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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). 



TheThe Aftermath of Group Negotiation 91 1 

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 
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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. 


