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Abstract

Recently, it has been argued that the evidence in social science research suggests that
deceiving subjects in an experiment does not lead to a significant loss of experimental
control. Based on this assessment, experimental economists were counseled to lift their de
facto prohibition against deception to capture its potential benefits. To the extent that this
recommendation is derived from empirical studies, we argue that it draws on a selective
sample of the available evidence. Building on a systematic review of relevant research in
psychology, we present two major results: First, the evidence suggests that the experience of
having been deceived generates suspicion which in turn is likely to affect judgment and
decision making of a non-negligible number of participants. Second, we find little evidence
for reputational spillover effects that have been hypothesized by a number of authors in
psychology and economics (e.g., Kelman, 1967; Davis and Holt, 1993). Based on a
discussion of the methodological costs and benefits of deception, we conclude that
experimental economists’ prohibition of deception is a sensible convention that economists
should not abandon.

Abstrakt

V odborné literatuie zabyvajici se vyzkumem v humanitnich védach se nedavno objevilo
tvrzeni, Ze ,,podvede-1i experimentator ucastniky experimentu (tj. zataji-li pfed nimi pravy
ucel, resp. nékteré informace o experimentu), nemusi to nutné¢ vést ke ztraté kontroly nad
experimentem. V disledku toho bylo experimentalnim ekonomiim doporucovéano, aby
upustili od faktického zakazu podvodi v ekonomickych experimentech, coz by jim mélo
umoznit vyuzit potencidlni vyhody tohoto zplsobu vedeni experimenti. Ackoliv se tato
doporuceni do jisté miry opiraji o empirické studie, dikazy v jejich prospéch, jak ukazujeme,
prehlizi nekterd dostupnéd fakta. Systematicky priizkum relevantni psychologické literatury
vede ke dvéma zavérim. Za prvé, existuji dikazy o tom, Ze nezanedbatelné procento
ucastnikit experimentu, kteti byli podvedeni, se stane podeziivavymi vuc¢i dalSim
experimentlim, a to ¢asto ovlivni jejich usudek a rozhodovani. Za druhé, je jen malo dikaz
pro to, ze by podeziivavost vic¢i experimentdtorovi u ucastnika experimentu, ktery byl
podveden, mohla ovlivnit 1 dalsi subjekty. To je v rozporu s predpoklady mnoha vyzkumniki
v psychologii i ekonomii (napf. Kelman, 1967 nebo Davis a Holt, 1993). Zvéazeni
metodologickych vyhod a nevyhod podvodii v ekonomickych experimentech nas nakonec
vede k zavéru, ze zakaz podvodl je rozumnou konvenci, od které by ekonomové neméli
upustit.
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