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Abstract 
 
Dishonesty in the workplace is nothing new. For years, researchers in economics, business 
management, and psychology have sought to understand what causes people to act dishonestly. 
Our experiment aims to find out if emotions have an effect on honesty. Using a simple die-
rolling task created by Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi (2013) to detect levels of dishonesty, we 
tested the effects of induced Happiness, Anxiety, and Neutrality on students at the University of 
Arizona. The experiment is designed in such a way that dishonesty cannot be detected on an 
individual level, and instead is measured by analyzing the aggregate data of a certain group of 
subjects. This gives subjects an incentive to behave dishonestly and maximize their payoff 
without fear of repercussion. This also allows us to measure levels of dishonesty and compare 
moderate lying to severe lying. Through our analysis, we found that people do indeed behave 
more honestly in a state of Happiness than they do in a state of Neutrality or Stress.   
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I. Introduction 
 
Nearly all companies these days have a code of ethics. In these codes, they generally state the 
importance of maintaining integrity and following legal procedures in all business conducted at 
the organization. However, there’s clearly no shortage of unethical behavior in the business 
world. From the infamous Enron scandal of the early 2000s to the Mylan EpiPen case of 2016, 
corporations profiting from unethical acts is a familiar occurrence. In fact, business executives 
have shown to be lowest ranked group of professionals in terms of perceived ethics (Stevens, 
Harris, Williamson, 1994).  
 
But what causes people in these organizations to behave dishonestly? Factors such as 
background, personality, decision history, managerial philosophy, and reinforcement have all 
been shown to have an effect on ethical behavior in business settings (Stead, Worrell, and Stead, 
1990). But do emotional states have an impact on economic decisions that are commonly made 
in the workplace? If so, can companies apply this information to reduce unethical behavior in 
their organization?  
 
To conduct our study of the effects of different emotions on economic behavior, we utilized a 
variation of the die-rolling task created by Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi (2013). This task was 
developed as a means of measuring honesty. It involves rolling a die privately and reporting what 
was rolled under conditions in which the player can earn more money if they falsely report a 
higher result. In their original experiment, Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi found that individuals 
lie on average, but not to the maximum extent possible (2013).  
 
In our experiment, we had subjects privately roll a six-sided dice and report their earnings back 
to an experimenter. Subjects were paid according to their die-roll, receiving $2 times the number 
of the die-roll ($2 for a roll resulting in 1, $4 for a roll of 2, $6 for a 3, etc.) in addition to a $2 
flat rate for all participants. Since the roll is entirely private, with no other participant or 
experimenter ever knowing the true result of an individual roll, subjects had an incentive to lie. 
While it was impossible to know which individual subjects were lying, collecting many 
observations of data shows the average level of dishonestly for a particular group of students. In 
any group, if all subjects are honest, there should be an approximately even distribution of the 
frequency of each number on the die. Using a six-sided die, each number should make up 
approximately 16.667% of the total number of observations. Lying causes the distribution of 
frequencies to shift, in this case usually towards the higher end of the spectrum. Larger 
discrepancies correlate with more dishonesty among the subjects.  
 
Other experiments have been done using this task to test for truth-telling in various experiments. 
Particularly well-known is the 2016 Abeler, Nosenzo, and Raymond study, which reviewed 72 
studies using the Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi die-rolling paradigm to test for trends in truth-
telling across various scenarios. This study found that a subject’s likelihood of lying is affected 
by the direct cost of lying as opposed to telling the truth and the reputational cost “for being 
thought of as a liar” (Abeler et al., 2016). None of the studies that Abeler et al. reviewed studied 
the relationship between honesty and emotional state.  
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While the 2016 study did not study emotions and economic honesty, several of the results from 
studies reviewed in the survey were relevant to our experiment. These results pertained to some 
of the variables we tested within our subject pool. First, throughout the experiments surveyed, it 
was found that women report lower numbers than men, indicating that women are more honest 
than men on average (2016). The studies also found that economics and psychology students 
report lower rolls than other students (2016). While this finding was not significant, it is still 
relevant to our study, as we studied the behaviors of business and economics students compared 
to other students.  
 
We conducted the experiment using Oculus Rift virtual reality headsets to induce one of three 
emotional states on subjects, Happiness, Stress, and Neutrality. After subjects watched the video, 
they were sent into another room where they were read a set of instructions that described how 
they were to roll the die and were informed that the die roll would be completely private. They 
were then sent out of the room one at a time to roll the die and report their roll to an 
experimenter. They were then paid accordingly. We recorded the result of the roll, the emotional 
treatment the subject received, the subject’s gender, and the subject’s major. After analyzing our 
data, we had several major findings. The first finding was that Happiness resulted in lower levels 
of dishonesty compared to the other two treatments. The second finding was that Stress did not 
have a significant effect on honesty compared to the Neutral treatment. We also found that, 
contrary to previous studies, there was not a significant difference in lying between genders. 
Finally, we found evidence that economics and business students would be less likely to be 
honest than other students.  
 
2. Experimental Design 
 
2.1 Procedures Common to all Treatments  
 
This experiment is an individual decision-making situation. For this experiment, we used the die-
rolling task of Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi (2013). Our study was conducted with 127 
University of Arizona students between November 2017 and January 2018. 
 
Subjects reported to Room A, where they read a disclosure form describing the nature of the 
experiment and potential risks.1 The experiment began with individuals watching a video using 
an Oculus Rift virtual reality headset in Room A. These videos were played using a program 
called Virtual Desktop and induced one of three emotions: happiness, anxiety, or a state of 
neutrality.  
 
After the video, subjects were led to Room B, where an experimenter read the instructions for the 
experiment. The subjects also had a written copy of the instructions they could use to follow 
along (a copy of the instructions can be found in Appendix A). These instructions explained to 

																																																								
1Subjects were informed of the nature of the experiment and any potential risks associated with the experiment 
through a disclosure form. While this experiment was low-risk, with the only danger being potential dizziness from 
virtual reality, the disclosure form was needed to obtain consent to participate in the experiment from subjects. 
Subjects read the disclosure form before the experiment began and signed it, giving their consent to participate in the 
experiment. All procedures were approved by the University of Arizona Institutional Review Board. 
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subjects how they were to roll a six-sided die and report their roll to the experimenter. The 
instructions also explained that the subject would be the only one to observe the die roll. It also 
included information regarding how subjects would be paid. In addition to a $2 “show-up” fee 
paid to all participants, a subject was given $2 times the number of the die roll. Therefore, in 
addition to the $2 “show up fee”, subjects received $2 if they said they rolled a 1, $4 if they 
reported a 2, $6 if they indicated a 3, and so on. The higher the reported roll, the higher payoff 
the subject received.  
 
Once the instructions were read, subjects were sent out of room B one-by-one to roll their die. 
The die roll was completely private, with no experimenters or other subjects witnessing the roll. 
The subjects then returned to either Room A or another available, empty room where an 
experimenter was present. The subject reported the roll to the experimenter and were paid 
accordingly. The privacy of the die roll creates a riskless opportunity for subjects to be dishonest 
with their result and report a false, generally higher, result to influence their payoff.  
 
It is impossible to know if an individual subject is, or was, being truthful. To measure the 
influence each treatment has on honesty, one must look at the aggregate data reported for each 
treatment. When rolling a die, each number has an equal chance of being rolled. Therefore, there 
should be an approximately equal frequency of each number being rolled and reported if all 
subjects are honest. The more discrepancy there is from this average, the more dishonesty has 
apparently occurred.  
 
In addition to the number rolled on the die, other data were collected from subjects. The subject’s 
gender and major was also collected. Gender was recorded to test whether a subject’s gender 
influenced their likelihood of lying. Majors were collected to test whether economics and 
business students were more likely to lie than other students.  
 
Subjects for the experiment were chosen using the University of Arizona’s Economic Science 
Laboratory recruiting system. All participants in the system received an email stating that a study 
is looking for voluntary subjects. The only information included in the email was the time of the 
experiment, the duration of the experiment (in this case, 30 minutes), and the fact that it would 
be a paid study. Once a subject had participated in the experiment, their name was removed from 
the pool of potential subjects for this study, so there would not be repeat subjects. All 
participants were students at the University of Arizona.  
 
2.2 Treatments 
 
Subjects were shown one of three videos in virtual reality to induce a specific emotion. Each 
video was shown in 360 degree virtual reality, meaning subjects could look in any direction and 
be seemingly immersed in the video. The emotions tested were a state of neutrality, a state of 
happiness, and a state of anxiety. Each video shown had been previously tested in a separate 
manipulation check to ensure that they did indeed induce the desired emotion on individuals who 
view the video. Each subject was only shown one video, with no subjects repeating the 
experiment.  
 
Neutrality – the video inducing a state of neutrality was a simple video of a tulip field on a sunny 
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day. There was no music, but there were soft noises, such as birds chirping and distant chatter. 
The video lasted for approximately 5 minutes and subjects were shown the video once before 
proceeding with the rest of the experiment.  
 
Happiness – the video inducing a state of happiness was a video shown from the point of view of 
surfers in a tropical beach setting. Viewers would get a first person viewpoint of surfing on 
waves, paddling out to sea, and swimming in the ocean. Accompanying the visual component of 
the video, there was upbeat, positive music playing, further promoting a “happy” experience. 
The video was approximately two and a half minutes long and subjects were shown the video 
twice, immediately playing the video again once it finished the first time. This video was played 
twice because studies show that the longer a video lasts, the stronger the emotion is. We wanted 
to maintain consistency among video lengths to ensure that emotions were being induced at the 
same levels.  
 
Anxiety – the video inducing a state of anxiety was a video shown from the point of view of a 
man walking on a tight rope across a canyon. There was a second person in the video, walking 
across the same canyon on an adjacent tightrope. There was no music in this video, but there 
were natural sounds, such as wind blowing and brief conversation with the other person in the 
video. This video was also approximately two and a half minutes long and was shown twice for 
the same reasons as the happiness video  
 
2.3 Hypotheses  
 
Before conducting the experiment, we formulated several hypotheses about what we believed we 
would find in the results. Since our experiment is the first to explore emotion and honesty using 
the Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi design, our hypotheses regarding emotion were based on our 
own assumptions and ideas. Our hypotheses based on other variables were based on past studies 
using this same design. 
 

I. People behave more honestly in a state of neutrality compared to a state of anxiety. 
 
Before beginning the experiment, we predicted that overall, subjects would be more 
honest in a state of neutrality compared to a state of anxiety. We generally believed 
that the better mood a subject was in, the less likely he or she would be to lie. 
Therefore, since subjects undergoing the Stressed treatment were undergoing the 
most negative treatment, they would be the most likely to lie.  
 

II. People behave more honestly in a state of happiness compared to a state of 
neutrality. 

 
We predicted that a state of happiness would lead to more honesty compared to a 
state of neutrality. Following the same line of thought as before, the more positive an 
emotional state a subject was in, the less likely he or she would be to lie. Since 
subjects undergoing the Happy treatment received a more positive emotional 
induction than those who were in the Neutral treatment, we believed that those in the 
Happy treatment would be more honest.  
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III. People behave more honestly in a state of happiness compared to a state of anxiety. 

 
In a combination of Hypotheses I and II, we believed that there would be a significant 
difference between the results of the Happy treatment and the results of the Stressed 
treatment. Since anxiety is the most negative treatment and happiness is the most 
positive, it would follow that subjects that underwent the Happy treatment would be 
more honest.  

 
IV. Female participants would behave  more honestly than male participants.  

 
According to the preferences for truth-telling study conducted by Abeler, Nosenzo, 
and Raymond (2017), which used the same die-rolling task as our experiment, women 
tended to report lower numbers than men did. A more honest distribution would 
generally result in a lower average, since dishonest distributions tend to be scaled 
towards the higher end of results and thus have a higher average. Therefore, a lower 
average likely meant women were more honest. We therefore hypothesized that 
female participants would be more honest than male subjects, following these 
previous observations. 
 

V. Economics and business majors would be more likely to behave honestly than 
subjects with unrelated majors.  

 
In the same truth-telling study mentioned in Hypothesis IV, experimenters found that 
a student’s area of study had an effect on reports. While the difference was not 
significant, the study found economics / management students reported lower average 
numbers, meaning they were likely more honest. In our study, the subject pool used 
has a relatively large proportion of economics and business students. Additionally, all 
the subjects in our subject pool were students, which was not the case in the studies 
reviewed by Abeler et al. We hypothesized that business and economics students 
would be more honest.   
 

3. Results 
 
3.1 Descriptive Summary of Data 
 
Over the course of the experiment, we collected data from 127 individual subjects. The 
distribution of reported rolls from these subjects can be seen in Figure 1. In Figure 1 through 
Figure 4, the vertical axis represents the number of individuals who reported a particular roll, 
while the horizontal axis indicates the roll reported. For all 127 subjects, the average reported 
roll was 4.52. The data is heavily skewed towards the right side of the spectrum. The most 
common report was 5, with 42 subjects reporting a 5. The least common report was 1, with only 
four subjects reporting a 1.  
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Figure 1 
 

Looking at each treatment individually shows the variation of results between treatments. We 
begin with the Neutral treatment, which had 42 observations whose distribution can be seen in 
Figure 2. In the Neutral treatment, the average was quite close to the overall average, at 4.59. 
However, what’s interesting about the distribution of the data is that it is much more heavily 
skewed towards subjects reporting results 5 and 6. 27 of the 42 subjects reported rolling either a 
5 or a 6. If people had been honest, we would expect 14 out of 42 subjects to report either a 5 or 
a 6.  
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Figure 2 
 

Next, we observe the Happy treatment, which can be seen in Figure 3. For the 42 observations in 
the Happy treatment, the average reported result was 4.5. Looking at the data, we can see that 
there is an exceptionally high level of 4s and 5s being reported. 12 subjects reported a 4 and 17 
subjects reported a 5. What makes this interesting compared to other data is the relatively low 
frequency of 6 being reported. Only seven subjects in the Happy treatment reported rolling a 6 
compared to 14 subjects in the Neutral treatment reporting a 6. Thus, happiness seems to reduce 
the amount of extreme lying, which can be measured in the amount of 6s reported. 
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Figure 3 

 
Finally, looking at the Stressed results, we find that there was an average report of 4.47 for 43 
subjects. The observations for the Stressed treatment can be seen in Figure 4. While the overall 
average for subjects in the Stressed treatment is lower than other treatments, the data for Stressed 
is the most heavily skewed to the higher end of results. Of the 43 subjects, 10 reported rolling a 
4, 12 reported rolling a 5, and 12 reported rolling a 6.  
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Figure 4 

 
We also collected data on subject’s gender and areas of study. Of the 127 total subjects, 57 were 
male and 127 were female. Additionally, out of the 127 subjects, 84 were economics or business 
students and 43 were not. 
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3.2 Statistical Analysis 
 
After collecting the data and reviewing the descriptive statistics, we conducted several statistical 
tests to further analyze our data and test our hypotheses.  
 
3.2.1. Binomial Tests 
 
To compare the amount of extreme lying between treatments, we conducted three binomial tests, 
testing the number of 6s observed in treatments against each other. Since 6 is the highest result 
that can be reported, it is assumed that a higher number of 6s reported in a treatment correlates 
with more lying in that treatment. In running the binomial tests, we found the number of 6s 
reported in each treatment and recorded their frequency as well as the percentage of 6s in the 
treatment out of all results.  
 
We first compared the Happy and Neutral treatments. We compared 14 observations of reported 
6s, or 33.333% of 42 treatment results, in the Neutral treatment to 7 observations of reported 6s, 
or 16.667% of 42 treatment results, in the Happy treatment. This led to a z-statistic of 1.7638 for 
a p-value of .0392. This means that there is a significant difference between the two treatments at 
less than 5%.  
 
We next compared the Neutral and Stressed treatments. We compared 14 observations of 
reported 6s, or 33.333% of 42 treatment results, in the Neutral treatment to 12 observations of 
reported 6s, or 27.907% of 43 treatment results, in the Stressed treatment. This led to a z-statistic 
of .54281 for a p-statistic of .3015. This means there was not a significant difference between the 
two treatments.  
 
Finally, we compared the Happy and Stressed treatments. We compared 7 observations of 
reported 6s, or 16.667% of 42 treatment results, in the Happy treatment to 12 observations of 
reported 6s, or 27.907% of 43 treatment results, in the Stressed treatment. This led to a z-statistic 
of 1.2436 for a p-statistic .1076. This result was only significant at 11%, which meant that there 
was not quite a significant difference between the two treatments.  
 
3.2.2. Chi Squared Distribution  
 
We conducted three chi squared tests to test for significant differences in the distribution of 
reported rolls across all results between treatments.  
 
We first compared the Neutral and Stressed treatments, whose distributions can be found in 
Figures 2 and 4 respectively. The chi squared test of differences between these two treatments is 
6.6751. With five degrees of freedom, this is only significant at 25%, and therefore not a 
statistically significant result.  
 
Next, we compared the Neutral and Happy treatments, whose distributions can be found in 
Figures 2 and 3 respectively. The chi squared test of differences between these two treatments is 
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16.3308. At five degrees of freedom, this is significant at 1%, meaning this is a very significant 
result.  
 
Finally, we compared the Happy and Stressed treatments, whose distributions can be found in 
Figures 3 and 4 respectively. The chi squared test of differences between these two treatments is 
6.8546. At five degrees of freedom, this is only significant at 25%, meaning this is not a 
significant result.  
 
3.2.3. Results from t-tests 
 
We conducted three t-tests using our data to test if there are differences in the average reports.  
 
The first t-test we conducted compared the Neutral and Happy treatments. The Neutral treatment 
had an average reported roll of 4.5952 and a standard deviation of 1.4324 across 42 observations. 
The Happy treatment had an average reported roll of 4.5 and a standard deviation of 1.1529 
across 42 observations. This test led to a pooled variance of 1.3002 and a t-statistic of .3357. At 
five degrees of freedom, this result was not a significant result. 
 
The second t-test we conducted compared the Neutral and Stressed treatments. The Neutral 
treatment had an average reported roll of 4.5952 and a standard deviation of 1.4324 across 42 
observations. The Stressed treatment had an average reported roll of 4.4651 and a standard 
deviation of 1.4201 across 43 observations. This test led to a pooled variance of 1.42616 and a t-
statistic of .4206. At five degrees of freedom, this result was not significant.   
 
The final t-test we conducted compared the Happy and Stressed treatments. The Neutral 
treatment had an average reported roll of 4.5952 and a standard deviation of 1.4324 across 42 
observations. The Stressed treatment had an average reported roll of 4.4651 and a standard 
deviation of 1.4201 across 43 observations. This test led to a pooled variance of 1.2950 and a t-
statistic of .1245. At five degrees of freedom, this result was not significant.  
 
3.2.4. Regression 
 
We conducted a total of six regressions. We created a dummy variable, which took on a value of 
1 if the participant rolled a 6 and 0 otherwise. Similarly, we created another dummy variable, 
which took on a value of 1 if the participant rolled a 1, 2 or 3 and 0 otherwise. These two 
variables were used as dependent variables in Tables 1 and 2, respectively.  
 
To run the regressions, we coded each variable as a binary variable. To construct the dummy 
variables for each treatment, that treatment was coded as a 1 and others were coded as a 0. To 
create the variable “Major”, business and economics majors were coded as a 1 and all other 
majors were coded as a 0. For the “Gender” variable, all males were coded as a 1 while all 
females were coded as a 0. For the “If 6” regressions, all results of 6 were coded as a 1 while all 
other results were coded as a 0. For the “3 or Less” regressions, all results of 1, 2, or 3 were 
coded as a 1, all other results were coded as a 0. 
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In Table 1, we find that the variable “Major” is significant at 0.1. Table 1 utilizes an individual 
report of 6 as a dependent variable, so significantly positive coefficient means an individual with 
a certain attribute is more likely to report a 6 than an individual without that attribute. It follows 
that significance across all three treatment categories for “Major” means that business and 
economics students are more likely to report a 6 and thus engage in dishonest than students in 
other majors.  
 
3.4.5 Statistical Analyses and Hypotheses 
 

I. People behave more honestly in a state of neutrality compared to a state of anxiety. 
 

Based on the results of the binomial tests, the chi squared tests, and the t-Tests, there 
was not a statistical significant difference between the Neutral and Stressed 
treatments. Therefore, we cannot conclude that a person in a state of neutrality would 
be more honest compared to a person in a state of anxiety.  
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II. People behave more honestly in a state of happiness compared to a state of 
neutrality. 
 
Based on the results of the binomial tests, the chi squared tests, and the t-tests, there 
was a significant difference between Happy and Neutral treatments. In the 
regressions, the difference between the two treatments is almost significant. From this 
information, we concluded that subjects are more likely to behave honestly in Happy 
treatments than in Neutral treatments.  

 
III. People behave more honestly in a state of happiness compared to a state of anxiety. 

 
Based on the results of the binomial tests, the chi squared tests, and the t-Tests, there 
was not a statistically significant difference between the Happy and Stressed 
treatments. Therefore, we cannot conclude that a person in a state of happiness would 
be more honest compared to a person in a state of anxiety.  
 

IV. Female participants would behave more honestly than male participants. 
 

Based on the regression results, we detect no gender difference in honest behavior in 
any of the treatments. Regressions run on the data from each treatment separately also 
yield no significant effects.   
 

V. Economics and Business majors would be more likely to behave honestly than 
subjects with unrelated majors.  

 
In conducting our regressions, we find that economics and business majors are 
significantly more likely to report a 6 and therefore engage in severe lying.   

 
4. Conclusion 
 
As mentioned previously in the report, the design of our experiment was based on the 
Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi “Lies in Disguise” experiment (2013). Given this, it follows for us 
to compare our results to those of Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi. For all our data, the total 
average was 4.5197. Looking at each treatment separately, we see the average for the Neutral 
treatment is 4.5952, the average for the Happy treatment is 4.5000, and the average for the 
Stressed treatment is 4.4651. Our raw data can be found in Appendix B for reference. Since the 
Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi experiment was measured on a scale of 0 – 5 as opposed to from 1 
– 6 as our experiment was, to make the two data sets comparable, we simply adjusted by shifting 
the numbers in the original Fischbacher data up by one. The original Fischbacher and Föllmi-
Heusi data can be found in Appendix C. Comparatively, the average result of all observations in 
the Fischbacher and Föllmi–Heusi experiment was 4.52 (2013). This shows the Fischbacher and 
Föllmi-Heusi data was quite similar to our own, exhibiting consistency across the experimental 
design of the two studies.   
 
An important distinction in our study is the difference between moderate and extreme lying. As 
with anything, there are variations to lying; there’s a substantial difference between a small white 
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lie to spare a friend’s feelings and giving false testimony in a criminal trial. This goes for 
dishonesty in the economic world as well. Lying in economics can range from simply not telling 
the cashier that they gave you too much change to full-fledged tax fraud. We imagined there 
would be variation in levels of lying in our experiment as well. However, we had to find a way to 
measure this without knowing each individual subject’s actual result. Since 6 was the highest 
possible result, and therefore yielded the highest corresponding payoff, we determined that the 
larger the discrepancy between the frequency of 6s rolled in a certain treatment and what the 
frequency would be had every subject been entirely honest (approximately 16.67% of the total 
number of observations), the more extreme lying occurred. Similarly, since 5 was the second 
highest result and thus yielded the second highest payoff, we associated 5 with moderate lying, 
as there was consistently a disproportionately high number of 5s in the results. We measured 
moderate lying in the same way we measured extreme lying, by comparing the actual frequency 
of 5s to the predicted frequency of 5s given complete honesty.   
 
Our most important finding from the analysis of our data was that people are more likely to be 
honest in a state of happiness as compared to a state of neutrality. This can be applied to our 
original reason for inquiry, questioning whether emotions have an effect on ethical behavior and 
if this can be applied to a workplace environment. With this result, we could conclude that a 
more positive workplace environment would lead to more honest employees. The Harvard 
Business Review has conducted research on how to create a positive workplace culture. Some of 
these strategies include caring for colleagues on a personal level, providing support and 
compassion when others are struggling, avoiding blame, forgiving mistakes, and emphasizing the 
meaning of the work being done (Seppala and Cameron, 2015). Using these tactics to create a 
positive work environment could likely lead to a decrease in dishonesty in the workplace.  
 
Additionally, studies have found that college students who engage in academic dishonesty are 
more likely to act dishonestly in the workplace (Nonis and Swift, 2015). If universities are able 
to improve overall levels of happiness in students, particularly when they are in the classroom, it 
could lead to a reduction of academic dishonesty which would decrease the chances of 
workplace dishonesty in the future.  
 
Another interesting result was the lack of significant difference in honesty in gender. The 
conclusion that there was not a significant effect on honesty from this variable promotes the idea 
of equal opportunity employment and equal treatment in the workplace. There is no reason to 
believe that an employee of one gender would be more or less ethical than other an employee of 
another. This data provides yet another argument for why workplace discrimination is 
unjustified.  
 
Finally, we saw that business and economics students were more likely to partake in extreme 
lying than students in other majors. This may be a result of the profit-driven nature of economics 
and business of these courses and schools of thought. A general assumption of economics is that 
people act rationally, and in acting rationally, they act in accordance with the payoff-maximizing 
strategy. In this situation, lying to the fullest extent is the payoff-maximizing strategy. While the 
higher number of business and economics students participating in severe lying may be a result 
of what they have learned in their courses, we cannot know for sure. It is also possible that 
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people that are more self-interested tend to study business and economics, which would lead 
them to be a correlation between studying business or economics and self-interested behavior. 
 
Looking back on our experiment, we believe that using a different implementation of a Stressed 
treatment could possibly yield different results. Our Stressed treatment induced a more fear-
based sense of anxiety as opposed to a performance based or high pressure situation anxiety, 
which would be more common in a workplace setting. If there were a way to create an anxiety 
inducing treatment that was more similar to stress that would occur in a work environment, it 
would be interesting to see if the results remained the same or if they would differ. 
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Appendix A – Experiment Instructions 
 
 

Instructions for Experiment 
 

In this experiment, you determine your payoff by rolling a die. Your die roll decides how much 
money you receive for this experiment. You receive $2 times the number you roll on the die. 
Therefore, you receive $2 if you roll a 1, $4 if you roll a 2, $6 if you roll a 3, $8 if you roll a 4, 
$10 if you roll a 5, and $12 if you roll a 6. In addition to what you get from your die roll, you 
receive a $2 show-up fee for participating in the experiment. 
 
You will roll the die privately. We will call you up one at a time, and give you the die. Please 
then leave the room and go somewhere of your choosing in this building to roll the die. Please 
then come to room 112, report what you rolled, and return the die. You must come to room 112 
within two minutes. We will then pay you your earnings. When you come to room 112, only you 
and an experimenter will be present. No other participant will ever know what your die roll was.   
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Appendix B – Raw Data 
 

 
 



 21 

 



 22 

 
 



 23 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 24 

Appendix C – Original Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi Results 
 
 
Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi measured their results in percentages rather than frequency 
(2013). We simply adjusted percentages to frequency out of 100 and adjusted their scale of 
payoffs to match ours to make the data comparable. 
 

Payoff 
Reported 

Percentage 

0 6.4% 
1 7.2% 
2 11.6% 
3 12.6% 
4 27.2% 
5 35.0% 


