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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 
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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. . 
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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. . 

Manipulationn 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. . 

Manipulationn 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. 

Limitationss 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. . 




