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ABSTRACT 

 

Using an experimental design, the current study tested a conceptual model 

explaining the differential effects of integrative and differentiating emotional display 

rules on emotional labor, felt authenticity, acts of dishonesty, and perceptions of 

others’ dishonesty. Emotional labor involves a continual process by which employees 

compare their emotional displays to emotional display rules. When a discrepancy 

between emotional display rules and the employee’s felt emotions is identified, 

employees use emotional regulation strategies—surface acting, deep acting, and 

genuine emotions—to match their emotional displays with emotional display rules. 

Depending on the individual’s emotional regulation strategy, I argue that individuals 

feel less true to themselves, or less authentic (particularly when engaging in surface 

acting and to a lesser extent deep acting).  

Drawing from resource depletion and self-concept maintenance theories, I 

suggest that emotional labor drains needed resources for additional self-regulation 

processes. When this happens, I hold that emotional labor will have a direct effect on 

unethical behavior. Additionally, I advance that when individuals feel inauthentic as a 

result of their emotional regulation, they are less attentive to their personal moral 

standards, making them more likely to be dishonest and to perceive others as 

dishonest.   

Participants in this study were 275 students recruited from a research subject 

pool at a large public university in the southwestern United States. The theoretical 

model was tested using an experimental research design with two treatment 
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conditions—integrative display rules and differentiating display rules. The 

manipulations were two different role-plays. For the integrative display rule condition, 

participants were assigned to show positive emotions while acting as a campus tour 

guide. In the differentiating display rule condition, participants were asked to show 

negative emotions such as anger and irritation as part of their role as a rental agent 

reminding residents to pay their bills. Participants completed measures regarding their 

emotional labor and felt authenticity after their role-play. Then, they were given two 

problem-solving tasks designed to measure the extent to which participants exhibited 

dishonesty by falsely reporting their performance on the task. Finally, participants 

answered questions regarding their perceptions of others’ dishonesty. The theoretical 

model was tested using MANCOVA and regression analyses.  

Mixed support was found for the proposed conceptual model. The relationships 

between emotional display rules, emotional labor, and authenticity were mostly 

supported. Thus, when participants were assigned to the integrating display rule 

condition, they tended to show genuine emotions and as a result, felt more authentic. 

However, when participants were assigned to the differentiating emotional display rule 

condition, they were more likely to engage in surface acting, and therefore felt less 

authentic. Participants’ level of deep acting did not differ across the display rule 

conditions, but when they engaged in deep acting, they felt less authentic. The 

hypotheses regarding emotional labor as an antecedent of dishonesty (either directly or 

indirectly as mediated by felt authenticity) were not supported.  
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This study has implications for organizations since many organizations provide 

strong emotional display rules, resulting in employees using emotional labor to meet 

the work demands. The findings in this study suggest that creating opportunities for 

employees to display genuine emotions in organizational settings may deter 

employees’ emotional separation from their true selves, thereby reducing felt 

inauthenticity and possibly dishonesty stemming from organizational pressures to be 

someone they are not. While the emotional labor-dishonesty relationship was not 

supported in this study, this research takes an initial step toward understanding this 

relationship and its potential implications in the organizational setting.  
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CHAPTER I 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

 

There is no well-defined boundary between honesty and dishonesty.  The frontiers of 

one blend with the outside limits of the other, and he who attempts to tread this 

dangerous ground may be sometimes in one domain and sometimes in the other.   

~O. Henry, Rolling Stones, 1912 

 

 Well-documented examples of corporate scandals draw attention to the issue of 

business ethics and beg the question of why people engage in unethical behavior. 

From Enron executives committing accounting fraud to Duke University graduate 

students cheating on a take-home exam, many people with good intentions ultimately 

engage in unethical acts. Unethical acts involve either illegal or morally unacceptable 

acts that may include cheating, stealing, violations of ethical standards, or other forms 

of dishonesty (Gino, Schweitzer, Mead, & Ariely, 2011; Jones, 1991). Thus, unethical 

behavior may range in its severity and its consequences. 

 A growing body of literature has begun to investigate psychological factors 

that contribute to unethical decisions (e.g., Gino, Norton, & Ariely, 2010; Gino et al., 

2011; Mazar, Amir, & Ariely, 2008; Sharma, Mazar, Alter, & Ariely, 2014; Welsh & 

Ordóñez, 2014); however, many questions still linger regarding what causes generally 

good people to commit unethical acts. The purpose of this study is to investigate the 

extent to which emotional labor acts as an antecedent to dishonesty. Thus, this 

dissertation uses Ashforth and Humphrey’s (1993) conceptualization of emotional 

labor as the overarching theory and attempts to refine the nomological network of 

emotional labor by integrating dishonesty as an outcome. Emotional labor refers to 
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“the process of regulating both feelings and expressions for the organizational goals” 

(Grandey, 2000, p. 97). Thus, individuals use emotional labor strategies including 

surface acting (managing external expressions), deep acting (managing internal 

feelings), and genuine emotions to display appropriate emotions on the job (Ashforth 

& Humphrey, 1993; Grandey, 2000; Hochschild, 1983). In a recent meta-analysis of 

the outcomes of emotional labor, Hülsheger and Schewe (2011) found that surface 

acting is positively associated with emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and 

psychological strain, and is negatively related to job satisfaction and organizational 

attachment, and both surface acting and deep acting are positively related to 

psychosomatic complaints. While there has been a substantial amount of research 

regarding emotional labor, less is known about its effects on employees beyond the 

most commonly investigated outcomes of strain and burnout (Scott & Barnes, 2011).  

 To date, no studies have examined the influence of emotional labor on 

individual acts of dishonesty. Yet, such a study is advantageous since both emotional 

labor and resisting temptation to commit an unethical act require self-regulatory 

processes. Resource depletion theory suggests that people have a limited capacity to 

self-regulate, similar to having a limited energy supply (Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister, 

1998). Therefore, when people self-regulate they are more likely to show decreases in 

self-regulation on subsequent tasks (Muraven et al., 1998). In other words, if an 

employee self-regulates in the form of emotional labor, he or she will have fewer self-

regulatory resources when presented with an ethical challenge. Hence, in this research, 
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I will test a conceptual model of emotional labor as an antecedent of dishonesty 

(shown in Figure 1.1 at the end of the chapter).  

Drawing from the person-centered conceptualization of authenticity (Rogers, 

1961), I suggest that emotional labor (in the forms of surface acting and to a lesser 

extent deep acting) causes one to feel less authentic. In this case, one is not operating 

from the true self, making him or her less attentive to his or her own moral standards. 

Self-concept maintenance theory suggests that individuals are more likely to commit 

unethical acts when their own moral standards are not strictly maintained (Mazar et 

al., 2008). Thus, I advance that individuals who are less authentic as a result of their 

emotional regulation will be more likely to be dishonest. As the quote above suggests, 

the model of interest will investigate the blurriness between honesty and dishonesty, 

be it in the form of (in)authenticity to the self or in the form of cheating by overstating 

performance for financial gain (the measure of dishonesty used in this study).  

This study seeks to provide four primary contributions to the emotional labor 

literature. First, this research expands the nomological network of emotional labor to 

include the outcome of dishonesty. This is accomplished by considering the direct 

effect of emotional labor on dishonesty and the indirect effect of this relationship on 

both dishonesty and perceptions of others’ dishonesty through felt authenticity. Hence, 

this research highlights previously unexplored potential negative outcomes of 

emotional regulation in organizational settings. 

Second, this study provides a more refined approach to the study of emotional 

display rules by examining two different types of emotional display rules--integrative 
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and differentiating--and how they influence emotional regulation strategies. 

Integrative display rules require the expression of positive emotions and the 

suppression of negative emotions, whereas differentiating emotional display rules 

stress the expression of negative emotions such as anger and irritation (Wharton & 

Erickson, 1993). Prior research has focused primarily on the influence of display rules, 

generally, or positive display rules, specifically, on emotional labor (e.g., Buckner & 

Mahoney, 2012, Grandey, 2003). Thus, less is known about how expectations to 

display negative emotions as an in-role job requirement (Diefendorff, Richard, & 

Croyle, 2006) impact employee emotional displays. The findings of the current body 

of empirical work investigating the display rule-emotional labor relationship are 

equivocal. Hence, this research adds to the scholarly literature on display rules by 

providing a deeper understanding of the wide range of emotional displays that may be 

required of employees at work and how they meet such demands.  

Third, employing a multidimensional conceptualization of emotional labor that 

includes surface acting, deep acting, and genuine emotional displays (Ashforth & 

Humphrey, 1993) provides a more comprehensive view of the emotional regulation 

strategies that employees use to meet emotional display demands. Recent work has 

started to incorporate genuinely felt emotions into conceptualizations of emotional 

labor (e.g., Diefendorff, Croyle, & Gosserand, 2005; Glomb & Tews, 2004; Buckner 

& Mahoney, 2012). However, few empirical studies have tested Ashforth and 

Humphrey’s (1993) ideas (Cropanzano, Weiss, & Elias, 2003). In particular, this study 

tests their conceptualization of emotional labor in relation to felt authenticity.  
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Lastly, this study answers prior calls for the use of alternative research 

methods to investigate emotional labor by employing an experimental design (Bono & 

Vey, 2005; Diefendorff & Richard, 2003). Most prior research has consisted of cross-

sectional survey research. In contrast to survey-based methods, the current study’s 

design provides opportunities to tease apart the relationships presented in the model by 

controlling for situational, occupational, and organizational factors. 
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Figure 1.1 Theoretical model of emotional labor and dishonesty 
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CHAPTER II 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the core theoretical foundations for 

this dissertation. This chapter draws from relevant literature within management and 

related fields to develop the hypotheses corresponding to the theoretical model shown 

in Figure 1.1. As such, the flow of this chapter will correspond to the theoretical 

model, beginning with discussion of emotional display rules as an antecedent of 

emotional labor, proceeding to the links between emotional labor and felt authenticity, 

and ending with proposed outcomes of individual inauthenticity, including dishonesty 

and perceptions of others’ as being dishonest.  

Defining Emotional Display Rules 

Research on emotional labor assumes that organizational requirements for 

emotional displays form the basis for the appropriate expression of emotions in 

organizational settings (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993; Gosserand & Diefendorff, 2005; 

Grandey, 2000; Hochschild, 1983; Morris & Feldman, 1996). Such requirements or 

standards for emotional displays are known as display rules (Ekman, 1973; Ekman & 

Friesen, 1975). The purpose of display rules is to “produce an emotional state in 

another person” and to “exercise a degree of control over the emotional activities of 

employees” (Hochschild, 1983, p. 147). Thus, display rules indicate which emotions 

are situationally appropriate and how they should be expressed at work (Diefendorff & 

Richard, 2003; Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000), providing criteria for effective job 
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performance (Diefendorff & Gosserand, 2003). Emotional display rules, then, act as a 

script for employees (Hochschild, 1983), with an emphasis placed on the observable 

indicators of emotions rather than the actual felt emotions of employees (Diefendorff 

& Richard, 2003).  

Emotional display rules are based on societal, occupational, and organizational 

norms (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993; Ekman & Friesen, 1975). Societal norms 

provide general rules for emotional displays to meet customer expectations of “good” 

service (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993).  In contrast, occupational and organizational 

norms, while usually consistent with societal norms, provide more specific 

expectations for employee emotional expressions. Occupational and organizational 

display norms may differ from societal norms according to degree and kind (Ashforth 

& Humphrey, 1993). For example, display rules based on occupational norms tend to 

be stronger in service occupations (e.g., sales, nursing, call centers) (Zerbe & 

Falkenberg, 1989). However, display rules may be industry, occupation, organization, 

job, and even unit specific (Allen, Pugh, Grandey, & Groth, 2010; Ashforth & 

Humphrey, 1993; Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Diefendorff, Erickson, Grandey, & 

Dahling, 2011). For instance, in service-related jobs (e.g., flight attendant, hotel clerk, 

call center employee), display rules generally require the expression of positive 

emotions and the suppression of negative emotions (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; 

Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000). Yet, in occupations such as bill collector or police 

officer, expressions of hostility, irritation, and even anger is expected (Rafaeli & 

Sutton, 1991).  
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Occupational and organizational display rules also vary in terms of the 

duration, frequency, and intensity of display requirements (Diefendorff & Richard, 

2003; Morris & Feldman, 1996). Work roles requiring longer, more frequent, and 

more intense emotional displays tend to have greater organizational norms for 

regulated emotional expressions in comparison to roles with shorter and more 

infrequent emotional displays (Diefendorff & Richard, 2003; Morris & Feldman, 

1996). While display rules vary according to a variety of dimensions, in general, 

compliance to such rules depends on the extent to which the norms for emotional 

displays are widely learned and internalized among members of the relevant collective 

(Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993; Diefendorff & Richard, 2003).  

Organizations may communicate display rules formally through onboarding, 

training processes, or materials such as manuals, handbooks, and internal 

communications (Diefendorff et al., 2006; Rafaeli & Sutton, 1987). Thus, 

organizations may use explicit display rules such as “service with a smile”, to convey 

expectations for employee emotional displays (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007). However, 

frequently implicit organizational display rules are communicated informally through 

unwritten norms and through company-specific elements of culture including symbols, 

stories, and language (Diefendorff et al., 2006; Grandey, 2000; Rafaeli & Sutton, 

1987; Van Maanen & Kunda, 1989).  

Defining Emotional Labor 

Since Arlie Hochschild (1983) introduced the construct of emotional labor in 

her seminal work, The Managed Heart: The Commercialization of Feeling, research 
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on emotional labor has proliferated (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011). As a result, a variety 

of definitions and perspectives of emotional labor have been advanced over the past 

three decades. As is shown in Table 2.1, there is little conceptual overlap in the 

definitions; hence, scholars have been unable to come to consensus regarding a 

common definition or conceptualization of emotional labor (Grandey, 2000; Glomb & 

Tews, 2004). As the construct has developed, many theoretical perspectives (also 

shown in Table 2.1) have been used to inform the study of emotional labor (e.g., the 

dramaturgical perspective, Hochschild, 1983; social identity theory, Ashforth & 

Humphrey, 1983; the interactionist model of emotion, Morris & Feldman, 1996; and 

control theory, Diefendorff & Gosserand, 2003), further contributing to the 

multiplicity emotional labor definitions. In this section I review the major theoretical 

perspectives on emotional labor, highlighting areas of conceptual overlap, and I 

present the definition selected for the purposes of this study.  

Prior Conceptualizations of Emotional Labor 

Hochschild’s (1983) perspective. Hochschild (1983) draws from Goffman’s 

(1959) dramaturgical perspective and Stanislavski’s (1965) form of method acting to 

inform her theory of emotional labor within customer service contexts. Accordingly, 

she views the customer as the audience, the employee as the actor, and the work 

setting as the stage (Goffman, 1959; Grandey, 2000; Hochschild, 1983). In her 

perspective, when on stage, employees are expected to match their emotional displays 

with established “feeling rules.” Feeling rules are scripts that denote the duration, 

strength, time, and placement of a feeling. To meet feeling rules, Hochschild (1983) 
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argues that employees engage in emotional labor, which refers to “the management of 

feeling to create a publicly observable facial and bodily display” (p. 7). To her, 

employees manage their emotions through surface acting and deep acting. Surface 

acting involves external alterations of body language to show desired emotions, since 

the actor does not actually feel the called for emotion (Hochschild, 1983). In contrast, 

when deep acting, the actor makes efforts to experience the desired feeling, which is 

accomplished through directly exhorting feeling or through trained imagination, as in 

method acting (Hochschild, 1983; Stanislavski, 1965). Hence, the actor gets into 

character for the performance, consciously modifying his/her feelings to match feeling 

rules.  

Emotional labor occurs in a variety of settings including companies, prisons, 

schools, churches, and in one’s private life (Hochschild, 1983). The ethnography of 

flight attendants that Hochschild conducted provided the basis for her theory; 

therefore, while she discussed emotional displays in personal situations such as a 

wedding and funeral, her arguments focused mainly on the organizational setting. 

According to Hochschild (1983), the purpose of emotional labor is to meet 

organizational expectations for employee emotional displays through impression 

management (Goffman, 1959). Further, she suggests that when organizations require 

modifications of employees’ emotional displays “one’s face and one’s feelings take on 

the properties of a resource” (p. 55), resulting in the commoditization of employee 

emotions. Such management of emotion is argued to result in emotive dissonance, or a 

difference between one’s fake and felt emotions, which may be detrimental to 
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employees. Specifically, she argues that emotional labor results in individual 

inauthenticity, strain, burnout, and job stress.  

Ashforth and Humphrey’s (1993) perspective. Ashforth and Humphrey 

(1993) define emotional labor as an act or behavior that conforms to display rules 

during service encounters. Their definition of emotional labor differs from 

Hochschild’s (1983) original definition in key ways. Specifically, their definition 

emphasizes observable and concrete behaviors related to emotional labor, whereas 

Hochschild’s original definition focused on an inferred psychological state. Also, 

Ashforth and Humphrey prefer the term “display rules” (Ekman, 1973; Rafaeli & 

Sutton, 1989) in comparison to Hochschild’s (1979; 1983) “feeling rules” since 

display rules refer to emotions that should be publicly expressed rather than felt 

emotions. Finally, they suggest that Hochschild’s (1983) definition presumes that all 

emotional labor is accomplished through effort. Yet, these authors argue that behavior 

conforming to emotional display rules may be genuinely felt, therefore requiring little 

effort to show situationally-appropriate emotions. For example, a nurse treating an 

injured child may not have to act; instead, she may spontaneously experience genuine 

emotions conforming to display rules in this situation. Thus, according to Ashforth 

and Humphrey (1993), emotional labor is accomplished through surface acting, deep 

acting, and genuine emotion displays.  

Ashforth and Humphrey (1993) hold that emotional labor is both functional 

and dysfunctional in service contexts. Specifically, they argue that emotional labor to 

meet display rule demands facilitates task accomplishment through the regulation of 
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employee-customer interactions. Thus, emotional labor makes customer service 

interactions more predictable. Compliance with display rules in behavior and not 

necessarily in authentic experience allows employees to cognitively separate 

themselves from the required emotion. Additionally, these authors suggest that 

emotional labor may facilitate self- expression. Employees may integrate some of their 

“authentic self” into their emotional displays while meeting display rule expectations; 

such personalization of emotional displays may even enhance well-being. Drawing 

from social identity theory, they suggest that when employees identify with their 

organizational roles, they are more likely to conform to role expectations, including 

display rules. Further, they argue that consistency between an individual’s identities 

(both personal and social) and emotional labor will lead to experienced authenticity 

and enhanced psychological well-being. However, inconsistencies in identity and 

emotional labor will contribute to a loss of individual authenticity. Thus, employees 

may experience self-alienation resulting from emotive dissonance. Similar to 

Hochschild’s (1983) assertions, Ashforth and Humphrey (1993) suggest that 

emotional labor may result in both immediate and long-term detrimental effects on 

well-being. 

Morris and Feldman’s (1996; 1997) perspective. Morris and Feldman (1996) 

define emotional labor as “the effort, planning, and control needed to express 

organizationally desired emotion during interpersonal transactions” (p. 987). This 

definition of emotional labor is based on four underlying assumptions. First, their 

perspective is grounded in the interactionist model of emotion. Thus, emotion is, in 
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part, socially constructed and can therefore be subjected to external direction, 

including enhancement and suppression. Second, they suggest that even in situations 

of congruence between the individual’s felt emotion and organizationally expected 

emotions, some “labor” or effort in expressing emotions is still required. This is 

because even the display of felt emotion must meet appropriate emotional display 

rules. Third, consistent with Hochschild’s (1983) arguments, they hold that the 

expression of emotion is a commodity. However, they focus on expressive behavior in 

relation to emotional labor (similar to Ashforth and Humphrey, 1993), rather than the 

management of feeling. Fourth, emotional display rules provide standards for how and 

when emotions should be expressed.  

With these guiding assumptions, Morris and Feldman (1996) conceptualize 

emotional labor according to four distinct but interrelated dimensions: frequency of 

emotional display, attentiveness to required display rules, variety of emotions to be 

displayed, and emotional dissonance. According to these authors, emotional labor will 

be higher for employees when: a) there is greater frequency of interaction between an 

employee and a customer; b) greater attentiveness to required display rules is required; 

c) a larger variety of emotions to be displayed is expected; and d) the job’s display 

rules conflict with real, inner feelings. In their framework, individual (e.g., gender and 

affectivity), job (e.g., task routineness, task variety, and job autonomy), and 

organizational characteristics (e.g., explicitness of display rules and closeness of 

monitoring) are antecedents to each of the four dimensions, and emotional exhaustion 

and job satisfaction are discussed as consequences. In later work, they reduced the 
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number of emotional labor dimensions to three: frequency of interaction, duration of 

interaction, and emotional dissonance (Morris & Feldman, 1997).  

Grandey’s (2000) perspective. Grandey (2000) defines emotional labor as 

“the process of regulating both feelings and expressions for the organizational goals” 

(p. 97), and she uses the processes of deep acting and surface acting as her working 

definition of emotional labor. She suggests that deep acting and surface acting are not 

inherently value laden, and thus may have both positive and negative outcomes. 

Drawing from emotion regulation theory, Grandey (2000) argues that deep acting 

functions as a form of antecedent-focused emotion regulation, in which the individual 

modifies the situation or his or her perceptions of the situation in order to alter his/her 

emotions. In contrast, surface acting involves response-focused emotion regulation, in 

which the individual manipulates his or her reaction to the situation. In Grandey’s 

(2000) model of emotional labor, situational cues such as customer interaction events 

and emotional events in the work-setting act as antecedents of emotional labor, and 

burnout, job satisfaction, performance, and withdrawal behavior are considered long-

term consequences of emotional labor.  

Proposed Conceptualization of Emotional Labor  

While conceptual ambiguity still exists regarding the emotional labor 

construct, Glomb and Tews (2004) identified the management of emotional 

expressions to meet organizational or occupational display rules as a common 

assumption that underlies the major conceptualizations of emotional labor. 

Considering this consistency in perspectives, emotional labor is defined in the current 
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study as the process of regulating and managing feelings and emotional expressions to 

conform to display rules for the purpose of meeting organizational goals.  

Employees use different emotional labor strategies to meet organizational 

display rules. In multiple conceptualizations of the construct, emotional labor involves 

the regulation strategies of surface acting and deep acting (e.g., Brotheridge & Lee, 

2003; Grandey, 2000; Hochschild, 1983). Such a conceptualization does not consider 

emotional displays which are expressed in the moment and which are truly and 

authentically felt. Because these emotional displays, along with those of surface and 

deep acting, are relevant to understanding individual authenticity, I use Ashforth and 

Humphrey’s (1993) multidimensional conceptualization of emotional labor strategies 

in this study. According to these authors, emotional labor strategies may take three 

forms: surface acting, deep acting, and spontaneous, genuine emotions (Ashforth & 

Humphrey, 1993; Diefendorff et al., 2005; Gardner, Fischer, & Hunt, 2009). 

Consistent with prior research (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993; Grandey, 2000; 

Hochschild, 1983; Glomb & Tews, 2004), surface acting involves modifying one’s 

outward emotional displays to meet display rules, whereas deep acting refers to 

attempting to adjust one’s internal feelings to match display rules. In a genuine 

emotional display, the employee spontaneously and sincerely feels the appropriate 

emotions, with little prompting and managing of emotions (Ashforth & Humphrey, 

1993). The inclusion of genuinely felt emotional displays as a dimension of emotional 

labor provides a more comprehensive view of the emotional expressions that 

employees manage while at work (Glomb & Tews, 2004). Naturally felt emotion has 
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been included in several recent studies of emotional labor (e.g., Buckner & Mahoney, 

2012; Diefendorff et al., 2005; Glomb & Tews, 2004), indicating increasing support 

for this expanded view of emotional regulation strategies.  

Integrative and Differentiating Emotional Display Rules and Emotional Labor 

Research on emotional display rules in relation to emotional labor has focused 

on the expression and suppression of emotions (Diefendorff & Richard, 2003). 

Expression involves showing emotions as if they are felt, and suppression requires 

hiding one’s feelings (Diefendorff et al., 2006; Mann, 1999; Wharton & Erickson, 

1993). Most often display rules call for the expression of positive emotions and the 

suppression of negative emotions, requiring that employees show integrative emotions 

(e.g., Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Diefendorff et al., 2006; Schaubroeck & Jones, 

2000; Wharton & Erickson, 1993). However, in some jobs (e.g., judge or therapist), 

display rules require that employees engage in emotional masking, hiding both 

positive and negative displays of emotions (Diefendorff et al., 2006; Grandey, 2003; 

Wharton & Erickson, 1993). Other occupations (e.g., bill collectors, funeral directors) 

require that employees show differentiating, or negative emotions (Ashforth & 

Humphrey, 1993; Diefendorff et al., 2006; Wharton & Erickson, 1993). In this 

dissertation, I will specifically examine the influence of integrative and differentiating 

display rules on the use of emotional labor strategies. Consistent with prior work (e.g., 

Gosserand & Diefendorff, 2005; Wharton & Erickson, 1993), I define integrative 

display rules as emotional display expectations that require employees to act positive, 

polite, friendly, and cheerful, and to hide negative emotions while in the work role. In 
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contrast, I define differentiating display rules as emotional display expectations that 

require employees to express irritation, anger, and hostility instead of positive 

emotions while in the work role.  

 I draw from Diefendorff and Gosserand’s (2003) control theory model of 

emotional labor to provide the rationale for why display rules lead to emotion 

regulation (Allen et al., 2010). Specifically, the control theory model involves a 

discrepancy and reduction process of self-regulation of emotional displays. Thus, 

display rules act as a standard for emotional displays, and employees compare their 

self-perceptions of their emotional displays to the display rule standard. When the 

employee detects a discrepancy between his or her actual emotional display and the 

display rules, the employee will use emotional regulation strategies to align his or her 

actual emotional displays with expected emotional displays. I argue that reducing the 

discrepancy between actual emotional displays and the display rule standard is 

accomplished through surface acting, deep acting, and spontaneously felt emotions. 

The relationship between perceived display rules and emotional labor is 

particularly complex. Prior research has produced equivocal results regarding the 

relationship between display rules and emotion regulation strategies. Display rules 

have been shown to relate positively to surface acting (e.g., Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; 

Gosserand & Diefendorff, 2005) and deep acting (e.g., Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; 

Grandey, 2003). However, display rule perceptions have also been found to be 

unrelated to surface acting (Grandey, 2003) and deep acting (Gosserand & 

Diefendorff, 2005). The relationship is further complicated when positive (the 
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expression of positive emotions) and negative display rules (the suppression of 

negative emotions) are considered specifically. Positive display rules have been found 

to positively predict both surface acting (e.g., Allen et al., 2010; Goldberg & Grandey, 

2007) and deep acting (e.g., Allen et al., 2010; Diefendorff et al., 2005; Goldberg & 

Grandey, 2007). However, positive display rules have also been shown to be unrelated 

to surface acting (Diefendorff et al., 2005), and negative display rules have been found 

to positively predict surface acting but not deep acting (Diefendorff et al., 2005). 

 Comparing previous results regarding the effect of display rules on the use of 

emotional labor strategies is difficult due to differences in the measurement of display 

rules across the studies. Some studies have used unidimensional measures of display 

rules (e.g., Brotheridge & Lee, 2003; Grandey, 2002; Grandey, 2003), while others 

have used multidimensional measures that distinguish between positive and negative 

display rules (e.g., Diefendorff et al., 2005; Gosserand & Diefendorff, 2005; 

Schaubroeck & Jones, 2000). Comparison across studies is further complicated by 

differing operational definitions of display rules. For example, some studies examined 

only positive display rules (e.g., Buckner & Mahoney, 2012); others investigated 

integrative display rules (e.g., Allen et al., 2010; Gosserand & Diefendorff, 2005). Still 

others studied integrative display rules, but bifurcated the display rule into positive 

display rules and negative display rules (e.g., Diefendorff et al., 2005). 

 Such mixed results regarding the display rule-emotional labor relationship, 

along with the differences in the operationalization and measurement of display rules, 

suggest that further investigation into this complicated relationship is needed to better 
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distinguish the role that emotional display rules play in employee enactment of 

particular emotional regulation strategies. This is one of the purposes of this study. To 

date, no studies have tested the relationship between integrative and differentiating 

display rules and Ashforth and Humphrey’s (1993) three-dimensional 

conceptualization of emotional labor strategies that includes surface acting, deep 

acting, and genuine emotional displays. Employees may genuinely feel emotions that 

are appropriate in the situation, but the measurement of emotional labor as surface 

acting and deep acting may not adequately capture these emotions. Hence, the 

exclusion of genuine emotions from the measurement of emotional labor may have 

contributed to the equivocal findings of previous studies. Thus, a more fine-grained 

conceptualization of emotional labor may illuminate some of the complexities of the 

display rule-emotional labor relationship.  

 Given the equivocal findings regarding the relationships between emotional 

display rules and the emotion regulation strategies of surface acting and deep acting, I 

posit that the inclusion of genuine emotion may help to reconcile some of the 

inconsistencies in the findings. In the situational context requiring integrative 

emotions, I suggest that displaying positive emotions requires less effort since people 

tend to be in positive affective states (Trougakos, Jackson, & Beal, 2011), making it 

easier for employees to meet integrative display rules expectations through genuine 

emotional displays. Further, I suggest that employees are more likely to internalize 

positive emotions using deep acting, since people tend to favor positive stimuli over 

negative stimuli (Boucher & Osgood, 1969; Matlin & Stang, 1978; Trougakos et al., 
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2011). In contrast, I suggest that the expression of differentiating emotions will require 

more effort, since the employee’s (generally positive) internal state will be 

incongruent with the negative emotion display rule requiring expressions of anger or 

irritation. Further, I hold that employees are unlikely to exert intentional effort through 

deep acting to feel negative emotions, particularly when they are inconsistent with 

their usually positive affective state. Thus, employees are posited to engage in more 

deep acting and genuine emotional displays when the display rules call for more 

positive emotions, and more surface acting when the display rules call for more 

negative emotions. Thus, I advance:  

Hypothesis 1: Compared to differentiating display rules, integrative display 

rules will result in (a) lower levels of surface acting, (b) moderate levels of 

deep acting (but higher than in the differentiating display rule condition), and 

(c) higher levels of genuine emotional displays. 

Hypothesis 2: Compared to integrating display rules, differentiating display 

rules will result in (a) higher levels of surface acting, (b) moderate levels of 

deep acting (but lower than in the integrating display rule condition), and (c) 

lower levels of genuine emotional displays. 

Emotional Labor and Felt Authenticity 

Authenticity. Authenticity refers to “owning one’s personal experiences, be 

they thoughts, emotions, needs, wants, references, or beliefs” and “further implies that 

one acts in accord with the true self, expressing oneself in ways that are consistent 

with inner thoughts and feelings” (Harter, 2002, p. 382). Thus, to be authentic is to 
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operate daily from one’s true core without interference (Kernis, 2003). When people 

are authentic, they are self-determined and their basic psychological needs for 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness are met, providing them with optimal 

development and well-being (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Prior research (using varying 

conceptualizations of authenticity) has found that authenticity is positively related to 

mindfulness (Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Lakey, Kernis, Heppner, & Lance, 2008), 

positive role functioning (Kernis & Goldman, 2006), healthy self-concept structure 

(Kernis & Goldman, 2006), authentic goal pursuits (Kernis & Goldman, 2006), 

happiness (Wood, Linley, Maltby, Baliousis, & Joseph, 2008), self-esteem (Sheldon, 

Ryan, Rawsthorne, & Ilardi, 1997; Toor & Ofori, 2009; Wood et al., 2008), subjective 

well-being (Wood et al., 2008), psychological well-being (Wood et al., 2008; van de 

Bosch & Taris, 2013), autonomy (Toor & Ofori, 2009; Wood et al., 2008), positive 

affect (Wood et al., 2008), personal growth (Toor & Ofori, 2009; Wood et al., 2008), 

environmental mastery (Toor & Ofori, 2009), work engagement (van de Bosch & 

Taris, 2013), job satisfaction (van de Bosch & Taris, 2013), and positive relations with 

others (Toor & Ofori, 2009), and is negatively related to stress (Sheldon et al., 1997; 

van de Bosch & Taris, 2013; Wood et al., 2008), negative affect (Wood et al., 2008; 

van de Bosch & Taris, 2013), verbal defensiveness (Lakey et al., 2008), and anxiety 

(Sheldon et al., 1997).   

Some theories hold that authenticity is a stable individual difference variable 

that is consistent across time and situations (Kernis, 2003; Wood et al., 2008). 

However, such conceptualizations are problematic considering that variations in a 
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person’s environment can influence individual authenticity (van den Bosch & Taris, 

2013). Thus, individual authenticity depends in part on one’s particular roles and the 

context in which the person is surrounded (van den Bosch & Taris, 2013). For the 

purposes of this research, it is more helpful to consider authenticity as a state. As such, 

state authenticity involves a temporary experience that is grounded in the situation 

(Lenton, Bruder, Slabu, & Sedikides, 2013). State authenticity, then, “is a feeling of 

contentment and comfort with oneself and with others,…combined with a sense of 

one’s own individuality (autonomy) and competence” (Lenton et al., 2013, p. 285). 

Based on this definition, state authenticity is felt or experienced, placing one’s 

emotions at the heart of authenticity (Erickson, 1995; Lenton et al., 2013). Thus, 

people feel more authentic when they act of their own volition and with full self-

expression (Sheldon et al., 1997). In this study, felt authenticity is defined as an in-the-

moment feeling that one is acting in accordance with one’s true self.    

Not all situations or roles are conducive to authentic behavior (Deci & Ryan, 

1985; Sheldon et al., 1997). This is particularly the case in the service context where 

emotion regulation to meet emotional display rules is expected as part of one’s in-role 

job performance (Diefendorff et al., 2006). Previous research suggests one can feel 

authentic in different life roles, including the employee role (Sheldon et al., 1997). 

Ashforth and Humphrey (1993) argue that when individuals strongly identify with 

their organizational role, they will feel more authentic when meeting role expectations, 

including emotional display rules. However, when employees use emotional labor 



Texas Tech University, Kelly Davis McCauley, August 2014 

 24 

(surface acting and deep acting) that is inconsistent with a central and valued role 

(either organizational or personal), they will experience a lack of authenticity.  

Genuine emotion displays and authenticity. In their qualitative study of 

authenticity in service encounters, Yagil and Medler-Liraz (2013) found that while 

individuals may not always behave in an authentic manner due to organizational 

expectations for employees to manage their emotions, employees experience transient 

authenticity. Thus, employees experience a “temporary state of psychological 

autonomy that reflects internal rather than external control over emotions, motivation, 

and planning of behavior” (Yagil & Medler-Liraz, 2013, p. 484). These authors also 

found that in the service environment, transient authenticity is characterized by the 

expression of natural emotions, self-determination involving control over one’s 

behavior, and spontaneity in interactions with customers. Such psychological 

autonomy is associated with authentic behaviors including honesty, personal action, 

and interpersonal closeness. In a related study, Ashforth and Tomiuk (2000) found that 

service employees feel more authentic when interacting with friendly, cooperative 

customers, when there was congruence between their beliefs and organizational 

conventions, and when servicing customers with whom they had a personal 

relationship. Such findings are consistent with theories of authenticity that suggest that 

in-the-moment thoughts, feelings, and experiences influence one’s authenticity (Ryan, 

1995; Sheldon et al., 1997). Taken together, these studies suggest that although 

individuals may be unable to show their true emotions all the time, when employees 

show their true emotions at work, they will feel more authenticity in their work role.  



Texas Tech University, Kelly Davis McCauley, August 2014 

 25 

Self-alienated emotional displays. In contrast to factors that foster 

authenticity, contextual influences, constraints, and obligations such as requirements 

to conform to organizational display rules may impede employees’ authentic self-

expression while at work. Hochschild (1983) suggested that when individuals engage 

in emotional labor through surface acting or deep acting they may feel “phony”, since 

they cannot claim such feelings as their own. Instead, manufactured feelings belong 

more to the organization and less to the self (Hochschild, 1983). When employees 

display false emotions for the purpose of meeting organizational display demands, 

they become part of the production process, much like labor or machinery 

(Cropanzano et al., 2003). Similar to the Marxist view of alienated labor, such de-

humanization promotes alienation from one’s true feelings and sense of self 

(Cropanzano et al., 2003). Thus, the conflict between one’s genuinely felt emotions 

and the emotional displays required by organizations, termed emotional dissonance, 

results in self-alienation or a false sense of self (Hochschild, 1983; Middleton, 1989; 

Morris & Feldman, 1996, 1997).  

The person-centered conception of authenticity. Rogers’ (1961) tripartite 

person-centered conceptualization of authenticity (shown in Figure 2.1) is useful in 

understanding how meeting emotional display rule requirements in an organizational 

setting may threaten one’s individual sense of self. In this conceptualization, 

authenticity arises from consistency across three self-relevant components: 1) an 

individual’s actual experiences (or their true self, including their emotions, 

physiological states, and deep level cognitions); 2) their cognitive awareness of their 
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experiences; and 3) their outward behaviors and emotional expressions (Barrett-

Lennard, 1998). The extent to which an individual senses discrepancies between their 

actual experiences and their awareness of such experiences refers to their level of self-

alienation, with greater differences resulting in one feeling more out of sync with their 

true self. The level of congruence between an individual’s cognitive awareness of their 

experiences and their behaviors refers to authentic living, or being true to oneself and 

living according to that self. Lastly, how much an individual is accepting of external 

social influences impacts the extent to which they experience self-alienation and 

authentic living.  

Applying the person-centered view of authenticity to emotional labor shows 

that when surface acting an individual will not achieve consistency across the three 

components of authenticity. Therefore, the individual will experience feelings of 

inauthenticity. When surface acting, the individual lacks congruency between actual 

emotions and his or her external emotional expression. According to the person-

centered model of authenticity, this incongruency results in self-alienation and a lack 

of authentic living. Additionally, when an individual is surface acting, he or she is not 

acting according to his or her true self; rather that person is being influenced by 

pressures to show appropriate emotions according to organizational norms. 

Examining the components of the tripartite view of authenticity in relation to 

deep acting reveals fewer inconsistencies across the components. Through deep 

acting, the individual tries to reduce the difference between felt emotions and expected 

emotional expressions by attempting to feel the emotions that are situation-
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appropriate. Through this process, the individual is made consciously aware of his or 

her emotions. However, he or she is engaging in deep acting due to external social 

influences (organizational display rules). Therefore, he or she will feel more authentic 

when deep acting (relative to surface acting); yet, because the individual is regulating 

his or her emotions to meet display rules, he or she will feel less authentic in 

comparison to situations where genuinely experienced emotions are expressed. 

Alignment of all three components occurs when the individual is aware of his or her 

actual emotions and expresses those without pressure from external influences (such 

as organizational demands); in this case, the individual will feel more authentic. 

 Findings from prior studies (using varying measures of emotional labor) 

support the notion that emotional management is related to feelings of inauthenticity. 

The general management of emotions has been found to increase subjective 

experiences of inauthenticity (Erickson & Ritter, 2001; Sloan, 2007), with 

inauthenticity being most pronounced for those who mask their negative emotions at 

work (Erickson & Ritter, 2001). Integrative emotional displays requiring the 

expression of positive emotions and the suppression of negative emotions have been 

associated with feelings of inauthenticity at work (Simpson & Stroh, 2004). 

Examining specific emotional regulation strategies, Brotheridge and Lee (2002) found 

surface acting to be negatively related to authenticity directly and indirectly through 

reduced levels of rewarding relationships, whereas they found deep acting to be 

positively related to feelings of authenticity.  



Texas Tech University, Kelly Davis McCauley, August 2014 

 28 

Based upon the theoretical rationale and empirical support presented above, I 

suggest the following:  

Hypothesis 3: There is a relationship between emotional labor strategies and 

felt authenticity such that (a) surface acting is negatively related to felt 

authenticity; (b) deep acting is positively but less strongly related to felt 

authenticity in comparison to genuine emotion displays; and (c) genuine 

emotional displays are positively related to felt authenticity. 

Emotional Labor and Dishonesty 

Unethical behaviors are acts that are either illegal or morally unacceptable to 

the larger collective that inflict harmful effects on others (Gino et al., 2011; Jones, 

1991). Based on this definition, unethical behaviors include cheating, stealing, 

violations of ethical norms or standards, along with other forms of dishonesty. While 

some people engage in unethical behavior for opportunistic gain, many well-

intentioned, “good” people commit small acts of dishonesty. For example, individuals 

will underreport the number of personal copies made on the company copy machine, 

steal toilet paper from a shared restroom, “fudge” their golf score, alter their tax 

reports, bill extra hours to customers, and so on (Ariely, 2012). Given that people 

generally value honesty and organizations expect honest employees, the question of 

why people are at times dishonest at work is an important one. The current study 

examines this question by considering emotional labor and authenticity as antecedents 

of dishonesty. The argument presented below draws from resource depletion theory to 

suggest that a direct effect between emotional labor and dishonest exists. Yet, given 
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that one of the purposes of this study is to investigate emotional labor as an antecedent 

of dishonesty, both the indirect and direct effects of the emotional labor-dishonesty 

relationship warrant study and will be examined in this research. 

The strength model of self-regulation. The strength model of self-regulation 

suggests that similar to having a limited energy supply, the resources consumed in the 

process of self-regulation are limited and, hence, they are depleted by high levels of 

self-regulation (Muraven et al., 1998). Muraven and Baumeister (2000) define self-

regulation as “the exertion of control over the self by the self” (p. 247). Thus, self-

regulation involves any attempts to regulate or control one’s thoughts, feelings, or 

emotions (Converse & DeShon, 2009; Muraven et al., 1998). Therefore, modifying 

one’s emotional displays to meet emotional display rules involves effortful emotion 

regulation (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011). By maintaining 

“service with a smile,” suppressing a felt emotion, or not fully showing a genuine 

emotion, such self-regulatory behaviors are thought to result in ego depletion, which is 

“a temporary reduction in the self’s capacity or willingness to engage in volitional 

action (including controlling the environment, controlling the self, making choices, 

and initiating action) caused by prior exercise of volition” (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, 

Muraven, & Tice, 1998, p. 1253). Hence, regulation of emotions is thought to deplete 

other mental resources (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011). 

Based on the strength model of self-regulation, exertion of self-regulation is followed 

by a period of diminished capacity that results in impaired self-regulation in 

subsequent tasks, at least until the resource is renewed.  
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Multiple studies have found support for the depletion effect. For example, 

Muraven and colleagues (1998) found that suppressing one’s emotional response was 

related to a decrease in physical stamina. Another study found that suppressing 

emotion led to a drop in performance on problem-solving tasks (Baumeister et al., 

1998). Across four experimental studies, Gino and associates (2011) found that 

individuals who experienced self-regulatory depletion were more likely to cheat 

impulsively. Based on previous work, I suggest that individuals who engage in surface 

acting will experience greater resource depletion since they are self-regulating to meet 

organizational display demands. Therefore, I suggest that they will be more likely to 

be dishonest. Since individuals who engage in deep acting use regulatory processes to 

manage their feelings, I suggest that deep acting will lead to greater resource depletion 

as well. Thus, I hold that individuals who engage in deep acting will be more likely to 

commit unethical acts. In comparison, individuals who show authentic emotional 

displays will experience less resource depletion since they are acting out of their true 

self, thus using fewer regulatory resources, making them less likely to be dishonest.  

Hypothesis 4:  There is a relationship between emotional labor and dishonesty 

such that (a) surface acting is positively related to dishonesty; (b) deep acting 

is positively but less strongly related to dishonesty (in comparison to surface 

acting); and (c) genuine emotional displays are negatively related to 

dishonesty.  
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Felt Authenticity and Dishonesty 

In a study of the influence of wearing counterfeit products on dishonesty, 

Gino, Norton, and Ariely (2010) found that participants wearing fake designer 

sunglasses were more likely to cheat across multiple tasks than participants wearing 

authentic sunglasses. They also found that participants wearing counterfeit sunglasses 

were more likely to judge others as unethical. Finally, they found that feelings of 

inauthenticity mediate the counterfeit product-unethical behavior relationship, 

suggesting an impact of the counterfeit product on the self. Such findings suggest that 

authenticity plays a role in the extent to which individuals will be dishonest.  

Mazar and associates (2008) propose that the way that people view and 

perceive themselves influences not only whether they will be dishonest, but also the 

extent to which they will be dishonest. They suggest that individuals generally value 

honesty, believe in their own morality, and want to maintain their self-concept as an 

honest person. However, failing to comply with one’s moral standards means that the 

individual will have to negatively update their self-concept. Self-concept maintenance 

theory holds that while people may be torn between benefitting from dishonesty or 

cheating and maintaining a self-concept that includes honesty, people will engage in a 

range of dishonest behaviors that do not challenge their self-concept (Mazar et al., 

2008). Specifically, people use the mechanisms of categorization and attention to 

moral standards to guide the extent to which they will engage in dishonest behavior. 

Categorization refers to finding self-serving rationalizations for dishonest behavior, 

making the degree of the dishonesty malleable (Mazar et al., 2008). Therefore, 
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stealing paper from the office may be viewed as a perk of work, whereas opening the 

cash register and taking a dollar for a drink may seem more egregious, even though 

the ream of paper from the office costs more. People also categorize their dishonest 

actions according to a certain “stretch” point, beyond which they can no longer ignore 

the severity of their dishonest behavior. For example, people may claim additional tax 

exemptions without thinking that they are dishonest, since this may not be a large 

enough violation of their own moral standards to force them to integrate their 

dishonest actions into their self-concept. When people are attentive to their own moral 

standards, they will more frequently update their self-concept, causing them to adhere 

to a stricter standard of honesty. Yet, when people are inattentive to their own moral 

standards, their self-concept is less likely to be frequently updated or confronted, since 

they have not actively compared their actions to their moral standards. Hence, people 

with a less frequently updated self-concept will have a higher threshold for dishonest 

conduct (Mazar et al., 2008).  

Based on self-determination theory, individuals experience authenticity when 

their self-regulation satisfies their basic psychological needs for competence, self-

determination, and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Thus, when individuals display 

genuine emotions while at work, their self-regulatory processes foster authenticity. 

When individuals experience feelings of authenticity, they are aware of their beliefs, 

desires, self-relevant cognitions, strengths and weaknesses, and goals, and they behave 

in accordance with their true-self (Kernis & Goldman, 2006). Authenticity, then, 

implies that one knows one’s moral standards and upholds those standards through 
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one’s actions. Hence, in line with self-concept theory, authentic persons are more 

likely to be attentive to their own moral standards. Further, because authentic persons 

are guided by their awareness of who they are, I hold that they are less likely to 

increase their categorization malleability by looking for self-serving rationalizations 

for dishonest behavior. Thus, I suggest that individuals who experience greater felt 

authenticity while in the work role will be less likely to engage in dishonest behavior. 

I expect similar patterns apply to those who engage in deep acting since they try to 

actually feel the emotions that are called for in the situation, thus attempting to 

experience authenticity in the situation. By “acting in good faith” (Rafaeli & Sutton, 

1989), those who engage in deep acting may be “almost authentic.” Therefore, 

individuals who employ deep acting may be more connected with their morality as 

well. 

In contrast, when individuals engage in surface acting, they experience a false 

self, similar to those wearing the counterfeit sunglasses (Gino et al., 2010). As a result, 

they experience inauthenticity and are detached from their true selves, including their 

own morality. Thus, they will be less mindful of their moral standards, making them 

more likely to engage in minor acts of dishonesty. I suggest that individuals who 

engage in surface acting will be more dishonest because their self-concept will be less 

frequently challenged since they are alienated from their moral compass. Thus, I 

suggest the following:  

Hypothesis 5:  Felt authenticity mediates the relationship between emotional 

labor and dishonesty such that persons who engage in surface acting, and to a 
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lesser extent deep acting, will be more likely to be dishonest in comparison to 

persons who display genuine emotions. 

Employing an attributional perspective, Buckley and colleagues (2000) 

advance that, due to a false consensus bias, individuals who report that they are more 

likely to engage in unethical behavior will assume others would also behave 

unethically, and similarly, those who are less likely to engage in unethical behaviors 

will assume the same of others. Halbesleben et al. (2004) found support across two 

different studies for the false consensus effect in relation to perceptions of others’ 

unethical behavior. Thus, I advance that those who engage in surface acting in 

comparison to those who use deep acting and genuine emotion displays will view 

others as more dishonest, since they are more likely to engage in unethical behavior 

based on their alienation from their true self. Furthermore, I suggest that those who 

engage in surface acting may use their perceptions of others’ dishonesty as a self-

serving explanation for their own dishonest behavior (or a higher categorization 

malleability). Thus, I advance the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 6:  Felt authenticity mediates the relationship between emotional 

labor and perceptions of other’s dishonesty such that persons who engage in 

surface acting, and to a lesser extent deep acting, will be more likely to 

perceive others as dishonest in comparison to persons who display genuine 

emotions.   
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Chapter Summary 

 The arguments presented above provide the theoretical rationale for the 

conceptual model presented in Figure 1.1. Summarizing the arguments, I suggest that 

perceptions of integrative and differentiating emotional display rules will influence 

one’s emotional regulation strategy. When meeting integrative emotional display 

rules, I argue that employees will be more likely to genuinely feel the emotions 

required of the situation or to manage their emotions and try to feel the required 

emotions by deep acting. In contrast, I hold that when meeting differentiating display 

rules, employees will use more surface acting to meet this emotional display demand. 

Further, I suggest that one’s emotional regulation strategy will influence the extent to 

which one will feel authentic, with those who show genuine emotions experiencing 

greater felt authenticity in comparison to those who use either surface or deep acting. I 

posit a direct effect of emotional labor on dishonesty. Finally, felt authenticity is 

discussed as a mediator of the emotional labor-dishonesty relationship. In the next 

chapter, I discuss how the theoretical model was empirically tested using an 

experimental research design.  
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Table 2.1 Emotional labor definitions, dimensions, and underlying theoretical frameworks 

 

Source Conceptual Definition Dimensions of Emotional 

Labor 

Theoretical Framework 

Hochschild (1983) “The management of feeling to 

create a publicly observable 

facial and body display” (p. 7). 

 

Surface acting 

Deep acting 

Dramaturgical perspective 

Method acting 

Ashforth & Humphrey 

(1993) 

“The act of expressing socially 

desired emotions during service 

transactions” (pp. 88-89). 

 

Surface acting 

Deep action 

Spontaneous and genuine 

emotion 

 

Social identity theory 

Morris & Feldman (1996) “The effort, planning, and 

control needed to express 

organizationally desired emotion 

during interpersonal 

transactions” (p. 987). 

Frequency of appropriate 

emotional display 

Attentiveness to required 

display rules 

Variety of emotions to be 

displayed 

Emotional dissonance 

 

Interactionist model of 

emotion 

Morris & Feldman (1997) “The act of expressing 

organizationally-desired 

emotions during service 

transactions” (p. 257).  

 

Frequency of interaction 

Duration of interaction 

Emotional dissonance 
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Table 2.1 (continued) 

 

   

Mann (1999) “The state that exists when there 

is a discrepancy between the 

emotional demeanour that an 

individual displays because it is 

considered appropriate, and the 

emotions that are genuinely felt 

but that would be inappropriate 

to display” (p. 353). 

 

Expectations or rules about 

emotional display 

Emotional suppression 

Emotional faking 

 

Grandey (2000) “The process of regulating both 

feelings and expressions for the 

organizational goals…The 

processes of surface acting 

(managing observable 

expressions) and deep acting 

(managing feelings) match the 

working definition of emotional 

labor” (p. 97). 

 

Surface acting 

Deep acting 

Emotion regulation theory 

Kruml & Geddes (2000) 

 

“What employees perform whey 

they are required to feel, or at 

least project the appearance of, 

certain emotions as they engage 

in job-relevant interactions” (p. 

9). 

 

Emotive dissonance 

Emotive effort 

 

Based on Hochschild’s 

(1983) conceptualization 
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Table 2.1 (continued) 

 

   

Schaubroeck & Jones 

(2000) 

“We do not equate emotional 

labor with the characteristics of 

an occupational setting…or the 

frequency and duration of 

interaction with other 

persons…Rather we 

operationalize requirements to 

express or suppress emotion in 

terms of the experience of 

workers in having to suppress 

negative emotions and express 

positive emotions in order to 

meet the demands of their jobs” 

(pp. 165-166).  

 

 Psychological approach 

(rather than sociological) 

Zapf (2002) “Emotion work possesses the 

following characteristics…(a) 

emotion work occurs in face-to-

face or voice-to-voice 

interactions with clients; (b) 

emotions are displayed to 

influence other people’s 

emotions, attitudes and 

behaviors; and (c) the display of 

emotions has to follow certain 

rules” (p. 239).  

 

Automatic emotion regulation 

Deep acting 

Surface acting 

Emotional deviance 

Sensing emotions 

Action theory 
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Table 2.1 (continued) 

 

   

Brotheridge & Lee (2003) “Employees perform emotional 

labor when they regulate their 

emotional display in an attempt 

to meet organizationally-based 

expectations specific to their 

roles” (p. 365).  

 

Duration of emotional display 

Frequency of emotional 

display 

Intensity of emotional display 

Variety of emotional display 

Surface acting 

Deep acting 

 

Based on Hochschild 

(1983) and Morris & 

Feldman’s (1996, 1997) 

conceptualizations 

Glomb & Tews (2004) “The (1) expression of emotions 

and (2) non-expression of 

emotions, which may or may not 

be felt, in accordance with 

display rules.” (p. 4).  

4 Types of Emotional 

Displays: 

Nothing felt and no expressed 

display 

Appropriate suppressed 

display 

Appropriate faked display 

Appropriate genuine display 

 

 

Diefendorff, Croyle, & 

Gosserand (2005) 

“Following these display rules 

regardless of how one actually 

feels” (p. 339-340).  

Surface acting 

Deep acting 

Naturally felt emotions 
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Figure 2.1 Person-centered conceptualization of authenticity
a
 

 

 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

a
Figure from Wood et al., 2008 
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CHAPTER III 

 

METHOD 
 

 

In this chapter, I provide an overview of the study design including the 

participants, data collection procedures, experimental manipulations, and manipulation 

checks. Also, I discuss the pilot study and the screening for statistical differences 

between the pilot study participants and those in the regular study. Additionally, I 

discuss the measurement of the variables in the theoretical model as well as the 

controls that were included in the analysis.  

Participants 

Participants consisted of undergraduate students enrolled in business courses at 

a large public university in the southwestern United States. The data was collected 

during the Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 semesters. Participants were recruited from the 

business college-sponsored student research subject pool. As part of their participation 

in the study, participants were awarded either credits toward class-specific research 

participation requirements or extra class credit. The study was conducted in two parts, 

an online questionnaire and an experiment. Three hundred fifty-eight participants 

completed the online questionnaire; of those, 278 participants completed the second 

part of the study. Thus, 77% of the students who participated in the study completed 

both parts. Because the outcome variables were measured during the experiment, only 

participants who completed both parts of the study were included in the analysis. 

Three participants did not follow the experiment instructions; therefore, they were 

eliminated from the analysis, resulting in a final sample size of 275 participants.  
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The demographic characteristics of the sample including gender, 

race/ethnicity, year of study, and major are shown in Table 3.1. The sample was 

45.8% female with 52.4% of participants in their final year of study. The sample 

contained primarily management majors (47.3%). The racial and ethnic demographics 

of the sample were as follows: American Indian or Alaskan Native, 1.1%, Asian or 

Asian-American, 1.1%, Black or African American, 2.5%, Hispanic, 14.9%, White 

(non-Hispanic), 75.6%, Mixed Race, 4.0%, and Other, 0.7%. Participants had a mean 

of 24 months work experience, with a range from 0-252 months (or 21 years).  

Power Analysis  

According to Cohen (1992), a power analysis examines the relationships 

between the following four variables: 1) the significance criterion (α), 2) statistical 

power, 3) effect size, and 4) sample size (N). The significance criterion (α) represents 

the risk of committing a Type I error (mistakenly rejecting the null hypothesis when it 

is true). Typically in frequency statistics based in the Fisher tradition (Cohen, 1990), α 

is set equal to .05. Statistical power is the long-term probability of rejecting the null 

hypothesis, given the population effect size, α, and N (Cohen, 1992). Whereas α 

considers Type I error in statistical inference, statistical power addresses Type II error 

(failing to reject the null hypothesis when the null hypothesis is false). Statistical 

power is related to Type II error since power is 1- (the probability of a Type II error 

occurring). The specification for statistical power is set to minimize the likelihood of a 

Type II error, while also balancing the need for a larger sample size if statistical power 

is set to a larger value. Hence, the convention for statistical power is .80 (Cohen, 
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1992). Effect size refers to the degree to which the null hypothesis is believed to be 

false. Cohen (1992) operationalized effect size according to small, medium, and large 

effects; a medium effect size tends to be observable to a careful observer. Small and 

large effects are considered equidistant below and above the medium effect size. Each 

statistical test has a corresponding effect size index (Cohen, 1992). Sample size, or N, 

can be determined based upon α, statistical power, and the desired effect size. Thus, 

the relationships between these four variables are interrelated, making each one a 

function of the other three.  

For purposes of research planning, the interdependent relationships of these 

variables were examined to conduct an a priori power analysis to determine the 

necessary N for this particular study. Following standard conventions, the α will be set 

to 0.05, and statistical power will be equal to 0.80. According to Cohen (1992), a 

medium effect size for one-way ANOVA analysis is 0.25. Based on this criterion, the 

minimum sample size required for each role-play group is 64 participants (Cohen, 

1992). Additionally, the value for a medium effect size when using multiple or 

squared multiple partial correlations (R
2
) for analysis of statistical results is 0.15 

(Cohen, 1992). Using Cohen’s (1992) analysis of the minimum sample size to achieve 

adequate power of 0.80 for my study, I need at least 84 participants in the study to test 

the hypotheses with a regression analysis. Based on the sample size of 275 participants 

in the current study, a post-hoc analysis shows that a power of 0.99 was reached. 
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Procedure  

This study employed an experimental design that manipulated emotional 

display rules. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two treatment 

conditions—integrative display rules and differentiating display rules. The study was 

completed in two different parts.  

During part 1, participants accessed the study through the online program used 

by the student research program. Once participants clicked the link for the study, they 

viewed the information sheet about the study (Appendix A), and they were provided 

with a Qualtrics on-line survey link. Participants directly accessed the Qualtrics survey 

link through the student research program online software. After accessing the survey, 

each participant completed measures that will be used for related future research, a 

social desirability scale, and demographic items. These measures were collected at 

least a week prior to the part 2 data collection. After completing the on-line survey 

participants were instructed to sign up for an experiment time through the student 

research program online software.  

Part 2 included the experiment portion of the study. Upon arrival for the 

experiment, participants were asked to complete the consent form shown in Appendix 

B. Then, the researcher logged each participant into the online survey on a university-

provided laptop. Participants first completed the Positive and Negative Affect 

Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) as an initial assessment of their 

mood (a control variable). Next, participants were randomly assigned to an integrative 

emotional display rule or differentiating emotional display rule condition. In the 
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integrative display rule condition, participants were assigned to play the role of a 

university tour guide. In the differentiating display rule condition, participants were 

assigned to play the role of an employee at a campus property management company 

whose assignment is to collect rent from delinquent study tenants. Each role-play is 

based upon jobs that students realistically may hold; thus, the students are more likely 

to understand the emotional display rule attached to the job (Bono & Vey, 2007). The 

role-plays are based on similar role-plays from Bono and Vey’s (2007) study of 

personality and emotional performance. The role-plays are contained in Appendices C 

and D. Participants were given 10 minutes to prepare for the role-play; then they were 

asked to make a 5-minute presentation, in role. Participants were given instructions 

that “the emotion expressed in their talk is more important than the content” (Bono & 

Vey, 2007). The role-play was video-recorded by the researcher. After participants 

completed the role-play, they were asked to complete items about their perceptions of 

the display rules associated with their assigned role (Diefendorff et al., 2005) as a 

manipulation check. Then, participants responded to measures regarding their 

emotional labor strategies (Diefendorff et al., 2005) and felt authenticity (Sloan, 

2007).  

Next, using a method drawn from Gino et al.’s (2010) study of dishonesty, 

participants completed a paper-and-pencil matrix task and a questionnaire regarding 

their perceptions of others’ dishonesty. For the matrix task, participants were given 

two sheets of paper, a worksheet and a collection sheet (shown in Appendices E and F, 

respectively); these materials and the corresponding procedures were initially 
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developed by Gino and colleagues (2010). The worksheet contained 20 matrices, each 

based on a set of 12 three-digit numbers. The collection sheet had a sample matrix to 

orient participants to the task prior to completing the matrix sheet under the timed 

condition and spaces for participants to report their performance, age, and gender. 

Participants were given 5 minutes to find two numbers in each matrix that sum to 10, 

with the time allotted being insufficient for most participants to complete all 20 

matrices. For each correctly solved matrix, participants were awarded $0.50 for a 

maximum total of $10. At the end of the 5-minute period, participants were instructed 

to report their performance on the collection sheet and to fold their worksheet and 

place it in the trash bin in the room. No identifier was marked on the worksheet, 

fostering an impression of anonymity for the participants. However, the researcher 

collected the matrix sheet from the trash at the end of the experiment and marked the 

participant’s identifying number on the matrix coversheet and collection sheet once 

the participant left the experiment room. Next, participants completed questions and 

scenarios regarding their perceptions of others’ dishonesty.  

Drawing from a method employed by Vargas, von Hippel, and Petty (2004), 

participants were given an anagram test (shown in Appendix G) consisting of twelve 

extremely difficult anagrams (e.g., gnimimtyana for magnanimity, recsnapa for 

pancreas) and three easier filler items. The answer key for all 15 items of the anagram 

test was attached to the anagram test on a separate sheet of paper (shown in Appendix 

H). Participants were given 15 minutes to work on the 15 anagrams. They were 

instructed that if they finish before time is called, they could score their own test using 
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the provided answer key. Participants were told that they could leave when they 

finished the anagram test and that they should see the research assistant for their 

payment earned in the matrix task. The researcher marked the same code used for the 

paper-and-pencil matrix task on the anagram test so that participant behaviors on the 

dishonesty tasks could be matched. At the end of the study participants were debriefed 

(see script in Appendix I) regarding the study and provided with the minimal amount 

of money they earned during the matrix task (based on their performance reported on 

the collection sheet). 

Pilot Study 

 A pilot study was conducted prior to the full data collection. The pilot study 

procedures were the same as those described above, except that the administration of 

the matrix task and the perceptions of dishonesty scale were randomized. The 

randomization of these measures was intended to address order effects that may 

influence the results of the study. However, since the presentation of the perceptions 

of dishonesty measure prior to the dishonesty task could bias the results of study by 

possibly alerting participants to the variables of interest in the study, the presentation 

of the matrix task and perceptions of dishonesty measure was standardized, with the 

matrix task administered prior to the perceptions of dishonesty scale. Thus, this 

adjustment was made to the procedure prior to the full data collection. Participants in 

the pilot study consisted of 18 undergraduate business students. Independent samples 

t-tests were conducted on all of the variables in the theoretical model to compare the 

means for the pilot study participants to those in the regular study. Because none of 
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the t-tests showed statistically significant differences between the pilot study and full 

study participants, the pilot study participants were included as part of the final 

sample.   

Manipulations 

Integrative display rules. Display rules emphasizing the expression of 

positive emotions and the suppression of negative emotions were communicated as 

part of the instructions for the role-play. These instructions were based on prior 

experimental studies in emotional labor research (Bono & Vey, 2007; Goldberg & 

Grandey, 2007). Participants in the integrative display rules condition were instructed 

to display emotions consistent with their assigned role of campus tour guide. As part 

of the role-play instructions, participants were told:  

“One of your job requirements is to express excitement and enthusiasm…It is 

extremely important that, for the sake of university recruitment, if you have any 

negative feelings or reactions, please try your best not to let those feelings show, and 

instead always be friendly, enthusiastic, and show positive emotion despite 

circumstances. Therefore, if you get irritated or stressed, don’t ever let them know that 

you are feeling bad—and instead put on a smile and be friendly. This is more 

important than what you actually say.” 

Differentiating display rules. Participants in the differentiating display rule 

condition were instructed to show anger, hostility, and irritation toward customers as 

part of their assigned role of an apartment rental agent dealing with tenants who were 

late paying their rent. Specifically, participants were told:   
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“At this point, the rental office believes that they will get their rent only if they 

act irritated and angry about the non-payment. Therefore, they have asked you to be 

angry and irritated with the tenants you meet with. Your basic message in talking with 

tenants is that they must pay their rent. The rental agency has asked you express how 

angry they are that even when they gave the tenant two extra months, they did not pay 

up their rent. They are very irritated with the tenants and want you to express that. 

They believe that you will only be able to collect the rent if you are angry and 

irritable.” 

Measures  

 As part of the data collection, measures were administered that will be used in 

future studies; the items for the measures administered in both parts of the study are 

listed in Appendix J. Only the measures used in the dissertation study are discussed 

below.  

Emotional labor. Emotional labor was measured using fourteen items 

developed by Diefendorff and colleagues (2005), based on previous measures of 

emotional labor created by Grandey (2003) and Kruml and Geddes (2000). This 

measure assesses three emotional labor strategies—surface acting, deep acting, and 

expression of naturally felt emotions. The original wording of these items referenced 

showing emotions in a customer service setting; to better reflect the role-play 

situation, the word “customer” was replaced with the word “person.”  Additionally, 

the tense of the items was changed from present to past tense, since these questions 

were administered immediately after the participants completed the role-play. The 
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surface acting subscale consists of seven items; an example item is, “I just pretended 

to have the emotions I needed to display for my job.” However, since the item, “I 

faked a good mood when interacting with this person,” contained wording which is 

applicable to the integrating display-rule condition (which required the participant to 

display positive emotions) and not to the differentiating display-rule condition (which 

required the participant to display negative emotions), this item was omitted, resulting 

in six items for this subscale. The deep acting subscale contains four items; an 

example item is, “I tried to actually experience the emotions that I had to show to this 

person.” The naturally felt emotions subscale consists of three items; an example item 

is, “The emotions I showed this person matched what I spontaneously felt.” 

Participants indicated their responses on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree to 5 

= strongly disagree). The alpha coefficients reflecting internal consistency reliabilities 

for these scales were .88 for surface acting, .70 for deep acting, and .83 for naturally 

emotion displays. 

Felt authenticity. Felt authenticity was measured using five items developed 

by Sloan (2007), based on items used by Erickson and Ritter (2001). The items were 

adapted to reference the role-play specifically. A sample item is, “The way I acted in 

this role is very different from the way I act at home.”  Participants provided their 

responses on a 5-point Likert-scale (1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree). 

The alpha coefficient indicating internal consistency reliability for this scale was .83.   

Dishonesty. Dishonesty was measured using the matrix and anagram tasks 

(described above). For the matrix test, the number of completed matrices was 
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compared to the number of reported matrices; a discrepancy in the actual versus 

reported performance was coded as an act of dishonesty. Participants may have also 

been dishonest by circling numbers on the matrix worksheet that did not sum to 10 but 

reporting on their collection sheet that these matrices were completed. Because this 

measure does not attempt to assess the intent of the participant regarding this situation 

(whether the participant made a mathematical error or circled the numbers to make it 

appear that he/she completed the problems), the number of incorrect matrices was also 

compared to the number of reported completed matrices. Every discrepancy between 

these numbers was coded as an act of dishonesty. For example, a participant reported 

that he/she completed 10 matrices; yet, when checking the accuracy of his/her 

answers, only 9 of the matrices were correct. Thus, the dishonesty for this participant 

was coded as 1. The range of incorrect answers varied from .01 to 9. Taken together, 

dishonesty on the matrix task was measured as the summation of the number of 

dishonest matrices computed by calculating the reported versus actual performance 

comparisons, plus the number of incorrect matrices that were reported as completed. 

For the anagram task, dishonesty was measured by asking the participants if 

they used the solution sheet to answer the problems. If participants answered “yes,” 

they were also asked how many problems they completed using the solution sheet. 

Total dishonesty was calculated by summing the number of dishonest solutions for 

both the matrix and anagram tasks. Since dishonesty is the outcome of interest in this 

study, total dishonesty across both tasks was used in the analysis of the hypotheses.  
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Perceptions of others’ dishonesty. Perceptions of others’ dishonesty were 

measured using three sets of questions developed by Barkan (2007) and adapted by 

Gino and associates (2010). The first set asked participants to think of people they 

know and rate how likely they are to engage in each of eight unethical acts using a 9-

point Likert-scale (1 = not likely to 9 = very likely; α = .83). The second set asked 

participants to evaluate the likelihood that each of six statements when uttered 

constitute a lie. Participants responded to these questions using a 9-point Likert-scale 

(1 = probably a lie to 9 = probably true; α = .38). Because the coefficient alpha 

reliability for the second set of questions in this measure was so low, this set of 

questions was not included in the analysis. For the third set, participants were asked to 

read two ethical scenarios and evaluate the likelihood that the person described in the 

scenario would engage in unethical behavior. Participants indicated their responses to 

the scenarios using a 9-point Likert-scale (1 = not likely to 9 = very likely). Gino and 

colleagues (2010) did not report alpha reliabilities for these items because they 

retained the ratings as individual judgments; however, I analyzed the reliability of 

these items and found that the coefficient alpha for these items was extremely low (α = 

.27). As such, these items were not used in the analysis. 

Control Variables 

I controlled for factors that have been previously shown or argued to influence 

emotional displays, including gender (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Scott & Barnes, 

2011; Scott, Barnes, & Wagner, 2012; Simpson & Stroh, 2004), and positive and 

negative affect (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Scott & Barnes, 2011).  



Texas Tech University, Kelly Davis McCauley, August 2014 

 53 

Gender. According to Hochschild (1983), women are better skilled than men 

at expressing their emotions due to societal socialization processes. In addition, 

women are expected to show greater emotional intensity and variety in comparison to 

men; such differences are consistent for both positive and negative emotions (Brody & 

Hall, 2008; Scott & Barnes, 2011). Further, women are more likely to report 

experiencing emotional dissonance (Kruml & Geddes, 2000). Therefore, since gender 

could influence the extent to which participants engage in emotional labor and 

whether that emotional regulation impacts their feelings of authenticity, I controlled 

for gender in the analyses (dummy variable coded 1 for men and 0 for women).  

Positive and negative affect. Prior research indicates that mood may influence 

both display rule perceptions and emotional regulation strategies (e.g., Brotheridge & 

Grandey, 2002; Brotheridge & Lee, 2003; Diefendorff et al., 2005; Schaubroek & 

Jones, 2000). For example, emotional labor (particularly in service contexts with 

integrative display rules) may be more difficult for someone with high negative affect 

(Grandey, 2000). To control for the effect of affect on display rule perceptions and 

emotional labor, I administered the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; 

Watson et al., 1988) prior to the role-play. Participants were asked to indicate the 

extent to which they were currently experiencing each emotion. Participants indicated 

their answers on a five-point Likert-scale (1 = very slightly or not at all to 5 = 

extremely). The 10-item positive affect scale asked about emotions such as “inspired,” 

“interested,” and “enthusiastic,” whereas the 10-item negative affect scale asked about 

emotions such as “distressed,” “upset,” and “nervous.” The coefficient alpha for these 
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scales were: .90 for positive affect and .77 for negative affect.   
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Table 3.1 Demographic characteristics for final sample 

 

Demographic Characteristic N % of 

Sample 

Gender   

Female 126 45.8 

Male 149 54.2 

   

Ethnicity   

American Indian or Alaskan Native 3 1.1 

Asian or Asian-American 3 1.1 

Black or African-American 7 2.5 

Hispanic 41          14.9 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0 0 

White, non-Hispanic 208 75.6 

Mixed Race 11 4.0 

Other 2 0.7 

   

Year of Study   

Freshman 2 0.7 

Sophomore 31 11.3 

Junior 96 34.9 

Senior 144 52.4 

Graduate Student 1 0.4 

Missing 1 0.4 

   

Major   

Accounting 25 9.1 

Agribusiness 0 0.0 

Economics 0 0.0 

Energy Commerce 8 2.9 

Entrepreneurship 2 0.7 

Finance 8 2.9 

General Business 13 4.7 

Health Organization Management 

(HOM) 

0 0.0 

Management 130 47.3 

Management Information Systems 15 5.5 

Real Estate 0 0.0 

Other 72 26.2 

Missing 2 0.7 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

RESULTS 
 

 

In this chapter, I discuss the results of the analyses of the theoretical model 

presented in this dissertation. First, I provide information about the manipulation 

checks. Then, I discuss the results of the hypotheses tests. Finally, I summarize the 

results of the hypothesis tests in Table 4.5 at the end of the chapter. 

Manipulation Checks  

 Participants completed Diefendorff and colleagues’ (2005) measure of 

perceived emotional display rules after engaging in the role-play. This measure 

contains 7 items (4 about perceived positive display rules and 3 about perceived 

negative display rules). Participants indicated their responses to the items on a 5-point 

Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). Higher scores on this scale 

indicate more positive perceived display rules. These items were included to 

discriminate between the display rule conditions with those assigned to the integrative 

display rule condition reporting expectations to show positive emotions and suppress 

negative emotions, while those in the differentiating condition indicate the opposite. 

The coefficient alpha statistic indicating internal reliability for the positive and 

negative display rules scale was 0.72. An independent samples t-test was conducted to 

compare the means for the display rule measure across the two emotional display rule 

conditions (integrating, M = 3.98, SD = .42; differentiating, M = 2.07, SD = .42). The 
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means were significantly different (t (273) = 37.71, p < .001), suggesting the 

manipulation was effective.  

Similar to the method used by Bono and Vey (2007), I recruited and trained 

three raters (who were blind to the display rule conditions) to watch the videotapes 

and rate the extent to which each participant expressed positive and negative emotions. 

Twenty-percent (55) of the videos were randomly selected for inclusion in the 

manipulation check (25 videos for the integrating display rule condition and 30 videos 

for differentiating display rule condition). Using a 5-point Likert scale (1= Not at all 

to 5 = A great deal), the raters assessed the emotion displays using five adjectives per 

relevant emotion. Positive emotions were assessed using the adjectives excitement, 

enthusiasm, exhilaration, lively/spirited, cheerful, and negative emotions were 

assessed using the adjectives anger, irritation, annoyance, aggravation, and 

displeasure.  

Inter-rater reliability across the video ratings was assessed using the intra-class 

correlation coefficient (ICC). Since the same three raters scored the videos, ICC2 was 

the appropriate reliability estimate (Landers, 2011). ICCs can be used to assess 

consistency and absolute agreement across the ratings. The ICC2 for consistency was 

.81 for positive emotions and .94 for negative emotions. For absolute agreement, the 

ICC2 was .80 for positive emotions and .92 for negative emotions. These relatively 

high ICCs suggest that it is appropriate to average the individual emotions ratings 

according to the type of emotion. These average ratings were then used to check the 

effectiveness of the manipulation. An independent samples t-test was conducted to 
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compare the means for the emotion ratings across the two emotional display rule 

conditions. For the integrating display rule condition, the mean positive emotion rating 

was 18.00 (SD = 5.08), whereas the mean negative emotion rating was 5.03 (SD = 

.37). In contrast, those in the differentiating display rule condition had a mean positive 

emotion rating of 8.57 (SD = 4.00) and a mean negative emotion rating of 18.59 (SD = 

5.40). The means for both the positive (t (163) = 13.35, p < .001) and negative (t (163) 

= -21.70, p < .001) emotion ratings were significantly different, providing further 

support for the effectiveness of the manipulation.  

Descriptive Statistics  

The means, standard deviations, and alpha reliabilities (reported on the 

diagonal when applicable) for the constructs are summarized in Table 4.1. The 

coefficient alpha for each scale met or exceeded the .70 threshold; hence, the measures 

used in the analysis of the hypotheses were considered reliable according to accepted 

standards (Nunnally, 1978).  

Hypothesis-testing 

Hypotheses 1 and 2. The first two hypotheses were tested using one-way 

multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA). This technique is appropriate to 

analyze these hypotheses since it simultaneously tests the effect of different groups on 

multiple outcome measures. The emotional labor strategies (surface acting, deep 

acting, and genuine emotion displays) were included in the analysis as dependent 

variables, and the role-play condition was the independent variable. Gender and affect 
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(positive and negative) were included as covariates. Table 4.2 includes a summary of 

the univariate F tests, significance levels, and partial eta squared statistics.  

Because MANCOVA produces separate analyses when assessing each 

dependent variable and its overall effect on the differences in the groups, a Bonferroni 

adjustment was applied to the alpha level used to judge statistical significance. The 

Bonferroni adjustment reduces the chance of a Type 1 error (the likelihood of rejecting 

the null hypothesis when it is actually true) by making the alpha level more stringent. 

To determine the Bonferroni-corrected alpha level, I divided the alpha level of .05 by 

the number of comparisons in the analysis (3), which equaled .017 (Pallant, 2010; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Hence, the probability value required for statistical 

significance (when testing Hypotheses 1 and 2) was .017. 

Hypothesis 1 suggested that compared to differentiating display rules, 

integrative display rules result in (1a) lower levels of surface acting, (1b) moderate 

levels of deep acting (but higher than in the differentiating display rule condition), and 

(1c) higher levels of genuine emotional displays. Hypothesis 2 advanced that 

compared to integrating display rules, differentiating display rules result in (2a) higher 

levels of surface acting, (2b) moderate levels of deep acting (but lower than in the 

integrating display rule condition), and (2c) lower levels of genuine emotional 

displays. Only the positive affect covariate significantly controlled for a portion of the 

variance in the analysis (Wilk’s Λ = .93, F(3, 267)  = 6.66, p < .001). After adjusting for 

the covariates, the MANCOVA showed a statistically significant difference on the 

combined dependent variables (Wilk’s Λ = .70, F(3, 267)  = 37.45, p < .001). 
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When considering the emotional labor strategies according to the display rule 

condition, the MANCOVA revealed a statistically significant difference in surface 

acting (F(1,269) = 90.14, p < .001). A comparison of the non-adjusted means for surface 

acting indicated that those in the integrating (tour guide) display rule condition 

reported lower levels of surface acting (M = 2.84, SD = 0.85) than those in the 

differentiating (bill collector) display rule condition (M = 3.76, SD = 0.70); the means 

for these variables showed that those in the differentiating display rule condition 

reported higher levels of surface acting. The partial eta squared for these variables was 

large, indicating that 25% of the variance associated with these variables can be 

explained by the display rule condition. Thus, Hypotheses 1a and 2a were supported.  

According to the MANCOVA results, the participants’ use of deep acting was 

not significantly different across the display rule conditions (F(1,269) = 0.3, p = .861). 

The non-adjusted means comparison for deep acting for each role-play condition 

(integrating display rules condition, M = 3.62, SD = 0.61; differentiating display rules 

condition, M = 3.61, SD = .70) show that participants engaged in almost equal levels 

of deep acting. Therefore, Hypotheses 1b and 2b were not supported. 

The MANCOVA also revealed a statistically significant difference in genuine 

emotion displays according to role-play condition (F(1,269) = 93.89, p < .001). A 

comparison of the unadjusted means for those in the integrating display rule condition 

showed higher levels of genuine emotion displays (M =3.63, SD = 0.85) than those in 

the differentiating display rule condition (M = 2.59, SD = 0.87), while those in the 

differentiating display rule condition reported lower levels of genuine emotion 
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displays in comparison to those in the integrating display rule condition. The partial 

eta squared indicates that 26% of the variance in the genuine emotion displays can be 

explained by the display rule condition. Hence, Hypotheses 1c and 2c were supported.  

Hypothesis 3.  This hypothesis was tested using multiple regression. As a 

check for multicollinearity, the variance inflation factor (VIF) scores were examined 

for the variables in the regression model. VIF values higher than 6 or 7 indicate that 

multicollinearity may bias the regression results (Keith, 2006). All VIF scores were 

below 3, suggesting that multicollinearity was not a problem in the analysis. 

Hypothesis 3 advanced that (a) surface acting is negatively related to felt 

authenticity; (b) deep acting is positively but less strongly related to felt authenticity in 

comparison to genuine emotion displays; and (c) genuine emotional displays are 

positively related to felt authenticity. Since testing this relationship was part of the 

mediation analysis (Baron & Kenny, 1986), the results are displayed in Table 4.3 

under “Mediation Step 2.” The results show that the emotional labor strategies were 

significantly related to felt authenticity. Specifically, the relationship between surface 

acting and felt authenticity is negative (β = -0.26; p < 0.001), whereas the relationship 

between genuine emotion displays and felt authenticity is positive (β = 0.59; p < 

0.001). Thus, Hypotheses 3a and 3c were supported. In contrast to the hypothesized 

direction, deep acting was negatively associated with felt authenticity (β = -0.11; p < 

0.01). Hence, Hypothesis 3b was not supported.  

Hypotheses 4 and 5. Hypotheses 4 and 5 were tested with a generalized linear 

model to fit a regression with a Poisson distribution and a log link function. Since the 
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dependent variable, total dishonesty, is a count of the number of times that an 

individual was dishonest across the two problem-solving tasks in the experiment, 

specifying a Poisson distribution was appropriate for this analysis. A Poisson 

distribution is used to model the number of events occurring within a specific time 

interval (Greene, 1994). In this study, participants had an average dishonesty total of 

2.09 problems (SD = 3.69) with the number of problems that participants cheated on 

ranging from 0-22. Half of the sample (50.2%; N = 134) was dishonest, and 

participants most frequently cheated on just one problem (16.9%). However, since the 

other half of the sample was honest, the distribution of the dishonesty dependent 

variable was non-normal, as shown in the histogram in Figure 4.1. Based on this 

distribution, a log link function was specified in the analysis.  

 Hypothesis 4 suggested that (a) surface acting is positively related to 

dishonesty; (b) deep acting is positively but less strongly related to dishonesty (in 

comparison to surface acting); and (c) genuine emotional displays are negatively 

related to dishonesty. Testing this hypothesis was part of the mediation analysis 

(Baron & Kenny, 1986). As such, the results are displayed in Table 4.3 under 

“Mediation Step 1.” An assumption of the Poisson distribution is that the mean of the 

count variable is equal to the variance; this means that for a standard Poisson model 

the deviance is equal to 1 (Gardner, Mulvey, & Shaw, 1995; Greene, 1994). The 

results showed that the data violated this assumption (the deviance was 4.74), which 

suggests that the data was overdispersed. Following the recommendations of Lawless 

(1987), I then specified a negative binomial distribution with a log link function to 
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address the overdispersion problem. In a negative binomial regression model, a 

random term that reflects unexplained between-subject differences is included in the 

analysis (Gardner et al., 1995). The deviance decreased to 1.71; however, as shown in 

Table 4.3, the analysis showed no support for Hypotheses 4a-c. 

Hypothesis 5 proposed felt authenticity as a mediator of the relationship 

between emotional labor and dishonesty. Based on the characteristics of the 

distribution of the data as discussed above, Hypothesis 5 was tested using a negative 

binomial distribution with a log link function. I tested for mediation using Baron and 

Kenny’s (1986) 4-step method. In Step 1, I analyzed the direct relationship between 

the emotional labor strategies and dishonesty. This direct relationship was posed in 

Hypothesis 4, and, as discussed above, was not supported. In Step 2, I tested the 

relationship between the emotional labor strategies and the proposed felt authenticity 

mediator; all three emotional labor strategies showed a significant relationship with 

felt authenticity, as shown in the results for Hypothesis 3. In Step 3, the relationship 

between the emotional labor strategies and the felt authenticity mediator were 

analyzed with dishonesty as the dependent variable. Finally, in Step 4 (which is 

accomplished within Step 3), the emotional labor variables and the felt authenticity 

mediator were not statistically significant, suggesting that felt authenticity does not act 

as a full or partial mediator of the emotional labor-dishonesty relationship. Hence, 

Hypothesis 5 was not supported.  

 Hypothesis 6. Hypothesis 6 proposed that felt authenticity mediates the 

relationship between emotional labor and perceptions of other’s dishonesty. The 
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results for this hypothesis test are shown in Table 4.4. Following the method of Baron 

and Kenny (1986), I analyzed the relationship between the emotional labor strategies 

and the dependent variable, perceptions of other’s dishonesty (shown as Step 1 in the 

table). The results of this analysis showed no significant relationship between these 

variables. In Step 2, the emotional labor strategies were significantly related to the 

proposed mediator, felt authenticity (surface acting, β = -0.26; p < 0.001; deep acting, 

β = -0.11; p < 0.01; genuine emotion, β = 0.59; p < 0.001). In Step 3, the emotional 

labor strategies and felt authenticity were analyzed with perceptions of dishonesty as 

the dependent variable. Finally, in Step 4 (conducted simultaneously with Step 3), the 

results of the analysis in Step 3 showed that the emotional labor and felt authenticity 

variables were insignificant, suggesting that felt authenticity does not act as a mediator 

of the emotional labor-perceptions of other’s dishonesty relationship. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 6 was not supported.  

Chapter Summary 

 A summary of the hypotheses and the result of the corresponding analysis are 

shown in Table 4.5. The analyses for hypotheses 1a and 1c, 2a and 2c, and 3a and 3c 

reached statistical significance, suggesting some support for first part of the theoretical 

model. However, the remaining hypotheses were not supported. The implications of 

these findings will be addressed in the following discussion chapter.  

  

 



Texas Tech University, Kelly Davis McCauley, August 2014 

 65 

Table 4.1 Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and correlations between study variables 

 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Gender
a 

0.54 0.50 --         

2. Positive affect 2.80 0.77 .34** (.90)        

3. Negative affect 1.56 0.46 -.09  -.06 (.77)       

4. Surface acting 3.29 0.90 -.05 -.23**   .16**   (.88)      

5. Deep acting 3.62 0.65 -.03   .15*   .01 -.04 (.70)     

6. Genuine emotion displays 3.12 1.00  .13* .28**  -.10 -.77** .22**  (.83)    

7. Felt authenticity 2.90 0.95  .09 .23**  -.14* -.71**  .03  .76** (.83)   

8. Dishonesty
 

2.09 3.69 -.10   .02  -.05 -.20  .03  .01  .06 --     

9. Perceptions of others’ dishonesty
 

4.42 1.37  .11  -.04   .11  .13*  .02 -.08  -.11 .10 (.83) 
 

Note: N = 275. Coefficient alpha reliabilities are on the diagonal in bold and parentheses.  
a
Gender is coded 1= male, 0 = female. 

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05, two-tailed. 
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Table 4.2 MANCOVA results by role-play 

 

 Integrating 

display rules 

(tour guide) 

mean 

SE Differentiating 

display rules 

(bill collector) 

mean 

SE Univariate 

F (1, 269) 

Partial η
2
 

 

Controls       

Gender 0.55  0.54      2.30 .03 

Positive Affect 2.88  2.72  6.66*** .07 

Negative Affect 1.54  1.58      2.41 .03 

       

Dependent Variables       

Surface Acting 2.84 .07 3.76 .07 90.14*** .25 

Deep Acting 3.63 .06 3.62 .06       .03 .00 

Genuine Emotion Display 3.63 .07 2.59 .07 93.89*** .26 
 

Note: N = 274. 

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.  
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Figure 4.1 Histogram of dishonesty variable  
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Table 4.3 Regression results for hypotheses 3, 4, and 5 

 

Steps and Variables B SE Likelihood 

Ratio  

Chi-square
 

R
2
 

Mediation Step 1: Dishonesty   1.11  

Surface Acting -.08 .14   

Deep Acting  .12 .13   

Genuine Emotion Displays -.05 .13   

     

Mediation Step 2: Felt Authenticity    0.63 

Surface Acting  -.26*** .06   

Deep Acting -.11** .06   

Genuine Emotion Displays  .59*** .06   

     

Mediation Steps 3 and 4: Dishonesty   4.66  

Surface Acting  -.03 .14   

Deep Acting   .17 .13   

Genuine Emotion Displays  -.19 .15   

Felt Authenticity 

 

 -.24 .13   

 

Note: N = 267.  

Steps 1, 3, and 4 were tested with negative binomial Poisson regression with a log link function.  

Step 2 was tested with multiple regression. 

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01. 
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Table 4.4 Regression results for hypothesis 6 

 

Steps and Variables β   F R
2 

Adjusted 

R
2
 

Mediation Step 1: Perceptions of Dishonesty    1.59 0.02 0.01 

Surface Acting   0.16    

Deep Acting   0.02    

Genuine Emotion Displays   0.05    

     

Mediation Step 2: Felt Authenticity  153.74 0.63 0.63 

Surface Acting  -0.26***    

Deep Acting -0.11**    

Genuine Emotion Displays  0.59***    

     

Mediation Steps 3 and 4: Perceptions of 

Dishonesty 

 1.32 0.02 0.01 

Surface Acting   0.14    

Deep Acting   0.01    

Genuine Emotion Displays   0.09    

Felt Authenticity 

 

  0.07    

 

Note: N = 275.  

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01. 
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Table 4.5 Summary of results of hypotheses tests 

 

Hypothesis Result 

1: Compared to differentiating display rules, integrative 

display rules will result in (a) lower levels of surface acting, 

(b) moderate levels of deep acting (but higher than in the 

differentiating display rule condition), and (c) higher levels of 

genuine emotional displays. 

 

1a and 1c supported 

1b not supported 

2: Compared to integrating display rules, differentiating 

display rules will result in (a) higher levels of surface acting, 

(b) moderate levels of deep acting (but lower than in the 

integrating display rule condition), and (c) lower levels of 

genuine emotional displays. 

 

2a and 2c supported 

2b not supported 

3: There is a relationship between emotional labor strategies 

and felt authenticity such that (a) surface acting is negatively 

related to felt authenticity; (b) deep acting is positively but 

less strongly related to felt authenticity in comparison to 

genuine emotion displays; and (c) genuine emotional displays 

are positively related to felt authenticity. 

 

3a and 3c supported 

3b not supported 

4:  There is a relationship between emotional labor and 

dishonesty such that (a) surface acting is positively related to 

dishonesty; (b) deep acting is positively but less strongly 

related to dishonesty (in comparison to surface acting); and 

(c) genuine emotional displays are negatively related to 

dishonesty.  

 

Not supported 

5:  Felt authenticity mediates the relationship between 

emotional labor and dishonesty such that persons who engage 

in surface acting, and to a lesser extent deep acting, will be 

more likely to be dishonest in comparison to persons who 

display genuine emotions. 

 

Not supported 

6:  Felt authenticity mediates the relationship between 

emotional labor and perceptions of other’s dishonesty such 

that persons who engage in surface acting, and to a lesser 

extent deep acting, will be more likely to perceive others as 

dishonest in comparison to persons who display genuine 

emotions. 

 

Not supported 
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CHAPTER V 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

 While there has been extensive research regarding emotional labor and 

outcomes such as emotional exhaustion, stress, and burnout (Hülsheger & Schewe, 

2011; Scott & Barnes, 2011), there has been little investigation into behavioral 

outcomes of emotional labor such as dishonesty. Hence, the purpose of this 

dissertation was to investigate the extent to which emotional labor serves as an 

antecedent to acts of dishonesty. In this chapter, I summarize the results of this study 

and their meaning for the emotional labor and behavioral ethics literatures. First, I 

consider the specific findings of this dissertation as they relate to emotional labor, felt 

authenticity, and dishonesty. Then I discuss the major contributions and theoretical 

implications of this study. I also provide a discussion of how the results of this study 

can inform management practice. Finally, I acknowledge and address the limitations 

of the study and provide suggestions for future research.  

Evaluation of Findings 

Emotional display rules and emotional labor. In Hypotheses 1 and 2, I 

suggested that the emotional display rule condition, either integrating or 

differentiating, would influence the extent to which participants used particular 

emotional labor strategies during their role-play. Specifically, I argued that 

participants in the integrative display rule condition would engage in less surface 

acting and would instead engage in more deep acting and genuine emotion displays, 
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whereas those in the differentiating display rule condition would engage in more 

surface acting and less deep acting and genuine emotion displays. These hypotheses 

were generally supported. Thus, participants assigned to the integrative display rule 

condition were more likely to show genuine emotions and less likely to use surface 

acting when acting in role. In contrast, participants in the differentiating display rule 

condition tended to employ more surface acting and were less likely to show genuine 

emotions. However, contrary to the predicted relationships, there was no difference 

between the participants according to the display rule conditions with regard to their 

deep acting.  

Comparing the results of this study to previous research is difficult given the 

differing operational definitions and measurement of emotional display rules in the 

literature. Thus, I compare the findings of the current study only to studies using a 

measurement of emotional labor that includes genuinely felt emotions in addition to 

surface acting and deep acting (although the measures used in the studies discussed 

here still differ somewhat in their operationalization of these emotional labor 

strategies). In a study of assisted living employees and police investigators, Glomb 

and Tews (2004) found that assisted living employees reported showing genuine 

emotions more frequently than police investigators. Studies conducted by Buckner and 

Mahoney (2012) and Diefendorff et al. (2005) show that positive display rules are not 

related to surface acting. Hence, the findings from this study that suggest that positive 

emotional display rules result in more frequent genuine emotion displays are 

consistent with previous research. Glomb and Tews (2004) also found that police 
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officers faked their negative emotions more than assisted living employees. Research 

by Diefendorff and associates (2005) found support for a positive relationship between 

negative display rules and surface acting. Thus, the finding in this study that 

differentiating display rules result in greater surface acting is also consistent with 

previous studies.   

Prior research has found that positive display rules relate to deep acting 

(Buckner & Mahoney, 2012; Diefendorff et al., 2005), but that negative display rules 

are unrelated to deep acting (Diefendorff et al., 2005). In this study, I found that the 

emotional display rule condition did not influence participants’ levels of deep acting. 

The insignificant relationship between the differentiating display rule condition and 

deep acting is consistent with Diefendorff et al.’s (2005) study. For the integrating 

display rule condition, this hypothesis may not have been supported due to the 

inclusion of genuine emotion displays as part of the emotional labor measure. Most 

previous studies have considered emotional labor as surface acting and deep acting; 

therefore, genuine emotion displays may have been previously measured as part of 

deep acting. Thus, the genuine emotions measure may have pieced out variance in 

emotional regulation, particularly when participants show are required to show 

positive emotions that has previously been associated with deep acting.  

 The support for the relationship between the integrating emotional display 

rules and greater genuine emotion displays can also be explained by participants’ 

generally positive affective state (in comparison to the mean level of negative affect). 

Positive affect was significantly and positively associated with genuine emotion 
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displays; yet, negative affect was not significantly correlated with genuine emotion 

displays. Trougakos and colleagues’ (2011) argued that people tend to experience 

positive affective states, which suggests that their emotional displays will be 

consistent with positive emotional display rules. The findings of this study support 

such an assertion. Thus, in contrast to previous arguments in the literature, the results 

of this study suggest that display rules requiring positive emotional displays may not 

cause as much emotional dissonance for individuals as has been previously thought.  

Emotional labor and authenticity. The results for Hypothesis 3 showed that 

surface acting is negatively related to felt authenticity, whereas genuine emotion 

displays are positively related to felt authenticity. The findings regarding surface 

acting and felt authenticity are consistent with prior studies (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; 

Erickson & Ritter, 2001; Simpson & Stroh, 2004; Sloan, 2007). Because studies are 

only beginning to include genuine emotion displays as part of the emotional labor 

construct, I was not able to make comparisons of the findings of this study to prior 

research regarding the genuine emotion display-felt authenticity relationship. 

However, the findings from the current study support previous theoretical work 

linking these constructs (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993; Gardner et al., 2009).  

 I suggested that deep acting would be positively related to felt authenticity, but 

the results show that deep acting was negatively related to felt authenticity. This 

finding is inconsistent with prior research that found a positive relationship between 

deep acting and feelings of authenticity (e.g., Ashforth & Tomuik, 2000; Brotheridge 

& Lee, 2002). However, it is worth noting that few empirical studies have tested the 
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emotional labor-authenticity relationship, and to date, no studies have measured 

Ashforth and Humphrey’s (1993) conceptualization of emotional labor and felt 

authenticity together. Thus, comparisons to previous studies are difficult. In previous 

studies that measured emotional labor as surface acting and deep acting, genuinely felt 

emotions may have been measured as part of the deep acting dimension; as such, this 

may have influenced previous findings regarding the deep acting-authenticity 

relationship.  

Another possible explanation for this result is that since deep acting involves 

actively trying to internalize the emotions required by the display rules that the very 

action of trying to feel and express the necessary emotion causes a false sense of self. 

Indeed, state authenticity is based on a person’s roles (van den Bosch & Taris, 2013), 

the context (van den Bosch & Taris, 2013), and the extent to which the individual 

identifies with their role (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993). Similarly, Ashforth and 

Tomuik (2000) found that acting is less likely to be viewed as a sign of inauthenticity 

when the individual identifies with the role or with particular parts of the role. Hence, 

It may be that some participants did not identify with their assigned role in the role-

play, therefore diminishing their felt authenticity. Sheldon and colleagues (1997) 

suggest that when people act of their own will and with control over their self-

expression, they feel more authentic. Thus, participants in this study may have 

experienced a lack of control over their own emotions when trying to feel the desired 

emotions through deep acting, thereby reducing their authenticity. 
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Emotional labor and dishonesty. Hypotheses 4a-c were grounded in resource 

depletion theory (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). Specifically, this set of hypotheses 

proposed differential direct relationships between the emotional labor strategies and 

dishonesty. Regardless of the emotional labor strategy, no direct relationship to 

dishonesty was supported by the analysis. The results suggest that although 

participants engaged in emotional regulation, they did not experience a large enough 

reduction in their self-regulation that they were sufficiently depleted of regulatory 

resources during the matrix and anagram tasks. These findings are inconsistent with 

prior research (e.g., Gino et al., 2011; Mead, Baumeister, Gino, Schweitzer, & Ariely, 

2009) that has shown that individuals who experience resource depletion are more 

likely to have a reduced moral awareness and to behave dishonestly. Yet, half of the 

sample was dishonest on at least one of the problem-solving tasks. When examining 

the extent to which participants were dishonest, they tended to cheat on only one or 

two problems. The extent to which participants cheated (an average of two problems) 

is consistent with previous research (e.g., Gino et al., 2011; Mead et al., 2009) that has 

found support for resource depletion resulting in unethical behavior. However, since 

dishonesty was measured using counts of the number of times that a participant was 

dishonest on the problem-solving tasks, there may not have been sufficient variance in 

the data to detect a statistical difference between a count of 0 (no dishonesty) and 1 

(the most frequent number of problems that participants cheated on). 

One explanation for the lack of support for this hypothesis is that while the 

role-play manipulation was effective in producing emotional labor among participants, 
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the role-plays were not so emotionally exhausting for some participants to cause a 

breakdown in their self-regulation. Another explanation for the insignificant results of 

this hypothesis is that the characteristics of the sample could have interacted with the 

experiment in meaningful ways that were not accounted for in the study. Specifically, 

the participants were students at a public university located in a religious-based, 

politically conservative town. Gino and associates (2011) found that individuals high 

in moral identity did not engage in additional dishonesty when experiencing resource 

depletion. Thus, for the students who did not cheat, their morals may have played a 

role in their ethical decision; yet, this variable was not accounted for in the analysis. 

Drawing from the work of Gino and associates (2010), I suggested in 

Hypothesis 5 that felt authenticity would mediate the relationship between emotional 

labor and dishonesty. However, this hypothesis was not supported. This result is 

surprising since Gino et al. (2010) found that wearing counterfeit designer sunglasses 

made individuals feel less authentic and increased the likelihood that they would be 

dishonest. The role-play manipulations and the resulting emotional regulation are 

analogous to the counterfeit designer sunglasses in the Gino and colleagues (2010) 

study. In the current study, emotional labor (in the form of surface acting) resulted in 

lower felt authenticity; however, it did not produce more instances of dishonesty in 

comparison to those who experienced higher levels of authenticity. Thus, the findings 

from the current study are incongruent with prior research in this area. Although the 

current study employed a similar matrix task to the one used in the Gino et al. (2010) 

study, it is worth noting that comparing results across these studies is difficult since 
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the Gino et al. (2010) study had a sample of 100 female students. The small sample 

size coupled with all female participants calls into question the generalizability of the 

results, even when comparing this study to other lab studies. It seems that females may 

have more interest in the authenticity of the designer sunglasses, making them more 

likely to feel inauthentic if they believed that the sunglasses were counterfeit. Thus, 

the sunglasses manipulation may be biased towards the sample, thereby influencing 

the results of the study.  

Emotional labor and perceptions of dishonesty. Hypothesis 6 suggested that 

felt authenticity mediates the relationship between emotional labor and perceptions of 

other’s dishonesty. This hypothesis was not supported. The lack of support for this 

hypothesis is inconsistent with Gino et al.’s (2010) study of counterfeits and 

perceptions of others’ dishonesty. In their study, Gino and associates (2010) found that 

wearing counterfeit sunglasses made people feel less authentic and more likely to see 

others’ behavior as less ethical. The current study employed the same three sets 

questions as those used in the sunglasses study. Yet, when the reliabilities for these 

questions were analyzed in this study, the coefficient alphas revealed that two of the 

three sets of questions were unreliable. Therefore, only the set of questions that 

reached an acceptable alpha were included in the analysis. One set of questions had 

reversed scoring anchors in comparison to the rest of the survey questions (α = .38); 

thus, it is possible that participants did not notice that the question anchors were 

reversed when answering this set of questions. The other set of questions asked 

participants to evaluate the likelihood that the actor described in the scenario would 



Texas Tech University, Kelly Davis McCauley, August 2014 

 79 

act dishonestly; since Gino et al. (2010) left these questions as individual ratings, 

coefficient alpha was not provided for these questions in their paper. The coefficient 

alpha when I combined the two scenario questions was .27. Based on the results of the 

reliability analyses, it is difficult to compare the results of this study with those of the 

sunglasses study. Despite the choice to only use the set of reliable questions in the 

analysis, it is unclear whether this hypothesis was not supported due to a lack of a 

relationship between the constructs of interest or due to the poor measurement of 

perceptions of dishonesty.  

Theoretical and Practical Implications  

 The results of this study have several important implications for management 

theory and practice. First, this study sought to expand the nomological network of 

emotional labor to include the outcome of dishonesty. Since organizations expect that 

their employees will be honest, the question of why people engage in unethical 

behavior at work is particularly important. This was the first study to investigate 

emotional labor as an antecedent to dishonesty, and while the hypotheses regarding 

this relationship were not supported, the current study provides theoretical 

groundwork for integrating previously unexplored negative outcomes of emotional 

labor, such as dishonesty, into its’ nomological network.  

Second, this study is one of only a few to employ an expanded view 

conceptualization of emotional labor that includes surface acting, deep acting, and 

genuine emotional displays (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993). By including genuine 

emotion displays as an emotion regulation strategy, this research addresses a limitation 
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of prior research (Allen et al., 2010). Relatedly, this conceptualization of emotional 

labor may assist with teasing out the equivocal results of the emotional display rules-

emotional labor relationship, since previous studies may not have captured the full 

range of employees’ emotional labor. The current study found support for 

relationships between all three of these emotion regulation strategies and felt 

authenticity. These findings suggest the studies of emotional labor should incorporate 

genuinely felt emotions into conceptualizations of emotional labor, rather than just 

measuring surface acting and deep acting.  

 The results draw attention to the need for replication studies in management 

research. Replication studies are less likely to be published since they provide a low 

theoretical contribution to the literature (Colquitt & Zapata-Phelan, 2007). Instead, 

articles that introduce a new construct (or substantially re-conceptualize an existing 

construct) while also grounding predictions in existing theory are preferred because 

they provide a greater theoretical contribution (Colquitt & Zapata-Phelan, 2007). The 

current study posed a new outcome of emotional labor, dishonesty, and tested the 

related theory using a combination of methods and scales from two previously 

published studies. Since this research employs previously used experimental 

manipulations from Bono and Vey (2007) and the matrix task and perceptions of 

dishonesty measures from the work of Gino and colleagues (2010), this study can be 

considered a partial replication study. As shown by the results of this study, the role-

play manipulations that were adapted from Bono and Vey (2007) were effective, but 

issues with the Gino et al. (2010) perceptions of dishonesty measure arose. Thus, it 
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seems that while the field of management seeks interesting theories, the lack of 

convergent findings between this study and previous research with regard to 

dishonesty suggests that replication studies are needed in management to determine 

the boundaries for theories, whether measures are applicable across samples and times, 

and to what extent a theory or measure is supported in different contexts.  

This study has a number of practical implications for managers and their 

employees in the organizational setting. The results suggest that for professions with 

differentiating display rules, it is especially important for employers to provide 

opportunities for their employees to express their genuine emotions back stage 

(Goffman, 1959), thereby letting them recharge their regulatory resources. Since these 

employees are more likely to engage in surface acting and therefore feel inauthentic, 

their self-control may be depleted more quickly than those required to meet integrating 

display rules. Hence, these employees may experience greater stress (Sheldon et al., 

1997; van de Bosch & Taris, 2013; Wood et al., 2008) and anxiety (Sheldon et al., 

1997). Providing employees with breaks between regulation tasks may decrease their 

resource depletion (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; Grandey, Foo, Groth, & Goodwin, 

2012; Trougakos et al., 2011). Although the emotional labor-dishonesty relationship 

was not supported by this study, allowing employees opportunities to take regulatory 

breaks will nonetheless prevent instances in which employees may engage in unethical 

behavior at work due to their lack of regulatory resources.  
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Study Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research  

 This study is not without its limitations. For example, the participants in the 

current study were undergraduate students. While the role-plays used in the 

manipulation were jobs that college students actually hold, caution must be taken 

when interpreting the results of this study since the participants were not employees in 

a real-world context. The use of student samples in management research has been 

debated (e.g., Gordon, Slade, & Schmitt, 1986, 1987; Greenberg, 1987). However, 

student samples can be useful in experimental research in the case of theory-building 

and in research intended to specify causal relationships among behavioral constructs, 

as was the case in the current study (Gordon et al., 1986).  

 Relatedly, another limitation of this research is that the experimental setting 

was substituted for the organizational environment in which employees engage in 

emotional displays in situ as part of their in-role job requirements (Diefendorff et al., 

2006). In this study participants were assigned a role-play and were given ten minutes 

to prepare for the role-play; then, the participants acted in role while being video 

recorded for five minutes. The procedures for the role-play may have produced an 

unrealistic situation in comparison to that of the organizational setting. For instance, 

the role-plays required that participants act as either a campus tour guide or a bill 

collector; thus, the role-plays inherently had an interactive component. However, the 

researcher did not interact with the participants, and no confederates were employed in 

the role-plays. Thus, the research design itself potentially influenced the participants’ 

emotional displays. In addition, the presence of the video camera may have caused 
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some participants to become nervous during the role-play. The awkwardness of role-

playing without any interaction from the object of the role-play combined with the 

presence of the video camera may have affected the participants’ ratings of their 

emotional labor (particularly surface acting) and felt authenticity. Additionally, five 

minutes may have been a long time for participants to act in role, since customer 

service interactions may be significantly shorter. Thus, the length of the role-play may 

have influenced participants’ responses to the emotional labor scale. Taken together, 

the characteristics of the role-play may have decreased the external validity of the 

study to organizational settings (Dipboye, 1990; Mook, 1983). 

 Another limitation concerns the dishonesty measures used in the current study. 

For the matrix task, dishonesty was measured by comparing actual versus reported 

performance, with overstatements of performance being considered dishonest. Some 

participants circled two numbers that clearly did not sum to 10, but they reported that 

they completed these problems (in comparison to stating that they completed a higher 

number of problems and not making any effort to complete the problems). This 

suggests that rather than being dishonest due to their emotional labor during the role-

play manipulation, participants may have overstated their performance due to social 

desirability. Social desirability consists of two distinct constructs, self-deception and 

impression management (Paulhus, 1984). Self-deception involves a dispositional 

tendency to inflate one’s self-description to others and to think of oneself in a 

favorable way (Barrick & Mount, 1996; Paulhus, 1984). Thus, participants may have 

distorted the number of matrices that they completed based on their natural tendency 
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to think of themselves as better at the task than was actually justified. Impression 

management refers to intentional attempts to distort one’s responses in order to foster 

favorable impressions with others (Barrick & Mount, 1996; Paulhus, 1984); therefore, 

participants may have circled incorrect answers on the matrix and reported that they 

completed these problems to foster the impression that they performed better at the 

matrix task than was actually the case. The potential presence of social desirability in 

the study suggests that other psychological processes could have influenced the extent 

to which participants were dishonest. Accordingly, while an experiment is better 

suited for establishing causality among constructs, factors outside of emotional labor 

and the level of felt authenticity may nonetheless have prompted some of the 

dishonesty among the participants.  

 The measurement of dishonesty according to the anagram task is another 

limitation in this study. Since performance on the anagram task was self-reported, 

participants could have lied by indicating that they did not use the solution sheet to 

solve the anagram problems when in fact they did. Participants could have also 

underreported the number of problems that they completed using the solution sheet. 

Thus, while the matrix task may have overestimated the participants’ dishonesty, the 

measurement for the anagram task potentially underestimated the extent to which 

participants were dishonest.  

   Despite the described limitations, the current study possesses several 

strengths. The experimental method allowed for testing the internal validity of the 

theory and assisted in establishing causality (or the lack thereof) among the constructs 
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(Dipboye, 1990; Mook, 1983). Therefore, the experimental approach (in comparison 

to a field study) was better suited for testing emotional labor as an antecedent to 

dishonesty. The measurement of dishonesty using both the matrix and anagram tasks 

further strengthened the research design by decreasing the potential for mono-method 

bias (Cook & Campbell, 1976), thereby enhancing the construct validity of the 

dishonesty measures. Finally, because the study employed a combination of survey 

and behavioral measures, a combination of positively and negatively worded items, 

and a variety of scale anchors, mono-method bias (Cook & Campbell, 1976; 

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) was reduced.  

Future research is needed to address the limitations of this study while refining 

and extending investigation into this important area. Although the emotional labor-

dishonesty relationship was not supported in this dissertation, the current study 

provides promise for this line of research. Thus, future research is needed to tease out 

the extent to which and under what conditions emotional labor produces dishonesty. A 

multi-method approach (Jick, 1979) is advantageous for investigating these research 

questions. A combination of qualitative and quantitative methods could be used to 

triangulate findings and approach this line of research in a more complete manner. 

Qualitative interviews with employees in varying professions with differing display 

rules may illuminate specific cases or situations when emotional labor may be more 

likely to prompt dishonesty. For instance, employees who interact more frequently 

with particularly aggravating and disgruntled customers may express a greater desire 

to “get back” at the company for requiring them to be nice with customers that they 
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think are undeserving of such service. Qualitative interviews may be particularly 

effective for this research topic since individuals may be less likely to self-report their 

unethical actions at work in a survey, especially if that survey is administered in the 

organizational setting.  

A correlational field study could examine if companies or fields with stronger 

emotional display rules and higher employee-reported surface acting have more 

incidences of employee theft. If supportive results are obtained, such a study would 

increase the external validity of the theory presented in this dissertation. Finally, a lab 

study using different manipulations of emotional labor (e.g., Buckner & Mahoney, 

2012; Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; Trougakos et al., 2011) may create a more 

“realistic” work setting, thereby addressing a major limitation of the current study, 

while also allowing for testing of causality between emotional labor and dishonesty 

constructs.  

Furthermore, if evidence of the posited emotional labor-dishonesty relationship 

is obtained, future studies could examine the extent to which dishonesty caused by 

emotional labor has a cumulative effect. That is, when an employee is dishonest due to 

resource depletion caused by emotional regulation, do the employee’s dishonest acts 

increase in severity over time? A lab study with repeated emotional labor 

manipulations and dishonesty tasks would be suited for investigating this question.  

Another direction for future research is to explore the boundary conditions 

(Bacharach, 1989) of the emotional labor-dishonesty relationship. For example, other 

psychological factors may influence the extent to which an individual is dishonest (or 
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not). Therefore, I suggest that future studies identify and test moderators that may 

strengthen or lessen the effects of emotional labor on dishonesty. Specifically, 

Machiavellian personality may be a likely moderator. High Machiavellians are 

concerned with maximizing their own economic profits and are more likely to take 

advantage of opportunities to steal from others, in comparison to low Machiavellians 

who are unwilling to commit such an act (Dahling, Whitaker, & Levy, 2009); this 

suggests that high Machiavellians would be dishonest when given the opportunity to 

benefit financially. Another moderator may be an individual’s cynicism, since it may 

influence ethical decision-making (Turner & Valentine, 2001) as well as perceptions 

of others dishonesty. If one is cynical regarding the moral standards of others, this 

may influence whether one is more likely to perceive others as dishonesty. 

Furthermore, cynicism may serve as an attitude that drives behavior (Turner & 

Valentine, 2001), potentially impacting the extent to which one would be dishonest. 

Finally, one’s morals, values, and personal ethical ideology (Forsyth, 1980) may 

influence an individual’s ethical decisions, with those having more situationally-

relative values being more likely to be dishonest in comparison to those with more 

strict and ideal values.   
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CHAPTER VI 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

 The purpose of this dissertation was to investigate a theoretical model of the 

differential effects of integrating and differentiating emotional display rules on 

emotional labor, felt authenticity, acts of dishonesty, and perceptions of others’ 

dishonesty. Using an experimental design, I found mixed support for the proposed 

relationships in the conceptual model. The theoretical linkages between emotional 

display rules, emotional labor, and authenticity were mostly supported. For example, 

participants assigned to the integrating emotional display rule condition were more 

likely to engage in genuine displays of emotion, and hence, felt more authentic. In 

contrast, those assigned to the differentiating emotional display rule condition were 

more likely to engage in surface acting, and as a result felt less authentic. Participants 

in both emotional display rule conditions engaged in equal levels of deep acting, but 

their attempts to actually feel the emotions required by the display rules were 

negatively associated with felt authenticity. The results did not provide support for 

emotional labor as an antecedent of dishonesty (either through a direct effect or a 

mediated effect through felt authenticity).  

Although the hypotheses related to dishonesty were not supported, this 

dissertation makes strides toward providing a theoretical basis for expanding the 

nomological network of emotional labor to include the behavioral outcome of 

dishonesty. In doing so, this research also provides greater information regarding 

psychological factors (such as emotional labor and felt authenticity) that may 
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influence unethical decisions. Since half of the sample was dishonest on at least one of 

the dishonesty tasks, this suggests that while the relationship between these constructs 

was not statistically significant in this study, there may indeed be a relationship 

between these constructs that is worthy of study. Accordingly, the relationship 

between emotional labor and dishonesty may be more complex than is addressed in 

the present study. Hence, this study provides an initial step toward investigating the 

influence of emotional regulation in the form of emotional labor on individual acts of 

dishonesty within the workplace.   
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APPENDIX A 

 

STUDY INFORMATION SHEET 
 

 

WHAT IS THIS PROJECT STUDYING?  

The name of this project is “Emotional Displays and Problem-solving.” This study 

will help us learn about how a student’s emotional displays influence his/her problem-

solving. We hope to publish this study in a management journal so that others may 

benefit from the results of this study. 

 

WHAT WILL I DO IF I AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY? 

In this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey and an experiment. The 

questions in the survey will be about you and your feelings about certain issues and 

situations. In the experiment, you will be asked to do a role-play that will be recorded. 

After the role-play, you will be asked to complete questions about your experience and 

feelings during the role-play. Finally, you will be asked to complete two different 

problem-solving tasks. 

 

HOW WILL I BENEFIT FROM PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY? 

You will receive course credit through the Rawls Student Research Program. Also, 

you can earn up to $10 based on your performance on one of the problem-solving 

tasks.  

 

CAN I QUIT THE STUDY IF I AM UNCOMFORTABLE? 

Absolutely! You may quit the study at anytime. Dr. Gardner, his research assistant, 

Kelly Davis McCauley, and the Institutional Review Board have reviewed the study 

and think you can complete the study comfortably. You may skip any question in the 

survey that you do not feel comfortable answering. Also, you may stop your 

participation in the experiment any time you wish. Participating is your choice. 

 

HOW LONG WILL THE STUDY TAKE? 

The online survey will take about 20 minutes of your time, and the experiment will 

take about 45 minutes to an hour to complete.  

 

HOW ARE YOU PROTECTING PRIVACY? 
Your responses to the survey and your participation during the experiment are not 

anonymous; however, data collected during this study will remain confidential. Only 

the principal investigator and the research assistant will have access to the data.  Once 

your data from the online survey and your data from the experiment are matched, all 

identifying information will be discarded from the research database. The online 

surveys will be stored electronically through the survey software, which is password 

protected. The data collected from the experiment, including your performance on the 

problem-solving tasks will be stored in a locked file drawer. 
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I HAVE SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT THE STUDY. WHO CAN I CONTACT? 

The study is being conducted by Dr. Bill Gardner and his research associate, Kelly 

Davis McCauley, from the Area of Management at Texas Tech. Dr. Gardner may be 

contacted at william.gardner@ttu.edu or 806-834-1055.  

 

You can also direct questions to the Texas Tech Institutional Review Board at 806-

742-2064. You can mail your questions to the Human Research Protection Program, 

Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX 

79409, or you can e-mail questions to www.hrpp.ttu.edu. 

  

mailto:william.gardner@ttu.edu
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APPENDIX B 

 

CONSENT FORM  

 

 

WHAT IS THIS PROJECT STUDYING?  

The name of this project is “Emotional Displays and Problem-solving.” This study 

will help us learn about how a student’s emotional displays influence his/her problem-

solving. We hope to publish this study in a management journal so that others may 

benefit from the results of this study. 

 

WHAT WILL I DO IF I AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY? 

In this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey and an experiment. The 

questions in the survey will be about you and your feelings about certain issues and 

situations. In the experiment, you will be asked to do a role-play that will be recorded. 

After the role-play, you will be asked to complete questions about your experience and 

feelings during the role-play. Finally, you will be asked to complete two different 

problem-solving tasks. 

 

HOW WILL I BENEFIT FROM PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY? 

You will receive course credit through the Rawls Student Research Program. Also, 

you can earn up to $10 based on your performance on one of the problem-solving 

tasks.  

 

CAN I QUIT THE STUDY IF I AM UNCOMFORTABLE? 

Absolutely! You may quit the study at anytime. Dr. Gardner, his research assistant, 

Kelly Davis McCauley, and the Institutional Review Board have reviewed the study 

and think you can complete the study comfortably. You may skip any question in the 

survey that you do not feel comfortable answering. Also, you may stop your 

participation in the experiment any time you wish. Participating is your choice. 

 

HOW LONG WILL THE STUDY TAKE? 

The online survey will take about 20 minutes of your time, and the experiment will 

take about 45 minutes to an hour to complete.  

 

HOW ARE YOU PROTECTING PRIVACY? 
Your responses to the survey and your participation during the experiment are not 

anonymous; however, data collected during this study will remain confidential. Only 

the principal investigator and the research assistant will have access to the data. Once 

your data from the online survey and your data from the experiment are matched, all 

identifying information will be discarded from the research database. The online 

surveys will be stored electronically through the survey software, which is password 

protected. The data collected from the experiment, including your performance on the 

problem-solving tasks will be stored in a locked file drawer. 
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I HAVE SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT THE STUDY. WHO CAN I CONTACT? 

The study is being conducted by Dr. Bill Gardner and his research associate, Kelly 

Davis McCauley, from the Area of Management at Texas Tech. Dr. Gardner may be 

contacted at william.gardner@ttu.edu or 806-834-1055.  

 

You can also direct questions to the Texas Tech Institutional Review Board at 806-

742-2064. You can mail your questions to the Human Research Protection Program, 

Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX 

79409, or you can e-mail questions to www.hrpp.ttu.edu. 

 

I understand the purpose and described procedures of the study. I have also been 

informed about how much time I will put into this study and how much payment I will 

receive. I am aware of the risks that I am taking by participating in this study. 

 

Dr. Gardner or Ms. McCauley has explained when my data will be kept confidential 

and when other people may be able to look at it. They have explained who I should 

contact with questions I may have. They explained that my participation is totally 

voluntary and that my participation may be ended at any time. 

 

 

______________________________________    _____________________ 

Signature of Subject       Date 

 

______________________________________ 

Printed Name 

 

This consent form is not valid after September 27
th

, 2014. 

 

  

mailto:william.gardner@ttu.edu
http://www.hrpp.ttu.edu/
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APPENDIX C 

 

INTEGRATIVE DISPLAY RULES ROLE-PLAY
b, c 

 

 

This is a role-play. You are a student employee of the Texas Tech University. 

A part of your job is taking prospective students and their parents on a tour of the 

campus. For the tour, you are focused on a tour of recent exciting additions to campus 

including the Rawls College of Business building and the new high-definition video 

board and sound system installed at Jones Stadium. Campus officials are very excited 

about these additions and have asked you to mention the benefits of the Business 

building and the new scoreboard for students. Statistics show that when student tour 

guides are enthusiastic and excited about the campus, prospective students are more 

likely to enroll. Therefore, one of your job requirements is to express excitement and 

enthusiasm–both about the University as a whole, about the areas you are touring, and 

about the new Rawls College of Business building.  

Campus officials want to be sure that you are communicating excitement and 

enthusiasm. Therefore, they have asked that you make a videotape so that they can 

verify that you are expressing excitement and enthusiasm. You have ten minutes to 

think about what you would like to say. You may write out a “script”–however, the 

goal is to be sure that you are excited and enthusiastic. It is extremely important that, 

for the sake of university recruitment, if you have any negative feelings or reaction, 

please try your best not to let those feelings show, and instead always be friendly, 

enthusiastic, and show positive emotion despite circumstances. Therefore, if you get 

irritated or stressed, don’t ever let them know that you are feeling bad—and instead 

put on a smile and be friendly. This is more important than what you actually say. If 

you don’t know much about the areas that you are touring, you can look at the 

University brochure, which is attached. However, campus officials are most concerned 

that you be excited! You should be prepared to talk for about 5 minutes. You can 

repeat sections of your talk if necessary to fill time. The emotion expressed in your 

talk is more important than the content of your talk. Your talk will be videotaped. I 

will be sitting opposite you during your presentation, but I will not be able to respond 

or talk to you. You may feel free to practice your talk aloud during the preparation 

period. 

 

Summary: 

1. You are a campus tour guide – touring the new Rawls College of Business building. 

2. You are asked to express excitement and enthusiasm in your tour. 

3. You have 10 minutes to prepare your presentation; 

4. Your presentation should be 5 minutes in length. 

5. Your presentation will be videotaped. 

 

Suggestions from campus officials (You should include these topics in your talk.):  

1. The new Rawls College of Business building. 



Texas Tech University, Kelly Davis McCauley, August 2014 

 109 

2. The Red Raider statue. 

3. Kliff Kingsbury’s appointment as the new head football coach. 

4. The new video-board at Jones AT&T Stadium. 

5. The Commons by United Supermarkets dining facility. 

 

 
b
Role-play adapted from Bono & Vey (2007).  

c
Instructions regarding suppression of negative feelings and expression of positive 

emotions adapted from Goldberg & Grandey (2007).  
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APPENDIX D 

 

DIFFERENTIATING DISPLAY RULES ROLE-PLAY
b 

 

 

This is a role-play. You are a student employee in a local apartment rental 

office. Your job this week is to meet with all the tenants who have been late in their 

rent. The rental office has told you that all the tenants who are coming in to meet with 

you have been late with their rent for more than one month. In fact, two months ago 

they were given a first warning. Last month they were given a more stern warning. At 

this point, the rental office believes that they will get their rent only if they act irritated 

and angry about the non-payment. Therefore, they have asked you to be angry and 

irritated with the tenants you meet with. Your basic message in talking with tenants is 

that they must pay their rent. The rental agency has asked you express how angry they 

are that even when they gave the tenant two extra months, they did not pay up their 

rent. They are very irritated with the tenants and want you to express that. They 

believe that you will only be able to collect the rent if you are angry and irritable. 

Before you start meeting their tenants, the rental company wants to be sure that 

you are indeed expressing anger and irritation. Therefore, they have asked you to 

prepare for your first meeting and make a videotape of what you will say, so they can 

be sure you are expressing anger.  

The person coming in to see you is Bill. Bill is a fifth year undergrad student 

who has had a pretty good payment history up until recently. Apparently Bill lost his 

job and called two months ago to say he would be late with the rent. The rental agency 

was very understanding and told Bill that he just needed to make that payment as soon 

as he could. However, another month went by with no call from Bill and no rent. The 

rental agency met with Bill a month ago to ask where the rent was. Bill indicated that 

he did have a job and would pay the rent. However, it was taking him a few weeks to 

pull things together, since he had been without income for several weeks. Even though 

you may have some sympathy for Bill and his situation, the rental agency–your 

employer–has required that you express anger and irritation about his non-payment of 

the rent.  

You should be prepared to talk for about 5 minutes. You can repeat sections of 

your talk if necessary to fill time. The emotion expressed in your talk is more 

important than the content of your talk. Your talk will be videotaped. I will be sitting 

opposite you during your presentation, but I will not be able to respond or talk to you. 

You may feel free to practice your talk aloud during the preparation period. 

 

Summary: 

1. You are an employee of a rental agency, who is responsible for meeting with 

tenants who are late with their rent. 

2. You are asked to express anger and irritability with the clients you meet 

with. 

3. You have 10 minutes to prepare what you will say to Bill. 
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4. Your presentation should be 5 minutes in length. 

5. Your presentation will be videotaped. 

 

Suggestions from rental agency officials (You should include these topics in your 

talk.): 

1. Think of consequences Bill will face by not paying his rent (i.e., getting 

evicted from his apartment, receiving a bad credit history, not receiving his 

deposit money back, inability to get a good reference for next apartment, 

difficulty finding another apartment due to scarceness of available apartments 

in Lubbock). 

2. Give suggestions about how he could scrape up the money owed (i.e., 

borrowing from friends and family, selling possessions, putting off payment of 

other bills). 

3. Remind Bill that the rental agency has been patient and cooperative up until 

now, but that will change unless payment is received. 

 
b
Role-play adapted from Bono & Vey (2007).  
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APPENDIX E 

 

MATRIX WORKSHEET 
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APPENDIX F 

 

MATRIX COVERSHEET 
 

 

Instructions: You will be given 5 minutes to complete the attached worksheet. For 

every matrix that you complete, you will earn $0.50. Your task is to find and circle the 

two numbers in the matrix that adds to 10. When you are finished you can recycle 

your matrix sheet at the back of the room, fill out this sheet, and turn it in to the 

researcher. You will then receive payment for your completed matrices.  

 

To orient you to the matrix problem-solving task, here’s a sample matrix: 

 

 
 

 

 

Number of completed matrices:  ___________ 

Gender: ___________ 

Age: ___________ 
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APPENDIX G 

 

ANAGRAM TEST 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Unscramble each set of letters to make a single word that contains 

all of the letters. Write that word in the blank beside the set of letters.   

 

1. recsnapa  _______________________________ 

2. ecbiaanm   _______________________________ 

3. gnimimtyana   _______________________________ 

4. tidvisucsie  _______________________________ 

5. sotubiuqiu  _______________________________ 

6. olsve   _______________________________ 

7. taycpsohn  _______________________________ 

8. ruiqgema  _______________________________ 

9. redad   _______________________________ 

10. cbeatosfu  _______________________________ 

11. mterolams  _______________________________ 

12. tifiosdasu  _______________________________ 

13. nairy   _______________________________ 

14. yochacnpo  _______________________________ 

15. muneca  _______________________________ 
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APPENDIX H 

 

ANAGRAM SOLUTION SHEET 

 

 

1. pancreas 

2. ambiance 

3. magnanimity 

4. vicissitude 

5. ubiquitous 

6. solve 

7. sycophant 

8. quagmire 

9. dread 

10. obfuscate 

11. maelstrom 

12. fastidious 

13. rainy 

14. cacophony 

15. acumen 
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APPENDIX I 

 

STUDY DEBRIEFING SCRIPT 
 

 

This study is concerned with the influence of emotional labor on dishonesty and 

perceptions of dishonesty. While at work, employees must show emotions that are 

consistent with organizational expectations of employee emotional displays.  

However, when employees do not naturally feel the emotions that they are expected to 

show, they may engage in different forms of “acting” the expected emotion.  When 

acting to meet organizational emotional display demands, people feel fake or phony 

when displaying emotions that they don’t genuinely feel. The purpose of this study is 

to investigate whether such feelings of inauthenticity influence whether people are 

more likely to be dishonest.  

 

How was this tested? 

In this study, you were asked to meet organizational emotional display norms during 

the role-play. After performing the role-play, you performed two tasks—the matrix 

problem-solving task, and the anagram test.  Based on the design of each of these 

tasks, you were given an opportunity to be dishonest regarding your performance on 

these tasks.  For the matrix task, you were given a collection sheet on which you were 

assigned to report your performance, and you were allowed to throw your actual 

matrix sheet away without the researcher looking at your performance. However, the 

researcher collected your matrix sheet and will compare it with your matrix sheet. For 

the anagram task, you were given a set of anagrams and the solutions for these 

problems. These anagrams are extremely difficult and usually cannot be solved in the 

time frame allotted. The researcher timed how long it took you to complete the 

anagrams. The length of time that it took you to complete the anagram task is an 

indicator, along with markings on your paper showing that you worked on the 

problems, of whether or not you used the solution sheet to complete the task. Thus, 

deception was included in these tasks in order to measure dishonesty. 

 

What are the study hypotheses? 

We expect to find that participants assigned to the campus tour guide role-play are less 

likely to be dishonest because they may be more likely to actually feel the emotions 

that they were expected to show, making them feel more authentic and connected to 

their true selves (including their values). In contrast, we expect that those assigned to 

the bill collector role play will be more likely to be dishonest since they will feel less 

authentic and thus less connected to who they are and their values.    

 

What if I want to know more about the study? 

If you are interested in learning more about the study, contact Kelly Davis McCauley 

at km.davis@ttu.edu. 
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If you have concerns about your rights as a participant in this experiment, please 

contact the TTU IRB at 806-742-2064. 

 

PLEASE DO NOT DISCUSS THE PROCEDURE OR THE HYPOTHESES OF THE 

STUDY WITH OTHER STUDENTS. 

 

Thank you again for your participation. 
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APPENDIX J  

 

MEASURES 

 

 

PART 1 

BIG 5 FACTORS OF PERSONALITY  

Mini-IPIP Big-Five Factor Markers (Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas, 2006) 

Instructions: Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the 

future. Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you 

know of the same sex as you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe 

yourself in an honest manner, your responses will be kept in absolute confidence. 

Indicate for each statement how accurate it is as a description of you. 

(1 = Very inaccurate to 5 = Very accurate) 

1. Am the life of the party. (E) 

2. Sympathize with others’ feelings. (A) 

3. Get chores done right away. (C) 

4. Have frequent mood swings. (N) 

5. Have a vivid imagination. (I) 

6. Don’t talk a lot. (E, -) 

7. Am not interested in other people’s problems. (A, -) 

8. Often forget to put things back in their proper place. (C, -) 

9. Am relaxed most of the time. (N, -) 

10. Am not interested in abstract ideas. (I, -)  

11. Talk to a lot of different people at parties. (E) 

12. Feel others’ emotions. (A) 

13. Like order. (C) 

14. Get upset easily. (N) 

15. Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. (I, -) 

16. Keep in the background. (E, -) 

17. Am not really interested in others. (A, -) 

18. Make a mess of things. (C, -) 

19. Seldom feel blue. (N, -) 

20. Do not have a good imagination. (I, -) 

Note: A = Agreeableness; C = Conscientiousness; N = Neuroticism; I = 

Intellect/Imagination; (-) = Reverse-coded item. 

 

SELF-MONITORING  

Self-monitoring Scale (SMS; Scott, Barnes, & Wagner, 2012; Snyder & Gangestad, 

1986) 

Instructions: Please indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each statement 

below. 

(1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) 
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1. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no 

information.  

2. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain others.  

3. I would probably make a good actor.  

4. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different 

persons.  

5. I’m not always the person I appear to be.  

6. I have considered being an entertainer.  

7. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right 

end).  

8. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them.  

 

POLITICAL SKILL  

Political Skill Inventory (PSI; Ferris, Treadway, Kolodinsky, Hochwarter, Kacmar, 

Douglas, & Frink, 2005) 

Instructions: Please indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each statement 

below. 

(1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree) 

Networking Ability 

1. I spend a lot of time and effort at work networking with others. 

2. I am good at building relationships with influential people at work. 

3. I have developed a large network of colleagues and associates at work whom I 

can call on for support when I really need to get things done. 

4. At work, I know a lot of important people and am well connected. 

5. I spend a lot of time at work developing connections with others. 

6. I am good at using my connections and network to make things happen at 

work. 

Interpersonal Influence 

7. I am able to make most people feel comfortable and at ease around me. 

8. I am able to communicate easily and effectively with others. 

9. It is easy for me to develop good rapport with most people. 

10. I am good at getting people to like me. 

Social Astuteness 

11. I understand people very well. 

12. I am particularly good at sensing the motivations and hidden agendas of others. 

13. I have good intuition or savvy about how to present myself to others. 

14. I always seem to instinctively know the right things to say or do to influence 

others. 

15. I pay close attention to people’s facial expressions. 

Apparent Sincerity 

16. When communicating with others, I try to be genuine in what I say and do. 

17. It is important that people believe I am sincere in what I say and do. 

18. I try to show a genuine interest in other people. 
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EMOTIONAL EXPRESSIVENESS  

Emotional Expressivity Scale (EES; Kring, Smith, & Neale, 1994). 

Instructions: Please indicate how often each statement below is true about you. 

(1 = Never true to 6 = Always true) 

1. I think of myself as emotionally expressive. 

2. People think of me as an unemotional person. (-) 

3. I keep my feelings to myself. (-) 

4. I am often considered indifferent by others. (-) 

5. People can read my emotions.  

6. I display my emotions to other people. 

7. I don’t like to let other people see how I’m feeling. (-) 

8. I am able to cry in front of other people. 

9. Even if I am feeling very emotional, I don’t let others see my feelings. (-) 

10. Other people aren’t easily able to observe what I’m feeling. (-) 

11. I am not very emotionally expressive. (-) 

12. Even when I’m experiencing strong feelings, I don’t express them outwardly. 

(-) 

13. I can’t hide the way I’m feeling. 

14. Other people believe me to be very emotional. 

15. I don’t express my emotions to other people. (-) 

16. The way I feel is different from how others think I feel. (-) 

17. I hold my feelings in. (-) 

Note: (-) = Reverse-coded item. 

 

PERSONAL ETHICAL IDEOLOGY  

Ethics Position Questionnaire (EPQ; Forsyth, 1980) 

Instructions: You will find a series of general statements listed below. Each represents 

a commonly held opinion and there are no right or wrong answers. You will probably 

disagree with some items and agree with others. The researcher is interested in the 

extent to which you agree or disagree with such matters of opinion. Please read each 

statement carefully. Then indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree.  

(1 = Completely disagree to 9 = Completely agree) 

Idealism Scale 

1. A person should make certain that their actions never intentionally harm 

another even to a small degree. 

2. Risks to another should never be tolerated, irrespective of how small the 

risks might be. 

3. The existence of potential harm to others is always wrong, irrespective of the 

benefits to be gained. 

4. One should never psychologically or physically harm another person.  

5. One should not perform an action which might in any way threaten the 

dignity and welfare of another individual. 

6. If an action could harm an innocent other, then it should not be done.  
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7. Deciding whether or not to perform an act by balancing the positive 

consequences of the act against the negative consequences of the act is 

immoral. 

8. The dignity and welfare of people should be the most important concern in 

any society.  

9. It is never necessary to sacrifice the welfare of others. 

10. Moral actions are those which closely match ideals of the most “perfect” 

action. 

Relativism Scale 

11. There are no ethical principles that are so important that they should be a part 

of any code of ethics. 

12. What is ethical varies from one situation and society to another. 

13. Moral standards should be seen as being individualistic; what one person 

considers to be moral may be judged to be immoral by another person. 

14. Different types of moralities cannot be compared as to “rightness.” 

15. Questions of what is ethical for everyone can never be resolved since what is 

moral or immoral is up to the individual. 

16. Moral standards are simply personal rules which indicate how a person 

should behave, and are not to be applied in making judgments of others. 

17. Ethical considerations in interpersonal relations are so complex that 

individuals should be allowed to formulate their own individual codes. 

18. Rigidly codifying an ethical position that prevents certain types of actions 

could stand in the way of better human relations and adjustment. 

19. No rule concerning lying can be formulated; whether a lie is permissible or 

not permissible totally depends upon the situation. 

20. Whether a lie is judged to be moral or immoral depends upon the 

circumstances surrounding the action.  

 

MACHIAVELLIAN PERSONALITY  

Machiavellian Personality Scale (MPS; Dahling, Whitaker, & Levy, 2009) 

Instructions: Please indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each statement 

below. 

 (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) 

Amorality 

1. I believe that lying is necessary to maintain a competitive advantage over 

others. 

2. The only good reason to talk to others is to get information that I can use to my 

benefit. 

3. I am willing to be unethical if I believe it will help me succeed. 

4. I am willing to sabotage the efforts of other people if they threaten my goals. 

5. I would cheat if there was a low chance of getting caught. 

Desire for Control 

6. I like to give the orders in interpersonal situations. 

7. I enjoy having control over other people. 
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8. I enjoy being able to control the situation. 

Desire for Status  

9. Status is a good sign of success in life. 

10. Accumulating wealth is an important goal for me. 

11. I want to be rich and powerful someday. 

Distrust of Others 

12. People are only motivated by personal gain. 

13. I dislike committing to groups because I don’t trust others. 

14. Team members backstab each other all the time to get ahead. 

15. If I show my weakness at work, other people will take advantage of it. 

16. Other people are always planning ways to take advantage of the situation at my 

expense. 

 

SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 

Social Desirability Scale-17 (SDS-17; Stöber, 2001)  

Instructions: Below you will find a list of statements. Please read each statement 

carefully and decide if that statement describes you or not. If it describes you, check 

the word “true”; if not, check the word “false.” 

(0 = False or 1 = True) 

1. I sometimes litter. (-) 

2. I always admit my mistakes openly and face the potential negative 

consequences. 

3. In traffic I am always polite and considerate of others. 

4. I always accept others’ opinions, even when they don’t agree with my own. 

5. I take out my bad moods on others now and then. (-) 

6. There has been an occasion when I took advantage of someone else. (-) 

7. In conversations I always listen attentively and let others finish their sentences. 

8. I never hesitate to help someone in case of emergency. 

9. When I have made a promise, I keep it—no ifs, ands or buts. 

10. I occasionally speak badly of others behind their back. (-) 

11. I would never live off other people. 

12. I always stay friendly and courteous with other people, even when I am 

stressed out. 

13. During arguments I always state objective and matter-of-fact. 

14. There has been at least one occasion when I failed to return an item that I 

borrowed. (-) 

15. I always eat a healthy diet. 

16. Sometimes I only help because I expect something in return. (-) 

Note: One item was deleted by the author from the final version of the SDS-17, 

resulting in a 16-item scale. (-) = Reverse-coded item. 
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TOUR GUIDE EXPERIENCE 

Have you ever worked or volunteered as a campus tour guide at Texas Tech or at 

another university? 

Yes 

No  

 

GENDER (CONTROL) 

What is your gender? 

Male 

Female 

 

RACE/ETHNICITY 

What is your race or ethnicity? 

American Indian or Alaskan native 

Asian or Asian-American 

Black or African-American 

Hispanic 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

White, non-Hispanic 

Mixed Race 

Other (please specify) 

 

WORK EXPERIENCE 

How much full-time work experience do you have? 

Years: 

Months:  

 

YEAR OF STUDY 

What is your year of study? 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior  

Graduate Student 

 

MAJOR 

What is your major? 

Accounting 

Agribusiness 

Economics 

Energy Commerce 

Entrepreneurship 

Finance 
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General Business 

Health Organization Management (HOM) 

Management 

Management Information Systems 

Real Estate 

Other: ____________________________ 

 

PART 2 

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE AFFECT (CONTROL) 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) 

Instructions: Please rate the what extent do you feel this way right now, that is, at the 

present moment. 

(1 = Very slightly or not at all to 5 = Extremely) 

1.   Interested 

2.   Distressed 

3.   Excited 

4.   Upset 

5.   Strong 

6. Guilty  

7.   Scared 

8.   Hostile  

9.   Enthusiastic 

10.   Proud 

11.   Irritable  

12.  Alert 

13.  Ashamed 

14.  Inspired 

15.  Nervous 

16.  Determined 

17. Attentive 

18.  Jittery 

19. Active 

20. Afraid 

 

DISPLAY RULES (MANIPULATION CHECK) 

(Diefendorff, Croyle, & Gosserand, 2005) 

Instructions: Answer the following questions with the job that you performed in the 

role-play in mind. Please indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each 

statement below. 

 (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) 

Positive Display Rule Perceptions 

1. Part of my job in the role-play was to make the customer feel good. 

2. In the role-play, my workplace did not expect me to express positive emotions 

to customers as part of my job. 
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3. The organization in the role-play would say that part of the product to 

customers is friendly, cheerful service. 

4. In the role-play, my organization expected me to try to act excited and 

enthusiastic in my interactions with customers. 

Negative Display Rule Perceptions 

5. In the role-play, I was expected to suppress my bad moods or negative 

reactions to customers. 

6. In the role-play, the organization expected me to try to pretend that I was not 

upset or distressed. 

7. In the role-play, I was expected to try to pretend I was not angry or feeling 

contempt while on the job. 

 

EMOTIONAL LABOR  

(Diefendorff, Croyle, & Gosserand, 2005) 

Instructions: Answer the following questions with your job and target person in the 

role-play in mind. Please indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each 

statement below. 

 (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) 

Surface Acting 

1. I put on an act in order to deal this person in an appropriate way. 

2. I faked a good mood when interacting with this person. 

3. I put on a “show” or “performance” when interacting with this person. 

4. I just pretended to have the emotions I needed to display for my job. 

5. I put on a “mask” in order to display the emotions I needed for the job. 

6. I showed feelings to this person that are different from what I feel inside. 

7. I faked the emotions I showed when dealing with this person. 

Deep Acting 

8. I tried to actually experience the emotions that I had to show to this person. 

9. I made an effort to actually feel the emotions that I needed to display toward 

this person. 

10. I worked hard to feel the emotions that I needed to show to this person. 

11. I worked at developing the feelings inside of me that I needed to show to this 

person. 

Expression of Naturally Felt Emotions 

12. The emotions that I showed to this person were genuine. 

13. The emotions I showed this person came naturally. 

14. The emotions I showed this person matched what I spontaneously felt. 

 

FELT AUTHENTICITY  
(Sloan, 2007) 

Instructions: Answer the following questions with the job that you performed in the 

role-play in mind. Please indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each 

statement below. 

(1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) 
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1. The way I acted in this role is very different from the way I act at home.  

2. I felt most like myself in this role. (-)  

3. When I was in this role, I was unsure of what my “real” feelings were.  

4. I basically had to become a different person when I was in this role.  

5. If this were my job, I worry that it would harden me emotionally. 

 

PERCEPTIONS OF DISHONESTY  

(Barkan, 2007; Gino, Norton, & Ariely, 2010) 

Instructions: Please think of people you know and state how likely they are to engage 

in the following behaviors. 

(1 = Not likely to 9 = Very likely) 

1. Be in the express line with too many groceries. 

2. Board a plane before their group number is called. 

3. Inflate their business expense report. 

4. Tell their supervisor that progress has been made on a project, when none has 

been made at all. 

5. Take home office supplies from work. 

6. Lie to an insurance company about the value of goods that were damaged. 

7. Buy a garment, wear it, and return it. 

8. Lie to their partner about the number of sex partners they had in the past. 

 

Instructions: Please read the following sentences and evaluate the likelihood that each 

of them is a lie. 

(1 = Probably a lie to 9 = Probably true) 

9. Sorry I’m late; traffic was terrible. 

10. My GPA is 4.0. 

11. It was good meeting you. Let’s have lunch sometime. 

12. Sure, I’ll start working on that tonight. 

13. Yes, John was with me last night. 

14. I thought I already sent that e-mail out. I am sure I did. 

 

Scenarios 

15. Steve is the Operations manager of a firm that produces pesticides and 

fertilizers for lawns and gardens. A certain toxic chemical is going to be 

banned in a year, and for this reason is extremely cheap now. If Steve buys this 

chemical, produces and distributes his product fast enough, he will be able to 

make a very nice profit. Please evaluate the likelihood that Steve will use this 

chemical while it is still legal. (1 = Not likely to 9 = Very likely) 

 

16. Dale is the Operations manager of a firm that produces health food. Their 

organic fruit beverage has 109 calories per serving. Dale knows people are 

sensitive to crossing the critical threshold of 100 calories. He could decrease 

the serving size by 10%. The label will say each serving has 98 calories, and 

the fine print will say each bottle contains 2.2 servings. Please evaluate the 
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likelihood that Dale will cut the serving size to avoid crossing the 100 

threshold. (1 = Not likely to 9 = Very likely) 

 

ANAGRAM TASK 

1. Did you use the solution sheet to answer any of the problems on the anagram 

test? (1=Yes; 0=No) 

2. How many problems did you answer using the solution sheet? 
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	Appendix J
	Measures
	SELF-MONITORING
	1. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no information.
	2. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain others.
	3. I would probably make a good actor.
	4. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different persons.
	5. I’m not always the person I appear to be.
	6. I have considered being an entertainer.
	7. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end).
	8. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them.
	POLITICAL SKILL
	EMOTIONAL EXPRESSIVENESS
	(1 = Never true to 6 = Always true)
	1. I think of myself as emotionally expressive.
	2. People think of me as an unemotional person. (-)
	3. I keep my feelings to myself. (-)
	4. I am often considered indifferent by others. (-)
	5. People can read my emotions.
	6. I display my emotions to other people.
	7. I don’t like to let other people see how I’m feeling. (-)
	8. I am able to cry in front of other people.
	9. Even if I am feeling very emotional, I don’t let others see my feelings. (-)
	10. Other people aren’t easily able to observe what I’m feeling. (-)
	11. I am not very emotionally expressive. (-)
	12. Even when I’m experiencing strong feelings, I don’t express them outwardly. (-)
	13. I can’t hide the way I’m feeling.
	14. Other people believe me to be very emotional.
	15. I don’t express my emotions to other people. (-)
	16. The way I feel is different from how others think I feel. (-)
	17. I hold my feelings in. (-)
	Note: (-) = Reverse-coded item.
	Idealism Scale
	1. A person should make certain that their actions never intentionally harm another even to a small degree.
	2. Risks to another should never be tolerated, irrespective of how small the risks might be.
	3. The existence of potential harm to others is always wrong, irrespective of the benefits to be gained.
	4. One should never psychologically or physically harm another person.
	5. One should not perform an action which might in any way threaten the dignity and welfare of another individual.
	6. If an action could harm an innocent other, then it should not be done.
	7. Deciding whether or not to perform an act by balancing the positive consequences of the act against the negative consequences of the act is immoral.
	8. The dignity and welfare of people should be the most important concern in any society.
	9. It is never necessary to sacrifice the welfare of others.
	10. Moral actions are those which closely match ideals of the most “perfect” action.
	Relativism Scale
	11. There are no ethical principles that are so important that they should be a part of any code of ethics.
	12. What is ethical varies from one situation and society to another.
	13. Moral standards should be seen as being individualistic; what one person considers to be moral may be judged to be immoral by another person.
	14. Different types of moralities cannot be compared as to “rightness.”
	15. Questions of what is ethical for everyone can never be resolved since what is moral or immoral is up to the individual.
	16. Moral standards are simply personal rules which indicate how a person should behave, and are not to be applied in making judgments of others.
	17. Ethical considerations in interpersonal relations are so complex that individuals should be allowed to formulate their own individual codes.
	18. Rigidly codifying an ethical position that prevents certain types of actions could stand in the way of better human relations and adjustment.
	19. No rule concerning lying can be formulated; whether a lie is permissible or not permissible totally depends upon the situation.
	20. Whether a lie is judged to be moral or immoral depends upon the circumstances surrounding the action.
	Machiavellian Personality Scale (MPS; Dahling, Whitaker, & Levy, 2009)
	(1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree)
	Amorality
	1. I believe that lying is necessary to maintain a competitive advantage over others.
	2. The only good reason to talk to others is to get information that I can use to my benefit.
	3. I am willing to be unethical if I believe it will help me succeed.
	4. I am willing to sabotage the efforts of other people if they threaten my goals.
	5. I would cheat if there was a low chance of getting caught.
	Desire for Control
	6. I like to give the orders in interpersonal situations.
	7. I enjoy having control over other people.
	8. I enjoy being able to control the situation.
	Desire for Status
	9. Status is a good sign of success in life.
	10. Accumulating wealth is an important goal for me.
	11. I want to be rich and powerful someday.
	Distrust of Others
	12. People are only motivated by personal gain.
	13. I dislike committing to groups because I don’t trust others.
	14. Team members backstab each other all the time to get ahead.
	15. If I show my weakness at work, other people will take advantage of it.
	16. Other people are always planning ways to take advantage of the situation at my expense.
	SOCIAL DESIRABILITY
	Social Desirability Scale-17 (SDS-17; Stöber, 2001)
	Instructions: Below you will find a list of statements. Please read each statement carefully and decide if that statement describes you or not. If it describes you, check the word “true”; if not, check the word “false.”
	(0 = False or 1 = True)
	1. I sometimes litter. (-)
	2. I always admit my mistakes openly and face the potential negative consequences.
	3. In traffic I am always polite and considerate of others.
	4. I always accept others’ opinions, even when they don’t agree with my own.
	5. I take out my bad moods on others now and then. (-)
	6. There has been an occasion when I took advantage of someone else. (-)
	7. In conversations I always listen attentively and let others finish their sentences.
	8. I never hesitate to help someone in case of emergency.
	9. When I have made a promise, I keep it—no ifs, ands or buts.
	10. I occasionally speak badly of others behind their back. (-)
	11. I would never live off other people.
	12. I always stay friendly and courteous with other people, even when I am stressed out.
	13. During arguments I always state objective and matter-of-fact.
	14. There has been at least one occasion when I failed to return an item that I borrowed. (-)
	15. I always eat a healthy diet.
	16. Sometimes I only help because I expect something in return. (-)
	Note: One item was deleted by the author from the final version of the SDS-17, resulting in a 16-item scale. (-) = Reverse-coded item.
	TOUR GUIDE EXPERIENCE
	Have you ever worked or volunteered as a campus tour guide at Texas Tech or at another university?
	Yes
	No
	GENDER (CONTROL)
	What is your gender?
	Male
	Female
	RACE/ETHNICITY
	What is your race or ethnicity?
	American Indian or Alaskan native
	Asian or Asian-American
	Black or African-American
	Hispanic
	Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
	White, non-Hispanic
	Mixed Race
	Other (please specify)
	WORK EXPERIENCE
	How much full-time work experience do you have?
	Years:
	Months:
	YEAR OF STUDY
	What is your year of study?
	Freshman
	Sophomore
	Junior
	Senior
	Graduate Student
	MAJOR
	What is your major?
	Accounting
	Agribusiness
	Economics
	Energy Commerce
	Entrepreneurship
	Finance
	General Business
	Health Organization Management (HOM)
	Management
	Management Information Systems
	Real Estate
	Other: ____________________________
	PART 2
	POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE AFFECT (CONTROL)
	1.   Interested
	2.   Distressed
	3.   Excited
	4.   Upset
	5.   Strong
	6. Guilty
	7.   Scared
	8.   Hostile
	9.   Enthusiastic
	10.   Proud
	11.   Irritable
	12.  Alert
	13.  Ashamed
	14.  Inspired
	15.  Nervous
	16.  Determined
	17. Attentive
	18.  Jittery
	19. Active
	20. Afraid
	DISPLAY RULES (MANIPULATION CHECK)
	(Diefendorff, Croyle, & Gosserand, 2005)
	(1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree)
	Positive Display Rule Perceptions
	1. Part of my job in the role-play was to make the customer feel good.
	2. In the role-play, my workplace did not expect me to express positive emotions to customers as part of my job.
	3. The organization in the role-play would say that part of the product to customers is friendly, cheerful service.
	4. In the role-play, my organization expected me to try to act excited and enthusiastic in my interactions with customers.
	Negative Display Rule Perceptions
	5. In the role-play, I was expected to suppress my bad moods or negative reactions to customers.
	6. In the role-play, the organization expected me to try to pretend that I was not upset or distressed.
	7. In the role-play, I was expected to try to pretend I was not angry or feeling contempt while on the job.
	EMOTIONAL LABOR
	(Diefendorff, Croyle, & Gosserand, 2005)
	(1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree)
	Surface Acting
	1. I put on an act in order to deal this person in an appropriate way.
	2. I faked a good mood when interacting with this person.
	3. I put on a “show” or “performance” when interacting with this person.
	4. I just pretended to have the emotions I needed to display for my job.
	5. I put on a “mask” in order to display the emotions I needed for the job.
	6. I showed feelings to this person that are different from what I feel inside.
	7. I faked the emotions I showed when dealing with this person.
	Deep Acting
	8. I tried to actually experience the emotions that I had to show to this person.
	9. I made an effort to actually feel the emotions that I needed to display toward this person.
	10. I worked hard to feel the emotions that I needed to show to this person.
	11. I worked at developing the feelings inside of me that I needed to show to this person.
	Expression of Naturally Felt Emotions
	12. The emotions that I showed to this person were genuine.
	13. The emotions I showed this person came naturally.
	14. The emotions I showed this person matched what I spontaneously felt.
	FELT AUTHENTICITY
	(Sloan, 2007)
	(1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree)
	1. The way I acted in this role is very different from the way I act at home.
	2. I felt most like myself in this role. (-)
	3. When I was in this role, I was unsure of what my “real” feelings were.
	4. I basically had to become a different person when I was in this role.
	5. If this were my job, I worry that it would harden me emotionally.

