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Article

Active Listening in Integrative 
Negotiation

Elisabeth Jäckel1 , Alfred Zerres1,  
and Joachim Hüffmeier2

Abstract
Active listening is a promising communication technique to positively affect interactions 
and communication outcomes. However, theoretical propositions regarding its direct 
effects on interactions have rarely been empirically investigated. In the present research, 
we studied the role of naturally occurring active listening in the context of videotaped 
and coded integrative negotiations. Lag sequential analyses of 48 negotiations with 17,120 
thought units show that active listening follows offers that comprise two or more issues 
(i.e., multi-issue offers) above chance level. These multi-issue offer—active listening 
patterns in turn promoted integrative statements (e.g., further multi-issue offers) and 
inhibited distributive statements (e.g., single-issue offers). Moreover, multi-issue offer—
active listening patterns (and neither multi-issue offers nor active listening alone) also 
positively related to the achieved joint economic outcomes in the negotiation. Contrary 
to common expectations, we did not find evidence that active listening promotes the 
understanding of the other party or rapport between negotiators.

Keywords
active listening, interaction patterns, negotiation, multi-issue offer, joint economic 
outcomes

Active listening is a non-directive communication technique that demonstrates under-
standing via (non-)verbal responses, such as back-channeling (e.g., “mm hmm”), para-
phrasing, and clarification questions (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959). Theoretical 
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models on active listening propose beneficial effects for (i) the understanding of the 
listener, (ii) the subsequent communication, and (iii) both speaker and listener satis-
faction with the conversation and their relationship (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 
1959). So far, there is substantial empirical evidence concerning the proposed effect of 
active listening on subjective communication outcomes (iii), such as perceived emo-
tional support or satisfaction with the conversation (e.g., Jones et  al., 2019; Weger 
et al., 2010, 2014).

However, there is little empirical support for the proposed effects of active listening 
on the listener’s understanding (i) and especially on the subsequent communication (ii; 
cf. Itzchakov, 2020; Yip & Fisher, 2022). Thus, extant communication research on 
active listening rather neglected “that partners’ thoughts and behaviors are mutually 
influential, and that the outcomes of interaction are a byproduct of the dyadic 
exchange” (Solomon et al., 2021, p. 1002). Capturing the back-and-forth talk compre-
hensively and in a fine-grained manner to understand the role of active listening on the 
subsequent communication is thus vital to critically test the theoretical claims of active 
listening models (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959). Thus, in this study, we follow 
calls to study how actual behavior unfolds in social interactions (e.g., Baumeister 
et al., 2007; Lehmann-Willenbrock & Allen, 2018; Solomon et al., 2021). For instance, 
we shed light on when active listening patterns naturally occur and how they can affect 
the subsequent communication by means of lag sequential analysis (Bakeman & 
Quera, 2011). Moreover, instead of artificially assigning a listener and a speaker role 
to different interaction partners, we observe active listening among both interaction 
partners to better capture the dynamic patterns that naturally evolve. Thereby, we con-
tribute to communication research by refining and testing theoretical propositions 
from theoretical approaches on active listening (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959) in 
the context of integrative negotiations.

In integrative negotiations, skillful negotiators can create value by expanding the 
“pie” of resources or benefits, rather than simply dividing the existing resources (Lax 
& Sebenius, 1986; Walton & McKersie, 1965). Negotiation research has identified sev-
eral behaviors and strategies that help to create value, such as asking questions about 
the relative importance of different issues in the negotiation (i.e., priority-related ques-
tions) or gaining insight into the other party’s interests (Steinel et al., 2007; Thompson 
& Hastie, 1990). However, it is still unclear when and how those offers facilitate value 
creation in integrative negotiations that comprise two or more of the issues in a negotia-
tion (i.e., multi-issue offers; Brett & Thompson, 2016; Yao et al., 2021).

One line of reasoning suggests that multi-issue offers are only beneficial for creat-
ing value if they are fully understood, leading to insight into the other party’s interests 
(Pruitt, 1981; Yao et al., 2021). Other research suggests that multi-issue offers in com-
bination with other integrative strategies (e.g., priority-related questions) facilitate 
value creation (Adair et al., 2001; Liu & Wilson, 2011). As active listening supposedly 
facilitates information processing, but should also affect subsequent communication 
behaviors (cf. the related effects proposed by Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959), we 
study multi-issue offers in combination with active listening. Thereby, we shed light 
on when and how multi-issue offers are beneficial in integrative negotiations.
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We focus on negotiation in particular as it provides an apt context for both the ben-
eficial effects and the limits of active listening: The potential beneficial effects of 
active listening, such as gaining insight into the other party’s interest, positively influ-
encing the subsequent interaction, or building rapport, are considered as vital in suc-
cessfully conducting negotiations and realizing mutually beneficial agreements (e.g., 
Curhan et al., 2010; Kong et al., 2014; Thompson & Hastie, 1990). On the other hand, 
negotiations are complex high-stakes interactions that often elicit competition, dis-
trust, and social influence intentions. In such a competitive context, potentially benefi-
cial effects of active listening might not unfold (cf. Itzchakov et al., 2018; Maddux 
et  al., 2008). In this research, we thus bring together and extend communication 
research and negotiation research by studying if, when, and how active listening com-
bined with multi-issue offers as an integrative negotiation strategy influences the 
negotiation process and the economic and socio-emotional outcomes in integrative 
negotiations. Based on our findings, we not only aim at contributing to extant theoreti-
cal approaches in both communication and negotiation research, but also at refining 
the advice given in the prescriptive literature (e.g., Fisher & Ury, 1981; Lewicki et al., 
2020), which generally recommends the use of active listening in negotiations. Rather 
than generally recommending or discouraging the use of active listening, we will pro-
vide first precise instructions at which points in time and for which specific purpose 
(e.g., for value creation) this communication technique is best used in negotiations.

Theoretical Background

Observable Active Listening

Active listening is a non-directive communication technique with which a listener 
confirms their understanding to the speaker in an empathetic and non-judgmental 
manner (e.g., Bodie et al., 2012; Gordon, 1975; Kagan, 2007; Rogers & Farson, 1987). 
Most active listening theory and research consider active listening as a manifest con-
struct that is distinct from the latent construct of listening (e.g., Gordon, 1975; Kauffeld 
& Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2012; Weger et  al., 2010, 2014): Listening is happening 
within the listener while the other party is speaking and is therefore not directly observ-
able. Active listening, in contrast, takes the form of one or several observable speech 
acts, for instance, by means of paraphrasing or asking confirmation questions (Gordon, 
1975; Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2012; Weger et al., 2010, 2014). Thus, it 
requires that the listener actively and observably reacts to the speaker‘s statement 
(e.g., Bodie et al., 2012; Gordon, 1975; Kagan, 2007; Rogers & Farson, 1987), thereby 
confirming understanding and encouraging continuing. In that sense, mere listening 
while the speaker is talking does not yet constitute active listening. As a speech act, 
active listening generally follows another party’s speech act (i.e., turn taking) and can 
therefore be studied as part of a conversational sequence (Solomon et al., 2021; Stivers 
et al., 2009). Even though there is a consensus in active listening research on active 
listening as an observable behavior, Rogers and Farson (1987) additionally emphasize 
a non-judgmental empathetic attitude as part of active listening, which can of course 
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not be directly observed. Besides, even though active listening is different from listen-
ing, it can be an indicator that listening and understanding of the speaker’s message 
took place (e.g., Bodie et al., 2012; Imhof, 2001).

So far, a consensual operationalization of behaviors that define active listening is 
lacking (cf. Kluger & Mizrahi, 2023; Weger et al., 2014; Yip & Fisher, 2022). Some defi-
nitions, for instance, narrow active listening down to signalizing interest (“hmm,” “yes,” 
Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2012). Other definitions consider a wide set of 
behaviors as active listening including, for instance, minimal encouragements like “ok, 
I see,” paraphrasing, emotion labeling, mirroring (i.e., repeating the speaker’s last 
words), (open-ended) questions, I-messages, and effective pauses (cf. Noesner & 
Webster, 1997). To better grasp and more effectively study the effects of active listening, 
Weger et al. (2010, 2014) synthesized prior work on active listening and identified three 
essential elements: First, signalizing interest in the speaker’s message in the form of 
back-channeling. This includes the use of minimal encouragements (“mm hmm,” “I 
see”) in combination with nonverbal elements (e.g., head nods, smiles) as well as finish-
ing the speaker’s sentence and repeating their last words or phrases. Second, paraphras-
ing the speaker’s message in the listener’s own words, including the reflection of 
emotions (e.g., “I see that this causes you frustration”) and third, asking questions. 
However, whether and what kind of questions should be considered as active listening is 
an ongoing discussion (cf. Kluger & Malloy, 2019; Yeomans et al., 2019; Yip & Fisher, 
2022). Gordon (1975) explicitly noted that active listening does not include sending own 
messages, such as evaluations, opinions (e.g., in the form of I-messages) or questions. 
Thus, only confirmation questions (e.g., “did I understand you correctly. . .?”) that build 
on the speaker’s message and purely ask for verification should be considered as active 
listening (Garland, 1981; Gordon, 1975; Rogers & Farson, 1987).

Multi-issue Offers and Joint Gains

According to negotiation theory, integrative and distributive statements represent two 
substantial sets of negotiation behaviors (Walton & McKersie, 1965). Following the 
classifications by Olekalns and Smith (2003a) and Weingart et al. (2004), integrative 
behaviors include for instance the exchange of priority-related information and multi-
issue offers, while distributive behaviors comprise for instance threats and single-issue 
offers. Integrative behaviors are supposed to “identify, enlarge, and act upon the com-
mon interests of the parties” (Walton & McKersie, 1965, p. vii). Thereby, they should 
facilitate value creation and increase the sum of both parties’ individual outcomes (i.e., 
joint gains; Lax & Sebenius, 1986). Distributive behaviors on the other hand are 
“competitive behaviors that are intended to influence the division of limited resources” 
(Walton & McKersie, 1965, p. vii). Thus, they should facilitate value claiming and 
hinder value creation, thereby decreasing joint gains (Lax & Sebenius, 1986).

Our study focuses on multi-issue offers, a specific type of integrative behavior, and 
their effect on joint gains. Multi-issue offers comprise two or more of the issues in a 
negotiation. Thereby, they contain indirect information about the relative importance 
of different issues that are included in the offer (i.e., priority-related information) and 



950	 Communication Research 52(7)

about preferences among options within these issues (cf. Olekalns & Smith, 2003b; 
Pruitt, 1981). Processing this information is more cognitively demanding than pro-
cessing single-issue offers, which only contain preference-related information (and 
not priority-related information) concerning only one issue (instead of multiple issues; 
Pruitt, 1981; Pruitt & Lewis, 1975).

When and how multi-issue offers facilitate value creation, is currently an open 
question (cf. Brett & Thompson, 2016; Yao et al., 2021). On the one hand, making 
such offers is an integrative behavior (e.g., Olekalns & Smith, 2003a; Weingart et al., 
2004), which should potentially positively affect value creation and joint gains (Lax & 
Sebenius, 1986). On the other hand, it has been argued that multi-issue offer making is 
only beneficial in terms of joint gains if underlying indirect information about priori-
ties and preferences are systematically processed and fully understood (Yao et  al., 
2021) or when it is used in combination with other integrative behaviors (e.g., priority-
related questions; Adair et al., 2001; Liu & Wilson, 2011). Although meta-analytical 
results demonstrate a small positive relationship of the use of multi-issue offers and 
joint gains (Yao et al., 2021), this relationship is inconsistent (e.g., not significant in 
Cai et al., 2000, and even negative in Weingart et al., 1990).

Active Listening Models

In this research, we synthesize prior definitions of active listening (Gordon, 1975; 
Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2012; Weger et al., 2010, 2014) and compre-
hensively study naturally occurring, observable active listening in negotiation in 
the form of back-channeling (i.e., minimal encouragements, finishing and repeat-
ing the speaker’s sentences), paraphrasing (including the reflection of emotions), 
and confirmation questions. Thus, we focus on observable active listening in the 
current research and disregard related unobservable active listening attitudes (cf. 
Rogers & Farson, 1987). In line with an existing consensus in communication and 
negotiation research, we consider other types of questions (e.g., preference- or pri-
ority-related questions) as general information exchange and not as active listening 
(e.g., Gordon, 1975; Hüffmeier et  al., 2019; Thompson, 1991). Information 
exchange and especially questions that seek information about the other party’s 
interests have already been identified as crucial for value creation in negotiation 
(e.g., Hüffmeier et al., 2019; Thompson, 1991). In the present study, we clearly dif-
ferentiate information exchange from active listening to examine whether active 
listening has an independent and distinct beneficial effect on negotiation interac-
tion and outcomes. Moreover, we will exclusively focus on the (para-)verbal aspects 
of active listening (i.e., verbal back-channeling, paraphrasing, confirmation ques-
tions) and disregard nonverbal elements (i.e., head nods and smiles) that occur in 
isolation (i.e., not accompanying verbal active listening). These nonverbal elements 
indeed often accompany verbal back-channeling behavior (Duncan & Fiske, 1977). 
However, head nods and smiles that occur in isolation can also be used to signal 
agreement or positive affection and should therefore not be classified as active lis-
tening (Stenstrom, 1994).
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The two probably most prominent active listening models are embedded in Rogers 
(1951, 1959) theory of client-centered communication and Gordon’s (1975) parent 
effectiveness training. Both models describe a three-fold effect of active listening: 
First, active listening facilitates understanding of the speaker’s message by the lis-
tener (intrapersonal effect). Second, it leads to a behavioral change in the speaker 
who feels encouraged to elaborate on their message (interpersonal effect). Third, it 
promotes subjective conversation outcomes, such as rapport between listener and 
speaker (dyadic effect).

Prior research has mostly focused on how active listening affects subjective out-
comes (i.e., the third effect). Studies that manipulated listening behaviors found, for 
instance, that active listening positively affected the satisfaction with the conversa-
tion and social attractiveness of the active listener, as rated by the interaction partner 
in peer-interviews (Weger et al., 2010) and in first-time conversations (Weger et al., 
2014). Moreover, a study by Bodie et  al. (2015) found that verbal and nonverbal 
active listening in informal helping conversations led to higher perceived emotional 
awareness among listeners, as rated by the counterpart, and improved affect (e.g., 
feeling better after the interaction) among the counterpart. Additionally, active listen-
ing was negatively related to state (i.e., situational) anxiety in the speaker and listener 
(Itzchakov, 2020; Itzchakov et al., 2018). Qualitative findings from crisis negotia-
tions also support a positive effect of active listening on negotiators’ rapport (Garcia, 
2017; Royce, 2005).

In the following, we further develop and refine the theoretical propositions made by 
both active listening models (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959) to predict the effects 
of active listening in negotiations. In doing so, we integrate these active listening mod-
els with (a) cognitive models of listening to study the intrapersonal effect, (b) speech 
act theory to study the interpersonal effect, and (c) relationship theory to study the 
dyadic effect of active listening.

The Cognitive Perspective of Active Listening

According to both active listening models (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951), active listen-
ing is used to better understand the speaker’s message. Thus, in a first step, active listen-
ing supposedly facilitates the cognitive listening process in the listener (i.e., the 
intrapersonal effect). Cognitive models in listening research (e.g., Bodie et al., 2008; 
Imhof, 2001) conceptualize the listening process as selection, organization, and integra-
tion of information and thus define listening as an information processing activity. 
Substantial systematic information processing is especially required to understand indi-
rect information or an underlying message provided in a speaker’s statement (e.g., 
wishes or concerns) as it is cognitively more effortful than obtaining information in a 
direct way (Carston, 2008). This information processing activity is facilitated by elabo-
rate cognitive strategies, such as summarizing, rephrasing, or mental highlighting of 
relevant information (Imhof, 2001). Observable active listening, namely paraphrasing, 
back-channeling, and clarification questions reliably indicate that these elaborate cogni-
tive strategies take place within the listener (e.g., Bodie et al., 2012, 2008; Imhof, 2001). 
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Thus, active listening might be especially effective to understand indirect information 
provided in the speaker’s statement, which requires substantial information processing 
as proposed by active listening models (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959).

This proposed effect of active listening on information processing has, to our 
knowledge, largely been ignored by pertinent research (cf. Yip & Fisher, 2022; for a 
prominent exception outside the negotiation domain, see, however, Itzchakov, 
2020). In our study, we draw on those cognitive models in listening research (e.g., 
Bodie et al., 2008; Imhof, 2001) that support the theoretical notion of active listen-
ing as a means to better understand the indirect speaker’s message (Gordon, 1975; 
Rogers, 1951, 1959).

We propose that one critical moment when active listening is naturally used in 
negotiations, is after multi-issue offers. This is because multi-issue offers are typical 
instances of indirect information provision in negotiations (i.e., priority- and prefer-
ence-related information, cf. Olekalns & Smith, 2003b; Pruitt, 1981). Following the 
theoretical notion of active listening as a means to process indirect information 
(Bodie et  al., 2008; Imhof, 2001), active listening might especially be used after 
multi-issue offers, which need substantial processing to infer the enclosed indirect 
information (Pruitt, 1981; Pruitt & Lewis, 1975). We therefore theorize that system-
atic multi-issue offer – active listening patterns (MIO-AL patterns) develop within 
negotiations. We thus predict:

Hypothesis 1: Active listening directly follows multi-issue offers more often than 
would be expected by chance.

Moreover, we propose that active listening actually facilitates the information process-
ing of indirect information that is provided in multi-issue offers (cf. Olekalns & Smith, 
2003b; Pruitt, 1981). In turn, further processing of priority- and preference-related 
information provided in multi-issue offers should result in a more accurate insight into 
the other party’s interests (i.e., judgment accuracy, cf. Steinel et al., 2007; Thompson 
& Hastie, 1990; Yao et al., 2021). Thus, we propose:

Hypothesis 2: Negotiators that engage more in active listening as a direct response 
to multi-issue offers acquire a higher judgment accuracy concerning the other par-
ty’s interests.1

The Speech Act Theoretical Perspective of Active Listening

Beyond an intrapersonal effect, active listening models propose a direct behavioral 
interpersonal effect on the speaker as active listening might encourage the speaker to 
elaborate on their message (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959). Prior research on inter-
personal effects has mostly focused on the speaker’s perceptions after the interaction 
(e.g., satisfaction with the conversation or the relationship) rather than the immediate 
effects of active listening on the very interaction (for prominent exceptions studying 
team meetings, see Kauffeld & Meyers, 2009; Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock, 
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2012). By contrast, we are especially interested in the immediate effects of active listen-
ing patterns on the subsequent interaction and ensuing speech acts to test the theoretical 
proposition made by active listening models (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959) that 
active listening should result in a behavioral change among speakers.

To strengthen the theoretical claim of such an interpersonal behavioral effect of 
active listening, we build on speech act theory (e.g., Greenspoon, 1955; D. A. 
Lieberman, 2012; Schegloff, 1982). Speech act theory proposes that each utterance 
within an interaction serves a function (e.g., a promise or request; Schegloff, 2007; 
Searle, 1969). Reflecting an understanding of the speaker’s prior message (i.e., active 
listening) “encourages the continuation of this theme and the exploration of it in 
greater depth” (Hargie, 2017, p. 162). Thus, active listening might serve as a verbal 
reinforcer for any specific behavior that it follows. This notion was empirically sup-
ported for back-channeling (e.g., “mm hmm”), which was shown to reinforce specific 
behaviors that it followed (Greenspoon, 1955; D. A. Lieberman, 2012). Therefore, 
these utterances are also termed continuers (e.g., Schegloff, 1982).

Following the theoretical notion of active listening as a verbal reinforcement, we 
expect that multi-issue offer making, as an integrative statement in negotiation, fol-
lowed by active listening can promote further integrative statements, such as the provi-
sion of priority-related information. In turn, as active listening might serve as a 
continuer of integrative statements and may, thereby, pave the way towards an integra-
tive mode of continuing the negotiation (i.e., with a focus on creating rather than 
claiming value), opposing statements (i.e., distributive statements such as single-issue 
offers or threats), should less likely follow MIO-AL patterns, and, thus, be inhibited. 
Accordingly, we predict:

Hypothesis 3a: Within a negotiation interaction, MIO-AL patterns promote integra-
tive statements as subsequent behaviors.
Hypothesis 3b: Within a negotiation interaction, MIO-AL patterns inhibit distribu-
tive statements as subsequent behaviors.

The changes specified in Hypotheses 3a and 3b in turn should impact the economic 
outcomes of the negotiation. According to negotiation theory and as explained above, 
integrative statements should facilitate value creation and increase joint gains (Lax & 
Sebenius, 1986; Walton & McKersie, 1965). Distributive statements should facilitate 
value claiming and hinder value creation, thus decreasing joint gains (Lax & Sebenius, 
1986; Walton & McKersie, 1965). Meta-analytical results support the proposed posi-
tive effect of integrative statements and the proposed negative effect of distributive 
statements on joint gains (Kong et al., 2014). Thus, building on our expectation that 
MIO-AL patterns promote integrative acts and inhibit distributive acts (cf. Hypotheses 
3a and 3b), we further hypothesize these patterns should be positively related to joint 
gains. Thus, we propose:

Hypothesis 4a: The frequency of MIO-AL patterns within a negotiation interaction 
positively relates to the joint gains of the negotiation.
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By contrast, we expect that active listening alone (i.e., all utterances of active listening 
that do not follow multi-issue offers) is not generally beneficial for joint gains. 
Thereby, we challenge the current advice to generally use active listening in negotia-
tion (cf. Bordone, 2007; Fisher & Ury, 1981; Lewicki et al., 2020). Building on the 
theoretical notion of active listening as a verbal reinforcer (see Hypothesis 3a), its 
assumed positive effect should depend on the statement that it follows and therefore 
promotes. Although we expect that active listening systematically follows multi-issue 
offers (see Hypothesis 1), it potentially also follows and thereby further promotes 
distributive statements, such as single-issue offers, that are detrimental for value cre-
ation (Kong et al., 2014). In team meetings, for instance, active listening was nega-
tively related to team meeting success. This was explained with the higher frequency 
of dysfunctional (vs. functional) communication cycles that active listening reinforced 
(Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2012). Thus, we predict:

Hypothesis 4b: The use of active listening that does not follow multi-issue offers 
(i.e., all other occurrences of active listening) within a negotiation interaction does 
not positively relate to joint gains of the negotiation.2

The effect of multi-issue offers alone (i.e., all utterances of multi-issue offers that are 
not followed by active listening) on joint gains is not clear and currently an open ques-
tion (cf. Brett & Thompson, 2016; Yao et al., 2021). Following the theoretical notion 
that active listening facilitates and indicates information processing (Bodie et  al., 
2008; Bodie et al., 2012; Imhof, 2001), it is unclear if the indirect information enclosed 
in multi-issue offers is sufficiently processed when they are not followed by active 
listening. We will thus test the relationship between multi-issue offers and joint gains 
in an exploratory manner and pose the following research question:

Research Question 1: Are multi-issue offers that are not directly followed by active 
listening within a negotiation related to joint gains?

The Relational Perspective of Active Listening

Finally, active listening models propose a rapport-building effect of active listening 
(Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959). To strengthen this theoretical proposition, we 
integrate extant active listening models with theoretical models on the need to belong 
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995), perceived understanding (Reis et al., 2017), and rapport 
in negotiations (Curhan et al., 2006, 2010; Curhan & Pentland, 2007). According to 
theory on rapport in negotiation (Curhan et al., 2006), rapport comprises a) feelings 
about the relationship and b) feelings about the negotiation process as two facets (see 
also Thompson & Hastie, 1990). Feelings about the relationship refer to perceptions of 
trust and a good foundation for future negotiations. Feelings about the negotiation 
process refer to perceptions of fairness and voice. One characteristic of rapport is the 
dyadic aspect, as rapport is not only situated within one individual, but also within the 
dyad (Bronstein et  al., 2012; Granitz et  al., 2009). Rapport is thus created by the 
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interaction of both negotiators trying to find common ground. However, how rapport 
between people is established is not fully understood yet. Prior evidence suggests that, 
in negotiations, verbal behavior, such as expressing positivity or flexibility, plays a 
role in the perception and interpretation of interpersonal information, which ultimately 
leads to rapport (Bronstein et al., 2012).

Similarly, active listening, as proposed by both models that we use as the basis for our 
research (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959) might foster rapport in negotiation: It 
should communicate understanding and concern for the speaker. In turn, to feel being 
understood establishes rapport and liking in the speaker, while understanding the other 
party also makes the listener feel more socially connected (Gordon, 1975). Thus, com-
municating understanding via active listening might satisfy the fundamental need to 
belong and to feel socially connected (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Indeed, feeling 
understood activates neural regions that are associated with reward (cf. Lieberman & 
Eisenberger, 2008) and increases perceived interpersonal closeness (Morelli et al., 2014). 
Thus, feeling understood might “act as a social reward, reinforcing and strengthening the 
social relationship” (Morelli et al., 2014, p. 1896). The theoretical model of perceived 
understanding by Reis et al. (2017) further supports our proposed pathway. It suggests 
that signals of understanding by one party promote the perceptions of being understood 
by the other party, which in turn leads to positive relational outcomes. Indeed, a positive 
relationship between feeling understood and social connectedness has been reported 
repeatedly (e.g., Cahn, 1990; Hecht & Marston, 1987; Reis et al., 2017). Thus, based on 
the theoretical arguments presented above (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Gordon, 1975; 
Reis et al., 2017) and on the extant empirical evidence, we assume a positive relationship 
between active listening and negotiators’ rapport (Curhan et al., 2006).

Hypothesis 5: The use of active listening positively relates to the rapport among the 
negotiators.

Method

We preregistered all our hypotheses and the respective methodological and data-ana-
lytical approach (see https://osf.io/r2xh8).

Sample

The data used for this study were part of a larger dataset gathered by Hüffmeier et al. 
(2019; see Appendix A for a data transparency table). We used all 51 solo-on-solo 
negotiations of the first round from the related experiment, which employed an inte-
grative negotiation task (adapted from Thompson et al., 1996). We excluded three of 
these negotiations from our analyses, resulting in 48 negotiations, because the record-
ings were damaged (e.g., the video sound was not working), thus behavioral coding 
was not possible. The task comprised eight issues and participants were randomly 
assigned to the role of either buyer or seller in same-sex dyads.3 They had to engage in 
logrolling (for two pairs of issues) and recognize two compatible issues to achieve 

https://osf.io/r2xh8
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high joint gains (see Appendix B for more details). The 96 participating negotiators 
(65 men, 31 women) were undergraduate students of a major German university. They 
participated as part of their management coursework, and they were informed that 
their performance would influence their course grade.

Coding

Negotiation interactions were coded comprehensively with a state-of-the art coding 
scheme (NegotiAct; Jäckel et  al., 2022) and the INTERACT software (Mangold, 
2020). The first author first parsed the entire interaction into thought units (N = 17,120) 
and then assigned codes to these thought units (see Jäckel et al., 2022). Multi-issue 
offers were coded when offers were made that comprised two or more of the negotia-
tion issues. Active listening was coded when one party used back-channeling (i.e., 
minimal encouragements like “mm-hmm” or “Ah,” finishing and repeating the other 
party’s sentences), when one party was paraphrasing the other party’s statements or 
reflecting their emotions, and when one party asked confirmation questions that built 
on the other party’s statements (e.g., “did I understand correctly.  .  .?”). For more 
details on the unitizing and coding process and a definition of all 47 behavioral codes, 
see the NegotiAct coding manual (Jäckel et  al., 2022). Twenty negotiations were 
coded by a second independent coder to establish interrater reliability, resulting in 
almost perfect agreement (κ = .87; Cohen, 1960; Landis & Koch, 1977). We further 
checked the agreement percentages between observers for each code in our dataset 
(see Appendix Table C1). The agreement percentages for active listening (93.38%), 
multi-issue activity (92.36%), integrative statements (84.79%) and distributive state-
ments (86.65%) were all substantial (cf. Bakeman & Quera, 2011).

Measures

Joint Gains.  To assess the joint economic outcomes of the agreement, joint gains 
were calculated by summing up both negotiators’ individual outcomes (Tripp & Son-
dak, 1992).

Judgment Accuracy.  To assess judgment accuracy, Hüffmeier et al. (2019) adapted the 
measurements by Thompson and Hastie (1990) and Steinel et al. (2007) to their study’s 
purposes. Participants received a blank payoff matrix after the negotiation and filled in 
estimated pay-off scores for the other party. To compute the judgment accuracy score, 
we summed up absolute differences between the estimates and actual scores across all 
five options for each issue and for both negotiators. Thus, a higher score reflects a lower 
judgment accuracy.

Rapport.  Rapport was measured with two subscales (six items)4 of the Subjec-
tive Value Inventory—feelings about the relationship and feelings about the process 
(Curhan et al., 2006). All six items are presented in Table 1. We combined the indi-
vidual response measures to form a rapport measure on the dyad level (Cronbach’s 
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α = .86). We ran a factor analysis (Principal Component analysis) to confirm the 1-fac-
tor solution (Eigenvalue = 3.52, factor loadings ranged from .70 to .84).

Results

Descriptive statistics of multi-issue offers and active listening are presented in Table 2. 
Relative to the number of thought units in each negotiation (M = 356.67; SD = 102.85), 
active listening (M = 60.71, SD = 29.31) captured, on average, 17.02% of the negotia-
tion interaction. We performed a lag sequential analysis to assess whether active lis-
tening follows multi-issue offers as a direct subsequent behavior (at lag1) within 
negotiations (Hypothesis 1). To study such behavioral contingencies in dyadic interac-
tions, lag sequential analysis is an established method (Bakeman & Quera, 2011; 
Solomon et  al., 2021). It evaluates whether certain sequences of behaviors happen 
more often than would be expected by chance and are therefore statistically meaning-
ful (e.g., Bakeman & Quera, 2011). We identified statistically significant lag1 
sequences for multi-issue offers (M = 15.29, SD = 9.48) and active listening (z = 10.60, 
p < .001).5 This finding supports Hypothesis 1 predicting that sequential MIO-AL pat-
terns develop within negotiations.

Table 1.  Items Administered in this Study to Obtain a Rapport Measure.

Subscale Item Likert scale

Feelings about 
the process

Did your counterpart consider 
your wishes, opinion or 
needs?

1 = “Not at all”
4 = “Moderately”
7 = “Very much”

Would you characterize the 
negotiation process as fair?

1 = “Not at all”
4 = “Moderately”
7 = “A great deal”

Feelings about 
the relationship

Did the negotiation make you 
trust your counterpart(s)?

1 = “Not at all”
4 = “Moderately”
7 = “A great deal”

How satisfied are you with 
your relationship with your 
counterpart(s) as a result of 
this negotiation?

1 = “Not at all satisfied”
4 = “Moderately satisfied”
7 = “Perfectly satisfied”

Did the negotiation build 
a good foundation for a 
future relationship with your 
counterpart(s)?

1 = “Not at all”
4 = “Moderately”
7 = “A great deal”

What kind of “overall” 
impression did your 
counterpart(s) make on you?

1 = “Extremely negative”
4 = “Neither negative nor positive”
7 = “Extremely positive”

Note. Feelings about the relationship and feelings about the negotiation process make up one overall 
factor, which is called rapport (Curhan et al., 2006) and for which the items were averaged.
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After having established MIO-AL patterns, we recoded our data set across all nego-
tiations such that MIO-AL patterns represented a single behavioral event. To test if 
negotiators that engage more in active listening as a direct response to multi-issue 
offers acquire higher judgment accuracy concerning the other party’s interests 
(Hypothesis 2), we used the Actor Partner Interdependence Model (APIM; Kashy & 
Kenny, 2000; Stas et al., 2018), controlling for gender and the duration of the negotia-
tion (see Figure 1). We assessed expected actor effects of active listening in response 
to multi-issue offers as predictors of individual judgment accuracy scores through 
structural equation modeling. This procedure allowed us to calculate an overall (aver-
age) actor effect to test our hypothesis and to control for potential differences of this 
effect between roles (i.e., buyers vs. sellers; cf. Kenny et al., 2006; Stas et al., 2018). 
The actor effect was not significant, neither for buyers ( β  = −.08, p = .57, 95% CI 
[−0.10, 0.06]), nor for sellers ( β  = −.12, p = .42, 95% CI [−0.16, 0.07]). These effects 
were also not significant when not controlling for gender and the duration of the nego-
tiation, neither for buyers ( β  = .00, p = .98, 95% CI [−0.08, 0.08]), nor for sellers 
( β  = −.07, p = .63, 95% CI [−0.15, 0.09]), thus Hypothesis 2 was not supported.

To assess how subsequent communication processes are affected by MIO-AL pat-
terns (Hypothesis 3), we first recoded priority-related information exchange (i.e., ask-
ing for and providing priority-related information) and multi-issue offers as integrative 
statements. The exchange of positional information (i.e., asking for positional informa-
tion, providing positional information), the provision of additional information, acts of 
substantiation (i.e., substantiation, rejecting substantiation), negative affective reac-
tions, single-issue activity, and threats were recoded as distributive statements (cf. 
Olekalns & Smith, 2003a; Weingart et al., 2004). We performed a lag sequential analy-
sis to identify whether integrative statements are promoted by MIO-AL patterns 
(Hypothesis 3a) and whether distributive statements are inhibited (Hypothesis 3b) as 
subsequent behaviors. As our lag sequential analysis was based on thought units (and 
not on speaking turns), we controlled for occurrences, in which a party continued to 

Figure 1.  Actor and partner effects of active listening on judgment accuracy.
Note. N = 48. Only in 39 dyads both negotiators filled in the estimated pay-off matrices, thus we used 
full information maximum likelihood to increase the power. The overall actor effect (and separate actor 
effects) were not significant either, when using listwise deletion. Seller active listening and buyer active 
listening are measured as the frequencies of active listening as a direct response to a multi-issue offer by 
the other party.
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speak after an instance of active listening. Thus, we calculated whether MIO-AL pat-
terns promote integrative statements and inhibited distributive statements by the other 
party (i.e., the party that made the multi-issue offer and was actively listened to in 
response). We focused our analysis on next (lag1) and next-but-one (lag2) behaviors. In 
line with Hypothesis 3a, MIO-AL patterns (M = 4.85, SD = 5.20) promoted integrative 
statements (M = 14.85, SD = 10.05) at lag1 (z = 21.20, p < .001) and lag2 (z = 6.61, 
p < .001). As MIO-AL patterns were used as the independent variable, we could not 
recode those multi-issue offers that were followed by active listening as an integrative 
statement. Therefore, we ran separate additional lag sequential analyses: MIO-AL pat-
terns promoted further MIO-AL patterns at lag1 (z = 7.85, p < .001) and at lag2 
(z = 8.15, < .001), therefore further supporting Hypothesis 3a. Partly supporting 
Hypothesis 3b, MIO-AL patterns inhibited distributive statements (M = 84.94, 
SD = 42.22) at lag1 (z = -4.45, p < .001), but not at lag2 (z = −0.20, p = .84; see Figure 2). 
Thus, distributive statements were inhibited as directly ensuing behaviors, but not 
affected as next-but-one behavior.

To test Hypothesis 4a, we performed a linear regression analysis, predicting 
joint gains (M = 11,275, SD = 1,443.18) based on MIO-AL patterns, while control-
ling for gender and the duration of the negotiation, F(3,43) = 5.42, p = .003; R2 = .27. 
MIO-AL patterns were positively related to joint gains, β  = .32, t(43) = 2.28, p = .03 
(see Table 3). MIO-AL patterns were also positively related to joint gains without 
controlling for gender and negotiation duration; β  = .41, t(46) = 3.09, p = .003, thus 
supporting Hypothesis 4a.

To test Hypothesis 4b predicting that the use of active listening alone (M = 55.85, 
SD = 27.59) does not positively relate to joint gains, we counted all occurrences of 
active listening that did not follow multi-issue offers and correlated this frequency 
with joint gains (r = −.04). Active listening also followed other behaviors, for instance, 
substantiations, preference- or priority-related information provision. Then we per-
formed an Equivalence test using the TOSTER package in R (Lakens et al., 2018). We 
set the smallest effect size of interest (SESOI) to │r│ = .39 (i.e., ΔL = −.39 and 
ΔU = .39) as this was the smallest effect size that we had sufficient power to detect 

Figure 2.  Lag sequential analyses.
Note. N = 17,120 thought units. Z values larger than 1.96 or smaller than −1.96 indicate a significant 
sequential effect.
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(1- β  = .80). With an actual correlation of r = −.04, the equivalence test was signifi-
cant, p = .006. Thus, we could reject that the true effect is larger than r = .39 or smaller 
than r = −.39, supporting Hypothesis 4b.

To answer Research Question 1, namely whether multi-issue activity that is not fol-
lowed by active listening (M = 10.44, SD = 6.64) relates to joint gains, we performed a 
linear regression analysis, controlling for gender and the duration of the negotiation, 
F(3, 44) = 3.80, p < .05; R2 = .21. Multi-issue offers were not related to joint gains; 
β  = .17, t(43) = 1.13, p = .26. They were also not significantly related to joint gains 
without controlling for gender and negotiation duration; β  = .24, t(46) = 1.67, p = .10.

We performed a linear regression analysis, controlling for gender and duration of 
the negotiation, to test if active listening was related to rapport6 among negotiators 
(Hypothesis 5); F(3, 42) = 5.18, p = .004; R2 = .27 (see Table 4). Unexpectedly, active 
listening was not significantly related to rapport (M = 5.2, SD = 0.8); β  = .15, 
t(43) = 0.94, p = .35, thus Hypothesis 5 was not supported, also not when not control-
ling for gender and negotiation duration; β  = −.13, t(45) = -.86, p = .39.7

Discussion

Most importantly, our results suggest that active listening is beneficial for value cre-
ation in negotiation (i.e., high joint economic outcomes) if applied after multi-issue 
offers because it reinforces integrative statements and inhibits distributive statements 
as direct subsequent behaviors. In contrast, neither multi-issue offers nor active listen-
ing alone improved joint gains. In line with our (preregistered) theory, these novel 
insights help to further develop our understanding of the dynamics between different 
integrative (and other) speech acts in negotiation. These insights provide both 

Table 3.  Linear Regression Analysis Predicting Joint Gains.

Variable B SE Beta (β) t p

Gender 1002.53 418.99 .33 2.39 .02
Duration −1.07 32.47 −.01 −.03 .86
MIO-AL pattern 86.69 38.03 .32 2.28 .03

Note. N = 47. F (3, 43) = 5.42, p = .003, R2 = .27. Gender: 0 = female dyads, 1 = male dyads. Duration was 
measured in minutes.

Table 4.  Linear Regression Analysis Predicting Rapport.

Variable B SE Beta (β) t p

Gender 0.27 0.18 .21 1.50 .14
Duration −0.06 0.02 −.61 −3.64 .001
Active listening .003 .003 .15 0.94 .35

Note. N = 46. F (3, 42) = 5.18, p < .01, R2 = .27. Gender: 0 = female dyads, 1 = male dyads. Duration was 
measured in minutes.
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communication and negotiation research with a level of resolution on intra-negotiation 
dynamics that not only advances theory, but also has the capacity to provide decisive 
and detailed practical advice.

Theoretical Contributions

Generally, our study demonstrated that active listening is a frequent and naturally 
occurring communication technique in business negotiations—on average, active 
listening captured more than 17% of the negotiation interaction. Given this perva-
siveness, it is astonishing that prior research has (mostly) neglected active listening 
when studying negotiation interactions. Our study provides novel theoretical insights 
into the effects of active listening that we will elaborate on in the following.

First, we contribute to active listening theory by refining and testing theoretical 
propositions of active listening models (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959) in the 
context of integrative negotiations. These models propose that active listening posi-
tively affects the understanding of the active listener, the subsequent communica-
tion, and both speaker and listener satisfaction with the conversation and their 
relationship (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959). While prior research found sub-
stantial empirical evidence for relationship outcomes (e.g., Weger et  al., 2010, 
2014), the effect on subsequent communication patterns was so far neglected (cf. 
Itzchakov, 2020; Yip & Fisher, 2022). In this study, we captured the back-and-forth 
talk in interactions to understand the role of active listening in the interaction and to 
test the theoretical claim of active listening models that active listening changes the 
behavior of the speaker (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959). To do so, we integrated 
speech act theory (Schegloff, 2007; Searle, 1969) with active listening models to 
explain the proposed behavioral interpersonal effect. We found evidence that active 
listening can in fact positively affect the subsequent interaction by reinforcing the 
speaker’s prior behavior (i.e., making integrative statements). By contrast, we did 
not find evidence for an intrapersonal and rapport building effect as proposed by 
active listening models (Gordon, 1975; Rogers, 1951, 1959). This could be due to a 
limited power (we will further discuss this possibility in the limitations section). 
Alternatively, negotiations might set a contextual boundary condition for these 
potential beneficial effects of active listening (cf. Itzchakov et al., 2018; Maddux 
et al., 2008). For instance, the potential effect of active listening on rapport in nego-
tiations might also be dependent on the type of statements it follows (further dis-
cussed below).

Second, contrary to prominent recommendations (e.g., Bordone, 2007; Fisher 
& Ury, 1981; Lewicki et al., 2020), the generic use of active listening does not 
seem to be unconditionally beneficial (nor detrimental) for value creation in busi-
ness negotiations. Instead, active listening seems to facilitate value creation only 
at certain—and critical—times in the negotiation interaction. We find first support 
that active listening is beneficial following multi-issue offers. By demonstrating 
facilitating and inhibiting effects of these patterns on the subsequent interaction, 
our findings support and extend a reinforcement perspective regarding the effect 
of active listening (Greenspoon, 1955; D. A. Lieberman, 2012; Schegloff, 1982). 
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The effect of active listening on joint gains seems to be dependent on the behavior 
that it follows and thereby reinforces. Our findings, thus, do not only provide sup-
port for extant communication theory, but also a relevant extension of negotiation 
theory because they can be integrated with research on turning points and in par-
ticular with the current understanding of how negotiators purposefully initiate 
turning points. Turning points are “events or processes that mark passage of a 
negotiation from one stage to the next, signaling progress from earlier to later 
phases” (Druckman et al., 1991, p. 56). Similar to synchronous negotiation behav-
iors (e.g., reciprocated cooperativeness; cf. Druckman & Olekalns, 2013; Olekalns 
& Smith, 2003a), active listening, applied at the right time, might facilitate such 
turning points. By reinforcing the previous behavior, it can shift the subsequent 
interaction toward a mutually beneficial agreement. Future research is clearly 
desirable that looks into other occurrences of active listening and their effect on 
the subsequent interaction and negotiation outcomes. For instance, it would be 
interesting to study whether active listening after distributive statements (e.g., 
provision of positional information or substantiation) has a similar reinforcing 
effect and whether these patterns in turn are detrimental for value creation and, 
thereby, prevent such important turning points to the positive.

Third, based on our findings we can start building a theoretical model of con-
tingent effects of active listening in negotiation. As outlined above, our findings 
indicate that the effect of active listening on value creation is dependent on the 
behavior that it follows. Potentially further supporting the contingent effects of 
active listening, the generic use of active listening (i.e., all occurrences of active 
listening) was not associated with rapport (Hypothesis 5; Baumeister & Leary, 
1995). This could be due to the limited statistical power (further discussed in the 
limitation section), but we also entertain the idea that the effect of active listening 
on rapport is contingent on the behavior that it follows. Specifically, the effects of 
active listening on rapport might be stronger when used after affective statements 
to reflect the other party’s feelings in the listener’s own words (Gordon, 1975; 
Hargie, 2017; Rogers, 1951). In fact, negotiation scholars recommend reflecting 
strong affective reactions (e.g., anger or fear) that are expressed by the other party 
to build rapport and to avoid or deescalate a conflict (Adler et  al., 1998;  
Gray, 2003; Van Hasselt et al., 2008). So far, these recommendations were hardly 
empirically studied in the negotiation context. However, training studies in coun-
seling and social care indicate that reflecting emotions increases perceptions of 
empathy, which facilitate rapport building, decrease resistance, and promote infor-
mation disclosure (Berg & Stone, 1980; Forrester et  al., 2007; Stone & Stein, 
1978). Thus, future research could investigate the effects of active listening after 
affective statements on subsequent, critical behaviors (e.g., information provision) 
and on socio-emotional measures (such as rapport, cf. Curhan et  al., 2006). As 
such, our study is a starting point towards a comprehensive understanding of the 
role of active listening in negotiation. Future research should delineate further 
after which statements active listening is beneficial (or detrimental) for economic 
and socio-emotional outcomes and further test our proposed model of contingent 
effects of active listening in negotiation.
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Fourth, we offer a new answer to the question when and how multi-issue offers posi-
tively affect joint gains (cf. Brett & Thompson, 2016). Our findings suggest that multi-
issue offers facilitate value creation when they are followed by active listening. Then, 
active listening potentially acts as a continuer for integrative statements and thereby also 
inhibits distributive statements as subsequent speech acts. Previous studies have predomi-
nately discussed the mediating role of judgment accuracy and related moderators to 
explain the relationship between multi-issue offers and joint gains (e.g., Brett & 
Thompson, 2016; Pruitt, 1981; Yao et al., 2021). To do so, prior studies identified modera-
tors, such as negotiators’ social value orientation (individualistic vs. cooperative; Liu & 
Wilson, 2011; Olekalns & Smith, 2003b) or their mindset (holistic vs. analytic; Yao et al., 
2021). We contribute to and extend these studies by showing that active listening as a 
communication technique can also strengthen the relationship between multi-issue offers 
and value creation. This is relevant because—other than social value orientation and a 
person’s mindset—active listening is under conscious control of the negotiator and can be 
employed spontaneously in situations when it may help to achieve desired outcomes.

Limitations and Future Research

Our study provides first insights into the effects of active listening in dyadic business 
negotiations. Still, our study has some limitations that may restrict the generalizability 
of our results. First, our study did not find support for an information processing per-
spective (i.e., judgment accuracy, see Hypothesis 2; Bodie et al., 2008; Imhof, 2001) 
regarding the effect of active listening in negotiation. We could also not find support 
for the association of active listening and rapport (Hypothesis 5; Baumeister & Leary, 
1995). This could be due to limited statistical power for the respective statistical tests 
as the sample size for the analysis of Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 5 consists of only 
48 negotiation dyads. In contrast, the statistical power for the analysis of Hypotheses 
1 and 3 relies on the number of thought units (N = 17,120) and should therefore be suf-
ficient (cf. Bakeman & Quera, 2011).

The insignificant finding regarding Hypothesis 2 can also indicate that there is 
no true effect of active listening on judgment accuracy following a multi-issue 
offer. In fact, even though active listening models emphasize an intrapersonal (i.e., 
information processing) and an interpersonal element (showing understanding; 
e.g., Gordon, 1975; Kagan, 2007), the interpersonal element might be more influ-
ential in negotiation (cf. Gearhart & Bodie, 2011). Moreover, the effect of active 
listening on rapport might be contingent on when (i.e., after which statements) 
active listening is used. Further clarifying these relationships would be an interest-
ing endeavor for future research.

Second, our study offers one possible answer to the question when and how multi-
issue offers promote value creation (cf. Brett & Thompson, 2016). In addition to 
studying whether active listening should follow multi-issue offers, future research 
could also consider the timing of multi-issue offers over the course of a negotiation (cf. 
Adair & Brett, 2005). Multi-issue offers early in a conversation might actually be seen 
as distributive, rather than integrative, if parties did not exchange preference- and 
priority-related information first.
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Third, we cannot generalize our findings to all cultural settings. In our study, we 
used a German-speaking sample. However, we do not know whether back-channeling 
and paraphrasing might have different effects in other cultural contexts. For instance, 
back-channeling is understood as a sign of attentiveness in Nordic cultures (e.g., 
Sweden), but it can also be interpreted as a sign of agreement in Hispanic cultures 
(e.g., Spain; Fant, 1989). Therefore, it is, for instance, not clear whether we can find a 
reinforcing effect of active listening in all cultural settings. Future research is needed 
to explore and compare contingent effects of active listening in negotiation in different 
cultural settings.

Practical Implications

Our study has two specific practical implications for the use of active listening in inte-
grative negotiations: First, practitioners should use active listening after the other 
party made a multi-issue offer to generally reinforce cooperativeness in the negotia-
tion and to facilitate value creation. Second, they should be aware that using active 
listening generically (i.e., at any time in the negotiation) does not automatically facili-
tate (nor does it hamper) value creation in negotiations.

Conclusion

Active listening is a widely recommended communication technique in integrative 
negotiations. However, our study suggests that the generic use of active listening is not 
necessarily beneficial (nor detrimental) for economic negotiation outcomes. Instead, 
active listening likely reinforces integrative statements and inhibits distributive state-
ments as subsequent speech acts following multi-issue offers. These MIO-AL pat-
terns, in turn, can facilitate value creation and, ultimately, agreements that maximize 
all parties’ economic outcomes.

Appendix A

Data Transparency

Table A1.  Data Transparency Table.

Variables used in this study Published paper #1 Published paper #2

Multi-issue offer X (X)a

Active listening (X)a

MIO-AL pattern (X)a

Asking for priority-related information X  
Providing priority-related information X  
Asking for preference-related 

information
X  

(continued)
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Appendix B

Negotiation Task

The data used for this study were part of a larger dataset gathered by Hüffmeier et al. 
(2019). We used all 48 fully functioning videotaped solo-on-solo negotiations of the 
first round from the related experiment, which employed an integrative negotiation 
task (adapted from Thompson et  al., 1996, see the payoff-matrix below). The task 
comprised eight issues and participants were randomly assigned to the role of either 
buyer or seller in same-sex dyads. They negotiated about the procurement of pumps 
(including production, delivery, and setup of the pumps) for building a thermal cracker 
in Oman. Negotiators had to engage in logrolling (for two pairs of issues) and recog-
nize two compatible issues to achieve high joint gains (see the payoff-matrix below). 
Participants negotiated on average 24.43 min. The 96 participating negotiators (65 
men, 31 women) were undergraduate students from different study cohorts of a major 
German university. They participated as part of their management coursework and 
they were informed that their performance would influence their course grade. Because 
of the large size of the course and the strict randomization we realized, it is unlikely 

Variables used in this study Published paper #1 Published paper #2

Providing preference-related 
information

X  

Asking for positional information  
Providing positional information  
Providing additional information  
Substantiation  
Rejecting substantiation  
Negative affective reaction  
Single-issue offer  
Threat  
Integrative statement  
Distributive statement  
Joint gains X X
Judgment accuracy X  
Rapport X  
Duration X X
Gender X X

Note. For published paper #1 only information exchange and offers were coded. For published paper #2 
only nine videotaped negotiations of the dataset were coded. In our present study, we coded the entire 
interactions of the 48 videotaped negotiations again with a comprehensive coding scheme, comprising 47 
behavioral codes (see Jäckel et al., 2022).
aFor published paper #2 multi-issue offers, active listening, and MIO-AL patterns were coded in only nine 
videotaped negotiations of the used dataset.

Table A1.  (continued)
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that participants had already built rapport with each other prior to meeting for the 
negotiation. Still, there is a possibility that a minority of the participants that negoti-
ated with each other might had known each other.

Table B1.  Payoff-Matrix.

Score 
buyer

Score 
seller

Score 
buyer

Score 
seller

Price Transfer of risk and 
shipping costs

 

7,500,000€ 2,400 0 CIP Yibal 0 −6,000
7,600,000€ 1,800 600 CIF Mina al-Fahal, Maskar −1,500 −4,500
7,700,000€ 1,200 1,200 CFR Mina al-Fahal, 

Maskar
−3,000 −3,000

7,800,000€ 600 1,800 FOB Genua −4,500 −1,500
7,900,000€ 0 2,400 EXW −6,000 0
Payment conditions  
0% at time of contract 

conclusion / 0% on delivery 
/ 100% after acceptance

800 0 Included inspections 1,600 0

  4 inspections included  
0% / 50% / 50% 600 800 3 inspections included 1,200 1,000
10% / 30% / 60% 400 1,600 2 inspections included 800 2,000
10% / 40% / 50% 200 2,400 1 inspection included 400 3,000
30% / 30% / 40% 0 3,200 no inspections included 0 4,000
Date of delivery Maintenance agreement  
October 15 4,000 0 24 months 0 3,200
October 29 3,000 400 18 months 200 2,400
November 12 2,000 800 12 months 400 1,600
November 26 1,000 1,200 6 months 600 800
December 10 0 1,600 no maintenance included 800 0
Portion of companies from 

Oman participating in the 
installation of the pumps

Supplier of connection 
pipes

 

100% 0 0 Tuyanterie Francois 
Marchand SA (France)

−2,400 −2,400

75% 300 300 Smithson Pipe Systems 
Inc. (USA)

−1,800 −1,800

50% 600 600 Tubos Rocco Roletti SA 
(Italy)

−1,200 −1,200

25% 900 900 Rohrsysteme Vulkan 
GmbH (Germany)

−600 −600

0% 1,200 1,200 MacCogan Pipes PLC 
(UK)

0 0

Note. The negotiation task was adapted from Thompson et al. (1996). For more information see the 
supplementary file by Hüffmeier et al. (2019).
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Notes

1.	 We will not test the relationship between judgment accuracy and joint gains because it has 
already been tested in an earlier study that gathered and analyzed the data we use for the 
current study (cf. Hüffmeier et al., 2019). The authors did not find a relationship between 
judgment accuracy and joint gains.

2.	 To adequately test this hypothesis, we performed an equivalence test using the TOSTER 
package in R (Lakens et al., 2018; for details, see the method section).

3.	 Due to uneven numbers, there was one mixed dyad. When controlling for gender, we 
excluded this dyad from our analyses.

4.	 Only the following two (out of four) items of the feelings about the process subscale were 
used in the study by Hüffmeier et al. (2019): “Did your counterpart consider your wishes, 
opinion or needs?” and “Would you characterize the negotiation process as fair?”. All four 
items of the feelings about the relationship subscale were used (see Table 1).

5.	 Addressing a comment by a reviewer, we checked whether all occurrences of active listen-
ing by one party followed multi-issue offers by the other party. This was the case for all 
MIO-AL sequences (N = 231).

6.	 One dyad did not fill in the SVI scale (questionnaire), which was therefore excluded from 
the respective analysis.

7.	 As stage models of negotiation suggest that rapport is predominantly built in the first stage 
of a negotiation (e.g., Adair & Brett, 2005), we additionally studied (in an analysis that 
was not preregistered) the relationship of active listening in the first 5 min and potentially 
resulting rapport, using a thin slice approach (cf. Curhan & Pentland, 2007). Active lis-
tening in the first 5 min (M = 15.49, SD = 7.00) was not significantly related to rapport; 
β  = −.04, t(45) = −0.25, p = .80, also not when controlling for gender and negotiation dura-

tion; β  = .04, t(42) = 0.26, p = .79.
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