others, by e.g., cues of watching eyes, 

3) information about participants behavior can be transmitted to others, through e.g., gossip, 4) 

over multiple rounds, participants’ behavior is exposed to the same, constant partner/observer 

vs. switching partners/observers, and 5) technical manipulations of reputational concern, by 

e.g., changing the share of true wins (Abeler et al. 2019). 

 Second, to ensure that we could draw conclusions about the effects of reputational 

concerns, we only included papers in which reputational concern was the only difference 

between treatments. In case the study involved multiple groups and manipulations, they were 

only in the meta-analysis whenever (a manipulation of) reputational concern is the only possible 

explanation of the differences within and/or between treatments. 

 Third, a study needed to make use of a behavioral task to assess (dis)honest behavior as 

the dependent variable. In order to determine an overall effect of reputational concerns on 

dishonesty, it was important that included studies used tasks that allowed calculation with 

standardized scores of (dis)honest behavior. Our meta-analysis included studies using 

(modifications of) the following tasks: 

Coin flip task, matrix task, die rolling task, sender-receiver games, mind game 

These inclusion decisions as well as the data extraction were documented according to 

the PRISMA Flow Diagram (see, Liberati et al., 2009), as seen in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3 

Flowchart detailing the literature search of the meta-analysis on reputational concern and 

dishonesty 
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exclusion are as follows: 1. No (clean) manipulation of reputational concern, 2. No measure 

Records identified 
through database search 

n = 8830 

Records after duplicates 
removed 
n = 7013 

Full text articles 
assessed for eligibility 

n = 247 (included: n=29) 

Records screened 
n = 7013 

Articles included in 
meta-analysis 
n = 32, k = 53 

Additional records 
identified and assessed 

for eligibility 
n = 28 (included: n=3) 

Records excluded 
n = 6766 

Full text articles 
excluded 

n =  

Records excluded 
(n = 25): 

Reason 1 (n = 9) 
Reason 2 (n = 12) 
Reason 3 (n = 2) 
Reason 4 (n = 2) 

 

Full text articles 
excluded (n = 218): 
Reason 1 (n = 74) 
Reason 2 (n = 52) 
Reason 3 (n = 67) 
Reason 4 (n = 17) 
Reason 5 (n = 8) 

 



“OH NO, WHAT WILL THEY THINK OF ME?” 29 

of dishonesty/wrong task, 3. Wrong study design, 4. Complex relation, to be discussed after 

the fulfilment of the thesis, 5. Missing information. 

2.3 Coding Procedure 

2.3.1 Coding of Effect Sizes 

To estimate the overall effect of reputational concern on dishonesty we used Cohen’s 

d as our effect size. The information needed to calculate this effect size was either extracted 

from the article or calculated by using the raw data of the study. This information entailed the 

mean (or proportion), number of observations and standard deviation of the reported answers 

of the participants. In 15 articles, this information was not available, and the authors were 

contacted per mail (see Appendix II). In the end, 8 articles were excluded due to non-response 

or unavailable datasets.  

 Before calculating the effect size, we standardized all means and standard deviations. 

Whenever authors reported or e-mailed not the standard deviations but the standard errors, we 

used a formula to calculate the standard deviations: SD = SE * √𝑁. If the authors did not 

report the SD or SE in cases where the means could be transformed into proportions (in 

behavioral tasks with only two possible answers/behaviors such as the traditional coin flip 

task or sender-receiver game), we used the following formula to calculate the standard 

deviations: SD = #𝑝 ∗ (1 − 𝑝). When all information was collected, we standardized the 

means per study using: Mr = 
!	#	$
$	#	$!"#

 if m < t and Mr = 
!	#	$
$!$%#$

 if m ³ t, where Mr is the 

standardized report, m is the actual mean, t is the report expected if participants behave 

honestly, 𝑡!"# is the lowest report possible and 𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥 is the highest report possible. We 

standardized the SD per study by using: Sr = 
%!

$	#	$!"#
 if m < t and Mr = 

%!
$!$%#$

 if m ³ t, 

where Sr is the standard deviation of Mr and 𝑆! is the standard deviation of m (see also 
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Gerlach et al., 2019 for the standardization procedure). Next, we calculated the Cohen’s d and 

the variance of this effect size in the statistical software R. In cases where the samples of the 

effect size overlapped, we coded for dependency. 

 Overall, we included 32 articles and 53 effect sizes in our meta-analysis (see Table 1). 

Table 1 

Studies included in the meta-analysis 

Study N Country 

Reputational 

concern 

manipulation 

Behavioral 

task 

Publication 

status 
d variance 

Ackert, Church, 

Kuang, & Qi 

(2011) 

84 

United 

Stated of 

America 

Being observed 

physically – face 

Sender-receiver 

game 
Published 0.807 0.052 

Angelova & 

Regner (2018) - 

1 

835 Germany 

Being observed 

via medium – 

identity and 

action 

Sender-receiver 

game 
Published -0.110 0.005 

Angelova & 

Regner (2018) - 

2 

886 Germany 

Being observed 

via medium – 

identity and 

action 

Sender-receiver 

game 
Published -0.641 0.005 

Aoki, Akai & 

Onoshiro 

(2013) 

199 Japan 
Being observed 

physically – face 

Sender-receiver 

game 
Unpublished -0.224 0.022 

Bašić & 

Quercia (2021) 
342 

Czech 

Republic 

Being observed 

via medium – 

face 

Die rolling task Unpublished -0.193 0.012 

Beck, Bühren, 

Frank & 

Khachatryan 

(2020) 

125 Germany 

Being observed 

physically – face, 

action and 

outcome 

Die rolling task Published 0.082 0.037 

Behnk, 

Barreda-

Tarrazona & 

García-Gallego 

(2019) - 1a 

40 Spain 

Being observed 

via medium – 

action 

Sender-receiver 

game 
Published -0.346 0.101 

Behnk, 

Barreda-

Tarrazona & 

García-Gallego 

(2019) - 1b 

40 Spain 
Information 

transmission 

Sender-receiver 

game 
Published -0.156 0.100 
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Brink, Eaton, 

Grenier & 

Reffett (2019) 

120 

United 

States of 

America 

Being observed 

physically – 

action and 

outcome 

Matrix task Published -0.096 0.033 

Cai, Huang, 

Wu & Kou 

(2015) 

127 China 
Feeling observed 

– watching eyes 
Matrix task Published -0.271 0.031 

Cai, Huang, 

Wu & Kou 

(2015) 

88 China 
Feeling observed 

– watching eyes 

Other – “click 

button task” 
Published 0.154 0.046 

Cai, Huang, 

Wu & Kou 

(2015) 

130 China 
Feeling observed 

– watching eyes 
Matrix task Published -0.169 0.031 

Castillo, Choo, 

& Grimm 

(2020) – 1 

60 Germany 

Being observed 

via medium – 

action and 

outcome 

Die rolling task Published -0.487 0.069 

Castillo, Choo, 

& Grimm 

(2020) - 2 

180 Germany 

Being observed 

via medium – 

action and 

outcome 

Die rolling task Published -0.413 0.023 

Cohn, Gesche, 

& Maréchal 

(2021) 

468 
Czech 

Republic 

Being observed 

via medium – 

outcome 

Coin flip task Published -0.140 0.009 

Conrads & Lotz 

(2015) – 1a 
120 Germany 

Being observed 

physically – face 
Coin flip task Published -0.022 0.033 

Conrads & Lotz 

(2015) – 1b 
120 Germany 

Being observed 

physically – face 

and outcome 

Coin flip task Published 0.027 0.033 

Conrads & Lotz 

(2015) - 1c 
120 Germany 

Being observed 

via medium - 

outcome 

Coin flip task Published 0.050 0.033 

Crede & von 

Bieberstein 

(2020) 

140 
Czech 

Repubic 

Feeling observed 

– other 
Die rolling task Published -0.535 0.031 

Dickinson & 

McEvoy (2020) 
300 Germany 

Being observed 

physically – face 

and outcome 

Coin flip task Published 0.035 0.015 

Dickinson & 

McEvoy (2020) 
305 Germany 

Being observed 

physically – face 

and outcome 

Coin flip task Published -0.103 0.015 

Fischbacher & 

Föllmi-Heusi 

(2013) – 1a 

159 
Czech 

Republic 

Technical 

manipulation – 

changing the 

Die rolling task Published -0.123 0.025 
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share of true 

wins 

Fischbacher & 

Föllmi-Heusi 

(2013) – 1b 

277 
Czech 

Republic 

Being observed 

via medium – 

outcome 

Die rolling task Published -0.003 0.014 

Fries, Gneezy, 

Kajackaite, & 

Parra (2021) – 

1a 

279 Germany 

Being observed 

physically – 

identity and 

action 

Die rolling task Published -0.541 0.015 

Fries, Gneezy, 

Kajackaite, & 

Parra (2021) – 

1b 

288 Germany 

Being observed 

physically – 

action 

Die rolling task Published -0.725 0.015 

Fries, Gneezy, 

Kajackaite, & 

Parra (2021) – 

1c 

417 Germany 

Being observed 

physically – face 

and outcome 

Die rolling task Published -0.016 0.011 

Hardin, 

Bauman, & 

Mayer (2020) - 

1 

98 Unknown 
Feeling observed 

– other 
Matrix task Published -0.641 0.043 

Hardin, 

Bauman, & 

Mayer (2020) - 

2 

98 Unknown 
Feeling observed 

- other 
Die rolling task Published -0.441 0.042 

Hietanen, 

Syrjämäki, 

Zilliacus, & 

Hietanen 

(2018) 

46 Finland 

Feeling observed 

– direct vs 

averted gaze 

Other – 

“interactive 

computer lying 

game” 

Published -0.147 0.022 

Houser, List, 

Piovesan, 

Samek & 

Winter (2016) 

249 

United 

States of 

America 

Being observed 

physically – 

action 

Coin flip task Published -0.145 0.016 

Hübler, 

Menkhoff, & 

Schmidt (2018) 

698 Thailand 

Being observed 

physically – 

outcome 

Die rolling task Unpublished -0.127 0.006 

Köbis, van der 

Lingen, Cruz, 

Iragorri-Carter, 

van Prooijen, 

Righetti, & Van 

Lange (2019) 

90 Unknown 

Being observed 

physically – face, 

action and 

outcome 

Die rolling task Unpublished -0.399 0.045 
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Laird & Bailey 

(2014) – 1a 
38 

United 

States of 

America 

Being observed 

via medium – 

face, action and 

outcome 

Matrix task Unpublished 0.750 0.113 

Laird & Bailey 

(2014) – 1b 
38 

United 

States of 

America 

Being observed 

physically – face, 

action and 

outcome 

Matrix task Unpublished 0.153 0.106 

Lilleholt, 

Schild, & 

Zettler (2020) – 

1a 

1867 Denmark 
Feeling observed 

– other 
Coin flip task Published -0.197 0.002 

Lilleholt, 

Schild, & 

Zettler (2020) – 

1b 

1867 Denmark 

Being observed 

via medium – 

outcome 

Coin flip task Published -0.175 0.002 

Lilleholt, 

Schild, & 

Zettler (2020) – 

1c 

1778 Denmark 

Being observed 

via medium – 

outcome 

Coin flip task Published -0.111 0.002 

Livaniou 

(2020) 
405 

The 

Netherlands 

Feeling observed 

– watching eyes 
Coin flip task Unpublished -0.247 0.010 

Mol, van der 

Heijden & 

Potters (2020) – 

1a 

79 
The 

Netherlands 

Feeling observed 

– other 
Mind game Published 0.064 0.051 

Mol, van der 

Heijden & 

Potters (2020) – 

1b 

79 
The 

Netherlands 

Feeling observed 

– other 
Mind game Published -0.107 0.051 

Mol, van der 

Heijden & 

Potters (2020) – 

1c 

78 
The 

Netherlands 

Feeling observed 

– direct vs 

averted gaze 

Mind game Published -0.165 0.051 

Nogami (2009) 

– 1 
68 Japan 

Being observed 

via medium – 

identity 

Coin flip task Published -0.482 0.061 

Nogami (2009) 

– 2 
75 Japan 

Being observed 

via medium – 

identity 

Coin flip task Published -0.800 0.058 

Oda, Kato & 

Hiraishi (2015) 
188 Japan 

Feeling observed 

– watching eyes 
Die rolling task Published -0.277 0.021 

Pfattheicher, 

Schindler & 
192 Germany 

Feeling observed 

– watching eyes 
Die rolling task Published 0.048 0.022 
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Nockur (2019) 

– 1 

Pfattheicher, 

Schindler & 

Nockur (2019) 

– 2 

957 Germany 
Feeling observed 

– watching eyes 
Coin flip task Published -0.089 0.004 

Schild, Heck, 

Ścigala & 

Zettler (2019) 

1349 Germany 

Being observed 

via medium – 

action and 

outcome 

Mind game Published -0.247 0.003 

Thiel, Bonner, 

Bush, Welsh & 

Garud (2021) 

200 

United 

States of 

America 

Being observed 

via medium – 

face, action and 

outcome 

Matrix task Published 0.015 0.020 

Van de Ven & 

Villeval (2015) 

– 1a 

67 France 
Being observed 

physically – face 

Sender-receiver 

game 
Published 0.040 0.060 

Van de Ven & 

Villeval (2015) 

– 1b 

62 France 
Information 

transmission 

Sender-receiver 

game 
Published 0.260 0.065 

Van Zant & 

Kray (2014) – 1 
297 

United 

States of 

America 

Being observed 

physically – face 

Sender-receiver 

game 
Published -0.236 0.014 

Van Zant & 

Kray – 2 
297 

United 

States of 

America 

Being observed 

physically – face 

Sender-receiver 

game 
Published -0.331 0.014 

Zhong, Bohns 

& Gino (2010) 
84 

United 

States of 

America 

Feeling observed 

– other 
Matrix task Published -0.983 0.053 

2.3.2 Coding of Study Characteristics 

We coded for different study characteristics across included studies, which involved 

the type of reputational concern manipulation, the behavioral task, the experimental setting, 

the type and hierarchal status of observer(s), whether participant’s reputation was 

instrumental or not, (potential) reward type and size and additional coding (such as age, 

proportion male, country and whether or not the experimenter made use of deception). How 

we coded for these specific characteristics is outlined below (also see Appendix III for the 

Codebook). 
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2.3.2.1 Type of Reputational Concern Manipulation. We subdivided manipulations 

of reputational concern in five manipulation categories (see section 1.4.1 for argumentation): 

1) being observed (k = 34), 2) feeling observed (k = 16), 3) information transmission (k = 2), 

4) constant versus changing partner/observer (k = 0) and 5) technical manipulations (k = 1).  

Manipulations were labelled as being observed if a participant (behavior) was 

observed by a human observer (= experimenter, other participant, both or other bystanders). 

Additionally, we distinguished manipulations between 1.1) being observed physically, by an 

observer in the same room (k = 18) and 1.2) being observed via medium, by which the 

information is visible to an observer who is not present in the room (k = 16). Also, we 

specified what was or could be observed in these manipulations. These could be face, identity, 

people’s action or their outcome in the task, and all of these in combination or alone. We 

coded for face whenever participants’ faces were visible to the observer or were observed by 

a working camera which the participants also believed to be working. We coded for identity if 

participants had to report personal information to the observer in or outside the room. We 

coded for action if other people/observers, in or outside the room, learned about the true state 

of the world. Last, we coded for outcome if other people/observes, in the same room or not, 

learned about the report the participants made. In the studies we included, researchers have 

manipulated the observability of people’s: a) face (alone k = 7, combined k = 16), b) identity 

(alone k = 2, combined k = 5), c) action (alone k = 3, combined k = 15) or d) outcome (alone k 

= 6, combined k = 19). We found the following combinations of exposed elements in our 

dataset: acd) face, action and outcome (k = 5), ad) face and outcome (k = 4), bc) identity and 

action (k = 3) and cd) action and outcome (k = 4).  

Manipulations were labelled as feeling observed whenever there was no possibility 

that their face, identity, action or outcome could be exposed, but that participants in the high 

reputational concern group could still feel observed by a cue. The cue merely reminded 



“OH NO, WHAT WILL THEY THINK OF ME?” 36 

people that they might be observed, without actually observing them. Note that these 

manipulations did not use a human observer who directly (or via medium) observed the 

participant, but that the watching eyes or direct/averted gaze was symbolized by for example 

an image of watching eyes (such as in Cai et al., 2015) or a Virtual Reality avatar (Mol et al., 

2020). We subdivided this manipulation in the following codes: 2.1) feeling observed by (an 

image of) watching eyes (k = 7), 2.2) feeling observed by the direct versus averted gaze of a 

cue (k = 2) and 2.3) feeling observed by something other3 (k = 7). Studies using (an image of) 

watching eyes for manipulating reputational concern in the experimental group were coded as 

2.1. We coded studies that compared the effect of direct gaze versus indirect gaze of a cue on 

participants as 2.2. In the direct gaze condition, a cue (material or no real human) appears to 

look directly at the participants, reminding them that they might be observed, while in the 

averted condition, the cue appears to look away (Manesi et al., 2016). For example, Mol et al. 

(2020) manipulate reputational concern in a VR environment, in which they vary if an avatar 

is standing closely to the participant, observing his/her behavior (direct gaze), or standing in a 

distance, looking at its phone (averted gaze). Manipulations coded as “other” included studies 

that manipulated the feeling of being observed but where the difference between the low and 

high reputational control group did not fit in the first two, more common, subdivisions, such 

as darkness (Zhong et al., 2010) or an unmonitored online coin flip task versus real life coin 

flip (Lilleholt et al., 2020). 

We classified manipulations as information transmission when a person could transmit 

information about participants to another person in the absence of the participant (gossip). 

Additionally, we coded for if this had consequences (or not) for the participant in the future and 

whether there was an interaction between the participant and the gossip sender. 

 
3 The manipulations grouped together in other are: manipulating the darkness in the room, online versus real life 
tasks, playing in a VR environment with a present and/or observing avatar and conducting the task in the 
presence of a picture of loved ones versus a picture of nature. 
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The fourth manipulation, changing versus constant partner/observer, involved studies 

using a repeated behavioral task in which they manipulated reputational concern by letting 

participants in the low reputational concern group work with changing partners/observers and 

in the high reputational concern group with constant partners/observers. No study in our 

dataset used this manipulation, therefore, up until now, its relation to dishonesty remains to be 

tested. 

Last, technical manipulations entailed manipulations where researchers manipulated 

the terms and conditions of a behavioral task between treatments without the use of human or 

non-human observers. Furthermore, we subdivided the fifth, technical manipulation into: 5.1) 

changing the share of true wins and 5.2) other. Changing the share of true wins refers to how 

likely it is that participant’s reports is perceived as a lie or as the truth. Abeler et al. (2019) 

argue that participants in the high reputational concern group perceive lying as riskier, since 

participants are concerned that if they report highly, this report will be more likely to be 

perceived as a lie than high reports in the low reputational concern group. Therefore, 

participants in this group are less likely to lie. Studies manipulating this chance are coded as 

5.1. Other technical manipulations were for example studies that varied the distance from the 

truth if they manipulate the knowledge of participants on the true state of the world, across 

treatments. In these studies, participants in the low reputational concern group have no or less 

knowledge about the true state of the world and are therefore less aware that they (can) cheat 

or not. When cheating is exposed, they could hide behind this lack of information. However, 

no study in our dataset used this manipulation of the technical – other manipulation, therefore, 

its relation to dishonesty remains to be tested. 

 See Table 2 for an overview of how different manipulations of reputational concern 

were coded in this meta-analysis. 
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Table 2 

Levels of reputational concern manipulations 

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 

1) Being observed 1) Physical a) Face 

 2) Via medium b) Identity 

  c) Action 

  d) Outcome 

2) Feeling observed 1) Watching eyes  

 2) Direct versus averted gaze  

 3) Other  

3) Information 
transmission   

4) Changing versus 
constant partner/observer   

5) Technical 
manipulations 1) Changing the share of true wins  

 2) Other  

 

2.3.2.2 Behavioral Task. We coded for the behavioral task used to measure 

dishonesty. We coded for (modified versions of) the coin flip task (CFT; k = 14), sender-

receiver game (SRG; k = 10), die rolling task (DRT; k = 15), matrix task (MT; k = 8), mind 

game (MG; k = 4) and other (k = 2). See Table 3 for an overview of the most common 

behavioral tasks included in the meta-analysis.  
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Table 3 

Behavioral tasks as described by Gerlach et al. (2019) and Kajackaite and Gneezy (2017) 

Name Description 

Sender-
receiver game 

The sender gets information on the payoffs of two options and is asked 
to report this to the receiver in messages like: “Choose option A for the 
highest cash prize”. The receiver must decide if (s)he believes the sender 
or not and choose an option. Participants lie in this task if they wrongly 
indicate to the sender which option receives the higher cash prize. 

Coin-flip task 

Participants flip a coin (or anything else with random, dichotomous 
outcomes) and report the result without the researcher being able to see 
the actual result. Reporting one outcome earns participants a reward, 
reporting the other does not. Participants lie in this task if they report the 
beneficial outcome while the non-beneficial outcome was their actual 
toss. 

Die-roll task 

Participants roll a die (or anything else with random, continuous 
outcomes) and report the result without the researcher being able to see 
the actual result. The participants know in advance which outcome will 
be rewarded with which amount. Participants lie in this task when they 
report a higher number than their actual die roll. 

Matrix task 

Participants are shown various matrices, each containing 12 three-digit 
numbers, and must find the number pair in each matrix that adds up to a 
certain number, all within a (very) short period of time. When the time is 
up, the participants report how many matrices they have solved and pay 
themselves accordingly. Participants lie in this task when their reported 
number of solved matrices is higher than their actual number of solved 
matrices. 

Mind game 

Participants have to think of a number in their mind, then throw a die 
privately and report whether the number on the die corresponds to the 
number in their mind. The same number will bring money, anything else 
will not. Participants lie in this task when they wrongly declare that the 
die roll matches the number in their mind. 

 

2.3.2.3 Experimental Setting. We coded for the experimental setting in which the 

behavioral task was conducted. This entailed online experiments (k = 9), experiments in the 

laboratory (k = 38), experiments held in class (k = 1), in the field (k = 0), lab in the field 

experiments (k = 1), natural experiments (k = 0) and other (k = 4). 
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2.3.2.4 Hierarchal Status and Numbers of Observer(s). If the study involved a 

(non-) human observer, we coded for the type and number of observer(s). We coded for the 

observer status as: 1) experimenter (k = 13), 2) experimenter and peer/other participant (k = 

5), 3) peer/other participant (k = 12), 4) non-human/material (k = 12) and 5) avatar (k = 3). 

The number of observers was coded continuously. 

2.3.2.5 Instrumental Reputation. We coded for whether participant’s reputation was 

instrumental, meaning that if participant’s (game) reputation or game behavior could affect 

the outcome of the task. We coded for instrumental reputation as 0) no effect (k = 42), 1) yes 

(k = 8) and 3) a potential effect (k = 3). If instrumental reputation was potentially at risk, we 

coded for this chance continuously. 

2.3.2.6 Type of Reward and Reward Size. We coded for if, how and how much 

participants were rewarded depending on their reported outcomes in the behavioral task. 

Studies which did not give out a game reward to their participants were coded as 0 (k = 4). In 

two cases researchers rewarded participants reporting the maximum outcome with a voucher. 

The remainder of the included studies (k = 47) gifted their participants with a monetary 

reward. We additionally coded for the size of this monetary game reward added by a potential 

monetary reward for participation by reporting the height of these rewards combined, the 

valuta and the year in which the study was run. 

2.3.2.7 Country. We coded for the countries the studies were conducted in. Most of 

the studies were conducted in individualistic countries as Germany (k = 16) and the United 

States of America (k = 9), others were conducted in Czech Republic, Japan, The Netherlands, 

Denmark, China, Spain, Finland, France or Thailand. Labelling the countries was based on 

the individualism index of Hofstede (1980). Since people in individualistic countries are more 

focused on individual goals and benefits (Načinović Braje, 2019), they might be less likely to 

be concerned about reputational consequences, let alone let it affect their behavior.  
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2.3.2.8 Additional Coding. Additionally, we coded for the mean age of the 

participants in the total study (M = 34.1), the proportion males per study (M = 0.443) and if 

the behavioral task used was played once (one-shot; k = 48) or repeatedly (k = 5). 

2.4 Data Analysis 

2.4.1 Overall Estimated Effect Size 

To calculate the overall impact of reputational concern on dishonesty, the data was 

analyzed in the statistical software R by using the robust variance estimation tool of the 

robumeta package (Fisher & Tipton, 2014). Further, we followed the weighed inverse 

variance approach, allowing effect sizes of studies with larger sample sizes to weigh more 

than those of studies with smaller sample sizes (Borenstein et al., 2010). Also, we preferred 

the random-effects meta-analysis over the fixed-effect meta-analysis, since it acknowledges 

differences of effect-sizes across and within studies due to varying samples (Higgins et al. 

2009). This model does not exclude the possibility of one common effect size either, it simply 

allows for the possibility of differing effect sizes by acknowledging differences in samples, 

culture, settings or manipulations across studies (Borenstein et al., 2010). Reputational 

concern, in our view, is something that can be manipulated in multiple ways (see sections 

1.4.1 and 2.3.2.1), so we assumed that these manipulations could have different effects on 

dishonesty and that these effects could vary across populations. 

 In the meta-analysis we included 53 effect sizes retrieved from 32 studies (see Table 

1). The sample of a number of effect-sizes (k = 20, from n = 8 studies) overlapped, meaning 

that two or more effect sizes (partly) relied on the same group of participants. To give an 

example, this occurred in studies using multiple high reputational concern conditions and only 

one baseline condition. In these cases, we coded effect sizes as dependent in order to obtain 

the valuable information from the different conditions and account for dependencies in our 
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sample to statistically account for the fact that (part of) the sample is overlapping (Lipsey & 

Wilson, 2001).  

Moreover, to estimate the impact of different manipulations of reputational concern on 

dishonesty we used Cohen’s D as an effect size. A Cohen’s d of 0.2 is considered small, 0.5 is 

considered a medium effect and a Cohen’s d of 0.8 or higher is seen as a large effect. We 

extracted the relevant information to calculate this effect size from the included studies 

themselves. Whenever relevant information was missing (e.g., the average reported die roll 

per treatment) and the raw data was not available online, we contacted the authors by mail. 

2.4.2 Publication Bias 

However, a meta-analysis is vulnerable to publication bias, or in other words the ‘file 

drawer problem’ because it is dependent on the studies being available to research and read. In 

science, studies involving non-significant results are less likely to be published than studies 

with significant research and therefore could end up in the file drawer (Bryman, 2012). In an 

attempt to decrease the possibility of publication bias, we sent out a call for papers for 

unpublished (and published) studies and included ProQuest Dissertations and Theses in our 

online search. By choosing to implement a mixed search strategy and actively requesting 

unpublished work (see section 2.1), we aimed to increase the chance of having a representative 

sample and decrease publication bias. Overall, effect sizes of both published (k = 46) and 

unpublished (k = 7) work have been included in this thesis in an attempt to increase the 

representativeness of the sample bias and thereby allow for a more accurate effect size 

estimation.  

Furthermore, to test to what extent the data of this study is affected by publication bias 

we conducted two analyses. First, we tested whether the publication status (published or 

unpublished) moderated the relationship between reputational concern and dishonesty. If 

publication status did moderate the relationship between reputational concern on dishonesty, 
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we can assume publication bias occurred in our sample. Second, we did a p-curve analysis 

using the website http://www.p-curve.com (Simonsohn et al., 2014) to see if the p-values are 

distributed evenly. 

2.4.3 Moderation Analysis 

In addition, we coded for several moderators, including country, proportion male, 

mean age, experimental setting, hierarchy of observer status, whether or not participants were 

deceived by the experimenter, the behavioral task, instrumental reputation and game reward. 

First, we examined whether moderators correlated among each other. These are summarized 

in Table 1 in the Supplementary Material.  

Next, we used robust variance estimation again to test if the difference between effect 

sizes can be explained by specific variables. We controlled for moderators that significantly 

correlated with the moderator under investigation to prevent the moderating effect to be 

influenced by confounding factors. Further, to be able to make statements about the presence 

or absence of moderating variables, we needed a more than four studies per moderator cell. 

Analyses with less than five cases per cell cannot be taken as true. To test for categorical 

moderators with more than two levels, we created binary variables which allowed us to 

compare each level against all other moderator levels. To give an example, in the case of 

instrumental reputation (0 = no, 1 = yes, 2 = potentially), we created dummy variable 

instrumental_yes (1 = yes, 0 = no and potentially) and dummy variable instrumental_yespot 

(1 = yes and potentially, 0 = no). 

3 Results 

First, we report the estimated average effect size of reputational concern on dishonesty 

across all reputational concern manipulations and investigate publication bias across the 

sample. Second, we report the estimated average effect size per reputational concern 
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manipulation category on dishonesty. Finally, we report the results of the moderation 

analysis, summing up the effects of potential moderating variables we coded for. 

3.1 Overall Effect 

Using robust variance estimation, we have calculated the overall estimated average 

effect. The overall effect of reputational concern on dishonesty is significant, negative, and 

small, d = -0.196, SE = 0.0393, 95% CI [-0.116, -0.275], k = 53, p < .001. A considerable 

percentage of variation across studies is due to heterogeneity (T = 0.190, T2 = 0.036, I2 = 

72.028). This indicates that people behave significantly less dishonestly in the high in 

comparison to the low reputational concern conditions.  

To test for publication bias we have first tested if the results varied depending on the 

publication status. The average effect size of published studies (d = -0.199, 95% CI [-0.293, -

0.106], k = 46) does not differ significantly from the average effect size of unpublished 

studies (d = -0.183, 95 % CI [-0.181, -0.0854], k = 7) p = 0.741 (see Figure 4). This result 

suggests that there is no evidence for a publication bias in our sample. Subsequently, we have 

performed a p-curve analysis to examine if the p-values are distributed evenly (see Figure 5). 

The p-curve analysis, too, shows there is no indication of publication bias. In summary, based 

on these results we do not find any indications of publication bias in our sample about the 

effect of reputational concern on dishonesty. 
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Figure 4 

The effect size distribution depending on publication status 

 
Note. The black points indicate single effect sizes in the sample and the black solid lines show 

the average effect size per country culture. 
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Figure 5 

P-curve analysis 

 
Note. Only 15 studies, involving 26 individual effect sizes from which 14 with significant 

results, reported the right information to include them in the p-curve analysis. 

3.2 Overall Effect per Manipulation 

Two manipulations of reputational concern (being observed and feeling observed) 

have a significant effect on dishonesty. Due to a too small number of effect sizes included in 

the meta-analysis, the effect of the three other manipulations (information transmission, 

changing vs. constant partners/observers and technical manipulations) could not be tested or 

is not reliable. The results are visualized in Table 4 and Figure 5. 
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Table 4 

Overall effect size and heterogeneity per manipulation of reputational concern 

Reputational concern 
manipulation k N d SE 95% CI I2 T2 

Being observed 34 12676 -0.180*** 0.047 
-0.275 /  
-0.084 75.186 0.038 

Feeling observed 16 4660 -0.223*** 0.064 -0.362 / 
-0.085 63.022 0.025 

Information 
transmission 2 142 0.094 0.200 -2.440 / 

2.630 4.813 0.004 

Changing vs 
constant 
partner/observer 

0 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Technical 
manipulations 1 159 NA NA NA NA NA 

Note. k = number of effect sizes, N = number of participants, d = Cohen’s d, SE = standard 

error, CI = confidence interval. Results are only trustworthy if k > 4. Values that could not be 

calculated are indicated as NA. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Figure 6 

The effect size distributions per reputational concern manipulation. 

 

Note. This figure only visualizes the effect size distributions of the two manipulations which 

had a large enough sample of cases (k > 4) for the results to be trustworthy. The black points 

indicate single effect sizes in the sample and the black solid lines show the average effect size 

per country culture. 

Next, we have performed analyses for the different levels of the first reputational 

concern manipulation, being observed (see Table 5). First, we have tested whether being 

observed via a medium in comparison to being observed physically moderated the effect of 

reputational concern on dishonesty. There is a significant, negative effect of being observed 

via medium on dishonesty, meaning that participants are less likely to behave dishonestly 

when being observed via a medium, while being observed physically has no significant effect 

on dishonesty. Second, we have tested whether the effect of reputational concern on 

dishonesty is moderated by the element exposed. If one’s identity, action or outcome is 

exposed to the observer (combined with other exposure elements or not), dishonesty 

significantly decreases. Additionally, the exposure of outcome also is a significant, reliable, 
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negative predictor of dishonest behavior when it is the only element exposed (d = -0.121, N = 

5208, k = 6, p < .001). However, the number of participants per exposure element cell varies 

extremely, which influences the calculation of effect sizes and significance levels. Thus, 

while the effects of identity isolated (d = -0.645, N = 143, k = 2, p = .154), action isolated (d = 

-0.416, N = 577, k = 3, p = .166) identity x action combined (d = -0.427, N = 2000, k = 3, p = 

.125) or action x outcome exposed combined (d = -0.263, N = 1709, k = 4, p < .001) are not 

significant or lacked a valid number of studies, its large effect sizes reveals an interesting 

trend. 

Additionally, we have tested if the results of studies that manipulated reputational 

concern by varying the extent participants were actually observed, vary depending on 

publication status. The average effect size of published studies within this manipulation 

category (d = -0.184, 95 % CI [-0.298, -0.069], k = 28) does not differ significantly from the 

average effect size of unpublished studies within this manipulation category (d = -0.164, 95% 

CI [-0.301, -0.026], k = 6) p = 0.751. This result suggests that there is no evidence for 

publication bias within the sample of this manipulation. 

Table 5 

Overall effect size and heterogeneity per manipulation level of being observed 

Being observed k N d SE 95% CI I2 T2 

Physically 15 4093 -0.103 0.064 -0.239 / 
0.033 

65.739 0.039 

Via medium 15 8583 -0.223** 0.068 -0.368 / 
-0.077 80.034 0.041 

Face (all 
combinations) 14 3039 -0.054 0.064 -0.192 / 

0.084 59.585 0.031 

Face (isolated) 7 1406 -0.072 0.123 -0.374 / 
0.230 72.957 0.058 
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Identity (all 
combinations) 5 2143 -0.492* 0.123 -0.833 / 

-0.151 88.186 0.087 

Identity (isolated) 2 143 -0.645 0.159 -2.67 / 
1.38 0 0 

Action (all 
combinations) 13 4777 -0.257** 0.077 -0.426 / 

-0.089 79.912 0.054 

Action (isolated) 3 577 -0.416 0.195 -1.25 / 
-0.422 81.800 0.115 

Outcome (all 
combinations) 16 8550 -0.119** 0.032 -0.051 / 

0.188 34.519 0.006 

Outcome (isolated) 6 5208 -0.121** 0.019 -0.174 / 
-0.068 0 0 

Face x Action x 
Outcome 4 491 -0.005 0.138 -0.446 / 

0.435 52.680 0.046 

Face x Outcome 4 1142 -0.020 0.030 -0.116 / 
0.076 0 0 

Identity x Action 3 2000 -0.427 0.167 -1.14 / 
0.29 93.566 0.098 

Action x Outcome 4 1709 -0.263** 0.029 -0.357 / 
-0.169 0 0 

Note. k = number of effect sizes, N = number of participants, d = Cohen’s d, SE = standard 

error, CI = confidence interval. Results are only trustworthy if k > 4. * p < .05, ** p < .01, 

*** p < .001. 

Subsequently, we have performed analyses on three subcategories (watching eyes, 

gaze condition, and other) of the second reputational concern manipulation, feeling observed, 

to see how its significant effect on dishonesty is distributed on a deeper level (see Table 6). 
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Due to a too small sample, the results of the gaze condition are not trustworthy, however, 

there appears to be a trend towards a negative effect on dishonesty. In our study, an image of 

watching eyes does not significantly affect participant’s behavior (d = -0.103, 95% CI [-

0.246, 0.040], p = .127). Feeling observed – other, however, has a small to medium, negative, 

significant (p < .05) effect on dishonesty. Manipulations of feeling observed in this category 

existed from varying the darkness in the room between treatments, playing and reporting in 

real life versus on a computer, playing in a VR environment with a present and/or observing 

avatar and conducting the task in the presence of a picture of loved ones versus a picture of 

nature. We have not been able to test if the results vary depending on publication status within 

this manipulation, since the sample only possesses one unpublished effect size. 

Table 6 

Overall effect size and heterogeneity per manipulation level of feeling observed 

Feeling observed k N d SE 95% CI I2 T2 

Watching eyes 7 2091 -0.103 0.058 
-0.246 / 
0.040  

35.658 0.009 

Gaze condition: direct 
versus averted 2 124 -0.151* 0.008 -0.258 / 

-0.044 0 0 

Other 6 2445 -0.445* 0.130 -0.778 / 
-0.112 74.385 0.070 

Note. k = number of effect sizes, N = number of participants, d = Cohen’s d, SE = standard 

error, CI = confidence interval. Results are only trustworthy if k > 4. * p < .05, ** p < .01, 

*** p < .001. 

3.3 Moderator Analysis 

 Additionally, we have performed moderation analyses to test for possible moderating 

effects of some coded study characteristics while controlling for possible correlating factors. 

See Table 1 of the Supplementary Material for the correlations of moderator variables and 
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Table 2 of the Supplementary Material for an overview of the additional results of the 

moderation analyses. Below we discuss two variables that showed a significant moderating 

effect. 

3.3.1 Country 

We have divided countries between collectivistic and individualistic cultures based on 

the individualism index of Hofstede (1980), who attributed individualism scores to countries 

on a scale of 0 to 100. All countries scoring 51 or higher on the scale can be considered as 

individualistic, all countries scoring 50 or lower can be considered as collectivistic (Načinović 

Braje et al., 2019), we have coded them accordingly. The effect sizes of collectivistic 

countries are significantly higher (d = -0.172, 95% CI [-0.265, -0.078], k = 42) in comparison 

to the effect sizes of individualistic countries (d = 0.203, 95% CI [-0.413, -0.007], k = 8) p < 

0.001. This result suggests that the negative effect of reputational concerns on dishonesty is 

stronger in countries possessing a collectivistic culture compared to countries possessing an 

individualistic culture. The effect size distribution per category is visualized in Figure 6. 

Figure 7 

The effect size distribution of the collectivistic and individualistic countries. 
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Note. The black points indicate single effect sizes in the sample and the black solid lines show 

the average effect size per country culture. 

3.3.2 Hierarchal Observer Status 

 When analyzing the different observer statuses, the observer being an avatar or not 

appears to have a significant moderating effect (d = 0.128, 95% CI [0.047, 0.210], k = 50, p = 

.003). However, there is only one article, involving three effect sizes, in our sample who used 

this manipulation, hence we cannot rely on this significant moderation effect. The effect size 

per observer status is visualized in Figure 7. Note that even though other statuses do not show 

a significant effect moderation effect, the Figure visualizes differences between these 

individual statuses. Also, since the number of independent effect sizes using an avatar as 

manipulation is too small, R could not calculate the effect between studies using an avatar as 

observer and the other observer statuses. 

Figure 8 

The effect size distribution depending on the hierarchal status of the observer 

Note. Due to a lack of cases, the fifth status, avatar, is not visualized in this plot. The black 
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points indicate single effect sizes in the sample and the black solid lines show the average 

effect size per country culture. 

3.3.3 Additional Moderators 

Also, we have tested if the following study characteristics influence the overall effect 

of reputational concern on dishonesty: proportion males, mean age, experimental setting, 

experimental deception, the behavioral task used to measure dishonesty, whether reputation 

was (potentially) instrumental or not, reward versus no reward, reward size and one-shot 

versus repeated games. These additional variables all do not significantly moderate the effect 

of reputational concern on dishonesty (all -0.128 < d < 0.081 and p > .088). For an overview 

of descriptive data and visualization of effect size distribution, see Table 2 and Figure 1-6 of 

the Supplementary Material. 

4 Discussion 

Dishonest behavior is unwanted, unappreciated, and costly, but ever present in all 

levels of society. Research on ways to demotivate people to act dishonestly is plentiful, yet 

inconsistent, especially in regard to the effect of social costs, and in particularly people’s 

reputational concerns on dishonesty. In an attempt to overcome the inconclusive findings in 

the literature on the social costs, we have conducted a meta-analysis to research the effect of 

reputational concern on (dis)honesty. We have aimed to 1) estimate the overall effect of 

reputational concern on dishonesty, 2) estimate the overall impact of different manipulations 

of reputational concern on dishonesty and 3) study the effect of various variables that could 

potentially affect the relationship between reputational concern and dishonesty. 

First, we have found a small, significant, negative overall effect of reputational 

concerns on dishonesty (d = -0.196, N = 17637, p < .001). This indicates that when people are 

concerned about their reputation, they are less likely to behave dishonestly (i.e., more likely to 
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behave honestly). This effect is relatively robust and we do not find any evidence for 

publication bias. 

Second, we have researched if this effect differs per manipulation of reputational 

concern. Being observed (d = -0.180, N = 12676, p < .001) and feeling observed (d = -0.223, 

N = 4660, p < .001) have a small, significant, negative effect on dishonesty. When being 

observed or feeling observed, people are less likely to behave dishonestly. In the being 

observed manipulation, this effect remains significant when participants are being observed 

via a medium (d = -0.223, N = 8583, p < .001), when identity (d = -0.492, N = 2143, p = 

.016), action (d = -0.257, N = 4777, p = .006) and/or outcome are observed (d = -0.119, N = 

8550, p = .002). When isolating the elements as being the only element being observed, only 

the studies in which the “reported outcome” is observed remain significant (d = -0.121, N = 

5208, p = .003). Even though the effects do not have a significant result or enough cases in 

our study, the moderate to large effect size of an identity isolated (d = -0.645, N = 143, p = 

.154) and small to moderate effect sizes of action isolated (d = -0.416, N = 577, p = .154), 

identity x action combined (d = -0.427, N = 2000, p = .125) and action x outcome combined 

(d = -0.263, N = 1709, p = .003) are worth noting. Our dataset does not include enough 

studies manipulating reputational concern through information transmission (k = 2) or 

technical manipulations (k = 1) to make trustworthy statements regarding their effect on 

dishonesty. Moreover, our dataset does not include a single study manipulating reputational 

concern through varying between a constant versus changing interaction partner/observer. 

The relationship between these three manipulations on dishonesty remains to be researched 

and can only be theoretically supported in this thesis. 

 Third, we have researched if the overall effect of reputational concerns on dishonesty 

is influenced by other factors. The only coded variable in our study having a significant 

moderating effect on the relationship between reputational concerns and dishonesty is the type 
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of country the study was conducted in. In studies conducted in a country scoring above 

average on the individualism scale (Hofstede, 1980), the effect of reputational concerns on 

dishonesty is significantly weaker in individualistic countries (d = -0.172, 95% CI [-0.265, -

0.078], k = 42) than in studies conducted in a country scoring below average on the 

individualism scale (i.e., collectivist countries; d = -0.203, 95% CI [-0.413, -0.007], k = 8) p < 

.001. Meaning that, in countries having a collectivistic culture, people are more likely to 

behave honestly when reputational concern is stimulated than in countries having an 

individualistic culture. Subsequently, our results indicate a significant moderating effect of 

hierarchal observer status. When participants are feeling observed by an avatar, the effect of 

reputational concerns on dishonesty is stronger. However, since this moderator cell does not 

contain enough (independent) effect sizes, this result cannot be seen as trustworthy. Lastly, 

none of the other coded for moderating variables shows a significant moderating effect. 

4.1 Bridging Theory and Practice 

 The results support the idea that overall increasing one’s reputational concern 

decreases dishonest behavior. This is in line with the traditional economic model, perceptual 

deterrence theory, panopticon model and the theory of indirect reciprocity, which argue that 

whenever a person is aware of the potential reputational risks connected to a dishonest act and 

of the fact that his/her behavior can be exposed to the wider public, he or she will refrain from 

behaving dishonestly. In this view, the reputational costs outweigh the individual benefits of a 

dishonest act. However, when analyzing the effect on dishonesty per manipulation, results 

vary. Note that three of the five manipulation categories lack a sufficient number of studies to 

be able to make trustworthy statements. The following statements therefore only concern the 

two manipulations that do allow us to make valid statements, being observed and feeling 

observed. 

 



“OH NO, WHAT WILL THEY THINK OF ME?” 57 

4.1.1 Being Observed 

 When zooming in on the way participants are being observed, our results indicate that 

only being observed by someone outside the room via a medium significantly decreases 

dishonest behavior (d = -0.233, N = 8583, p = .005), while being observed by someone 

physically in the same room does not. At first, this result seems rather surprising, yet the 

perceptual deterrence theory offers an explanation. The perceptual deterrence theory 

(Paternoster, 2018) states that the decision to behave dishonestly depends on one’s 

perceptions of the risks connected to this deed. When a participant is observed by an observer 

physically in the same room, the observer has the opportunity to transmit information about 

the participant in his/her own words to others who were not present during the task. This will 

be costly for the participant if others believe the observer on his/her word. When a participant 

is observed via a medium, by an observer(s) in another room, the participant could think that 

the observer will use the video recordings as evidence for the participant’s dishonest act. 

Thereby giving others, who were not present during the task, the opportunity to see the 

participant’s behavior themselves and transforming them into more observers. Being observed 

via a medium, therefore, might trigger higher amounts of reputational concern, since the 

participant cannot know for certain how many people directly observe him/her, if he/she is 

recorded and how many others might learn about the dishonest act. In the perception of the 

participant, being observed via a medium might be connected to more insecurity and more 

risks, making them more likely to behave honest than when being observed physically. In 

their view, it increases the likelihood that their reputation as dishonest persons will accelerate. 

Similarly, the economic model provides an explanation why reputational concern is more 

triggered when one is observed via a working camera as opposed to a physical observer. 

Being observed via a camera implies that there is a possibility that multiple people view (the 

recording of) the participant and learn about his/her behavior, even after finishing the task. 
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This increases the chance that the larger public learns about the participant’s (dis)honest act, 

therefore altering his/her reputation. In a time where our online lives are becoming more 

important and people are being held accountable for their actions in the past (for example in 

the #MeToo movement), it is plausible that people fear for the consequences of their 

reputations at the sight of a camera. 

 In addition, studies in which identity, action, and/or outcome are being observed show 

a significant effect on dishonesty. When only one of the exposure elements is observed, this 

effect remains significant only in studies that observe the reported outcome. This 

development can be partially explained in terms of statistics, given that the smaller samples 

and scattered categories reduce the likelihood of a significant effect in isolated elements or 

cause results to be no longer trustworthy. A theoretical explanation for the observed outcome 

as a significant predictor of dishonesty can be provided by the evolution of indirect 

reciprocity (Nowak & Sigmund, 2005). The reported outcome is a concrete value to which 

one can attach one's own expectations about its credibility. When an observer observes 

someone's reported outcome, s/he can use this concrete information to inform others about the 

observed person's credibility or reputation. Calling someone's facial expression suspicious, for 

example, is very subjective, but when a participant reports the maximum report there is a real 

possibility that this was not accomplished honestly. Therefore, others who do not observe the 

(dis)honest act may be more likely to take this reputational information for true. As 

participant, knowing that your reported outcome is being observed can potentially reduce the 

motivation for acting dishonestly. 

 Even though the isolated effects of identity (d = -0.645) and action (d = -0.416) being 

exposed are not significant or trustworthy due a too small sample of (independent) single 

effect sizes, the moderate to large effect sizes are worth noting. Combined with the small to 

moderate overall effects of identity combined (d = -0.492), action combined (d = -0.257) and 
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combined effect of identity x action (d = -0.427), we can identify a negative trend of identity 

and action being observed on dishonesty. On the one side, one can assume that when 

observers learn the identity of a participant, the participant is aware that any reputational costs 

connected to the dishonest act can be attributed to him/her only. On the other side, when 

others learn about the true state of the world, they learn about the true benefits connected to 

your performance. Thus, the likelihood that a participant could walk away with the maximum 

reward afterwards unnoticed and unquestioned becomes smaller. Let alone when one’s 

identity can be connected to their actions. In all three cases, participants might perceive the 

chance of being exposed or the height of the reputational costs higher, preventing them from 

behaving dishonestly. 

4.1.2 Feeling Observed 

Manipulating reputational concern by making participants feel observed has a 

significant, negative effect on dishonesty. When zooming in on the various subcategories 

within this manipulation, we see that this effect remains significant in the feeling observed – 

other category, but that watching eyes do not significantly decrease dishonest behavior. 

Surprisingly, this result conflicts with the findings of Dear et al. (2019) who found a 

significant, negative effect of watching eyes on antisocial behavior in their meta-analysis. We 

cannot make any valid statements regarding the gaze condition since not enough studies fit 

this subcategory. Since the overall category is a significant predictor for dishonest behavior, 

the non-significant effect of watching eyes could suggest that an image of watching eyes does 

not stimulate reputational concern. When seeing an image of watching eyes, it is clear that the 

information the eyes ‘see’ cannot be transmitted to others. Contradictory, people may still 

question this chance when being observed by a non-working camera, since it is an explicit 

social cue that is meant for surveillance purposes (Cai et al., 2015) and the experimenter may 

have lied about the true purpose of the camera. In the Panopticon, the prisoners do not know 
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if there is a guard present in the tower or not, but the fact that there is a chance prevents them 

from behaving dishonestly (Elmer, 2012). This is not the case with the watching eyes; there is 

no form of control. Again, if people do not perceive anything as a risk, this risk will not affect 

their decision (Paternoster, 2018). Future research could examine whether the differences in 

reputational concern manipulation can be explained by differences in the extent that they 

influence people’s reputational concerns. So far, researchers have assumed this relationship, 

but this relationship has not yet been tested for all type of manipulations.  

4.1.3 Collectivism versus Individualism 

 The only significant moderator in this study is the culture of the country the studies 

were conducted in. In countries with a collectivistic culture, the effect of reputational 

concerns on dishonesty is stronger than in countries with an individualistic culture. Citizens of 

collectivistic countries appear to be more concerned about reputational costs connected to 

dishonest behavior or are more receptive for cues of reputational concern. This result supports 

theoretical explanations regarding the difference between individualism and collectivism, 

which state that individualistic countries are more focused on individual goals and reaching 

them autonomously, while in collectivistic countries it is expected that people rely on each 

other in order to reach higher goals (Načinović Braje, 2019). Therefore, the reputational costs 

in collectivistic countries might in fact be higher, since its citizens rely more on interactions 

with others. Perhaps the cause of this stronger effect is not only due to how collectivistic 

citizens perceive reputational costs, but also due to actual higher costs. Since citizens in 

collectivistic countries depend more on and have more future interactions, the costs of a bad 

reputation might be higher. Future studies could examine whether this result is driven by 

individual differences in the extent that people are concerned about their reputation in their 

culture or whether reputational costs might be higher in collectivists compared to 

individualistic countries 
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4.2 Limitations 

 While a meta-analysis offers the opportunity to study an effect and possible 

moderating variables in various settings, it is limited to existing studies that are (made) 

available to the authors. We have tried to reduce this limitation by applying a mixed search 

strategy and spreading a call for (unpublished) papers across multiple platforms, sometimes 

without response from academic societies. However, we became aware that some of the 

papers sent to us in response to the call for papers, did not pop up in our systematic online 

literature search even though they were available online. Even though our key-word search 

was extensive, we must acknowledge that some papers used different keywords. Additionally, 

we only used English keywords and therefore only found papers written in English. Keeping 

in mind the moderating effect of collectivistic countries and how individualistic countries are 

mainly English orientated, this could suggest that the overall effect of reputational concern on 

dishonesty could be stronger than this thesis showed. Both limitations resulted in papers not 

being assessed for eligibility and therefore, potentially affected the results of this study. 

 Further, when papers were available to us and could be assessed for eligibility, still 

multiple papers were not included in this study. This was due to missing data or a lack of 

consensus between the authors on the decision to include the paper or not. At the time of 

writing, we were not able to gather missing data of 8 papers due to contact issues with 

corresponding authors or unworkable datasets, as a result, we were unable to include valuable 

information in our study. The same applies to studies that are still under discussion with the 

other researchers on this project (n = 10). A consensus on these was not reached in time for 

completion of this thesis, so potentially valuable information was left out. However, this last 

limitation will be resolved in the future (see section 4.3 and 4.4). 
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4.3 Future Research 

 In this study, we have examined the overall effect of reputational concern on 

dishonesty, the effect per manipulation of reputational concern and the effect of moderating 

variables. Despite the lack of cases per manipulation cells and moderator cells, the results of 

this thesis encourage the exploration of new research directions within the field of behavioral 

sciences. We have presented a framework of five manipulations by which reputational 

concern can be manipulated: being observed, feeling observed, information transmission, 

changing versus constant interaction partner/observer and technical manipulations. Since only 

being and feeling observed possessed enough (independent) cases in our sample, the last three 

manipulations remain only theoretically supported. We have demonstrated that both 

manipulation reputational concern via observation and feelings of being observed decrease 

dishonesty. To test the relationship of the other manipulations on dishonesty, future research 

could examine experimentally if these manipulations decrease the amount of dishonest 

reporting in behavioral tasks. When a sufficient number of cases per manipulation category 

has been reached, a new meta-analysis can provide a general overview in which the effect of 

the different manipulations can be compared. 

 Turning attention to the being observed manipulation, we have shown that it is of 

importance how and what is being observed. Our analysis shows a negative significant effect 

for being observed via a medium on dishonesty and for the reported outcome being observed 

as an isolated factor. Moreover, the results of the meta-analysis reveal a negative moderate to 

large effect of identity, action and identity x action being observed on dishonesty, yet, not 

significant or trustworthy due to a lack of (independent) effect sizes per cell. It would be 

interesting to further examine the way and product of observation and how these aspects 

relate to dishonesty. Behavioral experiments in which the exposure elements and observation 

tools (physical versus via medium) differ per treatment could provide insight into what 
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prevents people from acting dishonestly. Examples of such research are for example Conrads 

and Lotz (2015), who have researched the effect of different communication channels (face to 

face, phone or on the computer) on dishonest behavior, or Fries et al. (2021) who have 

increased the levels of observation and anonymity per each of their five experimental 

treatments. Establishing such research and also accounting for other possible situational 

moderating variables, is vital to increase the effectiveness of reputation-sensitive policies, 

such as the glass office walls and the four eyes principle. 

 Though it must be said that research experimenting with monitoring to prevent people 

from behaving dishonest should not forget to take in account the trust aspect of human 

interactions. In the last twenty years, a development of securitization is occurring whereby we 

slowly move towards a society of surveillance, in which we strive for controlling and 

preventing unethical, criminal, or dishonest acts (Schuilenburg, 2015). Without going too far 

into detail, we would like to mention that monitoring can also have negative long-term 

consequences on dishonesty. For instance, Laird and Bailey (2014) have argued and shown, 

that people could perceive monitoring or cameras as a sign of distrust, thus diminishing their 

intrinsic motivation to engage in honest behavior. Whereas granting trust could increase the 

likelihood of reciprocal, honest behavior. Striving to find the right balance between 

encouraging honest behavior, attempting to prevent dishonest behavior, and trusting people to 

do good seems an appropriate goal for this line of research. Future research can examine 

whether there is potentially a u-shaped relationship between the amount of surveillance and 

dishonesty, and potential crowding out effects (people’s intrinsic motivations decrease, the 

more they are externally monitored). 

4.4 Conclusion 

Dishonesty comes with tremendous societal costs. Policy makers often implement 

reputation sensitive measures to increase honesty. Here we have meta-analyzed all identified 
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papers on the relationship between reputational concerns and dishonesty, and have found a 

significant negative effect, i.e., the higher the reputational concerns, the less people behave 

dishonestly. Further moderators include the county that the study has been conducted in, 

indicating that these policies might be more sensitive in collectivistic instead of individualistic 

countries. With our results, we hope to shed light on the conflicting findings, present avenues 

for future research and help policy makers to guide interventions.  

To conclude, we would like to end this thesis by making an announcement. This thesis 

serves as a preliminary work for a yet to be completed meta-analysis on reputational concern 

and dishonesty. Armed with extra time, it is likely that this improved version will contain new 

valuable information from papers that have so far either lacked our collective approval to 

include them or have not yet been completed at the time of writing. We aim to produce a 

comprehensive paper in which the different ways of manipulating reputational concern can be 

substantiated both theoretically and experimentally, thereby allowing us to identify their 

effects on dishonesty. 
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Table 1 

Correlations of the moderator variables 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 Country -          

2 Proportion 
male 

.266 -         

3 Age -.614*** -.293 -        

4 Experiment
al setting 

.373* .130 .658*** -       

5 Hierarchal 
observer 
status 

.263 .345 .128 .357 -      

6 Deception .008 -.311* -.146 .189 .414 -     

7 Behavioral 
task 

.269 .314 .368 .516** .577*** .468* -    

8 Instrumenta
l reputation 

.123 .185 .157 .230 .434* .147 .612*** -   

9 Game 
reward 

-.273 -.154 .321 .369* .264 .000 .355 .146 -  

10 Reward size -.195 .110 -.213 .605*** .483* .785 .712*** .461** 1*** - 

11 Repetition .055 -.069 .140 .203 .362 .000 .600** .641** .000 .853* 

Note. Correlations of continuous-continuous or continuous-dichotomous pairs are based on 
Pearson’s r, correlations of dichotomous-dichotomous, dichotomous-polytomous, or 
polytomous-polytomous pairs are based on Cramer’s V and correlations of continuous-
polytomous pairs are based on multiple R. Significant correlations are in bold and controlled 
for when assessing moderators. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
 
Table 2 

Results of the Categorical and Continuous Moderator Analysis 

Variables and Codes n k Intercept ß SE 
95% 
CI for 
ß 

t df p I2 T2 

Country            

1 = collectivistic, 
0 = individualistic 30 50 -.178 -.000 .000 .000 / 

.000 4.24 39 < .001 71.539 .035 

Proportion male            

continuous 27 45 -.242 .004 .008 -.013 / 
.022 -.504 32 .618 75.227 .042 
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Age            

continuous 19 30 -.305 .011 .007 -.003 / 
.025 -1.56 22 .132 65.701 .028 

Experimental 
setting            

1 = online, 
0 = other 32 53 -.210 .064 .060 -.056 / 

.184 -1.08 39 .289 72.003 .038 

1 = lab,  
0 = other 32 53 -.168 -.044 .070 -.187 / 

.098 .631 39 .532 71.191 .036 

Hierarchal 
observer status            

1 = experimenter, 
0 = other 29 45 -.188 -.050 .095 -.241 / 

.141 .527 39 .601 72.488 .037 

1 = experimenter + 
peer/participant, 
0 = other 

29 45 -.191 -.039 .097 -.236 / 
.158 .401 39 .690 72.724 .037 

1 = peer/participant, 
0 = other 29 45 -.212 .053 .094 -.138 / 

.243 -.559 39 .580 72.438 .038 

1 = material/non-
human, 
0 = other 

29 45 -.217 .081 .081 -.084 / 
.245 -.992 39 .327 72.263 .038 

1 = avatar, 
0 = other 29 45 -.198 .128 .040 .047 / 

.210 -3.8 39 <.001 72.564 .037 

Deception            

1 = yes 
0 = no 32 53 -.193 -.014 .093 -.203 / 

.174 .153 39 .879 72.718 .037 

Behavioral task            

1 = coin flip, 
0 = other 32 53 -.205 .034 .073 -.113 / 

.180 -.463 39 .646 71.392 .037 

1 = sender-receiver, 
0 = other 32 53 -.199 .016 .132 -.252 / 

.283 -.12 39 .905 71.326 .036 

1 = die roll, 
0 = other 32 53 -.172 -.080 .077 -.236 / 

.075 1.05 39 .301 72.631 .038 

1 = matrix, 
0 = other 32 53 -.195 -.006 .152 -.314 / 

.302 .041 39 .968 72.692 .037 

1 = mind game, 0 = 
other 32 53 -.196 .006 .070 -.136 / 

.149 -.088 39 .931 72.647 .040 

Instrumental 
reputation            

1 = other 
0 = no 32 53 -.185 -.042 .086 -.216 / 

.132 .489 39 .628 71.114 .036 

1 = yes, 
0 = other 32 53 -.179 -.092 .100 -.294 / 

.109 .924 39 .361 70.281 .034 

Game reward            
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1 = yes, 0 = no 31 49 -.108 -.098 .116 -.332 / 
.137 .841 39 .406 72.377 .037 

Reward size            

continuous 28 47 -.075 -.010 .005 -.021 / 
.001 1.75 36 .088 70.595 .034 

Repetition            

1 = repetition 
0 = one-shot 32 53 -.182 -.128 .144 -.420 / 

.164 .888 39 .380 70.174 .034 

Note. n = number of studies; k = number of single effect sizes; Intercept = intercept of meta-
regression, ß = unstandardized regression coefficient, SE = standard error of ß, 95% CI = 95% 
Confidence interval of ß, df = degrees of freedom, p = p-value, T2 = tau-squared estimated 
based on rho = .80. Results are only trustworthy if df > 4. 
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Figure 1 

The effect size distribution depending on the experimental setting 

Note. The experimental settings present in our sample were: online, lab, class, lab in the field 
or other. Due to a lack of cases in some of the cells, the other settings are combined in this 
plot. The black points indicate single effect sizes in the sample and the black solid lines show 
the average effect size per experimental setting. 
 
  



“OH NO, WHAT WILL THEY THINK OF ME?” 77 

Figure 2 

The effect size distribution depending on if the experimenter used deception. 

Note. The black points indicate single effect sizes in the sample and the black solid lines show 
the average effect size per experimental deception setting. 
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Figure 3 

The effect size distribution per behavioral task 

Note. CFT = coin flip task, SRG = sender-receiver game, DRT = die roll task, MT = matrix 
task and MG = mind game. The black points indicate single effect sizes in the sample and the 
black solid lines show the average effect size per behavioral task.  
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Figure 4 

The effect size distribution depending on reputation being (potentially) instrumental or not. 

Note. If there was a chance that reputation could be instrumental, we coded for ‘potentially’ 
and coded for the chance of it being instrumental. The black points indicate single effect sizes 
in the sample and the black solid lines show the average effect size per type of instrumental 
reputation.   
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Figure 5 

The effect size distribution depending on a rewarding system or not 

Note. The black points indicate single effect sizes in the sample and the black solid lines show 
the average effect size per reward system.  
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Figure 6 

The effect size distribution depending on a task being one-shot or being repeated 

Note. The black points indicate single effect sizes in the sample and the black solid lines show 
the average effect size per one-shot or repeated task. 
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APPENDIX I: Call for Papers 

Meta-analysis and systematic literature review: Seeking papers on the effect of reputational 

concerns on (dis)honesty (Deadline, November 30st, 2021) 

 

This is a call for papers to include in our meta-analysis and systematic literature review. We 

are conducting a meta-analysis on the overall impact of reputational concerns on 

(dis)honesty. If you have a study (published or not) that fulfils the following criteria, please 

send it to us so we can include it.  

 

We are interested in studies that fulfil the following criteria:  

 

1. Experimental manipulations of reputational concern. Compared to the control 

treatment, in the experimental treatment, participants are more concerned about how 

others (e.g., the experimenter, third party observers) evaluate/judge their behavior. 

Manipulations of reputation concerns include situations in which: 

a. Participants’ behavior is being observed by others, by e.g., a 

passive/active/virtual observer, ability to make anonymous decisions vs. not  

b. Participants feel observed by others, by e.g., cues of watching eyes  

c. Information about participants behavior can be transmitted to others, through 

e.g., gossip  

d. Over multiple rounds, participants’ behavior is exposed to the same, constant 

partner/observer vs. switching partners/observers 

2. Reputational concern should be the only difference between the control and 

experimental group. 
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3. Behavioral measure of (dis)honest behavior. Participants take part in a task in which 

they have the opportunity to misreport the true state of the world, and misreporting is 

beneficial (financially or otherwise) for the participant. Examples of such tasks 

include  

a. Sender-receiver games 

b. Coin flip tasks 

c. Matrix task 

d. Die rolling task 

e. Mind game 

f. Or others… 

 

Studies that meet these criteria include e.g.: 

Beck, T., Bühren, C., Frank, B., & Khachatryan, E. (2020). Can honesty oaths, peer 

interaction, or monitoring mitigate lying?. Journal of Business Ethics, 163(3), 467-

484. 

Jansen, A. M., Giebels, E., van Rompay, T. J., & Junger, M. (2018). The influence of the 

presentation of camera surveillance on cheating and pro-social behaviour. Frontiers in 

psychology, 9, 1937. 

Köbis, N., van der Lingen, S., Cruz, T. D. D., Iragorri-Carter, D., van Prooijen, J. W., 

Righetti, F., & Van Lange, P. A. (2019). The Look Over Your Shoulder: Unethical 

Behaviour Decreases in the Physical Presence of Observers. Manuscript. 

Mol, J. M., van der Heijden, E. C., & Potters, J. J. (2020). (Not) alone in the world: Cheating 

in the presence of a virtual observer. Experimental Economics, 1-18. 
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We would love to include all relevant studies (published or unpublished). If your study first 

the criteria, please send it to Marjolein Nillessen (m.g.h.e.nillessen@student.vu.nl). If you are 

in doubt whether your paper fits, please email us to check. 

We look forward to hearing from you before November 30st, 2021.  

 

Thank you very much,  

 

Marjolein Nillessen, Annika Nieper, Margarita Leib, and Bianca Beersma 
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Appendix II: Mail to Authors 

 

Subject: Request concerning meta-analysis on reputation(al concerns) and dishonesty 

 

Dear Dr./Prof X, 

I am contacting you regarding your article “XY” published in “Journal” in “Year”. 

We (Annika Nieper, Margarita Leib, Bianca Beersma and I) are currently conduncting a 

meta-analysis on the overall impact of reputational concerns on (dis)honesty. Given that in 

the article, reputational concern is manipulated and dishonesty is assessed, your study fulfills 

our criteria for inclusion. The treatments we decided to include are: “treatments”. 

Unfortunately, the study itself does not provide me with the data I need to include the study in 

the meta-analysis. To include the study I would require the following information: 

- … 

We would be very grateful if you could send us this information! This would be very helpful. 

In addition, we were wondering whether you might also have some more (published or 

unpublished) data on the link between reputational concern and dishonesty. If yes, we would 

be very grateful if you could share this data and/or corresponding articles with us as we 

would like to include as much data as possible in our analysis. The criteria for inclusion are 

the following: 

1. Experimental manipulations of reputational concern. Compared to the control 

treatment, in the experimental treatment, participants are more concerned about how 

others (e.g., the experimenter, third party observers) evaluate/judge their behavior. 

Manipulations of reputation concerns include situations in which: 

a. Participants’ behavior is being observed by others, by e.g., a 

passive/active/virtual observer, ability to make anonymous decisions vs. not 
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b. Participants feel observed by others, by e.g., cues of watching eyes  

c. Information about participants behavior can be transmitted to others, through 

e.g., gossip  

d. Over multiple rounds, participants’ behavior is exposed to the same, constant 

partner/observer vs. switching partners/observers 

2. Reputational concern should be the only difference between the control and 

experimental group. 

3. Behavioral measure of (dis)honest behavior. Participants take part in a task in which 

they have the opportunity to misreport the true state of the world, and misreporting is 

beneficial (financially or otherwise) for the participant. Examples of such tasks 

include 

Sender-receiver games, Coin flip tasks, Matrix task, Die rolling task, Mind 

game or others… 

In case you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

 

I have already sent out an e-mail to [Author of paper], but I haven't received a reply yet, 

so maybe I used the wrong e-mail address. [Only added in mail to co-author(s)] 

 

Thank you very much in advance! 

 

Best regards, 

Marjolein Nillessen 
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Appendix III: Codebook 

# Variable Name Instructions 

1 Author(s) + year Author surnames (Publication year) 

2 Title Title of the paper  

3 Reference APA reference of the paper 

4 Abstract Abstract of the paper 

5 Study # Code as 1(and 1a, 1b), 2, 3 etc. for different studies and 
corresponding treatments 

6 Overlaps In case the data from one study overlaps with the data from 
another study 

7 id Identification number of the study (code for the same id if 
studies overlap) 

8 Published or not 1 = Published, 2 = Raw data, 3 = Doctoral Dissertation, 4 = 
Working paper, 5 = Master’s thesis 

9 Definition of 
reputational concern 

Definition of reputational concern. If not available, then cite 
the way it is used. 

10 Year of data collection Year when the data was collected 

(If not specified, put the year when the paper was published 
as working paper, presented, received/ submitted, or 
published) 

11 Source of year Source of the year when the data was collected 

1= Conducted, 2 = Presented, 3 = Working paper published, 
4 = Received/Submitted, 5 = Published, 6 = Accepted, 7 = 
Available online 

12 Country Country where the data collection took place (coded with 
the 3-letter country code following ISO 3166-1 alpha-3, see 
Appendix tutorials) 

13 Source of country Source of the country where the data collection took place. 

1= Specified country, 2 = Multiple countries, 3 = All 
authors, 4 = Most authors 

14 N Total sample size in a single study after exclusion of 
participants 

(If a single study is coded as two because participants were 
randomly assigned to two different games, this sample size 
should be divided by two) 

(Please don’t stop to the first N you see in the text, but be 
very careful in detecting excluded participants in the 
study/analyses. Write a note to indicate initial N and reason 
for exclusion) 
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15 Prop. Male Proportion of male participants in the whole sample of a 
study 

(after exclusion of participants, if possible. If authors do not 
update this information, code it for initial sample size and 
write “Information based upon initial sample size” in a 
note). 

16 M_age Participants’ mean age in years. 

If participants are excluded, follow instructions for Prop. 
Male. 

17 Age range lower Minimum age of all sampled participants 

18 Age range higher Maximum age of all sampled participants 

19 Students Whether participants were student samples 

(For samples that were primarily students, code as 1) 

0 = No, 1 = Yes 
20 Discipline Specific discipline the students are from 

(code N/A only for non-students samples, otherwise 999 if 
not mentioned; code as 5 for students from another single 
discipline (e.g., MBA students) 

1 = Economics, 2 = Psychology, 3 = Sociology, 4 = Mixed, 
5 = Other 

21 Experimental setting The setting in which the experiment was conducted: 1 = 
Online, 2 = Lab, 3 = Class, 4 = Field, 5 = Lab in the field, 6 
= Natural experiment, 7 = Other 

22 Manipulation of 
reputational concern 

Write a short description of the manipulation 

23 Type of manipulation 
level 1 

1 = Actually being observed, 2 = Feeling observed, 3 = 
Information transmission/Gossip, 4 = Constant vs changing 
parent/observer, 5 = Technical manipulations 

24 If being observed… What is observed/exposed in comparison to the control 
group? 

0 = No face, 1 = Face 
25 If being observed… What is observed/exposed in comparison to the control 

group? 

0 = No identity, 1 = Identity 
26 If being observed… What is observed/exposed in comparison to the control 

group? 

0 = No action, 1 = Action 
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When someone else learns about the true state of the 
world/observes your action/behavior or knows the pay off 
scheme 

27 If being observed… What is observed/exposed in comparison to the control 
group? 

0 = No face, 1 = Face 
28 If being observed… Is the participant observed physically by a person in the 

same room, or by a person in another room via a medium? 

1 = Physical, 2 = Via medium 
29 If feeling observed… 1 = Watching eyes, 2 = Direct vs averted gaze, 3 = Other 

30 If technical 
manipulation… 

1 = Changing the share of true wins, 2 = Distance from the 
truth ((as)symmetric), 3 = Other 

31 If being or feeling 
observed, specify 
manipulation 

The kind of manipulation of reputational concern 
used/possible:  

1= Human observer, 2 = Non-human observer, 3 = Darkness 
32 If observer, specify 

his/her status 
Describe the hierarchical position of the observer in relation 
to the participant: 

1 = Experimenter, 2 = Experimenter + Peer/other 
participant, 3 = Peer/other participant, 4 = Material/Non-
human, 5 = Avatar 

33 Number of observers 0 = No observers, 1 = 1 Observer, 2 = 2 Observers, 3 = 3 
Observers et cetera 

34 Measurement 
reputational concerns 

Did they measure reputational concerns? 

0 = No, 1 = Yes 
35 Experimental 

deception 
Did the study involve experimental deception? (i.e. did the 
experimenter say something that is not true to the 
participant) 

0 = No, 1 = Yes 
36 If deception, specify  

37 Behavioral task The behavioral task used to measure (dis)honest behavior: 1 
= Coin flip, 2 = Sender-receiver, 3 = Die roll, 4 = Matrix, 5 
= Mind game, 6 = Other 

38 If other, specify Specify the behavioral task used to measure (dis)honest 
behavior 

39 Task setting The setting in which the task is conducted in Virtual Reality: 

0 = No, 1 = Yes 
40 Repetition Whether the participant needs to repeat the task or not 

Repeated? 

0 = No (e.g., one-shot), 1 = Yes 
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41 Rounds The number of rounds the participant needs to do the task. 

42 Instrumental 
reputation 

Whether the one’s (game) reputation could affect the 
(instrumental outcome) of the behavioral task 

1 = Yes, 2 = No, 3 = Potentially 
43 If yes/potentially, then Type of instrumental reputation at risk 

1 = Monetary instrumental, 2 = Non-monetary instrumental 
44 If potentially, then Code for the chance of instrumental reputation to be at risk  

For example, in case the chance of (dis)honest behavior to 
affect one’s instrumental reputation is 50%, you code: 0,5 

45 End game effects Whether participants know the (real!) total game trials prior 
to the experiment 

0 = No, 1 = Yes 

*We code “Endgame effect” as 1 = Yes, if participants 
played a one-shot game! 

46 Beneficial choice Whether the dishonest choice is the individually beneficial 
choice or not: 

0 = No, 1 = Yes 
47 Dishonesty allowed Did the participants receive a message/instructions that 

dishonest/cheating behavior was allowed? 

0 = No, 1 = Yes, but inexplicably/in other words (for 
example "your actions will not be known to the 
experimenter", in a sender-receiver game it is always clear 
that there is a dishonest option, 2 = Yes, explicably 

48 Reward (show up) Whether and how participants were compensated for their 
participation 

0 = No, 1 = Yes 
49 Reward (game) Code for the type of reward 

0 = No game reward, 1 = Hypothetical reward, 2 = Real 
hands-off reward, 3 = Real hands-on reward, 4 = Monetary 
reward 

Examples: 
Chance to win in a lottery = 1 
Student participant point = 2 
Voucher = 3 
(Cash) money = 4 

50 Reward (size) The height of the highest possible reward and the year in 
which the study was run. 
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0 = No (monetary) reward, 1 = 1, 2 = 2, 3 = 3 et cetera 

*Later we convert it to USD, 2021 
51 Task group size Number of people playing the game within a group (e.g., 2 

for dyad) 
52 T Expected (mean) report if participants were honest 

53 T minimum Minimum possible report 

54 T maximum Maximum possible report 

55 IV The experimental design and independent variables in the 
study 

56 Additional measures Other variables (except for the IVs, and cooperation 
measure) measured in the study 

57 DV The dependent variable of the study 

58 All findings What are the findings of the study? 

59 Key findings What are the key findings of the study? 

60 BS/WS Whether the IV was a between-subjects or within-subject 
manipulation/measure 

1 = Between-subject design, 2 = Within-subject design 
61 Sample size low repu. 

con. 
The sample size of the low repu. con. condition 

62 Mean low repu. con. The mean of the low repu. con. condition 

63 Std. low repu. con. The standard deviation of the low repu. con. condition 

64 Standardized mean Mr = (m - t) / (t - tmin)     if m < t 
Mr = (m - t) / (tmax - t)    if m >= t 

m = mean report per study 
65 Standardized SD Sr = Sm / (t - tmin)       if m < t 

Sr = Sm / (tmax - t)      if m >= t 

Sr = standard deviation of Mr 
Sm = the standard deviation of m 

66 Sample size high repu. 
con. 

The sample size of the high repu. con. condition 

67 Mean high repu. con. The mean of the high repu. con. condition 

68 Std. high repu. con. The standard deviation of the high repu. con. condition 

69 Standardized mean Mr = (m - t) / (t - tmin)     if m < t 
Mr = (m - t) / (tmax - t)    if m >= t 

m = mean report per study 
70 Standardized SD Sr = Sm / (t - tmin)       if m < t 

Sr = Sm / (tmax - t)      if m >= t 

Sr = standard deviation of Mr 
Sm = the standard deviation of m 
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71 Effect size Calculate the effect size 

72 Std. of effect size Calculate the standard deviation of the effect size 

73 Missing values If relevant information is missing in order to include the 
study in the meta-analysis, sum them up. 

74 Comments Type comments here if there if any, otherwise enter N/A 

 


