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TheThe natural effort of every individual to better his own condition, when suffered to exert 

itselfitself with freedom and security, is so powerful a principle, that it is alone, and without 

anyany assistance, not only capable of carrying on the society to wealth and prosperity, but to 

surmountingsurmounting a hundred impertinent obstructions with which the folly of human laws too 

oftenoften encumbers its operations. 

(Smith,(Smith, 1776/1976, p. 540). 

TwoTwo are better than one, because they have a good reward for their toil For if they fall, one 

willwill  lift  up his fellow; but woe to him who is alone when he falls and has not another to lift 

himhim up And though a man might prevail against one who is alone, two will 

withstandwithstand him. A threefold cord is not quickly broken. 

(Ecclesiastes(Ecclesiastes 4:9-12) 
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Chapterr  1 

Ann Introductio n and an Overview of the Goals of 

thi ss Dissertation 

Muchh of what we do happens in groups, such as families, sports teams and 

groupss of friends. This is also true for work situations. Especially in the last two 

decades,, organizations have placed an increasing emphasis on team-based work 

(Hackman,, 1998; Ilgen, 1999; Jewell & Siegall, 1990; Wagner & Hollenbeck, 2001). 

Teamss are popular for various reasons. First, they usually bring more, and more 

diverse,, resources to bear on a task than a single individual could. Second, teams 

aree believed to be more flexible in the use of those resources: When some 

memberss are temporarily unavailable, others can take over their work (Hackman, 

1998).. Third, teamwork can save time, because production becomes more efficient 

whenn activities that were formerly performed sequentially by individuals, can 

noww be performed concurrently in teams (West, Borrill , & Unsworth, 1998). 

Fourth,, teamwork is believed to stimulate innovation: Bringing diverse 

individualss with diverse ideas together might stimulate a cross-fertilization of 

thosee ideas (West et alv 1998). Fifth, and finally, teamwork is believed to increase 

employees'' motivation and organizational commitment (Tjosvold, 1991). 

Notwithstandingg this long list of possible benefits, there are also several 

downsidess to teamwork. Something that is often seen as a negative aspect of 

teamworkk is that it inevitably involves conflict between collaborating individuals 

overr divergent interests and preferences. For instance, team members can 

experiencee conflicts about what they believe each member's responsibilities are, 

aboutt the distribution of resources like time, space, and money, about the best 

strategiess for approaching tasks, and about proper norms and values. These 

conflictss can be dealt with in various ways (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). The conflict 

partiess can independently decide to retreat, to engage in a struggle, or they can 
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engagee in tacit coordination, in which case they accommodate to each other 

withoutt a discussion. The parties may also decide to involve a third party to 

makee the decision for them (arbitration). However, the most popular way to deal 

withh disagreements is to negotiate about them. Negotiation is the joint decision-

makingg process in which parties communicate about what each shall give and 

takee (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). Negotiating is such a popular procedure because 

itt is less costly and dangerous than engaging in harsh struggle, because it is less 

clumsyy than having to coordinate tacitly, and because it often is less expensive 

thann having a third party make the decision. 

Itt is important to identify which variables affect group negotiations, 

becausee the course and the outcomes of these negotiations can have very real and 

far-fetchingg effects on team members, on entire teams, and on organizations as a 

whole.. These effects can be immediate, for instance when destructive negotiation 

processess lead to sub-optimal outcomes, which implies financial loss to 

organizationss involved. However, the effects of negotiation might also manifest 

themselvess in the long run, when negotiation processes and outcomes affect the 

interpersonall  climate in the team and the team's subsequent performance. 

Althoughh negotiations are a very pervasive aspect of group work, 

researcherss have largely ignored group negotiation. Rather, our knowledge about 

negotiationn processes and outcomes is almost entirely based on research 

concerningg dyadic (two-person) negotiations. This is unfortunate, because group 

negotiationn involves greater procedural, informational, social and strategic 

complexityy than dyadic negotiation. Accordingly, this dissertation is concerned 

withh group negotiation, and the research reported herein considers what makes 

groupp negotiation more or less effective and how group negotiation affects 

furtherr group functioning and performance. 

Onee variable that has been identified as an important determinant of 

negotiationn processes and outcomes in dyads is social motive - a negotiator's 

preferencess for distributions of outcomes between oneself and interdependent 

otherss (McClintock, 1972; McClintock, 1976; Messick & McClintock, 1968). 

Althoughh a variety of social motives may be distinguished, negotiation research 

typicallyy distinguishes between a prosocial motive, aimed at seeking good 

outcomess for oneself as well as for other group members, and an egoistic motive, 
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aimedd at seeking good outcomes for oneself only (De Dreu, Weingart & Kwon, 

2000;; McClintock, 1976). Prosocial negotiators have been shown to have a 

strongerr tendency to develop interpersonal trust and to engage in integrative 

behaviorss including the exchange of information about preferences and priorities, 

logrolling,, and the cooperative creation of value. As a result, negotiators with a 

prosociall  motive are likely to reach integrative agreements providing high joint 

gain.. In contrast, egoistically motivated negotiators have a stronger tendency to 

engagee in distributive behaviors including competitive claiming, the use of threats 

andd punitive capabilities, and the communication of persuasive arguments and 

positionall  commitments. As a result, they are unlikely to reach integrative 

agreementss (De Dreu, Giebels, & van de Vliert, 1998; De Dreu et al., 2000; 

Tjosvold,, 1982; Tjosvold & Deemer, 1980; Weingart, Bennett, & Brett, 1993). 

Twoo studies have been published that investigated the effects of social 

motivess in group negotiations, but these studies revealed weak effect sizes and 

inconclusivee findings (Gillespie, Brett, & Weingart, 2000; Weingart et al., 1993). In 

orderr to establish the robustness of these effects, and to gain insight in the 

processess leading to these effects, they have to be replicated in an independent 

study.. This is the first goal of this dissertation, which was central to the study 

reportedd in Chapter 3. 

Thee second goal of this dissertation was to investigate the interplay of 

sociall  motives with structural and procedural variables present in small group 

negotiations.. Leading theoretical accounts of mixed-motive decision making and 

negotiationn such as Interdependence Theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Rusbult & 

Vann Lange, 1996), Goal-Expectation Theory (Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977) and the 

Combinationn of Contributions Framework (Hinsz, Tindale & Vollrath, 1997) all 

explicitlyy view small group behavior and performance as the interactive product 

off  structural, procedural and motivational variables. Nevertheless, prior research 

onn small group negotiation has mainly focused on main effects, ignoring possible 

importantt interactions of social motives with structural and procedural variables. 

Accordingly,, this dissertation aimed to improve our understanding of group 

negotiationn by examining both main and interaction effects of group members' 

sociall  motives, the structure of the negotiation task, and the group's decision rule 
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onn negotiation behavior and outcomes. The experiment reported in Chapter 4 

wass designed to address this goal. 

Thee two goals of this dissertation that were discussed in the above were 

bothh directed at increasing our knowledge on how social motives affect what 

happenss during group negotiation. Although most group negotiations do not 

occurr in isolation, but instead take place in teams that have to engage in future 

tasks,, only one study (O'Connor & Arnold, 2001) has investigated the aftermath 

off  negotiation, but this study again focused on dyads. Moreover, this study did 

nott consider post-negotiation performance, but rather investigated perceptions, 

emotionss and behavioral intentions. 

Thee third goal of this dissertation was, therefore, to further our 

knowledgee about what happens to group performance after groups negotiated. In 

Chapterr 5, two experiments are presented to address this goal. The first 

experimentt reported in Chapter 5 tested the effects of social motives during 

negotiationn on post-negotiation group performance, and the second tested how 

sociall  motives interact with post-negotiation task type to affect group 

performance. . 

Thee final chapter of this dissertation provides an overview of the main 

conclusionss that can be derived from the research reported herein, and also 

highlightss the main contributions of this program of research. In the next chapter, 

II  wil l elaborate on the goals of this dissertation presented in the above. 



Chapterr  2 

Thee Effects of Social Motives on Negotiation and 

Post-Negotiationn Performance in Small Groups 

Inn this Chapter, I wil l introduce the traditional dominant theoretical paradigm 

thatt has guided negotiation research, outline the main methodology used in that 

research,, and discuss some limitations of the traditional paradigm. Thereafter, I 

wil ll  elaborate on the goals of this dissertation that were presented in Chapter 1. 

Too do so, I wil l first discuss critical differences between dyadic and small group 

negotiation.. Second, I wil l introduce the concept of social motives. In the 

literature,, many different intrapersonal, interpersonal, and situational factors that 

cann elicit different social motives have been investigated. I wil l present an 

overvieww of these factors and discuss their effects in mixed motive situations 

usingg the concept of transformation of motivation developed in Interdependence 

Theoryy (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978), and summarize results of studies about the 

effectss of social motives in dyadic negotiations. Third, I wil l explain why it is 

importantt to investigate the aftermath of group negotiation. Finally, I wil l 

summarizee the above and give an outline of this dissertation. 

Thee Negotiation Paradigm 

Mixed-Motiv ee Interdependence 

Thee rewards, such as money, time, food, pleasure, and enjoyment, and costs, such 

ass pain, sadness, guilt, and regret, we experience in our daily lives often not only 

dependd on our own behavior, but on the behavior of others as well (Kelley & 

Thibaut,, 1978; Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). When 

behavingg in a certain way entails rewards for an individual as well as for his or 
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herr interaction partner(s), the interacting individuals are positively (or 

cooperatively)) interdependent (i.e., they "sink or swim together"). When behaving 

inn a certain way entails rewards for an individual and costs to his or her 

interact ionn par tner ts), the interacting indiv iduals are negatively (or 

competitively)) interdependent. In this situation, they can only gain rewards at 

eachh other's expense (i.e., when one of them sinks, the others swim and vice 

versa). . 

Feww social interactions take the form of these "extreme" situations (Davis, 

Laughlin,, & Komorita, 1976). Rather, the interdependence structure most 

frequentlyy encountered is more complicated in that it involves a combination of 

thee above two types of interdependence. These situations are referred to in the 

literaturee as mixed-motive interdependence (Schelling, 1960). In mixed-motive 

interdependence,, whether an individual wil l experience rewards or costs 

dependss on the combination of his or her own behavior and the interaction 

partner'ss behavior. 

Thibautt and Kelley (1959) used matrices to represent the outcomes that 

differentt behavioral options have to interaction partners.1 Following their matrix 

approach,, we can represent a mixed-motive interdependence situation using an 

examplee of two team members, Lisa and John, who work together on a project 

andd have to prepare an important presentation for their company (see Figure 1). 

Lisaa and John can choose whether they wil l prepare for the presentation 

(cooperativee choice) or whether they wil l not prepare for the presentation (non-

cooperativee choice). The figure shows how the outcomes of Lisa (see the upper-

11 These matrices should not be seen as literal representations of the cognitions, motivations 

andd emotions individuals have in interaction situations, since it is "unlikely that 

individualss conceptualize or experience interaction in terms of numerical values arrayed in 

matrices""  (Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996, pp. 566). Of course, typical interdependence 

structuress within complex interaction situations are far more complicated than can be 

representedd in a simple 2x2 matrix. Therefore, a matrix should be seen as a parsimonious 

tooll  for representing "the essential features of a specific interaction phenomenon" (Rusbult 

&&  Van Lange, 1996, pp. 566). 
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rightt corner of each quadrant) and John (see the lower-left corner of each 

quadrant)) depend on the behavior they both enact. 

Lisa a 
don't t 

preparee prepare 

prepare e 

John n 

don't t 
prepare e 

Figuree 1. Example of a situation characterized by mixed-motive interdependence. 

Whenn both Lisa and John choose not to prepare for the presentation, the 

presentationn wil l go badly, which entails negative outcomes to both (represented 

byy the number "-5"). If one of them (e.g., Lisa) chooses to prepare for the 

presentation,, whereas the other (e.g., John) does not, this yields favorable 

outcomess (i.e., 15) to the uncooperative team member John who can relax while 

still,, the presentation wil l go reasonably well. However, it yields extremely 

unfavorablee outcomes (i.e., -10) to the cooperative team member Lisa, because she 

iss suckered into preparing for the presentation all by herself. Finally, if both team 

memberss choose to prepare for the presentation, they wil l each have an outcome 

off  10 points. This clearly is less favorable than the 15 points representing not 

preparingg while one's partner does the work, but also much better than the -5 

pointss representing failure for both caused by mutual non-cooperation. 
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AA Theory-Based Research Paradigm for  Negotiation 

Likee the above example, negotiation is a mixed-motive situation, because it 

involvess both incentives for non-cooperation (i.e., seeking an agreement that is 

beneficiall  for oneself) and incentives for cooperation (i.e., agreement is better than 

noo agreement). Much of the early research examining behavior in such mixed-

motivee situations was based on studies investigating the kind of choices 

individualss make in highly formalized experimental games (Rubin & Brown, 

1975),, based on mathematical models of rational decision making (Luce & Raiffa, 

1957).. In these experiments, participants are confronted with an interdependent 

situationn similar to the one in the example of Lisa and John who had to prepare 

forr a presentation. In this situation, both interaction partners are assumed to 

knoww each other's preference patterns (Luce & Raiffa, 1957), but without 

knowingg the other's choice, each party has to choose either to cooperate or to 

defect. . 

Althoughh research using these matrix games generated much knowledge 

regardingg behavior in mixed motive situations (Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977; Van 

Lange,, Agnew, Harinck & Steemers, 1997a), theories about the impact of 

negotiatorr tactics (Schelling, 1960; Walton & McKersie, 1965) raised some 

criticismm about this methodology. The critique focused on two main aspects 

(Harinck,, 2001). First, in most mixed-motive situations occurring in real life, 

interactionn partners do not have full information regarding each other's 

preferencee patterns. Moreover, in real life, interaction partners can influence each 

otherr by communicating, discussing their preferences, flattering or threatening 

eachh other. In contrast, in matrix games, interaction partners can only influence 

onee another by the irreversible behavioral choices they make. 

Too deal with the criticism of the matrix game approach, researchers 

developedd a methodology that is less formal and which leaves more room for the 

interpersonall  processes characteristic of negotiation. In this paradigm, two parties 

aree treated as independent decision makers who have to resolve a divergence of 

interestt by negotiating. In the negotiation, they are aiming to maximize their self-

interest.. Possible past or future interactions between the parties are usually not 

considered.. The causal sequence in this paradigm can be described as follows: 

Conditionss that are present at the time of the negotiation affect certain 
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psychologicall  states (such as the negotiators' motives, perceptions, and 

cognitions).. These psychological states directly impact the negotiation outcomes. 

Outcomess are also affected indirectly, via the negotiation strategies and tactics 

thatt the negotiators choose (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). 

Researchh guided by this dominant theoretical paradigm has used so-

calledd negotiation games as its main methodology. Negotiation games are 

stripped-downn simulations of real life negotiation (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993), in 

whichh (most often two) parties are confronted with one to five negotiation items, 

orr "issues". In a negotiation about a car sale, these issues might for example be the 

pricee of the car, its delivery time, the number of months that a warranty wil l be 

given,, and the number of accessories the car wil l be equipped with. Each of the 

negotiatorss receives a "profit schedule" in which he or she can see how much each 

possiblee agreement wil l pay off. An example of these profit schedules is given in 

Tablee 1. The buyer is given the upper profit schedule, while the seller is given the 

lowerr schedule. 

Forr each negotiation issue, there are five levels on which the two parties 

cann form an agreement. For example, concerning the price of the car, the parties 

havee to decide whether it wil l be $3000, $3250, $3500, $3750 or $4000. Next to each 

pricee level, negotiators can read how profitable this price level is in terms of their 

individuall  outcomes, represented by points. Thus, a price of $3250 would yield 

individuall  outcomes of 150 to the buyer and 25 to the seller. 

Individuall  pay-offs, or outcomes, are negatively correlated, such that in 

thee above example, a higher price wil l yield better outcomes for the seller than for 

thee buyer, whereas a shorter delivery time wil l yield better outcomes to the buyer 

thann to the seller. However, in many negotiation games, the outcomes of the two 

negotiatorss are not perfectly negatively correlated. Instead, these games often 

havee integrative potential, in that one individual's gains do not equal the other's 

losses.. Both parties can achieve relatively high outcomes when they trade off 

lossess on issues that are relatively unimportant for them for gains on very 

importantt issues. In the above example, the price of the car and the number of 

accessoriess are the most important issues for the buyer, whereas delivery time 

andd warranty are the most important issues for the seller. Therefore, the buyer 

couldd trade off gains on price and number of accessories for losses on delivery 
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timee and warranty, whereas the reverse is true for the seller. This behavior is 

calledd logrolling (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). 

Tablee 1. Example of payoff schedules in a negotiation game for a car buyer 

(upperr pannel) and seller (lower pannel). 

Buyers'' profit schedule 

Price e 

$3000 0 

$3250 0 

$3500 0 

$3750 0 

$4000 0 

Seller's s 

Price e 

$3000 0 

$3250 0 

$3500 0 

$3750 0 

$4000 0 

200 0 

150 0 

100 0 

50 0 

0 0 

Delivery y 

11 week 

22 weeks 

33 weeks 

44 weeks 

55 weeks 

profitt schedule 

0 0 

25 5 

50 0 

75 5 

100 0 

Delivery y 

11 week 

22 weeks 

33 weeks 

44 weeks 

55 weeks 

Time e 

100 0 

75 5 

50 0 

25 5 

0 0 

Time e 

0 0 

50 0 

100 0 

150 0 

200 0 

Warranty y 

11 month 

22 months 

33 months 

44 months 

55 months 

Warranty y 

11 month 

22 months 

33 months 

44 months 

55 months 

0 0 

20 0 

40 0 

60 0 

80 0 

400 0 

300 0 

200 0 

100 0 

0 0 

Numberr of 

Accessories s 

11 0 

22 100 

33 200 

44 300 

55 400 

Numberr of 

Accessories s 

11 80 

22 60 

33 40 

44 20 

55 0 

Inn the example presented in the above, logrolling would lead the negotiators to 

agreee on a price of $3000, a delivery time of five weeks, a one month warranty 

andd five accessories. This agreement would yield an individual pay-off of 600 to 

eachh negotiator, resulting in joint outcomes of 1200. A compromise solution, in 

whichh the parties split the differences between them equally, e.g., a price of $3500, 
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aa delivery time of three weeks, a three months warranty and three accessories, 

wouldd yield individual outcomes of only 390 to each negotiator, which would 

resultt in the much lower joint outcome of 780. When an agreement would be 

formedd that favored one of the negotiators, for example a price of $4000, a 

deliveryy time of five weeks, one month warranty and one accessory, this would 

yieldd individual outcomes of 780 to that negotiator (in this case, the seller), while 

thee other one would have an individual outcome of zero. Thus, we can conclude 

thatt in the situation where negotiators form a compromise agreement or a win-

losee agreement that favors one negotiator, joint outcomes are lower than when 

theyy form an integrative agreement by engaging in logrolling. 

Althoughh research guided by the dominant theoretical paradigm has 

yieldedd much knowledge regarding negotiation in general and about the factors 

thatt stimulate integrative negotiation in particular, it is overly simplistic in 

variouss ways (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). First of all, the dominant theoretical 

paradigmm has overlooked the fact that many negotiations do not take place in 

dyadicc settings, but rather take place in groups containing multiple parties, each 

withh its own interests and preferences. Although adding parties and profit 

scheduless can quite easily expand the research paradigm to a multiparty 

situation,, only a very small number of studies have done so (for exceptions see 

Gillespiee et al., 2000; Mannix, Thompson, & Bazerman, 1989; Polzer, Mannix, & 

Neale,, 1998; Thompson, Mannix, & Bazerman, 1988; Weingart et al., 1993). This is 

unfortunate,, because it allows for the possibility that findings based on dyadic 

negotiationss may not be generalizable to groups (Kramer, 1991). 

AA second limitation of the dominant theoretical paradigm noted by Pruitt 

andd Carnevale (1993) is that it fails to take into account that negotiators do not 

alwayss aim to maximize their self-interest. Instead, research has shown that 

negotiatorss can be egoistically motivated, and aim to seek good outcomes for 

themselvess only, but they can also be prosocially motivated, and aim to seek 

goodd outcomes for themselves as well as for other parties (De Dreu et al, 2000; 

McClintock,, 1976). These differences in negotiators' social motives affect 

negotiationn processes and outcomes (De Dreu et al., 2000). A third limitation to 

thee dominant theoretical paradigm is that it has failed to recognize the 

consequencess of negotiations for further performance. Thus, the question of what 
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happenss when the negotiation is over and parties resume their normal tasks, has 

remainedd unanswered. 

Thee three limitations to the dominant paradigm discussed in the above 

havee inspired the research reported in this dissertation. I wil l address these 

limitationss in the following sections, starting with the differences between dyadic 

andd group negotiations. 

Differencess Between Dyadic and Group Negotiations 

Reviewss of the differences between dyadic and group negotiations all stress the 

greaterr complexity of the latter (Bazerman, Curhan, Moore, & Valley, 2000; 

Kramer,, 1991; Levine & Moreland, 1990; Mannix, 1993b; Mannix et al., 1989; 

Moreland,, Hogg, & Hains, 1994; Neale & Bazerman, 1991; Thompson et al., 1988). 

Groupp negotiations are more complex for several reasons. First, group 

negotiationn is more complex than dyadic negotiation from a social point of view. 

Groupp dynamical processes and phenomena, like cohesiveness, social influence, 

andd groupthink (Janis, 1972) play an important role in groups whereas they do 

not,, or less so, in dyads (Kramer, 1991). 

Second,, while dyadic negotiations may already have a complicated 

structuree in terms of the payoffs different agreements yield to the two parties, 

groupp negotiations leave even more room for structural complexities. Dyadic 

multi-issuee negotiations may contain fixed-sum issues, in which parties' 

preferencess are opposed and one party's gains equal the other's losses; win-lose 

issues,, in which parties' preferences are completely opposed and there is no 

possibilityy for a compromise; common value issues, in which parties' preferences 

aree identical; or integrative issues, in which parties have opposed preferences on 

twoo or more issues but the issues differ in how important they are for the two 

parties.. While all these possibilities also exist in group negotiations, group 

negotiationss have the additional feature that a negotiator may have identical 

preferencess as another party on a certain issue, while his or her preferences for 

thatt issue are diametrically opposed to the preferences of a third negotiator. Thus, 

inn group negotiations, the bargaining space (e.g., the set of logically possible 
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agreements)) usually is larger than in dyadic negotiations, and this makes group 

negotiationss computationally more complex (Kramer, 1991). 

Third,, Neale and Bazerman (1991) argue that because of this greater 

informationall  and computational complexity, negotiators have an even greater 

needd to simplify the cognitive demands of the task in a group negotiation than 

theyy already have in a dyadic negotiation. Therefore, they may fall prey to 

heuristicss and biases like the availability heuristic (Argote, Seabright & Dyer, 

1986),, overconfidence in their own assessment of the situation (Boje & 

Murnighan,, 1982) and the fixed-pie perception (Thompson & Hastie, 1990) even 

moree easily than in a two-person negotiation. Based on this, Neale and Bazerman 

draww the pessimistic conclusion that negotiators are less likely to find mutually 

optimall  agreements when they negotiate in a group setting than in a dyadic 

settingg (Bazerman et al, 2000; Neale & Bazerman, 1991). 

Fourth,, procedural complexity is greater in negotiating groups than in 

dyads.. This greater procedural complexity manifests itself in several ways. For 

one,, exchanging information, a process central to negotiation (Schulz & Pruitt, 

1978),, becomes more difficult when there are more people to communicate with. 

Moreover,, while in a dyadic negotiation, the conditions that define an agreement 

aree quite obvious (e.g., both parties have to agree), this is not the case in group 

negotiations,, where it is much less clear what constitutes an agreement (e.g., do 

alll  group members have to agree, or only a majority, or a two-third's majority?). 

Therefore,, in group negotiations, there is a greater need for formalized 

proceduress such as decision rules (e.g., majority rule, unanimity rule), rules of 

orderr (e.g., voting procedures, agenda setting), and norms (distribution norms 

likee equality or equity). 

Fifth,, and finally, group negotiations are more complex from a strategic 

pointt of view. Choosing between different negotiation strategies is more difficult 

inn group negotiations, because the way in which one behaves to one group 

memberr is often visible to other group members. Therefore, negotiators in 

multipartyy situations should not only think about how the person to whom a 

certainn behavior is directed wil l react, but also about the reactions of others who 

observee it (Kramer, 1991). This observation, together with the structural and 

decisionn rule issues noted above, points to one of the most striking strategic 
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differencess between dyadic and group negotiation, namely the possibility to form 

alliancess or coalitions with certain others to the exclusion of some others 

(Bazermann et al., 2000; Mannix, 1993a, 1993b; Neale & Bazerman, 1991). A 

coalitionn can be defined as "any subset of a group that pools its resources or 

unitess as a single voice to determine a decision for the entire group" (Murnighan 

&&  Brass, 1991, p. 285). As such, coalition formation can be seen as an instance of 

self-interested,, distributive behavior that is unique to group negotiation. 

Thee above overview has shown that there are several important 

differencess between dyadic and group negotiations. As the growing importance 

off  teamwork in organizations makes group negotiations more prevalent, it 

becomess critical to go beyond studying dyadic negotiation and to start studying 

groupp negotiations. In this dissertation, I wil l focus especially on the effects that 

sociall  motives have on group negotiation processes and outcomes and on post-

negotiationn group functioning and performance. In the next section, I wil l explain 

whatt social motives are, where they come from, and what role they play in 

mixed-motivee situations like negotiation. 

Sociall  Motives 

Transformationn of Motivation 

Too explain mixed-motive interdependence, earlier in this chapter I gave the 

examplee of two team members, Lisa and John, who could decide to prepare for a 

jointt presentation or not (see Figure 1). What wil l each team member do in this 

situation?? From the individual perspective of a team member, it makes sense not 

too prepare for the presentation. The team member does not know what the other 

wil ll  do, and being cooperative not only makes it impossible that he or she wil l 

attainn the very favorable outcome of 15 points, it also makes him or her 

vulnerablee to exploitation by the other (i.e., - 10 points). Thus, if Lisa and John 

wouldd base their choice on immediate self-interest they would both choose not to 

cooperate,, and they would end up in the -5 / -5 cell. 

Althoughh the above analysis makes sense, observing mixed-motive 

interactionn in real-life situations teaches us that individuals do not always make 
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thee non-cooperative choice. Instead, people often cooperate: Team members 

preparee for presentations together, co-workers demonstrate extra-role helping 

behavior,, and many of us donate to charity. In other words, individuals 

sometimess forego the opportunity of achieving what is in their direct self-interest. 

Howw can these cooperative choices be explained? 

Accordingg to Interdependence Theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978), the 

behaviorall  options interaction partners choose partially depend on the objective 

featuress of the interaction situation, and partially, and probably more 

importantly,, depend on the way individuals perceive the situation. Based on their 

values,, norms, preferences, prior experiences, or habits, individuals transform, or 

redefine,, the objective situation (i.e., the "given" matrix), and then act on the basis 

off  the outcomes in this subjective situation (i.e., the "effective" matrix). This 

transformationn process can explain why individuals do not always make selfish 

choices.. When Lisa in the previous example believes or feels that not her own 

outcomess alone are important, but John's outcomes as well, she would pay 

attentionn to the total, instead of her own outcomes (this is referred to as a 

Maxjointt transformation, Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996). This transformation of the 

givenn matrix can be represented by simply adding up the values in the cells (see 

Figuree 2). 

Thee figure shows that this transformation has rendered the choice for 

howw to behave relatively simple: When Lisa now chooses to prepare for the 

presentation,, this wil l yield her an outcome of either 5 or 20 points, dependent on 

whatt John does. However, choosing not to work wil l yield an outcome of either 5 

orr -10 points, again dependent on what John does. If Lisa does not know what 

Johnn wil l do (e.g., there is a 50-50 chance that John wil l prepare for the 

presentationn or not), it is now "logical" for her to choose to prepare for the 

presentation,, because this has a higher expected value (0.5 x 5 + 0.5 x 20 = 12.5) f 

thann choosing not to prepare for the presentation (0.5 x 5 + 0.5 x -10 = -2.5). 
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Lisa a 

prepare e 

prepare e 

John n 

don't t 
prepare e 

don't t 
prepare e 

20 0 

5 5 

5 5 

-10 0 

Figuree 2. A Maxjoint transformation. 

Thee "given" situation can be transformed in various ways. In outcome 

transformations,transformations, individuals take into account their own outcomes and the 

outcomess of their interaction partners. In transpositional transformations, 

individualss take the strategic temporal features of the interaction situation into 

accountt (e.g., "Should I be the first to act or should I wait until the other acts?"). 

Therefore,, this type of transformation only applies to situations where the 

interactionn partners behave in alteration rather than simultaneously (see, for 

example,, the coordination-games studied by De Best-Waldhober, De Dreu, & Van 

Knippenberg,, 2001). In sequential transformations, individuals take into account the 

sequencee of behavioral choices that they will enact (e.g., "If the other does this, I 

wil ll  do this"). Since outcome transformations are the most relevant for the current 

overview,, I wil l focus on this type of transformations (see for an overview of 

transpositionall  and sequential transformations Rusbult and Van Lange, 1996). 

Outcomee transformations can be expressed in terms of the "weights" that 

individualss assign to their own and interaction partners' outcomes (De Dreu & 

McCusker,, 1997). These weights can be represented on two axes, one for the value 
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thatt an individual assigns to his/her own outcomes and one for the value that an 

individuall  assigns to his/her interaction partner's outcomes (see Figure 3, 

adaptedd from Van Lange & De Dreu, 2001). 

Thee simplest "transformation" an individual can make is to pay attention 

too his own outcomes only (this can be referred to as a MaxOwn transformation, 

(Rusbultt & Van Lange, 1996).2 Individuals may also transform the interaction 

matrixx in such a way as to maximize the relative difference between one's own 

andd the other's outcomes in order to "win" from the other (MaxRel). In Figure 3, 

thesee transformations, which are mainly directed at one's own interests, are 

referredd to as individualism and competition, respectively. Individuals may also 

makee transformations in which the outcomes of the interaction partner are valued 

more,, like the Maxjoint transformation in the previous example, or a 

transformationn in which one maximizes the other's outcomes, without regard for 

one'ss own outcomes (MaxOther). In Figure 3, these transformations are referred 

too as cooperation and altruism, respectively. Figure 3 shows that many more 

possiblee transformations exist, such as assigning exclusively negative weights to 

ownn outcomes (masochism), or assigning negative weights to both one's own and 

thee other's outcomes (nihilism), but these transformations are relatively rare 

(Liebrand,, 1989). 

Inn the negotiation literature, outcome transformations are typically 

dichotomizedd into proselfor egoistical transformations (i.e., MaxOwn and MaxRel) 

andd in prosocial transformations (i.e., Maxjoint and MaxOther). There are several 

reasonss for this. First, although different motives may lie at the basis of different 

22 This transformation of the given matrix can be represented by only looking at Lisa's 
valuess in the matrix (see Figure 1). This transformation makes the choice for how to 
behavee relatively simple: When Lisa chooses not to prepare for the presentation, this will 
yieldd an outcome of either 15 or -5 points, dependent on what John does. However, 
choosingg to work will yield an outcome of either 10 or -10 points, again dependent on 
whatt John does. If again, we assume that Lisa does not know what John will do, it is now 
"logical""  for her to choose not to prepare for the presentation, because this has a higher 
expectedd value (0.5 x 15 + 0.5 x -5 = 5) than choosing to prepare for the presentation (0.5 x 
100 + 0.5 x -10 = 0). 
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transformationss (e.g., the motive to do well for oneself versus the motive to 

maximizee the difference between one's own and the other's outcomes), the 

differentt transformations often lead to the same behavior in negotiations. Thus, 

negotiatorss who make a MaxOwn transformation as well as negotiators who 

makee a MaxRel transformation are likely to engage in distributive behavior. 

Second,, when looking at prosocial transformations, purely altruistic 

transformationss (MaxOther) have not only been found to be relatively rare (Van 

Lange,, 1997; Van Lange, Often, De Bruin, & Joireman, 1997b) but are also not very 

relevantt in a negotiation context. That is, if one is only interested in letting the 

otherr do well, there is no need to negotiate. Therefore, in the following I wil l stay 

closee to the existing literature and focus on prosocial versus proself 

transformations. . 

+ + 
A A 

Altruism m 

Outcomes s 
forr Other 

Inferiority y 

Masochism m 

Cooperation n 

Individualism m 

Nihilism m Competition n 

Aggression n 

Outcomess for Self 

Figuree 3. Different outcome-transformations. 
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Thee Functionality and Origin of Outcome Transformations 

Whyy would individuals who find themselves in mixed-motive interaction engage 

inn transformation of the given situation? This question has two components. First, 

onee may ask what functions transformations may serve for the individuals who 

engagee in them and second, one may ask where the tendency to transform the 

"givenn matrix" in an interdependent situation comes from. With regard to its 

functionality,, Kelley and Thibaut (1978) have suggested that individuals make 

transformationss because they "provide a basis for action, in that they reveal a 

"correct""  or desirable course of action where no such clarity existed in the given 

matrix""  (Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996, p.577). As the example of the two team 

memberss who have to prepare for a joint presentation showed, it can be very 

difficultt for an individual to choose which behavior to enact based on the given 

matrix,, whereas the transformed matrix makes this choice much easier. Because 

thee above review of the differences between group and dyadic negotiations 

showedd that the former are generally more complex, the need for heuristics that 

simplifyy the situation may be stronger in groups (Neale and Bazerman, 1991). 

Therefore,, this heuristic function of outcome transformation may especially be 

importantt in group negotiations. 

Concerningg the origins of transformation, there has been much debate in 

thee literature (see for an overview of this debate Caporael, Dawes, Orbell, & Van 

dee Kragt, 1989; Liebrand, 1989). Some have argued that transformations are 

causedd by genetically determined dispositions, while others have argued for a 

sociall  interaction approach. The genetic perspective relies on socio-biological 

theoriess about the survival of genes and the selfish nature of man. These theories, 

withh Evolution Theory (Darwin, 1859) being its most well-known representative, 

statee that species evolve because of coincidental mutations in the frequencies of 

genes,, and because the process of natural selection causes the frequency of those 

geness that increase an organism's offspring to increase in the population. In 

sociobiology,, much attention has been given to a book by Richard Dawkins, "The 

selfishh gene" (1976), in which altruistic behavior is described as behavior that 

increasess the others' "chance of survival" at the cost of one's own "chance of 

survival".. According to this definition, cooperative behavior is doomed to 

extinguish,, because the genes of those who behave altruistically do not "survive" 
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ass well as the genes of those who behave individualistically. Therefore, an 

exclusivelyy genetic explanation for transformational dispositions does not seem 

realistic,, because it would make cooperative behavior impossible, whereas 

instancess of cooperative behavior do occur in our society. 

Variouss authors pose a solution to this problem (Axelrod, 1984; Buss, 

1999;; Cosmides & Tooby, 1992; Liebrand, 1989). They state that individuals may 

too some extent be predisposed to behave cooperatively or non-cooperatively, but 

thiss is combined with the tendency to adapt to the behavior of the interaction 

partner(s).. Conditional altruism, a pattern of behavior characterized by 

reciprocatingg cooperative as well as non-cooperative behavior, has been found to 

bee a very good way to deal with mixed-motive situations. To be able to adopt this 

behaviorall  pattern, an organism must be capable of discriminating between 

cooperatorss and non-cooperators (Axelrod, 1984). The propensity to learn to 

makee this type of discriminations may be genetically determined. However, what 

iss learned wil l depend in some part on variables outside the organism (Liebrand, 

1989).. Thus, apart from purely genetic dispositions, learning processes and the 

environmentt also play a role in forming an individual's transformational 

dispositions. . 

Accordingg to Kelley and Thibaut (1978), individuals learn to make certain 

transformationss through experience in interdependent situations. This learning 

mayy occur through direct experience or through observation and modeling (e.g., 

whenn one witnesses the behavior of important social models like parents, siblings 

andd teachers). Empirical evidence for the importance of prior interaction comes 

fromm research by Van Lange and colleagues. For example, Van Lange (1997) 

foundd that prosocially oriented individuals more often grew up with more 

siblingss than proselfs. Especially the number of sisters seemed to be important in 

developingg a prosocial orientation. Possibly, the underlying reason for the above 

findingss is that children who are born in large families already learn to share 

resourcess at an early moment in life. More evidence for the importance of 

interactionn comes from the finding that the prevalence of prosocials in the 

populationn increased, and the prevalence of proselfs decreased, with age (Van 

Langee et al., 1997b). A possible explanation for this finding is that over time, 

individualss learn that having a prosocial orientation has various benefits. 
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Followingg from the above debate, various origins of prosocial and proself 

transformationss have been identified in the literature (cf. Van Lange & De Dreu, 

2001).. First, researchers have investigated the impact of individual dispositions, 

andd found that interpersonal difference variables like for example trust 

(Yamagishi,, 1986; Yamagishi & Sato, 1986), concern with future consequences 

(Messickk & Brewer, 1983), and machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970) influence 

thee tendency to make transformations in a given interdependence situation (for 

reviewss see Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996). 

Thee dispositional variable that has received by far the most attention in 

thee literature concerning interdependence is social value orientation (McClintock, 

1972),, defined as an individual's preference for specific patterns of outcomes 

betweenn him / herself and interdependent others. Often, researchers distinguish 

betweenn three orientations: a prosocial, an individualistic, and a competitive 

orientation.. Individuals can be classified as having one of the above orientations 

usingg "decomposed games" (Messick & McClintock, 1968), in which they have to 

choosee their preferred outcome distribution (e.g., one that maximizes joint gain, 

correspondingg to the prosocial orientation; one that maximizes own gain, 

correspondingg to the individualistic orientation, and one that maximizes relative 

gain,, corresponding to the competitive orientation) over several iterations. Social 

valuee orientations as measured using the above procedure have been found to be 

relativelyy stable (Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996), and they have been shown to affect 

cooperativee behavior in a variety of interdependence situations. A prosocial 

orientationn has been shown to promote cooperative intentions and behavior in 

experimentall  mixed-motive tasks (De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995; Van Lange & 

Liebrand,, 1991), as well as in real-life situations, such as close relationships (Van 

Langee et al., 1997a) and commuting decisions (Van Lange, Van Vugt, Meertens, & 

Ruiter,, 1998). 

Apartt from individual dispositions, the tendency to make a prosocial 

transformationn in an interdependent situation can also be enhanced by features of 

thee situation. Situationally determined positive feelings enhance helping behavior 

andd cooperation (e.g., Forgas, 1998 ; Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). The classic 

summerr camp studies by Sherif et al. (Sherif & Sherif, 1953; Sherif, White, & 

Harvey,, 1955, see also: Sherif, 1958) showed that the introduction of a 
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superordinatee goal increases the likelihood that individuals wil l make a prosocial 

transformationn and act accordingly. The perception of a shared identity with 

one'ss interaction partner(s) has also been shown to increase cooperative behavior 

(Dawes,, Van de Kragt, & Orbell, 1988; Deutsch, 1973; Chen, Chen, & Meindl, 

1998). . 

Sociall  motives can also be induced by instructions from superiors or third 

parties.. For example, interaction partners can be instructed to be concerned with 

thee other's welfare and to see the other as a "partner" instead of as an opponent. 

Instructionss like these have often been used to manipulate social motives in 

negotiationn research (see, e.g., O'Connor, 1997; O'Connor & Carnevale, 1997; 

Pruittt & Lewis, 1975; Weingart et al, 1993). Another often-used method to 

manipulatee social motives is by using (monetary) incentives. For example, 

interactionn partners can be told that their payment depends on how well they do 

ass a dyad or group to induce a prosocial motive, whereas they can be told that 

theirr payment depends on how well they do individually to induce an egoistic 

motive.. This method has also been used in many negotiation studies (see, e.g., De 

Dreuu et al., 1998; Giebels, De Dreu, & Van de Vliert, 2000; Weingart, Hyder, & 

Prietula,, 1996; Schulz & Pruitt, 1978). Apart from instructions and incentives, 

negotiationn research has also used mood manipulations (Carnevale & Isen, 1986; 

Forgas,, 1998), future interaction with the other negotiator (Ben-Yoav & Pruitt, 

1984),, and social relationships (Fry, Firestone, & Williams, 1983) to manipulate 

sociall  motives. A meta-analysis by De Dreu et al. (2000) has shown that these 

differentt ways to manipulate social motives were functionally equivalent, in that 

noo differences in effects were observed. I wil l now turn to the findings of research 

examiningg social motives in negotiation. 

Researchh Findings Concerning the Effects of Social Motives in Negotiation 

Researchh on the effects of social motives on cognitions, behavior and outcomes in 

negotiationn has shown that prosocially motivated negotiators tend to value 

inclusivenesss as well as equality in outcome distribution (Van Lange, 1999), and 

transformm a negotiation into a collaborative game in which fairness and joint 

welfaree are important (Giebels et al., 2000). Moreover, prosocially motivated 

negotiatorss engage in integrative behavior and refrain from distributive behavior 
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(Dee Dreu et al., 2000; Weingart et al., 1993). In contrast, egoistically motivated 

negotiatorss tend to ignore others' interests, are reluctant to sacrifice personal 

outcomess to benefit others and the collective (Van Lange, 1999), and transform 

thee negotiation into a competitive game in which power and personal success are 

importantt (Giebels et al., 2000). A meta-analysis (De Dreu et al., 2000), based on 

288 studies, showed that prosocially motivated negotiators obtained higher joint 

negotiationn outcomes, in which their own and the other's interests were 

integratedd to a greater degree, than egoistically motivated negotiators. 

Interestingly,, twenty-seven of the 28 studies in the meta-analysis 

conductedd by De Dreu et al. (2000) concerned two-party (dyadic) negotiations. 

Thee only publications on the effects of social motives in group negotiations that I 

amm aware off, are those of Gillespie et al. (2000) and Weingart et al. (1993). The 

studyy by Gillespie et al. (2000) showed that social value orientation influences the 

extentt to which negotiators were satisfied with the group outcomes, but no 

resultss regarding negotiation behavior and outcomes were reported. Consistent 

withh research on dyadic negotiations, the study by Weingart et al. (1993) showed 

thatt a prosocial motive produced higher joint outcomes than an egoistic motive. 

However,, this effect was only marginally significant on two of the three indexes 

forr joint outcomes. Weingart and Brett (1998) did another study in which the 

effectss of motive were examined in a multiparty negotiation. In this study, group 

memberss had the same, or different, orientations at the beginning of the 

negotiation.. Although the results showed that when groups shifted to egoism, 

thiss increased the occurrence of impasse, no results concerning joint negotiation 

outcomess were reported. 

Al ll  in all, because such a small number of studies has addressed the 

effectss of social motives in group negotiation and because results are not very 

convincing,, more research on the effects of social motive in group negotiation is 

needed.. As mentioned in Chapter 1, the first goal of this dissertation was 

thereforee to establish the robustness of the effects found by Weingart et al. (1993), 

andd the second goal of this dissertation was to investigate the interplay of social 

motivess with variables that are specific to a group context. Experiments designed 

too address these goals are presented in Chapter 3 and 4, respectively. 
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Effectss of Group Negotiation on Distal Performance 

Accordingg to McGrath (1997; McGrath, Arrow, & Berdahl, 2000), research on 

smalll  groups should take into account the fact that groups are dynamic and 

adaptivee systems that are undergoing change. Therefore, researchers should 

recognizee that the events that occurred in a group's history affect its future 

actionss and performance, and extend the traditional study designs to permit the 

explorationn of these effects that occur over time. McGrath argues that up til l now, 

smalll  group research has failed to do so. 

Consistentt with these observations, prior negotiation research has 

ignoredd the "aftermath" of negotiation; it has overlooked the events that occur 

afterr the negotiation is over. Indeed, Saunders (1985) noted: "Conflict researchers 

aree woefully ignorant about the post-negotiation period and the events during 

negotiationn that shape it" (p. 261). This is very unfortunate, because many 

negotiationss occur in settings in which, after they have negotiated, parties have to 

interactt again and perform tasks that are unrelated to the negotiation. Thus, for a 

reall  understanding of the impact of negotiation in organizations, we do not only 

needd to consider the short-term, but the long-term consequences as well (Thomas, 

1992). . 

Inn the literature, there is some indirect evidence that speaks to the 

possiblee effects of negotiation on distal performance. For example Steiner (1972) 

arguedd that discussing conflicts in work groups is detrimental to performance, 

sincee it would only result in "process losses": The time that is spent on resolving 

conflictt cannot be used to engage in task performance. However, there have also 

beenn scholars who have argued and found that "building" some conflict into 

groupp decision making, for example by using decision procedures like devil's 

advocacyy and dialectic inquiry, can actually improve the quality of decisions 

(Schweiger,, Sandberg, & Rechner, 1989). Likewise, research investigating 

minorityy dissent has shown that being confronted with a conflicting point of view 

cann enhance creativity (Nemeth & Staw, 1989). For example, Nemeth & Kwan 

(1985)) found that research participants confronted with minority influence gave 

more,, and more original word associations than research participants confronted 
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withh majority influence. In the same vein, Nemeth & Kwan (1987) found that 

minorityy influence increased the number of different performance strategies 

researchh participants used in a word-searching task, which benefited their 

performance.. Rubin, Pruitt, and Kim (1994) also argued that negotiation may 

havee effects that lie in the future and speculated that the positive negotiation 

experiencee of achieving an integrative agreement could enhance interpersonal 

relations,, increase feelings of self-efficacy, and decrease the likelihood of future 

conflict.. Finally, the only study that directly investigated the aftermath of 

negotiationn (O'Connor & Arnold, 2001) showed that the negotiation event of 

reachingg an impasse indeed affected post-negotiation perceptions, emotions and 

behaviorall  intentions. Negotiators who impassed subsequently experienced 

lowerr self-efficacy and reduced willingness to work together in the future. 

Cross-sectionall  research has also shown that teams can prevent the 

negativee effects of conflict and negotiation if they cultivate an environment that is 

openn and tolerant of diverse viewpoints, and at the same time have cooperative 

normss preventing those disagreements from being misinterpreted as personal 

attackss (Amason, 1996; De Dreu & West, 2001; Jehn, 1995; Simons & Peterson, 

2000).. According to Tjosvold (1998), this can be accomplished when team 

memberss perceive their goals to be positively linked, so that they develop 

cooperativee attitudes and a prosocial motivation. In contrast, if team members 

perceivee their goals to be negatively linked, so that they develop competitive 

attitudess and an egoistic motivation, conflict and negotiation may deteriorate 

subsequentt group functioning and performance. Indeed, research showed 

positivee correlations between cooperative attitudes, constructive conflict 

managementt and group functioning and performance (e.g., Alper, Tjosvold, & 

Law,, 2000; for a review, see Tjosvold, 1998). 

Takenn together, the above (indirect) evidence showed that negotiations 

mayy have effects on future group functioning and performance. The third goal of 

thiss dissertation was to investigate whether this indeed is the case. Cross-

sectionall  studies on team performance provided some indications that social 

motivess present during the negotiation might play a crucial role in whether these 

affectss are positive or negative. Many scholars have argued and shown that 

differentt social motives trigger different "mindsets," or "mental models", that is: 
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Ann egoistic motive may cause individuals to define the task situation differently 

thann a prosocial motive (Carnevale & Probst, 1998; Giebels et al., 2000; Liebrand, 

Janssen,, Rijken & Suhre, 1986; Kelley k Thibaut, 1978; Van Lange, 1999). Prosocial 

individualss tend to transform the group situation into a cooperative game, in 

whichh harmony, fairness, and collective success are important. This may lead 

themm to view cooperative behavior as morally appropriate, whereas independent 

andd competitive thinking is considered immoral. Egoistic individuals, in contrast, 

tendd to transform the group situation into a competitive game, in which power, 

independence,, and personal success are key. This may lead them to view 

cooperativee behavior as weak, and independent and competitive thinking as 

strongg and smart. In other words, a prosocial motivation produces a tendency to 

valuee harmony, inclusiveness and efficient coordination, and this fits well with 

convergentt performance. An egoistic motivation, in contrast, produces a tendency 

too value independence, personal success, and critical attitudes, and this fits well 

withh divergent performance. Moreover, group members with prosocial motives 

aree more likely to have positive negotiation experiences than group members 

withh egoistic motives, and this may also affect their post-negotiation functioning 

andd performance. 

Inn the studies reported in Chapter 5, we investigated whether post-

negotiationn performance was affected by the social motives group members had 

duringg negotiation (experiment 1 and 2). Moreover, since prior research has not 

addressedd the question whether negotiations have universal effects on different 

typess of group tasks or whether their effects are contingent upon the task that a 

groupp has to perform, we also report findings regarding the interactive effects of 

sociall  motive during negotiation and task type on group functioning and 

performancee (experiment 2). 

Thee Current Dissertation: Summary and Overview of the 

Experiments s 

Becausee of the increasing prevalence of teamwork in organizations, group 

negotiationn is an important topic for research. Notwithstanding the fact that 
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manyy review articles have articulated important differences between group 

negotiationss and dyadic negotiations, the vast majority of studies on negotiation 

havee focused on dyads, and ignored groups. Therefore, this dissertation is 

concernedd with group negotiation, and the research reported herein considers 

whatt makes group negotiation more or less effective and how group negotiation 

affectss further group functioning and performance. I focus on the effects of social 

motive,, a variable that has been identified as an important determinant of 

negotiationn behavior and outcomes. 

Becausee up til l now, the effects of social motive on negotiation behavior 

andd outcomes had been almost exclusively investigated in a dyadic context, the 

firstt goal of this dissertation was to fil l this void. Therefore, the experiment 

reportedd in Chapter 3 was focused on establishing the robustness of the effects of 

sociall  motive on joint negotiation outcomes in groups found by Weingart et al. 

(1993),, and to identify the processes that lead to these effects. 

Becausee the scarce studies that investigated effects of social motives in 

groupss had focused on main effects only, the second goal of this dissertation was 

too gain insight in the interplay between social motive and other variables present 

inn a group context. Therefore, Chapter 4 is focused on the interactions between 

sociall  motives with the structure of the negotiation task and the decision rule that 

iss used in the negotiation. 

Finally,, because the aftermath of negotiation had been ignored in prior 

research,, the third goal of this dissertation was to investigate the effects of social 

motivess during group negotiation on post-negotiation group functioning and 

performance.. To address this goal, in Chapter 5, I report two experiments. The 

firstt experiment examined the effects of social motives during group negotiation 

onn distal group performance, and the second examined the interaction between 

sociall  motives during group negotiation and post-negotiation task type on group 

functioningg and performance. In Chapter 6, I wil l summarize the main 

conclusionss of the studies presented in this dissertation, address their 

contributionss and limitations, and give suggestions for future research. 





Chapterr  3 

Negotiationn Processes and Outcomes in 

Prosociallyy and Egoistically Motivated Groups3 

Groupp decision-making often involves negotiating, in which group members 

communicatee about what each shall give and take in order to settle divergences of 

interests.. These negotiations essentially have a mixed-motive character, in that 

groupp members face a dilemma between their own interests, and the collective 

interestt of the group. There is some evidence that whether group members 

emphasizee their own, or the group interests, depends on their social motives — 

preferencess for distributions of outcomes between oneself and interdependent 

otherss - (McClintock, 1972; McClintock, 1976; Messick & McClintock, 1968). The 

evidencee for the effects of social motives in multiparty negotiations, however, 

derivess from one study only and there is reason to doubt the robustness of the 

results.. In order to replicate and extend this past research, the current research 

focusedd on the effects of different social motives on negotiation processes and 

outcomess in three-person groups. 

Sociall  Motives 

Accordingg to Interdependence Theory, group members "transform" mixed-

motivee situations contingent upon their social motives (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; 

Rusbultt & Van Lange, 1996). Although a variety of social motives may be 

conceivedd of, two are particularly relevant in groups (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). 

33 This chapter is adapted from Beersma & De Dreu (1999). 
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Firstt group members may have or adopt an egoistic motive. Egoistically 

motivatedd individuals conceive of a mixed-motive situation as a rather 

competitivee game in which personal success and power are key aspects (Kelley & 

Thibaut,, 1978; Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996). Second, group members may have or 

adoptt a prosocial motive. They seek good outcomes for themselves as well as for 

otherr group members (De Dreu, Harinck, & Van Vianen, 1999; Pruitt & 

Camevale,, 1993; Weingart, Bennett, & Brett, 1993). Prosocially motivated group 

memberss conceive of mixed-motive situations as cooperative and collaborative 

tasks,, in which fairness, morality, and collective welfare are important. They tend 

too value equality in the distribution of outcomes between themselves and others, 

ass well as collectively good outcomes. They do not only consider their own, 

personall  interests, but also those of their fellow group members. 

Sociall  motives are rooted in individual differences, in that some people 

aree more inclined than others to approach people in a prosocial manner (De Dreu 

&&  Van Lange, 1995; McClintock, 1976; Rubin & Brown, 1975). These stable 

personalityy factors are referred to as "social value orientations" (Messick & 

McClintock,, 1968). However, social motives can also be triggered by certain 

featuress of a situation (Deutsch, 1982; De Dreu & McCusker, 1997). For example, 

instructionss from third parties (Camevale & Lawler, 1986; De Dreu, Giebels, & 

Vann de Vliert, 1998), or mood manipulations (Camevale & Isen, 1986; Forgas, 

1998)) have been shown to induce either an egoistic or a prosocial motivation. 

Likewise,, research has shown that social motives as a "state-variable" can be 

triggeredd by using different ways of allocating incentives. Team incentives 

producee a prosocial motivation, whereas individual incentives produce an 

egoisticc motivation. 

Researchh showed that team incentives enhance cooperation in resource 

dilemma'ss (Kramer & Brewer, 1984), and information exchange and the 

achievementt of win-win agreements in two-party negotiations (Schulz & Pruitt, 

1978),, The current research focused on the effects of social motives as produced 



NegotiationNegotiation in Prosocially and Egoistically Motivated Groups 37 

byy team- and individual incentives4 on the processes and outcomes in multiparty 

negotiations. . 

Sociall  Motives in Negotiations 

AA meta-analysis (De Dreu, Weingart, & Kwon, 2000), based on 28 studies, showed 

thatt prosocially motivated negotiators obtained higher joint negotiation 

outcomes,, in which their own and the other's interests were integrated to a 

greaterr degree, than egoistically motivated negotiators. In this meta-analysis, 25 

studiess examined situationally induced social motives, and 3 examined social 

valuee orientations. No differences in effects were found. Thus, we can conclude 

thatt situationally induced social motives and "stable" social value orientations are 

functionallyy equivalent concerning their effects in negotiations. 

Unfortunately,, twenty-seven of the 28 studies in the meta-analysis 

concernedd two-party (dyadic) negotiations. The only publication on the effects of 

sociall  motives on negotiation outcomes in multiparty negotiations that we are 

awaree off is the one by Weingart, Bennett, and Brett (1993). Consistent with 

researchh on dyadic negotiations, this study shows that a prosocial motive 

producedd higher joint outcomes than an egoistic motive. However, this effect was 

onlyy marginally significant on two of the three indexes for joint outcomes. 

Weingartt and Brett (1998) did another study in which the effects of motive were 

examinedd in a multiparty negotiation. In this study, group members had the 

same,, or different, orientations at the beginning of the negotiation. Although the 

resultss showed that when groups shifted to egoism, the occurrence of impasse 

increased,, no results concerning negotiation outcomes were reported. 

Thesee weak findings open up two possibilities. First, social motives may 

affectt integrative outcomes in group negotiations as they do in dyadic 

negotiations,, and the results of Weingart et al. (1993) underestimate the 

44 In the article that was published in the International Journal of Conflict Management, 
fromm which this chapter was adapted, situationally induced social motives were referred to 
ass motivational orientations. To keep the terminology consistent throughout the 
dissertation,, I decided to use the term "social motives" in this chapter. 
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importancee of social motives in groups. Alternatively, social motives may affect 

groupp negotiations to a lesser extent, and the Weingart et al. (1993) results 

overestimatee the importance of social motives in group negotiations. This 

possibilityy cannot be excluded because important differences exist between dyads 

andd groups (Levine & Moreland, 1998; Moreland, Hogg, & Hains, 1994). 

First,, a multiparty negotiation is more demanding of the negotiators' 

informationn processing capacities because every party that is added to the 

negotiatingg group brings with it its own interests, goals, and strategies. Second, 

whereass in dyadic negotiation the conditions that define an agreement are quite 

obviouss (both parties have to agree), this is not the case in a multiparty 

negotiation,, where a decision rule is needed. Negotiating groups have to ask 

themselvess whether all parties have to agree unanimously or whether a majority 

off  advocates is enough for an agreement to be implemented. Finally, multiparty 

negotiationss are more complex in terms of interpersonal relations because they 

leavee room for different power structures and they make coalition formation 

possiblee (Mannix, Thompson, & Bazerman, 1989; Thompson, Mannix, & 

Bazerman,, 1988). Therefore, in order to establish the robustness of the effects of 

sociall  motive on joint outcomes in multiparty negotiations found by Weingart et 

al.. (1993), these effects have to be replicated in an independent study. This is the 

firstt goal of the current study. 

Negotiationn Processes 

Apartt from gaining insight in how social motive affects negotiation outcomes, 

researcherss have also examined the behavioral processes that have led to these 

outcomes.. The two most well known (and most often studied) categories of 

negotiationn behavior are distributive behavior, which is characterized by 

contendingg the other party in a direct way, and integrative behavior, which is 

characterizedd by reconciling the parties' basic interests. These behaviors are not 

twoo opposite ends of the same construct, but instead represent different 
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negotiationn strategies.5 Most negotiation research shows that behaviors aimed at 

integratingg one's own and the other's interests to achieve mutually satisfying 

outcomes,, increase joint outcomes (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). Specifically, results 

off  the meta-analysis by De Dreu et al. (2000) suggest that prosocially motivated 

dyadss achieved higher joint outcomes because they engaged in more integrative 

behaviorr than egoistically motivated dyads. Distributive behavior has often been 

foundd to lead to sub-optimal outcomes and impasses (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993).6 

Ass mentioned earlier, current knowledge about the processes underlying 

thee effects of social motive on joint outcomes is almost exclusively based on 

dyadicc negotiations. An exception in this respect is the Weingart et al. study 

(1993),, which did investigate negotiation processes in multiparty negotiations. 

Unfortunately,, Weingart et al. (1993) report behavioral measures for one group 

perr condition, and perceptual measures for three groups per condition, only. 

Therefore,, there is a possibility that the processes were unique to these groups, 

ratherr than attributable to manipulations, as the authors already acknowledged 

themselves.. In the Weingart and Brett (1998) study, which also focused on 

multipartyy negotiations, no data concerning mediating group processes were 

reported.. The second goal of the current study was therefore to identify the 

underlyingg processes that can explain the achievement of high joint outcomes in 

multipartyy negotiations. 

55 In the article that was published in the International Journal of Conflict Management, 
fromm which this chapter was adapted, integrative behavior and distributive behavior were 
referredd to as problem-solving and contending, respectively. Since these terms are used 
interchangeablyy in the negotiation literature, I decided to use the terminology that is used 
inn the other chapters in this dissertation. 

66 Exceptions to this rather robust pattern are findings by O'Connor (1997) and Olekalns 
andd Smith (1999) showing that prosocial negotiators achieved lower joint outcomes than 
egoisticallyy motivated negotiators. One explanation is that in these studies prosocial 
negotiatorss collapsed their aspirations too easily, resulting in suboptimal compromise 
solutions. . 



40 0 ChapterChapter 3 

Thee findings of Weingart et al. (1993) suggest that in multiparty 

negotiations,, a prosocial motive increased interpersonal trust — a state involving 

confidentt positive expectations about another (Kirnmel, Pruitt, Magenau, Konar-

Goldband,, & Carnevale, 1980) — which is crucial for reaching high joint gain. 

Accordingg to Walton and McKersie (1965), trust is necessary to get parties to 

engagee in integrative behavior; trusting parties are more likely to be open about 

theirr preferences and priorities in a way that increases the chance of reaching an 

integrativee agreement. When parties trust each other, lying about one's interests 

outt of fear of being abused also becomes less likely. It might therefore be 

expectedd that a prosocial motivation wil l lead to high joint outcomes because it 

producess interpersonal trust, which wil l encourage integrative behavior and 

discouragee distributive behavior. On the other hand, when parties engage in 

integrativee behavior, this wil l also breed interpersonal trust, as showing that one 

hass cooperative intentions communicates to other parties that one is trustworthy. 

Similarly,, when parties engage in distributive behavior, and seek high outcomes 

forr themselves by bluffing and threatening the other parties, this wil l lead to low 

interpersonall  trust. 

Summaryy and Overview of the Hypotheses 

Altogether,, this study had two goals. First, we wanted to replicate an earlier 

study,, which suggested that multiparty negotiations resulted in more integrative 

agreementss when negotiators had a prosocial rather than an egoistic motive (cf. 

Weingartt et al., 1993). Secondly, we wanted to identify the processes responsible 

forr this effect. We predict that prosocial groups attain higher joint outcomes 

becausee they develop higher levels of interpersonal trust, and engage in more 

integrativee behavior and less distributive behavior. We tested the following five 

hypotheses: : 

HypothesisHypothesis 1: Prosocially motivated groups wil l trust each other more 

thann egoistically motivated groups will . 

HypothesisHypothesis 2: Prosocially motivated groups wil l engage in more 

integrativee behavior than egoistically motivated groups will . 

HypothesisHypothesis 3: Prosocially motivated groups wil l engage in less distributive 

behaviorr than egoistically motivated groups will . 
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HypothesisHypothesis 4: Prosocially motivated groups wil l less often reach an 

impassee (4a), and wil l achieve higher joint outcomes (4b) than egoistically 

motivatedd groups will . 

HypothesisHypothesis 5: The relationship between social motive and joint outcomes 

cann be explained by higher levels of trust and integrative behavior, and lower 

levelss of distributive behavior in prosocially motivated groups (i.e., prosocial 

motivationn -> more interpersonal trust, more integrative behavior, and less 

distributivee behavior -> high joint outcomes). 

Method d 

Design n 

Sociall  motive (prosocial versus egoistic) was manipulated as a between-groups 

variable.. Dependent variables were interpersonal trust, negotiation behavior, 

numberr of impasses and joint outcomes. In the Weingart et al. (1993) study, apart 

fromm social motive, issue processing ("IP"; simultaneous versus sequential) was 

manipulatedd as well. We chose not to investigate this variable because it does not 

seemm to be a critical moderator of the effects of social motive for the following 

reasons:: 1) In dyadic negotiations, IP has never been manipulated. Nevertheless, 

effectss of social motive have been found. 2) In the Weingart et al. study, no 

significantt interaction effects of social motive and IP were found (only a post-hoc 

Schefféé test suggested that especially egoistically motivated groups with 

sequentiall  IP instructions did poorly). Social motive had a main effect on joint 

outcomess regardless of IP instructions. 

Participants s 

Ninetyy students participated in the study, announced as a study about decision 

makingg in groups. They were either paid (20 Dutch guilders, which is about 10 

USS dollars) or received course credit for their participation. In addition, there was 

aa possibility for them to win 25 Dutch guilders (see under Procedure). 

Participantss were randomly assigned to groups of three. Participants within the 
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samee group were unacquainted with each other. Groups were randomly, but in 

equall  numbers, assigned to experimental conditions. 

Negotiationn Task 

Thee experimental task was a three-person, three-issue negotiation task, that was 

adaptedd from Weingart et al. (1993). Participants within a group (randomly) were 

givenn instructions for the roles of representative of a bakery, a flower shop, and a 

grocery.. They received a case in which the three shops planned to open a market. 

Participantss had to try to reach an agreement on three issues: The design of the 

market,, the temperature, and the distribution of rental costs. For every issue there 

weree five alternatives. 

Eachh negotiator received a profit schedule giving information about his 

orr her own profits, but not about the other parties' profits (see Appendix A; 

adaptedd from Mannix et al., 1989). The negotiator's own preferences for the 

differentt alternatives were expressed in the number of points ("profits") their 

storess would achieve when they reached an agreement on a particular alternative. 

Forr example, the flower shop's representative would score more points when the 

agreementt about temperature would be 12 °C than when it would be 20 °C (see 

Appendixx A). The interests of the parties were to some extent opposed; for each 

issue,, two negotiators had the same preferences, whereas the third had opposite 

preferences.. The pairs of negotiators with the same preferences were different for 

eachh of the three issues. 

Thee task provided an opportunity for the parties to integrate their 

interests.. Since the issue that was most valuable to one party (the one that 

representedd 200 points; see Appendix A) automatically was less valuable to the 

otherr parties, it was possible for group members to trade off issues. Such 

"logrolling",, giving up on less valuable issues to maximize outcomes on the most 

valuablee one, would yield optimal joint outcomes (i.e., 600 points). Participants 

weree not allowed to exchange profit schedules, and thus had to find out this 

possibilityy of a win-win solution by negotiating and exchanging information 

aboutt their interests. 
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Procedure e 

Groupss were each taken to a small room, where participants read elaborate 

instructionss for the negotiation task. A T-shaped partition was placed between 

thee participants to make sure they could not see each others' instructions. 

Participantss had to answer two questions in order to ensure that they understood 

theirr profit schedules. All participants answered these questions correctly. After 

participantss had read the instructions, the experimenter repeated that they had 

twentyy minutes to reach an agreement, that they had to call her in case they 

wouldd reach an agreement sooner or if they had any questions, and that failure to 

reachh an agreement would result in zero points for each group member. It was 

alsoo emphasized that they could talk about anything they wanted, but that they 

weree not allowed to show each other their profit schedules. The experimenter 

thenn removed the partition, asked the participants to start the negotiation, and 

leftt the room. 

Participantss negotiated for maximally 20 minutes. When they reached an 

agreement,, they had to write down the number of points they had achieved. On 

thee page where this had to be written it said: "Write down your points here, and do 

notnot tell the others how many points you achieved! The experimenter will  return to this 

later."later." The experimenter would enter the room immediately after participants 

indicatedd they had formed an agreement, to collect the instruction books and to 

handd out questionnaires. This prevented the participants from talking about their 

outcomes.. Only after the experiment was finished and the questionnaires were 

collected,, participants learned about each other's outcomes and the structure of 

thee negotiation task. Participants were debriefed and paid or given their credit 

points. . 

Manipulatio nn of Social Motive 

Sociall  motive was manipulated as has been done in past research (see, e.g., Schulz 

&&  Pruitt, 1978, Weingart et al., 1993). Participants in the prosocial-motive 

conditionn read instructions informing them that it was important that the market 

ass a whole would make large profits, and that the members of the group with the 

highestt total number of points (the summed points of all three negotiators) would 

eachh receive 25 Dutch guilders. Participants in the egoistic-motive condition read 
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instructionss informing them that it was important that their own store would 

makee large profits, and that the three individuals with the highest total number of 

pointss would each receive 25 Dutch guilders. 

Dependentt  Variables 

Wee used a questionnaire to measure negotiators' cognitions and behaviors. All 

questionnairee items were in the form of five-points scales. Higher scores meant 

moremore of a certain behavior or more trust. Cronbach's alphas for all scales are 

depictedd in Table 2. 

Fivee items measured the effectiveness of the manipulation of social 

motive.. Two items measured prosocial motivation; the other three measured 

egoisticc motivation. An example of an item measuring prosocial motivation is 

"Duringg the decision-making task, I was trying to achieve many points for my 

group".. An example of an item measuring egoistic motivation is "During the 

decision-makingg task, I was trying to achieve many points for myself". Scores 

weree averaged over the two and three items respectively to construct two scales, 

onee for prosocial motivation and one for egoistic motivation. 

Twoo items, adapted from De Dreu et al. (1998), measured trust. Items 

were:: "During the decision-making task I trusted the others" and "During the 

decision-makingg task the others trusted me". The ratings on these items were 

averagedd into one trust-scale. 

Negotiationn behavior was measured by asking participants to rate their 

twoo fellow group members' behavior on 8 items. Ratings of each group member's 

negotiationn behavior were obtained by averaging the ratings of the other two. 

Itemss were adapted from the Dutch Test for Conflict Handling (DUTCH, Van de 

Vliert,, 1997, for validation issues, see De Dreu, Evers, Beersma, Kluwer, & Nauta, 

2001). . 
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Fourr items measured integrative behavior (e.g., "During the decision-making 

task,, did the person on your left try to find a solution that would be in 

everybody'ss interest?"), and four items measured distributive behavior (e.g., "Did 

thee person on your left try to impose his/her own opinion on you?"). Agreement 

betweenn the two group members rating the third proved satisfactory; intraclass-

correlationss significantly differed from zero at an alpha level of .25 as proposed 

byy Myers (1972). In addition, eta-squares (an estimate of the strength of the 

associationn between group members' ratings, see Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996) 

rangedd from .64 to .84, and thus greatly exceed the minimum criterion of .20 

suggestedd by Georgopoulos (1986). These results strongly suggest dependence of 

data.. We therefore averaged ratings for the different behaviors over the two 

raters,, resulting in two scales for negotiation behavior. 

Jointt outcomes were calculated by summing the points of the three 

negotiators.. A compromise (i.e., design C, 16 °C and distribution 4) yielded 412.5 

points.. The highest possible outcomes were 600 points (i.e., design B, 12 °C and 

distributionn 3). 

Results s 

Treatmentt  of the Data 

Dataa were analyzed using analysis of variance (ANOVA) designs with social 

motivee (prosocial versus egoistic) as a between-groups variable. Effects of gender 

andd role proved not significant and wil l not be discussed. Logistic regression was 

usedd to analyze effects of social motive on the number of impasses. 

Becausee individual observations within one group of three participants 

weree not independent, we used the group as the unit of analysis. Intraclass-

correlationss for the manipulation checks for prosocial motivation and egoistic 

motivation,, and for trust, were .62, .51, and .53, respectively, and significantly 

differedd from zero (p < .05). Eta-squares were: .74, .67, and .68 respectively. These 

resultss warrant aggregating to the group level. 

Forr questionnaire items, we took the mean score for the group. This 

approachh might suffer from common source variance (Spector, 1987): Since all 
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ratingss come from one "source" (i.e., a group of three participants), correlations 

betweenn variables might be inflated as a result of cognitive consistency biases or 

hypothesiss guessing. For example, when a participant reported high levels of 

trust,, he or she might overestimate the amount of integrative behavior during the 

task.. To remove common source variance from the data, correlations were 

computedd not only for data based on the entire groups, but also for data based on 

"splitt groups" (see for a comparable approach: Amason, 1996). Groups were split 

byy randomly taking out one group member, and correlating scores of this 

participantt with the mean score of the other two. When for example trust as 

reportedd by one group member is significantly correlated with integrative 

behaviorr as reported by the others, this can no longer be due to common source 

variance. . 

Manipulatio nn Check for  Social Motive 

ANOVAA revealed that, as predicted, prosocially motivated groups reported a 

strongerr prosocial motivation than egoistically motivated groups, F (1, 28) = 

116.87,, p < .001, and egoistically motivated groups reported a stronger egoistic 

motivation,, F (1, 28) = 119.52, p < .001 (See Table 2 for cell means and 

intercorrelations). . 

Testss of the Hypotheses 

HypothesisHypothesis 1 predicted that prosocially motivated groups would trust each other 

moree than egoistically motivated groups. ANOVA supported this prediction, F 

(1,28)) = 64.12, p < .001 (see Table 2). 

HypothesisHypothesis 2 predicted that prosocially motivated groups would engage 

inn more integrative behavior, and Hypothesis 3 predicted that prosocially 

motivatedd groups would engage in less distributive behavior than egoistically 

motivatedd groups. Two ANOVA's supported both hypotheses. Prosocially 

motivatedd groups indeed engaged in more integrative behavior (F (1, 28) = 23.85, 

pp < .001) and less distributive behavior, F (1,28) = 17.05, p < .001 (see Table 2). 

HypothesisHypothesis 4 predicted that prosocially motivated groups would less often 

reachh an impasse (4a) and would achieve higher joint outcomes (4b) than 

egoisticallyy motivated groups. Logistic regression indicated that, as expected, 
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egoisticallyy motivated groups impassed more often (i.ev seven out of 15 groups) 

thann prosocially motivated groups (i.e., one out of 15 groups), 6 = - 1.25, p < .05, 

RR22 = .08. ANOVA on joint outcomes (excluding impasse groups) supported the 

predictionn that prosocially motivated groups achieved higher joint outcomes than 

didd egoistically motivated groups, F (1, 20) = 6.42, p < .05 (see Table 2). 

HypothesisHypothesis 5 predicted that the relationship between social motive and 

negotiationn outcomes could be explained by higher levels of trust and integrative 

behavior,, and lower levels of distributive behavior in prosocially motivated 

groupss (i.e., prosocial motivation  more interpersonal trust, more integrative 

behavior,, and less distributive behavior -> high joint outcomes). This hypothesis 

wass tested using regression analysis (Baron and Kenny, 1986). We tested each 

pathh in the model using the conservative split groups-approach, so as to remove 

commonn source variance from the data. Recall that in the "split groups" approach, 

wee randomly split groups by taking out one group member. We used trust as 

reportedd by this group member in the analyses, while we used the mean score for 

integrativee behavior and distributive behavior as reported by the other two. 

Testingg the hypotheses using the data based on whole groups did not add any 

significantt paths to the model. 

Usingg hierarchical regression, we first tested whether the independent 

variablee (social motive) significantly affected the dependent variable (joint 

outcome).. Second, we tested whether the proposed intermediate variables 

(interpersonall  trust, integrative behavior, and distributive behavior) significantly 

affectedd the dependent variable, when their effect on joint outcome was analyzed 

separatelyy (with nothing else in the equation). Third, we tested whether social 

motivee significantly affected each of the proposed intermediate variables. And 

finally,, we tested whether the effect of the independent variable (social motive) 

onn joint outcomes was reduced when a proposed intermediate variable was 

addedd to the equation. Because 8 groups failed to reach agreement, we had data 

concerningg joint outcomes for 22 groups only. Consequently, we chose to test all 

pathss for these 22 groups only. We took the following specific steps, as depicted 

inn Table 3. 
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Tablee 3. Results of hierarchical regression analyses for effects on joint outcome. 

Independent t 

variabless in the 

equation n 

Variables s 

controlledd for in 

thee equation fi 

Jointt outcome 

Afi i RR2 2 ARAR2 2 

Sociall  motive .49" " .24 4 

Trust t 

Integrative e 

behavior r 

Distributive e 

behavior r 

Sociall  motive 

Sociall  motive 

Sociall  motive 

Trust t 

Integrative e 

behavior r 

Distributive e 

behavior r 

.66* * 

77* 77* 

-.59* * 

.12 2 

.13 3 

.29 9 

.43 3 

.59 9 

.34 4 

.37*****  .44 .01 

.36***  .60 

.20**  .41 

.01 1 

.07 7 

Note.. In the column labeled "fi" , fi-weights for Social motive, Trust, Integrative 

behaviorr and Distributive behavior are reported. The column labeled "Afi" shows 

thee change in 6-weight for social motive when a proposed intermediate variable 

iss added to the equation. The column labeled "R2" shows the total variance 

explainedd by the variables in the equation. The column labeled "AR2" shows the 

variancee accounted for by social motive when a proposed intermediate variable is 

addedd to the equation. 

**  p < .05, **  p < .01, ***  p < .005, *** *  p < .001. 

First,, we regressed joint outcome on social motive (coded as a dummy-variable: 

00 = egoistic and 1 = prosocial) to compute the fi-weight for social motive and the 

amountt of variance in joint outcome that was explained by social motive. The 
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regressionn analysis revealed that the fi-weight for social motive was .49, and R2 

wass .24 (both significant, see Table 3). 

Second,, we regressed joint outcome on trust, integrative behavior and 

distributivee behavior (each in a separate analysis) to check whether trust, 

integrativee behavior, and distributive behavior significantly affected joint 

outcomee (the dependent variable). Results show that each of these intermediate 

variabless significantly affected joint outcome when there were no other variables 

inn the equation; R2 for trust, integrative behavior and distributive behavior was 

.43,, .59, and .34, respectively (all significant, see Table 3). 

Third,, we tested whether social motive significantly affected each of the 

proposedd intermediate variables, by regressing trust, integrative behavior and 

distributivee behavior on social motive (again, each in a separate analysis). Social 

motivee explained 42% of the variance in trust (6 = .65, p < .01), 27% of the 

variancee in integrative behavior (6 = .52, p < .05), and 19% of the variance in 

distributivee behavior (6 = -.44, p < .05) (see also the tests of Hypotheses 1-3 and 

Tablee 2 for comparable results of the separate ANOVA's). 

Finally,, we tested whether the beta-weight for, and the variance in, joint 

outcomee explained by social motive would be significantly lower when trust, 

integrativee behavior, or distributive behavior was in the equation, compared to 

thee beta-weight for, and the variance explained by social motive when there was 

noo proposed intermediate variable in the equation. When trust was controlled for, 

thee effect of social motive on joint outcome decreased significantly; Afi = -.37, as 

comparedd to the situation in which only social motive was in the equation. When 

integrativee behavior was added to the equation (without other variables), the 

effectt of social motive on joint outcome also decreased significantly; AC = -.36, as 

comparedd to the situation in which only social motive was in the equation. 

Finally,, when distributive behavior was added to the equation (without other 

variables),, the effect of social motive on joint outcome also decreased 
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significantly;; Afi = -.20, as compared to the situation in which only social motive 

wass in the equation.7 

Thee above results support the hypothesis that the effect of social motive 

onn joint outcome can be explained by the intermediate variables trust, integrative 

behavior,, and distributive behavior. Although these results are consistent with 

ourr predictions, we wish to emphasize that interpersonal trust and negotiation 

behaviorr were both measured with a questionnaire administered after the 

negotiationn task, prohibiting claims about causality. However, it is very unlikely 

thatt negotiation outcomes influenced ratings of interpersonal trust, integrative 

behavior,, and distributive behavior because participants were explicitly asked not 

too tell each other how many points they had achieved in the negotiation, and the 

experimenterr paid close attention that such sharing did not happen. 

Discussion n 

Previouss research has shown that social motives influence the outcomes of dyadic 

negotiations.. The first goal of this study was to investigate whether these findings 

couldd be replicated in a multiparty setting. We compared three-person groups 

thatt were either prosocially motivated (focused on joint negotiation outcomes), or 

egoisticallyy motivated (focused on their own outcomes only). Results 

corroboratedd our prediction that prosocial groups obtain higher joint outcomes 

thann egoistically motivated groups. From these results, we can conclude that the 

77 We did not examine the specific relationships between the proposed intermediate 
variabless trust, problem solving and contending, both for theoretical reasons (trust is likely 
too influence behavior, and behavior in turn is also likely to influence trust) and for 
practicall  reasons (high intercorrelations between these variables and small sample size). 
Whenn the three proposed intermediate variables are all entered into the equation with 
sociall  motive as the independent and joint outcome as the dependent variable at once 
(insteadd of separately), the beta-weight for social motive decreases to .05 (Afi = -.44, p < 
.01),, and social motive only accounts for a .01 change in R2. 
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ratherr weak effects of social motive on joint outcomes in multiparty negotiations 

foundd by Weingart et al. (1993) underestimated the importance of social motives 

inn groups. Our results attest to the importance of social motives in multiparty 

negotiationn because they show that despite the increased strategic, procedural 

andd computational complexity in group negotiations, the group members' social 

motivee determines joint outcomes in an important way. This has important 

implicationss for those wishing to enhance the effectiveness of negotiating groups. 

Thee second goal of the current study was to gain insight in the 

underlyingg processes that account for the positive effects of a prosocial motive on 

jointt outcomes. Regression analysis suggested that higher levels of trust and 

integrativee behavior, and lower levels of distributive behavior in prosocially 

motivatedd groups explain the relationship between social motives and joint 

outcomes.. Thus, the current study expands past research by Weingart et al. (1993) 

inn that it uncovers the underlying processes of the effects of social motives on 

jointt outcomes in group negotiation. 

Limitation ss and Suggestions for  Future Research 

AA limitation of the current study is that within groups, all participants had the 

samee social motive, whereas in real lif e negotiations, social motives can differ 

withinn a group (Weingart & Brett, 1998). Research is needed to investigate the 

effectss of social motive on negotiation processes and outcomes in heterogeneous 

groups.. In addition, trust and behavior were measured after the negotiation task, 

ratherr than on line. There is a chance that participants had biased recall of 

processess that occurred during the negotiation. However, research demonstrates 

thatt most recall of past events is relatively accurate (Pearson, Ross, & Dawes, 

1991).. Moreover, it can be argued that recall of trust and behavior, and the 

judgmentss that are based on this recall, are as "real" to a person as ongoing 

behavior,, and in fact, may have more important implications for future group 

interactionn (Pearson et al, 1991). However, we have to recognize that our tests for 

mediationn of the relationship between social motive and joint outcomes by trust 

andd negotiation behavior were correlational rather than experimental, and that 

anyy conclusions about the causality of these results should thus be drawn with 
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caution.. Therefore, future research should validate the results of the current study 

usingg direct measures, instead of post-negotiation recall. 

Practicall  Implications 

Groupss that have to make decisions often use negotiations to deal with diverging 

interests.. Results indicate that managers should emphasize that the negotiation 

outcomess should be favorable for all parties, and that group members should 

strivee for high outcomes as a group. Also, they should try to minimize egoistic 

motivation,, by emphasizing that negotiating is not a game of win and loose, and 

byy stimulating the search for integrative agreements. 

Wee argue that the above approach leads to advantages for teams, as well 

ass for the organizations in which they function. Teams wil l achieve higher joint 

outcomess and thus, use available resources more efficiently. This has immediate 

positivee effects, namely decisions that are characterized by high joint outcomes. 

Moreover,, finding mutually beneficial solutions might increase group members' 

motivationn and decrease feelings of stress. Therefore, future research should 

exploree the long-term effects of negotiation on group functioning and 

performance. . 

Conclusion n 

Thee current study has shown that a prosocial motive has the same favorable 

effectss for groups as it has for dyads. Results suggest that the finding that 

prosociall  groups achieve higher joint outcomes than egoistically motivated 

groupss can be explained by higher levels of trust and integrative behavior, and 

lowerr levels of distributive behavior in prosocially motivated groups. Apart from 

contributingg to negotiation theory, current findings also teach us that stimulation 

off  a prosocial motive in negotiating groups can enhance the quality of negotiation 

outcomes. . 





Chapterr  4 

Integrativ ee and Distributiv e Negotiation in Small 

Groups::  Effects of Task Structure, Decision Rule 

andd Social Motive8 

Groupp work involves negotiation, in which group members try to reach 

agreementt about perceived divergences of interests, ideas, or opinions (McGrath, 

1984).. Group members seek good outcomes for themselves through distributive 

behaviorss including competitive claiming, the use of threats and punitive 

capabilities,, and the communication of persuasive arguments and positional 

commitments.. However, group negotiations often have integrative potential in 

thatt one individual's gains do not equal others' losses. Group members seek to 

maximizee joint outcomes through integrative behaviors including the exchange of 

informationn about preferences and priorities, logrolling and the cooperative 

creationn of value (Lax & Sebenius, 1986; Lewicki, Saunders, & Minton, 1999; 

Nealee & Bazerman, 1991; Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). 

Integrativee agreements, in which all group members' interests are 

realizedd to the maximum extent, have several advantages: They produce 

satisfactionn and strengthen relationships between group members, decrease the 

possibilityy that future conflicts wil l arise, and benefit the larger community of 

whichh the negotiating group is a part, such as the overall organization (De Dreu, 

Weingart,, & Kwon, 2000; Mannix, 1993b; Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994). 

88 This chapter is adapted from Beersma & De Dreu (in press). 
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Thee current study therefore focused on how structural, procedural and 

motivationall  variables interactively determine integrative and distributive 

negotiationn behavior and outcomes in groups. 

Determinantss of Negotiation Behavior and Outcomes in Groups 

Althoughh a considerable number of studies have addressed dyadic negotiations, 

thee study of group negotiations has received comparatively littl e attention. This is 

unfortunatee because group negotiations pose special problems for negotiators. 

Specifically,, reaching an integrative agreement in a group is cognitively and 

strategicallyy more complex because it requires that group members reveal their 

preferencess to, and understand the preferences of, multiple parties (see, e.g., 

Kramer,, 1991; Mannix, 1993b; Mannix, Thompson, & Bazerman, 1989; Neale & 

Bazerman,, 1991; Thompson, Mannix, & Bazerman, 1988). 

Researchh that did focus on group negotiations (e.g., Beersma & De Dreu, 

1999;; Mannix et al., 1989; Polzer, Mannix, & Neale, 1998; Thompson et al., 1988; 

Weingart,, Bennett, & Brett, 1993; Weingart & Brett, 1998) has concentrated on 

threee types of variables that influence negotiation behavior and outcomes, 

namelyy (a) structural variables, (b) procedural variables, and (c) motivational variables. 

Structurall  variables refer to the configuration of the negotiation task; they involve 

thee objective arrangement of values and preferences of the negotiators. An 

examplee is the interest-compatibility manipulation used by Polzer et al. (1998). 

Procedurall  variables refer to the rules that determine the course of action that is 

too be taken in the negotiation, they involve the methods for conducting the 

negotiation,, the "decisions about how to decide" (Mannix, 1993a). An example is 

thee decision rule a group uses to reach a settlement (Mannix et al., 1989; 

Thompsonn et al., 1988), or the issue-consideration (also referred to as "agenda-

setting")) manipulation used by Weingart et al. (1993). Finally, motivational 

variabless refer to emotions, incentives or other impulses that induce the 

negotiatorss to follow a certain course of action. An example is the manipulation 

off  group members' motivational goals by Beersma and De Dreu (1999) and 

Weingartt et al. (1993). 

Althoughh prior research has shown that structural, procedural and 

motivationall  variables predict whether groups engage in integrative behavior 
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andd achieve high joint outcomes, these predictors have mainly been studied in 

isolation.. Thorough understanding of human behavior in social settings, 

however,, has gained tremendously when, in addition to main effects, the 

interactionss between several predictors are taken into consideration (McClintock 

&&  Liebrand, 1988). Leading theoretical accounts of mixed-motive decision-making 

andd negotiation such as Interdependence Theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Rusbult 

&&  Van Lange, 1996), Goal-Expectation Theory (Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977) and the 

Combinationn of Contributions Framework (Hinsz, Tindale & Vollrath, 1997) all 

explicitlyy view small group behavior as the interactive product of structural, 

procedurall  and motivational variables. Accordingly, the current study was 

designedd to improve our understanding of group negotiation by examining the 

mainn and interaction effects of (a) the structure of the negotiation task, (b) the 

group'ss decision rule, and (c) group members' social motives on negotiation 

behaviorr and outcomes. 

Inn addition, whereas prior negotiation research focused primarily on 

monetaryy outcomes and ignored effects of independent variables on "soft" 

performancee parameters including group climate (Hackman, 1998; West,, Borrill , 

&&  Unsworth, 1998), the current study does take these "soft" performance 

parameterss into account. Accordingly, apart from examining negotiation 

behaviorr and outcomes, this study also considered group climate as a key 

dependentt variable. 

Taskk Structure and Coalition Formation 

Thee study of the structure of the situation and its influence on social interaction 

hass a long tradition in research on interpersonal decision-making and negotiation 

(Deutsch,, 1973; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Steiner, 1974). Research has, for instance, 

consideredd the amount of conflict inherent in the negotiation task (e.g., 

Thompsonn & Hrebec, 1996), the amount of threat capacity parties have (e.g., 

Rubinn & Brown, 1975), and the presence or absence of exit options (e.g., Giebels, 

Dee Dreu & Van de Vliert, 2000). 

Althoughh these structural variables apply to small-group negotiations as 

well,, group negotiations have a particular feature not present in interpersonal 

negotiations.. That is, in small group negotiation, group members confront 
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multiplee others with opposed as well as with compatible preferences and 

priorities.. Thus, regarding a certain negotiation issue, a group member may 

opposee the preferences of some group members while sharing those of others. For 

negotiatorss facing such a situation, forming a coalition, e.g., "any subset of a 

groupp that pools its resources or unites as a single voice to determine a decision 

forr the entire group" (Murnighan & Brass, 1991, p. 285), can be a lucrative option. 

Ass noted in the literature on coalition formation (Gamson, 1964; 

Komorita,, 1974; Murnighan, 1978) a group negotiation task may be symmetrical 

orr asymmetrical and this structural variable is likely to affect group processes and 

outcomes.. Take, as an example, a three-person management team that has to 

negotiatee a joint decision about the allocation of the company's slack resources, an 

advertisementt campaign, and a new office location. We call their situation 

symmetricalsymmetrical when each individual meets with the same number of group 

memberss that are opposed to, as well as support his or her preferences. For 

example,, manager R and S may agree on the resource allocation issue while 

managerr T disagrees, manager S and T may agree on the campaign issue while R 

disagrees,, and manager R and T may agree on the location issue while S 

disagrees.. In this situation, a stable majority does not exist, and all group 

memberss have equal negotiation options. We call their situation asymmetrical, 

however,, when a majority of negotiating group members has compatible 

preferences,, which are incompatible with those of the minority. That is, manager 

RR and S may agree on the allocation issue, the campaign issue, and the location 

issuee while manager T disagrees on all three issues. Managers R and S then have 

betterr negotiation options because they have compatible interests, allowing them 

too join forces to achieve high negotiation outcomes at the expense of the minority 

(managerr T). 

Polzerr et al. (1998) were the first to explicitly investigate negotiation in an 

asymmetricall  task structure. They usedd a negotiation task in which three parties 

negotiatedd about the allocation of money to computer equipment and staff 

support.. The negotiation task was asymmetrical in that two parties (the majority) 

hadd identical preferences, while the remaining party (the minority) had opposite 

preferences.. Results showed that an asymmetrical task structure led majority 

partiess to join forces through coalition formation, thus excluding the minority. 
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Thiss resulted in relatively good outcomes for the parties included in the coalition 

comparedd to those that were excluded. 

Althoughh the study by Polzer et al. (1998) contributed to our knowledge 

off  asymmetrical negotiations, it did not directly compare an asymmetrical to a 

symmetricall  task structure. Consequently, the question whether asymmetry of 

thee task structure influences the likelihood of the group reaching high joint 

outcomess remains unanswered. In the current study, we therefore directly 

comparedd symmetrical with asymmetrical task structures. The findings of Polzer 

ett al. (1998) showed that the interest compatibility between majority members in 

ann asymmetrical task structure led to coalition formation. Because leading game-

theoreticall  and social-psychological theories predict that coalitions are formed 

whenn they serve group members' self-interests (Murnighan, 1978; Neale & 

Bazerman,, 1991), coalition formation can be viewed as defection at the group 

level;; it is aimed at claiming a large part of the negotiation "pie" for oneself, 

withoutt regard for the group members not included in the coalition (Mannix, 

1993b).. Thus, coalition formation can be seen as an instance of distributive 

behavior. . 

Wee propose that group members wil l engage in more distributive 

behavior,, including coalition formation, in asymmetrical than in symmetrical 

negotiationn tasks, and that the key mechanism that explains this effect is group 

members'' narrowed focus in asymmetrical negotiation tasks. Mannix (1993b) and 

Giebelss et al. (2000) found that in a group decision-making task, imbalances in the 

powerr positions of group members lead them to focus on their individual 

outcomess instead of on group outcomes. Asymmetry of the negotiation task 

mightt have the same effect. An asymmetrical task, in which there is interest 

compatibilityy between the majority members, makes the possibility that a 

coalitionn wil l be formed between these members extremely salient. The salience 

off  the majority coalition might affect group members' entitlement beliefs by 

signalingg to majority members that they have to make sure they wil l profit from 

theirr favorable position and to minority members that they have to defend their 

positionn in the group. We therefore predict that when the task structure is 

asymmetrical,, group members wil l tend to focus on distributive aspects of the 

task,, which wil l lead them to engage in less integrative behavior (Hla), and in 
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moree distributive behavior (Hlb) compared to a symmetrical task structure. Since 

manyy studies have shown that integrative behavior is a prerequisite for high joint 

outcomess (see, e.g., De Dreu et alv 2000), we also predicted, as a corollary, that 

thee negotiation wil l result in lower joint outcomes when the task is asymmetrical 

ratherr than symmetrical (Hlc). 

Wee also expected task structure to affect the social climate in negotiating 

groups.. Various scholars have pointed to the importance of social climate as an 

indicatorr of team effectiveness and viability (see, e.g., Hackman, 1990; West et al., 

1998).. In the negotiation literature, it has been hypothesized that integrative 

negotiationn results in more positive interpersonal relations and greater 

satisfactionn (Rubin et al., 1994). Hence, we predict that an asymmetrical task 

structuree wil l lead to a less positive group climate compared to a symmetrical 

taskk structure (Hid). 

Decisionn Rule and Social Motives 

Whilee in dyadic negotiation acceptance by both parties is necessary to reach a 

bindingg agreement, in group negotiation a variety of decision rules may be 

employedd (Neale & Bazerman, 1991; Stasser, Kerr, & Davis, 1989). Two 

commonlyy used group decision rules are unanimity rule and majority rule (Hare, 

1976;; Neale & Bazerman, 1991; Mannix et al., 1989; Thompson et al., 1988). 

Unanimityy rule implies that all group members have to support an agreement for 

itt to be implemented and each group member has the ability to veto, for instance 

too prevent decisions that result in low personal outcomes. Majority rule implies 

thatt a majority of group members is enough for an agreement to be implemented, 

andd that it is possible that the majority forces the group into an agreement that 

yieldss high outcomes for the majority, but not for the minority. 

Layy wisdom seems to support unanimity rule as a positive way of 

reachingg agreements and majority rule as a "lazy" way. Moreover, unanimity rule 

iss often thought to be more "fair", since it gives each group member an equal say 

inn the decision making process. However, we propose that when the task 

structuree is asymmetrical, the use of unanimity rule might be detrimental for 

negotiationn processes and outcomes. The reason for this is that while under 

majorityy rule, minority members who see their personal outcomes threatened by 
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aa coalition can do nothing to prevent this, under unanimity rule they may resort 

too their veto power to block proposed agreements that would result in low 

personall  outcomes. When the minority uses its decision-rule based power, this 

cann have different results. Majority members may either respond with 

distributivee behavior, likely to result in an impasse or in capitulation by either the 

majorityy or the minority. Alternatively, majority members may react to the 

minorityy with integrative behavior, so as to find agreements that yield equally 

favorablee or better outcomes for the majority and serve the minority as well. 

Thee literature on group decision making suggests that how group 

memberss value different distributions of resources determines which strategies 

theyy wil l use (Neale & Bazerman, 1991; Shaw, 1981). If group members value 

includingg all group members in an agreement, this would provide the minority 

memberr who is pleading for an agreement that includes him or her with more 

leverage,, and therefore would increase the chance of finding an agreement that 

yieldss high joint outcomes. Whether group members value including everyone in 

thee agreement depends on their social motives — preferences for distributions of 

outcomess between oneself and interdependent others — (McClintock, 1972; 

McClintock,, 1976; Messick & McClintock, 1968). Although a variety of social 

motivess may be distinguished, negotiation research typically distinguishes 

betweenn a prosocial motive, aimed at seeking good outcomes for oneself as well as 

forr other group members, and an egoistic motive, aimed at seeking good 

outcomess for oneself only (De Dreu et al., 2000; McClintock, 1976). In a 

negotiation,, both types of motives necessarily exist (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993), but 

theyy vary in salience due to individual differences, situational variations, or both 

(Carnevalee & Probst, 1998; De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995; McClintock, 1976). An 

extensivee body of research has investigated the situational mechanisms that bring 

aboutt prosocial or egoistic motives (for an overview see Chen, Chen, & Meindl, 

1998).. In a meta-analysis, De Dreu et al. (2000) compared a variety of ways to 

manipulatee social motives, including instructions and incentives from third 

parties,, mood manipulations, and social relationships. Results revealed that these 

differentt ways to manipulate social motives were functionally equivalent. In this 

study,, we manipulated social motives using instructions combined with 

incentives,, so as to stay close to prior research (e.g., Beersma & De Dreu, 1999). 
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Priorr research on the effects of social motives on negotiation behavior 

andd outcomes has shown that prosocially motivated group members tend to 

valuee inclusiveness as well as equality in outcome distribution (Van Lange, 1999), 

andd transform a negotiation into a collaborative game in which fairness and joint 

welfaree are important (Giebels et al., 2000; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). Moreover, 

theyy wil l engage in integrative behavior and refrain from distributive behavior 

includingg the formation of majority coalitions that exclude some group members 

(Beersmaa & De Dreu, 1999; De Dreu et al., 2000; Weingart et al., 1993). Thus, when 

groupp members are prosocially motivated, they value including all group 

memberss in the agreement, refrain from distributive behavior, and engage in 

integrativee behavior. In contrast, egoistically motivated group members tend to 

ignoree others' interests, are reluctant to sacrifice personal outcomes to benefit 

otherss and the collective (Van Lange, 1999), and transform the negotiation into a 

competitivee game in which power and personal success are important (Giebels et 

al.,, 2000; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). Consistent with this prior research, we expected 

prosociallyy motivated group members to engage in more integrative and in less 

distributivee behavior, to achieve higher joint outcomes, and to perceive the group 

climatee as more positive than egoistically motivated group members. 

Wee propose that in asymmetrical task structures, distributive power-play 

betweenn egoistically motivated majority and minority members wil l especially 

occurr when unanimity is required, because under those circumstances coalition 

formationn is salient, and those excluded from the coalition are likely to use 

distributivee tactics including their veto power to prevent agreements that are 

personallyy disadvantageous. Such distributive power-play has been associated 

withh low joint outcomes (De Dreu, Giebels, & Van de Vliert, 1998; Giebels et al., 

2000),, and a sub-optimal group climate (Rubin et al., 1994). Hence, we predict 

thatt an asymmetrical task structure wil l lead to less integrative behavior (H2a), 

moree distributive behavior (H2b), lower joint outcomes (H2c), and a less positive 

groupp climate (H2d) than a symmetrical structure, especially when group 

memberss have an egoistic instead of prosocial motive and unanimity rather than 

majorityy rule applies. 
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Summaryy and Overview of the Study 

Variouss theoretical accounts assume group decision making and negotiation to be 

aa function of the combined effects of structural, procedural and motivational 

variabless (Hinsz et alv 1997; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977). Past 

researchh on small group negotiation, however, has mainly examined these 

predictorss in isolation from one another. We argued that an asymmetrical task 

structuree focuses group members on their individual outcomes and therefore, 

coalitionn formation and related forms of distributive behavior are likely, 

especiallyy when group members have an egoistic rather than prosocial 

motivation.. When unanimity rather than majority rule applies, egoistically 

motivatedd groups in asymmetrical task structures are most likely to become 

lockedd in a competitive spiral of distributive exchanges, resulting in low joint 

outcomess and a deteriorated group climate. We tested our hypotheses in a 

laboratoryy experiment with three-person groups. 

Method d 

Designn and Participants 

Thee design was a 2 (task structure: symmetrical versus asymmetrical) by 2 

(decisionn rule: unanimity versus majority) by 2 (social motive: prosocial versus 

egoistic)) factorial design. Dependent variables were integrative and distributive 

behavior,, joint negotiation outcomes, and group climate. 

Participantss were 273 male and female psychology undergraduates, who 

participatedd to fulfil l course requirements. They were randomly assigned to 

groupss of three, which were randomly assigned to experimental conditions. 

Groupss differed in gender composition, but because this had no effects on the 

dependentt variables it is not discussed any further. 

Procedure e 

AA total of twelve sessions were run with six to eight groups per session. There 

weree three experimenters (e.g., one female who ran six sessions, one female who 

rann one session, and one male who ran five sessions). The task was introduced to 
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participantss as a group-decision making study. Exploratory analyses revealed no 

experimenterr effects. 

Al ll  participants received a folder containing general instructions, 

informationn about their role in the negotiation (either bakery's representative, 

flowerr store's representative, or grocery's representative), and their own profit 

schedulee (see also Negotiation Task and Manipulation of Task Structure). After 

thee participants read the instructions, the experimenter repeated that groups 

wouldd negotiate for maximally 20 minutes and that failure to reach agreement 

wouldd result in zero points. Also, it was emphasized that group members were 

allowedd to talk about anything they wanted, but that they were not allowed to 

showw each other their profit schedules. Groups negotiated until they reached an 

agreementt or until allotted time ran out. When they reached an agreement, group 

memberss each had to write down the number of points they had achieved. On the 

pagee where this had to be written it said: "Write down your points here, but do not 

telltell the others how many points you achieved! The experimenter will  return to this later." 

Afterr the negotiation task, participants filled in a questionnaire. The experimenter 

ensuredd that participants did not talk about their outcomes until everyone had 

handedd in the questionnaire. Finally, participants were debriefed and thanked. 

Negotiationn Task and Manipulation of Task Structure 

Thee experimental task consisted of a three-person, three-issue, negotiation task 

(Beersmaa & De Dreu, 1999; based on Weingart et al., 1993). In this task, 

participantss within a group (randomly) received different role instructions for the 

roless of representative of a bakery, a flower shop, and a grocery. They were given 

aa case in which the three shops planned to rent a single market together. Group 

memberss had to try to reach agreement on three issues: The design of the market, 

thee temperature in the market, and the distribution of rental costs. For each issue 

theree were five possible levels on which the group members could agree. Each 

groupp member received a profit schedule that gave information about his or her 

individuall  profits, but not about the other group members' profits (see Appendix 

B).. The group member's preferences for each level of the three issues were 

expressedd in the number of points ("profits") their store would achieve when they 

reachedd an agreement on a particular level. 
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Thee task provided an opportunity for group members to integrate their 

interests.. By logrolling (giving up on less valuable issues to maximize outcomes 

onn the most valuable issue), group members could optimize their joint outcomes. 

Groupp members were not allowed to exchange profit schedules, and thus had to 

discoverr the integrative potential by negotiating and exchanging information 

aboutt their preferences and priorities. 

Taskk structure was manipulated by using different profit schedules in the 

symmetricall  task and the asymmetrical task conditions. The upper three panels of 

Appendixx B show that in the symmetrical task structure condition, for each issue, 

twoo negotiators had the same preferences while the remaining negotiator had 

oppositee preferences, but the two negotiators who agreed were different for every 

issue.. This yields a completely balanced and symmetrical situation. However, in 

thee asymmetrical task structure condition (see the lower three panels in 

Appendixx B), the grocery's representative's and the florist's representative's 

preferencess were compatible for all three issues. Thus, these group members 

wouldd be likely to form a stable majority coalition. In the following, we refer to 

thesee group members as majority members I and II, respectively. The bakery's 

representativee held a minority position, in that his / her interests were 

incompatiblee with those of the other group members on all issues. In the 

following,, we wil l refer to this group member as the minority member. It is 

importantt to note that "majority" and "minority" are meaningful constructs in the 

asymmetricall  task structure only. Therefore, any differences in behavior or 

outcomess between "majority" and "minority" members in the symmetrical task 

structuree should be attributed to role-specihc characteristics (for instance, "being 

aa bakery's representative provides one with better arguments"). As such, 

observingg reliable differences between majority and minority in the asymmetrical 

taskk structure but not in the symmetrical task structure would render an 

alternativee explanation in terms of specific role characteristics unlikely. 

Inn both the symmetrical and the asymmetrical task structure, the 

maximumm individual outcome per group member was 350 points. Also, the value 

off  a fifty-fift y compromise was kept constant across conditions: When a group 

decidedd on a compromise (e.g., design C, a temperature of 16 °C, and distribution 

4),, this would yield the same individual and joint outcomes in both conditions 
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(e.g.,, 175 and 525 points respectively). However, and by definition, the value of 

ann integrative agreement differed across conditions. An integrative agreement 

(thatt is, an agreement that maximizes joint outcomes, e.g., design B, 12 °C, and 

distributionn 3) yields 600 points (200 points for each group member) in the 

symmetricall  negotiation. In the asymmetrical condition, this integrative 

agreementt yields 750 points (300 points for majority member I, 250 points for 

majorityy member II, and 200 points for the minority member). This again reflects 

thee disadvantageous minority position of the minority member. 

Manipulatio nn of Decision Rule 

Thee manipulation of decision rule followed the procedure used in prior research 

(e.g.,, Mannix et al., 1989; Thompson et al., 1988). In the unanimity-rule condition, 

participantss were informed by written instructions that all three group members had 

toto agree on a decision in order for it to take effect. In the majority-rule condition, 

writtenn instructions informed participants that a decision could be implemented 

whenn a majority (that is: Two out of three group members) favored this decision. In 

orderr to ensure that the decision rule was applied correctly, group members kept 

theirr instructions with them throughout the negotiation, and were allowed to 

lookk back at these instructions at any time. 

Manipulatio nn of Social Motive 

Sociall  motive was manipulated by using instructions combined with incentives 

(cf.. Beersma & De Dreu, 1999). Participants in the prosocial-motive condition 

receivedd written instructions informing them that it was important that the 

markett as a whole would make large profits. This was accompanied by an 

incentive;; participants were informed that the members of the group with the 

highestt total number of points (the summed points of all three group members) 

wouldd each receive a "prize" (the nature of the prize remained unspecified). 

Participantss in the egoistic-motive condition received written instructions 

informingg them that it was important that their own store would make large 

profits,, and that the three individuals with the highest number of points would 

receivee a prize. 
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Dependentt  Variables 
ManipulationManipulation checks. We used a five-item questionnaire to check the 

adequacyy of the manipulation of social motive. Two items measured participants' 

prosociall  motivation: "I was supposed to try to achieve many points for my 

group""  and "I was particularly trying to achieve many points for my group". 

Threee items measured egoistic motivation: "I was supposed to try to achieve 

manyy points for myself regardless of the number of points the others would 

receive",, "I was particularly trying to achieve many points for myself" and "I was 

particularlyy trying to win from the others". Answers could be given on five-points 

scaless ("1" = "disagree" and "5" = "agree"). Scores were averaged over the two and 

threee items respectively to construct a scale for prosocial motivation (Cronbach's 

alphaa = .94) and for egoistic motivation (Cronbach's alpha = .92). 

Thee manipulation of task structure and decision rule was checked 

indirectlyy by analyzing the number of coalitions. Negotiated agreements were 

codedd as coalition agreements when two of the three negotiators gain points at the 

remainingg party's expense. In this case, they obtain either their first or second 

preferredd outcome on at least one issue, while on the other issues, at least the 

"middlee ground" option, or otherwise an option that favors the members in the 

coalition,, is chosen (cf., Polzer et al., 1998). Thus, the party that is not in the 

coalitionn is left with minimal points. An example of a coalition-agreement is 

designn D, 12 °C, and distribution 3. In this agreement, both the florist's 

representativee and the grocery's representative receive 350 points, while the 

bakery'ss representative is left with no points at all. A less "extreme" example is 

designn E, 12 °C, and distribution 5, where the florist's representative receives 

312.55 points, the grocery's representative receives 287.5 points, and the bakery's 

representativee receives only 75 points. 

NegotiationNegotiation behavior. Past research has assessed negotiation behavior 

eitherr by coding verbal transcripts into distributive and integrative behavior 

categoriess (De Dreu et al., 1998; Pruitt & Lewis, 1975; Weingart et al., 1993) or by 

usingg self or peer reports of these behaviors (Beersma & De Dreu, 1999; De Dreu, 

Evers,, Beersma, Kluwer & Nauta, 2001). We took the latter approach and asked 

groupp members to rate each other's distributive and integrative behavior. We 

usedd two four-item scales to measure integrative and distributive negotiation 
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behaviorr by asking the minority member to rate the behavior of the two majority 

memberss and by asking the two majority members to rate the behavior of the 

minorityy member on eight items. Four items measured integrative behavior (e.g., 

"Didd this person try to find a solution that would be in everybody's interest?"), 

andd four items measured distributive behavior (e.g., "Did this person try to 

imposee his/her own wil l upon you?"). Answers could be given on five-points 

scales,, with "1" = "not at all" and "5" = "very much". Both subscales proved 

reliablee (Cronbach's alpha respectively .95 and .85). The two scales were derived 

fromm the Dutch Test for Conflict Handling and have considerable convergent and 

discriminantt validity (De Dreu et al., 2001; Van de Vliert, 1997) 

Especiallyy in groups negotiating under an asymmetrical structure, 

differentt types of behavior in majority and minority parties may be expected. 

Therefore,, we analyzed the behavior of the majority (as rated by the minority) 

andd the behavior of the minority (as rated by the majority) separately. We 

computedd intraclass correlations (ICC, Kenny & LaVoie, 1985; Shrout & Fleiss, 

1979)) to assess convergence in the minority's ratings of the two majority 

members,, and in the majority members' ratings of the minority member, across 

alll  subjects. ICC's were: Integrative behavior by the majority: .56; distributive 

behaviorr by the majority: .49; integrative behavior by the minority: .58; and 

distributivee behavior by the minority: .51. All ICC-values were significant at p < 

.0001.. In addition, we computed eta-square values as another indicator of 

convergence.. Eta-square was .78, .75, .79 and .75, respectively. These values 

exceedd the minimum criterion of .20 suggested by Georgopoulos (1986). Both 

ICC-- and eta-square values justify averaging behavior scores for the majority and 

thee minority. 

JointJoint outcomes. Joint outcomes were calculated by summing the 

individuall  outcomes within one group. A simple compromise (e.g., design C, 16 

°CC and distribution 4) yielded 525 points in both task structures. The lowest 

possiblee joint outcome was zero points (when a group failed to reach agreement) 

andd the highest 600 points in the symmetrical condition and 750 in the 

asymmetricall  condition. We divided the outcomes by the highest possible joint 

outcomess in the respective conditions to make them comparable across 

conditions.. Thus, reported "standardized joint outcome" scores reflect the 
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percentagee of maximum achievable outcomes. Using raw scores, or Z-

transformationss based on sample means and standard deviations or on scale 

meanss and standard deviations yielded similar results and identical conclusions. 

GroupGroup climate. This construct was measured using six items: "During the 

decision-makingdecision-making tesfc...the atmosphere was agreeable", "...I felt comfortable", "...the 

otherss were honest to me", "...the others trusted me", "...the others listened to me", 

andd "...our interaction was sociable". Participants could indicate the degree to 

whichh they agreed to these items on five-points scales, "1" meaning " disagree" 

andd "5" meaning "agree". Items were constructed especially for the current study. 

Principall  Component Analysis on the six items revealed the expected 

unidimensionality;; the analysis yielded one factor, which had an eigenvalue of 

4.28,, explaining 71.31% of the variance in scores on the individual items. The 

groupp climate scale was also shown to be internally consistent (Cronbach's alpha 

== .92). We again used the group as the unit of analysis, ICC = .48, F (90, 182) = 

3.79,, p < .001; eta-square = .65. 

Results s 

Treatmentt  of the Data and Descriptive Statistics 

Dataa concerning negotiation behavior by the majority and the minority were 

analyzedd using two 2 (task structure: symmetrical vs. asymmetrical) x 2 (decision 

rule:: unanimity vs. majority) x 2 (social motive: prosocial vs. egoistic) 

Multivariatee Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) designs, one with integrative 

behaviorr by the majority and the minority as dependent variables and one with 

distributivee behavior by the majority and the minority as dependent variables. 

Significantt multivariate effects were disentangled using univariate ANOVA's. 

Standardizedd joint outcomes were analyzed using 2 (task structure: symmetrical 

vs.. asymmetrical) x 2 (decision rule: unanimity vs: majority) x 2 (social motive: 

prosociall  vs. egoistic) Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). Significant interaction 

effectss on joint outcomes between task structure, decision rule and social motive 

weree decomposed using simple effects analyses (testing for main effects and two-

wayy interactions within each level of task structure), using the overall error term 
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(cf.. Winer, 1981). We used logistic regression to test for effects of the predictors on 

coalitionn formation (a nominal variable with two levels, i.e., coalition versus no 

coalition). . 

Tablee 4 provides the descriptive statistics and correlations for all 

dependentt variables. Consistent with past research, distributive behavior was 

negativelyy correlated with joint outcomes and group climate, whereas integrative 

behaviorr was positively correlated with these outcome measures. 

Tablee 4. Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations between variables in 

thee study. 

VariableVariable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

.37 7 

-.455 -.41 

-.522 -.49 .54 

Note.. All correlations were significant; for r < .33: p < .01, and for r > .33: p < .001. 

Manipulatio nn Checks 

AA 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA revealed that prosocially motivated group members reported 

aa stronger prosocial motivation (M = 4.52) than egoistically motivated group 

memberss (M = 2.62), F (1, 83) = 149.86, p < .001, and egoistically motivated group 

memberss reported a stronger egoistic motivation (M = 3.16) than prosocially 

1.. Integrative behavior 

byy the minority 

2.. Integrative behavior 

byy the majority 

3.. Distributive behavior 

byy the minority 

4.. Distributive behavior 

byy the majority 

5.. Standardized joint 

outcomes s 

6.. Group climate 

3.722 .98 

3.733 .87 .59 

2.800 .75 -.39 -.33 

2.866 .70 -.34 -.53 

.877 .16 .51 .51 

4.233 .56 .69 .68 
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motivatedd group members (M = 1.71), F (1, 83) = 97.28, p < .001. No other effects 

weree significant. 

Ass a check on the manipulation of task structure we examined the 

numberr of stable majority coalitions through logistic regression. This revealed a 

significantt main effect for task structure, fi = - 1.74, p < .0001, R2 = .15. Whereas in 

thee symmetrical condition a majority coalition was formed in only 2 out of 47 

groupss (4%), in the asymmetrical condition a majority coalition was formed in 23 

outt of 44 groups (49%). The latter result is consistent with the findings of Polzer et 

al.. (1998). 

Ass a check on the manipulation of decision rule, we examined all possible 

coalitionss (not necessarily majority coalitions). If the manipulation was effective, 

theree should have been more coalitions in the majority-rule condition than in the 

unanimity-rulee condition. This indeed was the case. Logistic regression revealed 

aa significant main effect of decision rule on the number of coalitions, fi = - .75, p < 

.05,, R2 = .04. Consistent with earlier findings by Thompson et al. (1988), whereas 

underr unanimity rule a coalition was formed in 8 out of 46 groups (17%), under 

majorityy rule a coalition was formed in 17 out of 45 groups (38%).9 

Integrativ ee Behavior 

Consistentt with Hypothesis la, MANOVA revealed that both majority members 

andd minority members engaged in less integrative behavior in the asymmetrical 

conditionn (MMAJ = 3.44, M^  ̂ = 3.42) than in the symmetrical condition ( M ^ j = 

99 In the current study, the only type of coalition that was formed was the coalition between 

thee two majority members, the grocery's and the florist's representative. Although in the 

symmetricall  conditions, one should expect coalitions among majority and minority 

memberss to occur just as often as coalitions among majority members, our data show that 

thee first type of coalition was never formed. We think that it is a coincidence that the two 

coalitionss that were formed in the symmetrical condition were coalitions between the 

"majority""  parties. Coding data obtained in a prior study using this negotiation task 

(Beersmaa & De Dreu, 1999, Chapter 3 in this dissertation) for coalition agreements showed 

thatt coalitions (although they are not often formed in the symmetrical task structure), do 

nott necessarily have to be between the grocery's and the florist's representative. 
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4.01,, MMJN = 4.00), Multivariate F (2,82) = 8.39, p < .001, Univariate F's for 

integrativee behavior by the majority: F (1,83) = 13.26, p < .001, and for integrative 

behaviorr by the minority F (1,83) = 10.80, p < .001. 

Consistentt with prior research, MANOVA revealed that prosocially 

motivatedd majority and minority members engaged in more integrative behavior 

(MMAJJ = 4.10, MMÏN = 4.15) than egoistically motivated majority and minority 

memberss (MMA] = 3.39, M ^ = 3.27), Multivariate F (2,82) = 16.86, p < .001, 

Univariatee F's for integrative behavior by the majority: F (1, 83) = 24.02, p < .001, 

andd for integrative behavior by the minority F (1,83) = 24.50, p < .001. 

Inn Hypothesis 2a we predicted that an asymmetrical task structure would 

leadd group members to engage in less integrative behavior than a symmetrical 

structure,, especially when group members are egoistically rather than prosocially 

motivatedd and unanimity rather than majority rule applies. Because the 

multivariatee three-way interaction was not significant, the hypothesis did not 

receivee support. However, Table 5 shows that the patterns of means for both 

majorityy and minority members were in the predicted direction: Both majority 

andd minority members reported the lowest amount of integrative behavior in the 

asymmetricall  condition when they were egoistically motivated and negotiated 

underr unanimity rule. 
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Distributiv ee Behavior 

Consistentt with Hypothesis lb, MANOVA revealed a significant multivariate 

mainn effect of task structure, indicating that in the asymmetrical condition, both 

majorityy members and minority members engaged in more distributive behavior 

(MMAJJ = 3.04, MJ^N = 2.95) than in the symmetrical condition ( M ^ = 2.68, M^  ̂ = 

2.67),, Multivariate F (2, 82) = 4.03, p < .05. The Univariate F for distributive 

behaviorr by the minority was significant, F (1, 83) = 7.22, p < .05. The Univariate F 

forr distributive behavior by the majority revealed a trend, F (1,83) = 3.01, p < .09. 

Wee did not find the expected main effect for social motive; Multivariate F 

(2,, 82) = 2.23, n.s., Univariate F's for integrative behavior by the majority: F (1, 83) 

== 2.33, n.s., and for integrative behavior by the minority F (1, 83) = 3.49, p < .07. 

However,, MANOVA did reveal an unpredicted trend for the main effect of 

decisionn rule, indicating that under unanimity rule, majority and minority 

memberss tended to engage in more distributive behavior (M^ j = 3.01, M ^ = 

2.92)) than under majority rule ( M ^ = 2.70, M ^ = 2.71), Multivariate F (2, 82) = 

2.80,, p < .07. The Univariate F for distributive behavior by the majority was 

significant,, F (1, 83) = 5.09, p < .05. The Univariate F for distributive behavior by 

thee minority was not significant, F (1,83) = 1.97, n.s. 

Thee reported main effects were qualified by a three-way interaction 

betweenn task structure, decision rule and social motive at the multivariate level, 

ass predicted in Hypothesis 2b, F (2, 82) = 3.36, p < .05. The Univariate F for 

distributivee behavior by the majority was significant, F (1, 83) = 4.53, p < .05. The 

Univariatee F for distributive behavior by the minority was not significant, F (1, 

83)) < 1, n.s. Simple effects analyses on distributive behavior by the majority 

showedd that in the symmetrical condition, decision rule and social motive did not 

interact,, F (1, 84) < 1, n.s. In the asymmetrical condition, the interaction between 

decisionn rule and social motive was significant F (1, 84) = 4.40, p < .05, such that 

underr unanimity rule, majority members engaged in more distributive behavior 

whenn they were egoistically motivated (M = 3.52) rather than when they were 

prosociallyy motivated (M = 3.00, p < .06). Under majority rule, the amount of 

distributivee behavior for majority members did not differ (M = 2.66 for 

egoisticallyy motivated groups and M = 2.99 for prosocially motivated groups, see 
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alsoo Figure 4). This finding supports Hypothesis 2b for distributive behavior by 

majorityy members. 
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Figuree 4. Distributive behavior by majority members as a function of task 

structure,, decision rule, and social motive. 
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Standardizedd Joint Outcomes 

Consistentt with Hypothesis lc, ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of task 

structuree on standardized joint outcomes, F (1, 82) = 15.21, p < .001, indicating 

thatt in the symmetrical condition, groups achieved higher joint outcomes (M = 

.93)) than in the asymmetrical condition (M = .81).10 Consistent with prior research, 

ANOVAA revealed a significant main effect of social motive, F (1, 82) = 13.88, p < 

.001,, indicating that prosocially motivated groups achieved higher joint outcomes 

(MM = .93) than egoistically motivated groups (M = .82). Moreover, ANOVA 

revealedd an interaction between task structure and social motive, F (1, 82) = 3.96, 

pp < .05. Simple effects analysis showed that social motive did not have a 

significantt effect on joint outcomes in the symmetrical condition, F (1, 83) = 1.31, 

n.s.,n.s., but that prosocially motivated groups achieved higher joint outcomes (M = 

.90)) than egoistically motivated groups (M = .73) in the asymmetrical condition, F 

(1,, 83) = 13.65, p<. 001. 

Thiss two-way interaction between task structure and social motive was 

specifiedd by the significant three-way interaction between task structure, decision 

rule,, and social motive predicted in Hypothesis 2c, F (1, 82) = 4.87, p < .05. Simple 

effectss analyses showed that in the symmetrical condition, there was no 

significantt interaction between decision rule and social motive, F (1, 83) < 1, n.s., 

whereass in the asymmetrical condition, the interaction between decision rule and 

sociall  motive was significant F (1, 83) = 5.90, p < .05. In the asymmetrical 

condition,, egoistically motivated groups achieved significantly lower joint 

outcomess (M = .66) than prosocially motivated groups (M = .93) when unanimity 

rulee applied (p < .05, see Figure 5). Under majority rule, egoistically motivated 

groupss (M = .81) achieved joint outcomes that did not differ significantly from 

thosee of prosocially motivated groups (M = .87). Figure 5 shows that in an 

100 We had 82 degrees of freedom for the analyses concerning joint outcomes whereas we 
hadd 83 degrees of freedom for the other analyses. This was due to one group, which had 
failedd to fil l in the negotiation outcomes. Omitting this group from the other analyses did 
nott change results. 
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asymmetricall  (but not symmetrical) task structure, unanimity rule results in low 

jointt outcomes when groups have an egoistic rather than prosocial motive. 

Symmetrica ll  Task Structur e 

Unanimityy rule Majority rule 

Decisio nn Rule 

Figuree 5. Joint outcome as a function of task structure, decision rule, and social 

motive. . 



78 8 ChapterChapter 4 

Groupp Climate 

Consistentt with Hypothesis ld, ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of task 

structure,, F (1, 83) = 10.70, p < .005; groups that negotiated in an asymmetrical 

taskk reported a less positive group climate (M = 4.06) than groups in a 

symmetricall  task (M = 4.34). Although not predicted, ANOVA also revealed a 

significantt main effect of decision rule, F (1, 83) = 6.89, p < .01, indicating that 

groupss under unanimity rule reported a less positive group climate (M = 4.11) 

thann groups under majority rule (M = 4.36). Consistent with prior research, 

ANOVAA revealed a significant main effect of social motive, F (1, 83) = 18.71, p < 

.001:: In egoistic groups the group climate was less positive (M = 4.02) than in 

prosociall  groups (M = 4.45). 

Inn Hypothesis 2d, we predicted that the group climate would be less 

positivee in an asymmetrical as opposed to a symmetrical task structure, especially 

whenn group members had an egoistic rather than prosocial motive and 

unanimityy rather than majority rule applied. This hypothesis could not be 

supportedd because the three way-interaction was not significant. However, the 

patternn of means for group climate was in the predicted direction (see Table 6): 

Egoisticallyy motivated groups that negotiated in an asymmetrical task under 

unanimityy rule rated the group climate less positive than all other groups. 

TableTable 6. Group climate as a function of task structure, decision rule, and social 

motive. . 

Sociall  Motive 

Unanimityy Rule 

Majorityy Rule 

Taskk Structure 

Symmetrical l 

Prosocial l 

4.51* * 

4.66a a 

Egoistic c 

4.03* * 

4.36,. . 

Asymmetrical l 

Prosocial l 

4.35* * 

4.25* * 

Egoistic c 

3.50b b 

4.16* * 

Note.. Means that do not share a common letter in the subscript differ at p < .05 in 

Tukey'ss Honestly Significant Difference-tests. 
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Conclusionss and Discussion 

Inn the past three decades our understanding of small group behavior has gained 

tremendouslyy by taking into account the combined effects of structural, 

procedurall  and motivational variables (Hinsz et al., 1997; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; 

Pruittt & Kimmel, 1977). The current research continued this approach by 

studyingg negotiation behavior, joint outcomes, and group climate as a function of 

thee interactions between task structure, decision rule, and group members' social 

motives.. Based on past research that had mainly examined these three variables 

inn isolation (e.g., Beersma & De Dreu, 1999; Mannix et al., 1989; Polzer et al., 1998; 

Thompsonn et al., 1988; Weingart et al., 1993; Weingart & Brett, 1998) we predicted 

thatt an asymmetrical task structure would lead to more distributive and less 

integrativee behavior, and to lower joint outcomes than a symmetrical structure, 

especiallyy when group members have an egoistic instead of a prosocial motive 

andd unanimity rather than majority rule applies. Results generally supported 

thesee predictions. 

Inn addition, and in contrast to past negotiation research with its one-

sidedd focus on (monetary) outcomes, we examined group climate and predicted 

thatt an asymmetrical task structure would lead to a less positive group climate 

thann a symmetrical structure, especially when group members had an egoistic 

insteadd of a prosocial motive and unanimity rather than majority rule applied. 

Resultss for group climate were consistent with this prediction as well. In the 

sectionss to follow we discuss our findings and their implications in more detail, 

identifyy strengths and weaknesses of the current study and highlight several 

questionss that await future research. 

Theoreticall  Implications and Avenues for  Future Research 

Upp til l now, only a few studies examined small group negotiation, and these 

studiess tended to focus on main rather than interaction effects. We decided to go 

beyondd testing main effects and to study interaction effects between task 

structure,, decision rule and social motive. We predicted destructive negotiation 

processess and low joint outcomes when groups negotiated within an 
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asymmetricall  task under unanimity rule and when they were egoistically 

motivated.. We found the predicted three-way interaction for distributive 

behaviorr and for joint outcomes. For integrative behavior and group climate, the 

three-wayy interaction was not found. However, cumulative main effects led to a 

distributionn of means that showed that scores for integrative behavior and group 

climatee were lowest when groups negotiated within the asymmetrical condition 

underr unanimity rule and when they were egoistically motivated. Our findings 

implyy that a full understanding of negotiation processes in small groups cannot 

bee reached by continuing to study main effects only, and we recommend future 

researchh to continue designing studies examining the interactions among 

predictors. . 

Ourr suggestion to view group negotiation in terms of interactions 

betweenn predictors wil l not be surprising to readers familiar with research on 

interpersonall  negotiation. In fact, research on dyadic negotiation has a long-

lastingg tradition in studying interactions between structural, motivational (and 

moree recently, cognitive) factors (for reviews, see Bazerman, Curhan, Moore & 

Valley,, 2000; Carnevale & Pruitt, 1992; De Dreu, Harinck & Van Vianen, 1999). 

Twoo of the three predictors in the current study are present at the group but not 

interpersonall  level, social motives being the exception. Interpersonal negotiations 

are,, by definition, characterized by a symmetrical task structure and require 

unanimityy for an agreement to be implemented. As such, current findings 

identifyy a process typical for groups, showing that egoistic groups engage in less 

integrativee and more distributive behavior, and reach lower joint outcomes in 

asymmetricall  rather than symmetrical tasks when unanimity instead of majority 

rulee applies. This indicates that conclusions derived from research on dyadic 

negotiationn cannot always be translated directly into hypotheses about group 

negotiation.. Future research on group negotiation would be especially fruitful 

whenn it considers those factors that differentiate group- from interpersonal 

negotiations. . 

Thee current study provided groups with a specific decision rule. In many 

cases,, however, groups do not have a decision rule forced upon them, and which 

decisionn rule to use is part of the negotiation process. Future research could 

examinee the effects of task structure and social motive on the procedures groups 
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optt for. Based on current findings, one might expect egoistically motivated 

groupss to opt for majority rule in the case of an asymmetrical task, whereas 

unanimityy rule is the more likely candidate in case of a prosocial motive and 

symmetricallyy structured tasks. If this were true, the interesting conclusion would 

bee that egoistically motivated group members in asymmetrical tasks opt for a 

decisionn rule that is functional to the group as a whole. Given the current results, 

egoisticallyy motivated groups in asymmetrical tasks should avoid unanimity rule 

becausee it can lead to competitive spirals of distributive behavior and low joint 

outcomes. . 

Wee neither expected nor obtained effects of decision rule in a 

symmetricall  task structure. Based on findings of prior research, however, we did 

expectt that in symmetrical task structures prosocially motivated groups would 

engagee in more integrative behavior and reach higher joint outcomes than 

egoisticallyy motivated groups. Although we did not find effects of social motive 

inn the symmetrical task structure conditions when we analyzed the data using 

simplee effects analyses, means were in the predicted direction (see Figure 5). 

Moreover,, the difference between the means was statistically significant when 

testedd with a simple t-test, t (1, 44) = 2.55, p < .05. Thus, current results for social 

motivess appear to represent a weaker instance of the generally robust tendency 

forr prosocially motivated groups to achieve higher joint outcomes than 

egoisticallyy motivated groups. 

Thee design of our study allowed us to examine behavioral patterns by 

majorityy and minority members separately. Interestingly, as can be seen in Table 

4,, integrative behavior by the minority had a much stronger association with 

integrativee behavior by the majority (r = .59) than was the case for distributive 

behaviorr by the minority and majority (r = .37). Although measurement issues 

cannott be excluded, this pattern may suggest that integrative behavior tends to 

evokee reciprocation to a greater extent than distributive behavior. Integrative 

behavior,, once instigated, bears the promise of good outcomes for all and as such 

iss both morally and rationally superior to distributive behavior (cf., Axelrod, 

1984;; Bazerman et al., 2000). Future research in both interpersonal and group 

negotiationn could investigate this issue in more detail by analyzing sequences of 

behaviorall  patterns by respective individuals instead of continuing the current 
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practicee of aggregating behavioral data to the dyadic or group level (cf., 

Weingart,, Prietula, Hyder, & Genovese, 1999). 

Thee current study not only included the traditional measure of joint 

outcome,, but also a "soft" performance measure of group climate. Rubin et al. 

(1994)) hypothesized that integrative agreements and high joint outcomes relate to 

satisfaction,, feelings of self-efficacy, positive interpersonal relations and reduced 

likelihoodd of future conflict. The current study corroborated this assumption, by 

showingg that integrative behaviors and joint outcomes in small-group negotiation 

aree positively related to group climate. This finding opens up some interesting 

avenuess for future research. Specifically, group climate has been argued to affect 

groupp effectiveness and performance. For instance, Edmondson (1999) showed, 

thatt a "psychologically safe" climate (an interpersonal context in which well-

intentionedd actions wil l not lead to punishment or rejection) increased work 

teams'' learning behavior, exemplified by information exchange and coordination. 

Also,, research on cohesiveness and social integration in groups suggests that 

groupss with a positive climate experience higher morale and satisfaction and 

exhibitt more efficient task coordination than groups with a less positive climate 

(forr reviews, see Shaw, 1981; McGrath, 1984; West et al., 1998). Although the 

"aftermath""  of group negotiation has been woefully ignored (Pruitt & Carnevale, 

1993;; Saunders, 1985), the current results suggest group negotiation affects, 

throughh its influence on group climate, long-term group processes and team 

performance. . 

Limitations s 

Ass with most studies, the current research has several limitations. First and 

foremost,, our measures of negotiation behavior were based on peer report and 

resultss may have been influenced by self-serving and social desirability biases. 

However,, past research revealed littl e evidence for social desirability and self-

servingg biases in self-reports of negotiation behavior (De Dreu et al., 2001; Rahim 

&&  Magner, 1995). At a more general level, research demonstrates that most recall 

off  past events is relatively accurate and it has been argued that recall of behavior 

andd the judgments based on it are as "real" to a person as ongoing behavior 

(Pearson,, Ross, & Dawes, 1991). Moreover, the most important consequences of 
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behaviorr lie in the future, such that recall of behavior and judgments based on it 

mayy provide a better predictor of future group functioning and effectiveness than 

actuall  behaviors and outcomes. 

AA second limitation, related to the first, is that measuring rather than 

observingg negotiation behavior excludes conclusions about causality. Although 

pastt research strongly suggested that high outcomes are due to high levels of 

integrativee behavior, and low levels of distributive behavior (De Dreu et al., 1998; 

Giebelss et al., 2000) we cannot test this with the current data. 

AA third issue is that majority and minority positions were confounded 

withh group members' roles; that is, the minority member always had the role of 

thee bakery's representative and the majority members always had the role of the 

grocery'ss and the florist's representatives. As such, we cannot exclude the 

possibilityy that behavioral measures were influenced not only by the majority or 

minorityy position group members had, but also (or only) by their specific roles in 

thee negotiation. Some arguments go against this possibility, however. First, in the 

symmetricall  task, neither main effects of group members role in the negotiation 

norr interactions of group member's role with decision rule or social motive were 

significant.. This is consistent with past research using the negotiation task in the 

symmetricall  task structure condition, in which effects of role were not found 

eitherr (Beersma & De Dreu, 1999, see Chapter 3). Finally, research using a similar 

groupp negotiation task did not report effects for role (Weingart et al., 1993; 

Weingartt & Brett, 1998). 

Fourth,, in the current study, a majority coalition would lead to unequal 

pointt totals for the coalescing majority members. From the literature on decision 

makingg heuristics, we know that equality is an important heuristic that people 

cann use to base their decisions on. However, in the current study, participants 

weree not allowed to show each other their profit schedules, and although they 

weree allowed to talk about points, they were instructed not to tell each other their 

totall  outcomes until after they had filled in the questionnaire. Because we have no 

observationall  data on the negotiation task, we can not tell with certainty whether 

outcomee equality between the majority members has affected their decision to 

coalescee or not. This is a limitation of the current study. Future research could 

comparee situations in which majority coalitions yield equal outcomes to the 
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coalescingg group members with situations in which these coalitions yield unequal 

outcomes. . 

AA related issue is that in the current study, we manipulated task structure 

soo that the negotiation task either was completely symmetrical (e.g., no dominant 

inherentt majority existed) or completely asymmetrical (e.g., a stable majority with 

perfectt interest alignment between the majority parties existed). We chose to 

investigatee these "extreme" structures because this study was the first to explicitly 

addresss the effects of task structure, and we wanted a strong test of the 

hypotheses.. However, we did not investigate what would happen to negotiation 

processess and outcomes when the task structure is somewhere "in between" these 

twoo extremes. One could conceive of situations in which a majority of group 

memberss have identical preferences on two out of three issues, but they disagree 

aboutt a third. In such a situation, the relative importance of the issues may play a 

role,, in that the majority parties may be expected to coalesce, unless the third 

issuee is the most important to the group members or to the embedding 

organization.. Investigating the consequences of different types of task structures 

andd differing issue importance is an interesting avenue for future research. 

Finally,, the groups in our study were homogeneous in their social 

motives:: All members within a group were either egoistically or prosocially 

motivated.. However, in real life, social motives in groups are often mixed, in that 

somee members are egoistically motivated whereas others are prosocially 

motivated.. An important question is therefore how heterogeneity of social 

motivess would affect negotiation processes and outcomes and how different task 

structuress and decision rules would affect groups with different ratios of egoistic 

andd prosocial members. Although we can not answer this question with the 

currentt data, we believe that investigating the effects of heterogeneity of social 

motivess is an interesting avenue for future research. 

Conclusion n 

Groupp negotiation is a critical aspect of group work and affects individual well-

being,, group performance, and the quality of group decision making. The current 

experimentt expanded our knowledge about group negotiation by simultaneously 

studyingg the effects of task structure, decision rule, and social motive. Consistent 
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withh the theoretical position that group processes and outcomes are an interactive 

functionn of structural, procedural and motivational factors, we found that egoistic 

ratherr than prosocial groups engage in more distributive and less integrative 

behavior,, reach lower outcomes and develop a less positive group climate when 

theyy face an asymmetrical task and unanimity rather than majority rule applies. 

Ann asymmetrical task structure focuses group members on their individual 

outcomes.. This makes coalition formation and related forms of distributive 

behaviorr likely, especially when group members have an egoistic rather than 

prosociall  motivation. When unanimity rather than majority rule applies, egoistic 

groupss in asymmetrical tasks are most likely to become locked in a competitive 

spirall  of distributive exchanges, resulting in low outcomes and a deteriorated 

groupp climate. Contrary to lay wisdom that depicts majority rule as a "lazy" way 

off  reaching agreements, using majority rule was shown to counteract the negative 

effectss of egoistic motivation on joint outcomes in asymmetrical negotiations. 

Therefore,, based on the current results, we would advise those aiming to achieve 

collectivelyy functional, integrative agreements in asymmetrical group 

negotiationss to foster prosocial motives and use majority rule. 





Chapterr  5 

Thee Aftermath of Group Negotiation: How Social 

Motivess Affect Distal Group Functioning and 

Performance11 1 

Teamworkk has become increasingly important in the past two decades. A 1994 

surveyy of U.S. manufacturing firms showed that more than half of the companies 

weree using teams and that some 40% of these companies even had more than half 

off  the organization working in teams (Osterman, 1994), and a 1998 survey of 

Europeann firms revealed similar figures (Hackman, 1998). There are various 

reasonss for the popularity of teamwork. For example, teams bring more, and 

moree diverse, resources to bear on a task than a single individual could, they are 

believedd to be more flexible and to promote innovation, they increase employee 

motivation,, and they enable organizations to learn more effectively (West, Borrill, 

&&  Unsworth, 1998). 

Althoughh teamwork enjoys a still increasing popularity, several 

downsidess of teamwork exist. For one, teamwork inevitably involves conflict 

betweenn collaborating individuals over divergent interests and preferences, and 

thee way conflict is dealt with affects team processes and performance. To manage 

conflict,, teams often resort to negotiation; the joint decision-making process by 

whichh group members decide about what each shall give and take (Pruitt & 

Carnevale,, 1993). Unfortunately, the question of how group negotiation 

influencess group performance over time, when tasks are performed that are 

111 This chapter is adapted from Beersma & De Dreu (2001). A Dutch version of experiment 

11 was published as Beersma & De Dreu (2000). 
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unrelatedd to the negotiation, has largely been ignored. Indeed, Saunders (1985) 

noted:: "Conflict researchers are woefully ignorant about the post-negotiation 

periodd and the events during negotiation that shape it" (p. 261). 

Thee only study we know of that directly investigated the aftermath of 

negotiationn (O'Connor & Arnold, 2001), showed that the negotiation event of 

reachingg an impasse affected post-negotiation perceptions, emotions and 

behaviorall  intentions. However, we remain ignorant about the effects of 

negotiationn on subsequent group processes and performance. This is unfortunate 

becausee most groups interact over a longer period of time, and for a real 

understandingg of the impact of negotiation in organizations, we do not only need 

too consider the short-term, but the long-term consequences as well (Thomas, 

1992).. Moreover, we do not know whether negotiations have universal effects on 

differentt types of group tasks or whether their effects are contingent upon the 

taskk that a group has to perform. This is a likely possibility in light of research 

showingg that the relationship between group processes and performance varies 

withh the nature of the task (e.g., Hackman, Jones, & McGrath, 1967; McGrath, 

Arrow,, Gruenfeld, Hollingshead, & O'Connor, 1993). Thus, the effects of 

negotiationn may be detrimental for some tasks, but beneficial for others. 

Thee purpose of the current research was therefore to uncover the effects 

off  negotiation on subsequent group functioning and task performance on 

differentt types of group tasks, so as to gain insight in whether and when 

negotiationn helps or hinders further performance. We were particularly interested 

inn the role that negotiators' social motives (e.g., whether they adopt a prosocial or 

ann egoistic motivation) play in shaping post-negotiation performance. We report 

twoo studies showing that the effects of social motives present during negotiation 

goo beyond the negotiation itself and affect subsequent group processes and 

performance.. Furthermore, in Experiment 2 we wil l argue and show that social 

motivess present during negotiation interact with the type of post-negotiation 

taskss groups perform, such that being prosocially rather than egoistically 

motivatedd during negotiation sometimes improves, and sometimes reduces distal 

groupp performance. 
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Experimentt  1 

Groupp work, and for that matter group negotiation, involves mixed-motive 

interdependence:: There are incentives to act selfishly to achieve high outcomes 

forr oneself, and incentives to act cooperatively to stimulate joint action and foster 

collectivelyy beneficial agreements (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). Whether group 

memberss focus on the cooperative or on the competitive aspects of negotiation 

dependss on their social motive. Although an infinite number of social motives 

cann be distinguished (McClintock, 1976), two are particularly relevant in groups. 

Groupp members may have or adopt a prosocial motive, in that they care about 

theirr personal outcomes as well as about the needs and interests of other group 

members.. Alternatively, group members may have or adopt an egoistic motive, in 

thatt they care about their personal outcomes and tend to be indifferent about the 

outcomes,, interests, and needs of other group members (De Dreu, Weingart & 

Kwon,, 2000; Tjosvold & Deemer, 1980; Weingart, Bennett, & Brett, 1993). Social 

motivess may be rooted in individual differences, in that some people are more 

inclinedd than others to approach other people in a prosocial manner (e.g., 

Carnevalee & Probst, 1998). Alternatively, motives can be triggered by incentives 

andd instructions given by third parties (e.g.. De Dreu, Giebels, & Van de Vliert, 

1998;; Weingart et al., 1993). 

Prosociall  negotiators have been shown to have a stronger tendency to 

developp interpersonal trust and to engage in integrative behaviors including the 

exchangee of information about preferences and priorities, logrolling and the 

cooperativee creation of value. As a result, negotiators with a prosocial motive are 

likelyy to reach integrative agreements providing high joint gain. In contrast, 

egoisticallyy motivated negotiators have a stronger tendency to engage in 

distributivedistributive behaviors including competitive claiming, the use of threats and 

punitivee capabilities, and the communication of persuasive arguments and 

positionall  commitments. As a result, they are unlikely to reach integrative 

agreementss (De Dreu et al., 1998, 2000; Tjosvold, 1982; Tjosvold & Deemer, 1980; 

Weingartt et al., 1993). We expected to replicate these findings: Groups with 
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prosociall  rather than egoistic motives were expected to engage in more 

integrativee behavior (Hypothesis la), in less distributive behavior (Hypothesis 

lb),, to impasse less often (Hypothesis lc), and to achieve higher joint negotiation 

outcomess (Hypothesis Id). 

Thee social motives group members have during the negotiation may be 

expectedd to influence not only negotiation processes and outcomes, but also 

groupp performance on post-negotiation tasks. Rubin, Pruitt, and Kim (1994) 

speculatedd that positive negotiation experiences — like achieving integrative 

negotiationn outcomes — enhance interpersonal relations, increase feelings of self-

efficacy,, and decrease the likelihood of future conflict. As argued above, group 

memberss with prosocial motives are more likely to experience these positive 

consequencess than group members with egoistic motives. Likewise, O'Connor 

andd Arnold (2000) found that negotiators who impasse subsequently experienced 

lowerr self-efficacy and reduced willingness to work together in the future. Since 

negotiatorss with a prosocial motive are less likely to impasse than negotiators 

withh an egoistic motive, it seems reasonable to expect the former to be less likely 

too experience reduced self-efficacy than the latter. Once again, this indicates that 

prosociallyy motivated groups may do better in subsequent group work than 

egoisticallyy motivated groups. 

AA similar notion comes from research showing that teams can prevent the 

negativee effects of conflict and negotiation if they cultivate an environment that is 

openn and tolerant of diverse viewpoints, and at the same time have cooperative 

normss preventing those disagreements from being misinterpreted as personal 

attackss (Amason, 1996; De Dreu & West, 2001; Jehn, 1995; Simons & Peterson, 

2000).. According to Tjosvold (1998), this can be accomplished when team 

memberss perceive their goals to be positively linked, so that they develop 

cooperativee attitudes and a prosocial motivation. In contrast, if team members 

perceivee their goals to be negatively linked, so that they develop competitive 

attitudess and an egoistic motivation, conflict and negotiation may deteriorate 

subsequentt group functioning and performance. Indeed, research showed 

positivee correlations between cooperative attitudes, constructive conflict 

managementt and group functioning and performance (e.g., Alper, Tjosvold, & 

Law,, 2000; for a review, see Tjosvold, 1998). 
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Takenn together, negotiation theory (Rubin et al., 1994) and research 

(O'Connorr & Arnold, 2000), as well as cross-sectional studies on team 

performance,, provide some indication that social motives present during the 

negotiationn may affect group functioning and performance in subsequent group 

work.. In the present experiment, we built on these lines of inquiry and we 

predictedd that groups that were prosocially motivated during negotiation would 

performm better on a post-negotiation task than groups that were egoistically 

motivatedd during the negotiation (Hypothesis 2). 

Method d 

Designn and Participants 

Sociall  motive (prosocial versus egoistic) was manipulated as a between-groups 

variable.. The dependent variables were integrative and distributive negotiation 

behavior,, joint negotiation outcomes, and group performance on a post-

negotiationn task. 

Ninetyy undergraduate students (53 women and 37 men) of the University 

off  Amsterdam participated in the study. Participants received course credit or 20 

Dutchh guilders (about 9 US dollars) for participation. In addition, there was a 

possibilityy for participants to win a bonus prize of 25 Dutch guilders. Participants 

couldd increase their chance at winning the bonus by achieving good results 

duringg the experiment (see under Procedure). Participants were randomly 

assignedd to groups of three and groups were randomly assigned to experimental 

conditions. . 

Groupp Tasks 

Thee negotiation task was adapted from Weingart et al. (1993), and used before by 

Beersmaa and De Dreu (1999; in press). It involves a three-person joint venture 

negotiationn in which group members are randomly assigned the roles of 

representativee of a bakery, a flower shop, and a grocery, who plan to start a joint 

market.. Group members negotiate about three issues: The design of the market. 
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thee temperature, and the distribution of rental costs. For each issue, there are five 

possiblee levels on which they can reach an agreement. 

Eachh negotiator received a profit schedule (we used the same profit 

scheduless as in the symmetrical task structure condition described in Chapter 4, 

seee Appendix B), which depicted the profits a certain agreement would result in 

forr his or her own store. The profit schedules gave information about negotiators' 

ownn profits, but not about the other parties' profits. Participants were not 

allowedd to exchange profit schedules. The negotiators' interests partly conflicted, 

inn that for each issue, two negotiators had the same preferences whereas the other 

onee had opposite preferences. The pair of negotiators who had the same 

preferencess was different for each of the issues. The task had integrative 

potential:: Because the issue that was most valuable to one group member (e.g., it 

representedd the most points) always was less valuable to the others, it was possible 

too trade off issues. Such "logrolling", sacrificing less valuable issues to maximize 

outcomess on the most valuable one, would yield optimal joint outcomes of 600 

points. . 

Afterr the negotiation, groups engaged in a second group task specifically 

designedd for the current experiment. In this "advertisement task" group members 

hadd to design slogans for an advertisement campaign for their to-be-opened 

market.. As such, group members had to generate ideas, exchange information, 

combinee ideas, and make consensual decisions about which ideas to drop and 

whichh ones to pursue and implement. It was a hybrid task, in that it had 

divergentt aspects (it required groups to generate ideas for slogans), but it also 

hadd convergent aspects (it required groups to choose the two slogans they 

thoughtt were the best and write those down). Thus, the task required participants 

too be innovative, yet critical; free-floating, yet decisive. Written instructions 

informedd participants that as a group, they had to design slogans that would be 

usedd in a (fictional) advertisement campaign to attract customers to the new 

market.. No information was provided as to the content of the slogans. 

Participantss were given 15 minutes to jointly design slogans and to submit two 

sloganss by the end of the experiment. 
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Proceduree and Manipulation of Social Motive 

Forr each session, six participants were invited to the laboratory, where they were 

randomlyy assigned to groups of three. Members within groups were 

unacquainted.. Subsequently, participants received elaborate instructions about 

thee negotiation task, and answered two test questions to make sure that they 

understoodd their profit schedules. All participants answered the questions 

correctly.. A T-shaped partition was placed between the participants to prevent 

themm from seeing each other's profit schedules. 

Sociall  motive was manipulated as in past research (e.g., Beersma & De 

Dreu,, 1999, in press; De Dreu et al. 1998; Weingart et al., 1993). Participants in the 

prosociall  motive-condition were informed that it was very important that the 

markett as a whole would make large profits, and that the members of the group 

withh the highest total number of points would each receive a bonus of 25 Dutch 

guilders.. Participants in the egoistic motive-condition were informed that it was 

veryy important that their own store would make large profits, and that the three 

individualss with the highest number of points would receive a bonus of 25 Dutch 

guilders.. The experimenter told participants that they would have twenty 

minutess to reach an agreement, that failure to reach an agreement would result in 

zeroo points for all group members, and that they could talk about anything they 

wanted,, but that they were not allowed to exchange their profit schedules. The 

experimenterr then removed the partition and left the room. 

Uponn reaching an agreement or when time was up, group members 

remainedd in the groups in which they had negotiated, and the experimenter gave 

themm the instructions for the advertisement task. After reading the instructions, 

groupp members discussed their slogans during 15 minutes of free interaction. 

Afterr ten minutes, the experimenter warned them that they had five minutes left 

too design and write down slogans. After 15 minutes, or sooner if participants 

indicatedd that they had finished the task, the experimenter came into the room 

andd handed out a questionnaire containing the manipulation check for social 

motivee during the negotiation and the items measuring negotiation behavior. 

Afterr participants had filled in this questionnaire (with the partition again placed 

betweenn them), they were thanked and debriefed. 
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Dependentt  Variables 

Wee used five five-point scales (1 "very much" to 5 "not at all") to check the 

effectivenesss of the manipulation of social motive (Beersma & De Dreu, 1999). 

Twoo items measured the participants' prosocial motivation; the other three 

measuredd the participants' egoistic motivation during the negotiation task (see 

Beersmaa & De Dreu, 1999, for sample items). Scores were averaged over the two 

andd three items respectively to construct a scale for prosocial motivation 

(Cronbach'ss a = .95) and one for egoistic motivation (Cronbach's a = .93). 

Wee measured negotiation behavior by asking group members to rate 

theirr fellow group members' distributive and integrative behavior on two four-

itemm scales (always 1 = "very much", to 5 = "not at all") derived from the Dutch 

Testt for Conflict Handling (Van de Vliert, 1997). The test has been shown to have 

satisfactoryy convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity (De Dreu, Evers, 

Beersma,, Kluwer & Nauta, 2001). An example of an item measuring distributive 

behaviorr is: "Did this person try to impose his/her own wil l upon you?" An 

examplee of an item measuring integrative behavior is: "Did this person try to find 

aa solution that would be in everybody's interest?" Both sub-scales were measured 

reliablyy (Cronbach's a for distributive behavior = .85, and for integrative 

behavior:: a = .96). 

Jointt outcomes were calculated by summing the points achieved by each 

off  the three negotiators (see De Dreu et al, 1998; Weingart et al, 1993). The lowest 

possiblee joint outcome was zero points (when a group failed to reach agreement), 

andd the highest was 600 points (when a group reached an integrative agreement, 

i.e.,, design B, 12 °C and distribution 3). A compromise (i.e., when negotiators take 

aa middle ground on each issue; i.e., design A, 16 'C and distribution 4) resulted in 

aa joint outcome of 525 points. 

Groupp performance in the advertisement task was operationalized in 

termss of two dimensions, namely how new or original the slogans were and how 

usefull  they were (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996). The newness 

dimensionn captures the fact that groups had to think divergently, so as to come 

upp with many and innovative ideas. The usefulness dimension captures the fact 

thatt slogans were to be used in an advertisement campaign that needs to reach 
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andd interest a large audience. Thus, group members had to choose the best ideas 

fromm those that they generated, and to reach consensus about which ideas were 

mostt effective or useful, which required them to think and act in a convergent 

way. . 

Hackmann (1990) argued that group performance can be operationalized 

ass the extent to which a group's output meets the standards of the people who 

receive,, review, or use that output. Accordingly, forty-five raters, who were blind 

too conditions or hypotheses, each rated six slogans on five-point-semantic 

differentials.. For usefulness, these were: Effective - ineffective, functional -

dysfunctional,, clear - unclear, plain - vague, and for originality, these were: 

Originall  - unoriginal, fashionable - classical, innovative - conservative, creative -

uncreative,, trendy - old-fashioned. The items formed reliable scales (Cronbach's a 

forr usefulness = .96, for originality: a = 91). Each slogan was rated by three raters. 

Definingg the three ratings as in agreement whenever all three ratings fell within 

onee point of the mean of these ratings (see Diehl & Stroebe, 1987 for a similar 

procedure),, the three raters agreed in 84.44% of the usefulness ratings and 88.89% 

off  the originality ratings. Scores for usefulness and originality of slogans were 

aggregatedd over the three raters. 

Resultss and Discussion 

Treatmentt  of the Data and Descriptive Statistics 

Questionnairee items were recoded so that a higher score meant a stronger 

motivationn or more of a certain behavior. Since individual observations within 

onee group were not independent, we used the group as the unit of analysis (e.g., 

thee mean scores for each group were analyzed). To justify aggregation to the 

groupp level, we computed the Eta-square statistic, which indicates whether 

responsess of individuals within the same group are more similar than those of 

individualss who are in different groups (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Eta-square 

statisticss for prosocial motivation, egoistic motivation, integrative, and 

distributivee behavior were .74, .71, .68 and .59 respectively, and exceed 

Georgopoulos'' (1986) minimum criterion of .20. Hypotheses were tested using 
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Analysiss of Variance (ANOVA) with social motive during the negotiation 

(prosociall  versus egoistic) as a between-groups variable. There were no effects of 

genderr and role in the negotiation and these factors are not discussed further. 

Tablee 7 shows the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for 

thee variables in the study. Integrative and distributive negotiation behavior were 

negativelyy correlated. Integrative behavior was positively correlated with joint 

outcomes,, and distributive behavior was negatively correlated with joint 

outcomes.. Slogan usefulness and originality were negatively correlated. 

Tablee 7. Means and intercorrelations of dependent variables in Experiment 1. 

Variablee M SD 1 2 3 4 

-.61** * 

.66***  -.68** 

-.188 .05 .08 

.011 .05 -.18 -.33* 

Note.. The mean, standard deviation and intercorrelations for joint outcomes are 

basedd on a measure for joint outcomes in which the impasse value of zero was 

replacedd by 500, the lowest outcome achieved by a group in which the 

negotiationn did not end in an impasse. 

**  = p < .05, **  = p < .001. 

Manipulatio nn Check 

Sociall  motive had been manipulated successfully. Prosocial groups had a 

strongerr prosocial motivation during the negotiation (M = 4.81) than egoistic 

1.. Integrative negotiation 
3.966 .66 

behavior r 

2.. Distributive negotiation 
2.566 .50 

behavior r 

3.. Joint outcomes 558.33 44.93 

4.. Slogan usefulness 2.97 .61 

5.. Slogan originality 2.77 .40 
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groupss (M = 2.48), F (1, 28) = 98.13, p < .001, and egoistic groups had a stronger 

egoisticc motivation (M = 3.27) than prosocial groups (M = 1.38), F (1, 28) = 70.12, p 

<.001. . 

Negotiationn Behavior  and Outcomes 

Consistentt with Hypothesis la, ANOVA revealed that prosocial groups engaged 

inn more integrative behavior (M = 4.32) than egoistic groups (M = 3.60), F (1, 28) = 

12.36,, p < .005. Consistent with Hypothesis lb, prosocial groups engaged in less 

distributivee behavior (M = 2.31) than egoistic groups (M = 2.81), F (1, 28) = 9.70, p 

<.005. . 

Fourr groups failed to reach agreement in the negotiation, and all four 

impassess occurred in the egoistic-motive condition. A Chi-square test showed 

thatt the difference in impasse rate between the two social motive conditions was 

significant,, £ (1, N = 30) = 4.62, p < .05. This supports Hypothesis lc. 

Too rule out the possibility that differences in joint outcomes between 

conditionss are due to impasse rate, we replaced the impasse-value of zero points 

withh 500 points, the lowest outcome achieved by a group in which the negotiation 

didd not end in an impasse (for a discussion, see Pruitt, 1981). ANOVA revealed an 

effectt of social motive, F (1, 28) = 29.60, p < .001, indicating that prosocial groups 

achievedd higher joint outcomes (M = 590) than egoistic groups (M = 526.67). This 

supportss Hypothesis Id. 

Groupp Performance on the Advertisement Task 

Becausee the ratings of slogan usefulness and slogan originality were moderately 

andd negatively correlated (r = -.33, see Table 7), these two parameters were 

analyzedd separately. ANOVA on slogan usefulness revealed an effect for social 

motive,, F (1, 28) = 5.00, p < .05. Consistent with Hypothesis 2, egoistic groups 

producedd less useful slogans (M = 2.64) than prosocial groups (M = 3.14). 

ANOVAA on originality of slogans revealed a trend for social motive, F (1, 28) = 

3.76,, p < .07, but contrary to our prediction, egoistic groups tended to produce 

moree original slogans (M = 2.93) than prosocial groups (M = 2.67). 

Thee results for performance show that egoistic groups produced slogans 

thatt were rated as less useful than slogans produced by prosocial groups (as 
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predictedd in Hypothesis 2), but egoistic groups also tended to produce more 

originall  slogans than prosocial groups. Although they were not anticipated, in 

hindsightt these results appear consistent with other findings reported in the 

literature.. For example, research showed that group members confronted with a 

minorityy defending a different point of view engage in more divergent thinking 

andd become more creative (De Dreu & West, 2001; Gruenfeld & Hollingshead, 

1993;; Nemeth & Staw, 1989; Van Dyne & Saavedra, 1996). Likewise, research has 

shownn that group heterogeneity can stimulate creativity (Cox, Lobel, & McLeod, 

1991;; for a review, see Williams & O'Reilly, 1998). 

Experimentt  2 

Onee interesting and counter-intuitive implication of the first experiment is that a 

particularr social motive may help or hinder further performance. Groups that 

weree prosocially motivated during the negotiation appeared to be more 

successfull  with regard to convergent performance in the subsequent task, such as 

developingg useful, effective, and feasible group products, whereas groups that 

weree egoistically motivated during the negotiation appeared to be somewhat 

moree successful with regard to divergent performance such as developing new, 

original,, and innovative group products. 

AA possible explanation is that there needs to be a "fit" between the task 

requirementss and the capacities and behavior of the group (cf. Peterson & 

Nemeth,, 1996). Many scholars have argued and shown that different motives 

triggerr different "mindsets," or "mental models", that is: An egoistic motive may 

causee individuals to define the task situation differently than a prosocial motive 

(Carnevalee & Probst, 1998; Giebels, De Dreu, & Van de Vliert, 2000; Liebrand, 

Janssen,, Rijken & Suhre, 1986; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Van Lange, 1999). Prosocial 

individualss tend to transform the group situation into a cooperative game, in 

whichh harmony, fairness, and collective success are important. This may lead 

themm to view cooperative behavior as morally appropriate, whereas independent 

andd competitive thinking is considered immoral. Egoistic individuals, in contrast, 

tendd to transform the group situation into a competitive game, in which power, 
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independence,, and personal success are key. This may lead them to view 

cooperativee behavior as weak, and independent and competitive thinking as 

strongg and smart. In other words, a prosocial motivation produces a tendency to 

valuee harmony, inclusiveness and efficient coordination, and this fits well with 

convergentt performance. An egoistic motivation, in contrast, produces a tendency 

too value independence, personal success, and critical attitudes, and this fits well 

withh divergent performance. 

Taskss differ in the extent to which they require divergence or 

convergencee between group members. For example, the advertisement task used 

inn the first experiment is situated in the middle of a continuum running from 

extremelyy divergent to extremely convergent. It requires group members to come 

upp with many different ideas (divergence) and it requires them to come to 

agreementt as to which ideas are the best (convergence). A task that requires 

primarilyy divergent activity is a creativity task (Hackman et al., 1967; McGrath, 

1984),, in which groups are required to generate ideas or images and consensus 

betweenn group members is not required. To perform well, groups have to be 

divergent,, that is, they have to come up with many, innovative ideas. A task that 

primarilyy requires convergent activity is a planning task in which groups have to 

specifyy and describe a plan to implement some course of action. To perform well 

onn such a task groups need to be convergent, that is, to evaluate their ideas and 

convergee them into one final solution (McGrath, 1984). 

Combiningg these insights with the results of the first experiment suggest 

thatt groups with an egoistic motive during the negotiation do better on 

subsequentt tasks that require divergent activities (e.g., a creativity task), whereas 

groupss with a prosocial motive during a negotiation do better on subsequent 

taskss that require convergent activity (e.g., a planning task). This general 

predictionn was tested in Experiment 2. Specifically, in a creativity task in which 

productss need to be divergent, we expected groups that were egoistically 

motivatedd during a negotiation, and thus were confronted with distributive 

behavior,, disagreements and debate, to perform better than groups that were 

prosociallyy motivated during a negotiation. However, in a planning task in which 

groupss need to be convergent, we expected groups that were prosocially 
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motivatedd during a negotiation, and thus were confronted with integrative 

behaviorr and consensus seeking, to perform better (Hypothesis 3). 

Inn addition to studying negotiation and group performance, we 

examinedd group processes during the post-negotiation task as well as the extent 

too which group members felt dedicated to performing well during this task. 

Followingg Bales (1958), we coded for constructive and destructive task activity. 

Ann instance of constructive task activity is supportive criticism, in which there is 

ann open and lively discussion among team members who confront each other 

withh negative feedback and motivate and stimulate each other with positive 

feedbackk (Paulus, Brown, & Ortega, 1999; Tjosvold, 1998). An instance of 

destructivee task activity is derogative behavior: Remarks containing negative 

feedbackk without any suggestions for how things might be improved. In addition 

too this, we coded for social activity: "The establishment and maintenance of 

cordiall  and socially satisfying relations with other group members" (Bales, 1958; 

ppp 443-444). Although social activity is not necessarily harming relationships 

withinn the group (as destructive task activity does), it is usually seen as 

distractingg groups from performing well. 

Wee predicted that a creativity task would "fit" better for groups that were 

egoisticallyy motivated during a negotiation, whereas for groups that were 

prosociallyy motivated during a negotiation, a planning task would "fit" better. 

Whenn group members have to perform a task with requirements that do not fit 

thee structure and capacities of the group, group members may become less 

motivatedd and dedicated to achieving high levels of performance. In contrast, a 

taskk that requires just those things that group members are good at wil l be 

experiencedd as especially motivating. Therefore, for groups that had been 

egoisticallyy motivated during the negotiation, we predicted dedication to the task 

too be higher in a creativity task than in a planning task, whereas for groups that 

hadd been prosocially motivated during the negotiation, we expected dedication to 

thee task to be higher in a planning task than in a creativity task (Hypothesis 4a). 

Also,, we expected groups with a prosocial motive during the negotiation task to 

subsequentlyy develop higher levels of supportive criticism, and lower levels of 

derogativee behavior and (distracting) social activity when they engage in a 

planningg task rather than a creativity task. For groups given an egoistic motive 
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duringg the negotiation, we predicted the reverse, that is, lower levels of 

supportivee criticism and task dedication, and higher levels of derogative behavior 

andd (distracting) social activity when they engage in a planning task rather than a 

creativityy task (Hypotheses 4b-d). 

Takenn together, Experiment 2 was designed to examine the interactive 

effectss of social motivation during negotiation and post-negotiation task type on 

groupp processes, task dedication, and task performance. Based on the results of 

Experimentt 1, theorizing about the importance of "fit" between motivational goals 

andd task requirements, and analyses of the requirements of tasks groups engage 

in,, we advanced three hypotheses. In addition to testing once again Hypothesis 

laa - Id about negotiation processes and outcomes, we tested the hypothesis that 

groupss with a prosocial motive during the negotiation would perform better on 

subsequentt planning tasks requiring convergent activity than on creativity tasks 

requiringg divergent activity, whereas groups with an egoistic motive during the 

negotiationn would perform better on subsequent creativity tasks than on 

planningg tasks (Hypothesis 3). We also tested the hypotheses that egoistic groups 

wouldd be more dedicated in the creativity task than in the planning task, whereas 

prosociall  groups would be more dedicated in the planning task than in the 

creativityy task (Hypothesis 4a); that egoistic groups would engage in more 

supportivee criticism in the creativity task than in the planning task, whereas 

prosociall  groups would engage in more supportive criticism in the planning task 

thann in the creativity task (Hypothesis 4b); that egoistic groups would show more 

derogativee behavior in the planning task than in the creativity task, whereas 

prosociall  groups would show more derogative behavior in the creativity task 

thann in the planning task (Hypothesis 4c); and that egoistic groups would show 

lesss social activity in the creativity task than in the planning task, whereas 

prosociall  groups would show less social activity in the planning task than in the 

creativityy task (Hypothesis 4d). 
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Method d 

Designn and Participants 

Thee design was a 2 x 2 factorial design with social motive (prosocial versus 

egoistic)) and post-negotiation task type (creativity task versus planning task) as 

between-groupss factors. Dependent variables were negotiation behavior and 

outcomes,, post-negotiation group performance, dedication to, and group 

functioningg in the post-negotiation task. 

Twoo hundred and ten undergraduate students (153 women and 57 men) 

off  the University of Amsterdam participated in the study. Participants either 

receivedd partial course credit or 20 Dutch guilders for their participation. 

Participantss were randomly assigned to groups of three, which were randomly 

assignedd to experimental conditions. Members of the same group were 

unacquainted. . 

Groupp Tasks 

Wee used the same negotiation task as was used in Experiment 1. Both post-

negotiationn group tasks used in Experiment 2 required groups to hand in a 

writtenn group product, such that group products could be compared across tasks 

(Hackmann et alv 1967). In the creativity task, groups were required to generate 

manyy ideas concerning an advertisement campaign for the to-be-opened market. 

Inn the planning task, groups were required to describe one plan of action directed 

too solving the parking problem in the neighborhood of the to-be-opened market. 

Groupss were given 15 minutes to complete the task and to submit their written 

groupp product by the end of the experiment. 

Proceduree and Manipulation of Social Motive 

Forr each session, six to 18 participants were invited to the laboratory, where they 

weree randomly assigned to groups of three. Each group was brought into a small 

room,, where permission was asked for videotaping part of the group interaction 

(noo objections were raised). Thereafter, participants received their instructions for 

thee negotiation task. For this task, the procedure was the same as in Experiment 1. 
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Sociall  motive was manipulated as before, the only difference being that 

instructionss were not accompanied by incentives. This wass not expected to affect 

thee results, since a meta-analysis of research on social motives in integrative 

negotiationn revealed no meaningful differences in effect sizes as a function of the 

specificc ways in which social motives were manipulated or measured (De Dreu et 

al.,2000). . 

Uponn reaching an agreement in the negotiation task or when time was 

up,, group members remained in the groups in which they had negotiated, and 

thee experimenter gave them the instructions for the post-negotiation task. 

Participantss then worked on this task for maximally 15 minutes while being 

videotaped.. After ten minutes, the experimenter warned them that they had five 

minutess left. When a group was finished or when time was up, the experimenter 

camee into the room, placed the partition between participants and handed out a 

questionnaire.. After fillin g in this questionnaire, participants were thanked and 

debriefed. . 

Dependentt  Variables 

Wee used the same manipulation check for social motive and measured 

negotiationn behavior and joint outcomes as in Experiment 1. To check the 

manipulationn of task type, we asked participants whether "the goal of the second 

groupp task was to come up with many ideas and to write those down", and 

whetherr "the goal of the second group task was to solve a problem and to write a 

plann of action" (both 1 = "very much", to 5 = "not at all"). 

Too assess the quality of written group products from tasks like the ones 

usedd in this study, Hackman and colleagues developed a set of performance 

dimensionss (Hackman, 1968; Hackman et al., 1967; Hackman & Morris, 1976). The 

dimensionn "adequacy" measures the extent to which a group product met the task 

requirements.. The dimension "creativity" measures the extent to which a group 

productt is new, refreshing, unique, and innovative. Apart from these two core 

performancee dimensions, two other dimensions were considered relevant. 

Accordingg to Hackman (1990) the quality of performance can be operationalized 

ass the extent to which a group's output meets the standards of its clients or 

customers.. Most teams in modern organizations operate within a competitive 
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environment.. Conveying an active and positive, rather than a passive and 

negativee attitude in one's products can provide a team with just the competitive 

edgee it needs to "sell" its' products and win customers. Therefore, we assessed, 

firstt of all, "action orientation", which refers to the extent to which a group 

productt states or specifies that a specific course of action should be, might be, or 

wil ll  be followed. Group products high on action orientation convey an active, 

ratherr than passive, approach to the task at hand and have a tone of 

constructivenesss (Hackman et al., 1967). Second, we assessed "outlook", which 

referss to the extent to which the general attitude, point of view, or tone of a group 

productt can be characterized as positive or optimistic as opposed to negative or 

pessimistic. . 

Groupp products were rated per dimension using the "sort-resort" 

proceduree adapted from Hackman et al. (1967; see also: Kelly & McGrath, 1985; 

Vann Dyne & Saavedra, 1996). The 70 group products were randomly ordered by 

thee experimenter. For each dimension, two judges, who were blind to the 

experimentall  conditions, independently sorted the group products into three 

categories,, representing, "high on this dimension", "medium on this dimension", 

andd "low on this dimension". Thereafter, they resorted these three categories into 

sevenn categories representing a scale value from 1 "very low on this dimension" 

too 7 "very high on this dimension". Defining the ratings of the two raters as in 

agreementt whenever the ratings fell within one point of each other (Diehl & 

Stroebe,, 1987), the raters agreed in 71% of all instances. Performance scores were 

aggregatedd over the two raters. 

Wee measured task dedication with three items: "During the second task I 

especiallyy tried to (1) perform well on the task, (2) help the others perform the 

task,, (3) work together well" (always 1 = "very much", to 5 = "not at all"). The 

itemss formed a reliable scale (Cronbach's a = .66). 

Thee post-negotiation group interaction was recorded and speaking turns 

weree coded for supportive criticism, derogative behavior, and social activity. 

Supportivee criticism was operationalized as the number of constructive critical 

remarks,, and remarks providing positive feedback. A speaking turn was coded as 

aa constructive critical remark when a critical opinion was expressed, but 

accompaniedd by a reason for the criticism (e.g., "I think these prices are too high, 
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att this price level we won't have enough customers"). A speaking turn was coded 

ass providing positive feedback when a positive opinion was expressed or when 

agreementt or enthusiasm was expressed (e.g., "I really like that idea") Derogative 

behaviorr was operationalized as the number of negative remarks. A speaking 

turnn was coded as a derogating remark when a critical opinion was expressed 

bluntly,, without a reason for the criticism. An example is: "This is a stupid idea ". 

Sociall  activity was rated on four scales after five, 10 and 15 minutes of group 

interaction.. Two six-points-scales measured the amount of social talk and talking 

simultaneously,, and two five-points-scales measured working on the task in an 

orderlyy fashion (reverse-coded), and working calmly on the task (reverse-coded). 

Sincee ratings did not vary across time, ratings were averaged across time and 

aggregatedd over the four scales to arrive at one score per group for social activity 

(Cronbach'ss a = .89). 

Twoo individuals, who were blind to the conditions groups were in, coded 

thee videotapes. One individual coded all 70 videotapes, and the second coded a 

subsett of 25 tapes (at least six tapes were randomly selected from each condition) 

too determine the inter-rater reliability. In the analyses, we used the ratings of the 

individuall  that had rated all videotapes. We assessed the interrater reliability of 

taskk activity scores by computing the intraclass correlations (ICQ, Shrout & 

Fleiss,, 1979). The average intraclass correlation was .45, which is considered "fair" 

accordingg to the criteria for reliability coefficients developed by Cicchetti and 

Sparroww (1981). We assessed the interrater reliability of social activity scores by 

computingg the intraclass correlation (ICC3, Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). ICC3was .77, 

whichh is considered "excellent" according to the criteria for reliability coefficients 

developedd by Cicchetti and Sparrow (1981). 

Resultss and Discussion 

Treatmentt  of the Data and Descriptive Statistics 

Questionnairee items were recoded so that higher scores on the different scales 

meann a stronger motivation, more of a certain behavior, etc. As in Experiment 1, 

wee used the group as the unit of analysis. Eta-squared statistics were .57 for 
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prosociall  motivation, .54 for egoistic motivation, .30 for the extent to which the 

post-negotiationn task was seen as a creativity task, .47 for the extent to which the 

post-negotiationn task was seen as a planning task, .58 for integrative behavior, .44 

forr distributive behavior, and .33 for task dedication. Because these statistics 

exceedd Georgopoulos' (1986) minimum criterion of .20, aggregation to the group 

levell  was justified. 

Manipulationn checks for social motive, negotiation behavior and joint 

outcomess were analyzed using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) with social motive 

(prosociall  versus egoistic) as a between-groups variable. Data concerning the 

post-negotiationn task (e.g., manipulation checks for task type, task performance, 

dedicationn to the post-negotiation task, and group functioning), were analyzed 

usingg ANOVA with social motive {prosocial vs. egoistic) and task type (creativity 

vs.. planning) as between-groups variables. Effects of gender and role in the 

negotiationn were non-significant and are not discussed further. 

Tablee 8 provides the descriptive statistics. As in Experiment 1, integrative 

andd distributive negotiation were negatively correlated. Integrative negotiation 

wass positively correlated with joint outcomes, and distributive negotiation was 

negativelyy correlated with joint outcomes. There was a trend for integrative 

negotiationn to be positively correlated with post-negotiation task dedication, and 

forr this task dedication to be positively correlated with post-negotiation task 

performance.. Distributive negotiation was positively correlated with derogative 

behaviorr during the post-negotiation task, and this was negatively correlated 

withh post-negotiation task performance. All in all, this pattern of correlations 

suggestss that integrative negotiation is positively related to being dedicated to the 

post-negotiationn task, which helps performance, whereas distributive negotiation 

iss positively related to derogative behavior in the post-negotiation task, which 

hinderss performance. 
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Manipulatio nn Checks 

ANOVAA revealed that the manipulation of social motive had been successful. 

Prosociall  groups had a stronger prosocial motivation (M = 4.01) than egoistic 

groupss (M = 2.69), F (1, 68) = 58.01, p < .001, and egoistic groups had a stronger 

egoisticc motivation (M = 3.20) than prosocial groups (M = 1.92), F (1, 68) = 91.30, p 

<<  .001. 

Thee manipulation of task type had been successful as well. ANOVA 

revealedd that groups which had engaged in the creativity task indicated that the 

goall  of the task was to produce ideas and write them down to a stronger extent 

(MM = 4.29) than groups which had engaged in the planning task (M = 3.92), F (1, 

66)) = 9.32, p < .005. Moreover, groups which had engaged in the planning task 

indicatedd that the goal of the task was to solve a problem and write a plan of 

actionn to a stronger extent (M = 4.29) than groups which had engaged in the 

creativityy task (M = 3.41), F (1, 66) = 30.50, p < .001. No other significant effects 

weree found. 

Negotiationn Behavior  and Outcomes 

Ass in Experiment 1, prosocial groups engaged in more integrative negotiation (M 

== 4.11) than egoistic groups (M = 3.65), F (1, 68) = 15,47, p < .001, and prosocial 

groupss engaged in less distributive negotiation (M = 2.69) than egoistic groups 

(MM = 2.91), F (1,68) = 6.72, p < .05. 

Tenn out of 39 egoistic groups reached an impasse, whereas only three out 

off  31 prosocial groups did so, x2 (1, N = 70) = 2.91, p < .10. When analyzing joint 

outcomes,, we followed the same procedure as in Experiment 1 and replaced the 

impasse-valuee of zero with the lowest outcome achieved by a group in which the 

negotiationn did not end in an impasse (487.50 in this study). Using this procedure, 

ANOVAA revealed a significant main effect for social motive, F (1, 68) = 5.06, p < 

.05,, indicating that prosocial groups achieved higher outcomes (M = 557.26) than 

egoisticc groups (M = 533.08). These findings are consistent with prior research 

andd with the results found in Experiment 1. These results provide new support 

forr Hypothesis la-Id. 
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Post-Negotiationn Group Performance 

Performancee dimensions (adequacy of performance, creativity, action orientation, 

andd outlook) were analyzed using a Social Motive x Task Type MANOVA. This 

analysiss revealed a multivariate significant effect of Social Motive, F (1, 62) = 3.60, 

pp < .05. Inspection of the Univariate effects showed that the main effect of Social 

Motivee was only significant for creativity, F (1, 65) = 4.68, p < .05. Inspection of 

thee means showed that egoistic groups scored higher on creativity (M = 4.82) than 

prosociall  groups (M = 4.07), a finding consistent with the results obtained in 

Experimentt 1. MANOVA also revealed a multivariate significant effect of Task 

Type,, F (1, 62) = 9.68, p < .001. For outlook, the univariate effect was significant, F 

(1,65)) = 36.73, p < .001; group products produced in the creativity task were rated 

ass more optimistic (M = 4.96) than group products produced in the planning task 

(MM = 3.54). 

Finally,, consistent with Hypothesis 3, MANOVA revealed a multivariate 

significantt Social Motive x Task Type interaction, F (1, 62) = 2.46, p < .05. 

Univariatee effects were significant for outlook (F (1, 65) = 5.13, p < .05) and action 

orientationn (F (1, 65) = 4.24, p < .05), and revealed trends for adequacy (F (1, 65) = 

3.02,, p < .10), and for creativity (F (1, 65) = 2.19, p < .15). Inspection of the means 

showedd that egoistic groups scored higher on all performance dimensions when 

theyy engaged in the creativity task (means: For outlook: M = 5.21, for action 

orientation:: M = 4.29, for adequacy: M = 4.67, and for creativity: M = 4.93) than 

whenn they engaged in the planning task (means respectively: 3.39; 4.17; 4.00, and 

4.69).. In contrast, prosocial groups scored higher on all dimensions (except 

outlook)) when they engaged in the planning task (means respectively: 3.71, 5.38, 

4.92,, and 4.44) than when they engaged in the creativity task (means respectively: 

4.54,4.04,4.311 and 3.58). 

Thiss pattern of means is consistent with the contingency effect predicted 

inn Hypothesis 3: Groups that were prosocially motivated during the negotiation 

performedd better when convergent activity is key, whereas groups that were 

egoisticallyy motivated during the negotiation performed better when divergent 

activityy is vital. As an additional test of the above, we computed an aggregated 

measuree of group performance by averaging the scores on the four performance 

dimensionss (Cronbach's a = .64). ANOVA revealed the predicted Social Motive X 



1100 Chapter 5 

Taskk Type interaction, F (1, 66) = 6.74, p < .05. Figure 6 shows that prosocial 

groupss performed better in the planning task (M = 4.61) than in the creativity task 

(MM = 4.12), whereas egoistic groups performed better in the creativity task (M = 

4.77)) than in the planning task (M = 4.06). 
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Figuree 6. Group performance as a function of social motive and task type in 

Experimentt 2. 

Taskk Dedication and Group Functioning 

ANOVAA on post-negotiation task dedication revealed the Social Motive x Task 

Typee interaction predicted in Hypothesis 4a, F (1, 66) = 5.47, p < .05. Egoistic 

groupss were more dedicated in the creativity task condition (M = 4.11) than in the 

planningg task condition (M = 4.04), whereas prosocial groups were more 

dedicatedd in the planning task condition (M = 4.22) than in the creativity task 

conditionn (M = 3.91). 

ANOVAA revealed no significant effects for supportive criticism, which 

meanss Hypothesis 4b needs to be rejected. However, consistent with Hypothesis 

4c,, a marginally significant Social Motive x Task Type interaction was found on 

derogativee behavior, F (1, 66) = 2.66, p < .10. Egoistic groups showed more 
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derogativee behavior in the planning task (M = 1.22) than in the creativity task (M 

== .67), whereas prosocial groups showed more derogative behavior in the 

creativityy task (M = .68) than in the planning task (M = .29). ANOVA with social 

activityy as the dependent variable revealed a Social Motive X Task Type 

interactionn consistent with Hypothesis 4d, F (1, 66) = 4.73, p < .05. Egoistic groups 

showedd less social activity in the creativity task (M = 10.71) than in the planning 

taskk (M - 11.67), whereas prosocial groups showed less social activity in the in 

thee planning task (M = 10.38) than in the creativity task (M = 12.97). 

Althoughh results for task dedication and group functioning could have 

beenn stronger, we take these results as supporting the general idea that effects of 

sociall  motives present during a negotiation affect subsequent group functioning 

inn a way that is highly contingent upon the type of tasks groups subsequently 

engagee in. 

Conclusionss and General Discussion 

Workingg in teams is becoming increasingly popular, and sub-optimal negotiation 

constitutess a key threat to effective group functioning. Yet very littl e is known 

aboutt the ways in which negotiation affect subsequent group processes and 

performance.. The current research was designed to fil l this void by investigating 

howw social motives during group negotiation influence subsequent group 

performance.. In Experiment 1, we found that in a newly designed task, groups 

withh an egoistic motive during negotiation produced less useful yet more original 

workk than groups with a prosocial motive during negotiation. In Experiment 2 

wee found that groups with an egoistic motive during negotiation had greater task 

dedication,, were less derogative and had lower levels of distracting social activity 

whenn they engaged in a creativity task rather than a planning task. Groups with a 

prosociall  motive during negotiation, in contrast, had lower task dedication, were 

moree derogative and had higher levels of social activity when they engaged in a 

creativityy task rather than a planning task. Moreover, groups with an egoistic 

motivee performed better in a creativity task than in a planning task, whereas 

prosociall  groups performed better in a planning task than in a creativity task. 
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Thee results of both experiments together suggest that for high 

performancee there needs to be a fit between the motivational orientation induced 

orr developed when negotiating, and the features of the task groups engage in 

subsequently.. Tasks that require divergent activity benefit from egoistic 

motivation,, which fosters individualism, critical attitudes and independent 

thinking.. Tasks that require convergent activity, in contrast, benefit from 

prosociall  motivation, which fosters coordination, problem solving, and 

consensuall  decision-making. Consistent with this fit-explanation were the 

findingss for task dedication and social activity: When fit was high (i.e., prosocial 

groupss performing planning tasks, or egoistic groups performing creativity 

tasks),, task dedication was high, and derogative behavior and social activity were 

low.. But when fit was low (i.e., egoistic groups performing planning tasks, or 

prosociall  groups performing creativity tasks), task dedication was low, and 

derogativee behavior and social activity were high. 

Thee results for negotiation processes and outcomes were rather 

straightforwardd and corroborated once again that prosocial motives produce 

moree integrative behavior, less distributive behavior, fewer impasses, and more 

integrativee agreements than egoistic motives (Beersma & De Dreu, 1999, in press; 

Dee Dreu et al., 1998, 2000; Weingart et al., 1993). In contrast, the results for 

subsequentt group functioning and performance discussed in the preceding 

paragraphh are rather surprising. In fact, the finding that prosocial motivation can 

bee an asset or a detriment depending on the task to be performed seems to be at 

oddss with common sense as well as research findings by Tjosvold and colleagues. 

Ass mentioned, this program of research suggests that when group members see 

theirr goals as being cooperatively linked, they develop a prosocial motivation and 

thiss results in more effective collaboration and better group performance. When, 

however,, group members see their goals as being competitively linked, they 

developp an egoistic motivation and this results in less effective collaboration and 

reducedd group performance (Tjosvold, 1998). 

Thee current findings are consistent with the work by Tjosvold and 

colleaguess in the case of planning tasks, but not in the case of creativity tasks. 

Theree are two explanations for this seemingly inconsistent pattern. First, we 

examinedd how (effects of social motives in) negotiation transfers into subsequent 
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taskk performance, whereas Tjosvold and colleagues examined how perceived 

goall  linkages and concomitant social motives affect disputes within one and the 

samee task (see Tjosvold, 1982; Tjosvold & Deemer, 1980). As such, this work by 

Tjosvoldd and colleagues should be compared to the results for the negotiation 

processess and outcomes we obtained in the current research, but not with 

subsequentt group functioning and performance. This comparison is indeed much 

moree favorable, in that it yields a highly consistent picture. Second, the studies by 

Tjosvoldd and colleagues that did investigate long-term consequences of perceived 

goalgoal linkages during disputes (see Tjosvold, 1998 for an overview) have been 

conductedd in the field, and no explicit differentiation between different tasks has 

beenn made. We cannot exclude the possibility that when employees and 

supervisorss rate overall effectiveness and 'performance they rely more heavily on 

convergentt activity than on divergent activity. Convergent activity may be more 

easilyy assessed, or is easier to measure. In any case, if indeed convergent activity 

iss weighted heavier when overall effectiveness is assessed, prosocial groups 

wouldd be favored and the erroneous impression may develop that prosocial 

groupss always outperform groups with egoistic motives. 

Thee studies in this article have several implications for negotiation theory 

andd research. First, the studies broaden the scope of traditional research on 

negotiationn by examining groups. Although group negotiation is an important 

aspectt of organizational functioning, the vast majority of negotiation studies have 

focusedd on dyads. In a meta-analysis on the effects of social motives on 

negotiationn behavior and outcomes, only one of the 28 studies examined groups 

(Dee Dreu et al, 2000) and this one study revealed a relatively small effect size (see 

Weingartt et al., 1993). The current studies add to a growing database showing 

thatt also in groups, a prosocial motivation increases integrative behavior and 

jointt outcomes (see also Beersma & De Dreu, 1999; in press). 

Second,, we took into account the fact that most negotiations do not occur 

inn social isolation, but instead occur in ongoing teams which' members have to 

performm tasks together after the negotiation is over. O'Connor and Arnold (2000) 

alreadyy showed that the negotiation outcomes individuals achieve can influence 

theirr sense of self-efficacy and their willingness to work together in the future. 

Thee current experiments show that social motives induced during group 
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negotiationn influence the aftermath of group negotiation. As such, the current 

studiess fil l the void noted by Saunders (1985). Although researchers were 

woefullyy ignorant about the long-term consequences of conflict and negotiation, 

thee current study together with the research by O'Connor and Arnold (2000) 

startss to paint a picture of what these long-term consequences look like, and 

showss that they strongly depend on the motivational goals individuals have 

duringg the negotiation process. 

Inn addition to these contributions to negotiation theory, the current 

studiess also have implications for the broader field of small group research. Until 

now,, the vast majority of studies on small groups ignored how the events that 

takee place at one moment in a group's existence affect its functioning and 

performancee at a later point in time (McGrath, Arrow, & Berdahl, 2000). 

Accordingg to McGrath (1997), "most group researchers would agree that a 

group'ss own past history affects its current actions at any given point in its life 

span""  and "If those temporal matters are worth of study, then group researchers 

needd to somehow extend our study designs to permit their exploration" (p. 16). 

Moreover,, McGrath stresses the importance of studying groups as systems that 

aree undergoing change, for example as groups move from one task context to 

anotherr (McGrath et al., 2000). Our studies nicely fit this advice, and findings 

providee new insights into the dynamics and consequences of negotiation. Indeed, 

aa dynamic perspective to small groups is a promising avenue for future research. 

Thee studies in this article are relevant from a practical point of view as 

well.. In many organizations, conflict is seen as detrimental to performance (De 

Dreuu & Van de Vliert, 1997), especially when parties egoistically strive to serve 

theirr own interests (see, e.g., Tjosvold, 1998). However, the current studies 

showedd that having divergent interests and negotiating about these interests does 

nott necessarily have to be bad for subsequent group performance, not even when 

negotiatorss were egoistically motivated. Rather, our research suggests that when 

groupss have to be convergent, for example when plans have to be implemented, 

managerss and group leaders should foster prosocial motives and try to minimize 

egoisticc motivation. On the other hand, when groups have to be divergent, such 

ass when developing new products, managers should consider stimulating 

egoisticc motives. Although the immediate consequences of such an action maybe 
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costlyy — egoistic motivation decreases negotiation outcomes — it may pay off in 

thee long run as it yields highly creative products. 

Althoughh the results of both experiments were consistent with our 

predictions,, the reader may argue that we did not provide evidence for the 

underlyingg processes. We have argued that social motives induced during 

negotiationn affect subsequent group functioning and performance because 

motivess install a particular mental model that fits well with some tasks, and does 

nott fit well with others. Although this mental model reasoning is consistent with 

evidencee found in other research on social motives (Carnevale & Probst, 1998; 

Giebels,, De Dreu, & Van de Vliert, 2000; Liebrand et al., 1986; Kelley & Thibaut, 

1978;; Van Lange, 1999), and consistent with the results for task dedication and 

sociall  activity obtained in Experiment 2, we did not provide direct evidence in the 

currentt experiments. Future research needs to address this issue. 

AA further question that may come to mind is how "long-term" the effects 

off  social motives on post-negotiation performance really are. Both our studies 

focusedd on tasks groups had to perform immediately after they engaged in the 

negotiation.. It cannot be excluded beforehand that effects of social motives 

dissipatee over time, and affect group functioning only shortly after they have 

beenn induced. On the other hand, spiraling effects cannot be excluded either: 

Whenn groups develop prosocial motives, subsequent group functioning may be 

affectedd in such a way that makes it easy for these motives to become stronger 

andd stronger, with their effects becoming stronger as well. 

Inn conclusion, our studies showed that apart from playing a key role in 

determiningg negotiation processes and outcomes, social motives during group 

negotiationn also affect post-negotiation performance. Negotiation led by egoistic 

motivess was shown to lead to the production of less useful, but slightly more 

originall  group products in a hybrid task that required both convergence and 

divergence.. Moreover, an egoistic motive during negotiation was shown to 

increasee task dedication and help performance on a divergent task, but to 

decreasee dedication and hinder performance on a convergent task, whereas a 

prosociall  motive had the opposite effect. Therefore, our research suggests a 

contingencyy approach to the effects of social motives during negotiation on 

furtherr performance. Although for convergent performance, it may be functional 
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too have experienced a negotiation led by prosocial motives, this is not the case for 

divergentt performance. Instead, for divergent performance, a littl e egoism may 

goo a long way. 
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Generall  Discussion and Conclusions 

Ann Overview of the Main Goals and Research Findings 

Thiss dissertation examined the effects of prosocial versus egoistic social motives 

onn group negotiation and its aftermath. Although many negotiations take place in 

aa multiparty setting, prior research on social motives in negotiation largely 

ignoredd group negotiation and instead focused on dyads. However, as argued in 

Chapterr 2, many important differences between dyadic and group negotiations 

havee been noted in the literature, and the few studies examining the effects of 

sociall  motive in group negotiations revealed only weak results (see Gillespie, 

Brett,, & Weingart, 2000; Weingart, Bennett, & Brett, 1993). Therefore, the first goal 

off  this dissertation was to examine the robustness of the effect of social motive on 

negotiationn outcomes in a group setting and to identify the processes responsible 

forr this effect. Second, past studies largely ignored the possibility that the effects 

off  social motives may be moderated by other variables present in a group context. 

Thee second goal of the current dissertation was to fil l this void, and to investigate 

thee interplay between motivational, structural and procedural variables in group 

negotiation. . 

Thee first two goals were both concerned with the processes and outcomes 

thatt occur during negotiation. As is true for all but one prior experimental 

negotiationn study (see O'Connor & Arnold, 2001), they did not take into account 

thatt negotiation may have consequences that lie in the future, when the 

negotiationn task is already finished. The third goal of the current dissertation was 

thereforee to examine the effects of social motives during negotiation on 

subsequentt group performance. 
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Thee experiments reported in this dissertation all involved three-person 

groupss that were either prosocially or egoistically motivated and engaged in a 

three-issuee joint venture negotiation. The experiment reported in Chapter 3 was 

designedd to further the first goal of this dissertation. Results replicated the effects 

off  social motive found in dyadic research (see De Dreu et al., 2000) and in the 

groupp negotiation study by Weingart et al. (1993). Specifically, it was found that 

prosociallyy motivated groups achieved higher joint outcomes than egoistically 

motivatedd groups. 

Thus,, the first contribution that this dissertation makes to the existing 

theoryy and knowledge about group negotiations is that it shows that, despite the 

increasedd complexity of group negotiations that was pointed out in Chapter 2, 

sociall  motives influenced joint negotiation outcomes in groups in a predictable 

way.. Moreover, findings indicated that higher levels of trust and integrative 

behavior,, and lower levels of distributive behavior explain the relationship 

betweenn social motive and joint negotiation outcomes in groups. Thus, the second 

contributionn of this dissertation is that it sheds light on the processes by which 

sociall  motives influence joint outcomes in groups. 

Inn Chapter 4, an experiment was reported that furthered the second goal 

off  this dissertation. It examined how the effects of social motive would be 

moderatedd by two variables unique to a group context: The structure of the 

negotiationn task (symmetrical versus asymmetrical) and the decision rule the 

groupp uses (unanimity versus majority). Results generally supported the 

predictionn that an asymmetrical task structure (in which there was a majority 

withh compatible interests and a minority whose interests were incompatible) 

wouldd lead to more distributive and less integrative behavior, and lower joint 

outcomess than a symmetrical structure, especially when group members have an 

egoisticc instead of a prosocial motive and unanimity rather than majority rule 

applies. . 

Inn addition, results indicated that group members rated their group 

climatee least favorably when they negotiated within an asymmetrical task 

structure,, were egoistically motivated and used unanimity rule. Accordingly, the 

thirdd contribution of this dissertation is that it shows that specific variables 

relevantt for negotiation in groups, which are absent in a dyadic context, have an 
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importantt impact on negotiation behavior and outcomes. The fourth contribution 

liess in the observation that the combination of these variables does not only affect 

"hard""  performance parameters like joint outcomes, but influences the group 

climatee as well. 

Ass mentioned in the above, the third goal of the current dissertation was 

too examine the effects of social motives during negotiation on subsequent group 

performance.. In the first experiment reported in Chapter 5, three-person groups 

weree either prosocially or egoistically motivated and engaged in a three-issue 

jointt venture negotiation, after which they had to engage in a second task. In this 

task,, groups had to design advertisement slogans. Results replicated the findings 

reportedd in Chapter 3 and 4 that prosocially motivated groups achieve higher 

jointt outcomes in the negotiation. 

However,, although it was predicted that groups that were egoistically 

motivatedd during the negotiation would perform worse on the post-negotiation 

taskk than groups that were prosocially motivated, results indicated that groups 

thatt were egoistically motivated during the negotiation produced less useful, but 

slightlyy more original slogans. Thus, the fifth contribution that this dissertation 

makess is that it shows that the social motives that group members had during 

negotiationn affect further performance. Specifically, although an egoistic motive 

duringg the negotiation seemed to decrease performance on convergent aspects of 

thee task, it seemed to enhance performance on divergent aspects. 

Too further investigate this unexpected finding, the second experiment 

reportedd in Chapter 5 used a similar set-up but manipulated the type of task that 

hadd to be performed subsequent to the negotiation. That is, groups had to engage 

inn either a creativity task, which requires divergence, or in a planning task, which 

requiress convergence. Results showed that groups that were prosocially 

motivatedd during the negotiation outperformed groups that were egoistically 

motivatedd during the negotiation on the planning task, whereas groups that were 

egoisticallyy motivated during the negotiation outperformed groups that were 

prosociallyy motivated during the negotiation on the creativity task. 

Moreover,, groups with an egoistic motive during negotiation had greater 

taskk dedication, were less derogative and had lower levels of distracting social 

activityy when they engaged in a creativity task rather than a planning task. 
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Groupss with a prosocial motive during negotiation, in contrast, had lower task 

dedication,, were more derogative and had higher levels of social activity when 

theyy engaged in a creativity task rather than a planning task. 

Thee results reported in Chapter 5 point to the final contribution made by 

thiss dissertation, namely that it shows that a good "fit" between a groups "history" 

inn terms of motivational orientation during negotiation and its subsequent tasks 

iss an important determinant of group effectiveness. Specifically, a negotiation led 

byy prosocial motives leads to high joint outcomes and is beneficial for 

performancee on subsequent convergent tasks, whereas a negotiation led by 

egoisticc motives seems beneficial for performance on subsequent divergent tasks. 

Inn the next sections, the contributions of the studies reported in this 

dissertationn wil l be discussed in more detail. Strengths, limitations and some 

questionss for future research wil l be pointed out. The chapter concludes with a 

discussionn of the practical implications of this research. 

Thee Effects of Social Motives in Group Negotiation 

Basedd on the research findings reported herein, it can be concluded that social 

motivess are an important determinant of negotiation outcomes in groups. Past 

workk in this area was far from convincing. 

First,, the majority of studies that had examined the effects of social 

motivess had focused on dyads, and dyads and groups differ on a number of 

importantt dimensions (see Chapter 2; Levine & Moreland, 1990, Moreland, Hogg, 

&&  Hains, 1994). 

Second,, the few studies that did investigate social motives in group 

negotiationss reported weak and inconclusive results (Gillespie et al., 2000; 

Weingartt et al., 1993; Weingart & Brett, 1998). In all four experiments reported in 

thiss dissertation, prosocially motivated groups achieved higher joint outcomes 
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thann egoistically motivated groups, suggesting this is a robust effect that not only 

occurss in dyads, but can be extended to small groups.12 

Inn addition to establishing the effects of social motives on group 

outcomes,, this dissertation also unfolds the underlying processes that explain 

thesee effects. Past work by Weingart et al. (1993) indicated that prosocially 

motivatedd groups engaged in less substantiation and made marginally fewer 

singlee issue-offers than egoistically motivated groups, and also showed that 

prosociallyy motivated group members trusted each other more than egoistically 

motivatedd group members. Based on these findings, they concluded that 

prosociallyy motivated groups achieved higher joint outcomes than egoistically 

motivatedd groups because in the former groups, members trusted one another to 

aa greater extent, rather than because they engaged in more integrative and less 

distributivee behavior. Unfortunately, however, the behavioral data were obtained 

fromm only one group per condition, and observed processes may have been 

uniquee to these groups, rather than attributable to the manipulations. Second, 

althoughh ratings of trust and perceptions of insight of members within one group 

weree not independent, Weingart et al. based their analyses on individual level 

data,, thus potentially violating the assumption of independence of data necessary 

forr analysis of variance. Third, they reported no formal mediation tests. 

Thee experiment reported in Chapter 3 does not suffer from these 

limitations.. Trust, integrative behavior and distributive behavior were measured 

inn all groups with a well-established and validated questionnaire (De Dreu, 

Evers,, Beersma, Kluwer, & Nauta, 2001), and the group was used as the unit of 

analysis.. Also, formal tests for mediation were reported. Consistent with the 

conclusionss of Weingart et al., trust was found to mediate the relationship 

122 In the experiment reported in Chapter 4, social motive had a main effect on joint 
outcomes,, indicating that prosocially motivated groups had achieved higher outcomes 
thann egoistically motivated groups. Although simple effects analysis failed to show a 
significantt effect of social motive in the symmetrical task structure condition, a simple t-
testt showed that within this condition, the difference between the means for prosocially 
motivatedd groups and egoistically motivated groups was significant. 
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betweenn social motive and joint outcomes. However, integrative and distributive 

behaviorr also played a very important role in explaining this relationship. Even 

afterr common source variance was removed from the data by using the "split 

groups""  approach (Amason, 1996), high correlations were found between trust 

andd integrative behavior (r = .72) and distributive behavior (r = -.48), indicating 

thatt negotiator cognition and behavior are related in an important way. 

Becausee trust, integrative behavior and distributive behavior were 

measuredd within one questionnaire, I was unable to examine how trust and 

negotiationn behavior influence each other. Thus, it remains unclear whether trust 

increasess integrative behavior, whether distributive behavior reduces trust, 

whetherr integrative behavior increases trust while reducing distributive behavior, 

andd so on. Answering these questions would require a detailed micro-level 

analysiss of the sequences within negotiation processes (Weingart, 1997). Some 

researcherss have already attempted to do this. For example, Olekalns and Smith 

(1999)) analyzed the sequencing of negotiation strategies and found that social 

motivess affect patterns of information search in dyads. Furthering these attempts 

too analyze sequences of negotiation behavior could enable researchers to gain 

knowledgee as to which behaviors evoke others. 

Interactionss between Motivational , Structural and Procedural 

Variables s 

Thiss dissertation shows that structural and procedural variables interact with the 

negotiators'' social motives to affect negotiation outcomes in a group setting. As 

notedd in Chapter 2, some of the most striking differences between groups and 

dyadss are that in groups, the structure of the negotiation task can be more 

complexx because some group members may have compatible preferences, 

whereass others' preferences may be diametrically opposed. Consequently, in 

groups,, but not dyads, coalition formation is possible, and a decision rule is 

neededd to determine when an agreement becomes final. 

Thee results reported in Chapter 4 showed that task structure 

(symmetricall  versus asymmetrical) and decision rule (unanimity versus majority) 
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moderatedd the effects of social motives, such that negotiation behavior was least 

constructivee and joint outcomes were lowest when groups had an egoistic 

motivation,, and negotiated within an asymmetrical task structure under 

unanimityy rule. This findings indicates that moving beyond testing main effects 

cann enrich our knowledge of negotiating groups, especially so when variables are 

takenn into account that are present in a group context but absent in dyadic 

negotiations.. This opens up interesting avenues for future research, some of 

whichh I wil l discuss here below. 

Thee experiment reported in Chapter 4 compared two different task 

structuress and two different decision rules. In reality, an infinite number of 

differentt task structures are possible. Rather than being completely symmetrical 

orr completely asymmetrical (i.e., when a stable majority exists with perfect 

interestt alignment between the majority parties, as opposed to a minority whose 

interestss are completely opposed to the majority's), some parties may agree on 

mostt of the issues, but disagree on the remaining issues. It would be interesting to 

investigatee whether minority parties are better able to get what they want under 

circumstancess such as these. 

Justt as for task structure, different decision rules than the ones that were 

investigatedd in Chapter 4 are also possible. For example, it may be decided that a 

two-thirdss majority is needed for an agreement to become final. This may 

especiallyespecially be the case in larger groups. Another decision rule might be to have a 

lottery,, in which the group member who holds the "winning ticket" decides what 

thee final agreement wil l be. Future research should look at the implications that 

thesee different "decisions regarding how to decide" have for the groups' 

negotiationn processes and outcomes, especially in conjunction with group 

members'' social motives. 

Thee experiment reported in Chapter 4 not only included a measure of 

jointt outcomes, which is the "traditional" dependent variable in the dominant 

paradigmm guiding negotiation research, but also included a measure of the group 

climate.. According to Hackman (1990), the extent to which the group experience 

contributess to group members' well-being and their capability to work together in 

thee future is just as important as their quantitative output. However, these "soft" 

performancee parameters have, until now, been ignored in negotiation research. 
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Byy showing that integrative behavior and joint outcomes are related to the group 

climate,, the experiment reported in Chapter 4 corroborated Rubin et al.'s (1994) 

assertionn that integrative negotiation relates to satisfaction, feelings of self-

efficacy,, positive interpersonal relations and reduced likelihood of future conflict. 

Moreover,, the finding that the group climate is affected by variables present 

duringg the negotiation begs the question of how subsequent group functioning 

andd performance wil l be affected by negotiation. This critical question was 

addressedd in Chapter 5, and wil l be addressed in the next section. 

Thee Aftermath of Group Negotiation: Social Motives and Distal 

Groupp Functioning 

Thee two experiments reported in Chapter 5 are the first to address the question of 

howw subsequent group functioning and performance wil l be affected by 

negotiation,, and in particular by the social motives group members have while 

negotiating.. Prior negotiation studies had failed to examine the aftermath of 

groupp negotiation, leaving researchers ignorant as to how negotiation affects 

furtherr group processes and group effectiveness. The first experiment in Chapter 

55 provided a first step towards an increased understanding by showing that 

sociall  motives during negotiation affect post-negotiation group performance. 

Specifically,, groups that were prosocially motivated during negotiation 

performedd better than groups that were egoistically motivated during negotiation 

onn convergent aspects of a group task, whereas egoistic groups outperformed 

prosociall  groups on divergent aspects of that task. 

Consistentt with these findings, the second experiment reported in 

Chapterr 5 showed that groups with an egoistic motive during negotiation had 

greaterr task dedication, were less derogative and had lower levels of distracting 

sociall  activity when they engaged in a divergent task rather than a convergent 

task.. Groups with a prosocial motive during negotiation, in contrast, had lower 

taskk dedication, were more derogative and had higher levels of social activity 

whenn they engaged in a divergent task rather than a convergent task. Moreover, 

groupss with an egoistic motive performed better in a divergent task than in a 
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convergentt task, whereas prosocial groups performed better in a convergent task 

thann in a divergent task. 

Thesee results speak to the importance of "fit" between a group's history of 

negotiationn and motivational orientation and the task that the group has to 

perform.. Findings increase our understanding of the consequences of group 

negotiationss because they show that being prosocially or egoistically motivated 

duringg a negotiation cannot simply be said to be "good" or "bad" for group 

performance.. Rather, taking the task context into account shows that what helps 

orr hinders performance depends on the type of task groups have to perform. 

Extendingg the "fit-approach" to research investigating the aftermath of 

negotiationn provides an important impulse for new studies, and I wil l return to 

thiss in the section on future research. For now, it suffices to say that, from a more 

generall  viewpoint, Chapter 5 shows that it is worthwhile for group researchers to 

lookk at their subject of study from a more dynamic perspective. Groups are not 

staticc entities. Rather, they move to different (task) contexts from time to time, 

andd their experiences within one context may influence their cognitions, behavior 

andd performance in another. Investigating these changes that occur during 

groups'' "lives" can lead to a new and richer understanding of group dynamics 

(McGrath,, 1997; McGrath, Arrow, & Berdahl, 2000) 

Strengthss and Limitation s 

Whenn discussing the contributions of this dissertation in the above, I already 

notedd and discussed some specific assets and shortcomings of the current 

research.. In this section, I wil l address some more general strengths and 

limitations.. One thing that stands out when reading this dissertation is that it is 

entirelyy based on experimental research, which has been conducted in the 

laboratoryy with undergraduate students. This raises concerns about external 

validity,, that is, the extent to which the findings reported herein can be 

generalizedd to different settings. 

Thesee concerns are legitimate, in that in most negotiations parties do not 

carryy a profit schedule with them to the negotiating table. Moreover, "real" 
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negotiationss are often not stopped after 20 minutes. However, there are good 

reasonss to believe that "experimental realism" (Berkowitz & Donnerstein, 1982) 

wass achieved in the studies reported here. For one, to the participants in the 

studies,, the tasks were psychologically engaging, and their performance in the 

negotiationn had real consequences for them in three out of four studies that were 

reportedd here, in that they could win a monetary bonus or a prize when they 

performedd well. Also, observing participants during the tasks showed that they 

oftenn took the tasks very seriously. Therefore, it can be assumed that 

"psychologicall  realism" was achieved in the studies reported here (Berkowitz & 

Donnerstein,, 1982; Hollenbeck et al., in press). 

Notwithstandingg the above, I have to acknowledge that all studies used 

thee same negotiation task, and that in all studies, roughly the same manipulation 

off  social motive was used. That all four studies employed the same joint-venture 

negotiationn task raises questions as to whether our results are unique to this type 

off  negotiations. However, a meta-analysis on the effects of social motives on 

negotiationn behavior and outcomes revealed no differences in effect size for 

differentt types of negotiation scenario's (De Dreu et al., 2000). This suggests that 

thee results reported in this dissertation would not have been different had 

differentt tasks been used. 

Inn all four experiments we used instructions to manipulate social 

motives.. These instructions were combined with incentives in the studies 

reportedd in Chapter 3, 4, and in the first experiment reported in Chapter 5. A 

criticall  reader might argue that by manipulating social motives in the same way 

acrosss studies, we introduced mono-operation bias. This may well be the case and 

futuree research is needed to replicate current findings using other 

operationalizationss of social motives. It is reassuring, however, that the meta-

analysiss by De Dreu et al (2000) showed that effect sizes for social motives on 

negotiationn behavior and outcomes were not moderated by the way social 

motivess were operationalized. Thus, incentives, instructions, individual 

differences,, implicit cues like expected cooperative future interaction, cues about 

thee other party's social motive, or mood via a gift all resulted in the same effects 

onn negotiation behavior and outcomes. 
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AA further limitation is that negotiation behavior was not coded from 

transcriptss from the interaction (as is often done in negotiation research). Instead, 

insightt in behavioral processes was obtained by analyzing behavior as rated by 

groupp members on scales for integrative and distributive behavior adapted from 

thee Dutch Test for Conflict Handling (Van de Vliert, 1997) that were administered 

too participants after the negotiation. Therefore, results may have been influenced 

byy self-serving and social desirability biases. Also, mediational tests reported in 

Chapterr 3, and evidence suggesting that a prosocial motive leads to more 

integrativee and less distributive behavior, and thereby to higher joint outcomes 

(ass argued in Chapter 4 and 5), is correlational rather than experimental. 

Severall  arguments can be raised against the problems associated with the 

usee of questionnaire items. First, past research revealed littl e evidence for social 

desirabilityy and self-serving biases in self- and peer-reports of negotiation 

behaviorr (De Dreu et al., 2001; Rahim & Magner, 1995). Specifically, the DUTCH 

hass been shown to have high convergent validity between self- and peer 

assessmentss and observed behavior (De Dreu, Evers, Beersma, Kluwer & Nauta, 

2001).. Correlations between observer ratings of integrative and distributive 

negotiationn behavior and self-reports of these behaviors on the DUTCH ranged 

fromm .41 to .72. Also, the DUTCH was shown to have high divergent validity: 

Self-reportedd distributive behavior was significantly negatively related to 

integrativee behavior as rated by observers (correlations range from -.38 to -.55), 

andd self-reported integrative behavior was significantly negatively related to 

distributivee behavior as rated by observers (correlations range from -.18 to -.45). 

Finally,, confirmatory factor analyses have revealed good to excellent 

psychometricc qualities for the DUTCH. Specifically, LISREL analyses showed that 

thee items fit well into their respective scales and no unwanted overlap between 

itemss within a scale was detected (RMSEA residuals were 0.00 for integrative 

behaviorr and 0.07 for distributive behavior, AGFI-values were 0.99 and 0.96, 

respectively).. For a more elaborate overview of the psychometric qualities of the 

DUTCH,, Ï refer the reader to De Dreu et al. (2001). 

Second,, and related to the first argument, results obtained with the 

questionnairee items closely map onto results obtained in past studies using 

observationall  data, which showed that a prosocial motive led to more integrative 
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andd less distributive behavior (cf. De Dreu, Giebels, & Van de Vliert, 1998; Pruitt 

&&  Lewis, 1975; Schulz & Pruitt, 1978). 

Third,, in the studies reported herein, we did not use self-reports in the 

sensee that participants were asked to rate their own behavior. Rather, they were 

askedd to rate the behavior of their group members, and we computed the eta-

squaree statistic to establish whether the two group members in a group were in 

agreementt when rating the third group member. Although this procedure does 

nott guarantee that ratings were not biased, at least intersubjectivity between 

groupp members' ratings was achieved. 

Fourth,, and finally, it has been argued that recall of behavior and the 

judgmentss based on it are as "real" to a person as ongoing behavior (Pearson, 

Ross,, & Dawes, 1991). The most important consequences of behavior lie in the 

future,, such that recall of behavior and judgments based on it may provide a 

betterr predictor of future group functioning and effectiveness (which was the 

focuss of the studies presented in Chapter 5) than actual behaviors and outcomes. 

Suggestionss for  Future Research 

Effectss of Culture 

Thee findings reported in this dissertation were based on studies using 

participantss raised in Western Europe, typically characterized by individualistic 

valuess (Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1995). Individuals brought up in such a society 

tendd to define themselves as an autonomous and independent entity, give 

priorityy to personal goals over group goals, emphasize their own beliefs, values 

andd attitudes rather than social norms, and are generally more oriented towards 

taskk achievement than towards the maintenance of harmonious relationships. 

Individualss brought up in a collectivist society, on the other hand, tend to define 

themselvess as connected to others, give priority to group goals over individual 

goals,, emphasize social norms, and find it very important to maintain 

harmoniouss relationships (Triandis, 1995). 

Itt is possible that culture in terms of individualism-collectivism may have 

aa direct effect on group members' behavior in a negotiation task. There is some 
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evidencee that individualism-collectivism affects conflict management. 

Specifically,, research showed that individuals from a collectivist culture tend to 

choosee conflict management styles that aim to maintain a harmonious 

relationship,, whereas individuals from an individualistic culture tend to choose 

moree confronting and aggressive styles (Bond, Wan, Leung, & Giacalone, 1985; 

Gabrielidis,, Stephan, Ybarra, Dos Santos Pearson, & Villareal 1997; Leung, 1987). 

Therefore,, individualism-collectivism may be viewed as one of the possible 

"operationalizations""  of social motive, with individualistic individuals holding a 

generallyy more egoistic motive, and collectivist individuals holding a generally 

moree prosocial motive. 

However,, it is also possible that culture might interact with 

manipulationss of social motive. Chen, Chen and Meindl (1998) argue that goal 

interdependencee may need to be framed differently in individualistic and 

collectivisticc cultures to have the same effects on motivation and behavior. 

Specifically,, cooperation can be induced in an individualistic culture by 

appealingg to the instrumentality of cooperation for self-interest, whereas in a 

collectivistt culture, cooperation can be induced by appealing to self-sacrificial 

contributionn for the collective good. In the manipulations used in the studies 

reportedd here, neither of these appeals were made, and interpreting the rather 

simplee instructions was left to the participants. Because participants came from 

ann individualistic culture, it is possible that they interpreted the manipulation of a 

prosociall  motive as an appeal to the instrumentality of cooperation for their self-

interest,, and that is why the manipulation worked. When the studies would be 

replicatedd in a collectivist culture, according to Chen et al. (1998), the 

manipulationn would only work if participants would interpret it as an appeal to 

makee a sacrifice in favor of the group. When this would happen, results may be 

expectedd to be the same as in individualistic cultures, only the underlying 

processess by which the manipulations affect behavior may be different. To my 

knowledge,, no studies have investigated the possible interaction of 

individualism-collectivismm and the different factors that can induce social 

motives.. Therefore, testing the above proposition would be an interesting avenue 

forr future research. 
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Homogeneouss versus Heterogeneous Groups 

Inn all studies reported in this dissertation, groups were homogeneous regarding 

theirr social motives, whereas in real-life groups, some members may have a 

prosociall  and others an egoistic motive. Important questions are, therefore, how 

heterogeneityy of social motives would affect negotiation processes and outcomes, 

howw different task structures and decision rules would affect groups with 

differentt ratios of egoistic and prosocial members, and how the aftermath of 

negotiationn would be affected by heterogeneity in social motives. 

Theree are some, as yet unpublished, studies that have investigated 

groupss in which members have different social motives, but results are 

inconclusive.. For example, Weingart and Brett (1998) found that mixed-

orientationn groups tend to shift toward cooperation, and that a shift towards 

cooperationn decreased the chance of impasse. Schei and Rognes (2001) found that 

groupp composition did not affect joint negotiation outcomes. Interestingly, 

however,, Schei (2001) found that egoistically motivated groups outperformed 

mixedd groups and prosocially motivated groups when group members knew 

eachh other's motive. These interesting findings indicate that future research 

shouldd pay more attention to groups that are heterogeneous regarding social 

motives. . 

Effectss of Group Size 

Inn the studies reported here, three-person groups were investigated. Although 

Weingartt et al. (1993) have shown that a prosocial motive also increases joint 

negotiationn outcomes in four-person negotiations, we cannot rule out the 

possibilityy that social motives influence negotiation processes and outcomes 

differentlyy in even larger groups. Adding negotiators to the group increases the 

complexityy of the negotiation, which may result in cognitive overload. This 

cognitivee overload might undermine the effectiveness of integrative behavior 

and,, therefore, the effects of social motive might be reduced. Some indirect 

evidencee for the idea that cognitive load reduces the effects of social motives was 

reportedd by De Dreu et al. (2000), who showed that as the negotiation task 

becamee more complex due to the number of issues being negotiated, effect sizes 

forr social motives were reduced. However, the cognitive load logic assumes that 
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effectss are due primarily to increased information exchange whereas, as 

evidencedd in Chapter 3, trust is at least as important a mediator. Trust may be 

lesss susceptible to the influence of group size. Thus, the moderating influence of 

groupp size constitutes an interesting question for future research. 

Groupp size may also affect negotiation processes and outcomes by its 

implicationss for structural and procedural variables in groups. The effects of 

decisionn rule reported in Chapter 4 may be even more pronounced in larger 

groups,, as using unanimity rule in a large group may be even harder than in a 

three-personn group. Moreover, group size can influence the structural aspects of 

negotiationn by affecting the size of the different factions within a group. In the 

studyy reported in Chapter 4, the "minority" consisted of only one party. Because 

researchh has shown that minorities are able to exert more influence as soon as 

theyy grow from one to two members (Asch, 1956), it is interesting to examine how 

thee size of the minority faction would influence the group process. It is possible 

thatt the minority position would be incorporated in the final decision to a 

strongerr extent when it is represented by more parties, but it is also possible that, 

especiallyy when groups are egoistically motivated, a stronger minority only leads 

too more distributive behavior by the majority. 

Effectss of theTopic of Disagreement 
Al ll  studies reported herein investigated negotiations about divergent interests. 

However,, apart from interests, negotiations can also be about different ideologies, 

normss and values. Specifically, De Dreu, Harinck and Van Vianen (1999) 

distinguishedd between interests, facts and values. Conflicts of interests concern 

thee distribution of scarce resources like time, space, and money. Factual, or 

intellectivee conflicts concern disagreements about questions to which an 

objectivelyy verifiable answer exists. Value conflicts concern disagreements in 

whichh there is no objective truth (Rapoport, 1960). 

Researchh shows that these different conflict issues affect the negotiation 

processs and outcomes in important ways (Druckman, 1994; Harinck, 2001; 

Harinck,, De Dreu, & Van Vianen, 2000). This raises questions regarding the 

effectss of social motives in negotiations based on different conflict issues. Perhaps 

thee effects of social motive would not be as pervasive in negotiations about norms 



132 2 ChapterChapter 6 

andd values as in negotiations about interests, since prior research has shown that 

inn value-driven negotiation integrative behavior and making trade-offs is often 

consideredd inappropriate (Harinck et al., 2000). Future research should therefore 

addresss the effects of social motives in intellective and evaluative negotiations. 

Moreover,, it would be interesting to investigate if different negotiation 

issuess affect the "aftermath" of negotiation differently. Although the results 

regardingg this aftermath reported here pertain to negotiations about interests, 

somee prior field studies have studied negotiations about intellective issues 

(factuall  issues that have correct solutions according to commonly accepted 

standards),, and found that group negotiation and conflict on the one hand and 

performancee on the other were positively related when when the conflict took 

placee within a cooperative context (see Tjosvold, 1998, for an overview). Since 

thesee studies are cross-sectional in nature, experimentally investigating the effects 

off  different types of negotiation on post-negotiation performance would be 

worthwhile. . 

Futuree Research Concerning the Aftermath of Group Negotiation 

Onee of the most interesting contributions of this dissertation it that it looks 

beyondd the negotiation process to investigate the consequences of negotiation 

thatt lie in the future. However, many questions concerning this topic still remain 

unanswered.. In the above, I already suggested that the aftermath of negotiation 

mayy look differently when the negotiation is about intellective or evaluative 

issuess rather than about interests. The aftermath of (social motives during) 

negotiationn may also look differently when we extend its investigation to 

differentt post-negotiation tasks. In Chapter 5, three tasks were investigated (i.e., 

thee advertisement task in experiment 1, and a creativity task and a planning task 

inn experiment 2). These specific tasks were chosen because of their differences in 

thee extent to which they required divergence versus convergence. 

Off  course, many more group tasks exist. For example, apart from the 

creativityy and planning tasks that were investigated here, McGrath (1984) also 

distinguishess "problem solving tasks" (which have a correct answer), "executing 

performancee tasks" (psychomotor tasks), "cognitive conflict tasks" (resolving 

conflictss of viewpoint), etc. Research in which participants engaged in an 
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interdependentt command and control simulation task (the Distributed Dynamic 

Decision-makingg Task, for more information see Humphrey, Hollenbeck, Ilgen 

andd Moon, 2000), has shown that a prosocial motive helped group members' 

accuracy,, but reduced their speed. In contrast, an egoistic motive increased speed 

butt reduced accuracy (Beersma, Hollenbeck, Humphrey, Moon, Conlon, & Ilgen, 

2002).. This finding seems to be consistent with the findings reported in this 

dissertationn since in the task used in the aforementioned study, accuracy required 

convergentt processes (e.g., collaboration in identifying whether targets were 

friendss or foes), whereas speed required moving towards a target as fast as one 

can,, which involves a very solitary effort. It would be interesting to gain more 

knowledgee about the aftermath of negotiation by for example investigating how 

sociall  motives during group negotiation affect subsequent performance on 

motor-tasks,, or on a second negotiation-type task. 

Anotherr question regarding the aftermath of negotiation that has 

remainedd unanswered is through what exactly which processes the effects of 

sociall  motives during group negotiation on subsequent performance occur. There 

aree two general possibilities. First, the effects of social motives during group 

negotiationn on post-negotiation performance may be mediated by negotiation 

behaviorr or outcomes. Groups which' members are egoistically motivated during 

negotiationn engage in forceful distributive behavior, as a consequence of which 

thee group may lack cohesion and a good interpersonal climate when starting the 

post-negotiationn task. This could have detrimental effects for group consensus 

andd convergent performance. But at the same time, having been confronted with 

distributivee negotiation behavior may stimulate group members to "do their own 

thing""  without looking after each other too much, which helps their creativity and 

divergentt performance. Groups which' members are prosocially motivated 

duringg negotiation engage in integrative behavior, build interpersonal trust and 

createe a positive interpersonal climate (see Chapter 4). When the group has 

becomee very cohesive when starting the post-negotiation task, this may help 

consensuss and convergent performance, which is functional in some tasks. 

However,, it may at the same time be detrimental for tasks in which dissent and 

creativityy are needed Qanis, 1972; see also De Dreu & Beersma, 2001). 
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Likewise,, the effects of social motives on post-negotiation performance 

mayy be mediated by negotiation outcomes. Thus, egoistic groups may become 

moree creative because of their lower outcomes in the negotiation. Low 

negotiationn outcomes, or even no outcomes at all in the case of an impasse, may 

communicatee to participants that "something has gone wrong". This may 

stimulatee them to try new, divergent courses of behavior in a second task instead 

off  walking the old "beaten tracks". This is consistent with many studies showing 

thatt individuals often base their behavior on the simple "win-stay, lose-change" 

heuristic:: when negative feedback is received, this is used as a signal that some 

neww course of behavior is needed (Messick & Liebrand, 1997). In contrast, 

prosociall  groups were generally shown to achieve high outcomes in the 

negotiationn tasks. Those high outcomes may communicate to these groups that 

theyy are doing all right. In this case, a stimulus to engage in some innovation and 

divergentt thinking in the post-negotiation task is absent, as a consequence of 

whichh prosocial groups just work on the task convergently. 

AA second possibility is that the effects of social motives on post-

negotiationn performance are not mediated by the negotiation process and 

outcomes,, but rather transfer from the negotiation task to the post-negotiation 

taskk directly. Different motives may trigger in participants different "mindsets", 

orr "mental models", that is: an egoistic motive may cause individuals to define the 

taskk situation differently than a prosocial motive (Bazerman, Curhan, Moore, & 

Valley,, 2000). These different mindsets may affect group members' behavior. 

Specifically,, an egoistic mindset may make group members less able to think 

convergently,, but better able to think divergently, whereas a prosocial mindset 

mayy have the opposite effect. According to this "transfer of motivation" 

explanation,, a negotiation involving processes and outcomes is not even 

necessaryy to bring about the effects demonstrated in the two studies reported 

here;; the mere inducement of a social motive is enough, because this motive 

"transfers""  from the negotiation task to a following group task. 

Inn an attempt to gain more insight into what caused the effects found in 

thee studies reported in Chapter 5 and to test the validity of the explanations 

discussedd in the above, I statistically analyzed whether in our datasets, the effects 

off  social motives on post-negotiation performance were mediated by negotiation 
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outcomess and/or performance. These analyses showed that neither negotiation 

behaviorr (integrative and distributive) nor negotiation outcomes statistically 

mediatedd the relationship between social motives during negotiation and post-

negotiationn performance. 

Failuree to find evidence for mediation by negotiation behavior may 

reflectt measurement problems (e.g., using reports by participants instead of 

observationall  data). Failure to find evidence for mediation by negotiation 

outcomess may be due to the fact that groups neither received feedback as to how 

welll  they performed in the negotiation compared with other groups, nor did 

individuall  group members learn about each others' outcomes prior to performing 

thee post-negotiation task and to completing the questionnaire. Although one 

studyy (O'Connor & Arnold, 2001) showed that low negotiation outcomes (i.e., 

reachingg an impasse) have a negative effect on the aftermath of negotiation, the 

designn of that study precludes inferences as to whether these effects were due to 

thee negotiation outcomes or the negotiation process. Therefore, future research 

shouldd examine how (feedback about) negotiation outcomes affects further team 

performance. . 

Anotherr reason for not finding mediating effects of negotiation behavior 

andd outcomes may be that these effects are just not there, and the impact of social 

motivess on post-negotiation performance is instead caused by transfer of 

motivationn from one task to the other. Whether this possibility holds up should 

bee tested by manipulating social motives by giving participants either prosocial 

orr egoistic negotiation instructions, and then letting them perform a group task 

rightt away, without a negotiation preceding this task. In that way, it can be 

examinedd whether the effects of social motive on group performance in creativity 

andd planning tasks still occur when groups did not go through the negotiation 

process.. When they do, this attests to the plausibility of the "transfer of 

motivation""  explanation of the effects reported herein. 
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Practicall  Implication s 

Ass noted in Chapter 1, teamwork enjoys a still increasing popularity. Since 

negotiationn lies at the core of teamwork, group negotiations are becoming more 

andd more prevalent. However, these group negotiations do not only occur 

betweenn work team members experiencing conflicting preferences, but, for 

examplee also between house owners in a large apartment building, between 

countriess in multilateral political conferences, and between unions, management, 

andd interests groups during collective bargaining. What implications do the 

researchh results reported in this dissertation have for those involved in these 

groupp negotiations and for those trying to make these negotiations result in 

collectivelyy beneficial outcomes? 

AA first piece of advice would be that managers should emphasize that the 

negotiationn outcomes should be favorable for all parties, and that group members 

shouldd strive for high outcomes as a group. Also, they should try to minimize 

egoisticc motivation, by emphasizing that negotiating is not a game of win and 

loose,, and by stimulating the search for integrative agreements. Based on the 

resultss of the experiment reported in Chapter 3, it can be argued that this 

approachh wil l lead to advantages for negotiating groups, as well as for the larger 

contextt in which they function, because a prosocial motive enables groups to use 

thee resources that are available in the negotiation more efficiently. 

However,, a critical reader may argue that in existing groups, social 

motivess are often already present before the negotiation starts, and therefore, 

emphasizingg high group outcomes may have littl e effect. I tend to disagree with 

thiss view, not because I do not think that most members of real groups already 

developedd a social motive, but because evidence suggests that the possibility to 

formm integrative agreements is often overlooked. This can be assumed to be 

especiallyy the case in complex negotiations. In real life, parties do not have clear-

cutt profit schedules representing their interests, which makes it hard to realize 

thee integrative potential in the situation. Therefore, I believe that stimulating a 

prosociall  motivation should be accompanied by increasing group members' 

knowledgee regarding tactics to form integrative agreements. The combination of 
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knowledgee regarding integrative outcomes and a prosocial motive would, in my 

view,, certainly increase the effectiveness of group negotiations. 

Another,, less "obvious" implication of the current research, is that the 

resultss reported in Chapter 4 show that it is worthwhile to take a critical look at 

thee decision rule that is used in group negotiations. Since long, lay wisdom has 

supportedd unanimity rule as a positive and majority rule as a "lazy" way of 

reachingg agreements. Unanimity rule is often thought to be more "fair", since it 

givess each group member an equal say in the decision making process. Results 

reportedd herein, however, suggest unanimity rule is not always beneficial. In fact, 

theyy show that in an asymmetrical negotiation, unanimity rule can have 

detrimentall  effects when group members are egoistically motivated. A general 

advicee to practitioners is therefore that structural and motivational aspects of the 

situationn should be taken into account when the procedures that wil l guide the 

negotiationn are laid down. 

AA final implication of the current dissertation, which is mainly based on 

Chapterr 5, is that conflict and negotiation in groups are not necessarily bad for 

subsequentt performance. Although many researchers have argued otherwise 

(see,, e.g., De Dreu & Van de Vliert, 1997), conflict is still often seen as detrimental 

too performance, especially so when parties are egoistically motivated during the 

conflictt (see, e.g., Tjosvold, 1998). The experiments reported in Chapter 5 showed 

thatt group negotiation about divergent interests does not necessarily have to be 

badd for subsequent group performance, not even when negotiators were 

egoisticallyy motivated. Rather, when groups have to be convergent, managers 

andd group leaders should foster prosocial motives and try to rrunimize egoistic 

motivation.. On the other hand, when groups have to be divergent, managers 

shouldd consider stimulating egoistic motives. Although the immediate 

consequencess of such an action may be costly - egoistic motivation decreases 

negotiationn outcomes - it may pay off in the long run as it can result in creative 

products. . 
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Concludingg Remarks 

Thiss dissertation shows that social motives have a pervasive effect on the 

processess in, and the outcomes of, group negotiations. Moreover, it shows that 

variabless specific to the group context, such as the structure of the negotiation 

taskk and the decision rule that is used, interact with social motive to affect 

negotiationn outcomes and the group climate. Finally, this dissertation shows that 

thee social motives group members have during negotiation even affect group 

functioningg and performance beyond the negotiation task, and that whether 

havingg a prosocial motive during negotiation is beneficial or detrimental for 

subsequentt performance depends on the type of task groups have to perform. 

Thesee results add to our knowledge about group negotiations in many 

ways,, and at the same time raise new and interesting questions for future 

research.. However, no simple, clear-cut answers were provided. Accordingly, 

thiss final chapter has, apart from discussing the contributions of this dissertation, 

alsoo emphasized new avenues for future research. With regard to the question 

"Shouldd we be prosocially or egoistically motivated when we engage in a group 

negotiation?""  the current dissertation has revealed that "it depends". It depends 

onn what one wants to achieve during the negotiation, on what one wants to 

achievee during subsequent tasks, and on what these subsequent tasks are. One 

shouldd be prosocially motivated when the negotiation task is asymmetrically 

structuredd and unanimity rule applies, and future teamwork requires convergent 

activity.. But one may foster egoistic motivation when majority rule applies, and 

futuree teamwork requires individual speed, creative thought, and divergent 

activity.. Under these circumstances, a littl e egoism may carry the team further 

thann one would think. 
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Ditt proefschrift gaat over de effecten van sociale motivatie op gedrag en 

uitkomstenn in groepsonderhandelingen en daaropvolgende groepstaken. Door de 

toegenomenn populariteit van het werken in teamverband zijn 

groepsonderhandelingenn aan de orde van de dag binnen organisaties. Wanneer 

mensenn moeten samenwerken is het immers onvermijdelijk dat van tijd tot tijd 

conflictenn ontstaan over tegengestelde belangen, meningen of normen en 

waarden,, en onderhandelen is een veel gebruikte manier om met deze conflicten 

omm te gaan. 

Eenn groepsonderhandeling is een discussie tussen groepsleden met als 

doell  een oplossing te vinden voor hun tegengestelde voorkeuren (Pruitt & 

Carnevale,, 1993). Omdat groepsonderhandelingen zo'n centrale plaats innemen 

binnenn organisaties is het belangrijk om te weten welke variabelen bijdragen aan 

eenn constructief dan wel destructief verloop van het onderhandelingsproces, en 

aann het tot stand komen van zo optimaal mogelijke onderhandelingsuitkomsten. 

Helaass is er nog weinig onderzoek gedaan naar groepsonderhandelingen. 

Uitt onderzoek naar tweepersoons (dyadische) onderhandelingen is wel gebleken 

datt sociale motivatie - de voorkeur die een onderhandelaar geeft aan 

verschillendee uitkomstenverdelingen tussen hem/haar zelf en interdependente 

anderenn (McClintock, 1972; McClintock, 1976; Messick & McClintock, 1968) -- een 

belangrijkee determinant is van onderhandelingsgedrag en -uitkomsten. 

Gevondenn werd dat prosociale onderhandelaars (die zowel veel waarde 

hechtenn aan hun eigen uitkomsten als aan de uitkomsten van de andere partij) 

meerr integratief, probleemoplossend gedrag en minder distributief, forcerend 

gedragg vertoonden dan egoïstische onderhandelaars (die enkel waarde hechten 

aann hun eigen uitkomsten). Bovendien bleken prosociale onderhandelaars beter 

inn staat te zijn om integratieve overeenkomsten te sluiten, waarbij beide 

onderhandelaarss optimale uitkomsten behalen (De Dreu, Weingart, & Kwon, 

2000). . 
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Inn Hoofdstuk 2 werd beschreven dat groepsonderhandelingen, in 

vergelijkingg met dyadische onderhandelingen, gekenmerkt worden door een 

groteree complexiteit in structureel, procedureel, sociaal en strategisch opzicht. 

Hett is daarom onduidelijk of de effecten van sociale motivatie die in dyadische 

onderhandelingenn gevonden zijn, ook optreden in groepsonderhandelingen. In 

dee schaarse onderzoeken waarin werd gekeken naar de effecten van sociale 

motivatiee in groepsonderhandelingen werden slechts zwakke effecten gevonden 

(Gillespie,, Brett, & Weingart, 2000; Weingart, Bennett, & Brett, 1993; Weingart & 

Brett,, 1998). 

Bovendienn was er in het enige onderzoek naar groepsonderhandelingen 

waarinn de effecten van dyadisch onderzoek werden gerepliceerd (Weingart e.a., 

1993),, sprake van een aantal methodologische beperkingen. Het eerste doel van 

ditt proefschrift was daarom om te onderzoeken of de effecten van sociale 

motivatiee in groepsonderhandelingen die gevonden werden door Weingart e.a. 

(1993),, gerepliceerd konden worden in een onafhankelijke studie, en om te 

onderzoekenn welke onderliggende processen aan deze effecten ten grondslag 

liggen. . 

Hett tweede doel van dit proefschrift was om te onderzoeken hoe sociale 

motivatiee interacteert met andere variabelen die een belangrijke rol spelen in 

groepsonderhandelingen,, namelijk de structuur van de onderhandelingstaak en 

dee beslisregel die wordt gebruikt. Theoretische benaderingen van besluitvorming 

inn mixed-motive situaties benadrukken het belang van interactie-effecten tussen 

structurele,, procedurele en motivationele variabelen (zie o.a. Hinsz, Tindale & 

Vollrath,, 1997; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977; Rusbuit & Van 

Lange,, 1996). Voorgaand onderzoek naar groepsonderhandelingen heeft echter 

voorall  aandacht besteed aan hoofdeffecten, waardoor mogelijke interacties buiten 

beschouwingg zijn gebleven. Daarom werd in dit proefschrift wel aandacht 

besteedd aan deze mogelijke interacties. 

Hett derde doel van dit proefschrift was om te onderzoeken hoe de sociale 

motivatiee die onderhandelaars hebben tijdens een groepsonderhandeling hun 

functionerenn en prestaties op groepstaken na de onderhandeling beïnvloedt. 

Hoewell  de meeste onderhandelingen niet plaatsvinden in een sociaal vacuüm, 

maarr juist in een situatie waar de onderhandelaars na afloop van de 
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onderhandelingg nog taken met elkaar moeten uitvoeren, heeft voorgaand 

onderzoekk nauwelijks aandacht besteed aan deze "nasleep" van 

groepsonderhandelingen.. In slechts één eerdere experimentele studie werden de 

effectenn van onderhandelingen op verdere cognities en motivaties van 

onderhandelaarss onderzocht (O'Connor & Arnold, 2001). Daarom werd in dit 

proefschriftt onderzocht hoe de sociale motivatie van groepsleden tijdens een 

onderhandelingg hun prestaties op een taak die na de onderhandeling plaatsvindt, 

beïnvloedt.. Bovendien werd onderzocht hoe die sociale motivatie interacteert met 

hett type taak dat groepen na de onderhandeling moeten uitvoeren. 

Inn Hoofdstuk 3, 4 en 5 werden experimentele onderzoeken gerapporteerd 

diee zich richtten op de bovenstaande drie doelen. In deze onderzoeken voerden 

driepersoonss groepen, bestaande uit studenten, een onderhandelingstaak uit die 

gebaseerdd was op eerder onderzoek (zie Mannix, Thompson, & Bazerman, 1989; 

Thompson,, Mannix, & Bazerman, 1988; Weingart et al., 1993). Proefpersonen 

namenn de rollen van een afgevaardigde van een bakkerij, een afgevaardigde van 

eenn bloemenwinkel en een afgevaardigde van een groentewinkel op zich en 

onderhandeldenn over een nieuw te openen gezamenlijk winkelpand. Er werd 

onderhandeldd over drie onderwerpen, namelijk: het ontwerp van het 

winkelpand,, de temperatuur en de verdeling van de huurkosten. 

Dee onderhandelingstaak had integratief potentieel, omdat de drie 

onderwerpenn niet even belangrijk waren voor de drie onderhandelaars, dat wil 

zeggenn dat de winst voor de eigen winkel, in het onderzoek gerepresenteerd door 

punten,, per onderhandelingsonderwerp verschilde voor de drie 

onderhandelaars.. Voor de afgevaardigde van de bakkerij waren er hogere 

uitkomstenn te verkrijgen wanneer hij zijn zin kon doordrukken wat betreft het 

ontwerpp van het winkelpand, terwijl voor de afgevaardigde van de 

bloemenwinkell  en voor de afgevaardigde van de groentewinkel respectievelijk de 

temperatuurr en de verdeling van de huurkosten het belangrijkst waren. 

Aangezienn proefpersonen eikaars puntenschema's niet te zien kregen, konden zij 

alleenn een integratieve overeenkomst bereiken door informatie uit te wisselen 

overr belangen. 

Inn Hoofdstuk 3 werden de effecten van sociale motivatie in 

groepsonderhandelingenn onderzocht door driepersoons groepen de hierboven 
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beschrevenn onderhandelingstaak te laten uitvoeren en groepsleden in de 

prosocialee motivatie-conditie mee te delen dat het belangrijk was dat het 

winkelpandd als geheel een hoge winst zou behalen, terwijl aan groepsleden in de 

egoïstischee motivatie-conditie werd meegedeeld dat het belangrijk was dat hun 

eigenn winkel een hoge winst zou behalen. Hieraan werd ook een beloning 

gekoppeld,, door groepsleden in de prosociale motivatie-conditie mee te delen dat 

dee drie leden van de hoogst scorende groep een geldbonus zouden krijgen, 

terwijll  aan groepsleden in de egoïstische motivatie-conditie werd meegedeeld dat 

dee drie hoogst scorende individuen een geldbonus zouden krijgen (vgl: De Dreu, 

Giebels,, & Van de Vliert, 1998; Giebels, De Dreu, & Van de Vliert, 2000; Weingart, 

Hyder,, & Prietula, 1996; Schulz & Pruitt, 1978). 

Uitt de resultaten bleek dat prosociaal gemotiveerde groepen hogere 

gezamenlijkee uitkomsten behaalden dan egoïstisch gemotiveerde groepen. Ook 

bleekk dat de leden van prosociaal gemotiveerde groepen elkaar meer 

vertrouwdenn en meer integratief en minder distributief gedrag vertoonden dan 

dee leden van egoïstisch gemotiveerde groepen. De relatie tussen sociale motivatie 

enn gezamenlijke onderhandelingsuitkomsten bleek bovendien gemedieerd te 

wordenn door onderling vertrouwen, integratief en distributief gedrag. 

Dezee resultaten laten zien dat een prosociale motivatie dezelfde positieve 

effectenn lijk t te hebben in groepsonderhandelingen als in dyadische 

onderhandelingenn en repliceren daarmee de bevindingen van Weingart e. a. 

(1993).. Bovendien geven de resultaten inzicht in de manier waarop een prosociale 

motivatiee de onderhandelingsuitkomsten van groepen beïnvloedt; namelijk via 

onderlingg vertrouwen en onderhandelingsgedrag. 

Inn Hoofdstuk 4 werd voorspeld dat de effecten van sociale motivatie 

zoudenn kunnen interacteren met structurele en procedurele variabelen die een rol 

spelenn bij groepsonderhandelingen en die niet voorkomen in een dyadische 

context.. Proefpersonen voerden dezelfde onderhandelingstaak uit als in het 

hiervoorr beschreven experiment, maar behalve sociale motivatie werden nu ook 

dee structuur van de onderhandelingstaak en de beslisregel gemanipuleerd. 

Dee resultaten ondersteunden de voorspelling dat wanneer de 

onderhandelingsstructuurr asymmetrisch is (dat wil zeggen dat er sprake is van 

eenn meerderheid van groepsleden met dezelfde voorkeuren tegenover een 
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minderheidd met tegenovergestelde voorkeuren), groepen meer distributief en 

minderr integratief gedrag vertonen en lagere uitkomsten behalen dan wanneer de 

onderhandelingstaakk symmetrisch is, maar vooral wanneer groepsleden 

egoïstischh in plaats van prosociaal gemotiveerd zijn en de unanimiteitsregel in 

plaatss van de meerderheidsregel van toepassing is. 

Bovendienn bleek dat de bovenstaande combinatie van factoren leidde tot 

eenn minder positief groepsklimaat. Deze resultaten tonen het belang aan van 

onderzoekk naar de interactieve effecten van structurele, procedurele en 

motivationelee variabelen op groepsonderhandelingsprocessen en uitkomsten. 

Bovendienn laten ze zien dat structurele, procedurele en motivationele variabelen 

behalvee de onderhandelingsuitkomsten ook het groepsklimaat beïnvloeden. 

Inn Hoofdstuk 5 werden twee experimenten gerapporteerd waarin de 

effectenn van sociale motivatie tijdens onderhandelingen op het 

groepsfunctionerenn en de groepsprestaties op een op de onderhandeling 

volgendee taak werden onderzocht. In het eerste experiment dat in Hoofdstuk 5 

werdd besproken voerden driepersoons groepen weer de in het bovenstaande 

besprokenn onderhandelingstaak uit, waarbij wederom sociale motivatie werd 

gemanipuleerdd op de reeds beschreven manier. Na deze taak voerden zij een 

voorr dit experiment ontworpen reclametaak uit, waarbij groepsleden 

reclameslagzinnenn moesten bedenken voor hun winkelpand. Verwacht werd dat 

groepenn die tijdens de onderhandeling prosociaal gemotiveerd waren, beter 

zoudenn presteren op de reclametaak dan groepen die tijdens de onderhandeling 

egoïstischh gemotiveerd waren. 

Uitt de resultaten van het eerste experiment bleek dat groepen die tijdens 

dee onderhandeling prosociaal gemotiveerd waren, beter presteerden op de 

convergentee aspecten van de reclametaak (dat wil zeggen: zij bedachten meer 

bruikbaree slagzinnen) dan groepen die tijdens de onderhandeling egoïstisch 

gemotiveerdd waren, maar dat zij juist slechter presteerden op de divergente 

aspectenn van die taak (dat wil zeggen: zij bedachten minder originele slagzinnen). 

Omm deze onverwachte bevindingen nader te onderzoeken werd in het 

tweedee experiment dat in Hoofdstuk 5 werd besproken, behalve sociale motivatie 

tijdenss de onderhandeling, ook het soort taak dat de groepen na de 

onderhandelingg moesten doen, gemanipuleerd. Groepen moesten na de 
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onderhandelingstaakk ofwel een creatieve taak uitvoeren, waarbij met name 

divergentiee belangrijk is, ofwel een planningstaak, waarbij vooral convergentie 

belangrijkk is (McGrath, 1984). Het bleek dat groepen die tijdens de 

onderhandelingg prosociaal gemotiveerd waren op de planningstaak beter 

presteerdenn dan groepen die tijdens de onderhandeling egoïstisch gemotiveerd 

waren,, terwijl groepen die tijdens de onderhandeling egoïstisch gemotiveerd 

warenn beter presteerden op de creatieve taak dan groepen die tijdens de 

onderhandelingg prosociaal gemotiveerd waren. 

Bovendienn vertoonden groepen die tijdens de onderhandeling egoïstisch 

gemotiveerdd waren meer toewijding aan de taak, minder afkrakend gedrag en 

minderr (afleidende) sociale activiteit wanneer zij een creatieve in plaats van een 

planningstaakk moesten uitvoeren, terwijl groepen die tijdens de onderhandeling 

prosociaall  gemotiveerd waren juist minder toewijding aan de taak, meer 

afkrakendd gedrag en meer afleidende sociale activiteit vertoonden wanneer zij 

eenn creatieve in plaats van een planningstaak moesten uitvoeren. 

Uitt het bovenstaande kan worden geconcludeerd dat sociale motivatie de 

processenn die een rol spelen bij, en de uitkomsten van, groepsonderhandelingen 

inn belangrijke mate beïnvloedt. Bovendien is duidelijk geworden dat variabelen 

diee uniek zijn voor groepsonderhandelingen, zoals de symmetrische of 

asymmetrischee structuur van de onderhandelingstaak en de beslisregel die 

gebruiktt wordt, kunnen interacteren met sociale motivatie om zo de 

onderhandelingsuitkomstenn en het groepsklimaat te beïnvloeden. 

Tenslottee is gebleken dat ook de "nasleep" van groepsonderhandelingen 

beïnvloedd wordt door de sociale motivatie die groepsleden tijdens de 

onderhandelingg hadden, en dat of prosociaal gemotiveerd zijn tijdens de 

onderhandelingg een gunstig dan wel ongunstig effect heeft op de 

daaropvolgendee prestaties afhangt van de taak die een groep moet uitvoeren. 

Dezee resultaten dragen bij aan onze kennis over groeps-

onderhandelingen,, maar roepen ook nieuwe vragen op. Wat betreft de vraag 

"Moetenn groepsleden prosociaal of egoïstisch gemotiveerd zijn als ze 

onderhandelen?""  lijk t het antwoord dat kan worden opgemaakt uit dit 

proefschriftt te zijn dat "het ervan af hangt." Het hangt af van wat men wil 

bereikenn tijdens de onderhandeling, van wat men wil bereiken tijdens 
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daaropvolgendee taken, en van wat die volgende taken zijn. Een prosociale 

motivatiee heeft positieve aspecten wanneer de onderhandelingstaak 

asymmetrischh is, de unanimiteitsregel van toepassing is, en de op de 

onderhandelingg volgende taken convergente activiteit vereisen. Daarentegen zou 

menn de egoïstische motivatie kunnen stimuleren wanneer de meerderheidsregel 

vann toepassing is in een onderhandeling, en men na de onderhandeling taken 

moett gaan uitvoeren die creatief denken en divergente activiteit vereisen. Onder 

dezee omstandigheden zou een beetje egoïsme een team wel eens tot grote 

hoogtenn kunnen brengen.... 
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Profi tt  Schedules Used in the Experiment Reported in Chapter  3 
Bakery'ss representative 

Design n 

designn B (200) 

designn A (150) 

designn C (100) 

designn E (50) 

designn D (0) 

Design n 

designn D (25) 

designn E (18.75) 

designn C (12.5) 

designn A (6.25) 

designn B (0) 

Design n 

designn D (50) 

designn E (37.5) 

designn C (25) 

designn A (12.5) 

designn B (0) 

Temperature e 

200 °C (25) 

188 °C (18.75) 

166 °C (12.5) 

144 *C (6.25) 

122 °C (0) 

Grocery'ss representative 

Temperature e 

200 *C (50) 

188 °C (37.5) 

166 °C (25) 

144 *C (12.5) 

122 'C (0) 

Florist'ss representative 

Temperature e 

122 'C (200) 

144 °C (150) 

166 °C (100) 

188 "C (50) 

200 'C (0) 

Distributionn of 

rentall  costs 

distributionn 2 (50) 

distributionn 1 (37.5) 

distributionn 4 (25) 

distributionn 5 (12.5) 

distributionn 3 (0) 

Distributionn of 

rentall  costs 

distributionn 3 (200) 

distributionn 5 (150) 

distributionn 4 (100) 

distributionn 1 (50) 

distributionn 2 (0) 

Distributionn of 

rentall  costs 

distributionn 2 (25) 

distributionn 1 (18.75) 

distributionn 4 (12.5) 

distributionn 5 (6.25) 

distributionn 3 (0) 
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Profitt  Schedules Used in the Experiment Reported in Chapter  4 
Profitt  Schedules in the Symmetrical Condition: 

Bakery'ss representative (minority member) 

Design n 

designn B (200) 

designn A (150) 

designn C (100) 

designn E (50) 

designn D (0) 

Design n 

designn D (50) 

designn E (37.5) 

designn C (25) 

designn A (12.5) 

designn B (0) 

Temperature e 

200 °C (50) 

188 °C (37.5) 

166 °C (25) 

144 °C (12.5) 

122 °C (0) 

Grocery'ss representative 

Temperature e 

200 °C (100) 

188 °C (75) 

166 °C (50) 

144 °C (25) 

122 °C (0) 

Distributionn of 

rentall  costs 

distributionn 2 (100) 

distributionn 1 (75) 

distributionn 4 (50) 

distributionn 5 (25) 

distributionn 3 (0) 

(majorityy member I) 

Distributionn of 

rentall  costs 

distributionn 3 (200) 

distributionn 5 (150) 

distributionn 4 (100) 

distributionn 1 (50) 

distributionn 2 (0) 

Florist'ss representative (majority member II) 

Design n Temperature e 

Distributionn of 

rentall  costs 

designn D (100) 12 °C (200) distribution 2 (50) 

designn E (75) 14 °C (150) distribution 1 (37.5) 

designn C (50) 16 °C (100) distribution 4 (25) 

designn A (25) 18 °C (50) distribution 5 (12.5) 

designn B(0) 20 °C (0) distribution 3 (0) 
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Appendixx B continued; Profit Schedules in 

Design n 

designn B (200) 

designn A (150) 

designn C (100) 

designn E (50) 

designn D (0) 

Design n 

designn D (50) 

designn E (37.5) 

designn C (25) 

designn A (12.5) 

designn B (0) 

Design n 

designn D (100) 

designn E (75) 

designn C (50) 

designn A (25) 

designn B (0) 

Bakery y 

Grocery y 

Florist's s 

LL  the Asymmetrical Condition: 

'ss representative (minority member) 

Temperature e 

200 °C (50) 

188 °C (37.5) 

166 °C (25) 

144 °C (12.5) 

122 °C (0) 

'ss representative 

Temperature e 

122 °C (100) 

144 °C (75) 

166 °C (50) 

188 °C (25) 

200 °C (0) 

Distributionn of rental 

costs s 

distributionn 2 (100) 

distributionn 1 (75) 

distributionn 4 (50) 

distributionn 5 (25) 

distributionn 3 (0) 

(majorityy member I) 

Distributionn of rental 

costs s 

distributionn 3 (200) 

distributionn 5 (150) 

distributionn 4 (100) 

distributionn 1 (50) 

distributionn 2 (0) 

representativee (majority member II) 

Temperature e 

122 °C (200) 

144 °C (150) 

166 °C (100) 

188 °C (50) 

200 °C (0) 

Distributionn of rental 

costs s 

distributionn 3 (50) 

distributionn 5 (37.5) 

distributionn 4 (25) 

distributionn 1 (12.5) 

distributionn 2 (0) 
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Stellingen n 

behorendd bij het proefschrift 

Smalll  Group Negotiation and Team Performance 

vann Bianca Beersma 

1.. Onderhandelingen verlopen over het algemeen beter wanneer de onderhandelaars 

beseffenn dat het om de knikkers gaat in plaats van om het spel. 

2.. Het overgrote deel van de huidige kennis over groepsonderhandelingen is 

gebaseerdd op de door onderzoekers gemakshalve aangenomen veronderstelling dat 

dezee onderhandelingen een symmetrische structuur hebben. De bestudering van de 

dagelijksee praktijk maakt echter duidelijk dat er in groepsonderhandelingen vaak 

sprakee is van een dominante coalitie, hetgeen het onderhandelingsproces in sterke 

matee beïnvloedt (dit proefschrift, hoofdstuk 4). 

3.. Omdat onderhandelingen naast economische ook sociale uitkomsten kennen moet 

hett belang van het hebben en behouden van een goede reputatie bij 

onderhandelingenn niet worden onderschat. 

4.. Hoewel bij het nemen van beslissingen in groepen vaak gedacht wordt dat de 

unanimiteitsregell  tot optimale besluitvorming leidt, zou wanneer de groepsleden 

egoïstischh gemotiveerd zijn en de situatie asymmetrisch is, beter de voorkeur aan de 

meerderheidsregell  gegeven kunnen worden (dit proefschrift, hoofdstuk 4). 



5.. Een conflict over schaarse goederen wordt door egoïstisch gemotiveerde 

onderhandelaarss benaderd als een belangenconflict, prosociaal gemotiveerde 

onderhandelaarss zullen het echter veel meer benaderen als een meningsverschil. 

6.. Hoewel roddelen vaak een negatieve connotatie heeft, kan het ook gezien worden 

alss functioneel gedrag dat een sociaal systeem reguleert doordat het bijdraagt aan de 

constructiee van reputaties van degenen die functioneren binnen dit sociale systeem. 

7.. Aangezien het a-socialer is om een eenling buiten te sluiten dan om een kleine 

groepp buiten te sluiten, is een vrouw in een door mannen gedomineerde omgeving 

beterr af in haar eentje dan samen met een andere vrouw. 

8.. Onderzoek naar creativiteit van ideeën heeft zich in het verleden aanzienlijk 

beperktt door de nadruk te leggen op de originaliteit van die ideeën en de 

bruikbaarheidd ervan te verwaarlozen. 

9.. Hoewel een prosociale motivatie de prestaties op de convergente aspecten van 

groepstakenn ten goede komt, is een egoïstische motivatie effectiever om de prestaties 

opp divergente aspecten van groepstaken te verbeteren (dit proefschrift, hoofdstuk 5). 

10.. De eenvoudigste manier om de indruk te wekken dat men prosociaal is, is door 

hett daadwerkelijk te zijn. 
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