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Do cynics lie to avoid exploitation, to exploit
others, or not at all? A registered report on
the relationship between cynicism and
dishonesty

Teodora Spiridonova1, Margarita Leib1, Ilja van Beest1 and Olga Stavrova2

Abstract
Cynicism—the belief that humans are primarily driven by self-interest—leads people to assume that others will act dis-
honestly to achieve their goals. Yet, little is known about cynics’ own tendency to engage in dishonesty. The present research
examined the relationship between cynicism and dishonesty and tested the relative strength of two underlying motives: the
motivation to avoid exploitation and the motivation to exploit others. In Study 1, participants responded to hypothetical
ethical dilemmas where they could lie to avoid being exploited or to exploit someone else. In Study 2, participants engaged in
an incentivized behavioral task, where they could lie to protect their own endowment from another person, or to take away
another person’s endowment. In both studies, participants completed a cynicism measure. Results showed that cynicism
predicted dishonesty in both the hypothetical scenarios and the behavioral task. However, the effect of cynicism on dishonesty
in the behavioral task was smaller and disappeared when controlling for additional personality traits (Honesty-Humility and
the Dark Factor). Further, there were no consistent differences in the cynicism-dishonesty relationship between situations
where lying served to avoid exploitation or to exploit others, indicating that both motives were relevant drivers of cynics’
dishonesty.

Plain language summary
A cynical person is someone who believes that humans are mainly motivated by self-interest. Cynics tend to expect other
people to lie and cheat in order to reach their goals. But we know little about whether cynical people themselves lie more as a
result of this. In this research, we investigated the relationship between being cynical and the tendency to lie. We also
examined which situations motivated cynical people to lie more—situations in which they could take advantage of others, or
situations in which they could avoid being taken advantage of. To do this, we conducted two studies, in which we first
measured people’s cynicism using a questionnaire. In Study 1, we then placed people in one of two groups. In the first one,
they read scenarios where they could lie to take advantage of someone else. In the second one, they read scenarios where
they could lie to avoid being taken advantage of. We then asked them how likely they would be to lie in each scenario. In Study
2, people were placed in one of two groups and took part in a die-rolling game. In the first group, people were told they would
be paired with another player and roll a die, which would determine how much money they could take from the other player.
The higher the die roll, the more they could take, on average. In the second group, the die roll instead determined how much
money people could protect from the other player. The higher the die roll, the more they could protect. Because people were
allowed to roll the die in private, they could lie and report higher numbers. Our results showed that cynical people indeed lied
more, both in the hypothetical scenarios, and in the die roll game. We also found that there was no difference in how much
cynical people lied between the two groups.We concluded that when cynical people lie, they are motivated by both the desire
to take advantage of others and the desire to avoid being taken advantage of.
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Cynicism is a worldview centered on the belief that self-
interest is the primary motive for human behavior and that
people will, inevitably, prioritize their own interests when
making decisions, even at the expense of others (Stavrova
& Ehlebracht, 2016). As a result, cynics1 are more likely to
expect other people to break ethical rules in order to benefit
themselves (Pope et al., 1990). Given that beliefs about
others’ unethical behavior often drive people’s own

1Department of Social Psychology, Tilburg University, Tilburg,
Netherlands
2Department of Psychology, Lübeck University, Lübeck, Germany

Corresponding author:
Teodora Spiridonova, Department of Social Psychology, School of Social
and Behavioral Sciences, Tilburg University Warandelaan 2, Tilburg 5037
AB, Netherlands.
Email: T.Spiridonova@tilburguniversity.edu

https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/journals-permissions
https://doi.org/10.1177/08902070251364410
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/ejop
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7967-2077
mailto:T.Spiridonova@tilburguniversity.edu
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F08902070251364410&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-08-09


behavior (Keizer et al., 2008; Leib, 2023; O’Fallon &
Butterfield, 2012), it stands to reason that cynical people
would behave unethically themselves. Indeed, previous
work has shown cynics to display questionable moral
standards in hypothetical ethical dilemmas (Antes et al.,
2007; Detert et al., 2008). Yet, the question of whether cynics
are more likely to engage in unethical behavior—and what
motives drive them to do so—has remained unexplored.
Here, we examine the relationship between cynicism and
unethical behavior (in the form of dishonesty), and impor-
tantly, investigate the relative strength of two key motivations
for cynics’ dishonesty: the motivation to avoid being ex-
ploited versus the motivation to exploit others.

Understanding the association between cynicism and
dishonesty, and the relative strength of the two motivations
underlying it, is important for both theory and practice.
From a theoretical standpoint, our findings inform the work
on personality predictors of dishonesty (Heck et al., 2018;
Hilbig, 2022; Jonason et al., 2014; Jones & Paulhus, 2017;
Markowitz & Levine, 2021; Paul et al., 2022; Thielmann
et al., 2023), and extend research on the interpersonal
consequences of cynical worldviews (Choy et al., 2021;
Kaplan et al., 2004; Stavrova et al., 2020), by examining
how cynicism affects interdependent decision-making. This
is particularly important, as cynicism has been described as
an increasing trend in both the interpersonal (Twenge et al.,
2014) and political domains (Miller, 2014), and is prone to
creating vicious cycles, in which cynicism fuels negative
interpersonal behaviors and interactions, which in turn
make people more cynical (Stavrova et al., 2020).

Finally, from a practical standpoint, shedding light on the
underlying motivations behind the cynicism-dishonesty
link helps to inform when and how to implement inter-
ventions to curb dishonesty—a destructive behavior that
can have major societal consequences (Gründler &
Potrafke, 2019; Rustagi & Kroell, 2022).

Cynicism and dishonesty

The literature on cynicism is exceptionally broad and
multidisciplinary. While different disciplines focus on
different aspects of cynicism,2 we adopt the most general,
common, and recent definition: “individual differences in
the belief that self-interest is the primary motive for human
behavior” (Neumann & Zaki, 2023; Stavrova et al., 2020;
Stavrova & Ehlebracht, 2016, 2019a). Cynicism is a rel-
atively stable dimension of individual differences (Stavrova
& Ehlebracht, 2016) and has been linked to negative life
outcomes, such as poor physical and mental health
(Stavrova & Ehlebracht, 2019a), and unsuccessful careers
(Stavrova & Ehlebracht, 2016; Virtanen et al., 2005) and
marriages (Baron et al., 2007; Renshaw et al., 2010).

In the interpersonal domain, cynics interpret the world
through a lens of self-interest, believing that everyone is out
to maximize their own gains, even at other people’s ex-
pense. As such, cynical individuals provide less social
support to close others (Kaplan et al., 2004), they are bad
organizational citizens (Andersson & Bateman, 1997), and
are more likely to treat others disrespectfully (Stavrova
et al., 2020). Moreover, they are more likely to endorse
statements such as “I think most people would lie to get

ahead” (Cook & Medley, 1954; Greenglass & Julkunen,
1989), indicating that they view dishonesty as quite com-
mon, and perhaps even normative.

Previous work revealed that cynics are more likely to
make unethical decisions in hypothetical moral dilemmas
(Detert et al., 2008), provide immoral advice in situations of
academic misconduct (Antes et al., 2007), and endorse
ambiguous, but potentially unethical business practices
(Andersson & Bateman, 1997). Notably, these studies focus
on the link between cynicism and unethicality in a broad
sense and examine it using hypothetical scenarios. Given
the importance of supplementing work on hypothetical
scenarios with behavioral measures, especially in the
context of unethical behavior (Batson et al., 1999; Monin &
Merritt, 2012), here we aim to replicate the cynicism-
dishonesty link in hypothetical scenarios (Study 1) and
extend it to a behavioral, financially incentivized measure
of dishonesty (Study 2). Based on the previously estab-
lished link between cynicism and unethical behavior in
various hypothetical scenarios (Andersson & Bateman,
1997; Antes et al., 2007; Detert et al., 2008), cynics’ be-
lief that others tend to be dishonest (Cook & Medley, 1954;
Greenglass & Julkunen, 1989; Stavrova & Ehlebracht,
2016), and the strong role of such beliefs in shaping
people’s own dishonesty (Hilbig et al., 2022; Keizer et al.,
2008; Leib, 2023; O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2012), our first
prediction is:

H1: The more cynical a person is, the more likely they
will be to engage in dishonest behavior.

Testing two underlying motives: Avoiding
exploitation versus exploiting others

We propose and test two key motivations that could drive
cynics to behave dishonestly: The motivation to protect
one’s own resources from being exploited by others and the
motivation to gain more resources by exploiting others.
Both motivations could drive cynics to be dishonest. Here,
we consider three possibilities that capture the relative
strengths of these motivations. First, we consider the
possibility that cynical people are motivated primarily by
the desire to avoid exploitation, rather than to exploit others,
when engaging in dishonest behavior. This notion is con-
sistent with previous research, which argues that cynicism
arises from a desire to protect oneself from a hostile world,
where people do not shy away from exploiting others as
long as it serves their self-interest (Stavrova & Ehlebracht,
2016). Indeed, cynicism has been linked to a zero-sum
worldview, in which other people’s gains are perceived as
one’s own losses (Różycka-Tran et al., 2015). As such,
cynics should be particularly sensitive to situations in which
they could be taken advantage of, and ready to protect
themselves (and their resources) at any cost. Research on
cynicism in interpersonal relationships provides additional
support for this idea, showing that cynics tend to respond
with higher cardiovascular activity when engaging in self-
disclosure (Christensen & Smith, 1993), an act that requires
vulnerability and thus opens them up to potential harm from
others. Finally, recent research in the context of power
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attainment showed that cynics’ desire for power is more
strongly linked to their fear of being exploited than their
willingness to exploit others (Stavrova et al., 2023). If
cynics’ dishonesty is more strongly motivated by the desire
to avoid being exploited than by the desire to exploit others,
we would expect that:

H2a: Cynicism is a stronger predictor of dishonesty (=
stronger β) in situations where one can lie to avoid
exploitation (compared to when one can lie to exploit
others).

Second, we consider the possibility that cynical people
are primarily motivated by the desire to exploit others,
rather than to avoid exploitation, when engaging in dis-
honesty. Supporting this idea, previous work highlighted
cynics’ strong motivation to exploit others for their own
self-interest. For instance, early theoretical work suggests
that when cynics are placed in positions of power, they
“have few compunctions about exploiting the vulnerabil-
ities and preying upon the weaknesses of others” (Mirvis &
Kanter, 1989, p. 381). Similarly, conceptual work suggests
that cynical consumers are likely to exploit the market for
profit (Odou & De Pechpeyrou, 2011). Finally, studies that
have focused on self-reported unethical acts that exploit
others for personal gain (i.e., benefitting from academic
fraud, Antes et al., 2007; stealing from one’s organization,
Detert et al., 2008) reported a consistently positive asso-
ciation between cynicism and such unethical behavior. If
cynics’ dishonesty is more motivated by the desire to ex-
ploit others than the desire to avoid exploitation, we would
expect that:

H2b: Cynicism is a stronger predictor of dishonesty (=
stronger β) in situations where one can lie to exploit
others (compared to when one can lie to avoid
exploitation).

Finally, the third possibility we consider is that cynics’
dishonesty is equally driven by the motivation to exploit
others and the motivation to avoid exploitation. That is, the
two motivational forces might be equally strong. This might
occur if cynics’ motivation to exploit others is inextricably
tied with their motivation to avoid exploitation. Specifi-
cally, cynics might view exploiting others as a way to avoid
being exploited themselves. For example, their zero-sum
worldview (Różycka-Tran et al., 2015) might lead a cynical
individual to assume that unless they exploit someone else
for resources, they will be left behind with nothing, and thus
vulnerable to exploitation. Thus, when a cynic acts dis-
honestly, this behavior might be a result of both the mo-
tivation to avoid being exploited and the motivation to
exploit others, which occur simultaneously and are equally
strong. Support for this idea comes from the theoretical
framework of the Dark Factor of Personality (D; the ten-
dency to maximize one’s own utility, even at the expense of
others, Moshagen et al., 2018) which has been linked to
both cynicism and dishonesty (Hilbig et al., 2022). The
framework suggests that for people high in D, the very
motivation to exploit others goes hand in hand with the
justification that doing so is a way to avoid being exploited.

If a similar justification exists among cynics, we should
expect that cynics’ dishonesty is similarly motivated by
both the desire to exploit others and the desire to avoid
exploitation:

H2c: Cynicism is an equally strong predictor of dis-
honesty (= similar βs) in situations where one can be
dishonest to exploit others and to avoid exploitation.

Cynicism, the Dark Factor,
and Honesty-Humility

The focus of our investigation is on the association between
cynicism and dishonesty, and the relative strength of the
motivations underlying this association. However, when
addressing the personality predictors of dishonesty, it is
relevant to consider two additional personality dimensions:
The Dark Factor of Personality (D) and Honesty-Humility.
Below, we review the existing research on how these
personality dimensions relate to dishonesty, and discuss
both the overlap and the unique differences between these
traits and cynicism.

D is conceptualized as a unifying factor that underlies all
prominent “dark” personality traits and is defined as “the
general tendency to maximize one’s individual utility –

disregarding, accepting, or malevolently provoking dis-
utility for others – accompanied by beliefs that serve as
justifications” (Moshagen et al., 2018, p. 657). Recent
research on D and cynicism has shown that the constructs
are positively related, since individuals high in D use
cynicism (along with other beliefs) to justify their unethical
behavior (Hilbig et al., 2022). Despite the theoretical and
empirical connection between D and cynicism, each con-
struct has unique features.

Specifically, D captures people’s motivation to maxi-
mize their own gains (“utility”) at the expense of others
(“disregarding, accepting, or provoking disutility for
others”), along with various beliefs that justify this be-
havior. Cynicism, on the other hand, primarily captures
beliefs about how others operate in the world. Namely,
people high (vs. low) on cynicism consider self-interest as
the primary driver of people’s behavior (Neumann & Zaki,
2023; Stavrova et al., 2020; Stavrova & Ehlebracht, 2016,
2019a). As such, individuals high in D may justify their
own selfish behavior in various ways—some focused on the
self (e.g., believing they are superior or more deserving than
others), and some focused on others (e.g., believing others
are untrustworthy or selfish). Conversely, cynicism is ex-
clusively focused on beliefs about people’s self-interested
motivations and behaviors. Hence, we expect that, above
and beyond individual differences in D, cynicism will have
a unique association with dishonesty, and that the cynicism-
dishonesty link will be uniquely sensitive to settings that
allow for the avoidance of exploitation versus the exploi-
tation of others. In other words, we expect the main effect of
cynicism (H1) and its interaction with the condition (H2) to
hold when controlling for D. Nevertheless, given D’s
predictive power and high relevance with regard to un-
ethical behavior (Hilbig et al., 2022; Moshagen et al.,
2018), we will include D as a control variable in our studies.
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Honesty-Humility (H-H) is one of the six personality
dimensions of the HEXACO personality model, and de-
scribes individual differences in the unwillingness to ma-
nipulate others for personal gain, break rules, and pursue
wealth and status (Lee & Ashton, 2004). As such, indi-
viduals with higher Honesty-Humility scores are less likely
to engage in unethical behaviors for the sake of personal
gain, including dishonesty (Heck et al., 2018; Hilbig, 2022;
Thielmann et al., 2023). In addition, recent research on
assumed similarity has shown that people make assump-
tions about others’ Honesty-Humility based on their own
levels of Honesty-Humility (Thielmann et al., 2020),
implying that Honesty-Humility—similar to cynicism—

affects people’s expectations about others’ (un)ethical be-
havior. Nevertheless, the two constructs are distinct from
each other.

Specifically, Honesty-Humility is centered on individ-
uals’ own behavioral preferences and tendencies, and we
have no reason to expect that perceptions about others’
Honesty-Humility (due to assumed similarity) will vary
across situations where people can be exploited or can
exploit others. In contrast, cynicism primarily captures
beliefs about others’motives (as well as expected behavior),
and, as outlined above, there are theoretical and empirical
reasons to expect cynical individuals to be more sensitive to
situations where they can be exploited or can exploit others.
We therefore expect that, above and beyond individual
differences in Honesty-Humility, cynicism will have a
unique association with dishonesty, and the cynicism-
dishonesty link will be uniquely sensitive to settings that
allow for the avoidance of exploitation versus the exploi-
tation of others. In other words, we expect the main effect of
cynicism (H1) and its interaction with the condition (H2) to
hold when controlling for Honesty-Humility. Nevertheless,
we include Honesty-Humility in our studies due to its
relevance to unethical behavior (Heck et al., 2018; Hilbig,
2022; Schild et al., 2020; Thielmann et al., 2020, 2023).

Overview of the studies

We conducted two studies, which tested the association
between cynicism and dishonesty and the relative
strength of the two underlying motives. Both studies
recruited online samples using Prolific and measured
participants’ cynicism using the Cynical Distrust Scale
(Cook & Medley, 1954; Greenglass & Julkunen, 1989).
Between participants, we manipulated the setting in
which participants could engage in dishonesty. Namely,
participants were either presented with a setting in which
dishonesty allowed them to avoid being exploited by
another person, or with a setting in which dishonesty
allowed them to exploit another person. Lastly, in both
studies we assessed the Dark Factor of Personality (D,
Moshagen et al., 2018) and the Honesty-Humility di-
mension of the HEXACO (H-H, Lee & Ashton, 2004).
All personality scales were presented in randomized
order, and we also randomized whether they appeared
before or after the dishonesty measures.

Study 1 focused on self-reported dishonesty in hypo-
thetical scenarios, whereas Study 2 employed a financially
incentivized, behavioral measure of dishonesty. Using these

two different ways to measure dishonesty allowed us to
balance each methodology’s strengths and weaknesses.
While hypothetical scenarios carry the limitations of self-
report measures, such as socially desirable responding (Van
de Mortel, 2008) and a potential discrepancy between self-
reports and actual behavior (Batson et al., 1999; Monin &
Merritt, 2012), they have higher ecological validity. Con-
versely, while financially incentivized behavioral measures
are constrained by the rather artificial setting, they have
good internal validity (Roe & Just, 2009), capture behavior
that correlates with dishonest actions in the field (Cohn &
Maréchal, 2018; Dai et al., 2018; Potters & Stoop, 2016),
and are commonly used in dishonesty research in general
(see Abeler et al., 2019; Gerlach et al., 2019; Leib et al.,
2021 for meta-analyses), and research linking personality to
dishonest behavior in particular (e.g., Heck et al., 2018;
Hilbig et al., 2022; Schild et al., 2020).

The stimulus materials, (power) analysis codes, and data
for both studies are openly available and can be accessed at:
https://osf.io/75shp/?view_only=
5aed07c79e7c4a02b506df620f938077.

Study 1

Method

Procedure. In Study 1, participants were randomly assigned
to one of two conditions and read hypothetical scenarios
that placed them in an ethical dilemma. In the avoiding
exploitation condition, participants were presented with
three dilemmas in which they could be dishonest to avoid
being exploited by another person. Conversely, in the ex-
ploiting others condition, they were presented with three
dilemmas in which dishonesty could be used to exploit
someone else. Each dilemma focused on dishonesty in a
different context (scenario 1 was set in the work context and
involved lying to a colleague; scenario 2 had an economic
context and involved lying to an acquaintance; scenario 3
was set in a social context and involved lying to a friend).
We conducted a pilot study (N = 216) to test the scenarios.
The results revealed that the manipulation was successful
across all three scenarios. Specifically, participants per-
ceived lying in the “exploiting others” scenarios as allowing
them to exploit others more than lying in the “avoiding
exploitation” scenarios (ps < .05). Further, participants
perceived lying in the “avoiding exploitation” scenarios as
allowing them to avoid exploitation more than lying in the
“exploiting others” scenarios (ps < .001). The full scenarios
and results of the pilot can be found in Appendix A in the
Supplemental Materials.

Dishonesty. After reading the scenarios, participants
were asked to indicate how likely they would be to engage
in the dishonest behavior in each scenario (1 = very un-
likely; 7 = very likely).

Attention check. After reading the general instructions,
and before reading the scenarios, participants responded to
an attention check (“This is an attention check, please select
‘Somewhat disagree’”), to ensure they were paying suffi-
cient attention to the study.

Spiridonova et al. 949

https://osf.io/75shp/?view_only=5aed07c79e7c4a02b506df620f938077
https://osf.io/75shp/?view_only=5aed07c79e7c4a02b506df620f938077
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/08902070251364410
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/08902070251364410


Personality measures
Cynicism. We assessed participants’ cynicism with the

Cynical Distrust Scale (Cook & Medley, 1954; Greenglass
& Julkunen, 1989). This scale is commonly used to measure
cynicism (Choy et al., 2021; Kaplan et al., 2004; Stavrova
et al., 2020), has a very good internal consistency (Cron-
bach’s α’s between .79 and .93), and good retest reliability
(r = .80 for a 7-day time lag; Stavrova et al., 2020; Stavrova
& Ehlebracht, 2016, 2018, 2019b). Further, it has good
convergent validity, as it shows strong positive correlations
with scales measuring related constructs, such as a lack of
faith in people (r = .73, Stavrova et al., 2023). Finally, the
scale predicts different everyday behaviors and life events,
including health outcomes, career success, and experiences
of disrespect (Barefoot et al., 1989; Stavrova & Ehlebracht,
2016, 2018; Stavrova et al., 2020). The scale consists of
eight items, which participants evaluated on a 7-point Likert
scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree.”). An
example item is “I commonly wonder what hidden reasons
another person may have for doing something nice to me”
(for the full scale, see Appendix B in the Supplemental
Materials). The scale had a good reliability in our sample
(Cronbach’s α = 0.87).

Dark Factor of Personality (D). We measured the Dark
Factor using the D16, a short version of the D scale
(Moshagen et al., 2020). This scale consists of 16 items,
which participants evaluated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
“strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree.”). An example
item is “I would be willing to take a punch if it meant that
someone I did not like would receive two punches” (for the
full scale, see Appendix B in the Supplemental Materials).
The scale had a good reliability in our sample (Cronbach’s
α = 0.89).

Honesty-Humility (H-H). To assess Honesty-Humility, we
administered the Honesty-Humility subscale of the
HEXACO-60 (Ashton & Lee, 2009). This scale consists of
10 items, which participants evaluated on a 7-point Likert
scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree.”). An
example item is “Having a lot of money is not especially
important to me” (for the full scale, see Appendix B in the
Supplemental Materials). The scale had a good reliability in
our sample (Cronbach’s α = 0.77).

Demographics. At the end of the survey, we asked par-
ticipants to indicate their age and gender.

Sample size analysis. In order to calculate our desired sample
size, we conducted simulation-based power analyses. For
these analyses, we focused on the cynicism × condition
interaction we predicted in H2, as testing this interaction
effect was the main focus of our studies, as well as the most
demanding effect in terms of power. Across the literature,
the effect size for the relationship between cynicism and
unethical behavior ranges from r ≈ .10 to .30 (see, e.g.,
Andersson & Bateman, 1997; Antes et al., 2007; Detert
et al., 2008). Since, in two of the three H2 predictions (H2a
and H2b), our expectation was to find a stronger cynicism-
dishonesty link in one condition over the other, we assumed
a correlation between cynicism and dishonesty of r = .10 in

one condition, and r = .30 in the other. Further, we assumed
the average level of dishonesty in the avoiding exploitation
condition would be higher (M = 5) than the average level of
dishonesty in the exploiting others condition (M = 4, see
section “Planned Analyses” in Appendix D in the
Supplemental Materials for more details). We further as-
sumed a similar level of cynicism (M = 3.5) in both con-
ditions (based on previous work, see, e.g., Stavrova et al.,
2020), and SD = 1 for all variables. Running 1000 simu-
lations of this data with 650 participants per condition (total
N = 1300) indicated that we would have at least 95% power
to detect a significant cynicism × condition interaction. To
account for participant drop-outs, we planned to recruit a
total of 1400 participants. Our planned sample size was thus
about seven times the average sample size used in exper-
imental cynicism research (Naverage ≈ 200, see, e.g., Choy
et al., 2021; Stavrova et al., 2020; Stavrova & Ehlebracht,
2019b).

Sample. Participants were recruited on Prolific and paid
£1.5 for their participation in our 10-minute study. Our
initial sample consisted of N = 1,428 participants. Of those,
two participants did not give informed consent and were not
allowed to proceed with the study. Further, as per our Stage
1 exclusion criteria, we excluded 33 participants who failed
the attention check, and 11 who did not respond to all three
scenarios or complete all personality measures.3 Thus, our
final sample consisted of N = 1,382 participants (55.2%
female, 44.1% male, 0.7% other responses: 8 non-binary, 1
bigender) with an average age of Mage = 41.01 (SDage =
13.80).

Results

Correlations. We first computed correlations between par-
ticipants’ responses on the three dishonesty scenarios, the
three personality measures, and demographics (age and
gender). As per our Stage 1 pre-registration, because cor-
relations between the dishonesty responses across the three
scenarios were below r = .50, we report the results sepa-
rately for each scenario. A full correlation table can be
found in Appendix E in the Supplemental Materials.

Overall effects of condition and cynicism. To test the overall
effect of condition, we ran a regression model predicting
dishonesty from the condition (0 = exploiting others, 1 =
avoiding exploitation). For the work context (scenario 1),
dishonesty was higher in the avoiding exploitation (M =
2.88, SD = 1.51) than in the exploiting others condition
(M = 2.23, SD = 1.42) (b = 0.66, β = 0.22, p < .001);
t(1380) = �8.34, d = 0.45). This was also the case for the
economic context (scenario 2) (Mavoiding exploitation = 5.20,
SDavoiding exploitation = 1.83; Mexploiting others = 3.24, SDex-

ploiting others = 1.83; b = 1.96, β = 0.47, p < .001;
t(1380) =�19.91, d = 1.07), and social context (scenario 3)
(Mavoiding exploitation = 3.39, SDavoiding exploitation = 1.86;
Mexploiting others = 1.96, SDexploiting others = 1.31; b = 1.43, β =
0.41, p < .001; t(1244) = �16.54, d = 0.89). Thus, overall,
participants reported higher tendencies to be dishonest
when doing so allowed them to avoid being exploited than
when it allowed them to exploit others.
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Next, we tested whether higher cynicism predicted more
dishonesty in the three scenarios (H1). For Model 1, we ran a
simple regression with cynicism4 as the sole predictor of
dishonesty; for Model 2, we ran a multiple regression with
cynicism and D as predictors of dishonesty; and for Model 3,
we ran a multiple regression with cynicism and H-H as pre-
dictors of dishonesty. The results of all three models revealed
that cynicism was associated with higher levels of dishonesty,
even when controlling for D and H-H. Further, D and H-H
predicted dishonesty as well (all p’s < .05; see Table 1). One
notable exception to this pattern was the economic context
scenario, where cynicism was no longer a significant predictor
of dishonesty after controlling for H-H (p = .103).

Cynicism-dishonesty relationship in the avoiding exploitation and
exploiting others conditions. To examine whether cynics are
more prone to dishonesty in one setting over another (H2a
vs. H2b vs. H2c), we conducted a series of multiple re-
gression analyses with dishonesty in each of the three
scenarios as the dependent variable. For Model 1, we ran a
multiple regression with condition, cynicism, and the in-
teraction between them as predictors.We found a significant
interaction between cynicism and condition for the eco-
nomic context scenario (p = .013) (see Table 2). Probing the
interaction revealed that the relationship between cynicism
and dishonesty was stronger in the exploiting others con-
dition (b = 0.46, p < .001) than the avoiding exploitation
condition (b = 0.25, p < .001) (see Figure 1(a), economic
context). We found no cynicism × condition interaction in
the work context scenario (p = .922) or the social context
scenario (p = .065).

For Model 2, we added D and its interaction with the
condition to the previous model. Results revealed a significant
interaction effect between cynicism and condition for the
social context scenario (p = .042), but no cynicism × condition
interactions for the work context (p = .468), nor the economic
context scenario (p = .473). Probing the interaction for the
social context scenario showed that the relationship between
cynicism and dishonesty was only significant in the avoiding
exploitation condition (b = 0.25, p < .001), but not in the
exploiting others condition (b = 0.09, p = .12) (see Figure 1(b),
social context). Lastly, for Model 3, we added H-H and its
interaction with the condition to Model 1. Results revealed no

significant cynicism × condition interaction for any of the
scenarios (work context: p = .540; economic context: p = .136;
social context: p = .082).

D-dishonesty and H-H-dishonesty relationship in the two
conditions. Our analyses of Models 2 and 3 allowed us to
further explore whether the link between dishonesty and
other individual differences varies across contexts. Model 2
included the interaction between D and condition. Results
of the model revealed a significant interaction effect for
the work context (p = .018) and the economic context
scenarios (p < .001) (see Table 2). Probing these interaction
further, we found that, for the work context scenario, the
relationship between D and dishonesty was stronger in
the exploiting others condition (b = 0.86, p < .001) than
the avoiding exploitation condition (b = 0.63, p < .001)
(see Figure 2, work context). The same pattern emerged
for the economic context scenario (bexploiting others = 0.74,
pexploiting ethers < .001 vs. bavoiding exploitation = 0.27,
pavoiding exploitation < .001) (see Figure 2, economic context).
The interaction between D and condition was not significant
in the social context scenario (p = .136).

Model 3 included the interaction between H-H and
condition. Results of the model showed a significant in-
teraction effect in the work context (p = .014) and economic
context scenarios (p < .001) (see Table 2). Probing these
interactions further revealed that, for the work context
scenario, the relationship between H-H and dishonesty
was stronger in the exploiting others condition (b = �0.53,
p < .001) than the avoiding exploitation condition
(b = �0.34, p < .001) (see Figure 3, work context).
The same pattern emerged for the economic context sce-
nario (bexploiting others = �0.84, pexploiting others < .001 vs.
bavoiding exploitation = �0.47, pavoiding exploitation < .001) (see
Figure 3, economic context). As with D, the interaction
between H-H and condition was not significant in the social
context scenario (p = .419).

Additional robustness checks
Bayesian analyses. In addition to our main confirmatory

analyses, we also tested H1 andH2 (acrossModels 1, 2, and 3)
with Bayesian analyses, using the default priors in JASP
(Heo et al., 2020).5 This allowed us to test (1) how much

Table 1. Regression models testing the effect of cynicism on dishonesty across the three scenarios in Study 1.

N = 1382
Dishonesty in work
context b / β [95% CI]

Dishonesty in economic
context b / β [95% CI]

Dishonesty in social
context b/ β [95% CI]

Model 1
Cynicism 0.36 / 0.28*** [0.23; 0.33] 0.31 / 0.17*** [0.12; 0.22] 0.34 / 0.22*** [0.17; 0.27]
R2 .08 .03 .05

Model 2
Cynicism 0.09 / 0.07* [0.01; 0.12] 0.11 / 0.06* [0.00; 0.12] 0.12 / 0.08** [0.02; 0.14]
Dark Factor 0.76 / 0.42*** [0.36; 0.47] 0.54 / 0.21*** [0.16; 0.27] 0.60 / 0.28*** [0.22; 0.34]
R2 .21 .06 .11

Model 3
Cynicism 0.21 / 0.16*** [0.11; 0.22] 0.08 / 0.05 [�0.01; 0.10] 0.21 / 0.14*** [0.08; 0.19]
Honesty-Humility �0.44 / �0.30*** [-0.35; �0.24] �0.68 / �0.33*** [�0.38; �0.27] �0.38 / �0.22*** [-0.27; �0.16]
R2 .15 .12 .09

Note. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. The 95% CIs are reported around standardized regression coefficients β. Bolded values indicate statistically significant
results.

Spiridonova et al. 951



more likely H1 is compared to H0 and (2) how much more
likely H2c is compared to H2a and H2b.

First, focusing on H1 (cynicism-dishonesty link), we ran
Bayesian regression analyses with only cynicism as a
predictor of dishonesty, across the three scenarios (Model
1). For all three scenarios, consistent with the results of the
NHST analysis, there was “extreme”6 evidence in favor of
H1 over H0 (work context scenario: BF10 = 3.23 × 1022;
economic context scenario: BF10 = 3.50 × 107; social
context scenario: BF10 = 3.78 × 1013). Furthermore, when
controlling for D (Model 2) by including it in the null
model, we found “weak” evidence for the alternative hy-
pothesis (that cynicism predicted dishonesty beyond the
effect of D) in the social context scenario (BF10 = 2.54). In
contrast, we found “weak” evidence in favor of the null
hypothesis in the economic context scenario (BF10 = 0.68).
Additionally, for the work context scenario, we found no
meaningful evidence for either the null or alternative hy-
pothesis (BF10 = 1.03). Finally, when controlling for H-H
(Model 3) by including it in the null model, we found
“extreme” evidence for the alternative hypothesis (that
cynicism predicted dishonesty beyond the effect of H-H) in
the work context (BF10 = 4.30 × 106) and social context
scenarios (BF10 = 11,341.16), but “weak” evidence in favor
of the null hypothesis in the economic context scenario
(BF10 = 0.25).

To test the robustness of our findings regarding the
cynicism × condition interaction (H2a, H2b, H2c), we
also conducted Bayesian analyses comparing a model
that did not include the cynicism × condition interaction
(the null model) with a model that did include this in-
teraction (the alternative model). For each analysis
(across Models 1–3), the null model included all other

relevant variables (i.e., Model 1: condition and cynicism;
Model 2: condition, cynicism, D, and the D × condition
interaction; Model 3: condition, cynicism, H-H, and the
H-H × condition interaction). When testing Model 1, the
results showed “strong” evidence in favor of the null
model for the work context scenario (BF10 = 0.08), and
“weak” evidence in favor of the null model for the social
context scenario (BF10 = 0.36). We found “weak” evi-
dence in favor of the alternative model for the economic
scenario (BF10 = 1.36), mirroring the findings of our
earlier (NHST) analyses.

TestingModel 2, we found “moderate” evidence in favor
of the null model for the work context (BF10 = 0.11) and
economic scenario scenarios (BF10 = 0.10), and “weak”
evidence in favor of the null model for the social context
scenario (BF10 = 0.62). Finally, when testing Model 3, the
results indicated “moderate” evidence in favor of the null
model for the work context scenario (BF10 = 0.11),
“moderate” evidence in favor of the null model for the
economic context scenario (BF10 = 0.21), and “weak”
evidence in favor of the null model for the social context
scenario (BF10 = 0.37).

Ordinal regressions. In line with our pre-registration, we
further conducted ordinal regressions to test the ro-
bustness of our findings. The results of these regressions
were largely in line with our main regression analyses,
with the following exceptions: When controlling for the
Dark Factor (Model 2), cynicism was a significant pre-
dictor of dishonesty in the economic and social context
scenarios, but not in the work context scenario (in the
main analyses, the effect was significant in all three
scenarios), and the interaction between cynicism and

Table 2. Regression models testing the interaction effect between condition and cynicism on dishonesty across the three scenarios in
Study 1.

N = 1382
Dishonesty in work
context b / β [95% CI]

Dishonesty in economic
context b / β [95% CI]

Dishonesty in social
context b / β [95% CI]

Model 1
Condition 0.71 / 0.31*** [0.25; 0.38] 2.01 / 0.47*** [0.42; 0.51] 1.48 / 0.48*** [0.42; 0.53]
Cynicism 0.38 / 0.29*** [0.22; 0.36] 0.46 / 0.26*** [0.19; 0.32] 0.31 / 0.20*** [0.13; 0.27]
Cynicism × Condition 0.01 / 0.00 [�0.06; 0.07] �0.21 / �0.06* [�0.10; �0.01] 0.13 / 0.05 [�0.00; 0.10]
R2 .13 .27 .23

Model 2
Condition 0.69 / 0.31*** [0.24; 0.37] 2.00 / 0.46*** [0.42; 0.51] 1.46 / 0.47*** [0.42; 0.52]
Cynicism 0.09 / 0.07 [�0.00; 0.14] 0.22 / 0.12*** [0.05; 0.19] 0.09 / 0.06 [�0.02; 0.13]
Cynicism × Condition 0.05 / 0.03 [�0.04; 0.10] �0.07 / �0.02 [�0.07; 0.03] 0.17 / 0.06* [0.00; 0.12]
Dark Factor 0.86 / 0.47*** [0.40; 0.54] 0.74 / 0.29*** [0.22; 0.36] 0.66 / 0.31*** [0.24; 0.38]
Dark Factor × Condition �0.23 / �0.08* [�0.16; �0.01] �0.47 / �0.09*** [�0.14; �0.04] �0.17 / �0.04 [�0.10; 0.01]
R2 .26 .30 .28

Model 3
Condition 0.69 / 0.31*** [0.24; 0.37] 1.98 / 0.46*** [0.42; 0.50] 1.46 / 0.47*** [0.42; 0.52]
Cynicism 0.22 / 0.17*** [0.09; 0.24] 0.21 / 0.12*** [0.05; 0.18] 0.19 / 0.12*** [0.05; 0.19]
Cynicism × Condition 0.04 / 0.02 [�0.05; 0.09] �0.13 / �0.03 [�0.08; 0.01] 0.13 / 0.05 [�0.01; 0.11]
Honesty-Humility �0.53 / �0.35*** [�0.43; �0.28] �0.84 / �0.41*** [�0.47; �0.34] �0.39 / �0.23*** [�0.29; �0.16]
Honesty-Humility ×
Condition

0.19 / 0.09* [0.02; 0.15] 0.38 / 0.09*** [0.04; 0.13] 0.07 / 0.02 [�0.03; 0.08]

R2 .21 .36 .26

Note. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. The 95% CIs are reported around standardized regression coefficients β. Bolded values indicate statistically significant
results.
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condition (Model 1) was not significant in any of the
scenarios (in the main analyses, the interaction reached
significance in the economic context scenario). In ad-
dition, D × condition and H-H × condition interactions
emerged in all scenarios (relative to the main analyses,
where they were only significant in the work context and
economic context scenarios). We report the full results of
these analyses in Appendix E in the Supplemental
Materials. In addition, we provide an overview of our

results—and whether they supported our hypotheses—
across all analyses in Table 3.

Bonferroni correction. Lastly, we employed a Bonferroni
correction as an additional exploratory robustness check.
Specifically, we corrected the alpha level for our analyses
to .016 (dividing the original alpha (.05) by three, for
each scenario/measure of dishonesty). When testing H1,
the relationship between cynicism and dishonesty in the

Figure 1. Interaction effect between cynicism and condition across the three scenarios in Study 1. Note. a = Model 1 (cynicism, condition,
and cynicism × condition interaction), b = Model 2 (Model 1, including D and D × condition interaction), c = Model 3 (Model 1, including
H-H and H-H × condition interaction).

Figure 2. Interaction effect between Condition and Dark Factor (Model 2) across the three scenarios in Study 1.
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economic scenario was no longer significant in Model 2
(i.e., after controlling for D). All other results remained
the same (see Table 3). When testing H2, the interaction
effect between cynicism and condition in the social
context scenario was no longer significant in Model 2
(i.e., after controlling for D). All other results remained
the same (see Table 3).

Discussion

The results of Study 1 indicate that in hypothetical
scenarios, cynicism is associated with dishonesty,
supporting H1. This effect was present in 22 out of 27
analyses—including those in which we controlled for D
and H-H—and occurred across all three contexts (i.e.,
lying to a colleague in a work context, an acquaintance
in an economic context, and a friend in a social context).
The evidence for H2 was less clear-cut: Cynicism in-
teracted with the experimental condition (avoiding
exploitation vs. exploiting others) in only two of the
nine examined models (economic context scenario,
Model 1; social context scenario, Model 2). Moreover,
the results of the simple slopes pointed in different
directions in each of the models (H2a vs. H2b). Given
such inconsistencies and the fact that most of our an-
alyses (23 out of 27, see Table 3) failed to provide

support for the presence of a cynicism × condition
interaction on dishonesty, we conclude that in hypo-
thetical scenarios, cynics’ dishonesty is not driven by
one motivation over the other. Instead, in line with most
Bayesian results being in favor of the null hypothesis
(H2c), it seems like cynics’ dishonesty is equally driven
by both motivations—avoiding exploitation and ex-
ploiting others.

In addition to our main findings, we detected interactions
between the condition and the Dark Factor (in two out of
three models) and between the condition and Honesty-
Humility (in two out of three models). Specifically, in
both the work context and the economic context scenarios,
the association between these traits and dishonesty was
stronger in situations where one could lie to exploit others
(rather than to avoid exploitation).

Study 2

Following up on Study 1, we conducted Study 2 to examine
the relationship between cynicism and dishonesty—along
with its underlying motives—using a financially incentiv-
ized, behavioral measure. Measuring dishonesty with a
behavioral task allowed us to avoid some of the limita-
tions of self-report measures (e.g., socially desirable re-
sponding, Van deMortel, 2008) and test whether our findings

Figure 3. Interaction effect between Condition and Honesty-Humility (Model 3) across the three scenarios in Study 1.

Table 3. Overview of results for each hypothesis across all analyses in Study 1.

Study 1 Main analyses Bayesian analyses Ordinal regressions

Cynicism main effect (H1)
Work
context

Economic
context

Social
context

Work
context

Economic
context

Social
context

Work
context

Economic
context

Social
context

Model 1 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Model 2 (controlling for D) ✔ ✔ (�) ✔ ✔ - ✔ - ✔ ✔

Model 3 (controlling for H-H) ✔ - ✔ ✔ - ✔ ✔ - ✔

Cynicism × Condition
Interaction (H2)

Model 1 - ✔ - - ✔ - - - -
Model 2 (controlling for D) - - ✔ (�) - - - - - ✔

Model 3 (controlling for H-H) - - - - - - - - -

Note. Ticks (“✔”) indicate support for H1; dashes (“�”) indicate support for H0. Results that changed due to the Bonferroni correction appear in brackets
“(�).” For the Bayesian analyses, BF10 < 1 are labeled as “�” and BF10 > 1 are labeled as “✔.” For concrete information about the strength of the evidence see
the “Bayesian Analyses” paragraph in the Results section.
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replicate when dishonesty has financial consequences for
participants.

Method

Procedure. Participants engaged in one of two variations of
the die rolling task (Abeler et al., 2019). In this task, partic-
ipants were asked to roll a six-sided playing die in private and
report the outcome. The higher the outcome participants re-
ported, the better their payoff. Thus, participants could either
report honestly, or lie and report higher values to increase their
pay. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two
conditions. In each of the conditions, we adjusted the die
rolling task such that it either captured the motivation to avoid
being exploited, or the motivation to exploit others.

In the avoiding exploitation condition, participants
started the task with an endowment of £7 and learned that
they would be the potential “victim” in a take-some version
of the dictator game. The “dictator” (another player) started
the task with £0 and was able to decide how much of the
participant’s endowment to take for themselves. Prior to
this, participants could protect (some) of their endowment
from being taken away by the dictator based on the die roll
outcome they reported. The higher the die roll outcome
participants reported, the higher the amount of their own
endowment they could protect from the dictator (that is, the
dictator was able to take away less of their endowment).

Specifically, if participants reported a 1, they could protect
£1 of their endowment and the dictator would be able to take
away any amount between £0 and £6 (=£7 minus £1); if they
reported a 2, they would protect £2 from their endowment
and the dictator could take any amount between £0 and £5
etc.; if they reported a 6, they would protect £6 from their
endowment and the dictator could take any amount between
£0 and £1 (see Appendix C in the SupplementalMaterials for
exact instructions). Participants were thusmotivated to report
high die roll outcomes to protect their endowment, and those
with a stronger motivation to avoid being exploited would be
especially motivated to (mis)report high die roll outcomes.
Note that this variation of the task was designed specifically
to capture variations in participants’ beliefs about how much
the dictator would take away from them. Namely, we as-
sumed that the more cynical individuals are, the more of their
endowment they would expect the dictator to take, resulting
in a perceived need to protect more of their original en-
dowment by lying.

In the exploiting others condition, participants took the
role of the “dictator” in a take-some version of the dictator
game. They started the task with an endowment of £0 and
learned that another player (the “victim”) started the task
with £7. Participants then learned that they could take away
a certain amount from the “victim’s” endowment, and that
the exact amount would be determined by a lottery. Before
the lottery, they could determine the range of amounts they
could take away, based on the die roll outcome they re-
ported. Here as well, the higher the die roll outcome par-
ticipants reported, the higher the (minimum) amount they
could take away.

Specifically, if participants reported a 1, they could take a
minimum of £1, and the lottery would draw an amount
between £1 and £7; if they reported a 2, they could take a

minimum of £2, and the lottery would draw an amount
between £2 and £7, etc.; if they reported a 6, they could take
a minimum of £6, and the lottery would draw an amount
between £6 and £7 (see Appendix C in the Supplemental
Materials for exact instructions). Participants were thus
motivated to report high die rolls (as this increased the
minimum amount they could take), and those with a
stronger motivation to exploit others would be especially
motivated to (mis)report high die roll outcomes. Note that
the exploiting others variation of the task does not trigger
participants’ fear of being exploited by others, which is
captured in the avoiding exploitation condition.

Importantly, our design ensured that the two conditions
were comparable on two key dimensions. First, in both
conditions, higher die roll reports increased participants’
possible payoff. More specifically, the same die roll report
resulted in the same range of payoffs for the participant in
both conditions (e.g., reporting a 1 resulted in a possible
payoff between £1 and £7 in both the avoiding exploitation
and exploiting others conditions; reporting a 6 resulted in a
possible payoff between £6 and £7 in both the avoiding
exploitation and exploiting others conditions). Second, in
both conditions, participants faced uncertainty about their
actual payoff. Such uncertainty was created by participants
not knowing exactly what the “dictator” would choose in
the avoiding exploitation condition. It was then mimicked
by implementing a lottery in the exploiting others condition.
Thus, in both conditions, participants could affect the range
of possible payoffs by reporting a die roll outcome, but the
actual payoff was uncertain.

After reading the instructions and before starting the task,
participants learned that 10% of them would be assigned a
partner and that their behavior in the task would have real
financial consequences for them and their counterpart. This
approach of incentivizing participants has proven successful in
the past, yielding reliable, robust behavioral results (Leib et al.,
2023). As such, our task contained no experimental deception
and we made sure that participants were informed of that.
Specifically, in the consent form participants were told “Im-
portantly, note that all the information we provide you in the
instructions is truthful. We hereby follow The American
Psychological Association’s (APA) ethical principles and code
of conduct, which state that deception in research should not
be used, unless absolutely necessary (American Psychological
Association, 2017). Since we do not consider it necessary in
our study, all information presented to you is accurate” (see
Appendix C in the SupplementalMaterials). This addition was
aimed at increasing participants’ trust in the instructions.

Lastly, to make sure participants engaged in the task
without reputation concerns or fear of detection, they were
asked to either find a playing die at home and roll it, or type
in “roll a die” in Google and report the outcome they
observed. This version of the die rolling task has been
successfully used in online platforms and led to levels of
dishonesty similar to those obtained in laboratory studies
(e.g., Leib, 2023; Leib et al., 2023). The full instructions can
be found in Appendix C in the Supplemental Materials.

Comprehension and attention checks. To ensure that par-
ticipants understood the die rolling task, we asked them
several comprehension questions (see Appendix C in the
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SupplementalMaterials). Participants were given two attempts
to answer these questions correctly. Additionally, we included
an attention check (“This is an attention check, please select
‘Somewhat disagree’”) prior to the die rolling task.

Measures. Cynicism, the Dark Factor, Honesty-Humility, and
demographics were measured the same way as in Study 1. All
three personality measures had reliabilities similar to those
observed in Study 1 (Cronbach’s αCynicism = 0.87; Cronbach’s
αDark Factor = 0.88, Cronbach’s αHonesty-Humility = 0.77).

Exploitation expectation. Finally, we measured partici-
pants’ expectation of being exploited in the avoiding ex-
ploitation condition. Based on our prior theoretical
reasoning, we expected that cynical individuals’ dishonesty
in the avoiding exploitation condition would be driven by
their expectations that the dictator would take as much of
their endowment as possible. Therefore, at the end of the
study, participants in the avoiding exploitation condition
were asked to indicate how many pounds (between 0 and 6)
they would expect the dictator to take away in the task.
Specifically, the item read “Now that you have completed
the task we would like to ask you about your general beliefs
about Player B. Imagine you had no way of protecting your
endowment, and that Player B could have taken away any
amount between £0 and £6 from you. How much money do
you think Player B would have taken?” Participants could
choose between £0, £1, £2, £3, £4, £5, or £6.

Sample size analysis. We determined our sample size based
on the same simulation-based power analysis we conducted
in Study 1, as we did not have strong reasons to assume
different sizes of either the cynicism-dishonesty link or the
cynicism × condition interaction across the two studies.7

We thus planned to recruit 1400 participants.

Sample. Participants were recruited on Prolific and paid
£1.5 for participating in our 10-minute study. Those who
had already participated in Study 1 could not take part in
Study 2. We recruited an initial sample of N = 1,497. Of
those participants, one did not give informed consent and
was not allowed to proceed to the study, 44 did not continue
past the informed consent, 8 did not complete the die rolling
task, 5 did not complete all personality measures in full, 59
failed one of the comprehension checks, and 45 failed one
of the attention checks. After excluding these participants,
the final sample was N = 1,335 (55.4% female, 43.6% male,
0.7% other responses: 9 non-binary, 2 trans men, 1 trans
woman, 1 did not specify), with an average age of Mage =
39.54 (SDage = 14.04).

Results

Dishonesty. First, we tested for the presence of dishonesty in
the die rolling task. The average die roll report (M = 4.19,
SD = 1.42)8 was above the expected value in the case of
honest reporting (EV = 3.5), and a one-sample t test showed
that this difference was significant (t (1334) = 17.66, p <
.001, d = 0.48). This indicates that at least some participants
dishonestly reported higher die rolls. The exact distribution

of die roll reports can be found in Appendix E in the
Supplemental Materials.9

Correlations. Correlations between dishonesty in the die roll
task, the three personality measures, and demographics can
be found in Appendix E in the Supplemental Materials.
Notably, we found that participants’ expectations that
Player B would take more of their endowment in the
avoiding exploitation condition were positively correlated
with their cynicism scores (r = .18, p < .001), as well as the
extent to which they were dishonest in the die roll task (r =
.09, p = .025).

Overall effects of condition and cynicism. As in Study 1, we
ran a regression model predicting dishonesty (i.e., higher
die roll reports) from the condition (0 = exploiting others,
1 = avoiding exploitation). Results revealed that partici-
pants were more dishonest in the avoiding exploitation
condition (M = 4.29, SD = 1.40) than in the exploiting
others condition (M = 4.09, SD = 1.45; b = 0.21, β = 0.07,
p = .009; t (1333) = �2.63, p = .009, d = 0.14).

Next, we examined whether cynicism predicted dis-
honest behavior in the die roll task (H1). Results showed
that cynicism positively predicted dishonesty in Model 1
(b = 0.11, β = 0.09, p = .002). However, this effect was no
longer significant when controlling for the Dark Factor (p =
.232) and Honesty-Humility (p = .113; see Models 2 and 3
in Table 4). D and H-H did significantly predict dishonesty
in the die roll task (D: b = 0.17, β = 0.10, p = .002; H-H:
b = �0.44, β = �0.10, p < .001).

Cynicism-dishonesty relationship in the avoiding exploitation and
exploiting others conditions. To examine whether cynics are
more prone to dishonesty in one setting over another (H2a
vs. H2b vs. H2c), we conducted a series of multiple re-
gression analyses with dishonesty as the dependent vari-
able. For Model 1, we ran a multiple regression with
cynicism, condition, and the interaction between them as
predictors. We found no significant interaction effect in
Model 1 (p = .124). For Model 2, we added D and its
interaction with the condition to the previous model.

Table 4. Regression models testing the effect of cynicism on
dishonesty in Study 2.

N = 1335 Dishonesty b / β [95% CI]

Model 1
Cynicism 0.11 / 0.09** [0.03; 0.14]
R2 .01

Model 2
Cynicism 0.05 / 0.04 [�0.02; 0.10]
Dark Factor 0.17 / 0.10** [0.04; 0.16]
R2 .01

Model 3
Cynicism 0.06 / 0.05 [�0.01; 0.10]
Honesty-Humility �0.15 / �0.10*** [�0.16; �0.04]
R2 .02

Note. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. The 95% CIs are reported around
standardized regression coefficients β. Bolded values indicate statistically
significant results.
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Results similarly revealed no significant cynicism × con-
dition interaction (p = .168). Lastly, for Model 3, we added
H-H and its interaction with the condition to Model 1. As
with the previous analyses, there was no significant
cynicism × condition interaction in this model (p = .066, see
Table 5).

D-dishonesty and H-H-dishonesty relationship in the two
conditions. Our analyses of Models 2 and 3 allowed us to
further explore whether the link between the other indi-
vidual differences (D and H-H) and dishonesty varies across
contexts. Model 2 included the interaction between D and
condition. Results of the model revealed no significant D ×
condition interaction (p = .981). Model 3 included the
interaction between H-H and condition. As with the other
personality traits, we found no significant H-H × condition
in this model (p = .471).

Additional robustness checks
Bayesian analyses. As in Study 1, we supplemented our

standard NHST approach with Bayesian analyses, testing
(1) how much more likely H1 is compared to H0, and (2)
how much more likely H2c is compared to H2a and H2b.
First, examining H1 with Bayesian regression analyses, we
found “moderate” evidence for the alternative hypothesis
(i.e., that cynicism predicts dishonesty) over the null hy-
pothesis in Model 1 (with only cynicism as a predictor of
dishonesty), BF10 = 8.07—mirroring our previous findings
using NHST. Next, we tested the robustness of our null
findings for Models 2 and 3 by running Bayesian regres-
sions that included D (Model 2) and H-H (Model 3) in the
null model. We found “moderate” evidence in favor of the
null hypothesis for both Model 2 (BF10 = 0.19) andModel 3

(BF10 = 0.32), indicating that cynicism did not predict
dishonesty beyond the effect of D and H-H. Further, to test
whether the evidence in all three models is indeed in favor
of H2c, we also compared a model that did not include the
cynicism × condition interaction (the null model) with a
model that did include this interaction (the alternative
model). For each analysis (across Models 1–3), the null
model included all other relevant variables (i.e., condition,
cynicism, D, H-H, and the interactions between condition
and D and H-H). We found “weak” evidence in favor of the
null model for Model 1 (BF10 = 0.37), Model 2 (BF10 =
0.38), and Model 3 (BF10 = 0.77).

Ordinal regressions. Finally, we conducted all analyses
(Models 1, 2, and 3) using ordinal regressions. The results
replicated the findings of our main analyses (see Appendix
E in the Supplemental Materials for details). As for Study 1,
we provide an overview of our results—and whether they
supported our hypotheses—across all analyses, in Table 6.

Discussion

Study 2 examined the relationship between cynicism and
dishonesty in a financially incentivized, behavioral task.
Regarding H1, the results demonstrated that cynicism is
associated with dishonesty in the die rolling task, such
that the more cynical individuals are, the higher die roll
values they report. Notably, this effect was no longer
significant when adding the Dark Factor or Honesty-
Humility to the model, indicating that when it comes
to a behavioral measure of dishonesty, cynicism does not
explain additional variance above and beyond D and
H-H. Further, in line with Study 1, when examining H2,
we found no cynicism × condition interaction when
examining dishonesty using a behavioral task. We thus
conclude that the cynicism-dishonesty link, both in hy-
pothetical scenarios and in an incentivized behavioral
task, is not stronger in one setting (i.e., when people can
lie to avoid being exploited by others) over another (i.e.,
when people can lie to exploit others). Instead, when the
cynicism-dishonesty association exists, it seems to be
equally driven by both motivations. Finally, in contrast to
Study 1, we found no significant interaction between the
condition and any of the additional personality traits we
examined (D and H-H).

General discussion

Across two large-sample studies (total N = 2,717), we
investigated the relationship between cynicism and dis-
honesty. We found that cynical individuals were more likely
to lie in hypothetical ethical dilemmas (Study 1). Fur-
thermore, extending this research into the behavioral realm,
we found that cynics were also more likely to lie in a fi-
nancially incentivized die roll task (Study 2)—although this
association disappeared when controlling for the Dark
Factor and Honesty-Humility. As such, our results con-
ceptually replicate previous research and add to the liter-
ature examining the connection between cynicism and
unethical behavior (Andersson & Bateman, 1997; Antes
et al., 2007; Detert et al., 2008).

Table 5. Regression models testing the interaction effect
between condition and cynicism on dishonesty in Study 2.

N = 1335 Dishonesty b / β [95% CI]

Model 1
Condition 0.21 / 0.10** [0.03; 0.18]
Cynicism 0.16 / 0.13*** [0.05; 0.20]
Cynicism × Condition �0.10 / �0.06 [�0.13; 0.02]
R2 0.01

Model 2
Condition 0.20 / 0.10* [0.02; 0.17]
Cynicism 0.10 / 0.08 [�0.01; 0.17]
Cynicism × Condition �0.11 / �0.06 [�0.15; 0.03]
Dark Factor 0.17 / 0.10* [0.01; 0.19]
Dark Factor × Condition �0.00 / �0.00 [�0.09; 0.09]
R2 0.02

Model 3
Condition 0.21 / 0.10** [0.03; 0.18]
Cynicism 0.12 / 0.10* [0.02; 0.18]
Cynicism × Condition �0.13 / �0.08 [�0.16; 0.01]
Honesty-Humility �0.12 / �0.08* [�0.16; �0.00]
Honesty-Humility ×
Condition

�0.06 / �0.03 [�0.11; 0.05]

R2 0.02

Note. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. The 95% CIs are reported around
standardized regression coefficients β. Bolded values indicate statistically
significant results.
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We further aimed to tap into the underlying mechanisms
behind the cynicism-dishonesty relationship, by comparing
this link in two settings—one in which dishonesty could be
used to exploit others and one in which it could be used to
avoid being exploited by others. A stronger cynicism-
dishonesty link in one setting over the other would have
indicated that the motivation captured in that setting is a
stronger driver of cynics’ dishonesty. However, in both Study
1 and Study 2, our results revealed a non-significant inter-
action between cynicism and the setting participants were
placed in. It thus appears that the strength of the cynicism-
dishonesty relationship is similar in both settings, and that both
avoiding exploitation and exploiting others are equally rele-
vant motivations for cynics, when they engage in dishonesty.
These results proved to be robust, as Bayesian analyses and
ordinal regressions (largely) replicated this pattern as well.

In addition to testing the cynicism-dishonesty link in
isolation, we further examined this link when controlling
for two highly relevant personality traits: the Dark Factor of
Personality (Hilbig et al., 2022; Moshagen et al., 2018) and
Honesty-Humility (Heck et al., 2018; Hilbig, 2022;
Thielmann et al., 2023). This allowed us to extend our
investigation beyond its original scope and also report the
associations between these additional personality traits and
dishonesty. The results showed that D and H-H were
consistent predictors of dishonesty across both studies (i.e.,
in eight out of eight models). This finding aligns with the
literature on the Dark Factor and Honesty-Humility, which
shows a robust association of these traits with dishonesty
(e.g., Heck et al., 2018; Hilbig, 2022; Hilbig et al., 2022;
Moshagen et al., 2018; Thielmann et al., 2023).

Furthermore, while we did not find a significant inter-
action between cynicism and condition across the two
studies, results revealed significant interactions between D
and condition and H-H and condition in Study 1 (in the
work context and the economic context scenarios; i.e., in
four out of six models). Specifically, individuals high in D
and low in H-H were more likely to lie in situations that
allowed them to exploit others (compared to situations that
allowed them to avoid exploitation). Notably, however,
these interactions were not present in Study 2.

There are several possible explanations for these
between-study differences. First, on a theoretical level, it
might be that individuals presented with hypothetical
scenarios are not able to accurately estimate the extent to
which they would engage in dishonest behavior “in real

life.” Indeed, prior work has shown that self-reported (im)
moral behavior in hypothetical scenarios does not always
translate into actual behavior (Batson et al., 1999; Baumert
et al., 2013; Monin & Merritt, 2012). This in turn could
have reduced the associations between the personality traits
and (behavioral) dishonesty.

Second, the larger effects in Study 1 versus Study 2
could be due to common method bias. In Study 1, we
assessed both the personality traits and dishonesty using
self-report measures. Conversely, in Study 2, dishonesty
was measured using a behavioral, incentivized task. The
common method in Study 1 could thus capture not only the
true association between variables, but also participants’
response biases (e.g., their socially desirable response
tendencies or their scale use preferences), which may have
carried over from one measure to the next. As a result, the
associations between the personality measures and self-
reported dishonesty could have been inflated in Study 1. In
line with the idea that self-report measures tend to correlate
more strongly with each other than with behavioral mea-
sures, it is also possible that Study 2 had less power to detect
small effects, relative to Study 1.

Notably, however, we collected larger samples than most
previous cynicism research (Naverage ≈ 200, see e.g., Choy
et al., 2021; Stavrova et al., 2020; Stavrova & Ehlebracht,
2019b; compared toN = 1,382 for Study 1 andN = 1,335 for
Study 2) and our obtained effect sizes largely align with
those found in previous literature. Specifically, the
cynicism-dishonesty association in Study 1 was of similar
size (r’s between .17 and .27) to effects found in previous
research that used hypothetical ethical dilemmas (r’s be-
tween .10 and 30, see Andersson & Bateman, 1997; Antes
et al., 2007; Detert et al., 2008). This was also the case for
the association between cynicism and behavioral dishon-
esty in Study 2 (r = .09), whose effect size was similar to
that of cynicism (as measured by participants’ estimates of
the number of other people who would cheat) on cheating in
a coin toss task (r = .11, see Hilbig et al., 2022).

Overall, our findings extend existing literature on the
consequences of having a cynical worldview (Choy et al.,
2021; Kaplan et al., 2004; Stavrova et al., 2020) and carry
both theoretical and practical implications. The insight that
cynics are equally motivated to lie to avoid exploitation and
to exploit others has implications for how we view cyni-
cism. For example, recent research has shown cynicism to
be more strongly associated with the fear of being exploited

Table 6. Overview of results for each hypothesis across all analyses in Study 2.

Study 2 Main analyses Bayesian analyses Ordinal regressions

Cynicism main effect (H1)
Model 1 ✔ ✔ ✔

Model 2 (controlling for D) - - -
Model 3 (controlling for H-H) - - -

Cynicism × Condition Interaction (H2)
Model 1 - - -
Model 2 (controlling for D) - - -
Model 3 (controlling for H-H) - - -

Note. Ticks (“✔”) indicate support for the alternative hypothesis; dashes (“-”) indicate support for the null hypothesis. For the Bayesian analyses, BF10 < 1 are
labeled as “-” and BF10 > 1 are labeled as “✔.” For concrete information about the strength of the evidence, see the “Bayesian Analyses” paragraph in the
Results section.
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than the willingness to exploit others (Stavrova et al., 2023).
Our results, however, show that when it comes to dis-
honesty, cynics are not more motivated to lie by the desire to
avoid exploitation. Instead, we find that, while their
worldview is focused on other people’s (lack of) morality,
cynics themselves are not only sensitive to falling victim to
others, but also actively take the opportunity to exploit other
people through dishonesty. These results support early the-
oretical accounts that describe cynics as opportunists whowill
use any power they have over others to gain an advantage for
themselves (Mirvis & Kanter, 1989; Odou&De Pechpeyrou,
2011). In addition, they align with our reasoning that cynics’
motivation to exploit others could be directly tied to their
motivation to avoid exploitation, for example, due to their
zero-sum worldview (see Różycka-Tran et al., 2015).

From a practical perspective, our results demonstrate
that in order to curb cynics’ dishonesty, interventions will
have to account for both motivational pathways—the desire
to avoid exploitation and the desire to exploit others. In an
environment where cynicism is widespread, a combination
of measures preventing people from exploiting others, and
measures aimed at reducing the fear of being exploited,
might be needed.

Limitations and future directions

For Study 1, we designed our scenarios such that one
condition focused on the motivation to avoid being ex-
ploited, while the other focused on the motivation to exploit
others. We further conducted a pilot study to make sure
participants indeed perceived the two conditions as such
(see Appendix A in the Supplemental Materials). At the
same time, it might be that for some scenarios, the dis-
tinction between the two conditions was not strong enough,
leading cynics to be equally dishonest across the two
conditions. For example, the work context scenario in the
exploiting others condition deals with (dishonestly)
delegating more tasks to a colleague, and thus exploiting
this colleague in order to do less overtime. However,
delegating more tasks might have also been perceived as
avoiding exploitation (e.g., by one’s boss), leading to a small
difference between conditions. This is supported by the re-
sults of the pilot study, which show the smallest gap in
perceptions between conditions in the work context scenario.

Similarly, in Study 2, the possibility of being exploited in
the die roll task was manipulated by the setting, but not
explicitly highlighted to participants in the instructions. Not
highlighting participants’ vulnerability in the avoiding
exploitation condition might have made participants focus
on other, more general aspects of the task (such as maxi-
mizing profit) without considering their interaction partner
in a substantial manner. As such, the fact that they could
gain £6 by lying about rolling a 6 could have been in-
terpreted as a way of exploiting the experimenter, rather
than protecting oneself from the “dictator.” Future research
could thus further emphasize the distinctions between the
two settings, for example, by highlighting the fact that a
counterpart can (and will) exploit the participant or fixing
participants’ beliefs about the extent of exploitation (e.g.,
by informing them about the average amount their coun-
terparts take in the task).

In Study 1, we captured self-reported dishonesty as it could
plausibly occur in a variety of everyday situations: in a work,
economic, and social context. While we deem these three
contexts as sufficiently different from one another, they are by
nomeans exhaustive. It might be that cynics tend to lie more to
avoid exploitation than to exploit others (or vice versa) in a
context that was not captured in the present study. For ex-
ample, we did not include a scenario where one could lie to a
very close other (e.g., one’s partner or family), or even to a
supervisor or subordinate. Given that the largest cynicism-
dishonesty association we found in Study 1 was in the work
context, it is possible that cynics are particularly sensitive to
such contexts. Indeed, prior work has speculated that cynics
tend to exploit others when they are put in positions of power
(see Mirvis & Kanter, 1989), and found that people generally
dislike cynical leaders (Spiridonova et al., 2023). Thus, ex-
amining the cynicism-dishonesty link in contexts where
participants are interacting with a subordinate instead of a peer
might elicit different results.

Further, our behavioral measure could only capture one
type of dishonest behavior: lying to avoid being financially
exploited, or to exploit others for financial gain. This economic
focus limits the conclusion we can draw about cynics’ dis-
honest behavior in general. The small effect of cynicism on
dishonesty in the die roll task (r = .09) could be (partially)
explained by this focus, such that financial dishonesty might
not be the most commonmanifestation of cynics’ (behavioral)
dishonesty. Supporting this notion, we also found the smallest
correlation between cynicism and dishonesty in the economic
context scenario (r = .17), which involved lying to an ac-
quaintance about one’s financial situation. As such, we call on
future research to investigate the relationship between cyni-
cism and dishonest behavior in more naturalistic and eco-
logically valid settings (see e.g., Cohn et al., 2019).

Finally, future work could investigate whether there are
additional motivations that drive cynics’ dishonesty, be-
yond the desire to avoid exploitation or to exploit others.
While we derived these two motivational pathways from
existing research and theory on cynicism, it might be that
there are other, stronger motives, which we did not account
for. For instance, it might be that cynics’ negative view of
humanity leads them to engage in dishonesty purely out of
spite, rather than for any instrumental reasons. Future
research could examine this possibility, by measuring
which (additional) motivations cynics are driven by in
different situations, and which (positive and negative)
emotions are evoked for them in such situations.

Conclusion

Cynicism is centered on the belief that other people will use
unethical means—including dishonesty—to satisfy their
self-interest. In this registered report, we demonstrate that
cynics also engage in dishonesty themselves—though this
effect is stronger and more robust in hypothetical scenarios
than in incentivized behavioral tasks. We further find that
the cynicism-dishonesty link is equally strong in situations
where dishonesty helps individuals to avoid being exploited
and situations where it helps them to exploit others. Thus, it
seems that both motivations are relevant when cynics en-
gage in dishonesty. As such, in order to curb cynics’
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dishonesty, behavioral interventions should address both
motivational pathways, for example, by designing envi-
ronments that reduce the fear of exploitation, as well as the
opportunity to exploit others using dishonest means.
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Notes

1. The cynicism construct operates on a continuum. We use the
terms cynical individuals and cynics interchangeably for the
ease of discussion.

2. For example, medical psychology focuses on cynical
hostility—a deep suspicion of, and hostile attitude toward,
other people (Cook & Medley, 1954; Greenglass & Julkunen,
1989); management studies focus on organizational
cynicism—the belief that one’s organization lacks integrity,
accompanied by negative affect and behaviors toward the
organization (Dean et al., 1988); and cross-cultural research
focuses on social cynicism—a negative view of human nature
and social institutions (Leung et al., 2002).

3. Missing data in any of the variables was handled using listwise
deletion.

4. All continuous predictor variables were centered prior to being
entered into their respective models.

5. Specifically, analyses were conducted using JASP version
0.19.1. In this version, the default prior for Bayesian linear
regression is the Jeffreys-Zellner-Siow (JZS) prior, a multi-
variate Cauchy distribution centered at zero with a scale pa-
rameter of r = 0.354. This prior is designed to be non-
informative, making it suitable for regression analyses where
prior information is limited.

6. To describe the strength of the evidence, we employ the ter-
minology presented in Quintana and Williams (2018) for each
range of the Bayes factor. However, as the term “anecdotal
evidence”might be confusing for readers, we refer to the range of
BF10 = 0.33 to BF10 = 3 as “weak” instead of “anecdotal”
evidence. Lastly, since values very close to BF10 = 1 do not
provide meaningful evidence in either direction, we opt to in-
terpret the range of BF10 = 0.95 to BF10 = 1.05 as “nomeaningful
evidence for either the null or alternative hypothesis”.

7. On the one hand, the scenario-based measure of dishonesty
(Study 1) could be considered more sensitive (and pick up
smaller effects) due to its higher ecological validity; on the
other hand, the incentivized behavioral task (Study 2) could be
considered more sensitive (and pick up smaller effects) due to
its robustness against socially desirable responses. As such,
given that these two factors (ecological validity vs. incentivized
task) push in different directions, they could cancel each other
out, resulting in similar effect sizes.

8. This average die roll report is similar to the average die roll
reported in other studies on dishonest behavior (M = 4.25 in
Gerlach et al., 2019’s meta-analysis).

9. Based on the guidelines provided in https://datacolada.org/120
we calculated the maximum absolute difference between the
cumulative distribution of reported outcomes and the expected
uniform distribution from honest die rolling. This yielded a
deviation of D = 0.1983, indicating that at least 19.83% of
participants reported a value higher than their actual die roll.
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Cohn, A., Maréchal, M. A., Tannenbaum, D., & Zünd, C. L.
(2019). Civic honesty around the globe. Science, 365(6448),
70–73. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau8712

Cook, W. W., & Medley, D. M. (1954). Proposed hostility and
pharisaic-virtue scales for the MMPI. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 38(6), 414–418. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060667

Dai, Z., Galeotti, F., & Villeval, M. C. (2018). Cheating in the lab
predicts fraud in the field: An experiment in public trans-
portation. Management Science, 64(3), 1081–1100. https://
doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2016.2616

Dean, J. W., Jr., Brandes, P., & Dharwadkar, R. (1998). Organi-
zational cynicism. Academy of Management Review, 23(2),
341–352. https://doi.org/10.2307/259378

Detert, J. R., Treviño, L. K., & Sweitzer, V. L. (2008). Moral
disengagement in ethical decision making: A study of an-
tecedents and outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology,
93(2), 374–391. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.374

Gerlach, P., Teodorescu, K., & Hertwig, R. (2019). The truth about
lies: A meta-analysis on dishonest behavior. Psychological
Bulletin, 145(1), 1–44. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000174

Greenglass, E. R., & Julkunen, J. (1989). Construct validity and
sex differences in Cook-Medley hostility. Personality and
Individual Differences, 10(2), 209–218. https://doi.org/10.
1016/0191-8869(89)90206-7

Gründler, K., & Potrafke, N. (2019). Corruption and economic
growth: New empirical evidence. European Journal of Po-
litical Economy, 60, Article 101810. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.ejpoleco.2019.08.001

Heck, D.W., Thielmann, I., Moshagen,M., &Hilbig, B. E. (2018).
Who lies? A large-scale reanalysis linking basic personality
traits to unethical decision making. Judgment and Decision
Making , 13(4), 356–371. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1930297500009232

Heo, I., Veen, D., & Van de Schoot, R. (2020). Tutorial: JASP for
Bayesian analyses with default priors. Zenodo. https://doi.
org/10.5281/zenodo.4008339

Hilbig, B. E. (2022). Personality and behavioral dishonesty.
Current Opinion in Psychology, 47(2), Article 101378.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101378

Hilbig, B. E., Moshagen, M., Thielmann, I., & Zettler, I. (2022).
Making rights from wrongs: The crucial role of beliefs and
justifications for the expression of aversive personality.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 151(11),
2730–2755. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001232

Jonason, P. K., Lyons, M., Baughman, H. M., & Vernon, P. A.
(2014). What a tangled web we weave: The dark triad traits
and deception. Personality and Individual Differences, 70,
117–119. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.06.038

Jones, D. N., & Paulhus, D. L. (2017). Duplicity among the dark
triad: Three faces of deceit. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 113(2), 329–342. https://doi.org/10.1037/
pspp0000139

Kaplan, S. A., Bradley, J. C., & Ruscher, J. B. (2004). The inhibitory
role of cynical disposition in the provision and receipt of social
support: The case of the September 11th terrorist attacks.
Personality and Individual Differences, 37(6), 1221–1232.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.12.006

Keizer, K., Lindenberg, S., & Steg, L. (2008). The spreading of
disorder. Science, 322(5908), 1681–1685. https://doi.org/10.
1126/science.1161405

Lee, K., & Ashton, M. C. (2004). Psychometric properties of the
HEXACO personality inventory. Multivariate Behavioral
Research, 39(2), 329–358. https://doi.org/10.1207/
s15327906mbr3902_8

Leib, M. (2023). People imitate others’ dishonesty but do not
intentionally search information about it. Journal of Be-
havioral Decision Making, 36(2), Article e2296. https://doi.
org/10.1002/bdm.2296
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