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disappoint them with the truth—acting selfishly by lying rather than 
facing an unpleasant situation.

All three experiments used the Bullard Houses case, a widely 
used ethics case developed by Northwestern University’s Dispute 
Resolution Research Center in the Kellogg School of Management. 
The case involves interactions between one buyer agent and one 
seller agent negotiating over a piece of prime real estate. This case 
was selected for these experiments because it leads to a negotiation 
impasse in which it is easy to misbehave ethically in more than one 
way and its usage across the three experiments contributes to compa-
rability across varying manipulations and populations. Participants 
were assigned to dyads, with each member of the pair assigned to 
either the role of the buyer agent or the seller agent and given infor-
mation pertinent to their role. In short, the seller’s agent is required 
to know how the buyer will use the property, while the buyer’s agent 
is directed not to reveal the use of the land or the buyer’s identity in 
order to protect the firm’s goals and interests. In this way, the case 
is intentionally constructed so as to create an impasse based on con-
flicting core priorities between buyer and seller agents.

In our first experiment, rapport was manipulated through the 
medium in which negotiations were conducted. Building on research 
showing that face-to-face interactions tend to foster higher levels of 
empathy, positive affect, mutual attentiveness and coordination, we 
had some pairs of participants negotiate face-to-face (high rapport) 
and others negotiate from separate rooms using an instant messaging 
program (low rapport). We found greater incidence of selfish and un-
ethical behavior in the high rapport condition than in the low rapport 
condition, including 1) a greater likelihood of reaching a deal (which 
could only be reached if one or both parties behaved unethically; 
84.6% vs. 42.9%; Χ2(1) = 6.85, p < .01) and 2) a content analysis 
of the transcripts of the negotiations, which revealed a greater inci-
dence of misleading statements, overpromising, lying and dissem-
bling among high rapport participants (F(1,50) = 25.97, p < .001).

Because there are more differences between face-to-face and 
computer-mediated negotiations than just rapport, our second ex-
periment manipulated rapport while holding constant the medium 
in which negotiations were conducted. All participants in the sec-
ond study conducted negotiations via instant messaging (low rap-
port), but some of the participants engaged in a five minute rapport-
building exercise before beginning (high rapport). These participants 
discussed positive aspects of their student experience and shared 
personal information about themselves, including name, hometown 
and major. As in the first experiment, participants in the high rap-
port condition were more likely to behave selfishly and unethically, 
including being more likely to reach a deal (97.0% vs. 79.5%; Χ2(1) 
= 4.41, p < .05) and a self-report measure of whether they had made 
false statements in order to conceal their true purpose (3.5 vs. 2.6; t 
= -2.12, p < .05).

In the third experiment, we find that the negative effects—but 
not the positive effects—of high rapport are reduced when negotia-
tors are given a simple reminder before negotiations begin that one’s 
actions can have long-term repercussions for one’s reputation. Taken 
together, this research supports the idea that, despite its several ad-
vantages, in certain situations rapport has a dark side, of which ne-
gotiators must be wary.

The Hot-Cold Empathy Gap: 
Financial Deprivation Licenses Immorality

ExTENDED ABSTRACT
Morality is considered to have evolved as a mechanism of sur-

vival, restricting excessive self-interested behavior and fostering 

human cooperation (Shermer 2004). The basic idea behind this as-
sumption is that individuals strive to live in accordance with their 
moral standards and refrain from transgressions through motivated 
self-regulatory mechanisms that help them to exercise moral agency. 
Yet, recent theories in social cognition and morality suggest that indi-
viduals selectively disengage these mechanisms so they can engage 
in brief instances of questionable conduct without violating their 
moral standards. In particular, self-sanctions can be disengaged by 
reinterpreting one’s actions or minimizing the negative consequenc-
es of one’s actions, vilifying the target of one’s actions, and, most 
strongly, by obscuring personal causal agency through diffusion or 
displacement of responsibility (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & 
Pastorelli, 1996; Mazar, Amir, & Ariely, 2008). Thus, the easier it is 
for individuals to employ any of these mechanisms and deactivate 
moral control, the more likely they are to engage in immoral behav-
ior, such as cheating, without changing their moral standards. Such 
processes can lead to moral hypocrisy, where people impose strict 
moral standards while behaving less morally (Lammers, Stapel, & 
Galinsky, 2010). However, researchers have yet to examine whether 
such moral hypocrisy is conscious and deliberate or instead repre-
sents a subconscious failure to recognize the role of transient states.

Prior research has shown that not only are individuals’ pref-
erences and behaviors state-dependent but also they misjudge and 
mispredict their own as well as others’ preferences and behaviors 
across affective states. This bias has been coined the “hot-cold empa-
thy gap” (Loewenstein, 1999). Traditionally, the “hot-cold empathy 
gap” has been used to explain mispredictions of how drive states 
caused by bodily needs such as hunger, thirst, anxiety, and exhaus-
tion affect judgment and decision making. What is less known is 
to what extent this also applies to non-bodily driven states. For ex-
ample, one of the most important drivers in our western, developed 
world is money, which enables people to acquire tangible as well as 
intangible commodities (social influence, adoration, happiness, etc; 
Lea & Webley, 2006). One of the crucial distinctions between money 
and more bodily drive states is that one’s absolute financial stand-
ing seems to matter less than one’s standing relative to other people 
(Shafir, Diamond, Tversky, 1997). Thus, if money is indeed such a 
strong motivator, we posit that feeling financially worse off than oth-
ers should motivate people to rectify this deficiency even if they are 
required to engage in morally questionable conduct. Furthermore, 
we hypothesize that when individuals do not feel financially worse 
off (i.e., when they are in a cold state) they fail to appreciate this 
drive and therefore judge immoral acts committed out of financial 
deprivation more harshly than when they too experience a similar 
state of financial deprivation (i.e., when they are in a hot state).

We tested our predictions in a series of four studies. In Study 1 
we administered a survey in which individuals were asked whether 
they agreed with the statements that (1) one’s financial situation is 
not an acceptable excuse for dishonesty, (2) all people, regardless 
of their financial standing, should be held equally accountable for 
dishonest behavior, (3) people who are financially deprived do not 
deserve more leeway when they behave dishonestly, and (4) when 
assessing the extent to which people are honest or dishonest, one 
should take into account how financially deprived they are. Partici-
pants held the general belief that financial standing should not mat-
ter. Interestingly, however, Study 2 and 3 show that being financially 
worse off than one’s peers objectively (by losing instead of winning 
money in a lottery) or subjectively (by asking people to write down 
two vs. 10 reasons why they are financially better or worse off than 
their peers), increased lying to earn more money in a subsequent 
cheating task with real consequences. Finally, in Study 4, people, 
who were made to feel financially worse of than their peers (i.e., 
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people who wrote two reasons for why they felt deprived; “hot ” 
state), were more lenient in their sentencing of deprived but not 
non-deprived offenders, while people, who were not made to feel 
financially worse off than their peers (i.e., people who wrote six rea-
sons for why they felt deprived; “cold” state), did not differentiate 
between those offenders.

Predicting Consumers’ Selfishness versus 
Predicting a Consumer’s Selfishness: Asymmetries in 

Forecasts for Individuals versus Collectives  

ExTENDED ABSTRACT
Marketers, policymakers, and consumers alike have cause to 

forecast others’ morally-relevant behaviors. For example, the gov-
ernment may consider what percentage of consumers will submit 
fraudulent warranty claims. Alternatively, a charity may forecast the 
likelihood that a consumer will donate to charity. 

These examples differ most obviously in the behavior they fo-
cus on, but they differ in another key, but heretofore unappreciated, 
sense. The first example focuses the forecaster on consumers in gen-
eral, while the second question focuses the forecaster on an individ-
ual (though non-individuated) consumer. Both consumer behavior 
and JDM researchers have treated forecasts of non-individuated in-
dividuals and collectives interchangeably. But might such forecasts 
systematically differ? 

In five studies, participants estimated what percentage of con-
sumers would engage in a morally-relevant behavior (collective 
condition), or they indicated the percent likelihood that a randomly 
selected individual from the population would display that behav-
ior (individual condition). These two questions are normatively 
equivalent; for example, from a room with 30% women, the prob-
ability than any specific person is female is also 30%. Studies 1 and 2 
demonstrated that people forecast that individuals will behave more 
prosocially than will collectives. Studies 3 through 5 provided cor-
relational and experimental support for why a difference emerged.

In Study 1, all participants forecasted whether others would 
comply with a request. We framed compliance as being helpful 
(compliance = pro-social condition) or as failing to stand up for 
what is right (compliance = anti-social condition). Participants esti-
mated—for an individual or for a collective—whether people would 
comply. The predicted 2 (framing: compliance = prosocial or com-
pliance = antisocial) X 2 (target: individual or collective) interaction 
emerged, F(1, 120) = 4.14, p = .04. Regardless of whether it meant 
complying or resisting compliance, individuals—more so than col-
lectives—were predicted to behave pro-socially. Because the same 
behavior was framed as pro-social or anti-social, alternative explana-
tions appealing to specific features of compliance—as opposed to its 
pro-sociality—are made less plausible.

In Study 2, participants estimated others’ (or an other’s) likeli-
hood of engaging in a range of pro-social and anti-social behaviors 
(identified as highly representative of these categories through pre-
testing) in the next month. Conceptually replicating Study 1, a 2(be-
havior: pro-social or anti-social) X 2(target: individual or collective) 
interaction emerged, F(1, 305) = 5.44, p = .02. A (non-individuated) 
consumer was forecasted to behave more pro-socially than were con-
sumers as a whole. 

Might these differences emerge for an artifactual reason--re-
flecting a difference between forecasts made in continuous terms 
(“How likely is this consumer to….) versus discrete terms (“What 
percentage of consumers will….”). Study 3 addressed this concern 

by eliciting all judgments in a discrete form, asking “Thinking of a 
randomly selected Cornellian, how many times in the next year will 
he or she…” versus “Thinking of all Cornell students, how many 
times will the average student…” The same 2(behavior: pro-social or 
anti-social) X 2(target: individual or collective) interaction emerged, 
F(1, 218) = 11.89, p = .001. 

Why might these differences emerge? Miller (1999) suggested 
that consumers subscribe to a descriptive “norm of self-interest,” 
believing others to be generally motivated by selfishness. We identi-
fied two sources of constraint on consumers’ selfishness. First, con-
sumers have an internal moral conscience that pushes them to do 
the right thing. Second, there are social prohibitions on anti-social 
behavior that constrain it. Might forecasts of individuals versus col-
lectives differ because each target type (individual or collective) fo-
cuses the forecaster on a different consideration? One hint from past 
research comes from findings that suggested that people were more 
sensitive to internal experiences when considering an individual than 
a group (Hsee & Weber, 1997). Also, Flynn and Lake (2008) found 
that people underestimated the impact of social pressure when con-
sidering an individual’s behavior. 

Participants in Study 3 rated, for each behavior, how much 
there would be internal pressure from one’s moral conscience, and 
how much there would be social pressure, to do the right thing. And 
indeed, hierarchical linear modeling showed that forecasts for indi-
viduals were influenced by how much it was assumed an internal 
moral conscience would lead one to behave pro-socially, whereas 
social forces were neglected. Forecasts for collectives showed the 
reverse pattern.

Studies 4 and 5 confirmed this mechanistic account experimen-
tally. In Study 4, participants saw the same set of selfless behaviors 
that had been slightly modified to speak to one’s moral conscience 
more or less. For example, in the high appeal to moral conscience 
condition, participants forecasted donation rates to Doctors Without 
Borders. In the low appeal to moral conscience condition, partici-
pants forecasted donation rates to the Chamber of Commerce. Con-
sistent with our account, when selfless behaviors had a strong appeal 
to a person’s moral conscience, individuals were judged as more 
likely to do them than were collectives, t(234) = 3.72, p < .001. The 
asymmetry was eliminated when the behaviors had low appeal to 
moral conscience, t(234) = 1.25, p > .24.

In Study 5, participants learned about a dictator game that was 
played either publicly (high social pressure) or anonymously (low 
social pressure). Participants forecasted whether dictators would be-
have very anti-socially, giving only one penny to the other player. A 
2(public pressure: high or low) X 2 (target: individual or collective) 
interaction emerged, F(1, 86) = 4.58, p = .04. Under high social 
pressure, both individuals and collectives were seen as equally un-
likely to be stingy, t < 1. But under low social pressure, collectives 
were forecasted to be more anti-social, t(86) = 2.40, p = .02. Remov-
ing the social constraints on bad behavior only influenced forecasts 
of collectives.

Psychologically, forecasting a consumer’s behavior differs from 
forecasting consumers’ behavior. Given this distinction has not been 
previously appreciated, we hope that these findings may help make 
sense of when and why there may be disagreements about forecasts 
of consumers’ (or a consumer’s) behavior. With an understanding of 
how these forecasts tend to differ, future research may uncover when 
forecasts of one type or the other lead to more accurate predictions 
of the future.


