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A considerable body of research has extolled the virtues of establishing rapport in negotiations. Although rapport generally has been

found to have positive effects, we investigate the effects of rapport in impasse settings and find that higher levels of rapport are

associated with more selfish and unethical behavior.
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Past research has demonstrated the self-expressive and identity-
signaling roles that possessions, products, and brands play in con-
sumers’ lives (Aaker 1999; Belk 1988). They serve as means for dif-
ferentiating from others and provide reinforcement for one’s identity 
(Escalas and Bettman 2005). Belk (1988) suggests that our posses-
sions are part of an extended self, and that the energy we invest in 
objects increases their potential for self-extension. Given how much 
time people spend on mobile phones, they are likely to be a strong 
component of people’s extended selves. Further, because people 
hold mobile phones in their hands and because mobile phones serve 
as the interface for communication with others, essentially operating 
as mouths and ears, mobile phones also can be considered as physi-
cal extensions of the self. We expect that because mobile phones are 
both a psychological and physical extension of the self, their use 
increases activation and focus on the self. This increased focus on 
the self causes people to pay more attention to their self-interest, and 
to pursue outcomes that are aligned with their self-interest, at the ex-
pense of outcomes that might be beneficial to others. In other words, 
people engage in more selfish behavior. To test this proposition, we 
ran two experiments utilizing different measures of selfish behavior 
– the value participants place on their time and pro-social intentions.

Participants in the first experiment were randomly assigned to 
either a mobile phone condition or a toy condition. Participants were 
asked either to spend two minutes using the mobile phone as they 
normally would (except for making phone calls) or using the toy to 
create multiple shapes. Using the toy to make multiple shapes should 
provide an experience similar to doing multiple activities, such as 
texting, playing games, etc., on a mobile phone. In this experiment, 
we measured the value placed on one’s time in two ways. First, par-
ticipants were asked to indicate whether they preferred to receive 
two songs downloads now or to wait and receive more song down-
loads in the future. The results indicate that participants in the mobile 
phone condition were more impatient, expressing greater preference 
to download two songs now rather than wait and receive more song 
downloads. Second, participants were asked to indicate how much 
they would need to be paid to complete an additional 30-minute 
study, with a higher dollar amount indicating more value of their 
time. The results support the prediction, with participants in the mo-
bile phone condition expecting to be paid significantly more to do 
another study (M = $19.80) than participants in the toy condition (M 
= $12.98, F(1, 44) = 6.72, p < .05).

In experiment 1, the toy did not possess any communication 
capabilities so it is possible that the observed differences across con-
ditions were not due to increased self-focus, but due to activating 
associations with instant gratification, which may have resulted in 
placing greater value on own time. Experiment 2 was designed to 
rule out this alternative explanation. Participants were randomly as-
signed to either a mobile phone condition or a Facebook condition. 
We chose Facebook because it allows for instant communication, 
which, like mobile phones, could increase the need for instant grati-
fication. Facebook, like mobile phones, is a part of students’ identi-
ties, but unlike mobile phones, is not a physical extension of the self 
and thus should lead to a lower focus on the self relative to mobile 
phones. Participants were instructed to spend three minutes using 
either their mobile phones or their Facebook accounts on a computer 
Web browser. Then, they were presented with a short description 
of a local charity and asked how likely they would be to volunteer 
for the charity, and more specifically, how likely they would be to 
volunteer for three-hours one Saturday a month. Participants in the 
mobile phone condition were less willing to volunteer in general (M 
= 3.27) or for one Saturday a month (M = 3.53) than participants in 
the toy condition were to volunteer in general (M = 3.65, F(1, 191) 

= 4.07, p < .05) or for one Saturday a month (M = 3.96, F(1, 191) = 
3.95, p < .05). 

In summary, we propose that the usage of mobile phones leads 
to a greater focus on the self, which in turn, results in more selfish 
behavior. In experiment 1, we found that the usage of mobile phones 
affected how much people valued their time. Experiment 2 repli-
cated these results with a different measure of self-focus and using a 
Facebook condition to rule out instant gratification as an alternative 
explanation. Taken together, these two experiments offer convergent 
evidence for our propositions. An implication of these findings is the 
need for deeper introspection on the use of devices such as mobile 
phones for both marketers and consumers if an unintended conse-
quence of their usage is to make people behave in fundamentally 
more selfish ways.

The Dark Side of Rapport: 
Selfish Behavior in Negotiations

ExTENDED ABSTRACT
A considerable body of research has extolled the virtues of es-

tablishing rapport in negotiations. In conventional wisdom, negotia-
tions have come to be seen less as a zero-sum exchange in which one 
side’s gains can only come at the expense of the other side, and more 
as congenial affairs in which everyone can win. Experts on negotia-
tion have even gone so far as to claim that the relationship among 
the negotiators is just as important as the substance of the negotia-
tion (Fisher and Shapiro, 2005). Empirical work has largely sup-
ported this view. Negotiators who are high in rapport tend to be more 
likely to reach an agreement and more satisfied with the outcome. 
Although rapport generally has been found to have positive effects 
in standard negotiation settings, we investigate the effects of rapport 
in a context that has received less attention: impasse settings, where 
conflict between negotiators’ core needs means that a successful deal 
can only be reached when one or both parties acts unethically or 
“misbehaves,” for example, by lying to the negotiation partner. In a 
series of three experiments, we find that negotiators who have a high 
level of rapport are more likely to behave unethically than negotia-
tors who have a low level of rapport. 

The conventional view is that increased rapport, such as that fa-
cilitated through face-to-face communication leads to a higher inci-
dence of ethical behavior (Naquin and Paulson, 2003). Valley, Moag 
and Bazerman (1998) found that individuals negotiating face-to-face 
are more likely to tell the truth than those negotiating either by tele-
phone or in writing, in part because people believe that it is more 
costly to the relationship to lie face-to-face. Face-to-face encoun-
ters seem to prime social norms of honesty and a positive relational 
atmosphere (DePaulo, Kashy, Kirkendol, Wyer, and Epstein, 1996; 
Naquin and Paulson, 2003). 

In contrast to the conventional view, we propose that in some 
circumstances rapport can lead to an increase in selfish behavior 
through deceiving the negotiation partner. At the core of our argu-
ment is the notion that sometimes negotiating involves giving the 
negotiation partner bad news—information that is contrary to the 
partner’s preferences and could jeopardize coming to a successful 
deal. This negative information represents a psychological conflict 
for a negotiator who is trying to build or maintain a high level of 
rapport. Building rapport often involves seeking out areas of agree-
ment, while sharing information that the partner does not like can 
result in conflict. Thus, we predict that when a negotiation involves 
core requirements that are in conflict, a negotiator seeking to build or 
maintain rapport may be more likely to deceive their partner than to 
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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., 


