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Abstract 

We explore whether there is a link between mood and hiring decisions. This research examines how positive mood 

affects the discrimination faced by homosexual job candidates compared to heterosexual ones. Our experimental 

design allows us to track the complete hiring process and monitor employers’ behavior within and without our 

treatment context in both online and offline labor market settings. Constructing pairs of curriculum vitae, 

distinguished only by the sexual orientation or the gender of the applicants in each case, leads to the observation 

that women and gay men faced a significantly lower chance of getting hired regardless of the labor market context. 

We also find that female employers proposed higher levels of discrimination only in the case of female applicants. 

Our positive mood manipulation leads to a decrease of discrimination levels, with more robust effects in the online 

labor context. Thus, there is substantial experimental evidence to suggest that discrimination based on sexual 

orientation and gender also exists in online labor markets. Contributions to the literature on hiring discrimination, 

mood research, and the online economy are discussed. 
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1. Introduction 

This study investigates a question of interest to economists, behavioral scientists, employers and policy-makers: 

Does a positive mood in employers reduce discriminatory behavior during the hiring process? By randomly 

assigning positive mood treatment to employers in an online labor market series of experiments, we provide 

evidence that it does. Positive mood treatment increased the probability of female and homosexual candidates 

being hired by approximately 24% and 21%, respectively, on average. 

Mood is pervasive in many social environments and human interactions, characterizing key aspects of our 

everyday relations and establishing patterns of behavior. While psychologists argue that humans often make 

different real-life decisions depending on their mood tendencies (Bless et al. 1996; Isen, 1987), economists have 

lately tried to factor mood into traditional economic decision-making theories (Rick & Lowewentein, 2008; 

Kirchsteiger et al. 2006, Sanfey et al. 2003 and Dufwenberg et al. 2011). This research uses experimental methods 

and techniques based on social psychology to shed light on our understanding of the causal link between immediate 

mood and hiring behavioral outcomes. Our findings provide clear evidence that measures of gender and sexual 

discrimination within hiring decisions are sensitive to subjects’ current mood state. 

Discrimination exists throughout several aspects of life with many negative consequences (Arrow, 1973). When 

discrimination occurs in the workplace, there are consequences for the company and consequences suffered by the 

employees. The immediate consequences of job discrimination for a worker or job applicant are obvious: you are 

not hired or promoted, even when you are qualified, resulting in earning inequalities. The main sources of 

discrimination among individual differences are gender, age, race and current sexual orientation (Becker, 1957; 

Gardeazabal & Ugidos, 2005; Drydakis, 2009 and Akoy et al. 2019). The economic literature has been interested 

in the causes of labor discrimination and their underlying mechanisms, which may result in some form of market 

failures (Krueger, 1963; Stiglitz, 1973 and Neumark, 2018). 

Becker, 1993, pointed out that a taste for discrimination among profit-maximizing employers, employees or 

customers is a prerequisite for discrimination in the labor market. Given the widely cited prevalence of gender 

inequality in several societies, it seems likely that women experience discrimination in the labor market. 
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It is apparent that sexual minorities also face unfair treatment in labor markets1. Research studies have shown 

lower incomes for homosexual workers (Clain & Leppel, 2001, Drydakis 2009;2015 and De Schutter, 2008) and 

argue that this aspect of discrimination is the dominant mechanism that explains the variation in wage inequalities 

(Black et al. 2007 and Martell, 2019). Sexual orientation discrimination in the workplace occurs when an employee 

is subjected to negative employment action, harassment, or denial of certain benefits because of their sexual 

orientation or the sexual orientation of someone they are close to2. 

Following this direction, economists experimentally revealed that in real labor conditions, monthly unemployment 

bore a link with occupational access constraints and wage sorting in vacancies offering lower remuneration for 

gay men and decreasing their access to occupations by 9.6% (Drydakis, 2021), and job candidates who were part 

of the LGBTQ community were significantly less likely to be invited for an interview or to be offered a job (Baert, 

2014; Bertrand & Duflo, 2017; Neumark, 2018 and Acquisti & Fong, 2020). Regarding online labor contexts, 

Coffman et al. 2017, using a list of experiments, tried to find the true rate of nonheterosexuality in an Amazon 

Mechanical Turk sample. The authors found that rates of non-heterosexual identity implied by the experiment 

were 65 percent larger than rates based on direct self-reports. Nevertheless, until now, there has been a research 

gap on the magnitude of discrimination within online labor contexts and the determinants of employers’ underlying 

mechanism of hiring. 

In our case, we found strong evidence of gender and sexual discrimination in both online and offline settings. More 

particularly, in our experiment, a female participant had on average, an approximately 40% chance to be hired, a 

gay participant had an approximately 37% chance, and a lesbian participant had an approximately 64% chance. 

After our treatment was embedded in the hiring process, the rates of discrimination were reduced, and the hiring 

possibilities increased by approximately 31% for women, approximately 35% for gay men and just 3.5% for 

lesbians. 

2. Literature Review  

Economists have only recently focused their attention on mood and non-cognitive psychological aspects (Heckman 

& Kautz, 2012 and Heckman et al. 2021). In the case of discrimination, first, Elmsilie & Sedo, 1996 introduced 

the concept of psychological effects, trying to interpret how discrimination negatively affects human capital 

characteristics. Hiring is a human interaction, and the ability to successfully interact with other people is important 

to everyday life decisions. For that reason, a key factor within a human’s underlying decision mechanism is current 

mood, which may positively or negatively affect their behavior (Schaller & Cialdini, 1988; Fredrickson, 2001 and 

Baron & Thomley, 1994) in hiring choices (Forgas & Fiedler, 1996; Sechrist et al. 2003). In psychology, mood is 

an affective state consisting of positive and negative values and can be influenced by an exogenous stimulus or 

event (Bower, 1981 and Clark et al. 2018). First, Elster, 1998, and then Loewenstein, 2000, demonstrated all the 

features of mood that might be relevant for economists. Within this context, several studies have linked the impact 

of induced mood on various behavioral measures of economic and social preferences. Drouvelis, & Grosskopf, 

2016, successfully associated subjects’ cooperation and sanctioning behavior with their current emotional states 

and revealed that the average net earnings are lower when subjects are in an angry mood. Fehr-Duda et al. 2011, 

also in a laboratory experiment, showed that preexisting good mood is significantly associated with decision rules 

on probability weighting, especially for female participants. In the same direction, Carpa (2004) tested the effect 

of induced mood on behavior in a one-shot dictator, ultimatum and trust economic game. His research indicated 

that good-humored participants have more altruistic and helpful behavior during economic decision-making 

processes. Equally, Shu’s 2010 results also confirmed that good mood is a vital factor for economic equilibrium. 

Next, Ifcher & Zarghamee, 2011 and Lane, 2017 pointed out that positive affect impacts time preference, where 

time preference denoted a preference for present over future utility (i.e., in terms of future payments), while Carpa 

et al. 2010 linked positive mood with willingness–to–pay outcomes and Oswald et al. 2015 with higher 

productivity. Last but not least, Reuben & van Winden, 2010 demonstrated that mood makes subjects sensitive to 

fairness perceptions. 

Furthermore, to conduct an in-depth investigation of how mood affects hiring discrimination behavior, we also 

draw our attention to employers’/requesters’ personality traits (Heckman et al. 2021 and Mourelatos et al. 2022). 

 
1 On average across these 14 countries, 2.7 percent of adults identified as lesbian, gay, or both (Badgett, et al. 2021). 
2 Eight percent to 17 percent of gay and transgender workers report being passed over for a job or fired because of their sexual orientation or 
gender identity. Ten percent to 28 percent received a negative performance evaluation or were passed over for a promotion because they were 

gay or transgender. Seven percent to 41 percent of gay and transgender workers were verbally or physically abused or had their workplace 

vandalized (National Center for Transgender Equality and the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force Report, see at 
https://www.thetaskforce.org/downloads/reports/reports/ntds_full.pdf) 
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It has long been postulated that personality and mood states are related (Svakic et al. 1992 and Peirson, & Heuchert, 

2001). Thus, Hepburn & Eysenck, 1989 found that mood variability was related to extraversion and neuroticism, 

with neurotic extraverts having the greatest mood variability and stable introverts having the smallest mood 

variability, while Baert, & Decuypere, 2014, outlined laboratory results that assessed conscientiousness, followed 

by emotional stability, as important personality characteristics that directed recruiters’ hiring decisions. 

To induce positive mood shocks, we followed Oswald et al.’s 2015 mood regulation design by using a short 

comedy clip. In our case, we used two experimental phases to be able to observe the real-time mood levels of the 

participants before and after the comedy movie clip takes place. We asked subjects about their mood on three 

occasions. The initial measurement was at the very start of the experiment. The second was immediately after the 

comedy or placebo film. The third time was at the end of the experiment. As in Oswald’s study, our treatment 

effectively increased the positive mood levels of participants in relation to that of viewers of the placebo neutral 

movie clip. 

3. Experiment 

Our experimental approach was based on the principles of the correspondence test, which simulates the 

communication between employers and job seekers and involves matched pairs of curricula vitae (CVs) of job 

applicants in response to advertised vacancies. In our case, the correspondence test took place in an online labor 

market between requesters and potential workers by simulating online labor tasks. In this way, we investigated the 

underlying mechanics of online discrimination, and by keeping constant several individual characteristics, we 

isolated causal relationships. Following Riach and Rich, 2002, we matched at least two individuals for all relevant 

attributes other than the one that is expected to lead to hiring discrimination. Hence, we paired the pseudoseekers 

on age, education, previous experience and marital status. Our main objective was to replicate several test pairs 

who differ only in gender or sexual orientation so that any systematic difference in treatment can be attributed only 

to the effects of the isolated characteristic (Bertrand et al. 2004). 

Next, to study gender and sexual discrimination, we obtained several pairs of fake CV templates from a broad 

internet search for similar CVs and tailored them to the experimental framework (Booth & Leigh, 2010). Hence, 

in each case, we produced two imaginary workers equal in human-capital attributes and differing either in gender 

or sexual orientation. 

We followed Adam, 1981, Weichselbaumer, 2003 and Drydakis, 2009 to indicate homosexuality so that the 

interests/memberships section of the CV included “Membership and Volunteer work in ILGA World - The 

International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Intersex Association”. For the heterosexual half of the applicants, 

no explicit information on sexual orientation was given. However, we controlled for bias from potential employer 

misinterpretation of volunteer or activism activity by adding membership and volunteer information in an 

environmental community named the “EIA Environmental Information Association” to the heterosexual-identified 

CVs (Mason & Palmer, 1996). Moreover, due to the online labor market setting, we did not believe that these 

activities and the workers’ present duties created any conflict with the hiring process, so the application documents 

do not indicate that those activities had ended. Last, to look at the effect of several unobservable characteristics, 

we embedded items on the CVs to signal that the potential job seekers did not fit a number of other stereotypes 

cited by the literature as reasons for reluctance in hiring homosexual workers (Herek, 1994 and Heckman, 1998). 

Ultimately, the qualifications and presentation styles of the two fictitious workers of each case were matched as 

closely as possible so that they were identical in all employment-relevant characteristics except sexual orientation 

or gender. Each application was designed to convey the same level and type of previous experience that might 

make a potential applicant attractive. 

The experimental session is conducted in Amazon Mechanical Turk as an open call online task. To avoid self-

selection biases, the offered wage is in line with the price policy of Amazon Mechanical Turk and is set to $0.803 

(Banfi, & Villena-Roldan, 2019). We choose Amazon Mechanical Turk because it is the online labor market that 

most efficiently replicates the principles of an offline labor market and where buyers contract with individual 

sellers (Horton,2010; Horton, 2011 and Horton et al. 2011). Moreover, AMT allows us to easily track malicious 

participants, either with multiple accounts or multiple participation in the same experiment (Paolacci et al.2010, 

Crump et al. 2013 and Goodman & Paolacci, 2017). The experiment was programmed using zTree and consisted 

of two rounds with an obligatory break in the middle (Fischbacher, 2007). At the beginning of the experimental 

sessions and before the online task commenced, subjects had to complete a survey questionnaire. The information 

collected from the questionnaire allows us to control for demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. 

 
3 The duration of the experiment had a mean of 4 minutes and a standard deviation of 1.2 minutes. 
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Furthermore, to capture personality differences among subjects, the 44-item inventory for the big five personality 

traits is used, which provides measures for openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and 

neuroticism (OCEAN, hereafter) (John & Srivastava, 1999 and McCrae & Costa, 1999). 

During the experimental sessions, no subjects were aware of the randomization process, in which the “control 

group” was exposed to a neutral placebo film while the “treatment group” was exposed to a comedy film during a 

mandatory break. By following Oswald et al.’s 2015 experimental design, we use as a “placebo” film a moderately 

interesting but not intrinsically happy clip that depicts patterns of colored sticks that appear and disappear 

randomly on the screen. The film is considered "neutral" by social psychologists. By setting the process to repeat, 

it was possible to play this clip for the appropriate length of time (2 minutes). In the experimental group, we induce 

a positive mood with a “comedy” film consisting of a 2-minute composition of well-known American comedians. 

Due to the online environment of our experiment, we choose to trigger positive emotions so that the participants 

will be focused and have high levels of perceptual flexibility during the experimental process (Tan et al. 2009). 

Mood was measured at the beginning of the experiment, after phase two and at the end with the Panas inventory 

with moment–time instructions (Watson et al. 1988). 

At the end of the break, participants receive a brief reminder of the task and conditions of the experiment ahead, 

and they proceed to the second phase in which they perform the same hiring choices but with different orders. 

Our key dependent variable is the hiring behavior of the requesters/employers before and after mood induction. 

We measure hiring behavior as a binary choice (0/1), as a categorical choice (1-4) and as willingness–to–hire on 

a continuous scale (1-100). 

4. Empirical Model 

The major objective of the current paper is to link the effect of mood state on employers’ hiring decisions. For that 

reason, we describe a behavioral model with the most common econometric approach for capturing the effects of 

discrimination by asking if people who are similar in all observable and economically relevant ways have similar 

labor market outcomes. The probability of workers receiving a positive hiring answer was estimated according to 

a logit model4: 

Yit (Hiring =1) = α +β1Τi +β2Posti+β3Τi*Posti + β4Pk
i +β5Χi + ui + eit               (1) 

where Y = Yi1 − Yi0 denotes the change in the dependent variable after the intervention and reflects the probability 

of a worker receiving a positive hiring answer, α is a constant, Τ is a dummy variable indicating the treatment 

group specific effect (=1), Post is the time trend common to control and treatment groups (i.e., a dummy variable 

indicating pre (t=0) and post (t=1) treatment), Τ*Post is the difference-in-differences term which indicates whether 

the dependent variable was observed in the treatment group after our intervention (=1) or any other case (=0). P is 

a k-vector of the personality of worker i (where k= 1….5 corresponds to OCEAN5), Xi are individual specific 

characteristics (i.e., other demographic attributes, cognitive skills and social economic background of the ith 

worker), u is a vector of individual fixed effects, and e is the idiosyncratic error term. 

By controlling for all characteristics except the sources of potential discrimination (gender and sexual orientation) 

in each case across two applicants, the sources of bias were not expected to be correlated with the error term in 

each equation. The estimated coefficient 3 provides the difference-in-difference estimation of the treatment 

(positive mood induction). For Equation 1, we report marginal effects6. 

Moreover, to estimate linear intermediate effects of mood on hiring decisions, we also used straightforward OLS 

log regressions by having employers’ cumulative discrimination index7 as a dependent variable (Bentollia & Saint-

Paul, 1994). Hence, we estimate the following relevant specification: 

 

 
4 Difference-in-differences is typically used to estimate the effect of a specific intervention or treatment by comparing the changes in outcomes 
over time between a population that is enrolled in a program (the intervention group) and a population that is not (the control group) (Lechner, 

2011 and Puhani, 2012). 
5 Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness and Neuroticism, respectively. To allow for an easier interpretation of our 
estimates, Big Five scores are standardized to have a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. 
6 ∂prob (Hiring =1)/∂Di 
7 Employers’ discrimination index is the total sum of their choices (i.e., on both online and offline contexts), on each experimental round (min 
value of 0 and max value of 6) 
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Discrimination index it = α +β1Τi +β2Posti+β3Τi*Posti + β4Pk
i +β5Χi + ui + eit     (2) 

where, similar to Equation (1), Τ is a dummy variable indicating the treatment group specific effect (=1), Post is 

the time trend common to the control and treatment groups (i.e., a dummy variable indicating pre- (t=0) and post- 

(t=1) treatment), Τ*Post is the difference-in-differences term which indicates whether the outcome was observed 

in the treatment group with a positive observation (=1) or any other case (=0), P is a k-vector of the personality of 

worker i (where k= 1….5 corresponds to OCEAN), Xi are individual specific characteristics (i.e., other 

demographic attributes, cognitive skills and social economic background of the ith worker), u is a vector of 

individual fixed effects, and e is the idiosyncratic error term. 

5. Results 

5.1. Mood Induction 

Regarding the induction of the positive mood (i.e., treatment), we collected longitudinal data in a way that provides 

us with an opportunity to scrutinize the changes in positive mood within our subjects (Erez & Isen, 2002 and 

Oswald et al. 2015)8. Thus, we measured subjects’ positive mood level on three occasions. The initial measurement 

was at the very start of the experiment. The second was immediately before the comedy or placebo film. The third 

time was at the end of the experiment. As Table 1 shows, we found statistically significant changes in positive 

mood in the treated group. Using a two-sided t test, we found that, on average, positive mood increased from 

32.384 to 36.060 (p <0.01). We did not find statistically significant changes between measurements at the starting 

point and before the film in either case. Hence, our mood manipulation proves to be efficient for the positive side 

and comes only from our treatment comedy film (Table 1). 

 

 

5.2.Sample  

In this section, we provide the descriptive statistics for the participant–employers (Table 2). Overall, 328 

individuals participated in our experimental task. Eight observations were excluded from the analysis due to a 

particular pattern of sloppy behavior before our experiment took place9. Our sample, on average, was 40 years old, 

and identified 56% as female and 73.5% as white. Moreover, 66% of the sample had at least a tertiary education, 

and approximately 51.5% had an above average monthly family income10. Additionally, subjects were asked to 

provide information on the family affluence scale (FAS)11 to have a proxy indicator of their socioeconomic 

 
8 In a more strictly psychological tradition, research by the late Alice Isen of Cornell University has been important in this area. 
9 They chose the same answers in all the Likert scale questions and they completed the whole questionnaire in less than our accepted 

threshold time.  
10 Subjects were asked to provide their average monthly income and their current US region of residence. We calculated their relative income 
position in relation to the average monthly income of their US region of residence.  
11 This inventory is fully accepted and used by many studies measuring wealth and has been characterized as a valid, easy–to–answer measure 

of socioeconomic status (Boyce et al. 2006). This measurement consists of 6 items with a Likert scale and has a summarized value range from 

Table 1. T tests for treatment and control group of participants. 

 Start (T1) End (T2) Difference |t| 

 [1] [2] [3] [4] 

 Pooled  

Positive affect 32.265 33.615 1.350** 1.972 

 Control Group (placebo film) 

Positive affect 32.141 31.044 -1.097 1.058 

 Treated Group (comedy film) 

Positive affect 32.384 36.060 3.676*** 3.796 

Source: Dataset with results drawn from the experiment. Author’s calculations. 

Notes: Difference is [2] – [1] 

Statistical significance: *** 1%, ** 5% and * 10%. 
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background. FAS, on average, was 8.538, reflecting a middle-high socioeconomic status. With respect to the 

observed variation in personality traits, we noticed that the mean score for openness is 3.708, suggesting that our 

sample consisted of individuals with a high tendency toward creativity and active imagination; conscientiousness 

had a mean of 3.828, signifying high levels of thoroughness; extraversion had a mean of 3.106, exhibiting a 

satisfactory level of energetic behavior; agreeableness had a mean of 3.761, indicating that our participants seem 

to be more empathetic and altruistic; and neuroticism had a mean 2.746, suggesting that our sample does not tend 

to experience negative emotions in general. For each of the aforementioned personality variables, we did not notice 

a great number of extreme values. Last but not least, to control for pre-existing homophobia, which might 

constitute a source of labor market prejudice, we asked them before the experiment (i.e., in this phase, participants 

were not aware of the core and the design of the experimental framework and the hiring-discrimination procedure 

that would follow) about their general beliefs on hiring possibilities (Badgett, 2020). Interestingly, 55% responded 

that heterosexuals should have a higher likelihood of being hired, while 36% believed that this kind of 

discrimination must not exist in hiring decisions. 

Table 2 also demonstrates that there are no significant differences in the aforementioned variables between the 

control and treatment groups. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
0 to 13. The FAS addresses issues of family car ownership, having their own unshared room, the number of computers at home and the number 
of times an individual went on holiday in the past 12 months. 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and independent samples t tests. 

 Pooled 

[1] 

Control Group 

[2] 

Treatment Group 

[3] 

Difference 

[3]-[2] 

t test 

|t| 

Demographics 

Female (0/1) 0.559 (179) 0.564 0.554 -0.010 0.165 

Age 40.08 39.60 40.53 0.93 0.651 

Whites (0/1)    0.735 (236) 0.762 0.713 -0.049 1.002 

Social Economic Characteristics 

Tertiary 

Education (0/1) 

    0.659 (211) 0.692 0.628 -0.064 1.211 

FAS Index      8.538 8.493 8.579 0.086 0.317 

High Monthly 

Income (0/1) 

    0.515 (165) 0.500 0.530 0.030 0.544 

Personality Traits 

Openness 3.708 3.705 3.711 0.006 0.093 

Conscientiousness 3.828 3.841 3.817 -0.024 0.283 

Extraversion 3.106 3.065 3.145 0.080 0.838 

Agreeableness 3.761 3.792 3.730 -0.062 0.726 

Neuroticism 2.746 2.673 2.814 0.141 1.289 

Mood Indicators 

Positive Affect  

(T1) 

32.265 32.141 32.384 0.243 0.235 

Negative Affect 

(T1) 

18.940 18.378 19.475 1.097 0.923 

Prejudices on Sexual Orientation 

Identified as 

straight 
0.553 (177) 

0.576 0.531 -0.045 0.833 

Same possibilities 

for any orientation 
0.359(115) 0.346 0.372 0.026 0.479 

Identified as gay 0.044 (14) 0.321 0.549 0.228 0.996 

Identified as 

lesbian 
0.044 (14) 

0.449 0.427 -0.022 0.095 

Observations 320 157 163   

Source: Author’s Calculations. Data drawn from Amazon Mechanical Turk. 

Notes:  The parenthesis in Column 1 includes the absolute value of the variable. 

 

5.3. Hiring Choices 

Table 3 presents the results for occupational access or the choices made by the employers. Recall that the outcome 

of our correspondence testing has a similar design as was first set out by McIntosh and Smith (1974), which has 

since been adopted in similar field experiments across Europe (Riach & Rich, 2002). 
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Column 1 shows that in both labor markets, female and gay applicants face discrimination by having much lower 

probabilities of being hired. Employers chose female applicants in 41% of cases (with males as the alternative). 

This percentage is almost the same in both online and offline labor contexts. Regarding homosexual candidates, 

we observe that gay individuals face discrimination by having an approximately 37% chance of being hired (with 

heterosexual men as the alternative). This percentage is lower in the case of the real labor market. On the other 

hand, lesbian applicants are chosen in 64% of cases (with heterosexual women as the alternative). These initial 

findings are in line with Hypothesis H1 and previous research, showing that mainly women and gay men 

experience earnings penalties, while lesbian women experience earnings premiums (Drydakis, 2021 and Bertrand 

et al. 2018) (see also Figures 1 and 2). 

Interestingly, after our positive mood treatment, the discrimination against female and gay applicants disappears, 

resulting in higher rates of hiring acceptance. It seems that our treatment affected more employers within the online 

labor experimental context (i.e., requesters), particularly in the case of having to choose either a female or male 

applicant (Column 2, Table 3). 

Table 3. Candidate Choices per experimental phase 

 T1 

[1] 

T2 

[2] 

Difference 

[3] 

Both Labor Markets 

Female Candidate 0.409 0.715    0.306** 

Gay Candidate 0.374 0.723    0.349** 

Lesbian Candidate 0.641 0.674 0.033 

Online Labor Market 

Female Candidate 0.409 0.662  0.253* 

Gay Candidate 0.381 0.721    0.340** 

Lesbian Candidate 0.647 0.684 0.037 

Real Labor Market 

Female Candidate 0.408 0.768      0.360*** 

Gay Candidate 0.366 0.725       0.359*** 

Lesbian Candidate 0.634 0.663 0.029 

Source: Author’s Calculations. Data drawn from Amazon Mechanical Turk. 

Notes: N= 320 

 

5.4. Estimations on T2 Period 

Recall that in the T2 period of our experiment, after our positive mood manipulation took place, we contracted a 

continuous scale of discrimination for each employer-participant by calculating the total sum of choices in each 

phase12. For example, an employer that fully discriminated during his or her hiring choices has a value of 6. This 

applies to both periods. This discrimination index had a mean of 3.153 in T1 and 1.775 on T2 (on a scale of 0-6). 

Estimation results for the DID model are presented in Table 4 by having the discrimination index (as a continuous 

scale) as a dependent variable and in Table 5 by having this variable measured as choices (0/1). Concerning the 

discrimination index, we observe that the coefficients on time (i.e., phase 2) and the treatment-time interaction 

term are statistically significant, with p values less than 0.001, regardless of the labor context. The effect of 

employers’ positive mood on discrimination seems to be higher in the case of the online labor market. Over time, 

the discrimination index decreases, in general, by approximately 1 point of estimation in the case of both markets, 

0.4 points of estimation in online labor markets and 0.6 points of estimation in real labor markets. The difference-

 
12 We constructed this index in order to have also an overall discrimination index for each participant-employer. 

http://www.rsepconferences.com/


25th RSEP International Conference on Economics, Finance & Business  

16-17 June 2022, Mercure Paris 19 Philharmonie La Villette Hotel, Paris, France 

 

www.rsepconferences.com    CONFERENCE PROCEEDINGS/FULL PAPERS      ISBN: 978-605-70583-8-6/July 2022 

 

                                                                                                                                                                      Mourelatos, E. pp.1-15 

 

9 
 

in-difference estimator, which is the key parameter, shows that positive mood treatment has a significantly negative 

impact on hiring discrimination by decreasing the index by approximately 0.8 points of estimation for both 

markets, 0.53 points of estimation in online labor markets and 0.27 points of estimation in real labor markets more 

than the control group. In columns [2], [4], and [6], we have also included personality traits; however, the 

estimations did not vary, showing the robust and direct effect of positive mood on hiring discrimination behavior.  

Table 4. Treatment Effects on hiring discrimination behavior 

 Both Labor Markets Online Labor Market Real Labor Market 

 [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] 

Treated 
     -0.084 

(0.115) 

      -0.060 

(0.117) 

     -0.027 

(0.079) 

    -0.011 

(0.080) 

  -0.057 

(0.076) 

  -0.049 

(0.078) 

Phase 2 
   -0.967*** 

(0.178) 

-0.968*** 

(0.178) 

-0.358*** 

(0.107) 

-0.359*** 

(0.108) 

-0.608*** 

(0.105) 

-0.619*** 

(0.106) 

Treated*Phase 

2 

-0.800*** 

(0.230) 

-0.801*** 

(0.231) 

-0.531*** 

(0.137) 

-0.531*** 

(0.138) 

-0.249*** 

(0.139) 

-0.264** 

(0.140) 

Personality 

Traits 
No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Constant 
3.107*** 

(0.444) 

3.048*** 

(0.463) 

4.450*** 

(0.223) 

4.431*** 

(0.237) 

4.657*** 

(0.290) 

4.617*** 

(0.301) 

R2 0.246 0.251 0.199 0.206 0.179 0.182 

F-Stat 16.20 12.59 12.80 9.94 10.10 7.63 

Source: Author’s calculations. Data drawn from Amazon Mechanical Turk. 

Notes: The number of observations is N= 640. Dependent variable is discrimination index in continuous scale. 

The specifications control for demographic characteristics (i.e., sex, age, ethnicity), cognitive skills (i.e., 

educational level), socioeconomic background (i.e., FAS index, Monthly Income), the change of mood levels, 

individuals’ origins (i.e., regions in the USA), fixed effects and prejudices against sexual orientation. 

Heteroscedasticity corrected standard errors with clustering at participant level. 

Statistical Significance:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.10. 

Going deeper into our analysis, Table 4 presents the effects of our treatment on each hiring choice, in both the 

online and the offline experimental labor context. We observe that the coefficients on time (i.e., phase 2) and the 

treatment-time interaction term are statistically significant, with p values less than 0.001, in the case of female and 

gay applicants. More specifically, over time, the probability of hiring a female applicant increases by 

approximately 14% and 30% in the online and real labor markets, respectively. Similarly, over time, the probability 

of hiring a gay applicant increases by approximately 25% and 30% in the online and real labor markets, 

respectively. The difference-in-difference estimators reveal that positive mood treatment has significantly positive 

effects on hiring probabilities. In this case, the probability of hiring a female applicant increases by approximately 

29% and 22% for online and offline labor markets, respectively. Similarly, the probability of hiring a gay applicant 

increases approximately 24% and 18.5% for online and offline labor markets, respectively. These results indicate 

that, overall, positive mood treatment was effective for the diminution of hiring discrimination that we examined. 
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Table 5. Treatment Effects on choice (Marginal effects) 

 Female Choice Gay Choice Lesbian Choice 

 [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] 

Treated 
    0.037 

(0.058) 

    0.002 

(0.058) 

    0.036 

(0.061) 

    0.076 

(0.061) 

    -0.016 

(0.056) 

   -0.009 

(0.058) 

Phase 2 
  0.141*** 

(0.058) 

  0.300*** 

(0.054) 

  0.253*** 

(0.055) 

  0.299*** 

(0.054) 

-0.014 

(0.055) 

0.044 

(0.058) 

Treated*Phase 

2 

  0.293*** 

(0.072) 

  0.219*** 

(0.071) 

  0.242*** 

(0.074) 

  0.185** 

(0.078) 

  0.112* 

(0.070) 

-0.023 

(0.082) 

Personality 

Traits 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R2 0.142 0.194 0.148 0.148 0.108 0.188 

Wald chi2 103.34 115.98 105.53 109.36 58.85 61.54 

Source: Author’s calculations. Data drawn from Amazon Mechanical Turk. 

Notes: The number of observations is N= 640. Dependent variable is discrimination index in continuous scale. 

The specifications control for demographic characteristics (i.e., sex, age, ethnicity), cognitive skills (i.e., 

educational level), socioeconomic background (i.e., FAS index, Monthly Income), the change of mood levels, 

individuals’ origins (i.e., regions in the USA), fixed effects and prejudices against sexual orientation and 

personality. Heteroscedasticity corrected standard errors with clustering at participant level. 

Statistical Significance:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.10. 

 

6. Discussion and Conclusions  

The psychological field of mood science, originally slow to develop, is undergoing a revolutionary phase that has 

already begun to impact several theories of decision-making (Keltner & Lerner 2010, Loewenstein et al. 2001, 

Loewenstein & Lerner 2003). In our study, we tried experimentally to link employers’ positive moods to hiring 

decision choices. Our treatments and data allow us to track the complete hiring process and the changes in 

employers’ hiring behavior. Our findings have developed several arguments on how mood interacts with behavior 

in terms of gender discrimination, mainly in OLMs. Moreover, by isolating and experimentally evaluating the taste 

and statistical discrimination hypotheses that have been proposed to explain some of the disadvantages that 

homosexual applicants/workers experience in both online and offline labor markets, we also investigate in depth 

the aspect of sexual orientation within the hiring process, and we add some additional notes to the noticeable and 

growing research in social science focusing on gay men and lesbians. Despite measures to encourage openness 

and discourage discrimination in the USA and the European Union, serious misconceptions and barriers are 

encountered by sexual minorities in both online and offline labor markets (Badgett et al. 2021). 
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