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In a negotiation, particularly in a bitter dispute, feelings may be
more important than talk.

(Fisher, Ury, & Patton, 1992, p. 30)
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PREFACE

Conflict is an emotional experience. Therefore, in a world where conflict
abounds, the question of how emotions influence conflict resolution takes on special
importance. The book that lies in front of you presents my attempt to understand the
role of emotion in one of the most common and constructive conflict resolution
procedures — negotiation. More specifically, [ have investigated how one negotiator's
emotions influence the other’s behavior.

In doing this, I could not rely on mere observation or introspection. Working at the
Department of Work and Organizational Psychology of the University of Amsterdam has
been an incredibly positive experience. In such a nice work environment, with so
many wonderful colleagues and so little conflict, the only way to explore the role of
emotion in conflict and negotiation was to conduct experimental research.
Fortunately, I have had the privilege of being trained to do this by two of the most
prominent researchers in the field: Carsten de Dreu and Tony Manstead. I would
like to express my profound gratitude to both of them for the many inspiring
discussions, constructive comments, and for their thoughtful guidance. 1 could not
have written this book without their help.

A number of other people, too, have contributed to my work and to my personal
well-being. First, I would like to thank Bianca Beersma and Fieke Harinck for giving
me such a warm welcome at the department. They made me feel at home from the
first day on, and they were always there for me when I needed assistance. Second, I
amn greatly indebted to Astrid Homan, Bernard Nijstad, Daan van Knippenberg, Eric
Rietzschel, and Maria Dijkstra, who were always available for help and advice, and
who made work such a nice pastime. Third, I thank all my other (former) colleagues,
who were the best company during lunch, coffee, and drinks. Finally, an especially
warm thank you goes to my colleague and friend Wolfgang Steinel, with whom I
have shared an office for nearly four years. Coffee and stroopwafels will never taste as
good as they did in Room 7.08! I also treasure great memories of our holidays in
Germany and of the conferences we visited together. Thank you for those wonderful
moments — and for introducing me into the world of tasteful beer.
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Working on this project has been a highly rewarding and pleasant experience. On
the rare occasions when the downsides of science seemed to outweigh the upsides, I
was in the advantageous position of having a wonderful person around to share my
emotions with. Ghislaine, thank you for your support; understanding, and love — the
best emotion of all.

Gerben van Kleef
Amsterdam, september 2004
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CHAPTER 1

Affect in Social Decision Making:
An Introduction

Many of the decisions people make in everyday life influence not only their
own but also other people’s lives. Often such decisions are reached by means of
negotiation, which Pruitt and Carnevale (1993) define as "a discussion between two
or more parties with the apparent aim of resolving a divergence of interests” (p. 2).
In many cases, the divergent interests that lie at the heart of social conflict and
negotiation give rise to intense emotions, which may strongly influence the course of
the negotiation (Barry, 1999; Barry & Oliver, 1996). Despite the fact that emotions are
inherent to conflict and negotiation (Davidson & Greenhalgh, 1999), surprisingly
little research has investigated their effects in the negotiation arena. The central
objective of the work reported in this dissertation is to increase the understanding of
the role of emotion in negotiation, and, more specifically, of the ways in which one
negotiator's emotions may influence the other’s emotions, cognitions, and behavior.
Are negotiators influenced by their opponent's emotional state? And if so, what is
the nature of the mechanisms underlying this influence? These and other questions
will be addressed in what follows.

The purpose of the current chapter is threefold. The first aim is to consider the
role of emotion within the broader context of social decision making, and to provide
an organizing framework that will serve to guide our thinking about the effects of
emotions in various social decision making settings, including negotiation. The
second objective is to review existing theoretical perspectives and empirical findings
pertaining to emotion in social decision making. The third goal is to identify the
lacunae in our knowledge of the effects of emotion on social decision making, which
will then set the stage for the empirical studies reported in this dissertation. The
chapter is organized as follows. First, a working definition of emotion will be
proposed and different levels of analysis will be distinguished, with special attention
to the intrapersonal and interpersonal levels. I then provide a brief overview of the
nature and scope of social decision making situations. Most of the rest of the chapter
will then be devoted to a review of previous studies on the intra- and interpersonal
effects of emotions in various social decision making situations, with special
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attention to negotiation. The chapter will conclude with a critical discussion of the
existing research and with an outline of the chapters to follow.

Conceptualizing Emotion

"What is an emotion?” When William James posed this famous question in
1884, he implied that the answer is not obvious. Indeed, Fehr and Russell (1984)
observed that "everyone knows what an emotion is, until asked to give a definition”
(p. 464). The question of what constitutes an emotion has occupied philosophers,
psychologists, and other social scientists since the dawn of recorded thought, and
continues to do so. More than 150 theories and countless definitions of emotion have
been advanced (see Strongman, 1996), attesting to the difficulty of formulating a
satisfactory definition. The present dissertation is not concerned with the
fundamental question of what constitutes an emotion. Instead, its purpose is to
investigate the consequences of emotions in social decision making, especially
negotiation. Therefore, instead of entering into a fundamental debate regarding the
nature of emotion, or adding yet another definition to the already long list, I will
adopt a working definition that incorporates the basic features of emotion about
which there is considerable consensus among emotion researchers.

Most theories of emotion hold that emotions arise as a result of an
individual's conscious or unconscious evaluation (appraisal) of some event as
positively or negatively relevant to a particular concern or goal (Frijda, 1986;
Lazarus, 1991). In this sense, emotions can be seen as communications to oneself
(Schwarz & Clore, 1983) and to one's social environment (Oatley & Johnson-Laird,
1987). As communications to the self, emotions signal the importance of events to
relevant concerns, and they serve to prioritize one's goals. In this way, emotions
change the individual's readiness to act (Frijda, 1986). As communications to others,
emotions provide information about how one feels about things (Ekman, 1993;
Scherer, 1986), about one's orientation toward others (Knutson, 1996), and about
one's social intentions (Ekman, Friesen, & Ellsworth, 1972; Fridlund, 1994).
Furthermore, emotions are typically characterized by distinct subjective experiences
(Scheret, Wallbott, & Summerfield, 1986), physiological reactions (Levenson, Ekman,
& Friesen, 1990), and expressions (Ekman, 1993).

Emotion is a term that is sometimes used interchangeably with affect or
mood. However, these various terms carry distinct meanings in emotion research.
According to Frijda (1994) affect is a subjective feeling state that can range from
diffuse moods (e.g., cheerfulness or depressjon) to specific and acute emotions (e.g.,
anger or fear). Among other things, emotion and mood are differentiated by the
degree to which they are intentional, that is, directed toward a specific stimulus — be




CHAPTER 1 - AFFECT IN SOCIAL DECISION MAKING: AN INTRODUCTION 13

it a person, an object, or an event (Frijda, 1994; Parrott, 2001). As Parrott (2001) puts
it, "emotions are about, or directed toward, something in the world ... In contrast,
moods lack this quality of object directedness; a person in an irritable mood is not
necessarily angry about anything in particular — he or she is just generally grumpy”
(p- 3). Emotions are also typically more differentiated and of shorter duration,
whereas moods tend to be more enduring and pervasive, if generally of lower
intensity (Frijda, 1994). Finally, compared to moods emotions have a stronger
potential to change the flow of actions (Oatley & Jenkins, 1992). In the present
dissertation affect will be treated as a superordinate concept that encompasses
diffuse and nonspecific moods as well as discrete and acute emotions (cf. Barry,
Fulmer, & Van Kleef, 2004). ‘

In their social-functional approach to emotion, Keltner and Haidt (1999)
distinguish four different levels of analysis: the individual, dyadic, group, and
cultural levels. At the individual level, emotions are proposed to serve two broad
social functions (Oatley & Jenkins, 1996). First, emotions may inform the individual
about specific events or conditions that have to be acted upon (Campos, Campos, &
Barrett, 1989). Second, along the lines of Frijda's (1986) idea of action readiness, it has
been argued that the physiological and cognitive processes that occur during an
emotion episode prepare the individual to respond to problems or opportunities that
arise in social interactions (Oatley & Jenkins, 1996).

At the dyadic level, emotions are assumed to organize social interactions by
providing important information to others (Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Oatley & Jenkins,
1996). For instance, emotions convey information to observers about the sender's
current feelings (Ekman, 1993; Scherer, 1986), social intentions (Fridlund, 1992), and
orientation toward the relationship (Knutson, 1996). Further, emotional expressions
may evoke reciprocal or complementary emotions in others that may in turn help
individuals respond adaptively to social events (Keltner & Haidt, 1999). For
example, expressions of anger have been demonstrated to elicit fear in observers
(Dimberg & Ohman, 1996), and displays of distress have been shown to elicit
sympathy (Eisenberg et al., 1989). Finally, emotions have been argued to serve as
positive or negative reinforcers for other individuals' behavior (Klinnert, Campos,
Sorce, Emde, & Svejda, 1983). More specifically, positive emotions may encourage
others to continue their course of action, whereas negative emotions may serve as a
call for behavioral adjustment (Cacioppo & Gardner, 1999).

At the group level of analysis, emotions are believed to help individuals
define group boundaries and identify group members (Keltner & Haidt, 1999). For
example, theorists have argued that emotions such as fear, hatred, and disgust may
function to sharpen group boundaries (Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Heise & O'Brien,
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1993). Some support for this idea is provided by research in the area of terror
management, where it has been found that the experimental induction of fear of
death (i.e., mortality salience) increases ingroup solidarity and outgroup derogation
(Greenberg et al., 1990). Further, the differential experience and expression of
emotion may help group members define and negotiate their respective roles and
statuses within the group (Clark, 1990; Collins, 1990). Consistent with this idea,
research has revealed associations between status and the expression of discrete
emotions such as anger, sadness, embarrassment, contempt, and fear (Keltner,
Young, Heerey, Oemig, & Monarch, 1998; Tiedens, 2001). Lastly, it has been
suggested that collective emotional behavior may help group members deal with
group-related problems. Some suggestive evidence for this claim can be found in the
results of a study on chimpanzee groups (de Waal, 1996). The chimpanzees in this
study were observed to engage in exuberant affiliation immediately prior to the
allocation of scarce resources, thereby presumably strengthening social bonds that
might be threatened by conflict over the distribution of the resources.

Finally, at the cultural level of analysis researchers have focused on how
emotions are shaped by historical and economic factors, on how emotions are
embedded in cultural institutions and practices, and on the cultural norms and
scripts for the proper expression and experience of emotions (Keltner & Haidt, 1999).
At this level, emotions are thought to play a role in the processes by which
individuals assume cultural identities (e.g., Thoits, 1985), in socialization practices
that help children learn the norms and values of their culture (e.g., Shweder,
Mahapatra, & Miller, 1987), and in perpetuating cultural ideologies and power
structures (e.g., Hochschild, 1990).

The main focus of the present review is on the individual and dyadic levels of
analysis, and to some degree the group level, as these are especially relevant to our
understanding of the consequences of emotional experience and expression in social
decision making situations. Indeed, as will become clear in a moment, a considerable
amount of research speaks to the question of how affective states impact on social
decision making at these levels of analysis. Before turning to a review of this
literature, it is important to specify more precisely what is meant by social decision
making, and to define the scope of social decision making settings.

Conceptualizing Social Decision Making
The defining characteristic of social decision making is the notion that the
decisions and choices of the parties involved influence not only their own but also
the other party's outcomes (Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977). In other words: the individuals
involved in the decision making situation are mutually interdependent. The nature
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of this interdependence is of crucial importance for cognitive, motivational, and
behavioral processes (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003; Thibaut &
Kelley, 1959). In this respect, a distinction has been made between positive and
negative interdependence (e.g., Deutsch, 1949, 1962; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). Positive
interdependence exists when individuals share a common goal or when personal goal
achievements are positively correlated. In situations of positive social
interdependence individuals perceive that they can attain their goals only if the
interdependent other also attains his or her goals. In other words, the parties’ goals
are cooperatively linked. Negative interdependence, on the other hand, exists when the
parties’ goals are opposed. In this case, there is a negative correlation between their
respective goal attainments, and parties are likely to perceive that they can only
accomplish their objectives at the expense of the other's success. Put differently, the
parties’ goals are competitively linked (Johnson, 2003; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978;
Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003).

Positive versus negative goal interdependence represent the two extremes of
a single continuum, which ranges from perfectly cooperative situations to situations
with perfectly conflicting outcomes. All situations in between are characterized by
mixed motives; they are neither completely cooperative nor completely competitive,
but contain incentives for both cooperation and competition (Deutsch, 2000; Walton
& McKersie, 1966). Although most real-life decision making situations are of a mixed
motive nature (Deutsch, 2000), it is useful to conceive of situations as being
predominantly cooperative or predominantly competitive (e.g., Tjosvold, 1998).
Examples of settings that may be considered as comprising more cooperative than
competitive elements include parent-child interactions, intimate partners. planning
their wedding, colleagues helping each other with a difficult task, doubles-partners
playing tennis, and work groups solving a problem collaboratively. Examples of
settings that may be conceived as predominantly competitive include used car
negotiations, police officers trying to get a confession from a suspect, drivers
dodging road taxes, and students leaving their dirty dishes in the common kitchen
of their students’ house.

Whether a situation is predominantly cooperative or competitive, all social
decision making situations provide ample opportunity for emotions to come into
play and to influence the behavior of the parties involved. Social relations and
interactions are the most commonly reported antecedents of a variety of emotions,
such as happiness, joy, love, anger, disgust, sadness, and fear (e.g., Kemper, 1978;
Oatley & Duncan, 1992; Scherer, Wallbott, Matsumoto, & Kudoh, 1988; Shaver, Wu,
& Schwartz, 1992). In general, there is abundant evidence that emotion flourishes in
social situations (Anderson & Guerrero, 1998; Planalp, 1999), and, more specifically,
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it has been argued that emotions are especially likely to arise in the context of
interdependent relationships (Berscheid & Ammazzalorso, 2001).

Of course, social interactions do not only elicit emotions — they are also
influenced by emotions. People are emotional beings, and emotion has strong
potential to shape behavior (Adler, Rosen, & Silverstein, 1998). Social decision
making and conflict in particular are phenomena that tend to give rise to emotion,
and emotions underlie the need to resolve disputes through negotiation and other
forms of interdependent decision making (Davidson & Greenhalgh, 1999). In the
next section I survey research on the effects of mood and emotion in a variety of
social decision making situations and identify the major limitations in the
understanding of the role of emotion in negotiation, which will serve as the rationale
for the empirical studies reported in the ensuing chapters.

Affect in Social Decision Making

As noted earlier, the effects of emotions have been investigated at different
levels of analysis (Keltner & Haidt, 1999). Most relevant in the context of social
decision making are the individual and dyadic levels, and, to some degree, the
group level. To organize the existing literature I will dichotomously classify studies
of affect in social decision making as focusing on intrapersonal or interpersonal
effects (cf. Morris & Keliner, 2000). Intrapersonal effects refer to the influence of an
individual's affective state on his or her own cognitions, strategies, perceptions, and
behaviors (cf. Keltner & Haidt's individual level of analysis). Interpersonal effects,
on the other hand, refer to the influence of one individual's affective state on one or
more other individuals in the social context (cf. the dyadic and group levels of
analysis).

In addition to distinguishing between intrapersonal and interpersonal effects
of moods and emotions, I draw a distinction between predominantly cooperative
and predominantly competitive social decision making settings. Some researchers
have addressed the effects of moods and emotions in cooperative settings, such as
intimate relationships or collaborative work groups. Other research has focused on
affective influences in more competitively structured situations, such as ultimatum
bargaining or negotiation. Thus, the following literature review is organized along
two dimensions: (1) intrapersonal versus interpersonal effects and (2) predominantly
cooperative versus predominantly competitive settings. This classification is not
intended to serve as the basis for a theory or model, but simply as a heuristic
framework that guides our thinking about the role of affect in social decision
making, and generates hypotheses regarding the effects of moods and emotions in
various situations of interdependent decision making.
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Intrapersonal Effects

My discussion of the intrapersonal effects of moods and emotions will be
largely confined to empirical research relating to the influence of feeling states on
social decisions, that is, decisions that directly influence one or more interdependent
others. Reviews of the effects of moods and emotions on individual cognition,
attitudes, perception, and decision making, as well as of theoretical models
accounting for these effects, are available elsewhere (see e.g., Bower, 1981; Forgas,
1995, 2001; Isen, 1999; Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 2001; Mellers, 2000), so
will not dwell on this work in any great detail here. For present purposes it will
suffice to provide a brief discussion of two of the more influential models, because
the predictions that can be derived from these models tend to be generally
supported by research on the intrapersonal effects of affect on social decision
making. One is the affect-as-information model (Schwarz & Clore, 1983). According to
this model, people may use their affect as information when inferring how to
respond to social situations. The model posits that when evaluating objects or belief
statements, people often act as though they ask themselves, "How do I feel about it?"
and then use their feelings directly as input to their judgment (Schwarz & Clore,
1988). For example, an ill-tempered negotiator may attribute his or her bad mood to
the opponent or to the opponent's offer, resulting in a negative impression of the
other and a bad feeling about his or her proposal. Conversely, a negotiator who is in
a good mood may infer that he or she is satisfied with the counterpart's offer.

The second perspective that merits attention takes a different approach.
According to the affect priming perspective, moods and emotions influence social
thinking and behavior by selectively priming related ideas and memories that are
part of an associative network, thereby facilitating their use when planning and
executing social behaviors (Bower, 1981; Bower & Forgas, 2001; Isen, Shalker, Clark,
& Karp, 1978). In other words, the model assumes that mood effects on judgment are
indirect, being mediated by changes in one's representation of the object of
judgment. A good mood is hypothesized to function as a cue that temporarily
increases the likelihood that positive cognitions will be generated in response to
subsequent stimuli. Conversely, a bad mood is assumed to increase the accessibility
of negative cognitions. To return to the negotiation example, a negotiator in a
positive mood may see his or her opponent's offer through rose-colored glasses,
whereas a negotiator with a bad mood may pay more attention to the unfavorable
aspects of the opponent's proposal.

Although different in their outlook — especially with regard to the underlying
processes — the predictions that can be derived from these and other models (e.g.,
Forgas, 1995) are quite similar, and, as we will see below, they are largely supported
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by research on the intrapersonal effects of affect in the social decision making
domain. I now turn to empirical research into the effects of moods and emotions in
predominantly cooperative social decision making settings. I will then consider
research that deals with the role of affect in mainly competitive settings.

Cooperative Settings

Research in both laboratory and organizational settings indicates that positive
affect promotes helpful, prosocial behavior (Isen, 1987; Isen & Baron, 1991). For
example, Isen (1970) found that people who had ostensibly performed well on some
inconsequential task were more likely to donate money to charity than were people
in a control condition or those who had supposedly performed poorly. Similarly,
shoppers in a mall who had just found a coin in the return-slot of a public telephone
were more likely to help a stranger who dropped a sheaf of papers as they passed by
than were those who had not found a coin (Isen & Levin, 1972). Likewise, Baron
(1997) demonstrated that passers-by in a shopping mall who experienced positive
affect because of pleasant ambient odors (e.g., baking cookies, roasting coffee) were
more likely to help an accomplice who needed assistance (by retrieving a dropped
pen or providing change for a dollar) than were those who were not exposed to
pleasant fragrances. Other types of positive mood experiences that have been shown
to increase helpfulness include listening to soothing music (Fried & Berkowitz,
1979), being given a free packet of stationary (Isen, Clark, & Schwartz, 1976),
imagining oneself to be enjoying a vacation in Hawaii (Rosenhan, Salovey, & Hargis,
1981), being on the winning team when participating in a football game (Berg, 1978),
and being labeled a charitable person (Kraut, 1973; for reviews, see Carlson, Charlin,
& Miller, 1988; Isen, 1999).

Conceptualizing the role of positive affect in organizational behavior, George
and Brief (1992) argued that positive affect may stimulate the occurrence of so-called
organizational spontaneity (Katz, 1964), a construct that is conceptually related to
organizational citizenship behavior (Organ, 1988) and prosocial organizational
behavior (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986). Specifically, George and Brief (1992)
hypothesized that positive affect promotes helping co-workers, protecting the
organization, making constructive suggestions, developing oneself, and spreading
goodwill. In keeping with this proposition, George (1991} showed that positive
mood at work was positively associated with the performance of both extrarole and
role-prescribed pro-social organizational behaviors. Other research indicates that
workers experiencing positive affect tend to be more creative and innovative (e.g.,
Isen, Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987; but see George & Zhou, 2002), make better
decisions and exhibit strong leadership (Staw & Barsade, 1993), and in general
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perform better on their jobs (Baron & Bronfen, 1994; Cropanzano, James, &
Konovsky, 1993; Staw, Sutton, & Pelled, 1994; for recent overviews of the literature
on affect in organizations, see Forgas & George, 2001, and Brief & Weiss, 2002). It can
be concluded, then, that positive affect generally fosters friendly, helpful, socially
responsible, and productive behavior.

In contrast to the empirical record concerning the effects of positive affect on
prosocial behavior, findings pertaining to the effects of negative affect are less
consistent. Some studies have found that negative affect increases helpfulness. For
example, feelings of guilt have been demonstrated to increase prosocial behavior in
both laboratory (Carlsmith & Gross, 1969) and field (Konecni, 1972) settings. Further,
research by Cialdini, Darby, & Vincent (1973) indicates that distress and sadness
increase helping, presumably because helping another person makes one feel good
and hence improves one's mood (i.e., negative state relief, Cialdini et al., 1973; Cialdini
& Fultz, 1990; cf. Carlson & Miller, 1987). However, other studies have found the
opposite effect of negative affect (e.g., George, 1990; Moore, Underwood, &
Rosenhan, 1973; Underwood et al., 1977). For instance, George (1990) found that the
negative affective tone of a group, which she defines as "consistent or homogeneous
affective reactions within a group” (p. 36), is inversely related to group pro-social
behavior. Other research has linked workplace anger to a number of anti-social
behaviors, including violence and hostility (Folger & Baron, 1996), theft (Chen &
Spector, 1992), and organizational retaliatory behaviors, or revenge (Bies & Tripp,
1998; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Still other studies found no evidence of negative
affect influencing prosocial behavior (e.g., Harris & Siebel, 1975; Holloway, Tucker,
& Hornstein, 1977). These inconclusive findings have been interpreted as indicating
that the association between negative mood and helpfulness is moderated by one or
more other variables (Carlson & Miller, 1987).

A first example of such a moderator is the degree to which one believes that
one's negative mood can be relieved by helping another person. In an ingenious
experiment, Manucia, Baumann, and Cialdini (1984) experimentally induced
happiness, sadness, or no emotion in participants, and subsequently used a placebo
drug manipulation to lead half the subjects to believe that their induced moods were
temporally fixed (i.e., resistant to change from normal events), whereas the other
half was led to believe that their moods would remain manageable. Manucia et al.
(1984) found that saddened participants showed enhanced helping only when they
believed their mood to be changeable, whereas elated subjects showed increases in
helping regardless of whether they believed their mood to be manageable or fixed.
Second, research has identified the perceived costs and benefits of helping as
moderators of the effects of negative affect on helpfulness (Weyant, 1978).



20 EMOTION IN SOCIAL CONFLICT

Participants who were put in a negative mood showed more prosocial behavior in
the case of favorable rather than unfavorable costs and benefits of helping, whereas
those in a positive mood displayed increased helpfulness regardless of the perceived
costs and benefits. Other research has identified a third possible moderator: personal
responsibility. Individuals in a negative mood appear to be willing to help another
to the degree that they make an internal attribution of responsibility for their
depressed mood (Rogers, Miller, Mayer, & Duval, 1982). Fourthly, level of
socialization has been demonstrated to moderate the relationship between negative
mood and helping. Cialdini and Kenrick (1976) showed that the youngest, least
socialized participants in their study (6-8 years old) were somewhat less generous in
a negative mood condition than in a neutral mood condition, whereas this pattern
progressively reversed itself up to the oldest, most socialized group (15-18 years
old).

Further, recent research has revealed that distinct negative emotions have
differential effects on a number of dependent variables such as judgment and choice,
risk perception, and information processing. For example, Lerner and Keltner (2000)
showed that fearful people made pessimistic judgments of future events, whereas
angry people made optimistic judgments. In another set of studies, Lerner and
Keltner (2001) demonstrated that fear and anger have opposite effects on risk taking,
with fearful participants being risk-averse and angry participants risk-seeking. In
similar vein, research has found differential effects of discrete negative emotions on
social perception, judgments, and information processing (Bodenhausen, Sheppard,
& Kramer, 1994; Keltner, Ellsworth, & Edwards, 1993; Tiedens & Linton, 2001),
indicating that it is potentially more fruitful to conceptualize emotions in terms of
their unique appraisal patterns than in terms of their valence (Lerner & Keltner,
2000). Thus, the mixed findings pertaining to the impact of negative affect on
helping may in part be due to the heterogeneous collection of negative feeling states
that have been investigated, and that have been shown in other research to have
distinct effects on cognitions and beliefs. As we shall see below, research on the role
of negative moods and emotions in competitive social decision making settings has
yielded more straightforward results.

Competitive Settings

The lion's share of research on the intrapersonal effects of mood and emotion
in competitive social decision making settings has examined the influence of positive
or negative affect in the context of dyadic negotiation. The first study on the
intrapersonal effects of positive mood on negotiation behavior was conducted by
Carnevale and Isen (1986). They manipulated negotiators’ moods by means of
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humorous cartoons and a small gift, and found that participants with a positive
mood used fewer contentious tactics and obtained higher joint outcomes than did
negotiators in a neutral mood. Similar findings have been obtained in subsequent
research using a variety of affect manipulations. For example, Kramer, Newton, and
Pommerenke (1993) manipulated positive mood by showing subjects either a
humorous or an affect-neutral videotape before the negotiation, and they replicated
the finding that positive affect leads to enhanced joint outcomes.

Using a different procedure, Baron (1990) found that participants who were
exposed to pleasant scents (i.e., environmentally induced positive affect) made more
concessions during face-to-face negotiations than did participants who were exposed
to a neutral scent. Likewise, socially induced positive affect (e.g., through mild
flattery or a small gift) has been found to increase participants' preference for
resolving conflict through collaboration, and to reduce their preference for resolving
conflict through competition (Baron, Fortin, Frei, Hauver, & Shack, 1990). Finally,
Forgas (1998) used a false-feedback technique to manipulate participants’ moods. He
found that subjects who were led to believe that they had performed well on a
verbal abilities test (i.e., good mood) planned and reported more cooperative and
fewer competitive bargaﬁﬁng strategies than did those who did not receive feedback
on their performance (i.e.,, neutral mood).

The intrapersonal effects of negative moods and emotions have received
somewhat less research attention. However, the studies that have been conducted
seem to paint a rather consistent picture of the effects of negative affect on
negotiation processes and outcomes. Baron et al. (1990) had subjects negotiate with
an accomplice who disagreed with their point of view on a particular topic,
manipulating the manner in which this disagreement was expressed. In half the
conditions the accomplice expressed disagreement in a calm, reasonable, and
unprovocative manner (e.g., "I can see why you feel that way, but I guess I
disagree..."). In the other conditions disagreement was expressed in an arrogant,
condescending, and provoking fashion (e.g., "Oh come on, you've got to be
kidding!"). Previous research (Baron, 1984) had shown that this procedure effectively
induces negative emotions such as annoyance or anger. The results of the
experiment revealed that male (but not female) participants who had been provoked
prior to the negotiation made significantly lower initial offers to the accomplice than
did those who had not been provoked (Baron et al., 1990). Compatible results were
obtained by Forgas (1998), using the previously described false-feedback
manipulation: Participants who were led to believe that they had performed poorly
(and who were presumably in a bad mood) planned and reported more competitive
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bargaining strategies than did those who received no feedback {(who were
presumably in a neutral mood).

The research discussed so far examined the effects of positive and/or
negative mood on negotiation behavior and outcomes. Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, and
Raia (1997) were the first to investigate the role of discrete, other-directed emotions
(as opposed to moods) in negotiation. In a simulated negotiation experiment they
manipulated anger and compassion and found that negotiators with high levels of
anger and low levels of compassion had less concern for the other's interests,
achieved lower joint gains, and had less desire to work with the other in the future
than did negotiators who had more positive emotional regard for the other party.
Interestingly, Allred et al. also demonstrated that discrete emotions (in this case
anger and compassion) exerted a stronger influence on negotiation behavior than
did diffuse moods.

These studies quite consistently show that negotiators experiencing positive
affect tend to be more cooperative and conciliatory, whereas negotiators who are ina
negative affective state tend to be more competitive and reluctant to make
concessions. The sparse research on the role of affect in other predominantly
competitive social decision making settings has generally yielded compatible results.
For example, Pillutla and Murnighan (1996) investigated the role of perceived
fairness and emotion in an ultimatum bargaining situation. Participants in their
experiment received a "take it or leave it" offer in the form of a proposed division of
money between themselves and another person. They manipulated the extent to
which participants could evaluate the fairness of the offer by providing either
complete or incomplete information about the amount of money that was to be
divided. The results showed that participants were more likely to reject an offer if
the‘y were able to evaluate its fairness, and, more important for present purposes,
that the anger resulting from perceived unjustice was a better predictor of rejections
than was unfairness per se. Compatible findings were reported by Bosman,
Sonnemans, and Zeelenberg (2001), who showed that the probability of rejection of
an ultimatum offer was positively related to the intensity of experienced anger,
irritation, contempt, sadness, and envy.

Knapp and Clark (1991) examined the effects of positive and negative affect in
a resource dilemma, in which individual interests are at odds with collective
interests. In a laboratory simulation, participants harvested fish from a common and
depletable resource pool that was only partially replenished at fixed time intervals.
In this situation, the dilemma consists in the fact that although it is profitable for
individual fishers to maximize their selfish interests by harvesting all they can, if all
fishers were to do so the resource would be depleted and everyone would be
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collectively worse off (for overviews of research on these and other social dilemmas,
see Dawes, 1980; Messick & Brewer, 1983). Before playing this fishing dilemma
game, participants were experimentally induced to feel happy, angry, or sad (or
neutral in a control condition). Across two experiments, Knapp and Clark found that
angry and sad participants were both more competitive (i.e., they took more fish)
than were participants in a happy or neutral mood.

Extending this line of research, Sanna, Parks, and Chang (2003) investigated
the influence of positive versus negative moods in interaction with cooperative and
competitive goals in a resource dilemma (as described above) and a prisoner's
dilemma, in which choosing an individually favorable option prevents the players
from reaching a collectively favorable outcome (Rapoport & Guyer, 1966). In four
studies Sanna et al. (2003) demonstrated that mood effects were moderated by the
individual's social goal. When participants had a competitive goal, negative moods
led to more competition and positive moods led to more cooperation. However, a
reverse pattern was found for participants with a cooperative motive, with
competition being increased by positive mood and cooperation increased by
negative moed. Sanna et al. (2003} interpreted these findings as indicating that
people use their positive affect as a cue that they have reached their goal and their
negative affect as a cue that they have not (yet) reached their goal. When one has a
cooperative goal, they argue, negative affect is interpreted as a signal that more
cooperation is needed because the cooperative goal has not yet been reached,
whereas positive affect is taken to indicate that one's goal has been attained and that
there is therefore no need for further cooperation.

As is clear from the studies discussed so far, most research on the
intrapersonal effects of affect in social decision making has focused on diffuse
positive versus negative moods, and, in some cases, discrete emotions such as
happiness, anger, and sadness. A rare exception is the recent research by Ketelaar
and Au (2003), who examined the effects of guilt in repeated social bargaining
games. In one experiment they showed that participants who had been
experimentally induced to feel guilty about their previous (uncooperative) behavior
in a prisoner's dilemma game displayed higher levels of cooperation in the
subsequent round of the game than did those who had not been induced to feel
guilty. In a second experiment they demonstrated that self-reported feelings of guilt
were also related to increased cooperation in an ultimatum game. These findings are
consistent with theorizing by Frank (1988), who emphasized the important role that
emotions serve in solving problems of commitment. The idea is that the experience
of certain emotions (such as guilt) promotes the adoption of behavioral strategies
that fare well in repeated social bargaining games. More specifically, Frank's
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commitment model proposes that emotion helps to solve the problem of overcoming
the attraction of immediate rewards, leading individuals to make binding
commitments to forego their short-term self-interests in order to pursue a more
effective long-term strategy (see also Hirshleifer, 1987).

Conclusion

Three decades of research have greatly illuminated the intrapersonal effects of
moods and emotions in various social decision making situations. In predominantly
cooperative situations, positive moods and emotions have generally been shown to
promote pro-social behavior. Negative moods and emotions, in contrast, have
sometimes been found to increase helpfulness and sometimes to decrease
helpfulness. The conclusion that positive affect is more reliably linked to social
decision making behavior than negative affect is in accordance with Clark and
Williamson's (1989) observation that the effects of mood on judgments of self, others,
and objects are found more consistently with positive than with negative moods. It
appears that at least five factors may be (partially) responsible for the mixed findings
concerning the intrapersonal effects of negative affect in cooperative settings: (1)
whether or not one believes that helping may relieve one's negative affect; (2)
relatedly, how one perceives the relative costs and benefits of helping; (3) whether
one believes oneself to be personally responsible for one's negative mood; (4) one's
age and concomitant level of socialization; and (5) which specific negative emotion
one experiences.

As is clear from the foregoing discussion, empirical findings regarding the
role of affect in predominantly competitive settings are more straightforward.
Research in various competitive social decision making settings has revealed that
positive moods and emotions tend to promote cooperation, whereas negative moods
and emotions tend to elicit competition. Notwithstanding the fact that recent
developments suggest that the relationship between affect and cooperation may be
somewhat more complex than has long been assumed (e.g., the effects may depend
in part on whether one has a cooperative or a competitive goal; Sanna et al., 2003; see
also Hertel, Neuhof, Theuer, & Kerr, 2000), there is now a considerable body of
literature painting a consistent overall picture of the intrapersonal effects of mood
and emotion in competitive social decision making situations.

Interpersonal Effects
In 1996, Parkinson published a theoretical article with the bold title,
"Emotions are social," in which he argued that emotions are best viewed as social
rather than individual phenomena. Indeed, inspired by the early writings of Darwin
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(1872), researchers have identified a number of important social functions of
emotions (e.g., Frijda, 1994; Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Oatley &
Jenkins, 1992). As discussed above, at the interpersonal level emotions convey
information to others about an individual's feelings, social intentions, and
orientation toward the relationship (Ekman, 1993; Fridlund, 1992; Knutson, 1996).
Further, emotions may evoke reciprocal or complementary emotions in others that
may in turn help individuals to respond to significant social events (Keltner & Haidt,
1999). And lastly, emotions may serve as incentives or deterrents for other
individuals' social behavior (Klinnert et al,, 1983).

The idea that emotions can influence the flow of actions at the interpersonal
level is of course highly relevant to the study of affect in social decision making. In
situations where people depend on each other for their outcomes, the question of
how their respective emotions mutually influence their decisions is of the utmost
importance for a complete and thorough understanding of behavior in social
decision making situations. Below 1 give an overview of the empirical literature
regarding the interpersonal effects of moods and emotions on social decision
making, starting with the role of affect in predominantly cooperative settings.

Cooperative Settings

Much of the research on the interpersonal effects of emotions in cooperative
settings has departed from the general notion that emotions communicate intentions
and needs and have the potential to transform relationships and change patterns of
joint action (de Rivera & Grinkis, 1986; Fernald, 1989; Oatley & Jenkins, 1992). A
widely shared belief is that emotions may alert others to our needs and prompt them
to address those needs (e.g., Buck, 1984, 1989; Clark, Fitness, & Brissette, 2001; Clark
& Watson, 1994; Scott, 1980). Research in this area of inquiry has mostly focused on
the supplication function of emotions such as sadness, disappointment, fear, and
worry, which it has been argued communicate a need for support and thereby evoke
empathy and helping behavior (Clark, Pataki, & Carver, 1996; Eisenberg, 2000;
Kennedy-Moore & Watson, 2001). Sadness, for instance, has been demonstrated to
increase perceptions of neediness and dependency (Clark & Taraban, 1991) and to
evoke helping behavior in both children (Barnett, Howard, Melton, & Dino, 1982)
and adults (Clark, Ouellette, Powell, & Milberg, 1987; Yee & Greenberg, 1998). In
similar vein, crying has been found to serve a help-seeking function (Labott, Martin,
Eason, & Berkey, 1991). For example, Cornelius (1984) demonstrated that
(involuntary) crying can be an effective means of eliciting a positive and desired
change in other people’s behavior.

Similar effects on helping behavior have been observed for expressions of
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worry and fear. Like sadness, worry and fear communicate a need for assistance,
and they elicit sympathetic and supportive responses in others (Eisenberg, 2000;
Kennedy-Moore & Watson, 2001). For example, a study of reactions to crime victims
by Yee and Greenberg (1998) revealed that fear on the part of the victims influences
observers' appraisals of need and increases the inclination to help, especially if the
observer and the victim are in a communal rather than an exchange relationship. By
the same token, employees who display fear are likely to elicit helpful, supportive
responses from co-workers (Coté, in press).

Other research indicates that the expression of emotions of appeasement is
associated with improved relationship outcomes (Baumeister, Stillwell, &
Heatherton, 1994; Keltner & Buswell, 1997; Leith & Baumeister, 1998; M. Lewis,
2000). The appeasement account has its roots in studies of human apologies (e.g.,
Tavuchis, 1991) and reconciliation in other species, such as nonhuman primates (e.g.,
de Waal, 1986, 1988). Emotions that may be thought of as fulfilling an appeasement
function are guilt, embarrassment, and interpersonal regret. For example,
Baumeister et al. (1994) explain why a victim of a transgression should feel better
when the transgressor feels guilty: "First, the transgressor's guilt affirms a
commitment to the relationship, which is thus a potentially powerful indication of
affection, caring, and intimacy that may be pleasing and reassuring to an intimate
partner: Feeling guilty is a way of showing that one cares. Second, if the transgressor
acknowledges guilt, the victim may see this as an implicit commitment not to repeat
the offense, as a promise to rectify that transgression by making amends, or as an
acknowledgement of a nonspecific debt toward the victim. Thus, despite the victim's
misfortune or distress, he or she may be pleased to regard the partner's
acknowledgement of guilt as an implicit promise of better treatment in the future"
(p. 247). This would suggest that appeasement emotions such as guilt play a role in
regulating social interactions in situations of interdependent decision making.

A similar case has been made for displays of embarrassment (Castelfranchi &
Poggi, 1990; Goffman, 1967; Keltner, 1995; Keltner & Anderson, 2000; Keltner &
Buswell, 1997; Keltner, Young, & Buswell, 1997; Leary, Britt, Cutlip, & Templeton,
1992; Semin & Manstead, 1982). More specifically, it has been argued that "an
individual who violates a social norm threatens the validity of the norm and
potentially incurs the anger and unfavorable evaluation of others. Individuals who
show embarrassment after violating a norm, however, appease others by displaying
their submissive apology for the transgression and their knowledge of the violated
norm" (Keltner, 1995, p. 441). Put differently, displays of embarrassment signal that
one feels bad about the fact and imply that one may live up to the social norm in the
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future (Goffman, 1967). In this way, embarrassment contributes to the restoration of
social relationships.

In an interpersonal context, social transgressions can also cause feelings of
regret (Zeelenberg, van der Pligt, & Manstead, 1998). When the regret is
interpersonal in nature, that is, when one regrets a behavior that has inflicted harm
on another person (rather than on oneself), it shares a number of characteristics with
guilt (Berndsen, van der Pligt, Doosje, & Manstead, 2004; Roseman, Wiest, & Swartz,
1994). Because regret is an aversive state, people are motivated to avoid it, and, once
they experience it, to take action to undo it (Zeelenberg & Beattie, 1997; Zeelenberg,
van Dijk, Manstead, & van der Pligt, 2000). Gilovich and Medvec (1994, 1995) refer to
this undoing as "behavioral repair work” or "ameliorative behavior." In the case of
interpersonal regret, this repair work typically takes the form of apologizing to the
person who has been affected by the transgression (Steiner, 2000; Zeelenberg et al.,
1998). In this way, interpersonal regret also contributes to the regulation of social
interactions.

Positive emotions, too, may serve important social functions. Research has
shown that expressions of happiness are associated with increased liking (Clark &
Taraban, 1991; Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O'Conner, 1987). This finding led Clark
et al. (1996) to argue that people may strategically present displays of happiness
(e.g., smiles) for purposes of ingratiation or flattery. Indeed, research on smiling
suggests that smiles are not merely reflections of an underlying mental state but may
often be intended as communicative acts (Fridlund, 1991; Hess, Banse, & Kappas,
1995; Kraut & Johnston, 1979). For example, Jakobs, Manstead, and Fischer (1999a, b)
demonstrated that smiling is determined by both emotional feelings and social
context (e.g., whether a friend is physically present or not), indicating that smiles
function at least in part as social communications. Relatedly, other evidence suggests
that people sometimes knowingly smile in order to get others to like them (Godfrey,
Jones, & Lord, 1986; Rosenfeld, 1966). It is therefore conceivable that individuals
involved in a social decision making situation may enact happiness as part of an
impression management strategy. Consistent with this idea, Duck (1986) observed
that people may exaggerate their expressions of positive feelings toward their boss
in order to make him or her feel more positively about them, presumably with the
ultimate goal of enhancing their chances of obtaining favorable outcomes. Similarly,
Staw et al. (1994) found that positive affect has favorable outcomes at work in terms
of supervisor evaluation and co-worker support.

In a complementary fashion, people may also strategically suppress negative
emotions. There is some evidence that expressions of sadness and anger decrease
liking (Clark & Taraban, 1991; Shaver et al., 1987; Sommers, 1984). Taking this notion
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one step further, Fitness and Fletcher (1993) showed that married couples frequently
report controlling and inhibiting the display of strong negative emotions. In similar
vein, Jakobs, Manstead, and Fischer (2001) investigated whether facial displays of
sadness are influenced by the implicit or explicit presence of another person. They
found that participants exhibited fewer displays of sadness when others were
present (even only implicitly) than when they were by themselves. Likewise, other
research attests to the importance of controlling displays of anger in the maintenance
of personal (e.g., Fehr & Baldwin, 1996; Fehr, Baldwin, Collins, Patterson, & Benditt,
1999; Rusbult, Verette, Whitney, Slovik, & Lipkus, 1991) and organizational (Fitness,
2000; Ostell, Baverstock, & Wright, 1999) relationships.

The research discussed so far has focused on the effects of moods and
emotions at the dyadic level of analysis. There is also a considerable amount of work
speaking to the role of affect at the group level. A line of research that is relevant in
this respect concerns work on what is referred to as group emotion (e.g., Kelly &
Barsade, 2001; Parkinson, Fischer, & Manstead, in press), which may be defined as
the group's affective state arising from the combination of its "bottom-up" affective
compositional effects and its "top-down" affective context (Barsade & Gibson, 1998).
Research in this area has found that members of social groups tend to exhibit mood
or emotion convergence, a phenomenon sometimes referred to as group emotional
contagion. This may be regarded as the group-level manifestation of so-called
primitive emotional contagion (Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1992, 1994), which is
defined as "the tendency to automatically mimic and synchronize facial expressions,
vocalizations, postures, and movements, with those of another person and,
consequently, to converge emotionally” (Hatfield et al., 1992, pp. 153-154). A variety
of mechanisms have been claimed to be responsible for the spreading of emotion
among people, including facial mimicry, postural mirroring, motor mimicry,
physiological synchrony, and vocal mimicry (e.g., Friedman & Riggio, 1981; Hess &
Blairy, 2001; Hietanen, Surakka, & Linnankoski, 1998; Lundqvist & Dimberg, 1995;
Neumann & Strack, 2000; Wild, Erb, & Bartels, 2001).

In their research on mood linkage within teams, Totterdell and his associates
departed from an emotional-contagion perspective. For example, Totterdell, Kellett,
Teuchmann, and Briner (1998) investigated whether people's moods are influenced
by the collective mood of their teammates over time. In a first study they
investigated mood linkage within teams of community nurses and found a
significant association between the nurses' moods and the collective moods of their
teammates, which did not depend on shared hassles. Interestingly, the association
was stronger for nurses who were older, were more committed to their team,
perceived a better team climate, or experienced fewer hassles with teammates. In a
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second study Totterdell et al. (1998) found similar evidence for mood linkage within
a team of accountants. In a similar vein, Totterdell (2000) had players from two
professional cricket teams provide ratings of their moods during a competitive
match between the teams. The results showed that the players' moods were more
strongly correlated with the current aggregate mood of their own team than with the
aggregate mood of the other team or with the aggregate mood of their own team at
other times. Further, mood linkage was not affected by the state of the game
between the two teams, and was greater for players who were older, more
committed to the team, and more susceptible to emotional contagion.

Compatible findings were reported by Bartel and Saavedra (2000), who
argued that members of work groups are likely to experience "group moods" to the
extent that they can detect and display mood information through observable
expressions. To test this idea they compared observers' reports of group mood with
the work-group members' own mood ratings in 70 work groups. As predicted,
groups converged for eight distinct mood categories, and observers' ratings of work
group mood were positively correlated with the groups' aggregated self-report
scores. The study also revealed that moods characterized by high arousal (e.g.,
cheerful enthusiasm, hostile irritability) yielded more accurate observer assessments
and were more likely to spread among the group members than moods
characterized by low levels of arousal (e.g., serene warmth, depressed sluggishness).
As a final example, Anderson, Keltner, and John (2003) examined emotional
convergence in personal relationships. Using laboratory procedures to induce and
assess emotional responses, they found that both dating partners and college
roommates became more similar in their emotional responses over the course of a
year. Interestingly, Anderson et al. (2003) also found that relationship partners with
less power made more of the change necessary for convergence to occur, and that
relationships whose partners were more emotionally similar were less likely to
dissolve.

Apparently, then, moods and emotions may spread among group members,
resulting in emotional convergence. But do the resulting group emotions actually
influence behavior in social decision making situations? Recent research suggests
that, at least sometimes, they do. Barsade, Ward, Turner, and Sonnenfeld (2000)
investigated the effects of mean group trait affect and affective heterogeneity on
group-level dynamics. In a study using a sample of top management teams, they
obtained evidence suggesting that affectively diverse groups scoring low on mean
group positive trait affect experienced the greatest task and emotional conflict and
the least cooperation. Along similar lines, Barsade (2002) examined emotional
contagion in laboratory groups which contained an accomplice of the experimenter
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who had been instructed to act in either a happy and optimistic or an unhappy and
pessimistic manner. Participants in groups that included a happy confederate
reported more pleasant moods than did those in groups that included an unhappy
confederate. Moreover, the extent to which group members caught the confederate's
mood was predictive of levels of cooperation and conflict, with dispersion of
positive affect leading to greater cooperation and reduced conflict in the group,
whereas the spreading of negative affect was associated with less cooperation and
increased conflict.

Other evidence for interpersonal effects of affect on behavior is provided by a
number of studies on the impact of leader mood on group processes and
performance. For instance, K. M. Lewis (2000) found that expressions of sadness on
the part of the leader reduced arousal in followers, while leader anger increased
follower arousal, suggesting that leaders may influence their subordinates’ behavior
via emotional contagion. George and Bettenhausen (1990) found that leader positive
mood was positively related to the incidence of prosocial behavior in work groups
and negatively related to voluntary turnover rates in a service context. In a later
study, George (1995) found that leader positive mood was also positively associated
with group performance in a customer service setting. A recent study by Sy, Cété,
and Saavedra (in press) revealed a somewhat more complex pattern of effects.
Leaders of groups constructed in the laboratory watched a movie that instilled either
positive or negative mood, and subsequently rejoined their group to work on a tent-
building exercise. The authors found that individual group members experienced
more positive mood and less negative mood when their leader was in a positive
rather than a negative mood, and that groups had a more positive affective tone
when the leader was in a positive rather than a negative mood. Moreover, Sy et al.
found that groups with a positive-mood leader exhibited more coordination,
whereas groups with a negative-mood leader expended more effort. In this study
and the study by George (1995) the relationship between leader mood and group
performance remained significant after controlling for group affective tone,
indicating that leader affect can directly influence follower behavior.

Competitive Settings

As we have seen above, there has been a great deal of research on affective
influences in predominantly cooperative settings. In sharp contrast, surprisingly
little is known about the role of emotion in more competitive settings. This is
unfortunate because emotions are especially likely to arise in the context of
competitive, conflict-laden interactions (Davidson & Greenhalgh, 1999; Jones &
Bodtker, 2001). In fact, Kurt Lewin already suggested that the ways in which
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conflicts are resolved depends greatly on the opposing parties' emotions (Lewin,
1951). More recently, Thomas (1992) commented on the state of the art by noting that
"it seems ironic that conflict, which is among the most emotion-arousing of
phenomena, has been predominantly studied as though those emotions had no
bearing on it" (p. 702). Despite the fact that our lack of understanding of the impact
of affective phenomena in conflict and negotiation has often been noted and
deplored (see also Barry, 1999; Neale & Northcraft, 1991; Thompson, Nadler, & Kim,
1999), we still know virtually nothing about the interpersonal effects of emotions in
competitive settings such as conflict and negotiation.

This scientific ignorance is reflected in the disagreement among both scholars
and lay people regarding the question of how emotions may or may not help one to
gain the edge in a negotiation. In a recent overview of different prescriptive
approaches to successful negotiation, Thompson, Medvec, Seiden, and Kopelman
(2001) identified three distinct theoretical perspectives: the "rational negotiator,” the
"positive negotiator,” and the "irrational negotiator." The rational negotiator
perspective views emotion as a weakness. According to this view, which is
commonly taught to professional students, the best negotiation strategy is to
maintain an impassive "poker face” and not show one's true feelings at the
negotiation table (e.g., Nierenberg, 1968; Susskind & Cruikshank, 1987).

A different view is adopted by followers of the positive negotiator approach.
This perspective builds on research on the intrapersonal effects of emotions in
negotiations, which, as discussed earlier, has generally shown that positive emotions
lead to increased joint outcomes (e.g., Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Kumar, 1997).
Proponents of this approach argue that positive emotions have beneficial effects on
negotiation outcomes, whereas negative emotions lead to detrimental outcomes.
According to Carnevale and Isen (1986), "the use of positive affect may be a very
useful tactic that may help negotiators discover optimal solutions . . . The ability to
integrate, to find creative ways of combining issues; and to develop novel solutions
may be necessary for negotiators to achieve anything beyond obvious compromises”
(p.- 12).

Those who adhere to the irrational negotiator perspective adopt the opposite
approach. According to this perspective, irrational outbursts of anger will be
effective in getting others to comply with one's wishes (e.g,, Daly, 1991; Frank, 1988;
Schelling, 1960; Schoonmaker, 1989). In his insightful book Passions Within Reason,
Frank (1988) argues that "for a signal between adversaries to be credible, it must be
costly (or, more generally, difficult) to fake” (p. 99). He reasons that negotiators may
feel pressured to concede in response to their adversary's anger out of fear that the
negotiation might end in an impasse. In keeping with this idea, studies of people's
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reasons for displaying anger have found that people sometimes deliberately display
anger in order to intimidate others, to get others to comply with their wishes, or to
extract a favor (Averill, 1982; Clark et al., 1996) and, more specifically, to induce a
congcession in negotiations (Adler et al., 1998).

Aside from the three broad perspectives identified by Thompson et al. (2001),
a number of researchers have emphasized the importance of different aspects of the
role of affect in negotiation. For instance, Barry (1999) emphasized the role of
emotion as a tactical gambit in negotiation. He reports the results of a preliminary
study suggesting that people are both more accepting of and more confident in their
ability to use emotion management tactics (e.g., strategically expressing anger
toward the other party when one is not really angry) than more cognitive forms of
deception (e.g., misrepresenting information or making false promises). In a
somewhat related vein, Rafaeli and Sutton (1991) investigated the use of emotion as
a social influence strategy. The results indicated that criminal interrogators and bill
collectors often use combinations of expressed positive and negative emotions to
elicit compliance in others, a strategy that may be regarded as a variation of the
infamous "good cop, bad cop" technique.

Thompson et al. (1999) draw attention to another aspect of emotion in
negotiation, pointing to the potentially crucial role of emotional responsiveness and
convergence. They contend that "negotiators who mimic emotions and experience
emotional contagion are likely to be more accurate in judging the true emotions of
the other person” (Thompson et al., 1999, p. 148). Conversely, they argue, negotiators
who fail to engage in behavioral synchrony with the other party will tend to be less
effective than negotiators who are emotionally responsive. Thompson et al. propose
that effective negotiators engage in "emotional tuning,” adapting their messages to
the perceived emotional state and reactions of the other party. Finally, they argue
that effective negotiators buffer or suppress emotion in situations where affect is
undesirable.

The final approach that warrants mention here is Morris and Keltner's (2000)
social-functional perspective, which highlights the functions of emotions in social
interactions that were discussed earlier in this chapter. According to Morris and
Keltner, these social functions are illuminated when one identifies how "emotion-
related behavior helps the individual or the dyad respond to the problem in the
interaction” (p. 14). Their four-stage model explores how relational problems trigger
particular social emotions, which in turn give rise to interaction behaviors. During
the first stage of the negotiation — the opening moves — negotiators face the relational
problem of initiation, which is solved by openness and interest. In the positioning
stage, they argue, negotiators face the problem of influence. The relevant emotions in
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this stage are anger and contempt. In the third stage, which is dedicated to problem
solving, negotiators face the problem of trust. This stage is accompanied by
embarrassment and empathy. Finally, during the endgame, negotiators face the
problem of binding, which is accompanied by pain and exasperation. Morris and
Keltner thus strongly emphasize the social and communicative function of emotion
in negotiation.

Conclusion

There is a considerable body of empirical work on the interpersonal effects of
moods and emotions in predominantly cooperative social decision making settings.
We have seen, for example, that people tend to exhibit prosocial behaviors in
response to another's displays of distress; that people may strategically manage their
emotional displays to regulate both personal and organizational relationships; that
the affective state of one group member may be "caught" by other group members
and influence levels of cooperation and conflict; and, finally, that leader affect may
influence follower behavior. In striking contrast, there is a lack of empirical data
pertaining to the interpersonal effects of emotions in more competitive social
decision making situations. A number of descriptive and prescriptive approaches
have been proposed, which are in some respects partially overlapping but in other
respects are in apparent contradiction. What makes an effective negotiator? Should
one suppress one's emotions and maintain a poker face? Should one cultivate
positive affect in order to find a mutually satisfying agreement? Or is it more
effective to display signs of anger to get the other party to comply? Are possible
interpersonal effects of emotions in negotiations better predicted by an emotional
contagion account or by a strategic behavior perspective? Previous research is silent
with respect to these and other questions concerning the role of emotion in
negotiation. This striking lack of knowledge forms the starting-point for the
empirical studies reported in the following chapters.

Overview of the Present Dissertation

Thirty years of research on the role of affect in social decision making have
yielded a considerable amount of work concerning the influence of moods and
emotions in a wide range of social decision making settings. In the preceding
overview I organized these studies in terms of two dimensions: (1} intrapersonal
versus interpersonal affective influences; and (2) predominantly cooperative versus
predominantly competitive settings. Table 1.1 provides a schematic summary of the
major areas of research with their respective classifications in the resulting 2 by 2
matrix. When reading this table, it is important to keep three things in mind. First,




Table 1.1
Areas of Research Involved in Previous Investigations of the Role of Affect in Social Decision Making, Including Exemplary References,
Classified According to the Type of Effect and the Nature of the Setting

Type of Effect
Type of Setting Intrapersonal Interpersonal
Predominantly  Pro-social behavior (Isen, 1970; Baron, 1997) Supportive behavior (Clark et al., 1987; Eisenberg, 2000)
Cooperative Organizational spontaneity (George, 1991) Appeasement (Baumeister et al,, 1994; Keltner & Buswell, 1997)
Creativity and innovation (Isen et al., 1987) Impression management (Duck, 1986; Godfrey et al., 1986)
Job performance (Staw & Barsade, 1993) Emotional contagion (Anderson et al., 2003; Totterdell, 2000)
Anti-social work behavior (Folger & Baron, 1996) Cooperation (Barsade, 2002; Barsade et al., 2000)

Leadership (George, 1995; K. M. Lewis, 2000)

Predominantly = Negotiation (Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Forgas, 1998)
Competitive Ultimatum bargaining (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996)
Social dilemmas (Knapp & Clark, 1991)
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the table is not intended to be exhaustive; a comprehensive overview of prior
research has already been provided in the preceding sections of this chapter. Rather,
the purpose of the table is to provide a brief recapitulation of the research that has
been discussed above, and to identify the empirical gaps in the study of affect in
social decision making. Second, it is important to emphasize that the areas of
research summarized in Table 1.1 are classified under the heading of intrapersonal
or interpersonal effects on the basis of the nature of the effects that were studied. For
instance, organizational spontaneity is in itself not necessarily an intrapersonal
phenomenon, but research in this area has focused on the intrapersonal effects of
affect on organizational spontaneity. Similarly, negotiation obviously occurs
between people, but so far research has focused on the intrapersonal effects of
moods and emotions on negotiation behavior. Finally, the table presents one or two
exemplary references for each area of research. Although representative of the
domain in question, the choice of references is inevitably quite arbitrary. Inclusion or
exclusion of references in the table should therefore not be taken as a value
judgment.

As can be seen from Table 1.1, prior research on the role of affect in social
decision making has addressed both the intrapersonal and the interpersonal effects
of moods and emotions in a wide array of predominantly cooperative settings. Less
attention has been given to affective influences in predominantly competitive
settings. In fact, as is evident from Table 1.1, empirical research concerning the
interpersonal effects of emotion in competitive social decision making settings is
altogether lacking. As revealed by the preceding literature review, there has been
some theorizing regarding the interpersonal effects of moods and emotions in
negotiations, and a number of distinct theoretical perspectives haven been proposed.
However, to date this theorizing has not stimulated any empirical findings. The
primary objective of the work reported in this dissertation is to fill this gap by
focusing on the interpersonal effects of discrete emotions in negotiations. The central
question that constitutes the thread running through the dissertation is therefore the
following: How are negotiators influenced by their opponent’s emotions?

In the chapters that follow I report nine empirical studies that were designed
to address this question. In Chapter 2, two competing hypotheses regarding the
effects of anger and happiness in negotiation are proposed and tested, one based on
an emotional contagion account and the other on a strategic choice perspective.
Chapter 3 extends the findings of Chapter 2 and reports three studies that were
designed to examine the effects of anger and happiness in more detail. Specifically,
attention is given to the moderating role of strategic considerations and information
processing motivation. Chapter 4 broadens the empirical horizon by exploring the
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interpersonal effects of four other emotions. Two of these emotions may be seen as
serving an appeasement function (guilt and regret), and the other two may be seen
as serving a supplication function (disappointment and worry). In addition, this
chapter investigates the role of interpersonal trust in determining the effects of these
emotions. Finally, Chapter 5 integrates the empirical results presented in Chapters 2
to 4 and advances an integrative framework that can account for these effects and
that can be used to formulate specific hypotheses regarding the interpersonai effects
of emotions in other settings of social decision making. Additionally, Chapter 5
provides a discussion of the contributions and limitations of the present dissertation,
and outlines a number of avenues for future research.
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CHAPTER 2

The Interpersonal Effects of Anger and Happiness
in Negotiations

Based on Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead (2004b)

Conflict is a ubiquitous feature of social life, pervading social interactions
and influencing people's behavior throughout all levels of society. Negotiation,
defined by Pruitt and Carnevale (1993) as "a discussion between two or more parties
with the apparent aim of resolving a divergence of interests” (p. 2), is one of the most
common and constructive ways of dealing with conflict. Despite decades of research
on negotiation, surprisingly little attention has been given to the role of emotions in
negotiation. This is unfortunate, because emotions are inherent to negotiation and
social conflict: If two parties have a difference of opinion but neither has an emotional
reaction, there will be no negotiation (Davidson & Greenhalgh, 1999). Thus, "as an
impetus for and byproduct of social conflict, emotion is potentially central to
understanding how individuals think about, behave within, and respond to
bargaining situations” (Barry, 1999, p. 94). This chapter presents three experiments
designed to enhance understanding of the role of emotions in negotiation. The
chapter specifically focuses on the social consequences of emotion, that is, the way
negotiators respond to their opponent's emotions.

Emotions in Negotiation

There are probably as many definitions of emotion as there are researchers
interested in the topic. However, most definitions point to three features of emotion:
physiological reactions, action tendencies, and subjective experience (Lazarus, 1991).
Emptions differ from moods in that they are discrete (Russell & Feldman Barrett,
1999), of relatively short duration (Oatley & Jenkins, 1996), and intentional - that is,
directed at an object or event (Frijda, 1993; Russell & Feldman Barrett, 1999). In the
remainder of this chapter the term emotion will be used in the sense intended above,
whereas affect will be used as a superordinate construct that encompasses both
moods and emotions (cf. Barry & Oliver, 1996). In the current research, I chose to
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examine the effects of two emotions potentially relevant to most, if not all,
negotiations, namely anger and happiness.

In conceptualizing the role of emotiens in negotiation, it is useful to make a
distinction between intrapersonal effects and interpersonal effects (cf. Morris &
Keltner, 2000). Intrapersonal effects refer to the influence of a negotiator's emotions
on his or her own negotiation behavior. Interpersonal effects refer to the influence of
one negotiator's emotions on the other negotiator's behavior. Previous studies on
emotion in negotiation all focused on the intrapersonal effects of emotions and affect.
The negotiator's own positive affect has been shown to increase concession making
(Baron, 1990), stimulate creative problem solving (Isen, Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987),
increase joint gains (Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, & Raia, 1997; Carnevale & Isen, 1986),
increase preferences for cooperation (Baron, Fortin, Frei, Hauver, & Shack, 1990),
reduce the use of contentious tactics (Carnevale & Isen, 1986), and increase the use of
cooperative negotiation strategies (Forgas, 1998). Negative affect has been shown to
decrease initial offers (Baron et al., 1990), decrease joint gains (Allred et al, 1997),
promote the rejection of ultimatum offers (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996), increase the
use of competitive strategies (Forgas, 1998), and decrease the desire to work together
in the future (Allred et al., 1997). Thus, these studies have shown quite consistently
that negotiators experiencing positive affect tend to be more cooperative and
conciliatory, whereas negotiators who are in a negative affective state tend to be
more competitive and reluctant to make concessions.

With regard to the interpersonal effects of emotions in negotiations, research
is lacking. Recently, however, several scholars have emphasized the importance of
the interpersonal functions of emotions in negotiations (e.g., Adler, Rosen, &
Silverstein, 1998; Barry, Fulmer, & Van Kleef, 2004; Barry & Oliver, 1996; Davidson &
Greenhalgh, 1999; Morris & Keltner, 2000; Thompson, Nadler, & Kim, 1999). It has
been argued that emotions have a number of important social functions and
consequences (Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Keltner & Kring,
1998; Oatley & Jenkins, 1992). First, emotion displays tend to evoke complementary
or reciprocal emotions in others that help individuals to respond to significant social
events (Keltner & Haidt, 1999). For example, rage in one person may evoke anger or
fear in the other, and happiness in one person may induce happiness or sympathy in
the other (Keltner & Kring, 1998).

Second, emotions are communications to both oneself (Schwarz & Clore,
1983) and other people (Oatley & Johnson-Laird, 1987) conveying information about
how one feels about things (Ekman, 1993; Scherer, 1986), about one's social
intentions (Ekman, Friesen, & Ellsworth, 1972; Fridlund, 1994), and about one's
orientation toward other people (Knutson, 1996). Because emotions only arise in
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response to events that are appraised as relevant to some concern (Frijda &
Mesquita, 1994; Lazarus, 1991), they provide important information to observing
individuals. In the context of a negotiation, emotions may signal what value one
attaches to the different issues and provide critical feedback about one's mood and
willingness to agree (Putnam, 1994). For example, an angry opponent conveys the
impression of a hard-to-get, tough negotiator who will not settle for a suboptimal
outcome. By contrast, happiness detracts from the impression of a tough bargainer
(Wall, 1991). Happiness implies that one is satisfied with the distribution of
outcomes and suggests that one does not aspire to a larger share of the pie.

Third, emotions can serve as incentives or deterrents for other individuals'
social behavior (Klinnert, Campos, Sorce, Emde, & Svejda, 1983). Anger may signal
that some standard of socially acceptable behavior is violated (Averill, 1982) and that
behavioral adaptation is needed. Thus, in negotiations "anger may be used to indicate
that negative consequences (such as an impasse) may ensue if an unreasonable tactic
or position is pursued” (Daly, 1991, p. 36). Furthermore, because anger is often
followed by aggression (Averill, 1982), it may be used to induce fear and compliance.
By contrast, happiness encourages others to pursue their course of action and may
therefore not serve the negotiator's strategic interests (Parrott, 1993).

Building on the foregoing discussion I advance two competing hypotheses.
The first is based on the notion of social contagion (Levy & Nail, 1993), which can be
defined as "the spread of affect, attitude, or behavior from Person A (the 'initiator') to
person B (the 'recipient’) where the recipient does not perceive an intentional
influence attempt on the part of the initiator" (Levy & Nail, 1993, p. 266). There are a
number of subtypes of social contagion, which occur under different circumstances.
Most research has focused on contagion processes in face-to-face settings (e.g.,
"primitive emotional contagion"; Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1992, 1994),
demonstrating people's tendency to unintentionally and automatically "catch” other
people's emotions through their facial expressions, vocalizations, postures, or
movements (e.g., Friedman & Riggio, 1981; Hess & Blairy, 2001; Hietanen, Surakka,
& Linnankoski, 1998; Lundqvist & Dimberg, 1995; Neumann & Strack, 2000; Wild,
Erb, & Bartels, 2001). However, research has suggested that social contagion can also
occur in computer-mediated interaction (De Dreu, Carnevale, Emans, & Van de
Vliert, 1994). For example, Thompson and Nadler (2002) observed that individuals
engaging in computer-mediated communication unconsciously imitate not only the
linguistic structure of each other's messages but also the social-emotional
connotations of the messages. Thus, drawing on social contagion theory and
previous findings regarding the intrapersonal effects of emotions, it can be predicted
that negotiators who are faced with an angry opponent will themselves become
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angry and behave competitively, placing high demands and making small
concessions. Conversely, negotiators who are confronted with a happy opponent can
be expected to become happy and behave more cooperatively, placing low demands
and making large concessions.

A competing hypothesis can be derived from the mixed-motive nature of
negotiations and the social consequences of emotions. Negotiations involve mixed-
motive interdependence (Schelling, 1960). On the one hand, negotiators are motivated
to cooperate, because an agreement is usually more profitable than no agreement. On
the other hand, however, they are motivated to compete in order to maximize their
individual profits. This tension between cooperation and competition becomes
manifest in a type of negotiation behavior that is called mismatching (Pruitt &
Carnevale, 1993). Mismatching involves placing high demands when the opponent
appears conciliatory and low demands when the opponent appears tough (Pruitt,
1981). When one's opponent appears soft, this leaves scope for placing high demands
oneself without risking impasse. By contrast, the opponent's apparent toughness is
likely to be interpreted as endangering agreement, thereby encouraging concession
making.

The tendency to mismatch the opponent's negotiation behavior has been found
in a considerable number of studies (e.g., Bartos, 1974; Bateman, 1980; Chertkoff &
Conley, 1967; De Dreu et al, 1994; Druckman & Bonoma, 1976; Druckman,
Zechmeister, & Solomon, 1972; Komorita & Brenner, 1968; Liebert, Smith, Hiil, &
Keiffer, 1968; Pruitt & Syna, 1985; Smith, Pruitt, & Carnevale, 1982; Yukl, 1974a,
1974b). Tt has been shown to be especially likely to occur when negotiators lack
information about the opponent's outcomes (Liebert et al., 1968; Yukl, 1974a) and
limits (Pruitt & Syna, 1985). When individuals lack such information, they use other
sources of information to locate the opponent's limits, a behavior that is referred to as
tracking (see Pruitt, 1981). As the research summarized above has shown, one of these
types of information consists of the opponent's demands. However, there are other
sources of information on which negotiators can base their strategies, one of which
may be the opponent's emotions. An angry negotiator cannot be expected to make
any (further) concessions. The only way to prevent the negotiation from ending in
impasse, then, is by making concessions oneself. By contrast, a happy opponent does
not constitute a threat to agreement, and is therefore unlikely to elicit any (more)
concessions. On the basis of these strategic considerations, it can be predicted that
participants with an angry opponent will become more conciliatory, making lower
demands and larger concessions than participants with a happy opponent.
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Experiment 2.1

Experiment 2.1 tested these two competing hypotheses regarding the effects of
the opponent's experienced emotion on the focal negotiator's behavior. Participants
were led to believe that they negotiated with either an angry or a happy opponent or,
in a control condition, were given no information about the opponent's emotional
state. The social contagion hypothesis posits that participants with an angry opponent
will make higher demands and smaller concessions than participants with a happy
opponent. The strategic-choice hypothesis predicts that participants with an angry
opponent will make lower demands and larger concessions than participants with a
happy opponent. In a more exploratory fashion, I also investigated the effects of the
opponent’s emotions on participants’ impressions of the opponent.

There are a number of ways in which the opposing negotiator's emotions can
be manipulated. One is to use scenarios where participants are asked to indicate how
they would behave when faced with an angry or a happy opponent. However, with
scenarios it is difficult to create experimental realism and to obtain behavioral data.
Alternatives are to present pictures of facial expressions showing anger or happiness
(e.g. Dimberg & Ohman, 1996; Hess, Philippot, & Blairy, 1998), or to manipulate the
vocal expression of emotion (e.g., Banse & Scherer, 1996; Neumann & Strack, 2000;
Scherer, 1986). Unfortunately, these methods are difficult to implement in a dynamic
context such as a negotiation. Because of the limitations of the existing methods, 1
chose to manipulate the opposing negotiatot's emotion in the context of a computer-
mediated negotiation where parties could not see each other and communicated via
computers (see, e.g., De Dreu & Van Kleef, 2004; De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995; Hilty &
Carnevale, 1993; Moore, Kurtzberg, Thompson, & Morris, 1999). In the past decade,
computer-mediated communication has become a ubiquitous phenomenon.
Negotiations are increasingly being conducted by means of technological media such
as the Internet and e-mail (McKersie & Fonstad, 1997), and as organizations respond
to the globalization of markets by expanding around the world, face-to-face
communications are likely to give way to technologically mediated communications
(Moore et al., 1999).

In the present experiments, I led participants to believe that the purpose of the
study was to find out how knowledge about one's opponent's intentions affects
negotiation processes and outcomes. During the negotiation, participants received
information about their opponent's intentions, which contained the manipulation of
the opponent's emotion. In this way it was possible to create a relatively dynamic
setting with high experimental realism, while ensuring perfect control over the
opponent's emotion. I return to this method, and its advantages and disadvantages,
in the General Discussion section.
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Method

Participants and Experimental Design

A total of 128 male and female undergraduate students at the University of
Amsterdam participated in the study for course credit or monetary compensation
(10 Dutch guilders, roughly equivalent to $4). The one-factor experimental design
included the opponent's emotion {(anger vs. happiness vs. no emotion) as a between-
participants variable and demand level as the main dependent variable. Additional
dependent variables were self-reported emotion, perceptions of the opponent, and
manipulation checks. Participants were randomly assigned to the experimental
conditions and the experimenters were blind to this assignment.

Procedure

On arrival at the laboratory, participants were welcomed to the experiment
and were seated in separate cubicles in front of a computer. To enhance the
participants' awareness of the presence of other participants, they were told that the
experimenter would give them a sign as soon as everyone had arrived. After five
minutes the experimenter told the participants to press a key, whereupon the
computer program started. From that point on all instructions were presented on the
computer screen. Participants read that the purpose of the experiment was to study
negotiation in a situation where the negotiating parties could not see each other, and
they were led to believe that they would engage in a computer-mediated negotiation
with another participant (whose behavior was in fact simulated by the computer).

Negotiation task. The negotiation task was an adapted version of the one used
by De Dreu and Van Kleef (2004; see also De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995; Hilty &
Carnevale, 1993), which captures the main characteristics of real-life negotiation (i.e.,
multiple issues differing in utility to the negotiator, information about one's own
payoffs only, and the typical offer-counteroffer sequence). In the current version,
participants learned that they would be assigned the role of either buyer or seller of
a consignment of mobile phones, and that their objective was to negotiate the price,
the warranty period, and the duration of the service contract of the phones.
Participants were then presented with a payoff chart (see Table 2.1) that showed
them which outcomes were most favorable to them, and were told that their
objective was to earn as many points as possible, As can be seen in Table 2.1, Level 9
on price ($110) yielded 0 points and Level 1 ($150) yielded 400 points (i.e.,
increments of 50 points per level). For warranty period, Level 9 (9 months) yielded 0
points, and Level 1 (1 month) yielded 120 points (i.e., 15-points increments). Finally,
for duration of service contract, Level 9 (9 months) yielded 0 points, and Level 1 (1
month) yielded 240 points (i.e., 30-points increments). The corresponding payoff
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table for the other party was not shown, and participants were told only that it
differed from their own.

Table 2.1
Participants’ Payoff Chart in Experiments 2.1, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3

Price of Phones Warranty Period Service Contract
Level  Price Payoff | Warranty  Payoff Service  Payoff

1 $150 400 1 month 120 1 month 240
2 $145 350 2 months 105 2 months 210
3 $140 300 3 months 90 3months 180
4 $135 250 4 months 75 4 months 150
5 $130 200 5 months 60 5months 120
6 $125 150 6 months 45 6 months 90
7 $120 100 7 months 30 7 months 60
8 $115 50 8 months 15 8 months 30
9 $110 0 9 months 0 9 months 0

Note. Prices in Dutch guilders or euros were converted to US dollars and rounded to the
nearest $5.

To enhance participants' involvement in the negotiation task, they were
informed that points would be converted to lottery tickets at the end of the
experiment, and that the more points earned, the more lottery tickets one would
obtain, and the greater would be one's chance of winning a prize of 100 Dutch
guilders (approximately $40). To emphasize the mixed-motive nature of the
negotiation, participants were told that only those who reached an agreement would
participate in the lottery. Thus, on the one hand there was an incentive to earn as
many points as possible, whereas on the other hand there was an incentive to reach
an agreement.

After a short pause during which the computer supposedly assigned buyer
and seller roles to the participants, all participants were assigned the role of seller.
They were told that the buyer (i.e., the opponent) would make the first offer and that
the negotiation would continue until an agreement was reached or until time ran
out. Just before the negotiation started, participants learned that an additional goal
of the study was to examine the effects of having versus not having information
about the opponent's intentions. They read that the computer had randomly
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determined that they would receive information about the intentions of the
opponent without the opponent knowing it, and that the opponent would not
receive information about their intentions,

After these instructions, the negotiation started and the buyer (i.e., the
computer) made a first offer. Over the negotiation rounds the buyer proposed the
following levels of agreement (for price - warranty - service): 8-7-8 (Round 1), 8-7-7
(Round 2), 8-6-7 (Round 3), 7-6-7 (Round 4), 7-6-6 (Round 5), and 6-6-6 (Round 6).
Past research has shown that this preprogrammed strategy has face validity and is
seen as intermediate in cooperativeness and competitiveness (De Dreu & Van Lange,
1995). A demand by the participant was accepted if it equaled or exceeded the offer
the computer was about to make in the next round. Thus, for example, if the
participant demanded 7-6-6 in Round 4, this demand was accepted by the computer
since its next offer (in Round 5} would have been 7-6-6. If no agreement was reached
after the sixth round, the negotiation was interrupted because up to this point few
participants suspect that they are playing against a computer, whereas after the sixth
round such suspicion usually develops rapidly (De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995).
Further, I wanted to obtain measures of participants' emotions and perceptions
during the negotiation, and I suspected that reaching agreement would color such
perceptions. Finally, from past research in our laboratory it is known that
participants who reach consensus before the sixth negotiation round usually do not
take the task very seriously. Thus, following Ttipp and Sondak (1992), participants
who reached agreement before Round 6 (n = 10} were excluded from the analyses.
(Retaining those participants did not change the pattern of results reported below.)

Manipulation of the opponent’s emotion. After the first, third, and fifth
negotiation round, participants received information about "the intentions of the
buyer,” which contained the manipulation of the buyer's emotion. Participants had
to wait for a about a minute and a half while the buyer was supposedly asked to
reveal what he or she intended to offer in the next round, and why. After this short
wait, participants received the answer supposedly given by the buyer, which was
presented in a separate box, in a different font, and which contained some typing
errors in order to enhance experimental realism. The buyer's intentions were held
constant across conditions and contained the buyer's intended offer for the next
round. That is, after Round 1 the buyer wrote "I think I will offer 8-7-7," which
would indeed be the buyer's next offer. The buyer's intention also contained an
emotional statement that constituted the experimental manipulation. It was stressed
that the buyer did not know that his or her "intentions" were revealed to the
participant, This was done in order to lead participants to believe that they received
information about the real emotions of the opponent, and not faked, inhibited, or
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exaggerated emotions. Thus, participants were led to believe that the emotion
statements they received reflected the emotions as experienced by the opponent at
that time, and not emotions that were altered for self-presentational or strategic
reasons.

The emotion statements were pretested in a pilot study involving 28
psychology students, none of whom participated in the main study. I tested eight
statements reflecting anger and nine statements reflecting happiness using a within-
participants design. The order of the 17 statements was randomized for each
participant, and for each statement participants were asked to indicate on a 7-point
scale how comprehensible they found the statement (1 = very incomprehensible, 7 =
very comprehensible) and to what extent they felt it reflected anger and happiness (1 =
not at all, 7 = to a great extent). I then selected those statements that had the highest
scores on the emotion they were supposed to reflect and the lowest scores on the
emotion that they were not supposed to reflect, provided that the statements did not
differ with respect to comprehensibility. Ultimately, I selected three statements for
each emotion. All selected statements were rated higher on the emotion they were
supposed to express than on the emotion they were not supposed to express
according to paired-samples t tests (all s > 10, all ps < .001). Further, one-sample ¢
tests showed that there was a significant effect of all statements on the rating of the
corresponding emotion (all s > 10, all ps < .001). Finally, paired-sample ¢ tests
revealed that the statements did not differ with respect to comprehensibility (all #s <
1, ns).

After the first negotiation round, participants in the angry opponent
condition received the information: “this offer makes me really angry," followed by
the intention statement “I think I will offer 8-7-7," which was the same for all
conditions. In the happy opponent condition, participants read "I am happy with
this offer,” followed by the same intention statement. In the control condition,
participants only received the intention statement. After the third and fifth
negotiation rounds participants again received an emotional statement and an
intention. Table 2.2 displays all statements used in the experiment. Note that the
intended offer always matched the true offer subsequently made by the opponent.

Dependent measures. The offers made by participants in each round were
recorded and transformed into an index revealing the negotiator's total level of
demand for each negotiation round (i.e., the number of points demanded in that
round, summed across the three negotiation issues of price, warranty, and service;
see Table 2.1). In addition, participants completed a postnegotiation questionnaire
that contained manipulation checks and a number of items designed to measure
participants’ emotions and their impression of the opponent.
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To check the adequacy of the manipulation of the opponent’s emotion,
participants were asked to indicate on a 7-point scale how angry, irritated, happy,
and satisfied they thought their opponent had been during the negotiation. The
items designed to measure perceived anger and irritation correlated substantially (r
= .75) and were averaged into a single index of perception of the opponent's anger.
Similarly, the items pertaining to happiness and satisfaction were combined into an
index of perception of the opponent's happiness (r = .64).

Participants’ own emotions were measured with items pertaining to anger
and happiness: "To what extent did you experience anger (happiness] during the
negotiation?" (1 = not at all, 5 = to a great extent). Finally, participants’ impressions of
the opponent were assessed: "I have developed a positive impression of the buyer”
(1 = totally disagree, 5 = totally agree).

Table 2.2
Statements Used for the Manipulation of the Opponent’s Experienced Emotion in
Experiments 2.1,2.2, 2.3, 3.1, and 3.2

Opponent's Emotion Statement
After Round 1
Anger This offer makes me really angry, I think I will offer x-y-z

Happiness  1am happy with this offer, I think I will offer x-y-z
No emotion I think I will offer x-y-z

After Round 3
Anger This is really getting on my nerves. I am going to offer x-y-z
Happiness  This is going pretty well so far. I am going to offer x-y-z
No emotion 1am going to offer x-y-z

After Round 5
Anger I am going to offer x-y-z, because this negotiation pisses me off
Happiness  1am going to offer x-y-z, because I feel good about this negotiation
No emotion Iam going to offer x-y-z

Note. x-y-z: The opponent's intended offer corresponded with the actual offer in the next
round. In Experiment 2.2, this offer was dependent on the concession size condition.
Statements were pretested, and have been translated from Dutch. Deliberate typing errors
were left out.
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Results

Manipulation Checks

If the manipulation of the opponent's emotion was successful, an interaction
between the opponent's emotion and the participant's rating of their opponent's
emotion should be found, such that ratings within each emotion condition are higher
for the corresponding emotion than for the other emotion (a within-participants
manipulation check) and that ratings between the emotion conditions are higher for
the intended emotion than for the other emotion (a between-participants check). To
test whether this was the case, a 3 (opponent's emotion: angry vs. nonemotional vs,
happy) x 2 (participant’s perception of opponent's emotion: angry vs. happy)
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted, the latter variable being a within-
participants factor.

Table 2.3
Participant’s Perception of the Opponent’s Emotion and Participant’s Self-Reported
Emotion as a Function of the Opponent's Experienced Emotion in Experiment 2.1

Opponent's Emotion
Rating of Opponent's Emotion Anger Happiness No emotion
Anger 5.82, 2.64, 3.65,
Happiness 1.53, 4.70, 3.51,
Rating of Own Emotion
Anger 3.16, 1.95, 248,
Happiness 2134 2.55, 2.05,

Note. Means not sharing a similar subscript differ at p < .05. Ratings of the opponent’s
emotion were given on a 7-point scale; ratings of own emotion were given on a 5-point scale.

Results showed the predicted interaction between the opponent's emotion
and the participants' perception of the opponent's emotion, F(2, 115) = 65.68, p < .001.
From the means in Table 2.3 it can be seen that participants in the angry opponent
condition rated their opponents as significantly more angry than did participants in
the happy opponent or nonemotional opponent conditions. Similarly, participants
with a happy opponent rated the opponent as happier than did participants with an
angry or nonemotional opponent. Further, paired-sample ¢ tests revealed that
ratings within the different emotion conditions were higher for the intended
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emotion than for the other emotion: Participants in the angry opponent condition
rated the opponent as more angry than happy, #(37) = 11.98, p < .00, and those in
the happy opponent condition rated the opponent as more happy than angry, #39) =
3.91, p < .001. In the nonemotional opponent condition, no significant difference was
found, #(39) < 1, ns. Together, these results indicate that the manipulation of the
opponent's emotion was successful.

Demand Level

Demand level in Rounds 1 to 6 was analyzed using ANOVA with the
opponent's emotion (anger vs. happiness vs. no emotion) as a between-participant
variable and negotiation round (1-6) as a repeated-measures variable. This analysis
revealed a significant main effect of negotiation round, F(5, 575) = 222.85, p < .001,
indicating that level of demand declined from Round 1 (M = 629) to Round 6 (M =
462). Results also showed a significant effect of the opponent's emotion, F(2, 115) =
5.66, p < .005, showing that average demands were lower for participants who
negotiated with an angry opponent (M = 490) compared with participants who dealt
with a happy opponent (M = 553). Participants with a nonemotional opponent
occupied an intermediate position that differed only from the angry opponent
condition (M = 540).

The main effects of the opponent's emotion and negotiation round were
qualified by a significant two-way interaction, F(10, 575) = 5.99, p < .001. As can be
seen from Figure 2.1, the influence of the opponent’s emotion became more apparent
as the negotiation progressed. From the second round onward, the different
conditions started to diverge, the effect becoming stronger in each round. From the
fifth round onward, all three conditions differed significantly at p < .05. Participants
with an angry opponent conceded most between the first and sixth negotiation
rounds (distance traveled: M = 210), followed by those with a nonemotional
opponent (distance traveled: M = 173). Highest demands and smallest concessions
were made by participants with a happy opponent (distance traveled: M = 122). This
pattern of results is consistent with the strategic-choice perspective and inconsistent
with the emotional-contagion perspective.

Participants’ Emotions and Impression of the Opponent

ANOVA showed that participants' own emotions were affected by their
opponents’ emotions. Participants who had negotiated with an angry opponent
reported more anger than did participants who had negotiated with a happy or
nonemotional opponent, F(2, 115) = 8.01, p < .001. Similarly, participants who had
negotiated with a happy opponent reported more happiness than did participants
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who had negotiated with an angry or nonemotional opponent, F(2, 115) = 3.36, p <
.05 (all means are displayed in Table 2.3). These data suggest that in the course of the
negotiation, social contagion occurred. The opponent's emotion also influenced the
participants' impressions of the opponent. Participants developed more positive
impressions of happy opponents (M = 3.55) than of nonemotional opponents (M =
2.75), who in turn were rated more positively than angry opponents (M = 1.68), F(2,
115) =43.73, p < .001.
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Figure 2.1 - Demand level as a function of the opponent’s emotion and negotiation round in
Experiment 2.1.

Discussion

The results of Experiment 2.1 pertaining to demand level and concession
making support the strategic-choice hypothesis. Participants with an angry opponent
placed lower demands and made larger concessions than did participants with a
happy opponent, and participants with a nonemotional opponent took an
intermediate position. Although the data pertaining to self-reported emotions suggest
that social contagion occurred (participants with an angry opponent reported more
anger, and participants with a happy opponent reported more happiness), the
participants' emotions did not influence their negotiation behavior in the way that
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was predicted on the basis of the social contagion hypothesis. That is, happy
participants did not behave more cooperatively than did angry participants.

There are a number of possible explanations why participants’ emotions did
not influence their negotiation behavior. One is that participants’ emotions resulted
from their own behavior rather than from the opponent's emotions. With an angry
opponent, one decides to make relatively large concessions so as to avoid impasse,
but this strategic choice also implies relatively low outcomes for oneself, which may
be a source of frustration and irritation. Another possibility is that although social
contagion occurred at the level of emotional experience, this did not translate into
demands and concessions. I believe that the best way to interpret the current findings
is that they do not refute the existence of social contagion processes in negotiation,
but rather show that social contagion, if it occurs, can be overruled by strategic
considerations. I return to this issue in more detail in the General Discussion.

Experiment 2.2

Although the results of Experiment 2.1 favor the strategic-choice hypothesis
over the social contagion hypothesis, 1 feit that more evidence was needed to firmly
establish the effects. Therefore, the first objective of Experiment 2.2 was to replicate
the major findings of Experiment 2.1 by showing that the effect of the opponent's
emotion on participant's demands and concessions is not produced by the
participant's emotions but rather by strategic considerations that cause participants to
mismatch the opponent’s anger with low demands, and happiness with high
demands. Thus, I predicted that, although social contagion might occur, participants’
emotions would not influence their negotiation behavior.

The second objective of Experiment 2.2 was to submit the strategic-choice
reasoning to an additional test by examining whether the effect of the opponent's
emotion would disappear when strategic considerations played a lesser role. If the
effects of the opponent's emotion on demands and concessions are indeed caused by
a process of strategic decision making on the part of the focal negotiator, the impact
of those emotions should be reduced if there is no need to consider them. For
example, when the opponent makes large concessions, there is little need to take his
or her emotions into account — settlement rather than impasse appears likely, and one
can expect a relatively good deal for oneself. When the opponent makes small
concessions, however, it is harder to get one's share. In this case, the strategic
information that is provided by the opponent's emotion is a valuable asset and is
more likely to be scrutinized and acted on. To test this prediction, 1 manipulated the
opponent’s emotion and the opponent's concession size and predicted that
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negotiators would be less influenced by the opponent’s emotions when the opponent
made large rather than small concessions.

The third goal of Experiment 2.2 was to examine more closely the process that
underlies the effects of the opponent's emotion on demands and concessions.
Although the results of Experiment 2.1 are consistent with the strategic-choice
hypothesis, they do not speak directly to the process that causes the effect of the
opponent's emotion. The findings obtained in Experiment 2.1 suggest that negotiators
engage in tracking — that is, they use the opponent's emotion in their attempt to locate
the opponent's limits, and then adjust their behavior in accordance with the assumed
location of those limits (cf. Pruitt, 1981). If the opponent is angry and is thought to
have a high limit, negotiators will place less ambitious demands than when the
opponent is happy and is thought to have a low limit (e.g., Chertkoff & Baird, 1971;
Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993; Yukl, 1974b),

The results of Experiment 2.1 suggest that participants monitored the
opponent's emotions, tried to infer the location of the opponent's limits from these
emotions, and used this information to form their negotiation strategy. Furthermore,
the aforementioned reasoning regarding the moderating effect of other's concession
size suggests that the need to engage in tracking, and thus the attention that is paid to
the other's emotion, is greater when the other makes small rather than large
concessions. Therefore, it was predicted that participants would estimate the other's
limit to be higher when the other was angry rather than happy, especially when the
other made small rather than large concessions. Finally, the effects of the other's
emotions on the participant's demands and concessions were expected to be
mediated by the participant's appraisal of the other's limits.

Method

Participants and Experimental Design

Participants were 103 male and female undergraduate students at the
University of Amsterdam who received course credit or monetary compensation (10
Dutch guilders, approximately $4) for participating, and were randomly assigned to
the experimental conditions. The 2 x 3 factorial design included the opponent'’s
emotion (anger vs. happiness) and the opponent's concession size (small vs.
moderate vs. large) as between-participants variables and demand level as the main
dependent variable. Additional dependent variables were participants' estimates of
the opponent's limits, impression of the opponent, emotions, and manipulation
checks.
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Procedure

The procedure was essentially the same as in Experiment 2.1. To be able to
manipulate the opponent's concession size symmetrically, I expanded the original 9-
level negotiation task to a 15-level task and made all three issues equally valuable.
Thus, the negotiation consisted of three issues, each with 15 possible levels of
agreement (see Table 2.4 for details). As in Experiment 2.1, participants who reached
agreement before Round 6 (n = 10) were excluded from the analyses. (Including
these participants in the analyses did not change the pattern of results.)

Table 2.4
Participants’ Payoff Chart in Experiment 2.2

Price of Phones Warranty Period Service Contract
Level  Price Payoff Warranty  Payoff Service  Payoff

1 $175- 280 1 month 280 1 month 280
2 $170- 260 2 months 260 2months 260
3 $165- 240 3 months 240 3 months 240
4 $160,- 220 4 months 220 4months 220
5 $155- 200 5 months 200 5months 200
6 $150,- 180 6 months 180 6 months 180
7 $ 145,- 160 7 months 160 7 months 160
8 $140,- 140 8 months 140 8months 140
9 $135,- 120 9 months 120 9 months 120
10 $130,- 100 10 months 100 10 months 100
11 $ 125, 80 11 months 80 11 months 80
12 $120,- 60 12 months 60 12 months 60
13 $115,- 40 13 months 40 13 months 40
14 $110,- 20 14 months 20 14 months 20
15 $ 105,- 0 15 months 0 15 months 0

Note. Prices in Dutch guilders were converted to US dollars and rounded to the nearest $5.

Manipulation of the opponent’s emotion. The manipulation of the opponent's
emotion was the same as in Experiment 2.1, except that the intention statements had
to be adjusted to match the opponent’s offer in the following round. Thus, after
Round 1 the buyer wrote "I think [ will offer [14-15-14 or 14-14-13 or 13-14-12]," the
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intended offer depending on the concession size condition (see Table 2.5). Likewise,
after the third round the buyer stated "I am going to offer [14-14-13 or 12-13-12 or 11-
12-10]," and after the fifth round the buyer wrote "I am going to offer [13-14-12 or 11-
12-10 or 9-10-8]." In this way, the intended offer always matched the offer
subsequently made by the opponent.

Manipulation of the opponent’s concession size. The opponent's concession size
was systematically varied using noncontingent preprogrammed concession
strategies (see Table 2.5). In the small-concessions condition, the opponent conceded
1 unit in each round. Thus, in this condition the opponent's opening offer was 15-15-
14 (representing a 1-unit concession from the maximum payoff of 15-15-15), and the
offer in the sixth and last round was 13-14-12 (i.e., 6 units below 15-15-15). In the
moderate-concessions condition the opponent conceded 2 units per round, offering
14-15-14 (minus 2 units) in the first round, and 11-12-10 in the sixth round (minus 12
units). Finally, in the large-concessions condition the opponent conceded 3 units per
round, starting with 14-15-13 (minus 3 units), and finishing with 9-10-8 (minus 18
units). Similar preprogrammed concession patterns have been successfully used in
prior research (see e.g. De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995; Hilty & Carnevale, 1993; Smith
etal., 1982).

Table 2.5
Manipulation of the Opponent’s Concession Size in Experiment 2.2

Smail Moderate Large
Concessions Concessions Concessions
Round Offer Concession Offer Concession Offer  Concession

1 15-15-14 -1 14-15-14 -2 14-15-13 -3
2 14-15-14 -1 14-14-13 -2 13-14-12 -3
3 14-14-14 -1 13-13-13 -2 12-12-12 -3
4 14-14-13 -1 12-13-12 2 11-12-10 -3
5 13-14-13 -1 12-12-11 -2 10-11-9 -3
6 13-14-12 -1 11-12-10 -2 9-10-8 -3

Note. In the small-concessions conditions the opponent conceded one unit per round, in the
moderate-concessions ¢onditions the opponent conceded two units per round, and in the
large-concessions conditions the opponent conceded three units per round.
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Dependent measures. Participants' estimates of the opponent’s limits were
measured with three items, one for each issue ("What do you think was the buyer's
lowest acceptable level of agreement on [price / warranty / service]?"). Responses
could range from 1 (indicating an extremely low limit) to 15 (indicating an extremely
high limit; see Table 2.4). Appraisals of the opponent's limits on the three issues were
highly correlated and were therefore averaged into a single index of appraisal of the
opponent’s limit (o = .91).

Impression of the opponent was measured with 11 items pertaining to the
opponent's honesty, trustworthiness, morality, competitiveness, hostility,
cooperativeness, reasonableness, stubbornness, friendliness, and general mood and
impression (e.g., "During the negotiation, the buyer made a hostile impression”; "I
have developed a positive impression of the buyer"; 1 = totally disagree, 7 = totally
agree). Negatively framed items were reverse scored, and the items were combined
into an impression scale (o = .92). Participants' own emotions were measured with 8
items, 3 pertaining to happiness (a = .81), and 5 pertaining to anger (a = .87).

To check the adequacy of the manipulation of the opponent's emotion,
participants were asked to indicate on a 7-point scale how angry, irritated, bad-
tempered, happy, satisfied, and pleased they thought their opponent had been during
the negotiation. The first three items were combined into a single index of perception
of the opponent's anger (0. = .94), and the latter three were combined into an index of
the opponent's happiness (o = .95). The concession size manipulation was checked
with four items (e.g., "In the course of the negotiation, the buyer made large
concessions”; "During the negotiation the buyer stood firm"; 1 = totally disagree to 7 =
totally agree), which were averaged into a single index of perceived concessions (o =
.81).

Results

Manipulation Checks

Opponent's emotion. The manipulation of the opponent's emotion was checked
in the same way as in Experiment 2.1. Results revealed a significant interaction
between the opponent's emotion and the participant's perception of the opponent's
emotion, F(1, 91) = 960.94, p < .001. Participants in the angry opponent condition
rated their opponents as significantly more angry (M = 5.92) than did participants in
the happy opponent condition (M = 1.69), and participants with a happy opponent
rated the opponent as happier (M = 5.21) than did participants with an angry
opponent (M = 1.80). Paired-sample ¢ tests showed that ratings within the different
emotion conditions were indeed higher for the intended emotion than for the other
emotion: Participants in the angry opponent condition rated the opponent as more
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angry than happy (M = 5.92 vs. M = 1.80), {50} = 24.85, p < .001, and participants in
the happy opponent condition rated the opponent as more happy than angry (M =
5.21 vs. M =1.69), 41) =19.31, p < .001.

Opponent'’s concession size. ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of the
opponent's concession size on the perceived concessions scale, F(2, 90) = 5.64, p <
.005, showing that participants in the large-concessions condition reported larger
concessions (M = 3.63) than did those in the small-concessions condition (M = 2.53).
Participants in the moderate-concessions condition occupied an intermediate
position (M = 2.91), differing from the large-concessions condition (p < .05) but not
from the small-concessions condition.

Demand Level

Demands in Rounds 1 to 6 were submitted to a 2 (opponent's emotion: anger
vs. happiness) x 3 (opponent’s concession size: small vs. moderate vs. large) mixed-
model ANOVA with the opponent's emotion and concession size as between-
participants variables and demands in Rounds 1 to 6 as a repeated-measures
variable. First of all, this analysis yielded a main effect of negotiation round, F(5, 435)
= 154.02, p < .001, indicating that participants' demands declined over time (the

average demands in Rounds 1 and é were 762 and 580, respectively).

Secondly, the analysis revealed a significant multivariate main effect of the
opponent's emotion on demands in Rounds 1 to 6, F(1, 87) = 5.37, p < .025.
Replicating the results of Experiment 2.1, participants with an angry opponent
placed lower average demands (M = 634) than did participants with a happy
opponent (M = 682).

Thirdly, there was a significant interaction between the opponent's emotion
and negotiation round, F(5, 435) = 10.47, p < .001. As in Experiment 2.1, the effect of
the opponent’s emotion became more apparent as the negotiation progressed,
causing participants in the different conditions to diverge more after each
consecutive round. Consistent with the strategic-choice hypothesis, participants with
an angry opponent conceded significantly more between the first and sixth
negotiation rounds (distance traveled: M = 222) than did participants who
negotiated with a happy opponent (distance traveled: M = 131). The interaction
between concession size and negotiation round was not significant, F(10, 435} < 1, ns.

Fourthly, and most important, there was a significant three-way interaction
between the opponent’s emotion, the opponent's concession size, and negotiation
round, F(10, 435) = 2.03, p < .03, indicating that the interactive effect of the
opponent's emotion and negotiation round on level of demand was moderated by
the opponent's concession size. This three-way interaction is displayed in Figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2 - Demand level as a function of the opponent’s emotion, the opponent’s concession size, and negotiation round in Experiment 2.2.
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Simple-effects analysis revealed a highly significant interaction between emotion
and negotiation round for participants in the small-concessions condition, F(5, 435) =
10.33, p < .001. For participants in the moderate-concessions condition, the Emotion x
Round interaction was weaker but still significant, F(5, 435) = 2.24, p < .05, whereas
in the large-concessions condition the interaction was truly nonsignificant, F(5, 435)
= 1.49, ns. Thus, as predicted, the effect of the opponent's emotion is reduced when
the opponent makes large concessions.

To facilitate mediation analysis (see below) I also analyzed the demand level
data by calculating a distance-traveled index (demand in Round 1 minus demand in
Round 6; for discussions, see De Dreu, Koole, & Oldersma, 1999; Pruitt, 1981). This
distance-traveled index yielded results similar to those described above. A main
effect of the opponent's emotion showed that participants with an angry opponent
conceded more between the first and sixth round (M = 222) than did participants
with a happy opponent (M = 131), F(1, 87) = 1848, p < .001, and a marginally
significant interaction showed that this effect was moderated by the opponent's
concession size, F(2, 87) = 2.84, p < .065. Simple-effects analyses revealed that
participants whose opponents made small concessions were strongly influenced by
the opponent’s emotions, F(1, 87) = 18.08, p < .001. The effect of the opponent's
emotion was somewhat weaker for participants whose opponent's made moderate
concessions, F(1, 87) = 4.05, p < .05, and nonsignificant for those whose opponents
made large concessions, F(1, 87) = 1.21, ns. Cell means pertaining to this interaction
are displayed in Table 2.6.

Appraisal of the Opponent’s Limits

ANOVA revealed a main effect of the opponent's concession size on appraisal
of the opponent's limit, showing that participants with an opponent who made large
concessions judged the opponent's limit to be lower (M = 7.03) than did participants
with an opponent who made moderate concessions (M = 8.21) or small concessions
(M = 8.23), F(2, 87) = 4.70, p < .015. More important, ANOVA showed a significant
main effect of the opponent’s emotion on appraisal of the opponent's limit, F(1, 87) =
8.38, p < .005. As predicted, angry opponents’ limits were judged to be higher (M =
8.27) than were happy opponents' limits (M = 7.29),!

The interaction between the opponent's emotion and concession size did not
reach statistical significance, F(2, 87) = 1.35, ns. However, Rosenthal and Rosnow
(1984) have argued that an omnibus interaction test is highly conservative and is not
informative when the experimental design involves more than two levels for one or
more independent variables (as in the current case). I therefore tested the effects of
the opponent's emotion within each of the concessions conditions using simple-
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effects analyses.? Consistent with the present argument, these analyses revealed that
participants’ estimates of the opponent's limits were only influenced by the
opponent's emotion when the opponent made small concessions, F(1, 87) = 7.29, p <
.01, and not when the opponent made moderate, F(1, 87) = 1.69, ns, or large, F(1, 87)
< 1, ns, concessions. As can be seen in Table 2.6, participants estimated the
opponent’s limit to be higher when the opponent was angry rather than happy, but
only when the opponent made small rather than moderate or large concessions.

Table 2.6
Appraisal of the Opponent’s Limit and Distance Traveled as a Function of the Opponent’s
Emotion and Concession Size in Experiment 2.2

Opponent's Concession Size

Small Moderate Large
Measure Angry  Happy Angry  Happy Angry  Happy
Appraisal of  8.98, 7.17, 8.38, 8.06, 7.50, 7.38,
Other's Limit
Distance 240, 73, 219, 146, 208, 166,
Traveled

Note. Means within each of the concessions conditions with a different subscript differ at p <
.05. Appraisal of the opponent's limit ranged from 1 (indicating a low limit) to 15 (indicating
a high limit). Distance traveled represents the number of points conceded between the first

and the sixth negotiation round.

Mediation Analysis

The strategic-choice hypothesis posits that anger induces concessions because
it affects negotiators' appraisals of the other's limits. So far, I have shown that anger
elicits lower demands and larger concessions than does happiness and that anger
and happiness influence participants’ estimates of the other’s limits in the expected
direction. Furthermore, and consistent with the strategic-choice perspective, these
effects were especially manifest in the small-concessions condition and absent in the
large-concessions condition. Thus, to test whether the opponent’s emotion indeed
influences participants' concessions through their effect on the participant's
appraisal of the opponent's limit, I conducted mediated regression analyses within
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the small-concessions condition, with the opponent's emotion as the independent
variable, the distance-traveled index as the dependent variable, and appraisal of the
opponent'’s limit as the mediator.

To establish mediation, the following conditions should be satisfied (see
Baron & Kenny, 1986). First, the independent variable (opponent's emotion) should
affect the dependent variable (distance traveled). Second, the independent variable
should affect the proposed mediator (appraisal of opponent's limit). Third, the
mediator should be correlated with the dependent variable. Fourth, to establish full
mediation, the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable when
controlling for the mediator should be nonsignificant. If the effect of the independent
variable on the dependent variable at step 4 continues to be significant but is
substantially reduced, partial mediation is indicated.

Consistent with the mediational model, there was a significant effect of the
opponent’s emotion on distance traveled (8 = .57, p < .001) and a significant effect of
the opponent's emotion on appraisal of the opponent's limit (8 = .40, p < .03). Adding
appraisal of the other's limit as a covariate produced a significant effect of appraisal
of the other’s limit on distance traveled (8 = .57, p < .001) and reduced the effect of
other's emotion on distance traveled to £ = .34 {p < .05). These data indicate that the
effect of the opponent's emotion on distance traveled is partially mediated by
appraisal of the opponent's limit (cf. Baron & Kenny, 1986). Furthermore, the
reduction of the direct path from other's emotion to distance traveled when
controlling for appraisal of other's limit was significant (Z = 2.67, p < .005; see Kenny,
Kashy, & Bolger, 1998; for an updated version of the formula, see D. A. Kenny's
website at http://users.rcn.com/dakenny/mediate.htm). Thus, in the smali-
concessions condition, appraisal of other's limit mediated the effects of other's
emotions on participant's demands. In the moderate and large concessions
conditions, mediation was neither predicted nor found.

Participants” Emotions and Impression of the Opponent

As in Experiment 2.1, ANOVA showed a significant effect of the opponent's
emotion on participants' emotions. Suggestive of social contagion, participants with
a happy opponent felt happier than did those with an angry opponent (M = 3.26 vs.
M = 2.73), F(1, 87) = 10.84, p < .001, and participants with an angry opponent felt
angrier than did those with a happy opponent (M = 2.30 vs. M = 1.62), F(1, 87) =
13.93, p < .001.

ANOVA also yielded a main effect of the opponent’s emotion on the
participant's impression of the opponent, F(1, 87) = 175.68, p < .001, showing that
participants developed more positive impressions of happy opponents than of angry
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opponents (M = 5.02 and M = 2.80, respectively). The results also showed a main
effect of the opponent’s concession size on impression, F(2, 87) = 3.88, p < .025, which
revealed a similar pattern. Participants in the large-concessions condition developed
more positive impressions of the opponent than did those in the small-concessions
condition (M = 4.06 and M = 3.5, respectively), and participants in the moderate-
concessions condition took an intermediate position that did not differ significantly
from the other conditions (M = 3.82). There was no interaction between the
opponent's emotion and concession size, F(2, 87) < 1, ns.

Discussion

The findings of Experiment 2.2 are consistent with those of Experiment 2.1 and
provide additional support for the strategic-choice hypothesis in three ways. First, the
results of Experiment 2.1 were replicated: Participants with an angry opponent
placed lower demands and made smaller concessions than did participants with a
happy opponent. Although the data suggest that participants "caught” their
opponent's emotions (i.e., social contagion), the resulting emotions did not influence
their negotiation behavior.

Second, the emotion effect was shown to be moderated by the opponent's
concession size. Participants whose opponents made small concessions were strongly
influenced by the opponent's emotion, whereas those whose opponents made large
concessions were unaffected. This finding shows that the effect of the opponent's
emotion only occurs when it is in the negotiator's strategic interest to act on the
other's emotion. If there is no need to take the other's emotion into consideration, the
emotion effect is absent.

Third, the effect of the opponent’s emotion in the small-concessions condition
was mediated by participants' appraisals of the opponent's limits, a finding that is
strongly indicative of tracking. In sum, the results of Experiment 2.2 provide
cumulative support for the strategic-choice hypothesis and render the social
contagion hypothesis less plausible by showing that it is negotiators’ strategic
thinking, not their emotional reactions, that is responsible for the effects of the
opponent’s emotions on demands and concession making. Finally, Experiment 2.2
replicated the findings concerning participants' impressions of the opponent,
showing that participants with a happy opponent developed a more favorable
impression of the opponent than did those with an angry opponent.

Experiment 2.3
So far the focus has been on the effects of knowledge of the opponent's
experienced emotions on the focal negotiator's behavior. The strong support for the
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strategic-choice perspective poses the question of whether participants in the first two
experiments acted on the other's genuine emotions or on what they suspected to be
strategic considerations. Although great effort was taken to ensure that participants
believed that the opponent did not know that his or her emotion statements would be
revealed to the participant, this condition was not explicitly contrasted with a
situation in which the opponent knowingly communicated emotion statements
toward the recipient. The main objective of Experiment 2.3 was to explore this issue
in more detail.

Besides the methodological issue noted above, studying genuine and
communicated emotion in eonjunction is of theoretical importance. In real life,
negotiators are often confronted with their opponents' communicated emotions,
which do not necessarily reflect their true feeling states. In some situations people try
to suppress their emotions for self-presentational reasons (see DePaulo, 1992) or
because they believe that it is inappropriate to experience (Hochschild, 1983) or
express (Ekman & Friesen, 1969b) these emotions. In negotiations, individuals may
even strategically alter or feign emotions in an attempt to influence their opponents
(e.g., Barry, 1999; Thompson et al., 1999).

The fact that negotiators may suppress, hide, or fake emotions is not to say that
the opponent's experienced emotions always remain unknown. In fact, there are a
number of ways in which negotiators become aware of the emotions their opponent
experiences. First, the opponent's experienced emotion may "leak" from his or her
nonverbal (Ekman & Friesen, 1969a) or vocal (Manstead, Wagner, & MacDonald,
1984; Scherer, Feldstein, Bond, & Rosenthal, 1985) expressions. Second, a negotiator
may learn about the opponent's experienced emotions from secondary sources of
information, such as conversations with a third party, press conferences, newspaper
articles, and the like. Third, an experienced negotiator should be able to make an
educated guess as to which emotions the opponent is likely to experience given the
particularities of the situation. Thus, given that negotiators often have information
about both the experienced and the communicated emotions of the opponent, a
logical next step is to investigate how experienced and knowingly communicated
emotions interact to influence the focal negotiator's behavior,

A key difference between experienced and knowingly communicated
emotions is that communicated emotions are directed toward the recipient.
Experienced and communicated emotions can therefore be expected to have different
effects on behavior. In a strategic setting like negotiation, the opponent’s true emotion
provides strategically useful information about his or degree of satisfaction with the
present state of affairs. As was shown in Experiments 2.1 and 2.2, this kind of
information is likely to trigger strategic behavior. In contrast, the opponent's
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communicated emotion, which is intentionally directed toward the focal negotiator,
conveys information about the opponent's social intentions and relational orientation
(e.g., Fridlund, 1992; Knutson, 1996). Because the opponent’s communicated emotion
is addressed to the participant and therefore has direct bearing on him or her, and
because communicated anger is often followed by aggression directed toward the
target of the communication (Averill, 1982), communicated anger, more so than
communicated happiness, is likely to induce some degree of fear in the participant.
Indeed, research has documented that displays of anger evoke fear in observers,
especially when the anger display is directed toward the observer (Dimberg &
Ohman, 1983, 1996). Thus, because the opponent's expressions of anger are
knowingly directed at the participant, these expressions can be expected to elicit
complementary fear in the participant.

There is good evidence that fear depletes cognitive resources and thereby
influences information processing. Fear constrains attention to those features of the
environment that are concerned with safety or danger (Mathews & MacLeod, 1994).
Also, threat and concomitant stress prompt individuals to offer solutions to
problems without considering all the available information (Giora, 1987) and
increase cognitive rigidity and black-and-white thinking (Carnevale & Probst, 1998).
For instance, De Dreu, Giebels, and Van de Vliert (1998) found that the more threats
negotiators exchanged, the less integrative were their agreements (integrative
agreements require high levels of creative and flexible thinking). As summarized by
Ohman (2000), “mildly threatening stimuli capture attention, independently of its
current focus. As attention is then automatically switched to the threat, there is
competition for processing resources” (p. 582). In the current context, this means that
the opponent's angry communications should induce more fear and anxiety than the
opponent's happy communications, thereby reducing the attention given to the
opponent's experienced emotion. It was therefore predicted that the effect of the
opponent’s experienced emotion that was observed in Experiments 2.1 and 2.2
would be moderated by the opponent's communicated emotion, such that the
influence of the opponent's experienced emotion is greater when the opponent
communicates happiness than when the opponent communicates anger.

Method
Participants and Experimental Design
Participants were 77 male and female undergraduate students of the
University of Amsterdam, who participated for course credit or for monetary
compensation (10 Dutch guilders, roughly equivalent to $4). A 2 (opponent's
experienced emotion: anger vs. happiness) x 2 (opponent's communicated emotion:
anger vs. happiness) design was used. In addition to demand level, dependent
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variables were the participants’ emotions, their impressions of the opponent, their
evaluations of the negotiation, and perceived consistency between the opponent's
emotions. Participants were randomly assigned to the experimental conditions.

Procedure

The procedure was the same as in Experiment 2.1, with one major exception.
In addition to the opponent’'s experienced emotion, I also manipulated the
opponent’s communicated emotion. Participants were told that during the
negotiation there would be a number of opportunities to send a message to the
opponent and that the opponent would also get the opportunity to send messages. It
was made clear to the participants that the opponent knew that his or her messages
would be sent to the participant. In the first, third, and fifth negotiation round,
participants were given the opportunity to send the opponent a message, which they
could select from a list of prewritten messages. Participants could also choose not to
send a message.’

In the second, fourth, and sixth negotiation round, the opponent's offer was
accompanied by a message allegedly selected from the list of prewritten messages.
Participants received either three messages reflecting anger or three messages
reflecting happiness. In the angry messages condition the following messages were
used (in the second, fourth, and sixth rounds, respectively): "This is a ridiculous
offer, it really pisses me off"; "I am starting to get really angry”; and "All this is
starting to get really irritating." In the happy messages condition the following
messages were used: "This is going pretty well, I can't complain”; "I like the way
things are going, I can only be happy with this"; and "1 am pretty satisfied with this
negotiation.” The messages were pre-tested in a way similar to the emotional
statements used in Experiment 2.1. All messages were rated higher on the emotion
they were supposed to express than on the emotion they were not supposed to
express (all ts > 14, all ps < .001). Further, there was a significant effect of all
messages on the rating of the corresponding emotion (all ts > 12, all ps < .001), and
the messages did not differ with respect to comprehensibility (all ts < 1, ns).

As in Experiments 2.1 and 2.2, the opponent made the first offer. Participants
then responded with a demand and, if they chose to do so, with a message. Then, the
opponent's experienced emotion was revealed, and the opponent made a new offer.
In the second round, the participant posed a new demand, which was followed by a
new offer by the opponent, accompanied by either an angry or a happy message. In
the third and fifth round, participants again received information about the
opponent’s experienced emotion, and in the fourth and sixth round they received an
angry or a happy message. The negotiation was interrupted after six rounds, and
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participants who reached consensus prior to the sixth round were dropped from the
analyses (1 = 9; including these participants in the analyses did not change the
pattern of results).

The manipulation check items for the manipulation of the opponent's
experienced emotions were the same as those used in the previous experiments,
with the explicit instruction that participants should base their judgment purely on
the opponent's stated intentions (which contained information about the opponent’s
experienced emotion). The same manipulation check was also used for the
manipulation of the opponent's communicated emotion but with the instruction that
judgments should be based purely on the opponent's messages (which included the
opponent's communicated emotion). In addition, participants answered two
questions designed to check whether they correctly remembered the instructions
pertaining to the two types of information they received about their opponent.
Recall that participants were told that the opponent knew that his or her messages
would be sent to the participant but did not know that his or her intentions would
be revealed to the participant. To check participants' recollection of these
instructions, they were asked to indicate on a 5-point scale if they thought that the
opponent knew that his or her intentions were revealed to the participant and if they
thought that the opponent knew that his or her messages would be sent to the
participant (for both questions: 1 = definitely not, 5 = definitely).

After the manipulation checks, participants completed a questionnaire that
contained items designed to measure participants' own emotions, participants’
impressions of the opponent, and participants’ perceptions of the consistency
between the opponent's experienced and communicated emotions. Participants’
emotions were assessed in the same way as in Experiment 2.1. However, I added
three items measuring participants' fear (e.g., "To what extent did you experience
fear during the negotiation?”; 1 = not at all, 5 = to a great extent), which were
combined into a single index of fear (@ = .67). Participants' impressions of the
opponent were assessed by means of six items (e.g., "I have developed a positive
impression of the buyer"; 1 = totally disagree, 7 = totally agree), which were averaged
into a single index of impression of the opponent (o = .89). Perceived consistency
between the opponent's experienced and communicated emotions was measured
with three items (e.g., "The buyer's messages were consistent with his or her
intentions"; 1 = definitely not, 5 = definitely), which were combined into a single index
of consistency (o =.92).
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Results
Manipulation Checks

The manipulation of the opponent's experienced emotion was checked in the
same way as in the previous experiments. Again, ANOVA revealed a significant
two-way interaction between the opponent’s experienced emotion and the
participant's perception of the opponent's emotion, F(1, 66) = 264.02, p < .001. As
expected, participants in the angry opponent condition rated the opponent as more
angry (M = 6.15) than did participants in the happy opponent condition (M = 2.23),
H66) = 12.93, p < .001. Similarly, participants in the happy opponent condition rated
the opponent as happier (M = 5.32) than did participants in the angry opponent
condition (M = 1.43), #66) = 15.60, p < .001. Further, paired-sample ¢ tests showed
that participants in the angry opponent condition rated the opponent as more angry
than happy (M = 6.15 vs. M = 1.43), #(33) = 18.69, p < .001, and participants in the
happy opponent condition rated the opponent as more happy than angry (M = 5.32
vs. M = 2.25), #(33) = 7.54, p < .001.

Regarding the manipulation of the opponent's communicated emotion,
ANOVA revealed an interaction between the opponent’s communicated emotion
and the participant's perception of the opponent’s communicated emotion, F(1, 66) =
225.33, p < .001. Follow-up ¢ tests indicated that participants who received angry
messages perceived the opponent as angrier (M = 5.60) than did those who received
happy messages (M = 1.72), #(66) = 12.15, p < .001. Similarly, participants who
received happy messages rated the opponent as happier (M = 5.63) than did those
who received angry messages (M = 1.96), #(66) = 14.53, p < .001. Finally, participants
who received angry messages rated these messages as more angry than happy (M =
5.60 vs. M = 1.96), #(33) = 9.67, p < .001, and participants who received happy
messages rated these messages as more happy than angry (M = 5.63 vs. M = 1.72),
K33) = 11.73, p < .001.

Additional analyses were performed to check whether participants accurately
remembered the instructions pertaining to the two types of information they
received about their opponent's emotions. A one-sample ¢ test showed that
participants correctly recalled that their opponent did not know that his or her
intentions (i.e., experienced emotions) would be revealed to the participant (M =
1.24), #(67) = 34.05, p < .001. Participants also correctly remembered that the
opponent did know that his or her messages (i.e., communicated emotions) would
be sent to the participant (M = 4.54), #(67) = 14.33, p < .001.

Finally, the perceived consistency between the opponent's experienced and
communicated emotions was analyzed. ANOVA vyielded a two-way interaction
between the opponent's experienced emotion and the opponent's communicated
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emotion, F(1, 64) = 88.32, p < .001. Unsurprisingly, participants whose opponents
communicated emotions that did not correspond with their experienced emotions
reported more inconsistency between the intentions and the messages (M = 1.26 and
M = 1.75) than did those whose opponents communicated emotions that did
correspond (M = 3.56 and M = 3.96). These data provide additional support for the
effectiveness of the manipulation of the oppenent’s experienced and communicated
emotions.

Demand Level

Demands in Rounds 1 to 6 were submitted to a 2 (opponent's experienced
emotion: anger vs. happiness) x 2 (opponent’s communicated emotion: anger vs.
happiness) mixed-model ANOVA with negotiation round as a repeated-measures
variable. First, this analysis showed a main effect of negotiation round, F(5, 325) =
136.60, p < .001, indicating that demands declined over time {(Round 1, M = 630 to
Round 6, M = 442). Furthermore, the expected interaction between the opponent's
experienced and communicated emotions was found, F(1, 64) = 4.15, p < .05. Simple-
effects analyses indicated that as predicted, the opponent's experienced emotion had
no effect when the opponent sent angry messages (M = 532 for experienced anger
and M = 522 for experienced happiness), F(1, 64) < 1, ns. When the opponent sent
happy messages, however, the opponent's experienced emotion did influence
demands, F(1, 64) = 6.50, p < .02. As in Experiments 2.1 and 2.2, participants placed
lower demands when the opponent experienced anger rather than happiness (M =
465 vs. M = 541).

Results also revealed an interaction between the opponent's emotion and
negotiation round, F(5, 320) = 2.83, p < .02. Thus, consistent with the results from the
first two experiments, the effect of the opponent's experienced emotion increased
over time. Although the three-way interaction between the opponent’s experienced
emotion, communicated emotion, and negotiation round did not reach statistical
significance, F(5, 320) = 1.30, ns, simple-effects analyses yielded results that are fully
consistent with those of Experiments 2.1 and 2.2 (see Figure 2.3). As predicted, there
was a significant interaction between the opponent's experienced emotion and
negotiation round for participants who received happy messages, F(5, 320) = 3.49, p
< 005, but not for participants who received angry messages, F(5, 320) <1, ns.

Participants’ Emotions and Impression of the Opponent

As predicted, ANOVA showed that participants who received angry
messages from the opponent reported more fear than did those who received happy
messages (M = 2.91 vs. M = 1.5, respectively), F(1, 64) = 5.77, p < .02, whereas there
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was no effect of the opponent's experienced emotion, F(1, 64) < 1, ns. In contrast to
the previous experiments, participants' self-reported anger and happiness were not
influenced by the opponent's emotions. However, this is not surprising when we
take into consideration that half of the participants in Experiment 2.3 were
confronted with an opponent who experienced anger but communicated happiness,
or vice versa. This explanation is supported by a marginally significant interaction
between experienced and communicated emotion on participants' self-reported
anger and happiness, which shows that participants' own emotions tend to be
influenced by the opponent's emotions when the opponent's experienced and
communicated emotions are consistent but not when they are inconsistent, F(1, 64) =
2,63, p=_.08.

Happy Communications Angry Communications
700 1 Opponent's Emotion 700 1 Opponent's Emotion
650 = —&— Anger 650 = —&— Anger
g 600 - ' —o—Happiness g 600 - —o— Happiness
—' 550 - — 550 -
2 2
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Negotiation Round Negotiation Round

Figure 2.3 - Demand level as a function of the opponent’s experienced emotion, the
opponent’s communicated emotion, and negotiation round in Experiment 2.3.

In line with the results from Experiments 2.1 and 2.2, participants’
impressions of the opponent were influenced by the opponent's experienced
emotion. Participants who negotiated with a happy opponent developed a more
positive impression of the opponent (M = 4.69) than did those who negotiated with
an angry opponent (M = 2.07), F(1, 64) = 147.88, p < .001. Impressions of the
opponent were also influenced by the opponent's communicated emotions.
Participants who received happy messages developed a more favorable impression
of the opponent (M = 3.92) than did those who received angry messages (M = 2.84),
F(1, 64) = 37.59, p < .001. Further, an additive interaction between experienced and
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communicated emotion showed that the most unfavorable impressions were made
by opponents who were angry and also communicated anger (M = 1.59), whereas
the most favorable impressions were made by opponents who were happy and also
communicated happiness (M = 5.77), F(1, 64) = 545, p < .025. The other two cells
took intermediate positions that differed from both extremes (M = 2.46 for
experienced anger/communicated happiness, and M = 3.83 for experienced
happiness/communicated anger).

Mediation Analysis

It was predicted that the moderating effect of the opponent's communicated
emotion would be due to increased fear in participants who received angry messages.
Thus, there should be evidence that communicated emotion moderates the effect of
experienced emotion on demands through its effect on fear. According to Hull,
Tedlie, and Lehn (1992), if the original predictor (communicated emotion) is
interactively related to the dependent variable (demands), then the proposed
mediator (fear) will also be interactively related to the dependent variable. The
proper control is then formed by taking the "covariate interaction” between the
mediator (fear) and the independent variable (experienced emotion). To establish
mediation, results should show a main effect of communicated emotion on fear and
an interaction between experienced and communicated emotion on demands. Both of
these requirements were met (see above). Further, the interaction between
experienced and communicated emotion should disappear when controlling for the
covariate interaction. To test whether this was the case, an analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) was conducted in which the interactive effect of experienced emotion
and communicated emotion on level of demand was computed after the covariate
interaction (Experienced Emotion x Fear) had been controlled for (see Hull et al.,
1992; Stevens, 1996). As expected, when controlling for this interaction the originally
significant interaction between experienced emotion and communicated emotion was
reduced to nonsignificance, F(1, 63) = 1.80, ns, and a significant main effect of
experienced emotion emerged, F(1, 63) = 5.09, p < .03, with means ordered in the
same pattern as in Experiments 2.1 and 2.2. These results support the conclusion that
the moderating effect of communicated emotion is due to increased levels of fear in
participants who received angry rather than happy messages.

Discussion
The results of Experiment 2.3 corroborate the present hypotheses. As
predicted, participants who received happy messages were strongly influenced by
their opponent's experienced emotions, those whose opponents experienced anger
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placing lower demands than those whose opponents experienced happiness.
However, this effect was not obtained for participants who received angry
communications. Furthermore, a mediation analysis showed that the moderating
effect of the opponent’s communicated emotion was caused by increased levels of
fear in participants who received angry communications. Although the results
pertaining to demands and concessions are consistent with the predictions, it is
important to consider an alternative account for these findings. The data show that
participants conceded most to opponents who experienced anger and expressed
happiness. The reader might argue that participants in this condition were exposed
to inconsistent emotions and that the effects result from individuals' responses to
such ineonsistencies. Below, I consider two alternative explanations that stem from
the notion of inconsistency between emotions, one pertaining to emotional contrast
effects, the other to the strategic use of emotion in negotiation.

With regard to contrast effects, research has documented that judgments are
relative and that the context in which a stimulus is presented serves as a reference
point against which the stimulus is compared and judged (e.g., Bazerman, 1990; Eiser,
1990). For example, Helson (1947) showed that weights are judged lighter to the
extent that the stimulus coritext consists of heavier weights. Similar contrast effects
have been shown in the domain of emotions (Manstead, Wagner, & MacDonald, 1983;
Thayer, 1980), and Rafaeli and Sutton (1991) argued that such emotional contrast
effects may be effectively used as a tool to elicit compliance. Although at first sight
the results of Experiment 2.3 may seem to reflect a contrast effect, it is important to
note that an emotional contrast perspective would imply a symmetrical rather than
an asymmetrical effect. That is, if the emotional contrast explanation were viable,
participants should have made lower demands both in the experienced
anger/communicated happiness and in the experienced happiness/communicated
anger conditions. However, the data show that participants yielded more to an
opponent who felt angry and expressed happiness than to an opponent who felt
happy and expressed anger.

A second alternative account stems from negotiators' possible responses to
the opponent's perceived emotional deception. In negotiations, permission to
mislead is to some degree implied (Carr, 1968; Ekman, 2001), and people regard the
strategic use of emotion as more ethically acceptable than other forms of deliberate
deception, such as misrepresentation of factual information or making false
promises (Barry, 1999). Thus, negotiators dealing with an opponent who is known to
be happy but expresses anger might discount the other's expressed anger as a
strategic ploy and decide not to give in. In fact, the discovery of deception in
negotiation has been shown to increase disagreements (Roth & Murnighan, 1983;
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Schweitzer & Croson, 1999) and to lead negotiators to reject offers that they would
have accepted had they not discovered the deceit (Boles, Croson, & Murnighan,
2000), suggesting that a negotiator’s response to a happy opponent who expresses
anger would consist of higher rather than lower demands. Conversely, the
combination of experienced anger and expressed happiness does not make sense
from a strategic viewpoint, and as such the expressed happiness may be seen as a
validation of the experienced anger, leading negotiator’s to concede to an angry
opponent who expresses happiness.*

Although this explanation can account nicely for the fact that negotiators do
not make large concessions to an opponent who experiences happiness but expresses
anger, it cannot account for the fact that negotiators concede more to an opponent
who experiences anger and expresses happiness than to an opponent who
experiences anger and also expresses anger. An explanation in terms of fear and
information processing can account for this finding: The opponent's expressions of
anger elicit fear in the focal negotiator, leading him or her to pay less attention to the
other's experienced emotions and consequently to be less influenced by them. This
-explanation is not only compatible with the results obtained in Experiment 2.3 but is
also consistent with the results of Experiment 2.2, which show that negotiators are
only affected by their opponent's emotions if they are motivated to consider them. In
short, I believe that an explanation in terms of fear and information processing can
most parsimoniously account for the observed pattern of results. Nevertheless,
future research is needed to develop a better understanding of the combined effects
of experienced and expressed emotions on negotiation behavior.

General Discussion

Recently researchers have started to address the role of emotions in
negotiation, focusing on the question of how an individual's affect influences his or
her own information processing and behavior (i.e., intrapersonal effects) in
negotiation. The present research is the first to empirically address the effects of one
negotiator's emotions on the other negotiator's behavior (i.e., interpersonal effects).
Experiment 2.1 showed that anger leads to lower demands and larger concessions
whereas happiness leads to higher demands and smaller concessions. Experiment 2.2
demonstrated that this effect is caused by tracking (cf. Pruitt, 1981} and that the effect
is mitigated if the opponent undermines the motivation to take his or her emotions
into consideration by making large concessions. Finally, Experiment 2.3 showed that
the effect is removed when the opponent sends angry rather than happy messages,
because angry messages induce fear in the receiver and distract the receiver's
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attention from the opponent's experienced emotion. These findings have a number of
important theoretical and practical implications, which are discussed below.

Implications and Contributions

In the Introduction I used two distinct theoretical perspectives to develop
competing hypotheses regarding the interpersonal effects of anger and happiness in
negotiations. The social contagion hypothesis posits that negotiators with an angry
opponent become angry and therefore place high demands, while those with a happy
opponent become happy and place low demands. In contrast, the strategic-choice
hypothesis posits that negotiators mismatch the opponent's emotions, predicting that
those with an angry counterpart make lower demands than those with a happy
counterpart. Although the results provide support for social contagion (i.e., anger
induced anger and happiness induced happiness), this contagion did not affect
negotiation behavior. That is, I did not replicate previous research showing that
happy negotiators place lower demands and concede more than do angry negotiators
(cf. Baron, 1990; Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Forgas, 1998). Rather, strong support for the
strategic-choice hypothesis was obtained in all three experiments: Negotiators with
an angry opponent made lower demands and larger concessions than did negotiators
with a happy opponent.

There are several explanations for the apparent inconsistency between the
results for demands and concessions (supporting the strategic-choice perspective) on
the one hand and the results for self-reported emotion (supporting the social
contagion perspective) on the other hand. For example, one could argue that
participants’ emotions resulted from self-perception of their own behavior rather
than from the opponent's emotions. That is, the anger that was reported by
participants with an angry opponent may have originated from frustration because
of the relatively large concessions they had made during the negotiation (moving
them away from their goal), rather than from the opponent’s anger per se. Similarly,
participants’ happiness may have resulted from their own small concessions
(bringing them closer to their goal), rather than from the opponent's happiness.
However, multivariate analyses of covariance with the opponent's emotion as the
independent variable, the participant's anger and happiness as the dependent
variables, and the participant's average demands as a covariate provided no support
for such an explanation.’

Another explanation is that social contagion did occur but was overruled by
strategic considerations. Research has shown that mismatching is especially likely to
occur when negotiators lack information about the opponent's outcomes (Liebert et
al., 1968; Yukl, 1974a) and limits (Pruitt & Syna, 1985). Because this was the case in
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the present experiments, the tendency to mismatch the opponent's perceived
toughness (in the case of anger) or weakness (in the case of happiness) might have
been especially strong. Thus, pending further research, it can be cautiously
concluded that social contagion may affect self-reported emotions in computer-
mediated negotiation settings but that this does not translate into behavior. Instead,
it appears as if two distinct processes emerge when negotiators receive information
about their adversaries' emotions: The information influences their own emotional
state through contagion-like processes, and at the same time, they strategically use
the information to track the opponent's limit and to make demands.

Although the specific roles played by contagion and strategic choice must
await further research, the present research adds to the knowledge of negotiation,
emotion, and computer-mediated communication in a number of ways. It enhances
understanding of the negotiation process by showing that one negotiator's emotions
influence another negotiator's behavior, thereby underlining once again the
importance of motivational factors in negotiation. It also contributes to the literature
on mismatching. Early research on mismatching (e.g., Bartos, 1974; Chertkoff &
Conley, 1967; Druckman et al., 1972; Komorita & Brenner, 1968; Liebert et al., 1968;
Pruitt & Syna, 1985; Smith et al., 1982; Yukl, 1974a, 1974b) specifically focused on the
influence of the opponent’s demands and concessions on the focal negotiator's
demands and concessions and showed that they tend to be inversely related:
Negotiators respond with high demands to the opponent's low demands and with
low demands to the opponent's high demands. More recent research has shown that
it is not the opponent's concessions per se that cause mismatching but rather
negotiators’ interpretation of the opponent's behavior (De Dreu et al,, 1994). The
present results are in line with this conclusion and suggest that the emotions that
accompany the opponent's demands modify the focal negotiator's interpretation of
the opponent's behavior. Indeed, the data of Experiment 2.2 show that negotiators
perceived happy opponents as more conciliatory than angry opponents.

The current findings also extend knowledge of the social effects of emotions by
showing that emotions have interpersonal effects on negotiation behavior.
Furthermore, they show that privately experienced and knowingly communicated
emotions may have quite different effects on people's behavior when they are both
presented at the same time, at least in negotiation settings. It appears that in
negotiations, experienced emotions have an informational function: They provide
background information, which serves as input for negotiators' strategic decision
making, Communicated emotions, on the other hand, seem to serve a social function:
They are intentionally directed toward the recipient and hence provide information
about the status of the interpersonal relation and the sender's social intentions (cf.
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Fridlund, 1992; Knutson, 1996). Future research might investigate whether this
difference between experienced and communicated emotions also pertains in
situations where people are not dependent on one another for their outcomes.

The results of Experiment 2.2 suggest that negotiators only use the opponent's
emotions to track his or her limit when the opponent employs a tough strategy.
Accordingly, their demands and concessions are affected by the opponent's emotions
when the opponent makes small concessions but not when the opponent makes large
concessions. This pattern of results suggests that negotiators consider the other's
emotions especially when they are motivated to do so, for example because the
other's behavior is not very conducive to reaching an agreement that is favorable to
oneself. The results of Experiment 2.3 suggest that when the opponent sends angry
messages, fear increases and less attention is given to the other's experienced
emotions. This pattern of results suggests that the other's experienced emotions have
an impact especially when negotiators allocate cognitive resources to consider them.
Together, these results seem to indicate that the interpersonal effects of other's
experienced emotions in negotiation settings occur when the focal negotiator (a) is
motivated to consider the other's emotion and (b) has the cognitive resources
available to consider them.

The current findings also have interesting implications for theorizing in the
domain of computer-mediated communication. More and more interactions occur via
computer-mediated media such as the Internet or e-mail, and social and
organizational decisions are increasingly being made through negotiations conducted
via such technological media (Moore et al.,, 1999). Computer-mediated
communication differs from face-to-face communication in a number of ways. For
example, it has been argued that interactions via communication media such as e-
mail are characterized by a higher frequency of counternormative social behaviors
(Kiesler & Sproull, 1992), and individuals engaged in computer-mediated
communication are more likely to display emotions that in other settings might be
masked in socially appropriate ways (Thompson & Nadler, 2002). The present
research contributes to this literature by showing that the emotions that arise in
computer-mediated communication can have profound effects on the subsequent
interaction and on the decisions that are made.

Finally, the present research has obvious practical implications. Although
professional negotiators and lay people alike tend to have strong beliefs about how
emotions should be managed in negotiations, these beliefs have never been
systematically tested, and the effects of emotions in negotiations are incompletely
understood. The current findings poeint to the impact of anger and happiness on
negotiations and have important implications for negotiation and conflict resolution.
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Moreover, the relevance of these findings is unlikely to be limited to the negotiation
setting and may well generalize to other domains of social interaction such as
leadership, politics, personal relationships, and, more generally, persuasion and
compliance.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

There are some limitations to these findings. First and foremost, there was no
face-to-face interaction. As discussed in the introduction to Experiment 2.1, an explicit
decision was made to maintain experimental control at the expense of mundane
realism, and a computer-mediated negotiation paradigm was adopted to permit a
carefully controlled manipulation of the opponent's emotion. As a result, some
caution is needed when generalizing the results. At the very least, the findings
pertain to computer-mediated negotiations. Given the pervasiveness of negotiation as
a form of social interaction and the increasing popularity of information technologies
as communication media, the question of how individuals react to each other's
emotions in computer-mediated communication is of great theoretical and practical
importance (cf. McKersie & Fonstad, 1997; Moore et al., 1999). However, there is no
reason to suspect that the findings are restricted to the domain of computer-mediated
interaction. Future research could shed more light on this issue by investigating the
extent to which the interpersonal effects of emotions and the underlying processes
identified in the present research generalize across settings.

A related issue concerns the magnitude of the effects obtained in the present
research. One could argue that the fact that participants in these experiments were
only provided with information about the opponent's emotional state had the effect
of focusing their attention on that information. If so, the results might overestimate
the effects of emotions in real negotiations. As Moore et al. (1999) put it, "Although
purely written communication media severely limit the opportunities for affective
displays, opportunities for mutually reinforcing displays of emotion are not
eliminated. Indeed, such displays, where they occur, may take on heightened
importance in an impoverished medium like e-mail" (p. 26). This possibility cannot be
ruled out on the basis of the current data. In fact, the results of Experimehts 2.2 and
2.3 suggest that attention and information processing play an important role in
determining the (magnitude of) the interpersonal effects of emotions in negotiation,
suggesting that the effects might be smaller if larger quantities of information have to
be attended to and processed. However, I believe that the possible overestimation of
the effect stemming from high levels of attention to emotional stimuli in the present
experiments might be offset in more naturalistic negotiations by high levels of
involvement, which could lead negotiators to be more strongly influenced by others'
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emotions. Furthermore, it is possible that emotions have stronger effects in face-to-
face interaction than they do in computer-mediated interaction, because in the former
case the emotional information is conveyed nonverbally as well as verbally.

Another issue is whether the opponent's emotion is justified in the focal
negotiator's mind. In the present experiments, the opponent's emotion was not made
contingent on the participant's demands, because I wanted to conduct a carefully
controlled and unconfounded test of the hypotheses. Thus, in some cases the
opponent's anger or happiness may have struck participants as more reasonable than
in other cases, depending on participants' own demands. This raises the question of
how justification of the other's emotions influences the focal negotiator's behavioral
reactions to those emotions. For the same methodological reasons, the opponent's
offers and emotions were not contingent on one another. Rather, the opponent's
offers were the same in all conditions. Thus, it is not possible to determine how
correspondence (or lack thereof) of the opponent's offers and emotions influenced the
focal negotiator's demands. These questions could be addressed in future studies.

Future research could also investigate the influence of individual difference
variables relating to emotional expressiveness and attention to emotions. Research by
Friedman and Riggio (1981) suggests that individual differences in nonverbal
emotional expressiveness influence the spread of emotions. In a somewhat related
vein, Gasper and Clore (2000) showed that individuals high in attention to emotion
tend to perceive their affect as relevant and to use it in their judgments, whereas
individuals low in attention to emotion tend not to focus on affect and not perceive it
as relevant to their judgments. Both emotional expressiveness and attention to
emotion are related to the concept of emotional intelligence — "the ability to monitor
one’s own and others' feelings and emotions, to discriminate among them, and to use
this information to guide one's thinking and actions"” (Salovey & Mayer, 1990, p. 189).
I believe that incorporating individual differences in emotional intelligence in future
research could enhance understanding of the role of emotion in negotiation and,
more generally, in social interaction.

Another avenue for future study concerns the long-term consequences of
anger. How does anger influence the relationship between the negotiators? Do the
effects of anger persist over time, or do they diminish or even backfire in the long
run? The present findings show that angry negotiators are evaluated less favorably
than are happy negotiators, suggesting that anger may harm the interpersonal
relationship. These findings point to an interesting dilemma facing negotiators who
anticipate future interaction. On the one hand, negotiators may be motivated to
strategically present happiness in order to make a good impression and to induce or
maintain a positive interpersonal relationship. On the other hand, they may choose to
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use anger to get their opponents to go along with their preferences. Future research
might investigate which of these strategies is more beneficial in the long run.

Conclusion

Complementing previous research on mismatching and the social effects of
emotions, the present work shows that anger on the part of the opponent elicits
compliance in the focal negotiator, whereas happiness elicits exploitation. Consistent
with a strategic-choice perspective, this effect was shown to be caused by tracking.
Negotiators concede more to an angry opponent than to a happy one because they
believe the former to have a higher limit than the latter, which increases the need to
make concessions in order to avoid impasse. This effect disappears when the focal
negotiator's ability or motivation to consider the information that is provided by the
opponent's emotions is reduced. Together, these experiments show that emotions
have pervasive effects on negotiation behavior and outcomes, especially when
negotiators are both motivated and able to act on the information available in the
opponent's emotions.
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Notes

' In line with this pattern, judgment of the opponent's concession magnitude was not
only influenced by the opponent’s concession size (see manipulation check), but
also by the opponent's emotion. Participants with a happy opponent judged the
opponent’s concessions to be larger (M = 3.69) than did those with an angry
‘opponent (M = 2.48), F(1, 87) =27.71, p < .001.

? I decided to use simple-effects analyses to maintain analytical consistency across
experiments. However, a contrast analysis yielded similar results.

? Analysis of participants' messages revealed no significant effects and thus is not
discussed any further.

* I thank an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this possibility.

* In Experiment 2.1, the effect of the opponent’s emotion on participants’ happiness

was slightly reduced from F(2, 115) = 3.36, p < .04, to F(2, 114) = 2.85, p =.062,

when average demand was added as a covariate, and the effect on participants'

anger was reduced from F(2, 115) = 8.01, p < .001, to F(2, 114) = 5.53, p < .01.

However, in Experiments 2.2 and 2.3 the effect of the opponent's emotion on

participants’ emotions was unaffected when average demand was included as a

covariate.
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CHAPTER 3

The Interpersonal Effects of Emotions in Negotiations:
A Motivated Information Processing Approach

Based on Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead (2004c)

Negotiation is one of the most common and constructive ways of dealing
with social conflict. It may be defined as the joint decision making between
interdependent individuals with divergent interests (Pruitt, 1998). Most of us
negotiate on a regular basis, for instance with our spouses about the division of
household chores, with our children about how to spend the holidays, and with our
students about task assignments in a research project. Although emotions are
inherent to negotiation and social conflict (Davidson & Greenhalgh, 1999), and are
crucial to understanding how individuals behave within bargaining situations
(Barry, 1999), surprisingly little attention has been given to the role of emotions in
negotiations. In this chapter I focus on the social effects of emotions in negotiation
(i.e., the way negotiators respond to their opponent’s emotions), and develop a
motivated information processing model that accounts for these effects.

Emotions in Negotiation

There are myriad definitions of emotion. However, most definitions point to
three distinct features of emotion: physiological reactions, action tendencies, and
subjective experience (Lazarus, 1991). Emotions differ from moods in that they are
discrete (Russell & Feldman Barrett, 1999), of relatively high intensity and short
duration (Barry, 1999; Forgas, 1992; Oatley & Jenkins, 1996), and intentional, that is,
directed at an object, person or event (Frijda, 1993; Russell & Feldman Barrett, 1999).
In this chapter I will use the term emotion in the sense intended above, whereas
affect will be used as a superordinate construct that encompasses both moods. and
emotions (cf. Barry & Oliver, 1996).

Prior research has mostly focused on the intrapersonal effects of affect (moods
and emotions) in negotiation, that is, the influence of a negotiator's emotional state
on his or her own behavior. For example, positive affect has been shown to increase
concession making (Baron, 1990), stimulate creative problem solving (Isen,
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Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987), increase joint gains (Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, & Raia,
1997; Carnevale & Isen, 1986), increase preferences for cooperation (Baron, Fortin,
Frei, Hauver, & Shack, 1990), reduce the use of contentious tactics (Carnevale & Isen,
1986), and increase the use of cooperative negotiation strategies (Forgas, 1998).
Conversely, negative affect has been shown to decrease initial offers (Baron et al.,
1990), decrease joint gains (Allred et al., 1997), promote the rejection of ultimatum
offers (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996), increase the use of competitive strategies
(Forgas, 1998), and decrease the desire to work together in the future (Allred et al.,
1997).

These studies show quite consistently that negotiators experiencing positive
affect tend to be more cooperative and conciliatory, whereas negotiators who are in
a negative affective state tend to be more competitive and reluctant to make
concessions. Although this research has greatly improved our understanding of the
interplay between a negotiator's affective state and his or her cognitions and
behavior, it has ignored the fact that negotiation is a social phenomenon -
negotiators' emotions influence not only themselves, but also their counterparts.
Recently, several scholars have emphasized the importance of the interpersonal
effects of emotions in negotiations (e.g., Adler, Rosen, & Silverstein, 1998; Barry,
1999; Barry, Fulmer, & Van Kleef, 2004; Barry & Oliver, 1996; Davidson &
Greenhalgh, 1999; Morris & Keltner, 2000; Thompson, Medvec, Seiden, & Kopelman,
2001; Thompson, Nadler, & Kim, 1999; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004b),
arguing that emotions have important social functions and consequences. Most
notably, emotions convey information about how one feels about things (Ekman,
1993; Scherer, 1986), about one's social intentions (Ekman, Friesen, & Ellsworth,
1972; Fridlund, 1994), and about one's orientation toward other people (Knutson,
1996). In this way, emotions can serve as incentives or deterrents for other people’s
behavior (Klinnert, Campos, Sorce, Emde & Svejda, 1983): Negative emotions serve
as a call for mental or behavioral adjustment, whereas positive emotions serve as a
cue to stay the course (Cacioppo & Gardner, 1999).

This shift in focus from the intrapersonal effects to the interpersonal effects of
emotions has resulted in a number of articles on different aspects of the
interpersonal effects of emotions in negotiation (see, e.g., Barry, 1999; Barry &
Oliver, 1996; Kopelman, Rosette, & Thompson, 2001; Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2004;
Thompson et al., 2001; Van Kleef et al., 2004b). Most relevant for the present
purposes are the studies by Van Kleef et al. (2004b) and Sinaceur and Tiedens (2004).
In a computer-mediated negotiation task with a simulated opponent, Van Kleef et al.
(2004b, Exp. 1) provided participants with information about the opponent's
emotional state (angry, happy, or no emotion) at three timepoints during the
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negotiation. Consistent with the social functions perspective outlined above,
participants with an angry opponent placed lower demands and made larger
concessions than did participants with a non-emotional opponent, whereas
participants with a happy opponent placed higher demands and made smaller
concessions (see Chapter 2). Sinaceur and Tiedens (2004) examined the effects of
anger using a different paradigm, and obtained similar results. In face-to-face
negotiations, they instructed one negotiator in each dyad to show either anger or
happiness. In line with the results obtained by Van Kleef et al. (2004b), Sinaceur and
Tiedens found that participants conceded more to an angry as opposed to a happy
counterpart. Thus, results from research in different experimental settings (i.e.,
computer-mediated and face-to-face) point to the powerful social impact of emotions
such as anger and happiness on negotiation behavior. These findings are strongly
compatible with the social functions perspective, because they show that anger
triggers behavioral adjustment (i.e., larger concessions) by serving as a negative
reinforcer of other people's behavior, whereas happiness triggers smaller
concessions by serving as a positive reinforcer.

Furthering understanding of the processes underlying the effects of anger and
happiness, Van Kleef et al. (2004b, Exp. 2) showed that these effects result from
tracking (see Pruitt, 1981). Negotiators used their opponent's emotions to infer the
location of his or her limits, and subsequently used this information to make a
counteroffer. In other words, negotiators who were confronted with an angry
opponent estimated the opponent's limit to be high, and to avoid costly impasse
they placed low demands and made large concessions. Conversely, negotiators with
a happy opponent judged the opponent's limit to be low, felt no need to concede to
avoid impasse, and accordingly placed high demands and made small concessions
(see Chapter 2). In conjunction with the previously described research on the social
functions of emotions, these findings suggest that the interpersonal effects of anger
and happiness are the result of a process of strategic decision-making on the part of
the emotion-perceiving negotiator. In other words, negotiators use the information
about the other's emotion to design their own negotiation strategy.

Negotiating is a complex and cognitively taxing venture. Negotiators need to
keep in mind their own preferences and limits, and, at the same time, monitor the
opponent's behavior, try to locate his or her limits, and combine all this information
to design an optimal strategy. The question that arises is whether negotiators are
motivated to mobilize their scarce cognitive resources to pay attention to, scrutinize,
and process the strategic information that is provided by the opponent's emotions.
In the following section, I provide an overview of the literature pertaining to
motivation and information processing in negotiations, and propose that the degree
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to which negotiators will be influenced by their opponent's emotions will depend on
their motivation to process the strategic information implicit in those emotions.

Motivated Information Processing
According to so-called dual-process models, individuals can process
information in either a quick, effortless, and heuristic way, or in a more effortful,
deliberate, and systematic manner (for overviews, see Chaiken & Trope, 1999;
Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Smith & DeCoster, 2000). Whether individuals will
engage in such systematic and thorough information processing depends on their
epistemic motivation — the desire to develop and maintain a rich and accurate
understanding of the world, including the negotiation task (De Dreu & Carnevale,
| 2003; Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski & Ajzen, 1983).
| Epistemic motivation can be rooted in individual differences. For instance,
' individuals differ in their chronie need for cognitive closure (Kruglanski & Webster,
1996; Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). Individuals at the high need for closure end of
the continuum are characterized by considerable cognitive impatience. They tend to
process less information before committing to a position or a course of action, and
they are likely to leap to judgment on the basis of incomplete information.
Individuals low in need for closure, on the other hand, prefer to suspend judgment
until they have processed all the available information, or until time and energy are
depleted (Kruglanski & Ajzen, 1983; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996; Mayseless &
Kruglanski, 1987).

Epistemic motivation may also vary as a function of the situation. De Dreu
and Carnevale's (2003) review of the literature suggests that epistemic motivation is
increased when a task is perceived as attractive (Webster, 1993) or personally
involving (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986); when one is held
accountable for one's judgments and decisions (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Lerner &
Tetlock, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Tetlock, 1992); and when outcomes are
framed as losses (De Dreu, Carnevale, Emans, & Van de Vliert, 1994; Dunegan,
1993). Examples of conditions that have been shown to decrease epistemic
motivation include environmental noise (Kruglanski & Webster, 1991), mental
fatigue (Webster, Richter, & Kruglanski, 1996), time pressure (De Dreu, 2003;
Freund, Kruglanski, & Shpitzajzen, 1985; Heaton & Kruglanski, 1991; Jamieson &
Zanna, 1989; Kruglanski & Freund, 1983; Sanbomatsu & Fazio, 1990), and power
(Fiske, 1993; Fiske & Dépret, 1996; Goodwin, Gubin, Fiske, & Yzerbyt, 2000; Neuberg
& Fiske, 1987).

The consequences of having high versus low epistemic motivation have been
investigated in a large number of contexts, resulting in convergent evidence as to its
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effects on a multitude of dependent variables. Among other things, heightened
epistemic motivation has been shown to stimulate hypothesis generation (Mayseless
& Kruglanski, 1987), decrease the tendency to assimilate judgments to primed
constructs (Ford & Kruglanski, 1995), decrease the selective use of information
(Stuhlmacher & Champagne, 2000), reduce judgmental confidence (e.g., Kruglanski
& Webster, 1991), discourage the use of stereotypes and heuristics (e.g., De Dreu,
2003; De Dreu, Koole, & Oldersma, 1999; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Kruglanski &
Freund, 1983), focus information search on diagnostic rather than prototypical
information (Kruglanski & Mayseless, 1988), decrease the support for chosen
alternatives (Zakay, 1993), reduce the tendency to reject opinion deviates
(Kruglanski & Webster, 1991), reduce the reliance on fixed-pie perceptions in
negotiations (De Dreu, 2003; De Dreu, Koole, & Steinel, 2000), and increase the
tendency to engage in systematic information processing (De Dreu, 2003; De Dreu et
al,, 1999; Mayseless & Kruglanski, 1987). This list is by no means exhaustive, but it
suffices to characterize the general effect of epistemic motivation, which is to
increase individuals' deliberate, thoughtful, and systematic information processing.
This brief overview also reveals that previous research on epistemic motivation has
not addressed the potential influence of these variables on the way in which
individuals process and act upon other people's emotions. The aim of the present
research is to fill this void by investigating the moderating influence of epistemic
motivation on the interpersonal effects of anger and happiness in negotiations.

The Present Research

Prior research by Van Kleef et al. (2004b) on the interpersonal effects of anger
and happiness on concession making suggests that these effects are mediated by
cognitive processes that require some degree of information processing on the part
of the emotion-perceiving negotiator. Negotiators monitor their opponent's
emotions, use those emotions to estimate the opponent's limits, and modify their
demands according to the presumed location of those limits. As a result, negotiators
concede more to an angry opponent than to a happy one (see Chapter 2). Because of
the cognitive nature of this process, it can be predicted that the effects of the
opponent's emotions will be moderated by the focal negotiator's motivation to
consider the strategic information that is provided by those emotions. Thus, the
central proposition of the current research is that epistemic motivation determines
the extent to which negotiators will be influenced by their opponent’s emotions.
Below three experiments are reported that tested this proposition, each using a
different operationalization of epistemic motivation. In Experiment 3.1, participants’
dispositional need for cognitive closure was assessed, and they were subsequently
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confronted with an angry, a happy, or a non-emotional opponent. In Experiment 3.2,
epistemic motivation was manipulated through time pressure, and participants
negotiated with either an angry or a happy counterpart. Finally, in Experiment 3.3
epistemic motivation was manipulated by varying participants’ power, and they
were again confronted with an angry or a happy opponent. To further confidence in
the generalizability of the present theory and results, I decided to test the hypotheses
within different populations (undergraduate students in Experiments 3.1 and 3.2,
and managers from a variety of organizations in Experiment 3.3). To demonstrate
that the findings are not limited to one particular experimental paradigm, the
proposed model was tested using both laboratory experiments (Experiments 3.1 and
3.2) and a scenario study (Experiment 3.3).

Experiment 3.1

Previous research has shown that negotiators with an angry opponent make
lower demands than do those with a non-emotional opponent, whereas those with a
happy opponent make higher demands (Van Kleef et al., 2004b; see Chapter 2). On
the basis of the literature on epistemic motivation and information processing, it was
expected that this effect would be stronger for individuals low in dispositional need
for cognitive closure (i.e., high epistemic motivation) than for individuals high in
need for closure (i.e., low epistemic motivation). Furthermore, because of the nature
of the emotion manipulation (see below), it was expected that the effect of the
opponent'’s emotion for participants with a low need for closure would become
stronger after each negotiation round (cf. Van Kleef et al., 2004b). Thus, I predicted a
three-way interaction between the opponent's emotion, the participant's need for
closure, and negotiation round, such that only participants with a low (as opposed
to a high) need for closure would make lower demands to an angry opponent than
to a happy one, and that this effect would become stronger after each consecutive
round (Hypothesis 3.1).

Method

Participants and Experimental Design

A total of 115 male and female undergraduate students at the University of
Amsterdam participated either in partial fulfillment of a course requirement or for
monetary compensation (10 Dutch guilders, approximately $4; participants who
were paid did not differ in their responses from those who received course credits).
The experimental design included the opponent's emotion (anger vs. happiness vs.
no emotion) and the participant's need for cognitive closure (high vs. low) as
between-participants variables, and demand level as the main dependent variable.

s
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Participants were randomly assigned to the experimental conditions, and the
experimenters were blind to this assignment.

Procedure

For each session, six to eight participants were invited to the laboratory. Upon
arrival, participants were welcomed to the experiment, and were seated in separate
cubicles in front of a computer. From that point on all instructions, questionnaires,
and experimental tasks were presented on the computer screen. To facilitate the
manipulation of the opponent's emotion (see below), participants were led to believe
that the purpose of the study was to find out how knowledge about one's opponent's
intentions affects negotiation processes in a situation where the negotiating parties
cannot see each other. Subsequently, they were instructed that they would engage in
a computer-mediated negotiation with another participant (whose behavior was in
fact simulated by the computer). The experiment consisted of four parts — the
assessment of need for closure, a filler task, the negotiation, and a post-negotiation
questionnaire. v

Assessment of need for closure. Need for closure was assessed through a
validated (De Dreu et al., 1999) Dutch translation of the original Need for Cognitive
Closure Scale (NFCS) developed by Webster and Kruglanski (1994). Participants
received a 42-item questionnaire to be scored on 5-point Likert scales (1 = totally
disagree to 5 = totally agree). The questionnaire was introduced as a pilot study of the
ways people think about different situations. Examples of items from the NFCS are
(1) "I think that having clear rules and order at work is essential for success," (2) "1
don't like to go into a situation without knowing what I can expect from it," (3) "1
usually make important decisions quickly and confidently,” (4) "I like to know what
people are thinking all the time,” and (5) "I do not usually consult many different
opinions before forming my own view."” To reduce possible carry-over effects from
the need for closure assessment onto the negotiation task, participants were then
given a five-minute filler task that consisted of a number of unrelated questions.
After these questions had been answered, the negotiation task was introduced.

Negotiation task. The negotiation task was one previously employed by Van
Kleef et al. (2004b; see Chapter 2), and adapted from De Dreu and Van Kleef (2004;
see also De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995; Hilty & Carnevale, 1993). The task captures the
main characteristics of real-life negotiation (i.e., multiple issues differing in utility to
the negotiator, information about one's own payoffs only, and the typical offer-
counteroffer sequence). In the current version, participants learned that they would
be assigned the role of either buyer or seller of a consignment of mobile phones (all
participants were assigned to the seller role), and that their objective was to
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negotiate the price, the warranty period, and the duration of the free service contract
of the phones. Participants were then presented with a payoff chart (see Table 2.1 in
Chapter 2) that showed them which outcomes were most favorable to them, and
they were told that their objective was to earn as many points as possible. As can be
seen in Table 2.1, Level 9 on price ($110) yielded 0 points and Level 1 ($150) yielded
400 points (i.e., increments of 50 points per level). For warranty period, Level 9 (9
months) yielded 0 points, and Level 1 (1 month) yielded 120 points (i.e., increments
of 15 points per level). Finally, for duration of service contract, Level 9 (9 months)
yielded 0 points, and Level 1 (1 month) yielded 240 points (i.e., increments of 30
points per level). Participants were told, "You can see that the best deal for you is 1-
1-1, for a total outcome of 760 points (400 + 120 + 240)." The corresponding payoff
table for the other party was not displayed, and participants were told only that it
differed from their own.

To enhance participants’ involvement in the negotiation task, they were
informed that points would be converted to lottery tickets at the end of the
experiment, and that the more points earned, the more lottery tickets one would
obtain and the greater would be one's chance of winning a 100-guilder
(approximately $40) prize. To emphasize the mixed-motive nature of the
negotiation, participants were told that only those who reached an agreement would
participate in the lottery. Thus, on the one hand there was an incentive to earn as
many points as possible, whereas on the other hand there was an incentive to reach
an agreement.

After a short pause during which the computer supposedly assigned buyer
and seller roles to the participants, all participants were assigned the role of seller.
They were told that the buyer (i.e., the opponent) would make the first offer and that
the negotiation would continue until an agreement was reached or until time ran
out. Just before the negotiation started, participants learned that an additional goal
of the study was to examine the effects of having versus not having information
about the opposing negotiator's intentions. They read that the computer had
randomly determined that they would receive information about the intentions of
the opponent without the opponent knowing it, and that the opponent would not
receive information about their intentions.

After these instructions, the negotiation started and the buyer (i.e., the
computer) made a first offer. Over the negotiation rounds the buyer proposed the
following levels of agreement (for price - warranty - service): 8-7-8 (Round 1), 8-7-7
(Round 2), 8-6-7 (Round 3), 7-6-7 (Round 4), 7-6-6 (Round 5), and 6-6-6 (Round 6).
Past research has shown that this preprogrammed strategy has face validity and is
seen as intermediate in cooperativeness and competitiveness {De Dreu & Van Lange,
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1995). A demand by the participant was accepted if it equaled or exceeded the offer
the computer was about to make in the next round. Thus, for example, if the
participant demanded 7-6-6 in Round 4, this demand was accepted by the computer
since its next offer (in Round 5) would have been 7-6-6. After the sixth round, the
negotiation was interrupted regardless of whether participants had reached an
agreement or not (cf. De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995; Van Kleef et al., 2004b). Following
Tripp and Sondak (1992), participants who reached an agreement before Round 6 (n
= 10) were excluded from the sample to allow for repeated-measures analyses.
(However, retaining these participants yielded a similar pattern of results.)

Manipulation of the opponent’s emotion. In the current research, the opposing
negotiator's emotion was manipulated in the context of a computer-mediated
negotiation where parties could not see each other and communicated via
computers (see e.g. De Dreu & Van Kleef, 2004; De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995; Hilty &
Carnevale, 1993; Moore, Kurtzberg, Thompson, & Morris, 1999). Participants were
led to believe that the purpose of the study was to find out how knowledge about
one's opponent's intentions affects negotiation processes and outcomes. After the
first, third, and fifth negotiation rounds, participants received information about "the
intentions of the buyer,” which contained the manipulation of the buyer's emotion.
Participants had to wait for a about a minute and a half while the buyer was
supposedly asked to reveal what he or she intended to offer in the next round, and
why. After this short wait, participants received the answer supposedly given by the
buyer, which was presented in a separate box, in a different font, and which
contained some minor typing errors in order to enhance experimental realism. The
buyer's intentions were held constant across conditions and contained the buyer's
intended offer for the next round. That is, after Round 1 the buyer wrote "I think I
will offer 8-7-7," which would indeed be the buyer's next offer. The buyer's intention
information also contained an emotional statement which constituted the
experimental manipulation. It was stressed that the buyer did not know that his or
her "intentions” were revealed to the participant. This was done in order to lead the
participant to believe that he or she was receiving information about the real
emotions of the opponent, and not faked, inhibited, or exaggerated emotions. Thus,
participants were led to believe that the emotion statements they received reflected
the emotions as experienced by the opponent at that time, and not emotions that
were altered for self-presentational or strategic reasons.

After the first negotiation round, participants in the angry opponent
condition received the following information: "This offer makes me really angry,”
followed by the intention statement "I think I will offer 8-7-7," which was the same
for all conditions. In the happy opponent condition, participants read "I am happy
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with this offer,” followed by the same intention statement. In the control condition,
participants only received the intention statement. After the third and fifth
negotiation rounds participants again received an emotional statement and an
intention. Table 2.2 in Chapter 2 displays all statements used in the experiment.
(Note that the intended offer always matched the true offer subsequently made by
the opponent.) The emotional statements have been successfully pretested and used
in previous research (see Van Kleef et al., 2004b, Chapter 2), and they have yielded
results that have been replicated in a face-to-face setting (Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2004).
Therefore, we can be confident about the external validity of the findings obtained
within this paradigm. I return to this method, and its advantages and disadvantages,
in the General Discussion section.

Dependent measures. The main dependent variable was level of demand in
Rounds 1 to 6. To check the adequacy of the manipulation of the opponent's
emotion, participants were asked to indicate on a 7-point scale how angry, irritated,
happy, and satisfied they thought their opponent had been during the negotiation
(e.g., "The opponent appeared angry during the negotiation,” 1 = totally disagree to 7
= totally agree). The items designed to measure perceived anger and irritation
correlated substantially (r = .84) and were combined into a single index of perception
of the opponent's anger. Similarly, the items pertaining to happiness and satisfaction
were combined into an index of perception of the opponent's happiness (r = .77).

Results

Treatment of the Data

Following Kruglanski et al.'s (1997) recommendation, the responses on the 42
items of the NFCS were combined into an aggregate score, on which a median split
was performed. The NFCS had good internal reliability (@ = .83), and the median
split (Mdn = 2.95) yielded 13 to 20 participants per condition. Overall ratings on the
NFCS did not differ across the three emotion conditions (anger: M = 2.89, SD = 0.33;
happiness: M = 2.90, SD = 0.43; no emotion: M = 3.02, SD = 0.34), F(2, 102) = 1.39, ns.

The offers made by participants in each round were transformed into an
index revealing the negotiator's total level of demand for each negotiation round
(i.e., the number of points demanded in that round, summed across the three
negotiation issues of price, warranty, and service; see Table 2.1). All analyses were
computed using the full factorial design.

Manipulation Check
If the manipulation of the opponent’s emotion was successful, an interaction
between the opponent's emotion and the participant's rating of their opponent's
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emotion should be obtained, such that ratings within each emotion condition are
higher for the corresponding emotion than for the other emotion (i.e., a within-
participants manipulation check), and that ratings between the emotion conditions
are higher for the intended emotion than for the other emotion (i.e,, a between-
participants check). To test whether this was the case, participants' perceptions of the
opponent’s emotion were submitted to a 3 (opponent’s emotion: angry vs. happy vs.
non-emotional) x 2 (participant's perception of the opponent's emotion: angry vs.
happy) mixed-model analysis of variance with repeated measures on the second
factor. (Need for closure was also included as an independent variable in the
analysis, but yielded no significant effects.)

Results showed the predicted interaction between the opponent's emotion
and the participants’ perception of the opponent’s emotion, F(2, 99) = 12245, p < .001
(0’ = .71). Participants in the angry opponent condition rated the opponent as
significantly more angry (M = 5.71, SD = 1.64) than did participants in the happy
opponent (M =191, SD = 0.90) or non-emotional opponent (M = 2.81; 5D = 1.12)
conditions, all three means differing from each other at p < .05 according to a
Tukey's HSD multiple-range test. Similarly, participants with a happy opponent
rated the opponent as happier (M = 5.20, SD = 1.22) than did participants with an
angry (M = 1.81, SD = 0.86) or a non-emotional (M = 3.48, 5D = 1.15) opponent.
Again, all three means differed from each other at p < .05. Further, paired-sample t
tests revealed that ratings within the different emotion conditions were indeed
higher for the intended emotion than for the other emotion: Participanits in the angry
opponent condition rated their opponents as more angry than happy (M =5.71 vs. M
=1.81), #(34) = 10.20, p < .001, and those in the happy opponent condition rated their
opponents as more happy than angry (M = 5.20 vs. M = 1.91), #(37) = 10.76, p < .001.
In the non-emotional opponent condition there was no significant difference.
ANOVA revealed no main effect of the opponent's emotion, and no interaction, Fs <
1, ns. Together, these results indicate that the manipulation of the opponent's
emotion was successful.

Demand Level

Demands in Rounds 1 to 6 were submitted to a 3 (opponent’s emotion: anger
vs. happiness vs. no emotion) x 2 (participant's need for closure: high vs. low)
mixed-model ANOVA with the opponent's emotion and participant's need for
closure as between-participants variables, and demands in Rounds 1 to 6 as a
repeated-measures variable (a regression analysis with need for closure as a
continuous variable yielded results similar to those reported below). Recall that a
three-way interaction was predicted between the opponent's emotion, the
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participant's need for closure, and negotiation round, such that participants with a
low (as opposed to a high) need for closure would make lower demands with an
angry opponent than with a happy opponent, and that this effect would increase
over time (cf. Van Kleef et al., 2004b; see Chapter 2). To facilitate understanding of
the findings, 1 first report main effects and lower order interactions, and then turn to
the results pertaining to Hypothesis 3.1.

Preliminary analyses. First, ANOVA yielded a main effect of negotiation round,
F(5, 495) = 253.41, p < .001 (n? = .72), indicating that participants’ demands declined
over time (Round 1: M = 656, SD = 74; Round 6: M = 480, SD = 104). This main effect
reflects negotiators' tendency to decrease their demands in the course of the
negotiation.

Second, there was a significant interaction between the opponent's emotion
and negotiation round, F(10, 495) = 2.73, p < .003 (n* = .08). Inspection of the means
indicated that participants with an angry opponent conceded most between the first
and sixth negotiation rounds (distance traveled: M = 205, SD = 87), followed by
participants with non-emotional opponents (distance traveled: M = 173, SD = 88).
Smallest concessions were made by participants who negotiated with a happy
opponent (distance traveled: M = 151, 5D = 90). This finding replicates previous
research by Van Kleef et al. (2004b; see Chapter 2).

Third, the analysis yielded a marginally significant interaction between the
opponent’s emotion and need for closure, F(2, 99) = 243, p < .10 (* = .05). Simple-
effects analysis revealed a significant multivariate effect of the opponent's emotion
for participants with a low need for closure, indicating that participants with an
angry counterpart placed lower average demands than did those with a happy
counterpart (M =513, SD = 86 and M = 593, SD =71, respectively), F(2, 99) = 5.58, p <
.005 (n? = .18). Participants with a non-emotional opponent took an intermediate
position (M = 573, SD = 72) that did not differ significantly from the other two
conditions according to a Tukey HSD multiple-range test. Simple-effects analysis
revealed no effect of the opponent’s emotion for participants with a high need for
closure (542 < Ms < 553, 54 < SDs < 94), F(2,99) < 1, ns.

Hypothesis test. As hypothesized, the effects described above were qualified by
a significant three-way interaction between the opponent's emotion, the participant's
need for closure, and negotiation round, F(10, 495) = 2.09, p < .025 (0" = .06),
indicating that the interactive effect of the opponent's emotion and negotiation
round on level of demand is moderated by participant's need for cognitive closure.
In accordance with Hypothesis 3.1, simple-effects analyses showed that the
interaction between the opponent's emotion and negotiation round was significant
for participants with a low need for closure, F(10, 495) = 3.07, p < .001 (* = .12), but
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not for participants with a high need for closure, F(10, 495) = 1.23, ns. As can be seen
from Figure 3.1, participants with a low need for closure were strongly influenced by
the opponent's emotion, causing the different emotion conditions to diverge more
after each consecutive round. Planned comparisons revealed that by Round 6 all
contrasts were significant and in the predicted direction: Participants made lower
demands to an angry opponent than to a non-emotional one (M =431 and SD = 80
vs. M = 488 and 5D = 115), #(49) = 1.64, p < .05 (one-tailed), and they made higher
demands to a happy opponent than to a non-emotional one (M = 549 and SD = 103
vs. M =488 and SD = 115), #(49) = 1.72, p < .05 (one-tailed). As expected, participants
with a high need for closure were unaffected by the opponent's emotion (both ts < 1,
ns).

Low Need for Closure High Need for Closure
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Figure 3.1 - Demand level as a function of the opponent’s emotion, participants” need for
cognitive closure, and negotiation round in Experiment 3.1.

Discussion

The results of Experiment 3.1 replicate and extend previous findings. First, 1
replicated Van Kleef et al.’s (2004b) finding that negotiators make lower demands to
an angry opponent than to a happy one, and that this effect increases over rounds.
Furthermore, this effect was qualified by the predicted interaction with need for
cognitive closure. Participants with a low need for closure were strongly affected by
the opponent's emotion, but those with a high need for closure remained unaffected.
These results are consistent with the assertion that negotiators need to be motivated
to consider the opponent’s emotions, and process the strategic information that they
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provide, in order to be influenced by them. As such, the present findings are in line
with a motivated information processing model of the interpersonal effects of
emotions.

A limitation of Experiment 3.1 is that epistemic motivation was measured (by
means of need for closure), rather than manipulated. Thus, although the results are
consistent with theoretical predictions, we cannot rule out the possibility that they
are caused by some unknown third variable that was not taken into account,
Furthermore, the fact that need for cognitive closure was assessed prior to the
negotiation task carries with it the possibility that, in spite of the filler task,
participants' responses to the NFC questionnaire may have carried over to the
negotiation task and influenced their behavior. Finally, Experiment 3.1 provides no
direct evidence for the mediating role of information processing. To overcome these
limitations, a second experiment was conducted in which epistemic motivation was
manipulated (through time pressure, see below), and information processing was
measured.

Experiment 3.2

The first objective of Experiment 3.2 was to replicate the findings obtained in
Experiment 3.1 in a context with situationally induced epistemic motivation. Of the
many variables that affect epistemic motivation, time pressure is one of the most
well-known (De Dreu, 2003; Freund et al., 1985; Heaton & Kruglanski, 1991;
Jamieson & Zanna, 1989; Kruglanski & Freund, 1983; Sanbomatsu & Fazio, 1990).
Kruglanski and Freund (1983) reviewed evidence suggesting that time pressure
intensifies the tendency to seek cognitive closure, which negatively affects
information processing depth and causes individuals to fall prey to, among other
things, primacy effects, ethnic stereotyping, and numerical anchoring. In a
negotiation study, De Dreu (2003) showed that time pressure reduces individuals'
(self-reported) motivation to process information, and increases the reliance on
inadequate decision heuristics. Based on these findings and the resuits of
Experiment 3.1, it was hypothesized that time pressure would moderate the
interpersonal effects of anger and happiness on concession making. Thus, it was
predicted predicted that, over negotiation rounds, negotiators would make
increasingly lower demands to an angry opponent than to a happy opponent, but
only under low (rather than high) time pressure (Hypothesis 3.2).

The second objective was to shed more light on the process underlying the
moderating effect of epistemic motivation. As discussed in the Introduction,
research has shown that under high time pressure less systematic information
processing takes place (e.g., Carnevale, O'Connor, & McCusker, 1993; De Dreu, 2003;
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Kruglanski & Freund, 1983). Consistent with this finding, research on time pressure
in negotiation has documented that high levels of time pressure typically result in
less integrative agreements (e.g., Carnevale & Lawler, 1986; Druckman, 1994; Pruitt
& Drews, 1969; Yukl, Malone, Hayslip, & Pamin, 1976), reflecting the fact that
information about the other party's preferences is less well processed under
conditions of high time pressure. In a similar vein, De Dreu (2003) found that time
pressure promoted a motivated closing of the mind, which resulted in a reduced
motivation to encode new, relevant information about the opponent's preferences
and priorities. Together, these findings strongly suggest that negotiators are less
likely to engage in systematic information processing when there is high rather than
low time pressure. Thus, building on the assumption that negotiators need to
process the information that is provided by the opponent's emotions in order to be
influenced by them, it was predicted that the interpersonal effects of anger and
happiness on participants' concessions in the course of the negotiation ("distance
traveled") would be moderated by time pressure (cf. Hypothesis 3.2), and that this
moderating effect would in turn be mediated by participants' degree of information
processing (Hypothesis 3.3).

Method

Participants and Experimental Design

A total of 103 male and female undergraduate students at the University of
Amsterdam participated in the study either in partial fulfillment of a course
requirement or for monetary compensation (7 euros, approximately $7; participants
who received monetary compensation did not differ in their responses from those
who received course credits). The 2 x 2 factorial design included the emotion of the
opponent (anger vs. happiness) and time pressure (high vs. low) as between-
participants variables and demand level as the main dependent variable. The
participants were randomly assigned to the experimental conditions.

Procedure

The procedure was the same as in Experiment 3.1, except for the fact that
epistemic motivation was manipulated through time pressure, rather than
measured. Twelve participants reached an agreement before the sixth round of the
negotiation and were dropped from the analyses (cf. Tripp & Sondak, 1992).
However, including these participants in the analyses did not change the pattern of
results,

Manipulation of time pressure. Before the start of the negotiation, participants
were told that they would be allowed 10 minutes to complete the negotiation. In the
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low time pressure condition, it was added that past research using this negotiation
task had shown that 10 minutes is "plenty of time to reach an agreement” and that
there is "no need to hurry." In the high time pressure condition, participants were
told that past research had shown that 10 minutes is "barely enough time" to reach
an agreement and that they should "keep this in mind" during the negotiation. Just
before the negotiation started, this information was briefly repeated ("You have 10
minutes to reach an agreement, which is [plenty of time] / [rather tight]"). Similar
manipulations of time pressure have been successfully employed in the past by De
Dreu {2003) and Mosterd and Rutte (2000).

Dependent measures. As in Experiment 3.1, participants’ demands in Rounds 1
to 6 were transformed into an index of the participant's total level of demand in each
round. Additionally, participants completed a post-negotiation questionnaire, which
included manipulation checks as well as a number of items designed to measure
participants' appraisal of the opponent's limit, information processing, and, for
exploratory purposes, satisfaction with the negotiation and willingness to engage in
future interaction. All items were scored on 7-point Likert scales, ranging from 1 =
totally disagree to 7 = totally agree (except where otherwise indicated).

Compared to Experiment 3.1, I used two additional items for the
manipulation check of the opponent's emotion ("The opponent appeared aggravated
during the negotiation” and "The opponent appeared joyful during the negotiation”).
Thus, participants’ perceptions of the opponent’s anger were now measured with
three items, which were averaged into a single index of perception of the opponent’s
anger (a = .95). Participants’ perceptions of the opponent's happiness were also
measured with three items, which were combined into an index of perception of the
opponent’s happiness (o = .93).

The manipulation of time pressure was checked with six items. One item was
included to check whether participants correctly recalled the instructions they had
received regarding negotiation time ("According to prior research, is 10 minutes
usually enough time to complete the negotiation?"; 1 = definitely not to 7 = definitely).
The remaining five items measured to what extent participants actually experienced
time pressure during the negotiation (e.g., "During the negotiation I felt that I had
only limited time to think"; "During the negotiation I had enough time to make my
decisions," reverse scored; "During the negotiation I felt that I had to hurry"). The
five items were combined into an experienced time pressure scale (a = 91).

Participants' estimates of the opponent's limits were measured using six
items, two for each issue ("What do you think was the buyer's lowest acceptable
offer on [price / warranty / service]?"; "How far do you think the buyer would be
prepared to go on [price / warranty / service]?"). Responses could range from 1
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(indicating an extremely low limit) to 9 (indicating an extremely high limit; see Table
2.1). The six items were averaged into a single index of appraisal of the opponent’s limit
(o =.84).

Information processing was assessed by eight items (e.g. "During the
negotiation, I hardly thought about my demands,” reverse scored; "During the
negotiation, I paid a lot of attention to the information about the buyer's intentions";
"During the negotiation, 1 made my decisions without thinking too much,” reverse
scored; "During the negotiation, I tried to consider all the available information
before placing a demand"). The items were averaged into an index of participant's
information processing (o = .77).! As a more indirect and unobtrusive measure of
information processing the net amount of time participants spent negotiating was
also calculated. This was done by recording the total negotiation time (in seconds)
over the six rounds of the negotiation and then subtracting forced waiting times. The
resulting index provides an objective indication of the amount of time participants
spent thinking about their opponent's emotion and about their own strategy. This
index was significantly positively correlated with self-reported information
processing (r = .34, p < .001).

Participants’ satisfaction with the negotiation was measured by two items ("I
am satisfied with the course of the negotiation” and "I have a good feeling about the
negotiation”), resulting in a two-item index of satisfaction with the negotiation (r = .71).
Willingness to engage in future interaction with the opponent was assessed with
three items ("I would be interested in negotiating again with this buyer"; "I would
like to avoid future negotiation with the buyer," reverse scored; "I would like to do
business with the same buyer in the future”). These three items were combined into
an index of desire for future interaction (o = .86).

Results

Manipulation Checks

Opponent’s emotion. The adequacy of the manipulation of the opponent's
emotion was checked in the same way as in Experiment 3.1. Thus, a 2 (opponent's
emotion: angry vs. happy) x 2 (participant's perception of opponent's emotion: angry
vs. happy) ANOVA was conducted, with repeated measures on the second variable.
(Time pressure was also included in the analysis; this yielded no significant effects.)
Again, results revealed an interaction between the opponent's emotion and
participants’ perceptions of the opponent's emotion, F(1, 87) = 300.60, p < .001 (n? =
.78). Participants in the angry-opponent condition rated their opponents as
significantly more angry (M = 5.74, SD = 1.26) than did those in the happy-opponent
condition (M = 1.99, SD = 0.94). Similarly, participants with a happy opponent rated
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the opponent as happier (M = 4.78, SD = 1.14) than did those with an angry
opponent (M = 1.96, SD = 0.78). Furthermore, paired-sample ¢ tests showed that
participants in the angry-opponent condition rated the opponent as more angry than
happy (M =5.74 vs. M = 1.96), #43) = 14.07, p < .001, and that participants in the
happy-opponent condition rated the opponent as more happy than angry (M =4.78
vs. M =1.99), t(48) = 10.74, p < .001.

Time pressure. The adequacy of the time pressure manipulation was checked
using the instruction check and the experienced time pressure index. ANOVA on the
instruction check revealed that participants in the low time pressure condition
thought that 10 minutes would be plenty of time to complete the negotiation (M =
6.31, 5D = 1.10), whereas those in the high time pressure condition thought that 10
minutes would be rather tight (M =2.03, SD = 1.14), F(1, 87) = 327.79, p < .001 (n* =
.79). Furthermore, ANOVA on the experienced time pressure index showed that
participants in the high time pressure condition actually experienced more time
pressure (M =421, SD = 1.42) than did participants in the low time pressure
condition (M = 2.4, SD = 1.12), F (1, 87) = 8.53, p < .005 (n® = .09). There was no main
effect of emotion, and no interaction. Thus, it can be concluded that the
manipulation of time pressure was successful.

‘Demand Level

Demands in Rounds 1 to 6 were submitted to a 2 (opponent's emotion: anger
vs. happiness) x 2 (time pressure: high vs. low) mixed-model ANOVA with the
opponent's emotion and time pressure as between-participants variables, and
demands in Rounds 1 to 6 as a repeated-measures variable. Hypothesis 3.2 predicted
a three-way interaction between the opponent's emotion, time pressure, and
negotiation round, such that over time participants would make increasingly lower
demands when dealing with an angry as opposed to a happy opponent, but only
under low (rather than high) time pressure. As in Experiment 3.1, I first report lower
order effects, and subsequently I turn to the actual hypothesis tests.

Preliminary analyses. As in Experiment 3.1, ANOVA revealed the typical main
effect of negotiation round, F(5, 435) = 181.63, p < .001 (n* = .68), indicating that
participants’ demands declined over time (Round 1: M = 645, SD = 83; Round 6: M =
459, SD = 92). Further, ANOVA yielded a significant interaction between the
opponent's emotion and negotiation round, F(5, 435) = 2.44, p < .05 ()’ = .04).
Consistent with previous research by Van Kleef et al. (2004b; see Chapter 2) and
with the results of Experiment 3.1, participants with an angry opponent conceded
more in the course of the negotiation (distance traveled: M = 209, SD = 98) than did
participants with a happy opponent (distance traveled: M = 165, SD = 102). Finally,
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results showed a marginally significant interaction between the opponent's emotion
and time pressure, F(1, 87) = 2.83, p < .10 (n® = .04). Simple-effects analysis revealed a
significant multivariate effect of the opponent's emotion in the low time pressure
condition, indicating that average demands in Rounds 1 to 6 were lower for
participants who negotiated with an angry opponent than for those who dealt with a
happy opponent (M = 519, SD = 64 and M = 556, SD = 92, respectively), F(1, 87) =
2.88, p < .05 (n* = .05). In the high time pressure condition, there was no significant
effect of the opponent's emotion on demands (M = 546, SD = 78 and M =528, SD =
74), F(1,87) < 1, ns.

Hypothesis test. As predicted, ANOVA produced a significant three-way
interaction between the opponent’s emotion, time pressure, and negotiation round,
F(5, 435) = 2.84, p < .02 (y* = .05). Consistent with Hypothesis 3.2, simple-effects
analysis revealed a highly significant Emotion x Round interaction in the low time
pressure condition, F(5, 435) = 5.78, p < .001 (y? = .20), but not in the high time
pressure condition, F(5, 435) < 1, ns. As can be seen from Figure 3.2, under low time
pressure participants conceded more to an angry opponent than to a happy one,
whereas under high time pressure there was no difference.

To facilitate mediation analysis (see below) the demand level data were also
analyzed by calculating a distance-traveled index (demand in Round 1 minus demand
in Round 6; for discussions, see De Dreu et al., 1999, and Pruitt, 1981). This distance-
traveled index yielded results similar to those described above. A marginally
significant main effect of the opponent's emotion showed that participants with an
angry opponent conceded more between the first and sixth rounds than did those
with a happy opponent (M = 209, SD =98 vs. M =165, SD = 102), F(1, 87) = 3.44, p <
.07 (n* = .04), and this main effect was qualified by a significant interaction between
emotion and time pressure, F(1, 87) = 3.94, p < .05 (n® = .05). Simple-effects analysis
revealed that participants who negotiated under low time pressure were strongly
influenced by the opponent's emotions, conceding more to an angry opponent than
to a happy one (M =222, SD = 83 vs. M = 141, SD = 86), F(1, 87) = 8,54, p < .005 (n’ =
.19). By contrast, participants who negotiated under high time pressure remained
unaffected by the opponent’s emotion (M =191, SD =116 and M = 194, SD = 114,
respectively), F(1, 87) < 1, ns?

Information Processing

In line with Hypothesis 3.3, ANOVA showed that information processing was
affected by time pressure. As predicted, participants in the low time pressure
condition reported more information processing than did participants in the high
time pressure condition (M =4.49, SD = 0.51 vs. M = 3.61, SD = 0.57), F(1, 87) = 7.89,
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p < .01 (n* =.08). ANOVA revealed no main effect of the opponent’s emotion, and no
interaction, Fs < 1, ns. Analysis of the time consumed index revealed that
participants in the high time pressure condition spent less time thinking (M = 131,
SD = 47) than did those in the low time pressure condition (M = 160, SD = 84), F(1,
87) = 3.86, p < .05 (n* = .05). There was no effect of emotion on time consumed (F<1,
ns), and no interaction (F = 1.80, ns). I also analyzed participants' appraisal of the
opponent's limits as an indirect way of assessing their degree of information
processing (cf. Van Kleef et al., 2004b; see Chapter 2). This analysis revealed a
marginally significant main effect of the opponent's emotion, showing that
participants with an angry opponent judged the other’s limit to be higher (M = 4.97,
SD = 0.63) than did those with a happy opponent (M = 4.76, SD = 0.90), F(1, 87) =
3.06, p = .084 (n? = .03). More important, the analysis revealed a significant
interaction between the opponent's emotion and time pressure, F(1,87) =647, p <
015 (n? = .07). Simple-effects analyses showed that participants' estimates of the
opponent's limits were strongly influenced by the opponent's emotion in the low
time pressure condition (M = 5.28 and SD = 0.47 for anger vs. M = 4.58 and SD = 0.91

for happiness), F(1, 87) = 7.75, p < .01 (n? = .19), but not in the high time pressure
condition (M = 4.77 and SD = 0.64 for anger vs. M = 4.90 and SD = 0.88 for
happiness), F(1, 87) < 1, ns. This finding provides additional evidence for the validity
of the information processing measure because it suggests that participants under

high time pressure thought less deeply about the other's emotion than did those
under low time pressure.
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Figure 3.2 - Demand level as a function of the opponent’s emotion, time pressure, and
negotiation round in Experiment 3.2.



CHAPTER 3 - A MOTIVATED INFORMATION PROCESSING APPROACH 29

Mediation Analysis

Hypothesis 3.3 predicted that time pressure would moderate the effects of the
opponent’s emotion on participants’ concession making through its impact on
participants’ degree of information processing. To test this hypothesis a series of
regression analyses was conducted, using the distance-traveled index as the
dependent variable. This index was preferred over an average-demand index
because it captures the decrease in demands over the course of the negotiation, and
as such it is more compatible with the three-way interaction between emotion, time
pressure, and negotiation round. Furthermore, average demand is a highly
conservative measure, because it includes the first negotiation round where no
effects are to be expected (since the first emotion manipulation is introduced after
Round 1). ANOVAs on the distance-traveled index produced results that are fully
compatible with the repeated-measures analyses (see above), and therefore we can
be confident that the index constitutes a valid measure of concession behavior.

To test the predicted pattern of mediation (see Figure 3.3), I followed Baron
and Kenny's (1986) procedure, performing three separate regression analyses.
Because the original predictor (time pressure) is interactively related to the
dependent variable (distance traveled), the proposed mediator (information
processing) is also interactively related to the dependent variable (Hull, Tedlie, &
Lehn, 1992). The proper control is then formed by taking the "covariate interaction”
between the mediator (information processing) and the independent variable
(opponent's emotion). To establish mediation, results should reveal a main effect of
time pressure on information processing, and an interaction between the opponent's
emotion and time pressure on distance traveled. Finally, the interaction between the
opponent's emotion and time pressure should be significantly reduced when the
covariate interaction (opponent's emotion by information processing) is controlled
for (see Hull et al., 1992, for an insightful explanation of the rationale underlying this
analysis; see also Stevens, 1996).

In the first step, the opponent's emotion, time pressure (both dummy-coded),
and their interaction were entered into the regression equation to predict distance
traveled. This analysis showed a significant effect of emotion, 8 = .22, p < .04, and an
interaction between emotion and time pressure, 8 = -.23, p < .02 (in Figure 3.3 these
effects are represented by 8, and 8,, respectively). In the second step, time pressure
was used to predict information processing and again a significant regression was
obtained, 8 = -29, p < .01 (8, in Figure 3.3). In the third analysis, the interaction
between emotion and time pressure (including both main effects) and the covariate
interaction between emotion and information processing (including the main effect
of information processing) were simultaneously entered into the equation to predict
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distance traveled. This analysis produced a significant effect of the covariate
interaction (emotion by information processing) on distance traveled, = .28, p < .01
(8,in Figure 3.3), and the originally significant interaction between emotion and time
pressure was reduced to non-significance, 8 = -.13, n15. A Sobel test indicated that the
reduction in the regression weight was significant (Z = 1.98, p < .05; see Kenny,
Kashy, & Bolger, 1998). These results are in line with Hypothesis 3.3, and they
support the conclusion that time pressure moderates the interpersonal effects of
anger and happiness on concessions because it decreases negotiators' degree of
information processing.’

Opponent's B, =27 p Distance
Emotion A ' Traveled
B8,=.28"
‘32 = ".23*
(8,=-.13) Information
Processing
Time
Pressure

Figure 3.3 - A motivated information processing model of the interpersonal effects of anger
and happiness.

Note. Standardized regression coefficients are presented. 8, refers to the main effect of the
opponent's emotion on distance traveled; 8, refers to the interaction between opponent’s
emotion and time pressure on distance traveled; 8; refers to the effect of time pressure on
information processing; B, refers to the covariate interaction between information processing
and opponent's emotion on distance traveled. *p < .05, **p < .01.

Satisfaction with the Negotiation and Desire for Future Interaction

Exploratory analyses revealed that participants with a happy opponent were
more satisfied with the negotiation than participants with an angry opponent (M =
4.43, SD = 1.24 vs. M = 3.65, SD = 1.51), F(1, 87) = 7.27, p < .01 (* = .08). Participants
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with a happy opponent also reported a greater willingness to engage in future
negotiation with the same party than did participants with an angry opponent (M =
4.77,SD = 1.25 vs. M = 3.03, SD = 1.50), F(1, 87) = 35.55, p < .001 (n* = .29).

Discussion

The results of Experiment 3.2 corroborate the present hypotheses. As
predicted, time pressure moderated the effects of anger and happiness on demands
and concessions: Participants with an angry opponent placed lower demands and
made larger concessions than did those with a happy opponent, but enly under low
rather than high time pressure. Furthermore, Experiment 3.2 showed that this
moderating effect of time pressure was mediated by information processing. Under
low time pressure, participants thoroughly scrutinized the information about the
opponent's emotions, and they modified their demands and concessions
accordingly. By contrast, participants who negotiated under high time pressure
engaged in less thorough information processing, and as a result they were not
influenced by the opponent's emotional state. Finally, exploratory analyses indicated
that anger (compared to happiness) decreases negotiators' satisfaction with the
negotiation as well as their willingness to engage in future interaction with the
opponent.

There are some limitations associated with the self-report measure of
information processing that was used in this experiment. One is that it may be
difficult for individuals to get full access to, and reliably evaluate, their own
cognitive processes. Furthermore, the information processing scale was
administered after the negotiation and not during the negotiation. It was explicitly
decided not to ask participants about their information processing activity during
the negotiation because it was suspected that doing so would influence their
processing strategy and thereby confound the results. These limitations
notwithstanding, we can be confident about the validity of the information
processing measure for three reasons. First, similar self-report measures of
information processing have been used in previous research, yielding consistent
results. For example, De Dreu et al. (1999) found that participants with a high
dispositional need for cognitive closure reported less thorough information
processing than did those with a low need for closure. Furthermore, De Dreu (2003)
found that participants' self-reported information processing was affected by time
pressure, with participants under high time pressure reporting less thorough
information processing than those under low time pressure. Thus, self-report
measures of information processing are influenced by dispositional and situational
factors in a predictable and theoretically meaningful way.
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Second, the findings pertaining to self-reported information processing are
compatible with those obtained for the amount of time spent thinking, which
constitutes an objective and unobtrusive measure of information processing during
the negotiation (see De Dreu, 2003). Time spent thinking was affected by the time
pressure manipulation analogous to self-reported information processing, and both
measures were significantly positively correlated.

Third, the validity of the information processing scale is supported by the
results pertaining to participants' appraisals of the opponent's limit. Previous
research has shown that the opponent's emotion influences participants' demands
through their appraisal of the other's limits. Negotiators believe angry opponents to
have a high limit and happy opponents to have a low limit, and therefore they
concede more to an angry opponent than to a happy one. However, this effect only
occurs when it is in the negotiator's strategic interest to think about the other's
emotion (Van Kleef et al., 2004b; see Chapter 2). In line with this finding, the results
of the present experiment show that the effect of the opponent's emotion on the
participant's appraisal of the opponent’s limit is moderated by time pressure:
Negotiators with an angry opponent judge the opponent's limit to be higher than do
negotiators with a happy opponent, but only under low time pressure. Under high
time pressure the opponent’s emotions do not influence participants' appraisals of
the opponent's limits. This finding suggests that individuals under high time
pressure think less deeply about the implications of the opponent’s emotions, and it
provides additional support for the conclusion that epistemic motivation moderates
the interpersonal effects of anger and happiness on concessions through its influence
on participants' information processing.

Experiment 3.3

Together, Experiments 3.1 and 3.2 strongly suggest that the degree to which
negotiators are influenced by their opponent's emotional state depends on their
epistemic motivation — negotiators with a high epistemic motivation are more likely
than those with a low epistemic motivation to consider the information that is
conveyed by the opponent's emotion, and they are therefore more likely to act on it
than are those with a low epistemic motivation. Although these results are consistent
with a motivated information processing model of the interpersonal effects of anger
and happiness in negotiations, it is important to consider an alternative account for
these findings.

So far I have investigated the moderating influence of epistemic motivation
on the interpersonal effects of anger and happiness by examining dispositionally
based need for cognitive closure (Experiment 3.1} and situationally induced time
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pressure (Experiment 3.2). Although both need for cognitive closure and time
pressure effectively induce variation in epistemic motivation, they may also have
inadvertently introduced an urgency tendency — an inclination to attain closure as
soon as possible (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). Thus it is possible that, apart from
influencing participants' degree of information processing, the operationalizations of
epistemic motivation used in Experiments 3.1 and 3.2 introduced the additional
motive of finishing the negotiation as quickly as possible. One could argue that the
observed interaction effects resulted from there being only one condition in each
experiment in which there was no compelling reason to decrease demands (i.e., the
low need for closure/low time pressure - happy opponent condition). Participants in
the other conditions either had an angry opponent or a goal of finishing quickly.

Although this alternative explanation is difficult to reconcile with the
information processing data and the mediation test reported in Experiment 3.2, I
decided to conduct a third experiment in which I manipulated epistemic motivation
without simultaneously introducing an incentive to finish the negotiation quickly.
One variable that does exactly this and that is highly relevant in negotiation, is
power. Power can be broadly defined as the capacity to exert influence on other
people (Bacharach & Lawler, 1981; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). Although power may
derive from a variety of "power bases" (French & Raven, 1959), such as someone’s
position within a group or organization, or the possession of valuable resources,
such as expertise (Lee & Tiedens, 2002; Podsakoff & Schriescheim, 1985; Yukl &
Falbe, 1991), it is the mutual dependence of individuals that allows power to occur.
In exchange relations (such as negotiations) between two persons A and B, B's
dependence on A increases with the value of the benefits A can give B, and it
decreases with B's access to alternative sources for those benefits (Bacharach &
Lawler, 1981; Emerson, 1972; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). Accordingly, in some
negotiation studies power has been operationalized as the availability of alternatives
(e.g., Brett, Pinkley, & Jackofsky, 1996; Giebels, De Dreu & Van de Vliert, 1998, 2000;
Pinkley, 1995; Pinkley, Neale, & Bennett, 1994). Among other things, having
alternatives in negotiation has been shown to increase a negotiator's limit (Pinkley,
1995; White & Neale, 1991), sense of power (Pinkley, 1995), and eventual share of the
pie (e.g., Arunachalam, Wall, & Chan, 1998; Brett et al., 1996; Pinkley et al., 1994). In
Experiment 3.3 a similar manipulation of power was used, providing half of the
participants with plenty of alternatives to an agreement with the current negotiation
partner, whereas the other half were given no alternatives whatsoever.

Fiske (1993; Neuberg & Fiske, 1987) argued that people pay attention to those
who control their outcomes so as to be able to predict what will happen to them and
(re)gain a sense of control. Therefore, low-power individuals tend to be more
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motivated to attend to (information about) others than high-power individuals
(Fiske & Dépret, 1996). There is ample evidence in support of this reasoning. For
example, it has been shown that compared to low-power individuals those with high
power pay less attention to information that is inconsistent with their initial
expectations about another person (Erber & Fiske, 1984), rely more on stereotypes
and less on individual attributes when forming impressions about others (Goodwin
et al,, 2000; Neuberg & Fiske, 1987), pay less attention to specific social stimuli
(Snodgrass, 1985, 1992), and ask less diagnostic questions aimed at acquiring
accurate information about others {De Dreu & Van Kleef, 2004). In other words,
power reduces the motivation to attend to, and process, social information about
others (see Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003, for a comprehensive review of this
literature).

Based on the research outlined above, negotiators with high (as compared to
low) power can be expected to have lower epistemic motivation, and to be less
motivated to consider information about their opponent's emotions. Thus, building
on previous research regarding the effects of power on information processing and
on the results of Experiments 3.1 and 3.2, it was predicted that high-power
negotiators would be less influenced by their opponent's emotions than would low-
power negotiators. Specifically, it was hypothesized that low-power negotiators
would concede more to an angry opponent than to a happy one, whereas high-
power negotiators would not be differentially affected by the opponent's emotions
(Hypothesis 3.4).

To test this hypothesis, a scenario experiment was conducted in which
participants’ power was manipulated by varying their number of alternatives to a
negotiated agreement, and subsequently confronting them with either an angry or a
happy counterpart. 1 opted for a scenario approach for three reasons. First, using a
scenario allowed me to assess whether the results that were obtained using the
computer task generalize to other settings. Second, I wanted to investigate whether
the present findings generalize to different samples. Instead of using undergraduate
students as participants, Experiment 3.3 involved managers of three different
organizations. Third, I wanted to create a negotiation context that more closely
resembles the kind of situation that people might encounter in real life. In real
negotiations, the status of the opponent's emotional expressions is often unknown,
and negotiators have to make inferences about whether these expressions are reliable
indicators of the opponent's actual inner state or part of a strategic influence attempt.
In Experiments 3.1 and 3.2, participants were given unambiguous and apparently
reliable information about the opponent’s emotional state. In the third experiment, a
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situation was created in which it was unclear whether the opponent's emotion was
genuine or not.

Method

Sample

The study was conducted with middle- and lower-level managers from three
different Dutch companies: a consultancy firm, a phone company, and a firm of
contractors. The HR managers of these companies were contacted and asked to
distribute the questionnaires among the employees. Depending on the manager's
preference, the questionnaires were handed out to the employees in person, or
distributed via the company e-mail. Respondents participated in the study on a
voluntary basis. They completed the questionnaires anonymously, and they were
assured that their individual responses would remain confidential. The final sample
consisted of 82 respondents: 46 from the consultancy firm (response rate 46 %), 27
from the phone company (response rate 82 %), and 9 from the firm of contractors
(response rate 56 %). They were 50 men and 31 women (1 unknown) with an average
age of 34. The participants' experience in their current jobs ranged from 0 to 30 years,
with an average of 4.5 years. The number of people directly reporting to them varied
from 1 to 5, with an average of 2. Participants reported spending on average 4 hours
per month negotiating and dealing with conflict.

Design and Procedure

The design was a 2 (opponent's emotion: anger vs. happiness) by 2
(participant's alternatives: abundant vs. none) full factorial, with demands as the
major dependent variable. Employees who agreed to participate in the study
received a booklet containing a brief description of the research, a negotiation
scenario, and a questionnaire. Participants who were recruited via the e-mail
received an electronic version of the document. Participants who received a paper-
pencil version of the study materials were kindly requested to return the completed
questionnaire directly to the researchers by means of the enclosed stamped
addressed envelope. Those who received the electronic version were asked to attach
the file with their responses to an e-mail message addressed to the researchers.

Negotiation task. Participants were presented with a scenario that featured a
buyer-seller negotiation in an organizational context. They were asked to take their
role seriously, and to respond as if they were actually in the situation. In the
scenario, participants were given the role of a project manager who had been
assigned the task of hiring an information technology (IT) company to update and
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professionalize the company website. They were told that their company preferred
to invest no more than 90,000 euros (roughly equivalent to $90,000).

Power manipulation. Power was manipulated by varying the participant’s
number of alternatives to a negotiated settlement. After the general situation had
been sketched, half the participants read that a thorough search of all the
appropriate IT companies in the region had shown there to be as many as 8 good
candidates (high-power condition). The other half read that there was only 1 good
candidate (low-power condition). Participants then learned that [one of the
companies / this company] was willing to accept the assignment for 120,000 euros.
Subsequently, participants were asked to imagine that they had [randomly contacted
one of the companies / contacted the company] by phone to negotiate the price of
the assignment, and that they had just proposed to pay 90,000.

Manipulation of the opponent’s emotion. Participants then read that, just as the
other party was about to respond to this offer, the other's mobile phone rang, that
the other apologized for the disturbance, and that the other briefly talked on the
mobile phone to someone else. Participants in the angry-opponent condition read
that they overheard the following conversation: "Hey Bernard, I'm sorry, I don't
have time right now, I'm in the middle of a negotiation with a client . . . I just got an
offer which makes me really mad. I'll call you back . .. Yeah, you're right, I'm pretty
angry. Bye" In contrast, participants in the happy-opponent condition read that they
heard the opponent say the following: "Hey Bernard, I'm sorry, I don't have time
right now, I'm in the middle of a negotiation with a client . . . I just got an offer
which makes me really happy. I'll call you back . . . Yeah, you're right, I feel very
good about this. Bye"

After the emotion manipulation, participants were informed that the
opponent requested an improved offer, which was to be communicated by electronic
mail. Participants were then asked to write down the e-mail message as they would
send it to the IT company, and to make sure to mention their final offer. Finally, they
were asked to complete a brief questionnaire containing measures of their intention
to concede, experienced power, manipulation checks, and ability to imagine
themselves in the situation.

Dependent Variables

The main dependent variable was the participant's demand, as written in the
e-mail to the IT company. Additionally, one question was asked to measure
participants’ intention to concede (“In this situation I would be inclined to concede to
the other," 1 = definitely not to 5 = definitely). The emotion manipulation was checked
by two items, one measuring perceived anger ("During the conversation over the
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mobile phone, the other person expressed anger regarding my offer," 1 = definitely
not to 5 = definitely) and one measuring perceived happiness ("During the conversation
over the mobile phone, the other person expressed happiness regarding my offer," 1
= definitely not to 5 = definitely). The manipulation of the participant's alternatives
was checked using three items {e.g., "Do you think that there are other IT companies
in your region that could professionalize the website for a better price?"; "Are there
other qualified IT companies in your region that you could contact?"), which were
averaged into an alternatives index (o = .80). Experienced power was measured by
five items (e.g., "I feel that I have a powerful negotiation position"; "I feel that I need
the other person to finish the project successfully,” reverse scored; "I feel that I am
dependent on the other person,” reverse scored; "I feel powerful in this situation”; 1
= totally disagree to 5 = totally agree). These items were averaged into a single index of
the participant's experienced power (o = .73). Finally, participants were asked to what
extent they had been able to imagine themselves in the situation described in the
scenario {1 = not very well to 5 = very well).

Results
Manipulation Checks

Opponent’s emotion. The manipulation of the opponent's emotion was checked
in the same way as in Experiments 3.1 and 3.2. A 2 (opponent's emotion: angry vs.
happy) x 2 (participant's perception of opponent's emotion: angry vs. happy)
ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor revealed a significant
interaction between the opponent’s emotion and participants' perceptions of the
opponent's emotion, F(1, 78) = 496.22, p < .001 (n’ = .86). Participants in the angry-
opponent condition rated the opponent as more angry (M = 4.29, SD = 0.81) than did
those in the happy-opponent condition (M = 1.38, SD = 0.63), and participants in the
happy-opponent condition rated the opponent as happier (M = 4.53, SD = 0.55) than
did those in the angry-opponent condition (M = 1.43, SD = 0.83). There was no main
effect of power, and no interaction (both Fs < 1, ns). Further, paired-sample t tests
showed that participants in the angry condition rated the other as more angry than
happy (M = 4.29 vs. M = 1.43), t(41) = 13.16, p < .001, and that participants in the
happy condition rated the other as more happy than angry (M = 4.53 vs. M = 1.38),
#(39) =20.43, p < .001.

Power. A significant main effect of the alternatives manipulation on the
corresponding index revealed that participants in the abundant-alternatives
conditions felt that they had more alternatives (M = 4.47, SD = 0.45) than did those in
the no-alternatives conditions (M = 3.56, SD = 0.88), F(1, 78) = 33.45, p < .001 (n* =
.30). There was no main effect of the opponent's emotion and no interaction (both Fs
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< 1, ns). Furthermore, a main effect of the alternatives manipulation on the
experienced power scale showed that participants who had abundant alternatives
indeed felt more powerful (M = 4.34, SD = 0.45) than did participants who had no
alternatives (M = 3.43, SD = 0.70), F(1, 78) = 48.14, p < .001 (n* = .38). Again, there
was no main effect of emotion (F = 1.81, ns) and no interaction (F = 2.02, ns).

Preliminary Analyses

A one-sample ¢ test showed that participants' ratings on the imagination item
were significantly above the scale mean (M = 3.77, SD = 1.22), t(81) = 5.70, p < .001,
indicating that they had been able to imagine themselves in the situation that was
presented. Preliminary analyses revealed no effects of any of the demographic
variables, so they are not discussed any further.

Demand Level

A main effect of the opponent’s emotion showed that participants with an
angry opponent conceded to a higher (i.e., less favorable) price than did those with a
happy opponent (M = 93,167 and SD = 4,601 vs. M = 88,956 and SD = 2,998,
respectively), F(1, 78) = 26.06, p < .001 {n* = .25). Second, a main effect of power

revealed that participants with abundant alternatives made tougher demands than
did those who had no alternatives (M = 90,125 and SD = 2,399 vs. M = 92,054 and SD
= 5,589, respectively), F(1, 78) = 4.85, p < .03 (n’ = .06). Finally, and most important,
both main effects were qualified by the expected interaction between emotion and
power, F(1, 78) = 8.60, p < .005 (n’ = .10). Consistent with Hypothesis 3.4, simple-
effects analysis revealed that participants conceded more to an angry opponent than
to a happy one, but only when they had no alternatives (M = 95,136 and SD = 5,383
for anger vs. M = 88,663 and SD = 3,504 for happiness), F(1, 78) = 33.07, p < .001 (n’ =
.34). Participants with abundant alternatives did not differ as a function of the
opponent's emotion (M = 91,000 and 5D = 2,052 for anger vs. M = 89,250 and SD =
2,447 for happiness), F(1, 78) = 2.23, ns.

The results pertaining to participants' self-reported intention to concede were
consistent with those obtained for their actual demands. A main effect of emotion
indicated that participants were more inclined to concede to an angry opponent than
to a happy one (M =2.74 and SD = 1.17 vs. M = 2.05 and SD = 0.88, respectively),
F(1, 78) = 10.63, p < .002 (n? = .12), and a main effect of power showed that
participants with abundant alternatives were less likely to concede than were those
who had no alternatives (M = 1.95 and SD = 0.88 vs. M = 2.83 and SD = 1.10,
respectively), F(1, 78) = 18.12, p < .001 (n® = .19). Again, a significant interaction
between emotion and power was obtained, F(1, 78) = 7.63, p < .01 (n* = .09). Simple-
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effects analyses revealed that participants who had no alternatives were more
inclined to concede to an angry opponent than to a happy one (M = 3.41, SD = 1.01
and M = 2.20, SD = 0.83, respectively), F(1, 78) = 18.57, p < .001 (n? = .31), whereas
those with abundant alternatives did not differ as a function of the opponent's
emotion (M = 2.00, SD = 0.86 and M = 1.90, SD = 0.91, respectively), F(1, 78) < 1, ns.

Discussion

Building on previous research on power and epistemic motivation (e.g;, De
Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; De Dreu & Van Kleef, 2004; Fiske, 1993; Fiske & Dépret,
1996; Neuberg & Fiske, 1987) and on the results of Experiments 3.1 and 3.2, it was
hypothesized and found that the interpersonal effects of anger and happiness on
demands and concessions are moderated by power. As predicted, low-power
negotiators were strongly influenced by their opponent's emotions, conceding more
to an angry opponent than to a happy one. By contrast, high-power negotiators were
unaffected by the opponent's emotion. These results corroborate Hypothesis 3.4, and
they support the motivated information processing model outlined in the
Introduction.

Importantly, this additional support for the motivated information processing
account also undermines the "urgency” explanation that was advanced in the
introduction to Experiment 3.3. The idea was that, in Experiments 3.1 and 3.2, a low
epistemic motivation (i.e., high need for closure, high time pressure) possibly went
hand in hand with a desire to end the negotiation as quickly as possible, and that
perhaps a sense of urgency rather than reduced motivation to process information is
responsible for the results pertaining to demands and concessions in the first two
experiments. In Experiment 3.3, however, this reasoning is far less plausible because
it is difficult to see how having few or plenty of alternatives would unequivocally
increase or decrease participants’ motivation to finish the negotiation. If anything, in
Experiment 3.3 low epistemic motivation is likely to have coincided with a reduced
rather than an increased urgency motivation, because having plenty of alternatives
enables a negotiator to safely try and get the most out of the negotiation without
risking to end up with nothing at all. If one would make a case that having no
alternatives (i.e., high epistemic motivation) produces a desire to finish the
negotiation quickly, the pattern of means would be inconsistent with those obtained
in the first two experiments. Thus, although the urgency explanation can account for
some of the results of Experiments 3.1 and 3.2, it cannot account for the combined
effects of Experiments 3.1 to 3.3. In contrast, the motivated information processing
model can easily explain the results of all three experiments by using the principle of
epistemic motivation. The motivated information processing account thus
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constitutes the most parsimonious explanation for the combined results of the
present experiments.

General Discussion

In the current research I drew on the motivated information processing model
of negotiation (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; see also Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski &
Webster, 1996) to enhance understanding of the interpersonal effects of emotions in
negotiation. Experiment 3.1 demonstrated that negotiators' tendency to concede
more to an angry opponent than to a happy one (Van Kleef et al., 2004b; see Chapter
2) is moderated by individual differences in epistemic motivation: Negotiators with
a low dispositional need for cognitive closure were strongly affected by the
opponent's emotion, whereas those with a high dispositional need for cognitive
closure were unaffected. Experiment 3.2 showed a similar pattern for a situational
manipulation of epistemic motivation. Participants who negotiated under low time
pressure (i.e., high epistemic motivation) were strongly influenced by the other's
emotion, whereas those under high time pressure (i.e., low epistemic motivation)
were not. In harmony with the motivated information processing model, this
moderating effect of time pressure was mediated by information processing. Finally,
using a different paradigm and participant population, Experiment 3.3
demonstrated that the interpersonal effects of anger and happiness in negotiations
are moderated by power. In line with previous research by Fiske and colleagues
showing that power reduces epistemic motivation (Fiske, 1993; Fiske & Dpret, 1996;
Neuberg & Fiske, 1987), low-power negotiators were found to concede more to an
angry counterpart than to a happy one, whereas high-power negotiators were
unaffected by the other's emotion. Taken together, the results of these three studies
provide strong support for the proposition that a negotiator's epistemic motivation
determines the extent to which he or she will be influenced by the opponent’s
emotions. The fact that three different operationalizations of epistemic motivation
yielded consistent results renders alternative explanations less plausible. Below I
consider the implications of these findings, discuss the strengths and limitations of
my approach, and outline some avenues for future research.

Implications and Contributions
In exploring how epistemic motivation moderates the interpersonal effects of
emotions in negotiation, the present work brings together two separate lines of
research. The synthesis of these different lines of inquiry extends scientific
knowledge about the negotiation process, the social effects of emotions, and the role
of epistemic motivation in social interaction. The present findings are consistent with
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a motivated information processing approach to negotiation (see De Dreu &
Carnevale, 2003; De Dreu et al., 1999, 2000), which holds that negotiators may be
more or less motivated to engage in systematic and thorough information
processing, depending on personality characteristics such as need for cognitive
closure and situational factors such as time pressure and power (Fiske, 1993; Fiske &
Dpret, 1996; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). Consistent with this perspective, the data
show that when negotiators have a high epistemic motivation, they process the
information that is conveyed by the opponent's emotions more thoroughly, and, as a
result, the opponent’s emotional state has a stronger impact on their behavior.

Recent research on the interpersonal effects of emotions in negotiation has
demonstrated that anger and happiness have a profound impact on negotiation
behavior (Van Kleef et al., 2004b, Exp. 1; see Chapter 2). Furthermore, these effects
have been shown to be produced by strategic considerations. Negotiators who are
confronted with an angry opponent judge the other's limits to be high, leading them
to concede quickly so as to avoid impasse. Conversely, negotiators who are
confronted with a happy opponent believe that the other has low limits, which
causes them to stand firm and make tough demands (Van Kleef et al., 2004b, Exp. 2).
The present research qualifies these findings by showing that the interpersenal
effects of emotions on negotiation behavior are moderated by epistemic motivation:
Negotiators only react to the opponent's emotion in a strategic way when they are
motivated te consider the implications of the other's emotion.

The current findings also add to what is known about the effects of emotions
in social settings. Although the previous decade has witnessed an increasing interest
in the interpersonal effects of emotions (e.g., Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Keltner &
Haidt, 1999; Morris & Keltner, 2000; Oatley & Jenkins, 1992), little is known about
potential moderators of these effects. The present research sheds light on this issue
by showing that the interpersonal effects of emotions are contingent upon the
perceiver's motivation to actively think about the implications of the opponent's
emotions. This finding has interesting implications for the tactical use of emotions
(cf. Barry, 1999), because it suggests that the effectiveness of the use of emotional
deception as a strategic ploy depends on whether the target of the influence attempt
is motivated to think about the implications of the other's emotions for his or her
own goal attainment.

In prior research, epistemic motivation has been linked to social psychological
phenomena such as impression formation, attribution, stereotyping, and language
use (for a comprehensive overview, see Kruglanski & Webster, 1996), and their
strategic implications in the context of conflict and negotiation {De Dreu &
Carnevale, 2003). The present research extends these findings to the domain of










































































































































































































































































































	Cover
	Titlepage
	PREFACE

