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SI Text
Study 1. Reliability of coding vehicle status and driver sex and age. To

verify that the coding of vehicle status and drivers’ perceived
sex and age was consistent and reliable, coders independently
coded a set of 24 vehicles at a separate time and location from
the main study. While coding each vehicle, the coders stood
within proximity of one another but at a distance that prevented
each coder’s codes from being visible to the other coders. There
was high agreement among the four coders for vehicle status
(α = 0.95), driver sex (α = 0.98), and driver age (α = 0.87).
Study 2. Reliability of coding vehicle status and driver sex and age. The
coders used in study 2 were the same as those in study 1. Details
concerning the procedures used to establish reliability in coding of
vehicle status and driver sex and age are presented above.
Study 3. Measure of unethical decision-making. For the measure of
unethical decision-making (1), each participant read the following instructions: “For the next task, you will read several
short descriptions of different situations. For each situation,
please imagine as vividly as you can that you are in this situation.
So, imagine for every situation that you act out the behaviors
described. For each situation, you have to indicate how likely is
it that you would engage in the behaviors described. It is very
important to be able to picture yourself in a certain situation.
When you are able to imagine that you are in a certain situation,
you are also able to predict what you would do and what you
would not do if you were in such a situation. Being able to make
such predictions for yourself is very important. Now, try to
imagine that you are in the situations that will be described, and
indicate for each situation how likely it is that you would behave
in that way.” Participants then responded to each item on a scale
ranging from 1 (not likely) to 7 (highly likely). These items were:

1. You work in a fast-food restaurant in downtown Berkeley. It’s
against policy to eat food without paying for it. You came
straight from classes and are therefore hungry. Your supervisor isn’t around, so you make something for yourself and eat
it without paying.
2. You work as an ofﬁce assistant for a department at UC Berkeley. You’re alone in the ofﬁce making copies and realize
you’re out of copy paper at home. You therefore slip a ream
of paper into your backpack.
3. You’re preparing for the ﬁnal examination in a class where
the professor uses the same examination in both sections.
Some of your friends somehow get a copy of the examination
after the ﬁrst section. They are now trying to memorize the
right answers. You don’t look at the examination, but just ask
them what topics you should focus your studying on.
4. You’ve waited in line for 10 min to buy a coffee and mufﬁn at
Starbucks. When you’re a couple of blocks away, you realize
that the clerk gave you change for $20 rather than for the $10
you gave him. You savor your coffee, mufﬁn and free $10.
5. You get the ﬁnal examination back from your professor and
you notice that he’s marked correct three answers that you
got wrong. Revealing this error would mean the difference
between an A and a B. You say nothing.
6. Your accounting course requires you to purchase a software
package that sells for $50. Your friend, who is also in the
class, has already bought the software and offers to lend it
to you. You take it and load it onto your computer.
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7. Your boss at your summer job asks you to get conﬁdential
information about a competitor’s product. You therefore
pose as a student doing a research project on the competitor’s
company and ask for the information.
8. You are assigned a team project in one of your courses. Your
team waits until the last minute to begin working. Several
team members suggest using an old project out of their fraternity/sorority ﬁles. You go along with this plan.
Validation of measure of unethical decision-making. This measure of
unethical decision-making tendencies has been validated in
several ways in past research (1). First, business ethics experts
agreed that the behaviors described in the eight scenarios violated ethical principles. Second, scores on the measure were
correlated with reports of having actually engaged in several
other unethical behaviors, such as exaggerating accomplishments
and taking money from others. Finally, in a separate validation
study, individuals with higher scores on the measure were more
likely to keep $8 that they were mailed, ostensibly by mistake, for
completing a survey that they had not completed, relative to
those with lower scores.
Study 4. Manipulation of social-class rank. For the manipulation of
social-class rank (2), participants were presented with an image
of a ladder with 10 rungs and given the following instructions:
“Think of the ladder as representing where people stand in the
United States. These are people who are the worst (best) off—
those who have the least (most) money, least (most) education,
and the least (most) respected jobs. In particular, we’d like you
to think about how YOU ARE DIFFERENT FROM THESE
PEOPLE in terms of your own income, educational history, and
job status. Where would you place yourself on this ladder relative
to these people at the very bottom (top)? Please place a large ‘X’
on the rung where you think you stand.” After indicating where
they feel they stood relative to those at the very bottom or very
top of the ladder, participants received the following directions:
“Now imagine yourself in a getting acquainted interaction with
one of the people you just thought about from the ladder above.
Think about how the DIFFERENCES BETWEEN YOU might
impact what you would talk about, how the interaction is likely to
go, and what you and the other person might say to each other.
Please write a brief description about how you think this interaction would go.”
Measure of unethical decision-making. The measure used to assess
unethical decision-making (1) was the same as in study 3.
Study 5. Hypothetical negotiation task instructions. For the hypothetical negotiation task (3), participants read the following instructions: “For the next part of the study, imagine that you are
an employer for a company in a salary negotiation with a job
candidate. The president of the company has instructed you to
negotiate as LOW a salary as possible for this individual. Below,
you will be given several pieces of information to keep in mind as
you enter this negotiation scenario:

1. The job the candidate is applying for will be eliminated in
6 mo due to an organizational restructuring. The candidate
DOES NOT have this information.
2. The candidate strongly desires to remain in the same job for
at least 2 y and will accept a lower starting salary in return for
a verbal commitment of job stability.
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to work or spend time at the gym. Please think of three things
that you do in an average day and write them in the boxes below.” All participants were presented with three text boxes in
which to type their answers.
Manipulation check items. Participants indicated their agreement
with ﬁve items assessing their positive beliefs about greed,
adapted from prior research (5). Participants rated their agreement on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). The speciﬁc items were:

3. There are no other qualiﬁed candidates being considered at
the present time. The candidate is unaware of the lack of
other qualiﬁed candidates.
4. A failure to ﬁll the position quickly with a qualiﬁed applicant
would negatively impact your yearly performance review. Furthermore, if you are able to negotiate a salary below a certain
amount, you will receive an end-of-year bonus.”
Measure of attitudes toward greed. For the measure of attitudes
toward greed (4), participants indicated their agreement with
each of the following items on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). These items were:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

1. To be a successful person in this society, it is important to
make use of every opportunity.
2. It is not morally bad to think ﬁrst of one’s own beneﬁt and not
other people’s.
3. One should be concerned with the beneﬁt to the group as
a whole rather than with one’s own beneﬁt. (Reverse-scored)
4. An individual’s pursuit of self-interest should be allowed only
insofar as it will not jeopardize the public welfare. (Reversescored)
5. I like competition.
6. It is very disgusting to exploit other people to further one’s
own self-interest. (Reverse-scored)
7. There should be more emphasis in school on the kind of
education which helps students to be more concerned with
the welfare of the society or groups rather than their own
personal beneﬁt. (Reverse-scored)

Overall, greed is good.
Overall, greed is moral.
I should pursue my own self-interest.
I should be greedy.
It is good to be greedy.

Propensity to engage in unethical behavior items. To assess individual
propensities to engage in unethical behavior (6), participants
were instructed to indicate how likely they would be to engage in
each of the listed behaviors on a scale ranging from 1 (very
unlikely) to 7 (very likely). These behaviors were:

Study 7. Manipulation of attitudes toward greed. For the greed-is-good
prime, participants received the following instructions: “Please
take a few minutes to think of ways in which acting greedily and
pursuing your self-interest can be good. For example, being
greedy, or prioritizing self-interest, may allow you to be successful and achieve your professional goals. Please think of three
additional ways in which greed can be good and write them in the
boxes below.” For the neutral prime, participants received the
following instructions: “Please take a few minutes to think about
the things you do in an average day. For example, one might go

1. Use ofﬁce supplies, Xerox machine, and stamps for personal
purposes.
2. Make personal long-distance phone calls at work.
3. Waste company time surﬁng on the internet, playing computer games, and socializing.
4. Borrow $20 from a cash register overnight without asking.
5. Take merchandise and/or cash home.
6. Give merchandise away for free to personal friends.
7. Abuse the company expense accounts and falsify accounting
records.
8. Receive gifts, money, and loans (bribery) from others due to
one’s position and power.
9. Lay off 500 employees to save the company money and increase one’s personal bonus.
10. Overcharge customers to increase sales and earn a higher
bonus.
11. Give customers “discounts” ﬁrst and then secretively charge
them more money later (bait and switch).
12. Make more money by deliberately not letting clients know
about their beneﬁts.
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Study 6. Measure of attitudes toward greed. The measure used to
assess attitudes toward greed (4) was the same as in study 5.

Table S1. Proportion of cars that cut in front of other vehicles at a four-way intersection (from study 1) or cut off
a pedestrian waiting at a crosswalk (from study 2) as a function of vehicle status
Study 1: Cutting at four-way intersection
Vehicle status
1 (lowest)
2
3
4
5 (highest)

Study 2: Yielding for pedestrian at crosswalk

Yielded for vehicles

Cut off vehicles

Cut (%)

Yielded for pedestrian

Cut off pedestrian

Cut (%)

24
31
99
67
19

2
2
15
7
8

7.7
6.1
13.2
9.5
29.6

5
20
42
25
7

0
8
19
20
6

0
28.6
31.1
44.4
46.2
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Table S2. Zero-order correlations (above the diagonal) and partial
correlations (below the diagonal) between vehicle status and
cutting in front of other vehicles at a four-way intersection,
controlling for time of day, driver’s sex and age, and amount of
trafﬁc, in study 1
Variable

Vehicle status

Cut off vehicles

—
0.12*

0.12*
—

Vehicle status
Cut off vehicles
*P < 0.05.

Table S3. Zero-order correlations (above the diagonal) and partial correlations (below the
diagonal) between vehicle status and cutting off a pedestrian waiting at a crosswalk,
controlling for time of day, driver’s age and sex, and pedestrian sex, in study 2
Variable

Vehicle status

Cut off pedestrian

—
0.17*

0.18*
—

Vehicle status
Cut off pedestrians
*P < 0.05.

Table S4. Zero-order correlations (above the diagonal) and partial correlations (below the
diagonal) between social class and unethical decision-making, controlling for age, sex, and
ethnicity, in study 3
Variable

Social class

Unethical decision-making

—
0.20*

0.23*
—

Social class
Unethical decision-making
*P < 0.05.

Table S5. Zero-order correlations (above the diagonal) and partial correlations (below the
diagonal) between social class, attitudes toward greed, and probability of telling the job
candidate the truth, controlling for participant sex, age, ethnicity, religiosity, and political
orientation, in study 5
Variable
Social class
Attitudes toward greed
Probability of telling the truth

Social class

Attitudes toward greed

Probability of telling the truth

—
0.36**
−0.25*

0.36**
—
−0.34**

−0.24*
−0.35**
—

Higher scores on the attitudes toward the greed variable indicate more favorable attitudes toward greed.
*P < 0.05, **P < 0.01.

Table S6. Zero-order correlations (above the diagonal) and partial correlations (below the
diagonal) between social class, attitudes toward greed, and cheating behavior, controlling for
participant sex, age, ethnicity, religiosity, and political orientation, in study 6
Variable
Social class
Attitudes toward greed
Cheating

Social class

Attitudes toward greed

Cheating

—
0.16*
0.15*

0.17*
—
0.18*

0.14†
0.20**
—

Higher scores on the attitudes toward the greed variable indicate more favorable attitudes toward greed. †P =
0.05, *P < 0.05, **P < 0.01.
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