
UvA-DARE is a service provided by the library of the University of Amsterdam (https://dare.uva.nl)

UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

Negotiation in dyads and groups : the effects of social and epistemic motives

ten Velden, F.S.

Publication date
2008
Document Version
Final published version

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):
ten Velden, F. S. (2008). Negotiation in dyads and groups : the effects of social and epistemic
motives. [Thesis, fully internal, Universiteit van Amsterdam]. Kurt Lewin Instituut.

General rights
It is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the author(s)
and/or copyright holder(s), other than for strictly personal, individual use, unless the work is under an open
content license (like Creative Commons).

Disclaimer/Complaints regulations
If you believe that digital publication of certain material infringes any of your rights or (privacy) interests, please
let the Library know, stating your reasons. In case of a legitimate complaint, the Library will make the material
inaccessible and/or remove it from the website. Please Ask the Library: https://uba.uva.nl/en/contact, or a letter
to: Library of the University of Amsterdam, Secretariat, Singel 425, 1012 WP Amsterdam, The Netherlands. You
will be contacted as soon as possible.

Download date:23 May 2023

https://dare.uva.nl/personal/pure/en/publications/negotiation-in-dyads-and-groups--the-effects-of-social-and-epistemic-motives(e9fd97bb-b74c-4cff-a26b-03e702d8ee07).html


Negotiation in dyads and groups

The effects of  social and epistemic motives

                           Femke S. ten Velden

UITNODIGING

Voor het bijwonen 
van de promotie van

Femke ten Velden

Op vrijdag 18 april 
2008 om 10.00 in de 
Agnietenkapel van de 

Universiteit van 
Amsterdam

Oudezijds 
Voorburgwal 231 

1012 EZ Amsterdam

Receptie na afl oop

Paranimfen

Bianca Driessen
06-11360991

Lotte Scholten
06-42102954

N
egotiation in dyads and groups                                                              F

em
ke S. ten V

elden

Dissertatiereeks
Kurt Lewin Instituut
2008 - 13

Velden ten_omslag   1 03-03-2008   13:32:57



  

 

Negotiation in Dyads and Groups: 

The effects of social and epistemic motives  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Femke ten Velden 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Negotiation in Dyads and Groups: 

The effects of social and epistemic motives  
 

 

 

 

 

 

ACADEMISCH PROEFSCHRIFT 
 

 

 

 

 

 

ter verkrijging van de graad van doctor 

aan de Universiteit van Amsterdam 

op gezag van de Rector Magnificus 

prof. dr. D. C. van den Boom 

ten overstaan van een door het college voor promoties ingestelde 

commissie, in het openbaar te verdedigen in de Agnietenkapel 

op vrijdag 18 april 2008, te 10.00 uur 

 

 

 

 

door Femke Sabine ten Velden 

geboren te Haarlem 



  

 

 

Promotor: Prof. Dr. C. K. W. de Dreu 

Copromotor:  Dr. B. Beersma 

 

Faculteit der Maatschappij- en Gedragswetenschappen 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This project was subsidized by the Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research 

(NWO), NWO grant 410-21-012 

 

ISBN 978-90-76269-64-1 

 





CONTENTS   3 

CONTENTS 
 

Chapter 1: Motivation in negotiation: An introduction   6 

  

Negotiation: Mixed-motive Interdependence   7 

 Motivated Information Processing in Negotiation   9 

 Social and Epistemic Motivation     10 

 Heterogeneity of Social Motivation    14 

 Heterogeneity of Epistemic Motivation    15 

 Competitive Motivation      16 

 Summary and Overview      17 

 

Chapter 2: Majority and Minority Influence in Group Negotiation:  

The Moderating  Effects of Social Motivation and Decision Rules  19 

  

Decision Rules and Social Motives in Group Negotiation  19 

Method        23 

 Results        26 

 Conclusions and Discussion     36 

 Notes        39 

 

Chapter 3: It takes one to tango: The effects of Dyads' Epistemic  

Motivation Composition in Negotiation     41 

  

Motivated Information Processing in Negotiation   42 

 Heterogeneity in Epistemic Motivation: The Present Research 43 

 Experiment 3.1       44 

  Method       44 

  Results       47 

  Discussion      47 

 Experiment 3.2       47 

  Method       49 

  Results       53 

  Discussion      60 

 Conclusions and General Discussion    60 

  Theoretical implications and Avenues  

for Future Research     61 

Conclusion      64 

 Notes        65 



4 CONTENTS 

 

Chapter 4: When competition breeds equality: Effects of appetitive versus  

aversive competition in negotiation     67 

 

The Psychology of Appetitive and Aversive Competition  68 

Negotiation Processes and Outcomes    69 

The Present Chapter: Overview     70 

Experiment 4.1       71 

 Method       71 

 Results       73 

 Discussion      75 

Experiment 4.2       75 

 Method       76 

 Results       78 

 Discussion      80 

Experiment 4.3       80 

 Method       81 

 Results       84 

 Discussion      85 

Experiment 4.4       85 

 Method       86 

 Results       87 

 Discussion      90 

General Discussion and Conclusion    91 

Implications for Theory and Avenues  

for Future Research     91 

Conclusion      94 

 Notes        95 

 

Chapter 5: Goal Expectations meet Regulatory Focus: How  

Appetitive and Aversive Competition Influence Negotiation  97 

 

Expectations of Others in Social Decision Making:  

Goal Expectation Theory     97 

 Aversive and Appetitive Competitive Motivation in Negotiation 99 

Need for Cognitive Closure and Motivated  

Information Processing      100 

Overview of the Present Research    101 

Method        101 



CONTENTS   5 

Results        105 

Conclusions and General Discussion    109 

 Theoretical implications, limitations and directions  

for future research     111  

 Conclusion      113 

Notes        114 

 

Chapter 6: General Discussion      115 

  

Summary of findings      115 

 Implications       120 

 Directions for Future Research and Limitations   124 

 Conclusion       127 

 

Samenvatting  

Dutch Summary        129 

  

References        135 

 

Acknowledgements       147 

 

 

 



6 CHAPTER 1 

CHAPTER 1 
Motivation in negotiation: An introduction 

 

 

In many of our interactions with other people, whether in work-settings or at home, 

we implicitly or explicitly negotiate: We try to reach agreement about our perceived 

divergence of interests. Negotiation occurs on a daily basis, at all levels of society. 

Unfortunately, a newspaper headline such as "Parties reached an impasse: Still no 

agreement" is not an exception: Negotiation often ends in impasse, which can have 

far reaching effects. When negotiators fail to agree, they leave dissatisfied, are less 

willing to engage in future interaction, and face conflict. Moreover, even when 

negotiators are able to avoid impasse and reach an agreement, these agreements 

often are less than optimal, leaving parties with unsatisfactory outcomes and a 

suboptimal distribution of resources (Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994; Thompson & 

Hrebec, 1996). Therefore, as negotiation is such a pervasive aspect of day-to-day life 

in general, and in work-related settings in particular, it is important to know the 

variables that stimulate and undermine successful negotiation.  

Negotiations are complex and difficult. To reach a high quality agreement, 

negotiators need to gain insight into the negotiation problem at hand, and make 

sense of this complex situation (De Dreu, Beersma, Steinel, & Van Kleef, 2007). Past 

research has identified two important processes through which negotiators make 

sense of their environment: Information exchange and information processing. This 

dissertation concerns these processes. Whether parties are willing and able to 

optimally operate these two processes depends on their motivation. Specifically, 

according to the Motivated Information Processing model of negotiation (De Dreu 

& Carnevale, 2003), two types of motivation are crucial. First, social motivation – 

individuals' preferences for a collectively beneficial (pro-social) versus personally 

beneficial (pro-self) distribution of outcomes between themselves and 

interdependent others (McClintock, 1977) – drives the kind of information that 

negotiators search for. Second, epistemic motivation – the desire to develop and 

maintain an accurate and deep understanding of the world, including the negotiation 

at hand (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996) – drives the depth 

of information processing that takes place. In essence, the idea is that negotiators 

exchange information in a more accurate and open way when they have a pro-social 

rather than pro-self motive, and that negotiators benefit from this open and accurate 

information exchange in particular when they have high rather than low epistemic 

motivation. As a result, negotiators reach collectively beneficial outcomes – so-called 

integrative agreements – when they combine a pro-social orientation with high 

epistemic motivation (De Dreu, Beersma, Stroebe, & Euwema, 2006). 



INTRODUCTION 7 

Research on motivated information processing in negotiation has 

substantially increased our understanding about the way in which negotiators make 

sense of their complex negotiation situation and settle on more or less beneficial 

agreements (for reviews see Carnevale & De Dreu, 2006; De Dreu & Carnevale, 

2003; De Dreu et al., 2007). Nevertheless, knowledge about some crucial aspects of 

motivation and information in negotiation is largely lacking, and redressing this state 

of affairs was the goal of this dissertation. First, although heterogeneity of motives 

across negotiators is probably rule rather than exception, work on motivated 

information processing has considered situations in which both parties share the 

same social motivation (i.e., both are pro-social, or both are pro-self), and the same 

level of epistemic motivation. The present dissertation focuses on heterogeneity of 

motivation across negotiators, either in terms of their social motivation (Chapter 2) 

or in terms of their epistemic motivation (Chapter 3).  

Second, work on motivated information processing, and related work 

grounded in interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) has predominantly 

focused on pro-social versus pro-self motivation. Interestingly, pro-self motivation 

can be decomposed in individualistic motivation on the one hand, and competitive 

motivation on the other. Under individualistic motivation, negotiators seek good 

outcomes for themselves and ignore what others get. Under competitive motivation, 

negotiators seek to avoid getting less than their counterpart and try to win from him 

or her. Despite the fact that competitive motivation seems prominent in many 

negotiations, systematic research into the affective and behavioral consequences of 

competitive motivation is largely missing. This dissertation increases our knowledge 

about competitive motivation by focusing on distinct forms of competitive 

motivation (Chapter 4 and 5). Before presenting the specific experiments in 

subsequent chapters, I will first explain the characteristics of negotiation situations in 

general. After this, I will review relevant research, and elaborate on those issues that 

are relevant for the research reported in this dissertation. This introductory chapter 

ends with a brief introduction to, and overview of the empirical studies that form the 

core of this dissertation. 

 

Negotiation: Mixed-motive interdependence 

 

The results of many social interactions depend not only on our own 

behavior, but on various aspects of the behavior of others as well (Kelley & Thibaut, 

1978). Whether we get the job we want or enjoy our time spent at home depends, at 

least in part, on the choices made by others. This interdependence can take several 

forms (Davis, Laughlin, & Komorita, 1976). A cooperative interaction exists when 

one individual's behavior does not only affect his or her outcomes positively, but the 
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outcomes of other individuals involved as well. In contrast, competitive interaction 

exists when an individual's behavior affects his or her own outcomes positively, but 

the outcomes of the other individuals involved negatively. However, most social 

interactions are characterized by mixed-motive interdependence, in that people have 

incentives to both cooperate and compete (Deutsch, 1949; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). 

This mixed motive interdependence (Schelling, 1960) also characterizes negotiation: 

Because agreement is better than no agreement, parties have an incentive to 

cooperate. But because each is better off with an agreement serving their personal 

interests optimally, parties also have an incentive to compete.  

Negotiation settings are often ambiguous, and vary in complexity (De Dreu 

et al., 2007). This is particularly true when the negotiation is about several issues that 

are differentially valued by the negotiators. An example of such a complex, multi-

issue negotiation is the talk between union representatives and representatives from 

management about a new employment contract. Typically, such labor-negotiations 

require agreement on several issues, such as salary and working hours, the duration 

of the contract, and the annual pay raise. These issues might be of different value for 

the negotiators involved, such that the duration of the contract may be very 

important to the employee but the annual pay raise may be of lesser concern, while 

the employer might find the annual pay raise more important than the duration of 

the contract.  

When negotiations involve multiple issues that vary in value to the 

negotiators, an integrative agreement in which all parties' interests are met becomes a 

possibility by making trade-offs. This is illustrated in Table 1.1, which shows the 

issue charts for both parties in a two-person negotiation. For each issue, there are 5 

or 7 levels on which the negotiators can reach agreement. As can be seen, a simple 

50-50 compromise in which the parties split the difference provides both negotiators 

with 375 points (€ 17.000 salary, 1,5 years duration of contract, 4% pay raise, and 

30% medical coverage). Typically for integrative multi-issue negotiations, the 

negotiators value the issues differently. For the management representative, duration 

of contract and annual raise are the most important issues while for the union's 

representative, salary and medical coverage are the most important issues. To obtain 

the maximum joint outcomes, both parties need to give in on their less valuable 

issues, a behavior known as logrolling (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). In the case of the 

two negotiators in Table 1.1, this would mean that the management representative 

would receive zero outcomes for salary and medical coverage but the maximum 

outcome for duration of contract and annual raise. The union's representative would 

receive zero outcomes on duration of contract and annual raise, but maximum 

outcomes on salary and medical coverage. Their joint outcomes would be 1080 
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points, which is more than the middle-of-the-road compromise (750 points) or an 

agreement in which one negotiator gets all (750 points).  

 

 

Table 1.1 

Issue Charts for the Management and Union Representative  

Management 

Salary Duration of contract Annual Raise Medical Coverage 

€ 14.000 (90) 0,5 year  (180) 1% (360) 10% (120) 

€ 15.000 (75) 1,0 year  (135) 2% (300) 20%   (90) 

€ 16.000 (60) 1,5 year  (90) 3% (240) 30%   (60) 

€ 17.000 (45) 2,0 year  (45) 4% (180) 40%   (30) 

€ 18.000 (30) 2,5 year  (00) 5% (120) 50%   (00) 

€ 19.000 (15)   6%   (60) 

€ 20.000 (00)   7%   (00) 

Union 

Salary Duration of contract Annual Raise Medical Coverage 

€ 20.000 (360) 2,5 year (120) 7% (90) 50% (180) 

€ 19.000 (300) 2,0 year  (90) 6% (75) 40% (135) 

€ 18.000 (240) 1,5 year  (60) 5% (60) 30%   (90) 

€ 17.000 (180) 1,0 year  (30) 4% (45) 20%   (45) 

€ 16.000 (120) 0,5 year  (00) 3% (30) 10%   (00) 

€ 15.000   (60)  2% (15)  

€ 14.000   (00)  1% (00)  

Note.  Numbers in brackets refer to the value of the alternatives. 

 

 

Unfortunately, as real life negotiations are rarely reducible to relatively 

simple issue charts, the parties involved in negotiation do not have full insight into 

the other parties' preferences and the structure of the negotiation. Although 

negotiating parties are able to communicate their preferences, the mixed-motive 

structure of negotiation can potentially have detrimental consequences: Negotiators 

do not know with certainty that the information the other party provides is accurate 

and truthful. And vice versa: Negotiators face the difficult choice of providing 

accurate information that might help attain good outcomes for all, but at the same 

time might increase the risk of being exploited. As a consequence, all too often, 

negotiations end up in impasses or in sub-optimal agreements in which none of the 

parties' goals are met, and neither party is satisfied (Rubin et al., 1994).  

 

Motivated information processing in negotiation 

 

How negotiators deal with the mixed-motive structure of negotiations, and 

their information insufficiency, has been the focus of many studies. Research in 
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social psychology and the organizational sciences has focused on cognitive processes 

such as the use of heuristics (e.g., Neale & Bazerman, 1991) and on motivational 

tendencies to cooperate or compete (e.g., Carnevale & Lawler, 1986; Rubin et al., 

1994). To integrate these lines of inquiry, De Dreu and colleagues developed and 

tested their motivated information processing model (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003). 

It postulates that high-quality agreements that integrate all parties' interests as much 

as possible require cooperative exchange of information and the subsequent deep 

and systematic processing of that information. It further proposes that two different 

motivational systems can account for the type of information individuals search for 

during negotiations, and the amount of information processing that takes place. 

Social motivation drives the kind of information that negotiators search for, and epistemic 

motivation drives the depth of information processing that takes place.  

In the next sections I will first review past research on social motivation and 

epistemic motivation, their origins, and their consequences in negotiation. After this, 

I will review studies that simultaneously investigated the influence of social and 

epistemic motivation and showed support for the motivated information processing 

perspective. Finally, I will discuss the important questions that remain and introduce 

the empirical chapters in which these questions are addressed.  

 

Social and epistemic motivation 

 

Because of the mixed-motive nature of negotiations, negotiating individuals 

face a dilemma between their own interests, and those of others (Pruitt & Carnevale, 

1993). How negotiators deal with this dilemma, depends on their social motive – the 

individual's preference for a particular outcome distribution between oneself and 

interdependent others (McClintock, 1977). Although a variety of social motives can 

be distinguished, including altruistic, cooperative, competitive and individualistic 

(e.g., Van Lange, De Cremer, Van Dijk, & Van Vugt, 2007), many studies on conflict 

and negotiation have relied on the more general distinction between pro-self and 

pro-social motives (e.g., Gillespie, Brett, & Weingart, 2000; Olekalns & Smith, 1999; 

Roch & Samuelson, 1997). Individuals with a pro-self motive seek to maximize their 

own outcomes, and have no or negative regard for other's outcomes. They tend to 

see the negotiation as a competitive game in which power and personal success are 

key. Individuals with a pro-social motive seek to maximize both their own, as well as 

other's outcomes. They tend to perceive negotiation as a cooperative game in which 

harmony and inclusiveness, fairness, and joint success are key (e.g., Chen, Mannix, & 

Okumura, 2003). 

Social motives can be rooted in individual differences such as social value 

orientation (McClintock, 1977; Van Lange, 1999) or specific aspects of culture, such 
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as collectivist or individualistic values (Hofstede, 1980). Social value orientation is 

usually assessed through a decomposed game methodology (Kuhlman & Marshello, 

1975), in which individuals have to choose, over several rounds, between three 

different outcome distributions (pro-social, individualistic and competitive; the latter 

two are often combined in a "pro-self" category). Based on their choices, individuals 

are classified accordingly. Individuals classified as pro-social value both their own, 

and the other party's outcome. Individuals with an individualistic orientation value 

their own outcome, and have no regard for the other party's outcome. Finally, those 

with a competitive orientation value their own outcome relative to the other party's 

outcome: Their choices indicate a desire to maximize the positive difference between 

one's own, and the other party's outcome.  

In addition to individual differences, social motives can also be cued by 

situational features. For example, giving instructions or incentives to consider not 

only one's own, but also others' interests raises pro-social motivation (e.g., Weingart, 

Bennett, & Brett, 1993). Even referring to the counterpart as "partner", rather than 

"opponent," raises pro-social motivation (Burnham, McCabe, & Smith, 2001). Also, 

pro-social motivation is raised when future interaction is expected (Ben-Yoav & 

Pruitt, 1984), when a counterpart is a friend rather than stranger (Fry, Firestone, & 

Williams, 1984), and when a counterpart is referred to as a member of the same 

social category (Kramer, Pommerenke, & Newton, 1993). 

A large number of studies examined the influence of social motives on 

negotiation behavior and outcomes (e.g., Beersma & De Dreu, 1999; 2002; Olekalns 

& Smith, 1999; Schultz & Pruitt, 1978; Weingart et al., 1993). A meta-analysis of this 

work, including a total of 28 studies, showed that compared to pro-self negotiators, 

those with a pro-social motivation more often engage in problem-solving behaviors 

such as the exchange of information, less often engage in contentious behavior such 

as persuasive bolstering, and achieve higher joint outcomes (De Dreu, Weingart, & 

Kwon, 2000).  

Because negotiations often are multi-issue, complex, and ambiguous, 

negotiators are faced with the cognitively taxing task of making sense of their 

situation (De Dreu et al., 2007). They not only need to exchange information, but also 

thoroughly process the negotiation situation and the information that comes to the 

table (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003). According to dual process models of 

information processing (Chaiken & Trope, 1999) individuals may process 

information in a shallow and effortless mode or, alternatively, they may engage in a 

more deep, elaborative and effortful processing of information. In the case of 

shallow, heuristic information processing negotiators tend to rely on fixed-pie 

assumptions (e.g., Thompson & Hastie, 1990), on stereotypes (e.g., Morris, Larrick, 

& Su, 1999), and are heavily influenced by anchoring (Ritov, 1996) and framing (e.g., 
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Bottom & Studt, 1993). These biases and heuristics often prohibit the development 

of an accurate understanding of the task and the discovery of mutually beneficial, 

integrative agreements. In the case of systematic information processing, however, 

negotiators are more likely to base their judgments and decisions on thoroughly 

processed information and to revise inaccurate assumptions and preconceptions. As 

a result, high quality, integrative agreements are more likely (De Dreu & Carnevale, 

2003).  

The degree to which individuals engage in systematic and elaborative 

processing of information depends on an individual's epistemic motivation, - the desire 

to develop and maintain an accurate and deep understanding of the world, including 

the negotiation at hand (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski 

& Webster, 1996). Epistemic motivation can be rooted in individual differences, 

such as Need for Cognitive Closure (Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996), 

Need for Cognition (Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996) or Personal Need 

for Structure (Thompson, Naccarato, Parker, & Moskowitz, 2001). For example, 

individuals with a high personal need for structure are characterized by a chronic 

preference for simplicity and structure, view the world in less complex ways, and 

often rely on heuristic processing of information that is based on well-learned 

associations. On the contrary, individuals with a low need for structure are 

characterized by a chronic preference for complexity and spontaneity, are less likely 

to rely on heuristics and more likely to incorporate new information into their 

decision making process (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993; Thompson et al., 2001; 

Thompson, Roman, Moskowitz, Chaiken, & Bargh, 1994). In short, those with low 

need for structure are more likely to display high epistemic motivation. 

Similarly, Need for Cognitive Closure refers to the individual's desire for a 

firm, unambiguous answer, and it affects the degree to which people react and are 

influenced by early or pre-existing cues (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). Individuals 

with high need for closure tend to seize information quickly, and subsequently freeze 

on that information (e.g., Freund, Kruglanski & Shpitzajzen, 1985; Heaton & 

Kruglanski, 1991; Kruglanski & Freund, 1983; Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). 

Individuals with low need for closure, in contrast, are more likely to continue 

information processing and are less influenced by initial impressions and stereotypic 

cues. 

Epistemic motivation also depends on features of the situation. For 

example, time pressure has been shown to lower epistemic motivation (Kruglanski & 

Freund, 1983), as has environmental noise (e.g., Kruglanski, Webster, & Klem, 

1993), and process accountability (Tetlock, 1992). Under process accountability, 

individuals expect to be observed and evaluated by others with unknown views 

about the process of judgement and decision making (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999; 
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Tetlock, 1992). Individuals held process accountable evaluate decision alternatives 

more thoroughly (Scholten, Van Knippenberg, Nijstad, & De Dreu, 2007; Simonson 

& Staw, 1992), and rely less on heuristic cues (De Dreu, Koole, & Steinel, 2000) than 

individuals not held process accountable. 

Several studies examined the influence of epistemic motivation in 

negotiations. For example, individuals with low epistemic motivation were more 

likely to use heuristic cues including irrelevant anchor information or stereotypic 

cues about their counterpart (De Dreu, Koole, & Oldersma, 1999). De Grada, 

Kruglanski, Pierro, and Mannetti (1999) showed that small groups composed of 

individuals with high need for closure were more task-oriented, were more tolerant 

of authoritarian leadership, and were less egalitarian in their decision making. 

Furthermore, when individuals were process accountable, and thus had high 

epistemic motivation, they were more likely to revise inaccurate pre-existing 

cognitive structures during negotiation, and consequently reached agreements of 

higher quality (De Dreu, Koole et al., 2000). 

Taken together, the above review indicates that negotiators with a pro-social 

motivation are more likely to exchange information, and that negotiators with a high 

epistemic motivation are more likely to thoroughly process information. Given that 

thorough processing of accurately exchanged information helps negotiators to 

understand their situation, and to craft agreements that are mutually beneficial, one 

would expect most integrative agreements when negotiators combine high epistemic 

motivation with a pro-social orientation. This is indeed what De Dreu and Carnevale 

(2003) hypothesized, and what De Dreu et al. (2006) showed. In three experiments 

these authors manipulated epistemic motivation and social motivation, and showed 

that pro-social negotiators recall more cooperative tactics, report more trust and 

reach higher collective outcomes than pro-self negotiators, especially when they had 

high epistemic motivation.  

Although it is clear that the constructs of social and epistemic motivation 

play a crucial role in influencing negotiation, unfortunately, several aspects of 

motivation have been overlooked in studies so far. First of all, in the studies 

discussed thus far, the focus has predominantly been on homogeneous settings in 

which all dyad or group members share the same social motivation. It seems 

reasonable however, that in groups and dyads those with a pro-social motivation 

meet those with a pro-self motivation, and vice versa. Unfortunately, very few 

studies have examined dyads and groups in which members have different social 

motives, leaving what will happen if groups that are mixed in composition in terms 

of social motivation unknown. In addition, thus far, epistemic motivation has only 

been studied in homogeneous settings, in which all parties share the same 

motivation. It seems likely however, that in dyads and groups not all members share 
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the same level of epistemic motivation, for example due to individual differences in 

epistemic needs, or differences in perceived time pressure. Finally, research thus far 

has largely ignored the competitive motivation, and instead has primarily focused on 

individualistic motives. In this dissertation, I will argue and show that especially in an 

interdependent social interaction such as negotiation, the competitive motivation – 

the motivation to maximize own outcomes vis-à-vis the counterpart, plays an 

important role. In the next section, these three issues will be discussed in more detail.  

 

Heterogeneity of social motivation 

 

Whereas social motivation resides at the individual-level of analysis, 

negotiation takes place in pairs or small groups of individuals. It may be the case that 

all individuals within a pair or small group share the same social motivation – all have 

a pro-self motive or all have a pro-social motive. However, it is equally or perhaps 

more likely that in a dyad or group one individual strives to obtain good outcomes 

for all, while another is merely concerned with the own outcome. Whereas one party 

may regard his or her counterpart as a partner, the other may not. Whereas some 

negotiators at the table are from a collectivist culture, others may not. Research 

evidence suggests that when those with a pro-social motive are confronted with 

someone with a pro-self motive they tend to apply more competitive strategies to 

avoid being exploited (e.g., Kelley & Stahelski, 1970). For negotiators with a pro-self 

motive, this assimilation occurs less, or not at all. However, studies addressing 

heterogeneity of social motivation in negotiation are scarce and results are unclear. 

For example, some results suggest that the more pro-social negotiators there are in a 

group, the better it is (e.g., Weingart, Brett, & Olekalns, 2005). However, Schei and 

Rognes (2005) found that in negotiating groups, those with a pro-social motivation 

were exploited by those with a pro-self motivation. Thus, it appears that assimilation 

of those with a pro-social motivation does not always take place. In Chapter 2, I will 

argue and show that the effects of heterogeneity of social motivation depend on the 

interest positions group members hold, and the decision rule that groups use.  

Especially in negotiation involving more than two parties, asymmetrical 

situations may arise, in which a numerical majority of group members have 

preferences that oppose those of a minority (Polzer, Mannix, & Neale, 1998). 

Consider, for example, a management team in which two members have aligned 

interests on all issues at stake, while a third member has different interests. Imagine 

as well that these two members both have a pro-self motivation, while the third 

member has a pro-social motivation. Would the aligned members include the 

dissenting minority's interests in their agreement? Research on coalition behavior 

(Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; Van Beest, Wilke, & Van Dijk, 2003) suggests that 
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individuals who are less disposed to consider the viewpoint of others are more likely 

to form small coalitions that benefit themselves at the expense of others. However, 

what would happen if the minority party has a pro-self motivation and in addition, 

has the ability to block a decision? Or, instead, has a pro-social motivation? In 

Chapter 2, findings will be reported that show that the common view that the more 

pro-social negotiators there are in a group, the better it is (e.g., Weingart, Brett, & 

Olekalns, 2005) is too simplistic: To determine whether the pro-social motivation of 

counterparts will have a positive effect, or whether the pro-self motivation of 

counterparts will have a negative effect, one needs to consider structural and 

procedural variables, such as the interest positions of the negotiators. Specific 

predictions were developed and tested in an experimental study reported in Chapter 

2. 

 

Heterogeneity of epistemic motivation 

 

Although epistemic motivation, as social motivation, resides at the individual 

level of analysis, negotiation is an interpersonal task and thus takes place between at 

least two individuals. Of course, it may be that all individuals within a pair or small 

group share the same level of epistemic motivation – all are under the same amount 

of time pressure, and all are process accountable to the same extent. However, it is at 

least equally likely that within pairs individuals differ in their epistemic needs. 

Someone with low need for cognition may negotiate with someone having high need 

for cognition (Shestowsky, Wegener, & Fabrigar, 1998; Schei, Rognes & Mykland, 

2006). Whereas one party may experience high time pressure, his or her counterpart 

may not (cf., Moore, 2004). Whereas some negotiators at the table may be process 

accountable, others may not (cf., Tetlock, 1992).  

Thus, when applying the concept of epistemic motivation to interpersonal 

processes including negotiation, we need to take into account that groups and dyads 

may be heterogeneous in individual epistemic needs. What would happen if one 

negotiator approaches the negotiation with a high motivation to thoroughly search 

and process information, while his or her counterpart makes sense of the situation 

by relying on simplifying heuristics? Unfortunately, research on epistemic motivation 

limited itself to homogeneous situations in which all parties have the same epistemic 

motivation, leaving it unclear how much systematic processing of information within 

the negotiation pair is needed. The question how homogeneity versus heterogeneity 

of epistemic motivation impacts negotiation processes and outcomes is unknown 

and will be further examined in Chapter 3.  
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Competitive motivation 

 

As mentioned briefly in the beginning of this introduction, individualistic and 

competitive motives are often combined in a single category labeled "pro-self" (Au & 

Kwong, 2004; Olekalns & Smith, 1999). It is striking that although non-cooperative, 

competitive motivation is often seen as central in conflict and negotiation (Fisher, 

Ury & Patton, 1991; Tjosvold, 1998), relatively few studies actually incorporated 

competitive motivation into the analysis. In his review of the relevant literatures Van 

Lange (2000) noted that "… it should be clear that the pursuit of self-interest is too 

limited to fully explicate the ways in which we behave and interact … It is, therefore, 

all the more surprising that many or most theories and models of interpersonal 

behavior do not [seek to include] … competitive orientation"(p. 326). A few studies 

have shown competitive motivation to influence perceptions, behavior and feelings 

in a variety of interdependent situations (Deutsch, 1973). Competitive individuals 

emphasize differences rather than common ground (Deutsch, 1973), show high 

levels of distrust, use contentious tactics (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993) and expect both 

the interaction and the other party to be competitive (Kelley & Stahelski, 1970).  

Early experimental game research has suggested that competitive tendencies 

can be based on two fundamentally different types of motivation (e.g., Messick & 

Thorngate, 1967). First, competitive individuals may focus on getting ahead and try 

to outdo their counterpart. This type of competitive motivation is called appetitive 

competition. Alternatively, individuals may focus on avoiding getting behind and on 

preventing to lose (Messick & Thorngate, 1967; Van Lange et al., 2007). This type of 

competitive motivation is called aversive competition. Appetitive and aversive 

competition bear resemblance to promotion and prevention focus (Crowe & 

Higgins, 1997; Higgins, 1998). Promotion focus is characterized by a concern for 

accomplishment, getting ahead, and behavior is directed by a positive event. 

Prevention focus is characterized by a concern for safety, and behavior is directed by 

fear for a negative event. The literature on promotion focus would suggest that 

appetitive competitors are characterized by a concern for accomplishment, getting 

ahead, and that their behavior is aimed at obtaining a positive event. Consequently, 

in an interdependent negotiation setting, appetitive competition motivates 

negotiators to outperform their counterpart. In contrast, aversive competitors are 

characterized by a prevention focus, leading them to be concerned with safety, and 

their behavior is driven by fear for negative outcomes. Consequently, in negotiation 

they are concerned with not falling behind. In Chapter 4, I will argue and show that 

this difference underlying competitive motivation has important implications for 

negotiators´ behavior and outcomes.  
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Summary and overview 

 

The above overview shows that research on the effects of motivation in 

negotiation has thus far ignored at least three important issues: The effects of 

motivational heterogeneity in terms of social motivation and asymmetry of 

preferences, the effects of motivational heterogeneity in terms of epistemic 

motivation and the effects of competitive motivation. This dissertation attempts to 

shed light on these three areas.  

 In the remainder of this dissertation I will report a number of studies that 

address social and epistemic motivation in negotiation. Chapter 2 focuses on the 

effects of heterogeneity of social motivation in negotiating groups, and the 

moderating effects of structural majority and minority positions negotiators hold on 

the one hand, and the decision rule the group uses on the other. Thus, besides 

furthering insight into the influence of heterogeneity of social motivation in 

negotiation, this chapter extends research on social motivation in negotiation into 

the realm of coalition formation and group decision-making.  

Chapter 3 addresses the more general question of what happens when one 

negotiator, who is highly motivated to think deep and process information 

systematically, negotiates with another negotiator, who engages in shallow, heuristic 

processing of information. Research thus far has predominantly focused on 

homogeneous dyads, in which both members share the same level of epistemic 

motivation. Chapter 3 reports findings of two experiments. The first experiment 

examined effects of epistemic motivation (measured as Need for Structure) on 

negotiation outcomes. The second experiment expands the findings of Experiment 

3.1, and identifies the processes that lead to these findings. In addition, Experiment 

3.2 examined the interaction of epistemic motivation and the amount of available 

information.  

Although pro-social and pro-self motivation in negotiation has received 

considerable attention, competitive motivation has been largely ignored. The 

experiments reported in Chapter 4 and 5 were designed to fill this void. In these 

chapters, two specific types of competitive motivation are distinguished: Appetitive 

and aversive competition. Chapter 4 reports findings from four different 

experiments. Together, these studies highlight how appetitive and aversive 

competition influence the feelings of anxiety and optimism, the valuation of equality, 

tendencies to exploit one's counterpart, and willingness to settle on deals that yield 

high, equally distributed value. Chapter 5 builds on Chapter 3 and 4. In Chapter 5, 

findings of an experiment that focused on the effects of competitive motivations and 

Need for cognitive closure on concession size will be discussed. In addition, the 

experiment examined effects of stereotypic information about the counterpart. 
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Finally, in Chapter 6, I will summarize the main findings and their implications for 

negotiation.  
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CHAPTER 2 
Majority and Minority Influence in Group Negotiation: 

The Moderating Effects of Social Motivation and Decision 

Rules1 
 

Negotiation plays an important role in organizational life (Pfeffer, 1998). 

When more than two parties are involved, a numerical majority of group members 

may have preferences that oppose those of a minority. Examples of such 

asymmetrical negotiations include a management team where the majority agrees on 

product development issues while a minority disagrees, or a cross-functional project 

team where the majority feels that newly attracted funds should be used to do 

additional research and a minority want to use the funds to facilitate marketing. 

However, because research has scarcely considered these asymmetrical situations, we 

do not know when and why such asymmetrical negotiations develop into tedious 

majority-versus-minority conflicts or, instead, into collectively beneficial exchanges. 

Negotiation theory thus has a one-sided focus on symmetrical situations, where there 

is no clear majority of parties with similar preferences. Consequently, we do not 

know how to structure and manage groups in asymmetrical situations. The present 

research was designed to fill this void. Critical in our analysis is which decision rule 

groups apply, and which social motivation members of the majority and minority 

adopt.  

 

Decision Rules and Social Motives in Group Negotiation 

 
In group negotiations, participants need a decision rule to finalize their agreements 

(Messick, Moore, & Bazerman, 1997). The two most often used and studied rules are 

majority rule and unanimity rule (Baron, Kerr, & Miller, 1992). Under majority rule, 

the support of a majority of group members is enough to validate an agreement. 

Thus, majority rule empowers parties that hold a majority position and oppose a 

numerical minority of parties with different preferences, because majority rule 

enables them to marginalize or even exclude a minority from an agreement (Miller, 

Jackson, Mueller, & Schersching, 1987). Under unanimity rule, all group members 

have to support an agreement for it to be valid. Consequently, a single group 

member can affect the negotiation process and outcome by using a veto to block a 

decision, for example to prevent an agreement that yields low personal outcomes. 

Thus, under unanimity rule, even parties that hold a minority position, because their 

interests oppose those of a numerical majority of parties, are relatively powerful; 

their veto power enables them to block unfavorable decisions. 
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Work on coalition formation and on negotiation has only sparsely 

investigated the influence of decision rules. In research on coalition formation the 

use of majority rule is an implicit assumption (for a review see Murnighan, 1978), 

whereas in studies on group negotiation, the use of unanimity rule is often an 

implicit assumption. One exception is a study by Thompson, Mannix, and Bazerman 

(1988), which showed that groups using majority rule reached lower joint outcomes 

and distributed outcomes more unequally than groups using unanimity rule. 

Likewise, Polzer, Mannix and Neale (1998) showed that under majority rule, majority 

members with compatible interests were likely to form a coalition that excluded the 

incompatible minority from the agreement, or included the incompatible minority in 

an agreement in which the coalescing parties dictated the terms. 

The above may suggest that the power that majority rule gives to majority 

members "corrupts" them into choosing an agreement that serves their own, rather 

than the whole group's, interests, resulting in suboptimal outcomes in which "money 

is left on the negotiation table". From this, one might conclude that groups are better 

off using unanimity rule. Such a conclusion would be consistent with coalition 

formation research showing that collective outcomes tend to be higher and more 

equally distributed when groups form a grand coalition, that includes all group 

members, rather than small coalitions that exclude some group members (Van Beest, 

Wilke, & Van Dijk, 2003; Van Beest, Van Dijk, De Dreu, & Wilke, 2005). However, 

Beersma and De Dreu (2002) showed that when a numerical majority had aligned 

preferences and opposed a minority, using unanimity rule led to dysfunctional, 

distributive behavior and low negotiation outcomes at the individual and the group 

level when group members were motivated to strive for high individual outcomes.  

Based on our review, one could conclude that asymmetrical group 

negotiations offer a challenge to negotiators. Neither majority nor unanimity rule 

consistently helps small groups achieve integrative agreements in these situations. We 

argue, however, that asymmetrical group negotiations are not bound to result in 

suboptimal outcomes. Rather, the group members' motivation might play an 

important moderating role, such that in some cases, groups can reach optimal 

integrative outcomes even when majorities and minorities face each other. 

Evidence that group members' motivation may play an important role 

comes from coalition research, suggesting that group members' motivation may lead 

them to go beyond their majority rule and instead form a grand coalition. Van Beest 

et al. (2005) showed that individuals disposed to consider the viewpoint of others 

were less likely to form small coalitions that benefited themselves at the expense of 

others. Likewise, Bacharach and Lawler (1980) reported evidence that grand 

coalitions are more likely when group members share a higher-order goal. 

Whether people take others' point of view, and others' interests, into 
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consideration depends on their pro-social versus pro-self motivation. Individuals 

with a pro-self motivation are concerned with their own needs and interests and not 

with those of their fellow group members. Due to temperament, socialization, or 

specific circumstances, individuals may also have a pro-social motivation – they are 

concerned with their own needs and interests as well as with those of other group 

members (McClintock, 1977). For example, giving instructions or incentives to 

consider not only one's own, but also others' interests raises pro-social motivation 

(e.g., Weingart, Bennett, & Brett, 1993). Even referring to the counterpart as 

"partner", rather than "opponent," raises pro-social motivation (Burnham, McCabe, 

& Smith, 2000). This in turn affects perceptions as well as behavior. Whereas 

individuals with a pro-self motivation tend to see the negotiation as a competitive 

game in which power and personal success are key, those with a pro-social 

motivation perceive a cooperative game in which harmony and inclusiveness, 

fairness, and joint success are key (e.g., Chen, Mannix, & Okumura, 2003). A meta-

analysis showed that pro-social negotiators more often engage in problem solving 

and achieve higher joint outcomes than pro-self negotiators (De Dreu, Weingart, & 

Kwon, 2000).  

When empowered, those with a pro-social motivation may use their power 

in a different way than those with a pro-self motivation. Conlon, Carnevale and 

Murnighan (1994) found that intravenors, third parties who had the power to impose 

an agreement on disputants, made less self-serving suggestions when they had high 

rather than low concern for the disputants' goals. Social motivation may likewise 

influence minorities and majorities in asymmetrical negotiations. However, as the 

Conlon et al. experiment was about the behavior of third parties, rather than 

majorities and minorities, and a computer simulated the disputants' behavior, it is 

impossible to draw conclusions about group dynamics and subsequent outcomes. 

Some evidence suggests that under unanimity rule, minorities may only 

engage in dysfunctional decision blocking by using their veto power when they have 

a pro-self motivation. Specifically, Beersma and De Dreu (2002) showed that in 

asymmetrical negotiations, groups negotiated more integrative agreements when 

members had a pro-social rather than pro-self motivation. However, as all group 

members had the same social motivation, it remains unclear whether results are due 

to the minority's or the majority's social motivation, or both. The first goal of this 

research is therefore to specifically examine how social motivation affects majority 

and minority influence in negotiations. Moreover, although previous work (e.g., 

Beersma & De Dreu, 2002; Conlon et al., 1994) yields some preliminary evidence as 

to what might happen in groups negotiating under unanimity rule, we do not know 

when and how the social motivation of majority and minority members affects 

behavior and outcomes under majority rule. Thus, our second goal is to address 
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majority and minority influence under both decision rules. Finally, no study thus far 

has yielded insight into the specific behaviors, such as decision blocking by the 

minority or coalition formation by the majority, that might explain the effects of 

social motivation and decision rules in negotiation. Therefore, our third goal is to fill 

this gap. 

To deal with these unanswered questions, the current study examined the 

social motivation of majority and minority as separate dimensions. Consistent with 

the notion that people use their power when they have the motivation and the 

opportunity (e.g., Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; French & Raven, 1959; Yukl, 1999), we 

argue that the social motivation of the majority and minority interacts with the 

group's decision rule to affect the course and outcomes of the negotiation. 

Specifically, under majority rule, the majority's social motivation may play an 

important role. Majority rule gives the numerical majority the opportunity to exclude 

the minority from an agreement and to benefit their own outcomes. However, pro-

social individuals value harmony and inclusiveness to a greater extent than pro-self 

individuals (Van Lange, 1999), and engage less in coalition formation efforts (Van 

Beest et al., 2003). Thus, when majority parties are pro-socially motivated, they may 

use the power derived from majority rule to the greater good of the group by 

engaging in problem-solving behavior, focused at finding agreements that are 

beneficial for all group members. Hypothesis 1a thus predicts that pro-social 

majorities engage in more problem solving than pro-self or mixed (partly pro-social 

and partly pro-self) majorities especially when majority rule applies. Hypothesis 1b 

predicts that joint outcomes will be higher and more equally distributed (Hypothesis 

1c) in groups with a pro-social rather than pro-self or mixed majority, especially 

when majority rule applies. Finally, Hypothesis 1d predicts that the effects on joint 

outcomes are mediated by the majority members' problem solving. 

Under unanimity rule, the minority has a relatively strong influence on the 

group process and outcome. For example, a single individual in the group can 

(threaten to) block group decisions that run counter to his or her preferences, 

thereby steering the group process towards his or her preferred outcome (Miller, 

1985). However, pro-social individuals are more concerned with equality and with 

collective rather than personal benefit (Van Lange, 1999), and therefore, 

dysfunctional agreement blocking by the minority under unanimity rule may occur 

much less when the minority is pro-socially motivated. It is thus predicted that pro-

social minorities try to block a decision less than pro-self minorities, especially when 

unanimity rule applies (Hypothesis 2a); that especially under unanimity rule, groups 

with a pro-social minority reach higher joint outcomes (Hypothesis 2b) than groups 

with a pro-self minority; and that these effects are mediated by the minority's 

decision blocking tendencies (Hypothesis 2c). 
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Method 

Participants and Design 

A total of 291 (73.5% female) students at the University of Amsterdam were 

randomly assigned to 97 groups of three. Participants either received course credit, 

or were paid (10 Euro). Participants' age averaged 21 years (SD = 3.91).2 The 

experimental design was a 2 (decision rule: majority vs. unanimity) x 2 (minority's 

social motivation: pro-social vs. pro-self) x 3 (majority's social motivation: pro-social 

vs. mixed vs. pro-self) between-groups factorial. Problem solving, decision blocking, 

and negotiation outcomes were assessed as dependent variables. We opted for an 

experimental (rather than correlational) study because experiments are generally seen 

as most suitable when predictions involve causality (Cook & Campbell, 1979), and 

because designs in which predictor variables are measured rather than manipulated 

are more likely to miss real moderator effects (Berkowitz & Donnerstein, 1982).  

Task, Procedure, and Independent Variables 

Our design involved three-person groups that engaged in an asymmetrical 

three-issue negotiation (Beersma & De Dreu, 2002; Polzer et al., 1998). The task was 

structured so that two group members (the majority) had the same preferences on all 

three issues, whereas the third group member (the minority) had opposed 

preferences. The task thus clarifies, a priori, who will seek coalitions with whom, and 

who will be the minority member in the group. In addition, the group as a whole 

reaches lower joint outcomes when the majority marginalizes or excludes the 

minority. Group members randomly received role instructions for roles of 

representatives of a bakery, a flower shop, and a grocery, who planned to rent a 

market together. The group members had to try to reach agreement on the design of 

the market, the temperature in the market, and the distribution of rental costs. Each 

issue had five alternatives on which the group members could agree. Each group 

member received a profit schedule that gave information about his or her own 

profits, but not about the other parties' profits (see Table 2.1). The group members' 

preferences for each alternative of the three issues were expressed in the number of 

points their store would get when they reached an agreement on a particular 

alternative (e.g., the bakery received more points for design B than for design D). 

Group members could integrate their interests and maximize joint outcomes by 

logrolling (giving up on a less valuable issue to maximize outcomes on a more 

valuable issue). Group members were not allowed to exchange their profit schedules, 

and thus had to discover the integrative potential by exchanging information about 

their preferences.  

Participants were told that they could negotiate for maximally 20 minutes, 

and that failure to reach agreement would result in zero points. It was emphasized 

that group members were allowed to talk about anything they wanted, but that they 



24   CHAPTER 2 

were not allowed to show each other their profit schedules. Groups then negotiated 

until they reached an agreement or time ran out. When they reached an agreement, 

participants wrote down how many points they had achieved without consulting or 

informing their fellow group members. After individually completing a post-

negotiation questionnaire, participants were debriefed and thanked for their 

participation. 

 

 

Table 2.1 

Profit schedules for the bakery's, the grocery's and the florist's representative 

Design Temperature Distribution of rental 

costs 

 Bakery's representative (minority member)  

Design B (360)                             20ºC (40)      distribution 2 (120) 

Design A (270)                             18ºC (30)      distribution 1 (90) 

Design C (180)                             16ºC (20)      distribution 4 (60) 

Design E (90)                             14ºC (10)      distribution 5 (30) 

Design D (0)                             12ºC (0)      distribution 3 (0) 

 Grocery's representative (majority member I)  

Design D (40)                             12ºC (120)      distribution 3 (360) 

Design E (30)                             14ºC (90)      distribution 5 (270) 

Design C (20)                             16ºC (60)      distribution 4 (180) 

Design A (10)                             18ºC (30)      distribution 1 (90) 

Design B (0)                             20ºC (0)      distribution 2 (0) 

 Florist's representative (majority member II)  

Design D (120)                             12ºC (360)      distribution 3 (40) 

Design E (90)                             14ºC (270)      distribution 5 (30) 

Design C (60)                             16ºC (180)      distribution 4 (20) 

Design A (30)                             18ºC (90)      distribution 1 (10) 

Design B (0)                             20ºC (0)      distribution 2 (0) 

Note.   Numbers in brackets refer to points earned by the participant. 

 

 

Majority and minority positions were a function of the asymmetrical task 

structure that was used. The grocery representative's and the florist store 

representative's preferences were compatible on all three issues and thus the 

grocery's and the florist store's representative held majority positions. The bakery's 

representative held a minority position; on all three issues interests were 

incompatible with those of the other members (see Table 2.1).3  

Social motivation was manipulated as in past research (e.g., Beersma & De 

Dreu, 2002; Weingart et al., 1993). Pro-socially (pro-self) motivated participants 

received written instructions informing them that it was important that the market as 
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a whole (their own store) would make large profits. This was accompanied by an 

incentive; participants were informed that the members of the group (individuals) 

with the largest total amount of points – the summed points of all group members – 

(largest amount of personal points) would each receive 20 Euro. Thus, group 

members had different social motivations; the minority member (the bakery's 

representative) either had a pro-social or a pro-self motivation and the majority 

members (the florist's representative and the grocery's representative) were either 

both pro-social, both pro-self or mixed with regards to their social motivation. In the 

mixed majority conditions, social motivation was counterbalanced. In half of the 

groups, the florist's representative had a pro-social motive and the grocery's 

representative had a pro-self motive. In the other half of the groups it was the other 

way around.  

 The manipulation of decision rule was modeled after past research (e.g., 

Mannix, Thompson, & Bazerman, 1989). In the unanimity rule (majority rule) 

condition, participants were informed by written instructions that all three group 

members had to agree on a decision (a majority had to agree – that is, two out of three 

group members) for it to become valid.  

Measures 

 Manipulation Checks. The social motivation manipulation was checked with 

five-items, described in Beersma and De Dreu (1999, 2002). Two (three) items 

measured participants' pro-social (pro-self) motivation (e.g., "I tried to achieve many 

points for my group"/ "I tried to achieve many points for myself"; always 1 = 

disagree, to 5 = agree). Ratings were averaged into a scale for pro-social (α = .83) and 

pro-self motivation (α = .82). The decision rule manipulation was checked with an 

eight-item questionnaire (e.g., "All three group members had to agree for a decision 

to become final," and "A minimum of two group members had to agree for a 

decision to become final" [reverse coded]). Ratings were aggregated into one index (α 

= .98). 

 Problem Solving by the Majority. Majority members were asked to rate their own 

problem solving on four five-point scales, with 1 = not at all and 5 = very much 

(e.g., "I tried to find a solution that would be in everybody's interest"; α = 0.77, see 

De Dreu, Evers, Beersma, Kluwer, & Nauta, 2001). Individual majority member's 

scores were averaged (Eta-square = .64). 

Decision Blocking by the Minority. The two majority members rated the extent 

to which the minority member tried to block a decision: "The bakery's representative 

... made it impossible to reach a decision" ... "tried to block a decision" (both 1 = not 

at all, to 5 = very much, α = .89). Eta-square was 0.74 and ICC was .49, p < .01, 

revealing convergence in majority members' ratings of the minority. Ratings were 

then averaged across majority members.  
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 Joint Outcomes. Joint outcomes were calculated by summing the individual 

points within a group. Joint outcomes ranged from zero points (in case of an 

impasse) to 1240 points4 (design B, 12ºC and distribution 3). We also computed 

outcomes for the minority and majority. Majority outcomes were computed by 

averaging the individual outcomes of the two majority members. We Z-transformed 

majority and minority scores because the maximum integrative agreement yielded 

400 or 480 points for the two majority members, and only 360 points for the 

minority.5 Finally, for each group the variance in individual group members' 

outcomes was computed.  

 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics and Manipulation Checks 

Table 2.2 shows that decision blocking by the minority was negatively 

correlated with joint outcomes; that problem solving was positively correlated with 

joint outcomes, and negatively correlated with outcome variance. Manipulation 

check data were analyzed at the individual level because social motivation was an 

individual level manipulation. Two 2 (decision rule) x 2 (social motivation) analyses 

of variance (ANOVA) were conducted, one for the pro-social motivation check and 

one for pro-self motivation check. Pro-social individuals reported a stronger pro-

social motivation than pro-self individuals, M = 4.57 vs. M = 2.20, F(1, 287) = 

548.70, p < .01, η2 = .66, and pro-self individuals reported a stronger pro-self 

motivation than pro-social individuals, M = 3.62 vs. M = 1.87, F(1, 287) = 291.98, p 

< .01, η2 = .50. No other effects were significant.6  

To check the adequacy of the manipulation of decision rule, a 2 (decision 

rule) x 2 (social motivation) ANOVA was conducted. Groups under unanimity rule 

reported that all group members had to agree on the decision to a higher extent than 

groups under majority rule, M = 4.50 vs. M = 1.82, F(1, 85) = 1614.07, p < .01, η2 = 

.95. No other effects were significant. 

 

 

Table 2.2 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations between Variables in the study 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Majority's Problem Solving 3.72 0.64      

2. Minority's Decision Blocking 2.37 1.05 -.17     

3. Joint Outcomes 981.55 204.83 .36** -.38**    

4. Minority's Outcomes 0.00 1.00 .57** -.11 .70**   

5. Majority's Outcomes 0.00 1.00 .09 -.44** .87** .26**  

6. Outcome Variance 10316.15 18245.97 -.46** -.21* .02 .65** .47** 

Note.  **  p < .01, * p < .05 (two-tailed, with N = 97 groups). 
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Problem Solving by the Majority 

Hypothesis 1a predicted that pro-social majorities would engage in more 

problem solving than pro-self or mixed majorities, especially under majority rule. A 2 

(decision rule) x 2 (minority's social motivation) x 3 (majority's social motivation) 

ANOVA showed, first of all, that majorities engaged in more problem solving in 

groups with a pro-social minority (M = 3.86) than in groups with a pro-self minority 

(M = 3.59), F(1, 85) = 6.80, p < .05, η2 = .07. Second, pro-social majorities engaged 

in more problem solving (M = 3.93) than pro-self majorities (M = 3.54), F(2, 85) = 

4.02, p < .05, η2 = .09. The difference between mixed majorities (M = 3.70) and pro-

social or pro-self majorities was, according to Tukey's HSD-tests, not significant.  

Consistent with Hypothesis 1a, the same ANOVA revealed a decision rule 

by majority's social motivation interaction, F(2, 85) = 3.25, p < .05, η2 = .07. Under 

unanimity rule, the majority's social motivation did not have an effect, F(2, 85) < 1, 

ns, but under majority rule, results revealed that pro-social majorities engaged in 

more problem solving than pro-self majorities, F(2,85) = 6.84, p < .01, η2 = .14. 

Mixed majorities took an intermediate position that did not differ from pro-social or 

pro-self majorities, according to Tukey's HSD test (see also Figure 2.1, and the top 

row of Table 2.3). No other effects were found.  
 

 

 
Figure 2.1 Problem solving by the majority as a function of decision rule and the 

majority's social motivation. 

 

3

3,2

3,4

3,6

3,8

4

Unanimity Rule Majority Rule

Decision Rule

P
ro

b
le
m

 S
o
lv

in
g

Pro-social Majority

Mixed Majority

Pro-self Majority



 

Table 2.3 

Problem Solving by the Majority, Joint Outcomes, Outcome Variance, Majority Outcomes, and Minority Outcomes as a Function of Decision Rule and the 

Majority's Social Motivation. 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable     Unanimity Rule   Majority Rule 

   ________________________________________________________________ 

 Pr-social Mixed Pro-self Pro-social Mixed Pro-self 

 (n = 15) (n = 18) (n = 16) (n = 15) (n = 18) (n = 15) 

       

1. Problem Solving 3.88a        3.74ab 3.86a 3.98a 3.66ab 3.21b 

 (0.53) (0.58) (0.46) (0.61) (0.70) (0.71) 

2. Joint Outcomes 967.33ac 926.11a 995.00ac 1069.33bc 1011.11ac 924.67ac 

 (247.37) (205.97) (220.15) (207.90) (202.31) (113.63) 

3. Outcome Variance 3742a 5978a 4467a 3938a 15044b 29040c 

 (622) (6282) (3566) (2751) (21804) (32841) 

4. Majority Outcomes 0.27a -0.35a -0.08a 0.15a 0.29a  0.28a 

 (1.09) (0.91) (0.92) (0.92) (1.02) (1.09) 

5. Minority Outcomes 0.25ab -0.02b 0.24ab  0.62a -0.14abc -0.95c 

 (0.84) (0.89) (0.87) (0.79) (1.10)  (0.87)  

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Note.  Standard deviations are given in brackets.  

Means not sharing a similar subscript differ per row at p < .05.
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Decision Blocking by the Minority 

 Hypothesis 2a predicted that pro-social minorities would be less likely to 

block a decision than pro-self minorities, especially under unanimity rule. A 2 

(decision rule) x 2 (minority's social motivation) x 3 (majority's social motivation) 

ANOVA revealed that pro-social minorities engaged in less decision blocking (M = 

2.14) than pro-self minorities (M = 2.60), F(1, 85) = 5.20, p < .05, η2 = .06. 

Supporting Hypothesis 2a, this effect was qualified by a decision rule by minority's 

social motivation interaction, F(1, 85) = 5.51, p < .05, η2 = .06. Under majority rule, 

the minority's social motivation did not have an effect, F(1,85) < 1, ns, but under 

unanimity rule, pro-social minorities tried to block a decision less than pro-self 

minorities, F(1, 85) = 10.88, p < .01, η2 = .10 (see also Figure 2.2, and row 1 of Table 

2.4). No other effects were found.  

 

Figure 2.2 Decision blocking by the minority as a function of decision rule and the 

minority's social motivation. 

 
 
Joint Outcomes 

Hypothesis 2b predicted that groups with a pro-social minority would reach 

higher joint outcomes than groups with a pro-self minority, especially under 

unanimity rule. It was also predicted, in Hypothesis 1b, that groups with a pro-social 

majority would reach higher joint outcomes than groups with a pro-self or mixed 

majority, especially under majority rule. A 2 (decision rule) x 2 (minority's social 

motivation) x 3 (majority's social motivation) ANOVA revealed, first of all, that 

groups with a pro-social minority reached higher joint outcomes (M = 1033.33) than  
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Table 2.4 

Decision Blocking by the Minority, Joint Outcomes, Outcome Variance, Minority Outcomes, and Majority Outcomes as a Function of Decision Rule and 

the Minority's Social Motivation. 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable    Unanimity Rule         Majority Rule 

    ___________________________________________________________ 

 Pro-social Pro-self Pro-social Pro-self  

 (n = 24) (n = 25) (n = 24) (n = 24)  

 

1. Decision Blocking 

 

2.03a 

 

2.94b 

 

2.24a 

 

2.25a 

 

 (1.12)  (1.04) (0.97) (0.88)  

2. Joint Outcomes 1060.42a 866.00b 1006.25a 998.33a  

 (208.84) (191.49) (195.42) (181.99)  

3. Outcome Variance 5956a 3691a 16188b 15707b  

 (5563) (2380) (24683) (15707)  

4. Minority Outcomes 0.37a -0.06a -0.17a  -0.13a  

 (0.84) (0.84) (1.13) (1.12)  

5. Majority Outcomes 0.26a -0.55b  0.28a 0.20a  

 (0.88) (0.72) (0.98)  (1.02)  

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Note.  Standard deviations are given in brackets. 

Means not sharing a similar subscript differ per row at p < .05. 
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groups with a pro-self minority (M = 930.82), F(1, 85) = 8.12, p < .01, η2 = .09. 

Consistent with Hypothesis 2b, this effect was qualified by a decision rule by the 

minority's social motivation interaction, F(1, 85) = 4.35, p < .05, η2 = .05. Under 

majority rule, the minority's social motivation did not affect joint outcomes, F(1, 85) 

< 1, ns, but under unanimity rule groups with a pro-social minority reached higher 

joint outcomes than groups with a pro-self minority, F(1, 85) = 12.37, p < .01, η2 = 

.12 (see Figure 2.3 and row two of Table 2.4).  

Although means were in the expected direction (see row 2 of Table 2.3), the 

interaction between decision rule and the majority's social motivation was not 

significant, F(2, 85) = 1.39, ns, η2 = .03. Thus, Hypothesis 1b received no support.  

 

 

Figure 2.3. Joint outcomes as a function of decision rule and the minority's social  

motivation. 

 

Hypothesis 2c predicted that the effects of decision rule and the minority's 

social motivation on joint outcomes would be due to the minority's decision 

blocking. To test this Hypothesis, a hierarchical regression analysis was conducted 

with decision rule, the minority's social motivation and its interaction as independent 

variables, joint outcomes as dependent variable and decision blocking as mediator. 

The results are given in Table 2.5. To establish mediation, four conditions have to be 

met (Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger (1998). First, the decision rule by minority's social 

motivation interaction should have an effect on joint outcomes. Second, the decision 

rule by minority's social motivation interaction should affect decision blocking. 
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These conditions were met when the results revealed support for Hypothesis 2a and 

2b. Third, the mediator should have an effect on joint outcomes. Table 2.5 shows 

this condition is met as well – the regression analysis revealed a negative effect of 

decision blocking on joint outcomes, β = -.38, p < .01. Fourth, the decision rule by 

minority's social motivation interaction on joint outcomes should become non-

significant when decision blocking is controlled for. Table 2.5 shows this to be the 

case, β = .17, p < .10, and a Sobel test (Kenny et al., 1998) showed that the reduction 

in regression weight was significant, z = 1.97, p < .05. These results thus support 

Hypothesis 2c: Decision blocking by the minority mediates the interaction effect of 

decision rule and the minority's social motivation on joint outcomes.  

 

 

Table 2.5 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Mediating Effects of the Minority's Decision 

Blocking on Joint Outcomes.  

 
Independent variables in the equation Variables controlled for  

in the equation 

ß R2 

Decision Rule  .10 .13 

Minority's Social Motivation  -.25* .13 

Decision Rule x Minority's Social Motivation  .23* .13 

Decision Blocking  -.38** .14 

Decision Rule Decision Blocking .06 .20 

Minority's Social Motivation Decision Blocking -.19† .20 

Decision Rule x Minority's Social Motivation Decision Blocking .17 .20 

_________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  In the column labelel "ß", ß-weights for the interaction effect of Decision Rule, the Minority's 

Social Motivation and Decision Blocking by the Minority are reported. The column labeled "R2" shows 

the total variance explained by the variables in the equation. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, † p < .06 

 

 

Outcome Distributions 

Although we did not find support for Hypothesis 1b – joint outcomes did 

not differ as a function of a decision rule by the majority's social motivation 

interaction, we did find support for the same interaction on outcome distribution, 

predicted in Hypothesis 1c. A 2 (decision rule) x 2 (minority's social motivation) x 3 

(majority's social motivation) ANOVA revealed, first of all, that groups distributed 

outcomes more equally under unanimity rule (M = 4800) than under majority rule (M 

= 15947), F(1, 85) = 10.63, p < .01, η2 = .11. Further, groups with a pro-social 

majority distributed outcomes more equally (M = 3840) than groups with a pro-self 
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majority (M = 16357), F(2, 85) = 4.36, p < .05, η2 = .09. Mixed majority groups (M = 

10511) took an intermediate position that did not differ from groups with a pro-

social or pro-self majority.  

Consistent with Hypothesis 1c, these effects were qualified by a decision rule 

by the majority's social motivation interaction, F(2, 85) = 4.01, p < .05, η2 = .09. 

Under unanimity rule the majority's social motivation did not have an effect, F(2, 85) 

< 1, ns, but under majority rule, groups with a pro-social majority distributed 

outcomes more equally than groups with a pro-self majority, F(2, 85) = 8.12, p < .01, 

η2 = .14. Mixed majority groups took an intermediate position that did not differ 

from the other two; see Figure 2.4 and row 3 of Table 2.3.  
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Figure 2.4 Outcome variance as a function of decision rule and the majority's social 

motivation. 

 

 

Hypothesis 1d predicted that the decision rule by the majority's social 

motivation interaction on outcome variance would be mediated by the majority's 

problem solving. To test this Hypothesis, a hierarchical regression analysis was 

conducted, with decision rule, the majority's social motivation and its interaction as 

independent variables, outcome variance as dependent variable and problem solving 

as mediator (see Table 2.6). The first condition of the mediation model was met in 

Hypothesis 1c, showing a decision rule by the majority's social motivation interaction 

on outcome variance. The second condition of mediation was met in Hypothesis 1a, 

and showed the same interaction on problem solving. Furthermore, we found an 
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effect of problem solving on outcome variance, β = -.46, p < .01, consistent with the 

third required condition in the mediation model. Finally, the interaction between 

decision rule and the majority's social motivation on outcome variance was reduced 

when problem solving was added to the equation, β = .19, p < .05, and this reduction 

was significant, z = 2.20, p < .05. Thus, partial mediation was established and 

Hypothesis 1d was supported. 

To examine whether the above differences in outcome distributions 

emerged because the majority's pro-self motivation decreased the minority's 

outcome, or increased the majority's outcomes, two 2 (decision rule) x 2 (minority's 

social motivation) x 3 (majority's social motivation) ANOVA's were conducted, with 

outcomes of the majority and outcomes of the minority as the dependent variables. 

Results showed that the decision rule by majority's social motivation interaction did 

not affect the majority's outcomes, F(2, 85) < 1, ns, but the same interaction did 

affect the minority's outcomes, F(2, 85) = 5.12, p < .01, η2 = .11. Under unanimity 

rule, the majority's social motivation had no effect, F(2, 85) <1, ns, but under 

majority rule, minorities received lower outcomes when the majority had a pro-self 

rather than a pro-social motivation, F(2, 85) = 11.08, p < .01, η2 = .19. Mixed 

majority groups took an intermediate position that did not differ from the other two; 

see Figure 2.5 and row 4 of Table 2.3. No other effects were found.7 

All in all, there is support for Hypothesis 1d: Problem solving by the 

majority mediates the effect of decision rule and the majority's social motivation on 

outcome distribution. Furthermore, while the majority's social motivation does not 

affect overall joint outcomes, under majority rule, groups with a pro-social majority 

distributed outcomes more equally than groups with a mixed or a pro-self majority. 

Finally, the majority's social motivation affects the outcomes of the minority: Under 

majority rule, a pro-social majority ensures good outcomes for the minority, while a 

pro-self majority ensures that the minority is excluded and exploited.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 MAJORITY AND MINORITY INFLUENCE 35 

Table 2.6 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Mediating Effects of the Majority's Problem 

Solving on Outcome Variance and the Minority's Outcomes. 

 
Outcome 

Variance 

Minority's 

Outcomes 

Independent variables in the 

equation 

Variables controlled 

for in the equation 

ß R2 ß R2 

Decision Rule  .31** .24 -.16 .21 

Majority's Social Motivation  .28** .24 -.31** .21 

Decision Rule x Majority's Social 

Motivation 

 .27** 

 

.24 -.31** .21 

Problem Solving  -.46** .23 .57** .36 

Decision Rule Problem Solving .26** .33 -.08 .40 

Majority's Social Motivation Problem Solving .20** .33 -.20* .40 

Decision Rule x Majority's Social 

Motivation 

Problem Solving .19* .33 -.20* .40 

Note.  In the column labeled "ß", ß-weights for the effects of Decision Rule, the Majority's Social 

Motivation and Problem Solving are reported. The columns labeled "R2" show the total variance 

explained by the variables in the equation. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2.5. Minority outcomes as a function of decision rule and the majority's social 

motivation. 
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Conclusions and Discussion 

 
The research reported in the current chapter had three goals. First, it was 

examined how social motivation moderates majority and minority influence in 

negotiations. Second, we addressed majority and minority influence under both 

decision rules. Finally, the specific behaviors displayed by majorities and minorities 

that mediate the effects of social motivation and decision rule on joint outcomes 

were investigated. It was argued that in asymmetrical negotiations, majority rule 

empowers majority parties whereas unanimity rule empowers the minority. The 

current experiment showed that this power need not "corrupt" majorities and 

minorities to strive for agreements that serve their own interests only, resulting in 

suboptimal joint outcomes for the group as a whole. Rather, asymmetrical 

negotiations can result in mutually beneficial integrative agreements when there is a 

fit between the decision rule employed and distribution of social motivation in the 

group. Specifically, although the use of majority rule leads to unequally distributed 

outcomes when majority members have a pro-self motivation, when majority 

members are pro-socially motivated, they engage in problem-solving behavior, 

producing good outcomes for all. Likewise, although the use of unanimity rule leads 

to decision blocking by the minority when this party has a pro-self motivation, when 

minority members are pro-socially motivated, they will not engage in decision 

blocking, but rather work with the majority in producing collectively good outcomes. 

Several contributions to conflict and negotiation theory are noteworthy. 

First, this study expands previous work by showing that preference asymmetry in 

negotiation and the use of majority rule do not always lead to sub-optimal outcomes 

(cf., Polzer et al., 1998; Thompson et al., 1988). In fact, under these conditions 

groups reach integrative agreements when the majority has a pro-social motivation. 

Likewise, under unanimity rule asymmetrical negotiations may proceed in a less than 

optimal way when the minority in the group has a pro-self motivation and uses its 

veto power. Clearly, what matters is not what decision rule the group uses, but how 

it fits the social motivation of majority and minority members.  

Second, this study is the first to explicitly look at decision blocking in 

negotiation. Results revealed that when groups used unanimity rule, pro-self 

minorities engaged in more decision blocking than pro-social minorities. 

Furthermore, under unanimity rule, groups with a pro-self minority reached lower 

joint outcomes than groups with a pro-social minority, an effect due to decision 

blocking. Interestingly, examining the intercorrelations (see Table 2.2) shows that 

decision blocking not only decreases the majority's outcomes, but also the outcomes 

of the group as a whole. This finding expands classic work on the way in which 

control over resources creates power (French & Raven, 1959; Pfeffer & Salancik, 

1978), by showing that decision rules create power, and also that such power to 
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influence can be damaging to both the target (the majority in the present study) as 

well as the power-holder (the minority). 

Third, the current research is relevant to work on coalition formation, in 

that it shows that negotiators with compatible preferences do not always form 

coalitions that exclude a minority with incompatible preferences. In fact, results 

show that this only happens when majority members have a pro-self motivation and 

use majority rule. When majority members are pro-socially motivated, groups more 

often include minority members in the agreement and distribute outcomes more 

equally. This insight qualifies previous work on the influence of higher-order goals 

and perspective taking in coalition formation (Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; Van Beest 

et al., 2005) by showing that when a majority rule is used, higher-order goals and 

concomitant pro-social motivation is needed only for the majority members in the 

group.  

When focusing on the role of the minority in our study, some insights 

relevant to work on intravention and other forms of third party dispute resolution 

emerge. Recall that Conlon et al. (1994) looked at the outcome proposals formulated 

by intravenors, and showed that these proposals were less self-serving when the 

intravenor had high concern for the disputants' goals. The present study showed that 

minorities block decisions proposed by majority members more often when they 

have the power to do so (i.e., under unanimity rule) and lack a pro-social motivation. 

These two studies together highlight that minorities – whether they are disputants 

themselves or intravenors – have a broad behavioral repertoire at their disposal and 

may pro-actively steer the negotiation process by making outcome suggestions, re-

actively halt certain tendencies by using their veto power, or both. Future research 

could further develop this to uncover conditions under which pro-active or re-active 

interventions are used. 

As research has shown that once decision rules are chosen they are not 

easily changed in subsequent encounters (cf. Bettenhausen & Murnighan, 1985; 

Nielsen & Miller, 1997), the way in which decision rules are chosen also deserves 

future attention. Studies should examine how social motivation affects the effort 

negotiators put in determining which decision rule to use. One might expect pro-

social negotiators to be relatively indifferent to which decision rule is used. As they 

have the group's interests in mind, they can agree to either majority or unanimity 

rule. Pro-self negotiators, however, will probably strive for the decision rule that best 

serves their interests. Which decision rule this will be might depend on their 

perception of their position in the group. 

In conclusion, group negotiation is a pervasive aspect of day-to-day team 

life, and knowledge about the effects of social motivation is valuable from a practical 

point of view. The common view based on previous studies on social motivation in 
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negotiation is that the more pro-social negotiators there are in a group, the better it is 

(e.g., Weingart, Brett, & Olekalns, 2005). Current findings show that the situation is 

more complicated; although a pro-self minority may be relatively harmless when the 

group uses majority rule, it may endanger constructive negotiation when unanimity 

rule is used. To determine whether the pro-social motivation of counterparts will 

have a positive effect, or whether the pro-self motivation of counterparts will have a 

negative effect, one needs to consider the interest positions of the negotiators and 

the decision rule that groups employ. Whether the power derived from this decision 

rule is used to the group's benefit or to its detriment depends on the interplay 

between these variables.  
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Notes 

 
1 This chapter is based on Ten Velden, Beersma, and De Dreu (2007b). 
2Payment type, gender, and age composition had no effects on any of the dependent 

variables, so they are not discussed further. 
3 Please note that majority and minority status is defined in terms of interest 

alignment, not in terms of attitude positions (Nemeth, 1986; Moscovici, 1980), 

or personality or demographic characteristics (e.g., Harrison, Price, Gavin, & 

Florey, 2002). 
4Assigning a score of zero to groups that fail to reach agreement may produce 

heterogeneity of variance (Pruitt & Lewis, 1975). We resolved this problem by 

assigning impasse groups with the outcome of agreement that yielded the least 

amount of points (730 points), following a procedure established in prior 

research (e.g., Kimmel, Pruitt, Magenau, Konar-Goldband, & Carnevale, 1980; 

Lewis & Fry, 1977).  
5 Using unstandardized scores of the majority's outcomes and the minority's 

outcomes yielded similar results and identical conclusions.  
6 Participants received their social motivation manipulation instruction individually. 

However, because our participants are negotiating in groups rather than 

individually, one could argue that our individual data regarding the 

manipulation check for social motivation are nonindependent. We therefore 

also computed mean scores for groups rather than individuals. A 2 (decision 

rule: unanimity rule vs. majority rule) x 4 (number of pro-social group 

members: zero vs. one vs. two vs. three) ANOVA on the manipulation check 

for pro-social motivation revealed that groups with three pro-socially 

motivated members reported a stronger pro-social motivation (M = 4.69) than 

groups with two (M = 3.85), one (M = 2.91) or zero pro-socially motivated 

group members (M = 2.12), F(3, 89) = 56.00, p < .01, η2 = .65. Post-hoc 

comparisons (Tukey's HSD) showed that all differences were significant at p < 

.01. No other effects were significant.  

 A 2 (decision rule: unanimity rule vs. majority rule) x 4 (number of pro-socially 

motivated group members: zero vs. one vs. two vs. three) ANOVA on the 

manipulation check for pro-self motivation revealed that groups with three 

pro-self members reported a stronger pro-self motivation (M = 3.88) than 

groups with two (M = 3.16), one (M = 2.55) or zero pro-self group members 

(M = 1.86), F(3, 89) = 31.68, p < .01, η2 = .52. Post-hoc comparisons (Tukey's 

HSD) showed that all differences were significant at p < .01. No other effects 

were significant. 
7 These results show that the effect of decision rule and the majority's social 
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motivation on outcome distributions was caused by a decrease in the 

minority's outcomes in groups with a pro-self majority. We conducted 

mediation analysis with the minority's outcomes as the dependent variable to 

see whether the majority's problem solving served as a mediator. Table 2.6 

shows that the decision rule by the majority's social motivation interaction on 

the minority's outcome was reduced significantly when the majority's problem 

solving was controlled for, z = -2.30, p < .05. Thus, partial mediation was 

established: Problem solving mediates the decision rule by the majority's social 

motivation effect on the minority's outcome. 
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CHAPTER 3 
It takes one to tango: The effects of Dyads' Epistemic 

Motivation Composition in Negotiation1 

 

When making deals or solving conflicts, negotiators often face situations 

that are ambiguous and messy: They lack full and accurate insight into the structure 

of the social situation, they lack information about their counterpart's utility 

functions in that they do not know what is and what is not important to their 

counterpart, they do not know the amount of gain or loss their counterpart faces on 

specific issues, and they do not know what the goals are their counterpart strives for. 

Furthermore, individuals in negotiation might have many good reasons to doubt the 

accuracy and trustworthiness of information about their counterpart's utility 

functions (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993; De Dreu, Beersma, Van Kleef, & Steinel, 2007). 

Thus, to understand negotiation, we need to study how individual negotiators make 

sense of their social environment: What types of information are they looking for? 

What kind of information do people need before making a strategic decision? How 

thoroughly does information that becomes available during interaction get processed 

and integrated into existing knowledge structures? How does all this influence the 

nature of the strategic interaction and the quality of the agreements people reach?  

Past work on these and related questions adopted a motivated information 

processing perspective (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003). It is assumed that people 

process information in a shallow, heuristic and automatic fashion or, instead, process 

information systematically and deliberately. In the case of heuristic information 

processing negotiators tend to rely on a fixed-pie assumption (e.g., Thompson & 

Hastie, 1990), on stereotypes (e.g., Morris, Larrick, & Su, 1999), and are heavily 

influenced by anchoring (Ritov, 1996) and framing (e.g., Bottom & Studt, 1993). 

These biases and heuristics often prohibit the development of an accurate 

understanding of the task and the discovery of mutually beneficial, integrative 

agreements. In the case of systematic information processing, negotiators are less 

likely to rely on these detrimental heuristics and base their judgments and decisions 

on thoroughly processed information. As a result, high quality, integrative 

agreements are more likely (e.g., De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003).  

Although this motivated information processing perspective has advanced 

our understanding of when and how negotiators make sense of their ambiguous 

situation, and how this subsequently affects the outcomes they and their 

counterparts achieve, a few critical issues are still poorly understood. Specifically, 

past work left unclear how much systematic processing within the negotiation pair is 

needed, and whether high quality agreements require both, or just one party to 
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engage in deep and deliberate information processing. It is these and related issues 

the present research was concerned with. We examine whether and how differences 

between individuals within a negotiation pair in the depth with which information is 

processed influences negotiation processes and the quality of the agreements 

negotiators reach – do high quality agreements require both, or just one individual 

within a negotiation pair to engage in deep and deliberate processing of information, 

and why? 

 

Motivated Information Processing in Negotiation 

 
Whether individuals engage in shallow and heuristic, or deep and systematic 

information processing is assumed to depend on individuals´ epistemic motivation – 

the willingness to expand effort to develop a rich and accurate understanding of the 

world, including the negotiation problem (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; also see 

Kruglanski, 1989). Epistemic motivation can be rooted in individual differences in 

Need for Cognitive Closure (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996), Need for Cognition 

(Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996) or Personal Need for Structure 

(Thompson, Naccarato, Parker, & Moskowitz, 2001). In Experiment 3.1 of this 

chapter, epistemic motivation was operationalized as personal need for structure. 

Need for structure is associated with increased reliance on stereotypes (Schaller, 

Boyd, Yohannes, & O´Brien, 1995; Thompson, Roman, Moskowitz, Chaiken, & 

Bargh, 1994), increased social categorization (Moskowitz, 1993) and increased 

simplification of the problem at hand (Thompson et al., 2001). For example, 

individuals with a high personal need for structure are characterized by a chronic 

preference for simplicity and structure, view the world in less complex ways, and 

often rely on heuristic processing of information that is based on well-learned 

associations.  

Alternatively, epistemic motivation may be rooted in the situation. For 

example, time pressure has been shown to lower epistemic motivation (Kruglanski & 

Webster, 1996), as has environmental noise (e.g., Kruglanski, Webster, & Klem, 

1993) and process accountability (Tetlock, 1992). In Experiment 3.2 of this chapter, 

epistemic motivation was manipulated by inducing process accountability. Under 

process accountability, individuals expect to be observed and evaluated by others 

with unknown views about the process of judgement and decision-making (Lerner & 

Tetlock, 1999; Tetlock, 1992). Individuals held process accountable evaluate decision 

alternatives more thoroughly (Simonson & Staw, 1992) and rely less on heuristic cues 

(Lerner & Tetlock, 1999). 

Higher epistemic motivation (lower personal need for structure, less process 

accountability) relates to more systematic information processing, makes individuals 

less influenced by (inaccurate) heuristics, and tends to lead to more integrative, high 



 IT TAKES ONE TO TANGO 43 

quality agreements (De Dreu, Koole, & Oldersma, 1999; De Dreu, Koole, & Steinel, 

2000). For example, De Dreu, Koole et al. (2000) examined pairs of individuals who 

negotiated face-to-face and were, or were not told that after the negotiation they had 

to account in an interview for the decision they had made, the underlying reasons for 

(not) doing something, and so on. Prior to and immediately after the negotiation 

fixed-pie perceptions were assessed. Results showed that pairs of negotiators under 

process accountability reached higher joint outcomes and had more accurate post-

negotiation understanding of the task (i.e., lower fixed-pie perceptions) than pairs of 

negotiators that were not under process accountability. Because revised fixed-pie 

perceptions mediated the effects of process accountability on joint outcomes, the 

authors concluded that epistemic motivation has its effects on agreement because it 

influences the depth of information processing. 

 

Heterogeneity in Epistemic Motivation: The Present Research 

 

As mentioned, past work on epistemic motivation in negotiation left 

unclear, both theoretically and empirically, whether the effects of epistemic 

motivation reside at the level of the individual, the negotiation dyad, or both. Some 

research focused at individuals, and some work focused on dyad and group-level 

effects. As a result, we do not know whether the development of high quality 

agreements requires both parties, or just one, to have high epistemic motivation. 

Related, whereas epistemic motivation resides at the individual level of analysis, 

negotiation takes place in pairs or small groups of individuals. It may be that all 

individuals within a pair or small group share the same level of epistemic motivation 

– all share the same need for structure, or all are process accountable to the same 

extent. However, it is at least equally likely that within pairs individuals differ in their 

epistemic needs. Someone with low need for cognition may negotiate with someone 

having high need for cognition (Shestowsky, Wegener, & Fabrigar 1998; Schei, 

Rognes, & Mykland, 2006). Whereas one party may experience high time pressure, 

his or her counterpart may not (cf., Moore, 2004). Whereas some negotiators at the 

table may be process accountable, others may not (cf., Tetlock, 1992). Put 

differently, when applying the concept of epistemic motivation to interpersonal 

processes including negotiation, we need to take into account, both conceptually and 

empirically, that groups and dyads may be homogeneous or heterogeneous in 

individual epistemic needs.  

Work by Thompson (1991) showed that when one negotiator provided or 

sought information the dyad as a whole benefited and increased the collective 

outcome. Especially in tasks that have integrative potential, understanding of the 

counterpart's preferences is a prerequisite for obtaining high quality agreements. 
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From this work, and the motivated information processing perspective outlined 

above, it would follow that it takes just one negotiator with high epistemic 

motivation to lead the entire pair to achieve high quality agreements. This first 

hypothesis was tested in Experiment 3.1. Individual difference in Need for Structure 

was assessed, a trait closely related to Need for Cognitive Closure – the desire for a 

firm, unambiguous answer (Kruglanski, 1989), with correlations ranging from .67 to 

.79. In fact, Kruglanski et al. (1997) note that "…need for closure and need for 

structure refer to one and the same thing, that is, a single lay-epistemic construct of 

which the NFCS and the PNS are two operational definitions" (p. 1006) and 

Neuberg, Judice, and West (1997) note that the Need for Closure scale comprises of 

two factors: Need for Structure and Decisiveness.2 We created pairs of negotiators 

with both low need for structure, with both high need for structure, and with 

different levels of need for structure. Based on Thompson (1991) and the motivated 

information processing perspective, it was expected that mixed pairs would achieve 

as high quality agreements as pairs in which both members have low need for 

structure (i.e., high epistemic motivation); both mixed and high pairs would 

outperform pairs in which both members have high need for structure (i.e., low 

epistemic motivation). 

 

Experiment 3.1 

 

Method 

Participants and Design  

 One hundred two students from the University of Amsterdam (25 men) 

participated in the study, for which they received course credit. Participants were 

randomly assigned to 51 dyads. Dyads differed in gender composition and average 

age, but these variables had no effects on the dependent variable and are not 

discussed further. The design was a one variable factorial, with personal need for 

structure as the independent variable, which varied between-dyads (either both 

members had high need for structure, or one member had high and the other had 

low need for structure, or both members had low need for structure). 

Negotiation Task and Assessment of Personal Need for Structure 

Task and procedure. Upon arrival in the laboratory, participants were placed in 

individual cubicles preventing them from seeing or communicating with other 

participants. Each participant received a folder containing the instructions for a 

negotiation in which they would take part. The instructions described an upcoming 

negotiation modelled after those used in past research (De Dreu, Beersma, Stroebe, 

& Euwema, 2006; also see Pruitt & Lewis, 1975). Participants were told they were to 

assume the role of a bartender who would negotiate with a colleague about the work 
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schedules for the next two months. The issues to be negotiated included, (1) the 

amount of hours each would tend bar instead of waiting tables, (2) the distribution 

rules for tips, (3) the evenings they would work, and (4) how often each would clean 

up, see Table 3.1.  

As can be seen, each Bartender can reach an outcome between 0 (in case of 

no agreement, or total victory to the other) and 500 (in case of a total defeat of the 

other). As can also be seen, some issues are more important (i.e., provide more 

points) than others, and rank order in terms of importance differs within dyads. That 

is, bartending is most important to both Bartender A and Bartender B, but whereas 

the distribution of tips is second most important to Bartender A it is least important 

to Bartender B. Vice versa, which evenings to work is second most important to 

Bartender B but least important to Bartender A. Thus, negotiators would earn higher 

joint outcomes when Bartender A gets his or her way on the distribution of tips and 

Bartender B gets his or her way on which evenings they work (Joint Outcomes: [90 

+ 150 + 0 + 60] + [90 + 0 + 150 + 60] = 600), compared to an agreement that 

simply splits the difference on all four issues (Joint Outcomes: [90 + 30 + 90 + 60] 

+ [90 + 30 + 90 + 60] = 540) or a total victory to one (Joint Outcomes: [180 + 50 + 

150 + 120] + [0 + 0 + 0 + 0] = 500. Because individuals did not receive their 

counterpart's issue chart, and were told not to exchange these issue charts during the 

negotiation, they were unaware of the integrative potential in the task, and through 

negotiation and the exchange and processing of information they had to uncover 

possibilities for trade-off and high joint gain. 

After participants had read their role instructions, both dyad members were 

placed in the same cubicle and were given twenty minutes to discuss their case and to 

reach an agreement face-to-face. After twenty minutes of negotiation, or before if 

dyads reached an agreement earlier, the experimenter collected the materials, after 

which participants were fully debriefed and thanked for their participation. 

Personal Need for Structure. Personal need for structure (PNS; Thompson et al., 

2001) was assessed by using the 12-item Personal Need for Structure scale. The scale 

proved reliable, Cronbach's α = .78. Participants could answer on a five-point scale, 

ranging from 1 = completely disagree, to 5 = completely agree. To facilitate comparison 

across different studies and similar questionnaires, a median split (Mdn = 3.14) was 

performed on the PNS data (cf. Kruglanski et al., 1997).3 Based on the median split, 

we created three different dyad compositions, so that dyad members both had high 

personal need for structure (n = 12), were mixed (n = 23), or both had low personal 

need for structure (n = 16). 
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Table 3.1 

Profit Schedules for Bartender A and Bartender B (Experiment 3.1) 
 

   Bartender A 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Bartending Distribution of Tips  Evenings to  Times You Clean 

vs. Waiting Tables    Work Together 

 

6 hours (180) 100% in pot (50)  Monday (150)  0x (120) 

5 hours (150) 80% in pot (40)  Tuesday (120)  1x (100) 

4 hours (120) 60% in pot (30)  Wednesday (90) 2x (80) 

3 hours (90) 40% in pot (20)  Thursday (60)  3x (60) 

2 hours (60) 20% in pot (10)  Friday (30)  4x (40) 

1 hours (30) 0% in pot (0)  Saturday (0)  5x (20) 

0 hours (0)       6x (0) 

______________________________________________________________________ 

   Bartender B 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Bartending Distribution of Tips  Evenings to  Times Other Cleans 

Vs. Waiting Tables    Work Together    

 

6 hours (0) 100% in pot (0)  Monday (0)  0x (0) 

5 hours (30) 80% in pot (30)  Tuesday (10)  1x (20) 

4 hours (60) 60% in pot (60)  Wednesday (20) 2x (40) 

3 hours (90) 40% in pot (90)  Thursday (30)  3x (60) 

2 hours (120) 20% in pot (120)  Friday (40)  4x (80) 

1 hours (150) 0% in pot (150)  Saturday (50)  5x (100) 

0 hours (180)       6x (120) 

__________________________________________________________ 
Note.  Numbers in brackets refer to points earned by the participant. 

 

 

Dependent variable 

 The dependent variable was joint outcomes, which was calculated by 

summing the outcomes of both dyad members. The lowest possible joint outcomes 

was zero points (when a dyad failed to reach agreement), and the highest possible  

joint outcomes was 600 points. In addition, the absolute difference between both 

negotiators' outcomes was calculated to investigate asymmetry in outcomes. 

 

Results 

 All dyads reached agreement. It was predicted that dyads would reach higher 

joint outcomes when at least one member has low personal need for structure (i.e., 

high epistemic motivation) than when both members have high personal need for 

structure (Hypothesis 1). To test this hypothesis, we performed an ANOVA (Welch 



 IT TAKES ONE TO TANGO 47 

F to correct for unequal group size, cf. Tomarken & Serlin, 1986) with one 

independent variable (dyad composition: both low vs. mixed vs. both high) on joint 

outcomes, which revealed the expected significant main effect, F (2, 28.31) = 8.39, p 

< .01, η2 = .22. Dyads in which both members had high personal need for structure 

reached lower joint outcomes (M = 520.00, SD = 40.27) than mixed dyads (M = 

566.96, SD = 35.98, t (26.64) = 4.13, p < .01) or dyads in which both members had 

low personal need for structure (M = 550.00, SD = 41.31, t (25.97) = 2.24, p < .05). 

The difference between mixed dyads and dyads in which both members had low 

personal need for structure was not significant, t (29.42) = 1.33, ns. This pattern of 

results supports Hypothesis 1. 

 In addition, we performed an ANOVA on outcome difference, which 

revealed no effects, F (2, 28.31) < 1, ns. 

 

Discussion and Introduction to Experiment 3.2 

Results of the first experiment support Hypothesis 1: Dyads in which at 

least one member has high epistemic motivation reach higher joint outcomes than 

dyads in which no member has high epistemic motivation. A limitation of 

Experiment 3.1 is that epistemic motivation was measured rather than manipulated, 

thus providing correlational rather than causal evidence for our theory. Therefore, 

the first objective of Experiment 3.2 was to expand the findings of Experiment 3.1 

in a context where epistemic motivation was induced rather than measured. As was 

mentioned in the introduction, epistemic motivation was manipulated by making 

some negotiators (within a pair) process accountable or not. We expected to replicate 

the pattern of results for joint outcomes obtained in Experiment 3.1, and such 

replication would lend further confidence in the generalizability of the current 

results. 

Because participants in Experiment 3.1 did not know their counterpart's 

preferences and priorities (they were not shown these prior to the negotiation), high 

joint outcomes must have been due to specific (combinations of) processes that 

emerge during negotiation. Two such processes seem relevant here. A first possibility 

is that negotiators with high epistemic motivation search and provide information, 

subsequently process this information and share the emerging insight by proposing 

mutually beneficial, integrative solutions. This is in line with previous research, which 

not only showed that epistemic motivation affects information processing (e.g., De 

Dreu et al., 1999; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996), but also suggests that when 

individuals with high epistemic motivation lack relevant information about the task 

they actively search for it (e.g., Chaiken & Trope, 1999). In an interpersonal context 

such as negotiation, one way to attain the necessary information is to ask one's 

counterpart for it. Indeed, preliminary support for this assumption can be found in 
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findings of Thompson (1991; Exp.2) who found that the dyad as a whole benefited 

and obtained better collective outcomes when at least one negotiator either asked or 

sought information. Thus, one could predict that negotiators with high epistemic 

motivation who lack information about the counterpart's preferences engage in 

active information search, and ask their counterpart for information about his or her 

preferences and priorities.  

 However, an alternative possibility is suggested by work on antecedents of 

joint benefit in bilateral negotiation and bargaining (e.g., Kelley & Schenitzki, 1972; 

Pruitt & Lewis, 1975; Schulz & Pruitt, 1978). Pruitt and Lewis (1975) found that high 

joint benefit could be obtained through either information exchange about 

preference and priorities, or heuristic trial and error. Through offer-based tactics 

such as single-issue offers (Pruitt & Lewis, 1975) and small, systematic concessions 

(Kelley & Schenitzki, 1972), negotiators seek the counterpart's reaction to their offer, 

and consequently attain information about their counterpart. In addition, research 

has shown that negotiators tend to reciprocate the provision of information (Pruitt 

& Carnevale, 1993; Thompson, 1991). Thus, through the use of offer-counteroffer 

behaviors negotiators might be able to obtain agreements without the risk of 

divulging too much information, thereby avoiding the so-called "information 

dilemma" (Murnighan, Babcock, Thompson, & Pillutla, 1999). Thus, it may be that 

when negotiators lack information about the counterpart's preferences and priorities, 

i.e., the default situation in negotiation, those with high epistemic motivation engage 

in more heuristic trial and error offer-generation, which will consequently be 

reciprocated by the counterpart and may result in high joint outcomes. 

To better understand the process through which high epistemic motivation 

leads to more integrative agreements, in Experiment 3.2 it was manipulated whether 

negotiators had, or did not have, information available about their counterpart's 

preferences and priorities. In general, one would expect negotiating pairs with full 

information about each other's payoffs to achieve higher joint outcomes than those 

pairs in which only information about own payoffs is provided (Hypothesis 2). 

However, our information-exchange reasoning suggests that dyads that lack 

information about their counterpart's preferences and priorities engage in 

information search especially when at least one member has high epistemic 

motivation (Hypothesis 3) and that, therefore, pairs with at least one member with 

high epistemic motivation achieve higher joint outcomes than dyads in which both 

members have low epistemic motivation (Hypothesis 4). Our alternative trial-and-

error reasoning, however, suggests that dyads that lack information about their 

counterpart's preferences and priorities engage in heuristic trial-and-error especially 

when at least one member has high epistemic motivation (Hypothesis 5), and 

therefore achieve high joint outcomes (Hypothesis 6). Thus, we expected effects of 
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epistemic motivation especially when incomplete rather than complete information is 

provided, because it was expected that pairs with at least one negotiator with high 

epistemic motivation would overcome their information sufficiency by either 

information search (Hypotheses 3 and 4) or trial and error (Hypotheses 5 and 6) in 

the incomplete information condition. We therefore coded behavior during the 

negotiation to assess whether these effects of epistemic motivation on integrative 

agreement are due to information exchange, heuristic trial-and-error, or perhaps 

both.  

Method 

Participants and Design  

One hundred and sixty-six students from the University of Amsterdam (47 

men, M = 20.75 years), randomly assigned to 83 dyads, participated in the 

experiment. Participants either received course credit, or were paid (10 Euro; 

approximately 12 US$). Dyads differed in gender composition and average age, but 

because no direct or indirect effects on the dependent variables were observed, this 

is not discussed further. The design was a 2 x 3 factorial, with epistemic motivation 

at the dyad level (both members high vs. mixed vs. both members low) and 

preference information (incomplete [own profit schedule] vs. complete [own and 

other's profit schedule]) as the between-dyad independent variables. Dependent 

variables were joint outcomes, information processing, information search, urgency 

statements, procedural statements, lying, threats and offers made (both single- and 

multi-issue).  

Negotiation Task 

 The task was highly similar to the one used in Experiment 3.1, and was an 

adaptation of a task used in previous research (De Dreu et al., 2006; Pruitt & Lewis, 

1975). Pairs of participants took on the role of union or management representatives 

who had to reach agreement on five issues: Salary, start date, duration of the 

contract, annual raise, and medical coverage. For salary, start date and annual raise 

there were seven alternatives on which negotiators could agree. For duration of 

contract and medical coverage there were five alternatives on which negotiators 

could agree. Each negotiator received a schedule that gave information about his or 

her profits.  

The task consisted of four integrative issues (start date, duration of contract, 

annual raise and medical coverage), and one distributive issue (salary). By logrolling 

(giving up on less valuable issues to maximize outcomes on the most valuable issue) 

negotiators were able to integrate their interests. The maximum individual outcome 

per negotiator was 1290 points. An integrative agreement (that is, an agreement that 

maximizes joint outcomes, e.g., € 17000 salary, 2 weeks start date, 0,5 years duration 



50 CHAPTER 3 

of contract, 1% annual raise and 50% medical coverage) yielded a total of 1620 

points, see also Table 3.2.  

 

 

Table 3.2 

Profit Schedules for the Management and Union Representative (Experiment 3.2) 

 
    Management 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Salary  Start Date  Duration of  Annual  Medical 

    Contract Raise  Coverage 

 

€ 14.000 (540) 14 weeks  (90) 0,5 year  (180) 1% (360) 10% (120) 

€ 15.000 (450) 12 weeks  (75) 1,0 year  (135) 2% (300) 20%   (90) 

€ 16.000 (360) 10 weeks  (60) 1,5 year    (90) 3% (240) 30%   (60) 

€ 17.000 (270)  8 weeks   (45) 2,0 year    (45) 4% (180) 40%   (30) 

€ 18.000 (180)  6 weeks   (30) 2,5 year    (00) 5% (120) 50%   (00) 

€ 19.000   (90)  4 weeks   (15)     6%     (60) 

€ 20.000   (00)  2 weeks   (00)    7%     (00) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

    Union 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Salary  Start Date  Duration of   Annual  Medical 

    Contract Raise  Coverage 

€ 20.000 (540) 2 weeks    (360) 2,5 year (120) 7% (90) 50% (180) 

€ 19.000 (450) 4 weeks    (300) 2,0 year  (90)  6% (75) 40% (135) 

€ 18.000 (360) 6 weeks    (240) 1,5 year  (60)  5% (60) 30%   (90) 

€ 17.000 (270) 8 weeks    (180) 1,0 year  (30)  4% (45) 20%   (45) 

€ 16.000 (180) 10 weeks  (120) 0,5 year  (00)  3% (30) 10%   (00) 

€ 15.000   (90) 12 weeks    (60)     2%     (15) 

€ 14.000   (00) 14 weeks    (00)    1%     (00) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Note.  Numbers in brackets refer to points earned by the participant. 

 

 

Procedure 

Upon arrival in the laboratory, participants were randomly assigned to roles 

of a management and a union representative and were seated in separate cubicles in 

front of a computer. All instructions were presented to them on the computer 

screen, with the exception of their profit schedule, which they received on paper so 

they could consult it during the negotiation. Participants read that they were about to 

participate in a computer-mediated negotiation, and they could negotiate for 

maximally 35 minutes. Participants were further instructed that failure to reach 

agreement would result in zero points. To make sure that participants understood 
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their profit schedule, we gave them a short quiz. After reading their instructions, 

participants negotiated using a chat program. When they reached an agreement, or 

when their 35 minutes ran out, they were asked to write down the amount of points 

they achieved and completed a post-negotiation questionnaire containing 

manipulation check and information processing items (see below).  

Manipulation of Epistemic Motivation and Information 

Epistemic motivation was induced through process accountability by 

providing participants with instructions (cf. De Dreu et al, 2006; Scholten, Van 

Knippenberg, Nijstad, & De Dreu, 2007). Process accountability can be described as 

the implicit or explicit expectation that one has to account for one's actions and the 

ways in which judgments and decisions were reached (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999). 

Thus, one important element of process accountability is that one expects one's 

behavior or the process through which a decision was reached to be assessed, and 

this leads to systematic, effortful information processing (e.g., Kruglanski & Freund, 

1983; Siegel-Jacobs & Yates, 1996; Simonson & Staw, 1992). Participants' level of 

epistemic motivation was manipulated by inducing different levels of process 

accountability: High vs. low. Participants in the high epistemic motivation condition 

received a special memo explaining that, after the study, they would be quizzed about 

"the ways you negotiated, the decisions you made and the way the negotiation 

unfolded", and that "Previous participants have indicated that they found the quiz quite 

difficult". In contrast, participants in the low epistemic motivation condition were told 

that "Previous participants have indicated that they found the quiz quite easy". All participants 

were told that they should prepare themselves as well as possible and were allowed 

to take notes during the negotiation. Thus, the critical difference in the manipulation 

concerned the expected difficulty of the quiz.  

To manipulate the amount of information about their counterpart's 

preferences and priorities, half of the participants were provided with the 

counterpart's pay-off schedule. Members of dyads in the incomplete information 

condition were provided with their own profit schedule, which they could keep with 

them during the negotiation. They were not given any information about the 

counterpart's preferences, but were told that they could talk about anything they 

wanted, including their profit schedules. Members of dyads in the complete information 

condition were first provided with their own profit schedule, which they could keep 

with them during the negotiation, and in addition were provided with the profit 

schedule of the counterpart, which appeared on their computer screen for two 

minutes.  

Dependent Variables 

Manipulation checks. To check the adequacy of the manipulation of epistemic 

motivation, a 3-item questionnaire was used (e.g., "I believe that the quiz I'm about 
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to participate in, is difficult"). To check the adequacy of the manipulation of 

information, we used a two-item questionnaire (e.g., "Before we started negotiating 

... I knew the other party's payoffs"). Answers could be given on five-point scales (1 

= disagree and 5 = agree). Scores were averaged over the three and two items, 

respectively, and both scales proved reliable (Cronbach's α > .65). 

As an additional check for the manipulation of epistemic motivation 

information processing was measured using two items (cf. De Dreu et al., 2006): "I 

tried to make judgments and decisions as thoroughly as possible" and "I thought 

deeply before making a decision". Answers could be given on a five-point scale, with 

1 = disagree and 5 = agree. Scores were averaged over the two items, and the scale 

for information processing proved reliable (Cronbach's α = .80). 

 Coding of behavioral data. Participants communicated using a chat program. 

Their written transcripts were coded, using (parts of) a coding scheme used in 

previous research (e.g., Weingart, Hyder, & Prietula, 1996). Information search was 

coded by counting the number of questions negotiators asked their counterpart 

about his or her preferences and priorities. Heuristic trial and error was coded by 

counting the number of single-issue offers both parties made. To assess negotiators' 

understanding of the integrative solution the number of multi-issue offers was counted. 

Both multi-issue offers that were in the direction of the integrative agreements and 

multi-issue offers that were not in the direction of the integrative agreement were 

coded. Multi-issue offers that were in the direction of the integrative agreement, i.e. 

Salary 17.000, Start date 6 weeks, Duration of contract 1 year, Annual raise 1%, and 

Medical coverage 40% were thus indicative of the amount of integrative trade-offs 

participants made, as opposed to multi-issue offers that were not in the direction of 

the integrative agreement, i.e., Salary 14.000, Start date 12 weeks, Duration of 

contract 1 year, Annual raise 2%, and Medical coverage 20%. Finally, urgency statements 

(statements intended to rush the other party), procedural statements (statements directed 

at establishing a procedure for decision making), lying and threats were coded. 

The unit of analysis was speaking turns, and as in earlier research we 

calculated the ratio for the specific behaviors that were coded by dividing their 

frequencies by the total number of speaking turns (cf. Weingart et al., 1996). One 

coder, who was blind to the hypotheses and the different experimental conditions, 

coded all transcripts. In addition, to assess interrater agreement, another coder coded 

ten percent of the transcripts. Interrater reliability proved to be good, Cohen's kappa 

= .71 (cf. Cohen, 1960). Thus, we used the first coder's ratings. Because individual 

observations within one dyad were not independent, we used the dyad as the unit of 

analysis, and therefore we aggregated the behaviors of the two dyad members.  

 Joint outcomes. Joint outcomes were calculated by summing the individual 

outcomes of the two dyad members. The lowest possible joint outcomes were zero 
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points (when a dyad failed to reach agreement), and the highest possible joint 

outcomes were 1620 points.4 In addition, the absolute difference between both 

negotiators' outcomes was calculated to investigate asymmetry in outcomes, as was 

done in Experiment 3.1. 

 

Results 

Descriptive statistics 

 Table 3.3 shows the correlations, means and standard deviations of all coded 

process variables. Several things are noteworthy. First, Table 3.3 shows a positive 

and significant correlation between information search and integrative multi-issue 

offers, indicating a positive relationship between the amount of information search 

and insight into the negotiation structure, as coded by integrative multi-issue offers. 

Second, the more single-issue offers negotiators made, they less they engaged in 

information search, and the less integrative multi-issue offers they made. 

Furthermore, the amount of urgency statements was positively related to non-

integrative multi-issue offers and threats, and negatively related to procedural 

statements. Finally, procedural statements were negatively related to threats. In sum, 

these correlations show that statements directed at obtaining a high quality 

agreement such as information search, relate positively to behaviors directed at 

obtaining integrative agreements, such as integrative multi-issue offers. Conversely, 

threats were positively related to statements associated with distributive outcomes, 

such as urgency statements.  

 



 

Table 3.3  

Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of all coded dependent variables (Experiment 3.2) 

 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

     M SD 1 2 3 4 5           6 

  

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Information Search   0.029 0.036 -- 

2. Multi-issue offers (integr.)   0.029 0.045 .27* --  

3. Multi-issue offers (nonintegr.)  0.030 0.039 -.18 -.10 -- 

4. Single-issue offers    0.133 0.099 -.32** -.24* -.09 -- 

5. Urgency Statements   0.011 0.016 -.09 -.05 .23* -.11 -- 

6. Procedural Statements   0.069 0.037 -.15 -.14 -.16 -.01 -.19† -- 

7. Threats     0.003 0.009 -.03 -.04 .21† -.06 .24* -.27* 

 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Note. N = 83, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .10 
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Manipulation checks  

Because epistemic motivation and preference information were manipulated 

at the individual level (i.e., dyad members could differ in their epistemic motivation 

manipulation), we assessed whether the manipulations were successful at the 

individual, rather than the dyad level.5 A 2 (epistemic motivation: high vs. low) by 2 

(preference information: complete vs. incomplete) Analysis of Variance showed a 

main effect of epistemic motivation on the manipulation check for epistemic 

motivation, F (1, 162) = 145.17, p < .001, η2 = .47. Inspection of the means revealed 

that the manipulation was successful: Negotiators with high epistemic motivation 

scored higher on the manipulation check (M = 3.81, SD = 0.94), than negotiators 

with low epistemic motivation (M = 2.28, SD = 0.67). The same analysis revealed a 

significant main effect of preference information on the manipulation check for 

information, F (1, 162) = 167.01, p < .001, η2 = .51, indicating that the manipulation 

was successful (Mcomp = 4.24, SD = 0.96 vs. Mincomp = 2.42, SD = 1.15). No other 

effects were significant.  

To complement these manipulation check data, information processing was 

assessed. We conducted a 2 (epistemic motivation: high vs. low) by 2 (preference 

information: complete vs. incomplete) Analysis of Variance, which showed the 

expected main effect of epistemic motivation, F (1, 162) = 10.11, p < .01, η2 = .06: 

Negotiators with high epistemic motivation engaged in more information processing 

(M = 3.99, SD = 0.67) than negotiators with low epistemic motivation (M = 3.64, 

SD = 0.78). No other effects were significant. 

Joint Outcomes 

 Hypothesis 2 predicted that dyads in the complete information condition 

would reach higher joint outcomes than dyads in the incomplete information 

condition. A 3 (epistemic motivation of dyad: both members high vs. mixed vs. both 

members low) by 2 (information: complete vs. incomplete) ANOVA on joint 

outcomes revealed the expected trend: Dyads reached higher joint outcomes in the 

full information condition (M = 1402.32, SD = 157.93) than dyads in the incomplete 

information condition (M = 1337.14, SD = 172.14), F (1, 77) = 3.75, p = .057, η2 = 

.05. Furthermore, the same analysis revealed a significant main effect of epistemic 

motivation, F (2, 77) = 3.56, p < .05, η2 = .09. Consistent with results reported in 

Experiment 3.1, dyads in which both members had low epistemic motivation 

achieved lower joint outcomes (M = 1287.86, SD = 220.72) than dyads in which 

both members had high epistemic motivation (M = 1392.14, SD = 157.22, t (77) = 

2.08, p < .05) or mixed dyads (M = 1399.39, SD = 127.38, t (77) = 2.56, p = .01). 

The difference between mixed dyads and dyads with high epistemic motivation was 

not significant, t (77) < 1, ns.  
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Both main effects were qualified by a significant interaction between 

motivation and information, F (2, 77) = 3.38, p < .05, η2 = .08, see Table 3.4. As can 

be seen in Figure 3.1, simple effects analysis revealed that for dyads in the complete 

information condition, epistemic motivation did not have a significant effect on joint 

outcomes, F (2, 77) < 1, ns. For dyads in the incomplete information condition 

however, ANOVA revealed a significant simple main effect of epistemic motivation, 

F (2, 77) = 6.77, p < .01, η2 = .15. Dyads with low epistemic motivation reached 

lower joint outcomes (M = 1190.46, SD = 233.76) than either mixed dyads (M = 

1377.86, SD = 108.40, t (77) = 3.27, p < .01) or dyads with high epistemic 

motivation (M = 1413.00, SD = 109.95, t (77) = 3.23, p < .01). The difference 

between mixed dyads and dyads in which both members had high epistemic 

motivation was not significant, t (77) < 1, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was confirmed. 
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Figure 3.1. Joint outcomes as a function of dyads' epistemic motivation composition 

and preference information (Experiment 3.2). 

 

 

To investigate the assumption that high epistemic motivation would help 

negotiators overcome their lack of information, we contrasted low epistemic 

motivation dyads in the complete information condition with dyads in the 

incomplete information condition in which at least one of the members had high 

epistemic motivation. Results of the contrast analysis revealed, first of all, the same 

omnibus interaction on joint outcomes as described above, F (2, 77) = 3.38, p < .05, 

η2 = .08. Planned contrasts revealed no significant difference between the complete 
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information, low epistemic motivation dyads (M = 1395.00, SD = 152.32) and 

incomplete information, high epistemic dyads (M = 1413.00, SD = 109.95), t (77) < 

1, ns, and no significant difference between the complete information, low epistemic 

motivation dyads and incomplete information, mixed epistemic dyads (M = 1377.86, 

SD = 108.40), t (77) < 1, ns. Thus, it appeared that high epistemic motivation 

enabled dyads in the incomplete information condition to overcome their lack of 

information and to reach high joint outcomes.  

 In addition to the analyses on joint outcomes, we conducted a 3 (epistemic 

motivation: both members high vs. mixed vs. both members low) x 2 (information: 

incomplete vs. complete) ANOVA on outcome difference, which revealed no 

significant effects. 

 

 

Table 3.4 

Information Search and Joint Outcomes as a Function of Epistemic Motivation of the Dyad and 

Preference Information (Experiment 3.2). 
   

 Preference Information 

 Incomplete Complete 

Epistemic motivation Both 

high 

Mixed Both low Both 

high 

Mixed Both low 

 (n = 10) (n = 21) (n = 11) (n = 11) (n = 20) (n = 10) 

1. Information Search 0.06a 0.04a 0.02b 0.02b 0.02b 0.03b 

 (0.06) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.06) (0.04) 
2. Joint Outcomes 1413.00a 1377.86a 1287.86b 1373.18a 1422.00a 1395.00a 
 (109.95) (108.40) (220.72) (194.23) (144.01) (152.32) 
Note.  Standard deviations are given in brackets. 

           Means not sharing the same subscript per row differ at p < .05. 

 

 

 

Coded Negotiation Process  

Information Search. To test Hypothesis 3, we conducted a 3 (epistemic 

motivation: both members high vs. mixed vs. both members low) x 2 (information: 

incomplete vs. complete) ANOVA on the amount of information search which 

revealed, first of all, a tendency for dyads in the incomplete information condition to 

engage in more information search (M = 0.04, SD = 0.04) than dyads in the 

complete information condition (M = 0.02, SD = 0.03), F (1, 77) = 3.70, p = .058, η2 

= .05. This trend was qualified by a significant interaction between epistemic 

motivation and preference information, F (2, 77) = 3.29, p < .05, η2 = .08, see Table 

3.3. Simple effects analysis revealed a main effect of epistemic motivation for dyads 
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in the incomplete information condition, F (2, 77) = 3.79, p < .05, η2 = .09, 

indicating that dyads in which both members had low epistemic motivation engaged 

in less information search (M = 0.02, SD = 0.03) than mixed (M = 0.04, SD = 0.03, t 

(77) = 1.72, p < .09) or high epistemic motivation dyads (M = 0.06, SD = 0.06, t (77) 

= 2.74, p < .01). Mixed and high epistemic motivation dyads did not differ 

significantly, t < 1, ns. For dyads in the complete information condition, this simple 

main effect was not significant, F (2, 77) < 1, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was confirmed. 

  We conducted mediation analysis to analyze whether the effects we found 

on joint outcomes were mediated by the amount of information search. According 

to Baron and Kenny (1986), mediation is established when four conditions are met. 

First, the independent variable should influence the dependent variable. This 

condition was met when results revealed a significant interaction of epistemic 

motivation and information on joint outcomes (see Table 3.3). Second, the 

independent variable should influence the mediator variable. This condition was met 

for information search in Hypothesis 3 (see also Table 3.3). Third, the mediator 

variable should have an effect on the dependent variable. This condition was met as 

well – regression analysis revealed a significant effect of information search on joint 

outcomes, β = 0.31, p < .01. Fourth, the effect of the independent variable on the 

dependent variable should be reduced when the mediator variable is controlled for. 

Regression analysis showed this to be the case indeed, β = - 0.19, p = .07, and a 

Sobel test showed that this reduction in regression weight approached significance, z 

= 1.91, p = .055. Thus, as predicted, the interaction between epistemic motivation 

and preference information on joint outcomes was mediated by the amount of 

information search dyads engaged in.  

Heuristic Trial-and-Error. To test Hypothesis 5, we conducted a 3 (epistemic 

motivation: both members high vs. mixed vs. both members low) x 2 (information: 

incomplete vs. complete) ANOVA on the amount of single-issue offers made. 

Results showed that the amount of single-issue offers did not differ as a result of the 

interaction between epistemic motivation and information, F (2, 77) < 1, ns. No 

other effects were significant. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was not supported. We did not 

proceed with testing the mediator Hypothesis 6, because it requires Hypothesis 5 to 

be supported. 

Multi-issue offers – difference integrative vs. non-integrative. A 3 (epistemic 

motivation) x 2 (information) x 2 (multi-issue offers) ANOVA with epistemic 

motivation and information as the between-subjects variables and multi-issues 

(integrative multi-issue offers vs. non-integrative multi-issue offers) as a within-

subjects variable revealed an interaction between epistemic motivation and the 

within-subject factor multi-issues, F (2, 77) = 7.97, p < .01, η2 = .17. Further analysis 

revealed that dyads made more integrative multi-issue offers (M = 0.043, SD = 
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0.044) than non-integrative multi-issue offers (M = 0.017, SD = 0.037), but only 

when they had high epistemic motivation, F (1, 77) = 4.38, p < .05. When dyads had 

low epistemic motivation, they made more non-integrative multi-issue offers (M = 

0.049, SD = 0.044) than integrative multi-issue offers (M = 0.008, SD = 0.020), F (1, 

77) = 10.76, p < .01. For dyads in the mixed condition, the difference was not 

significant (M = 0.034, SD = 0.051, for integrative multi-issue offers and M = 0.026, 

SD = 0.035, for non-integrative multi-issue offers, respectively), F (1, 77) < 1, ns. 

Other Negotiation Behavior. 

Urgency statements. A 3 x 2 ANOVA revealed, first of all, a significant main 

effect of epistemic motivation, F (2, 77) = 6.79, p < .05, η2 = .15. Dyads in the low 

epistemic motivation condition made more statements intended to hurry their 

counterpart (M = 0.021, SD = 0.021) than dyads in the mixed (M = 0.007, SD = 

0.012, t (77) = 2.84, p < .01) or high epistemic motivation condition (M = 0.008, SD 

= 0.012, t (77) = 2.56, p < .05). Furthermore, ANOVA revealed a significant 

interaction between epistemic motivation and information, F (2, 77) = 3.95, p < .05, 

η2 = .09. Simple effects revealed that for dyads in the full information condition, 

epistemic motivation did not have a significant effect, F (2, 77) = 1.08, ns. For dyads 

in the incomplete information condition, ANOVA revealed a significant simple main 

effect for epistemic motivation, F (2, 77) = 4.60, p < .05, η2 = .10. Members of dyads 

with low epistemic motivation made more statements intended to hurry their 

counterpart (M = 0.028, SD = 0.024) than dyads in the mixed (M = 0.010, SD = 

0.013, t (77) = 2.39, p < .05 or high epistemic motivation condition, (M = 0.003, SD 

= 0.005, t (77) = 3.38, p < .01). The difference between mixed dyads and high 

epistemic dyads was also significant, t (77) = 2.01, p = .05. 

Procedural statements. A 3 x 2 ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for 

epistemic motivation on procedural statement, F (2, 77) = 4.67, p < .05, η2 = .11. 

Members of dyads in the low epistemic motivation condition made less procedural 

statements (M = 0.05, SD = 0.03) than dyads in the mixed (M = 0.07, SD = 0.04, t 

(77) = 2.19, p < .05) or high epistemic motivation condition (M = 0.08, SD = 0.04, t 

(77) = 3.00, p < .05). The difference between dyads in the mixed and high epistemic 

motivation condition was not significant, t (77) = 1.26, ns. 

Lying. A 3 x 2 ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for information on 

lying, F (1, 77) = 5.92, η2 = .07. Dyads in the incomplete information condition 

engaged in more lying (M = 0.013, SD = 0.03) than dyads in the complete 

information condition (M = 0.002, SD = 0.007).  

Threats. A 3 (epistemic motivation: both members high vs. mixed vs. both 

members low) x 2 (information: incomplete vs. complete) ANOVA on the amount 

of threats revealed a significant main effect of epistemic motivation, F (2, 77) = 3.03, 

p = .05, η2 = .07. Inspection of means showed that dyads in the low epistemic 
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motivation condition made more threats (M = 0.007, SD = 0.015) than dyads in the 

mixed (M = 0.001, SD = 0.004, t (77) = 1.67, p < .05) or high epistemic motivation 

condition (M = 0.002, SD = 0.005, t (77) = 2.44, p < .05). No other differences were 

significant.  

 

Discussion 

Experiment 3.2 replicated the findings of Experiment 3.1 and extended the 

findings to settings in which epistemic motivation is situationally induced, as 

opposed to measured. Our results revealed that the presence of at least one 

negotiator with high epistemic motivation helped dyads overcome their lack of 

information. Furthermore, our analysis of process data revealed the essential 

mediating process of information search. Dyads in the incomplete information 

condition achieved higher joint outcomes when at least one negotiator had high 

epistemic motivation, and this was due to an increase in information search.  

Our additional analysis of the process data yielded several noteworthy 

effects. First of all, the analysis revealed that when dyads had low epistemic 

motivation, more urgency statements intended to rush the other party were made, 

more threats were made, and more non-integrative multi-issue offers were made than 

in dyads in which at least one member had high epistemic motivation. Second, and 

conversely, negotiators in dyads in which at least one negotiator had high epistemic 

motivation made more integrative multi-issue offers and made more procedural 

statements than negotiators in dyads in which both members had low epistemic 

motivation. Finally, dyads in which both members had high epistemic motivation 

made more integrative multi-issue offers than non-integrative multi-issue offers, 

while negotiators in low epistemic motivation dyads made more non-integrative 

multi-issue offers than integrative multi-issue offers.  

 

Conclusions and General Discussion 

 

 Because negotiation is taxing and difficult, and because negotiators face an 

ambiguous situation with lots of unknowns and many uncertainties, they often rely 

on simplifying heuristics, and pre-existing cognitive structures (Pruitt & Carnevale, 

1993). While efficient, such heuristic information processing entails the risk of biased 

judgment and decision-making, thereby reducing the chance of reaching mutually 

beneficial, integrative agreements. Recent work on motivated information processing 

has, however, shown that features of the situation may raise negotiators' epistemic 

motivation and lead to more thorough, deliberate and systematic information 

processing. When this happens, negotiators are more likely to uncover integrative 

potential, and to reach mutually beneficial agreements. Thus, high levels of epistemic 
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motivation serve as the antidote to shallow decision-making and sub-optimal 

negotiation agreements. 

 While several studies showed support for the motivated information 

processing perspective (for reviews see De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; De Dreu et al., 

2006), a number of issues remained unclear. Despite the fact that in many situations 

some negotiators have high and others have low epistemic motivation, past work 

implicitly or explicitly assumed homogeneity in epistemic motivation - all members 

share the same low or high level of motivation. The current set of studies were 

concerned with heterogeneity, and addressed situations in which one member of a 

dyad has high, and the other member has low epistemic motivation. In the next 

section, we will discuss the results in more detail and will offer suggestions for future 

research. 

 

Theoretical implications and Avenues for Future Research 

The current work expands the motivated information processing model (De 

Dreu & Carnevale, 2003) and contributes to our understanding of diversity in 

epistemic motivation in negotiation. Past research concerned with epistemic 

motivation has shown the beneficial effects of high epistemic motivation at the 

individual (e.g., De Dreu et al., 1999), the dyadic (e.g., De Dreu, Koole et al., 2000) 

and at the group level (e.g., De Grada et al., 1999). Unfortunately, the study of 

epistemic motivation at the dyadic and group-level has been limited to homogeneous 

situations, in which all negotiators have the same high or low epistemic motivation. 

As epistemic motivation can be rooted in individual differences such as need for 

structure and need for cognitive closure (e.g., Kruglanski & Webster, 1996) as well as 

situational features (e.g., Tetlock, 1992), studying the effects of heterogeneity of 

epistemic motivation is relevant from both a theoretical and practical point of view. 

In two experiments it was revealed that when one member of a pair of negotiators 

has high epistemic motivation, the collective, that is, the dyad as a whole, benefits 

from greater information exchange and higher joint outcomes. Experiment 3.1 

revealed that when at least one member of a dyad had low need for structure, i.e. 

when one dyad member had a preference for complexity and spontaneity, and was 

less likely to rely on heuristics (e.g., Neuberg & Newsom, 1993), the dyad as a whole 

reached a higher joint outcomes than when both members had high need for 

structure. In Experiment 3.2 epistemic motivation was manipulated rather than 

measured, and this effect was replicated: When at least one member of a dyad was 

process accountable, the dyad as a whole benefited and reached higher joint 

outcomes. Thus, our conclusion that it requires only one member to have high 

epistemic motivation appears to hold for individual differences variables like 

personal need for structure, and for situational variables like process accountability. 
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In addition, different negotiation tasks were used. Despite these differences in setting 

highly similar results were obtained, which suggests that effects of group 

composition in epistemic motivation on negotiated agreement is not tied to specific 

settings or operationalizations. 

That one member with high epistemic motivation suffices to bring the pair 

to a higher level also means that when at least one member of a dyad has high 

epistemic motivation, the dyad as a whole uses available information in a more 

beneficial way, thus securing high joint outcomes. In Experiment 3.2 we tested the 

assumption that high epistemic motivation helps negotiators overcome their lack of 

information regarding the counterpart's preferences and priorities. Results of 

Experiment 3.2 supported this assumption. We were specifically interested in how 

dyads came to high joint outcomes. Past research has revealed two possible routes to 

success in negotiation: Through exchange of information and thorough processing 

of information (e.g., De Dreu et al., 1999; Thompson, 1991) or through heuristic trial 

and error (e.g., Pruitt & Lewis, 1975). Up till now, research on epistemic motivation 

in negotiation did not test the information exchange about preferences and priorities 

route vs. the trial-and-error route. Results of the second experiment showed that 

through information search, and systematic and thorough processing of information, 

dyads in which at least one member had high epistemic motivation reached higher 

joint outcomes, rather than through trial and error, offer-counteroffer tactics.  

Thus, taken together, the two experiments reported in this chapter make 

several noteworthy contributions to negotiation theory and more specifically, to the 

understanding of the effects of epistemic motivation in negotiation. First of all, the 

current work contributes to our understanding of the precise negotiation processes 

through which epistemic motivation affects the quality of agreement negotiators 

reach. In addition to the effects discussed above, Experiment 3.2 revealed several 

interesting effects that pertain to the more general literature on epistemic motivation. 

Second, and most importantly, the current research contributes to our knowledge 

about epistemic motivation composition by showing that dyads in which at least one 

member has high epistemic motivation engage in more information search, 

information processing and consequently reach higher joint outcomes than dyads in 

which both members have low epistemic motivation.  

The fact that predictions were tested in two studies with students as 

participants could raise questions about generalizability. Considering the nature of 

the research question, with individual level (epistemic motivation) and dyad level 

(information) variables as predictors of negotiation outcomes, and our investigation 

of the processes that took place during the negotiation, it would have been very 

difficult, if not impossible, to conduct the same studies in a real-life setting. 

Furthermore, we believe that the current research had "experimental realism" 
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(Berkowitz & Donnerstein, 1982; Dipboye, 1990). In the debriefings participants 

indicated that they found the task psychologically engaging and involving. Finally, the 

current findings were consistent over two different settings, in which communication 

took place face-to-face (Experiment 3.1) or by the use of a chat program 

(Experiment 3.2). Given this consistency we are confident our findings generalize 

beyond laboratory settings. Nevertheless, future research is needed to examine 

whether current conclusions also pertain to dyads in applied settings where 

negotiators are familiar with each other and have experience with negotiation, such 

as work organizations.  

An interesting question that remains is how heterogeneity of epistemic 

motivation would affect negotiation processes in outcomes in larger groups, when 

for example a minority of group members has high epistemic motivation and a 

majority has low epistemic motivation. It would be an interesting avenue for future 

research to investigate whether the finding that it takes one member with high 

epistemic motivation to benefit the dyad as a whole would also mean that it would 

take one member with high epistemic motivation to benefit the group as a whole. 

Research on heterogeneity of social motivation in three-person negotiating groups 

has shown that group composition interacts with the decision rule group members 

use (Ten Velden, Beersma, & De Dreu, 2007b). When using unanimity rule, the 

beneficial effect of a group member with high epistemic motivation might be more 

pronounced than when groups use majority rule, and the two members with low 

epistemic motivation may dictate the terms of the negotiated decision.  

Finally, the current research provides support for the so-called information 

sufficiency principle (i.e., individuals with high epistemic motivation might have 

higher information sufficiency thresholds which encourages them to engage in more 

information search; Chaiken & Trope, 1999; Scholten et al., 2007). When negotiators 

had low epistemic motivation, they made more urgency statements than when they 

had high epistemic motivation, which suggests that negotiators with low epistemic 

motivation were less concerned with whether the amount of information they had 

was sufficient to reach a high quality agreement. Future research should examine 

whether indeed negotiators with high epistemic motivation have higher sufficiency 

thresholds which would encourage them to engage in information search. 

 

Conclusion 

 In two experiments, the effect of epistemic motivation composition in dyads 

was investigated. The results showed that when one dyad member had high 

epistemic motivation, dyads engaged in more information search when preference 

information was lacking. Furthermore, dyads processed information more 

thoroughly, and showed greater insight into the integrative potential of the 
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negotiation problem at hand. As a result, dyads in which at least one member had 

high epistemic motivation reached higher quality decisions than dyads in which both 

members had low epistemic motivation.  
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Notes 

 
1This chapter is based on Ten Velden, Beersma, and De Dreu (2007a). 
2Related, but less closely connected to Need for Structure is Need for Cognition – an 

individual's desire for effortful, elaborative thought (Cacioppo, Petty, 

Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996). Need for Structure has a correlation of -.23 with 

Need for Cognition, and between -.20 and -.23 with General Intelligence 

(Neuberg & Newsom, 1993). Similarly, Cognitive Complexity (Streufert & 

Driver, 1967), a dispositional tendency to form more impressions of a 

situation, has a correlation of between -.48 and -.73 with Need for Structure 

(Neuberg & Newsom, 1993).   

3A regression analysis with both negotiators' personal need for structure as two 

continuous independent variables and joint outcomes as the dependent 

variable yielded similar results and identical conclusions. 

4Assigning an outcome of 0 points to dyads that failed to reach agreement can 

produce heterogeneity of variance (Pruitt & Lewis, 1975). One way to deal 

with this is to assign impasse dyads with the outcome of agreement that 

yielded the least amount of points (960 points), following a procedure 

established in prior research (e.g., Kimmel, Pruitt, Magenau, Konar-Goldband, 

& Carnevale, 1980; Lewis & Fry, 1977). However, assigning a score of 0 points 

to dyads that failed to reach agreement produced similar results and identical 

conclusions, F (2, 77) = 7.13, p < .01, η2 = .16 for the main effect of epistemic 

motivation, F (1, 77) = 6.08, p < .05, η2 = .07 for the main effect of preference 

information, and F (2, 77) = 8.33, p < .01, η2 = .18 for the interaction between 

epistemic motivation and preference information. 
5In addition to the individual level analysis, we computed the mean score for each 

dyad to analyze the data at the dyadic level. A 3 (both members high epistemic 

motivation vs. one member high, one member low vs. both members low) by 

2 (information: full vs. incomplete) ANOVA on the manipulation check for 

epistemic motivation revealed a significant main effect of epistemic 

motivation, F (2, 77) = 36.70, p < .001, η2 = .49, indicating that dyads in which 

both members had high epistemic motivation scored higher on the 

manipulation check (M = 3.76, SD = 0.69) than dyads in which one (M = 

3.10, SD = 0.57, t (77) = 3.76, p < .01) or two members (M = 2.23, SD = 0.45, 

t (77) = 8.40, p < .001) had low epistemic motivation. Also, the difference 

between one and two members with low epistemic motivation was significant, 

t (77) = 6.45, p < .001. The same analysis revealed a significant main effect of 

information on the manipulation check for information, F (1, 77) = 176.19, p 

< .001, η2 = .70. Dyads with full information scored higher (M = 4.21, SD = 
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0.55) than dyads with incomplete information (M = 2.31, SD = 0.64). No 

other effects were significant. 
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CHAPTER 4 
When competition breeds equality: 

Effects of appetitive versus aversive competition in 

negotiation1 

 

Many social situations require individuals to negotiate – to communicate 

about their perceived divergent interests to reach a joint solution (Carnevale & Pruitt, 

1992). Although many negotiations allow both parties to achieve their objectives, 

negotiators oftentimes perceive the situation to be win-lose (McClintock & McNeel, 

1966; Pruitt, 1981). For example, more than two-thirds of research participants have 

a fixed-pie perception prior to entering the negotiation: They believe that their own 

preferences and priorities are diametrically opposed to those of their counterpart 

(Thompson & Hrebec, 1996). This often leads negotiators to behave competitively 

towards each other (Harinck, De Dreu, & Van Vianen, 2000), a tendency that may 

be fueled by widespread business practices such as "ranking on the curve", which 

drives employees to attempt to outperform others (Pfeffer & Sutton, 2006). For 

example, according to Chris Anderson, the editor-in-chief of Wired Magazine,: 

"Ranking on a curve is a good thing. We live in a competitive world and having to compete for the 

promotion, raise, bonus, review score, is all part of it" (Anderson, 2003, ¶ 3). 

Given that competitive motivation is so widespread and relevant to 

negotiation and related situations, it is striking that research on negotiation has 

almost entirely ignored competitive motivation. For instance, in their meta-analytic 

review of studies on social motivation in negotiation, De Dreu, Weingart and Kwon 

(2000) concluded "because negotiation research tended to focus on egoistic (pro-self) 

but not competitive motives, we excluded the competitive motive from the current 

analysis" (p. 890). And in his review of the relevant literatures Van Lange (2000) 

noted that "… it should be clear that the pursuit of self-interest is too limited to fully 

explicate the ways in which we behave and interact … It is, therefore, all the more 

surprising that many or most theories and models of interpersonal behavior do not 

[seek to include] … competitive orientation" (p. 326).  

The goal of this chapter was to redress this situation, and to gain insight into 

the psychological and behavioral processes resulting from competitive motivation in 

negotiation. Competitive motivation is defined as the desire to maximize the 

(positive) difference between one's own, and the other party's outcomes (e.g., 

Kuhlman & Marshello, 1975; Van Lange, 1999). It influences perceptions, behavior 

and feelings in a variety of interdependent situations (Deutsch, 1973). For example, 

compared to cooperative individuals, competitors emphasize differences rather than 

common ground (Deutsch, 1973), show higher distrust, use more contentious tactics 
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(Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993) and are more likely to expect both the interaction and the 

other party to be competitive (Kelley & Stahelski, 1970).2  

The present chapter builds on these notions, and expands past thinking 

about competition in negotiation and related situations by distinguishing between 

two different types of competitive motivation: Appetitive competition, in which 

negotiators are trying to do better than their counterpart, and aversive competition, 

in which negotiators are trying to make sure that their counterpart does not do better 

than themselves (Garner & Deutsch, 1974; Messick & Thorngate, 1967). This 

chapter begins with an analysis of the psychological processes that associate with 

aversive and appetitive orientations, and develops ideas about how these 

psychological processes might affect negotiation behavior and outcomes. Consistent 

with a motivated information processing analysis of negotiation (De Dreu & 

Carnevale, 2003), of critical importance is that aversive and appetitive competitors 

respond quite differently to information about the negotiation and their counterpart 

that becomes or is available during negotiation. Specific predictions were tested in 

four experiments that are reported consecutively. 

 

The Psychology of Appetitive and Aversive Competition 

 
As mentioned above, a critical difference between appetitive and aversive 

competitors is that the former are focused on getting ahead and trying to outdo the 

other party, whereas the latter are focused on avoiding getting behind and on 

preventing to lose (Messick & Thorngate, 1967; Van Lange, De Cremer, Van Dijk, & 

Van Vugt, 2007). Seen this way, appetitive competition shares much with a so-called 

approach orientation, which entails a concern with attaining positive outcomes such 

as favorable judgments of competence. Aversive competition, in contrast, shares 

much with a so-called avoidance orientation, which entails a concern with avoiding 

negative outcomes such as unfavorable judgments of competence. Contrary to an 

approach goal, an avoidance goal undermines intrinsic motivation – people enjoy 

activities less and are less motivated to continue their tasks (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 

1996). Also, avoidance orientations associate with fear of failure, whereas approach 

orientations associate with both fear of failure and achievement motivation (Elliot & 

Church, 1997). In other words, it is expected that appetitive rather than aversive 

competitors are more motivated to obtain a positive outcome vis-à-vis a counterpart, 

and less motivated to avoid falling behind. This should come together with greater 

task enjoyment, and more self-confidence.  

The idea that appetitive competitors are primarily motivated to achieve 

positive outcomes and that aversive competitors are primarily motivated to avoid 

negative outcomes resonates with the idea that people have different self-regulatory 

foci either related to aspirations, growth, and accomplishment (promotion focus), or 
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to protection, safety and responsibility (prevention focus) (Higgins, 1998). These two 

regulatory foci elicit different strategic inclinations that are directed towards a desired 

end state: People with a promotion focus are sensitive to the presence or absence of 

positive outcomes, while people with a prevention focus are concerned with the 

presence or absence of negative outcomes (Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994). 

Thus, promotion focus motivates individuals to accomplish hits and avoid errors of 

omission (i.e., loss of accomplishment), while prevention focus motivates individuals 

to attain correct rejections and avoid errors of commission (i.e., making a mistake; 

Crowe & Higgins, 1997).  

Based on Regulatory Focus Theory, one would expect appetitive 

competitors, who have a stronger promotion focus, to be concerned with 

achievements and avoiding errors of omission (e.g., failing to exploit opportunities). 

Aversive competitors, who have a stronger prevention focus, would be more 

concerned with duty and safety, and avoiding errors of commission (e.g., creating 

opportunities for one's adversaries). Furthermore, promotion focus gives rise to 

greater risk-tolerance, and more cognitive flexibility (Friedman & Forster, 2001). For 

example, promotion focused negotiators made higher opening offers and achieved 

higher individual as well as collective outcomes than prevention-focused negotiators 

(Galinsky, Leonardelli, Okhuysen, & Mussweiler, 2005). In other words, one might 

expect appetitive competitors to be less risk-averse, and more creative than aversive 

competitors.  

Taken together, the literatures on approach-avoidance goals and on 

regulatory focus together suggest appetitive and aversive competitors differ in a 

number of related psychological processes. Compared to aversive competitors, 

appetitive competitors may have greater intrinsic motivation and self-confidence, 

they may be more concerned with errors of omission than with errors of 

commission, they may be less risk-averse, and more creative in their thinking. In the 

next section these insights are used to develop ideas about whether, how, and why 

appetitive and aversive competitors differ in negotiation processes and outcomes.  

 

Negotiation Processes and Outcomes 

 

 Although scholars and practitioners have emphasized the importance of 

creating value in negotiation, negotiators themselves are at least as concerned with 

the way value is distributed. From the mere definition of competition, it follows that 

both appetitive and aversive competitors value getting more than their counterpart 

better than getting less. Interestingly, however, from our definition is also follows 

that appetitive competitors would be relatively dissatisfied with an equal distribution 

of value between themselves and their counterpart, whereas aversive competitors 
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would be relatively satisfied with equality. The reason is that to appetitive 

competitors, equality means they did not achieve their goal of getting ahead; to 

aversive competitors, however, equality means they did achieve their goal of not 

falling behind.  

This differential valuation of equality may have important implications for 

the way negotiators search and process information about the negotiation task, and 

their negotiation counterpart. First of all, impasse – not reaching an agreement – 

should be less acceptable to appetitive competitors than to aversive competitors. 

Appetitive competitors only achieve something if they come out ahead, and thus will 

mobilize energy to avoid impasse and to defeat their counterpart. Because appetitive 

competitors have nothing to lose, they may be relatively risk-tolerant and creative. 

They may fail to reciprocate concessions made by their counterpart and instead 

attempt to exploit any sign of cooperation. Aversive competitors, in contrast, have 

much to lose in settling on a particular deal—whereas an impasse guarantees them 

they are not ending up behind, settlement always entails the possibility they 

overlooked something and inadvertently they may still end up with less than their 

counterpart. Aversive competitors will thus be risk-averse and (hyper)vigilant. They 

try to learn as much about their counterpart as possible and will carefully track their 

counterpart's limits and aspirations. They may forego possibilities to exploit their 

counterpart simply because it is too risky and may backfire—instead, aversive 

competitors may carefully mimic their counterparts to learn and to encourage them 

to continue making concessions (Smith, Pruitt, & Carnevale, 1982). 

In addition to lower valuation of equality, and greater tendency to exploit 

one's counterpart's concessions, appetitive competitors may also settle more easily 

than aversive negotiators. Appetitive competitors with their approach motivation 

and promotion focus are more self-confident and optimistic than aversive 

competitors with their avoidance motivation and prevention focus. Self-confidence 

and optimism leads negotiators to believe that victory is around the corner, and that 

their goals can be achieved relatively easily (Ross & Ward, 1995). In the absence of a 

possibility to truly assess the (relative) value of an agreement, appetitive competitors 

may be more likely to believe the agreement is favorable to them and settle. Aversive 

competitors, in contrast, may be more likely to fear the agreement is not favorable to 

them, and prefer (temporary) impasse to a potentially disadvantageous agreement.  

 

The Present Chapter: Overview 

 

In four experiments we tested the basic notions that compared to aversive 

competitors, appetitive competitors value equality less, are more likely to exploit 

their counterpart's concessions and yet are more inclined to settle. In Experiment 4.1 
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we tested the accuracy of our assumption that appetitive competitors care less for 

equality than aversive competitors, and experience less anxiety and greater optimism. 

In Experiment 4.2, negotiators' concession making in reaction to one's counterpart's 

concession making was examined, and in Experiment 4.3 and 4.4 we tested our 

notions about the likelihood of impasse. In these last two experiments we also tried 

to better understand how information provided to aversive and appetitive 

competitors may be used differently in the course of the negotiation. We return to 

this when we have presented the first two experiments in full detail.  

 

Introduction to Experiment 4.1 

 

In Experiment 4.1 a methodology developed by Messick and Sentis (1985; 

see also Loewenstein, Thompson, & Bazerman, 1989) was adapted to test whether, 

and to what extent, aversive and appetitive competitors are satisfied with 

advantageous inequality (receiving more than their counterpart), equality (receiving 

the same as their counterpart), and disadvantageous inequality (receiving less than 

their counterpart). We added an individualistic motivation to the experimental design 

to enable comparisons with previous research that focused on (proxies for) 

individualistic motivation (e.g., Loewenstein et al., 1989; Ordonez, Connolly, & 

Coughlan, 2000).  

Two sets of dependent measures were taken. First, our analysis implies that 

compared to appetitive competitors, aversive competitors should experience greater 

fear and anxiety (Hypothesis 1a) and less optimism (Hypothesis 1b). Second, and 

more important, satisfaction with various distributions of outcomes between the 

participant and his or her counterpart was measured. For individualistic motivation 

we expected to replicate past research showing that outcome satisfaction declines 

when personal outcomes decline (e.g., Loewenstein et al., 1989). However, different 

patterns in the competitive motivation conditions were expected. Appetitive 

competitors would be more satisfied with advantageous inequality than with equality 

or disadvantageous inequality (Hypothesis 2a), whereas aversive competitors would 

be more satisfied with advantageous inequality and with equality than with 

disadvantageous inequality (Hypothesis 2b). Thus, it was expected that the critical 

difference between appetitive and aversive competitors is their relative valuation of 

equality – it is as dissatisfying as disadvantageous inequality to appetitive 

competitors, and as satisfying as advantageous inequality to aversive competitors. 

 

Method 

Participants and design 
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Sixty-four students enrolled in an organizational behavior course at the 

University of Amsterdam participated in the study, for which they could win 10 Euro 

in a lottery. Participants were randomly assigned to the conditions of one-level 

between-participants design (appetitive vs. aversive vs. individualistic motivation). 

Anxiety, optimism, and satisfaction with outcome differentials were the dependent 

variables. 

Procedure and manipulation of motivation 

Participants were provided with an instruction leaflet. They were asked to 

imagine themselves as either a union or management representative who had to 

negotiate about an employment contract. The instructions stated that negotiators had 

to reach agreement on five issues (i.e., salary, starting date, length of contract, annual 

raise and medical coverage) and that on all these issues they could earn points, 

depending on the decisions they made. Participants were provided with their own 

profit schedule, but did not see the profit schedule of the other party. Participants 

read that they could reach a maximum of 1290 points, and that failure to reach 

agreement would lead to zero points (a similar task was used in Experiment 4.2, 

where we present more detail about the task and the issue charts that were used).  

 Motivation was manipulated through instructions, following a procedure 

used in research on pro-social versus individualistic motivation (e.g., Pruitt & Lewis, 

1975; Ten Velden, Beersma, & De Dreu, 2007b). Participants in the appetitive 

competition condition read that it was important that they would receive more 

outcomes than the other party. Participants in the aversive competition condition 

read that it was important that they did not receive lower outcomes than the other 

party, and participants in the individualistic condition read that it was important that 

they received high outcomes. 

 After reading their instructions, participants completed a questionnaire, were 

debriefed and were thanked for their participation.  

Dependent variables 

Participants indicated their anxiety and optimism on 5-point scales ranging 

from not at all (1) to very (5). We measured satisfaction by asking participants to rate 

their satisfaction with 6 different outcome distributions on a 5-point scale, ranging 

from not satisfied (1) to very satisfied (5). Using the payoff charts shown to participants 

in the negotiation task instructions as reference material, we constructed two positive 

outcome differences (1290 vs. 0 points; 885 vs. 405 points; hereafter referred to as 

large and small advantageous inequality, respectively), two neutral outcome 

differences (645 vs. 645 points; 0 vs. 0 points, hereafter referred to as equality), and 2 

negative outcome differences (405 vs. 885 points; 0 vs. 1290 points, hereafter 

referred to as small and large disadvantageous inequality, respectively).  
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To check the adequacy of the manipulation of motivation, participants were 

asked to complete two items measuring appetitive motivation (e.g., "To me, doing 

well in negotiation means receiving more points than the other party;" Cronbach's α 

= .80), two items measuring aversive motivation (e.g., "To me, doing well in 

negotiation means trying not to receive fewer points than the other party;" 

Cronbach's α = .84), and one item measuring individualistic motivation ("to me, 

doing well in negotiation means achieving as many points as possible;" all items 1 = 

strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree).  

 

Results 

Manipulation checks 

Manipulation checks for appetitive, aversive, and individualistic motivation 

were analyzed in three one-way (motivation: appetitive vs. aversive vs. individualistic) 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) designs. Participants in the appetitive condition 

reported a stronger appetitive motivation (M = 4.23, SD = 0.17) than those in the 

aversive (M = 3.66, SD = 0.16) or individualistic conditions (M = 3.25, SD = 0.20; 

both ts > 2.09, ps < .05), F (2, 61) = 7.16, p < .005, η2 = .19. Furthermore, 

participants in the aversive condition reported a stronger aversive motivation (M = 

4.29, SD = 0.16) than those in the appetitive (M = 3.18, SD = 0.18) or individualistic 

condition (M = 3.13, SD = 0.20; both ts > 4.38, ps < .01), F (2, 61) = 14.15, p < 

.001, η2 = .32. Finally, participants in the individualistic condition reported a stronger 

individualistic motivation (M = 4.69, SD = 0.22) than those in the appetitive (M = 

3.82, SD = 0.18) or aversive conditions (M = 3.42, SD = 0.17; both ts > 3.54, ps < 

.01), F(2, 61) = 10.79, p < .001, η2 = .26.  

Anxiety and Optimism 

Consistent with Hypothesis 1a, a one-way ANOVA showed that aversive 

competitors reported more anxiety (M = 2.12, SD = 0.86), than appetitive 

competitors (M = 1.45, SD = 0.60) and individualists (M = 1.63, SD = 0.72; both ts 

> 2.07, ps < .05), F(2, 61) = 5.07, p < .01, η2 = .14. The difference between 

individualists and appetitive competitors was not significant, t < 1, ns. Furthermore, 

appetitive competitors reported more optimism (M = 4.18, SD = 0.66), than aversive 

competitors (M = 2.31, SD = 1.09) and individualists (M = 2.88, SD = 0.72; both ts 

> 4.55, ps < .001), F(2, 61) = 28.09, p < .001, η2 = .48. The difference between 

individualists and aversive competitors was also significant, t = 2.02, p < .05. Thus, 

both Hypothesis 1a and Hypothesis 1b are supported. 

Outcome Satisfaction 

We expected different satisfaction slopes for individualistic, appetitive and 

aversive participants. Data were analyzed in a 3 x 5 mixed-model ANOVA with 

motivation as a three-level between-participants variable (appetitive vs. aversive vs. 
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individualistic) and outcome distribution as a five-level within-participants variable 

(large versus small advantageous inequality vs. equality (the average of 645-645 and 

0-0) versus small versus large disadvantageous inequality).  

A main effect for outcome difference, F (4, 244) = 706.88, p < .001, η2 = 

.92, showed that satisfaction declined when outcome difference declined from large 

advantageous inequality (M = 4.55, SD = 0.59) to large disadvantageous inequality 

(M = 1.05, SD = 0.28). This main effect was qualified by a significant interaction 

between outcome distribution and motivation, F(8, 244) = 36.10, p < .001, η2 = .54.  

The interaction is displayed in Figure 4.1, and decomposed using simple 

effects analysis for outcome distribution within each motivation condition. This 

showed, first, that satisfaction in individualists decreased steadily and linearly when 

moving from large advantageous inequality to large disadvantageous inequality, F (4, 

244) = 173.08, p < .001, η2 = .83. All contrasts between distributions were significant 

at p < .001.3 Second, and as predicted in Hypothesis 2a, appetitive competitors' 

satisfaction was equally high for large and small advantageous inequality, M = 4.71 

vs. M = 4.41, F(1, 61) = 2.12, ns, and significantly lower for equality, M = 4.41, vs. M 

= 1.70, F(1, 61) = 333.16, p < .001, η2 = .85. Satisfaction with equality was higher 

than with disadvantageous inequality (M = 1.18, SD = 0.39), and with large 

disadvantageous inequality (M = 1.29, SD = 0.27), F(1, 61) > 10, ps < .01, .16 < η2 < 

.18. The difference between small and large disadvantageous inequality was not 

significant, F (1, 61) < 1, ns. Finally, and as predicted in Hypothesis 2b, for aversive 

competitors there were no significant differences in satisfaction with large 

advantageous inequality (M = 4.38, SD = 0.64), small advantageous inequality (M = 

4.23, SD = 0.51), and equality, (M = 4.08, SD = 0.68), F(1, 61) = 1.15, ns, and F(1, 

61) = 1.27, ns, respectively (the difference between large and small was marginally 

significant, F (1, 61) = 3.44, p < .07, η2 = .05). However, aversive competitors' 

satisfaction declined significantly when outcome difference moved from equality to 

disadvantageous inequality (M = 1.19, SD = 0.14), F(1, 61) = 474.20, p < .001, η2 = 

.89 (the difference between small and large disadvantageous inequality (M = 1.00, SD 

= 0.00) was marginally significant, F(1, 61) = 3.10, p < .09, η2 = .05).4  
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Figure 4.1. Satisfaction with outcome distribution as a function of appetitive, aversive 

and individualistic motivation (Experiment 4.1).  

 

 

Discussion and Introduction to Experiment 4.2 

Experiment 4.1 showed that aversive competitors experienced more anxiety 

and less optimism than appetitive competitors, and valued equality more. Put 

differently, aversive competitors did not discriminate between equality and 

advantageous inequality, in which they obtain more outcomes than their counterpart. 

They did, however, discriminate between advantageous inequality and equality on the 

one hand, and disadvantageous inequality on the other. Appetitive competitors, in 

contrast, did not discriminate between equality and disadvantageous inequality. 

In Experiment 4.2 we focused on another key aspect of our analysis, namely 

that appetitive competitors are risk-seeking and willing to exploit their counterpart's 

concession making. Aversive competitors, in contrast, have higher anxiety and prefer 

safety and error avoidance. Therefore, they are less likely to exploit their counterpart 

but, instead, more likely to closely monitor other's behavior and mimic and 

reciprocate as much as possible. Doing so "rewards" the counterpart's behavior, 

motivating him or her to continue making large concessions or, alternatively, 

motivating him or her to give up the tough stance that leads nowhere. In addition, by 

carefully matching the counterpart's concessions, negotiators move towards an 

agreement that not necessarily creates great value personally or collectively, but does 
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create equality of outcome-distribution. Achieving this is what would satisfy aversive 

competitors, who wish not to fall behind. 

Participants in Experiment 4.2 had an appetitive or aversive goal and 

interacted with a preprogrammed counterpart (simulated by a computer) who either 

followed a tough strategy with small concessions, or a soft strategy with large 

concessions. We tested the prediction that negotiators make larger concessions when 

their counterpart is soft rather than tough, but especially when the negotiators have 

an aversive rather than appetitive orientation (Hypothesis 3).  

 

Method 

Participants and Design 

 Participants were 105 students from the University of Amsterdam (36 men, 

M = 20.59 years), who participated for course credit, or were paid 7 Euro 

(approximately 10 USD). The design included the participant's motivation (aversive 

versus appetitive) and the counterpart's concession size (large versus small) as 

between-participants factors. Dependent variables were participants' perceptions of 

their counterpart, participants' anxiety and optimism and concession making. 

Procedure 

 Upon arrival in the laboratory, participants were seated behind computers in 

separate cubicles, which prevented them from talking to each other. The 

experimenter told participants that they were about to participate in a two-person 

negotiation, but that they had to wait for the arrival of their counterpart. After a few 

minutes, the experiment started. All instructions were presented to the participants 

on their computer screen. Participants read that the purpose of the experiment was 

to investigate how negotiations unfold when negotiators communicate via the 

computer. They were told that they were about to be matched to another participant, 

and that they would engage in a computer-mediated negotiation. In reality, a 

computer program simulated this other person.  

Negotiation Task and Manipulation of Counterpart's Concession Size 

The negotiation task was a computerized version of the one used in past 

studies on multi-issue negotiation (see, e.g., Van Kleef, Manstead, & De Dreu, 2004). 

It captures the main characteristics of real-life negotiations in that it involves 

multiple issues, provides negotiators with information about their own pay-offs only, 

and meets the provisional offer-counteroffer characteristic of many negotiation 

situations (cf. Pruitt, 1981). In the current experiment, participants took on the role 

of representative of a student board who had to negotiate with a representative of 

the government and were instructed that their profits depended on three issues: 

College tuition, monthly funding and travel card duration. Participants were shown a 

pay-off chart that listed 15 possible agreements per issue, and their corresponding 
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profit. For college tuition, an agreement on Level 15 ($3350) gave participants 0 

payoff and an agreement on Level 1 ($1600) gave participants 280 payoff (i.e., 

increments of 20 per level). For monthly funding, Level 15 ($300) gave participants 0 

payoff, and level 1 ($650) gave participants 280 payoff (i.e., increments of 20 per 

level). Finally, for travel card duration, Level 15 (32 months) yielded a 0 payoff, and 

Level 1 (60 months) yielded a 280 payoff (i.e., increments of 20 per level). 

Participants were informed that the government's representative would make the 

first offer, that they could respond with a counteroffer, and that the negotiation 

would end on agreement or when time would run out. In the latter case, no points 

would be obtained. It should be noted that throughout the instructions no indication 

was given as to (a) the counterpart's profits or (b) the maximum number of rounds.  

Once the negotiation started the government representative (i.e., the 

computer) made a first offer. Over the six negotiation rounds the government 

proposed different levels of agreement for the three issues, depending on the 

manipulation of concession size (small vs. large). The counterpart's concession size 

was manipulated by using a preprogrammed concession strategy used in previous 

research (Van Kleef et al., 2004). In the small-concessions condition, the counterpart 

conceded 1 unit in each round. Thus, in this condition the counterpart'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 large-concessions condition the counterpart conceded 3 

units per round, starting with 14–15–13 (minus 3 units), and finishing with 9-10–8 

(minus 18 units).  

A demand by the participant was accepted if it equalled or exceeded the 

offer the computer was about to make in the next round. Thus, for example, if a 

participant in the large concession condition demanded 10-11-9 in Round 4, this 

demand was accepted by the computer since its next offer (in Round 5) would have 

been 10-11-9. After the sixth round, the negotiation was interrupted regardless of 

whether participants had reached an agreement (cf. Van Kleef et al., 2004). 

Following procedures established in previous research, participants who reached an 

agreement before Round 6 (n = 6) were excluded from the sample (cf. Tripp & 

Sondak, 1992).  

Manipulation of Own Motivation 

 To manipulate motivation, we used instructions combined with incentives, 

following a procedure used to manipulate social motivation in prior research (e.g., 

Beersma & De Dreu, 2002; Carnevale & Lawler, 1986; Ten Velden et al., 2007b). 

Participants in the appetitive condition read that it was important that they would 

receive higher outcomes than their counterpart. This was accompanied by an 

incentive; participants were informed that those negotiators who succeeded in 
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receiving higher outcomes than the other party would enter a lottery contest in 

which they could win 20 Euro. Participants in the aversive condition read that it was 

important that they did not receive lower outcomes than their counterpart. This was 

accompanied by an incentive; participants were informed that those negotiators that 

succeeded in not receiving lower outcomes than the other party would enter a lottery 

contest in which they could win 20 Euro.  

Dependent Measures 

Perception of the counterpart. Participants were asked to indicate their perception 

of their counterpart on 9 items (friendly, selfish, polite, trustworthy, amiable, social, 

respectful, honest, rude). Answers could be given on 7-point scales (1 = completely false 

to 7 = completely true). Negatively framed items were reverse scored, and ratings were 

averaged into a single index of the perception of the counterpart (Cronbach's α = 

.91).  

Anxiety and Optimism. As in Experiment 4.1, participants were asked to 

indicate the anxiety and optimism they experienced during the negotiation on a 7-

point scale ranging from not at all (1) to very much (7).  

Concession making. We used distance traveled as a reflection of participants' 

concession making (cf., Smith et al., 1981; Van Kleef et al., 2004). It was the 

difference between the demands participants made for the three issues during Round 

1 and the demands during the last round they negotiated (Round 6). The higher the 

distance travelled, the larger the overall concessions made by the participant. 

Manipulation checks. The check for the manipulation of own motivation was the 

same as in Experiment 4.1 (Cronbach's αs > .70). To check the adequacy of the 

manipulation of concession size, a four-item questionnaire was used (e.g., "During the 

negotiation, the government's representative made large concessions" and "The 

government's representative was a tough negotiator"; 1 = completely disagree to 7 = 

completely agree). Cronbach's α = .87, and the items were averaged into a single index.  

 

Results 

Manipulation Checks 

A 2 (own motivation: appetitive vs. aversive) x 2 (concession size: small vs. 

large) ANOVA on the manipulation check for own motivation revealed that 

participants in the appetitive condition reported a higher appetitive motivation (M = 

5.59, SD = 1.04) than participants in the aversive condition (M = 4.60, SD = 1.15), F 

(1, 101) = 21.27, p < .001, η = .17. No other effects were significant. Furthermore, 

participants in the aversive condition reported a higher aversive motivation (M = 

5.65, SD = 1.04) than participants in the appetitive condition (M = 4. 70, SD = 1.21), 

F (1, 101) = 17.56, p < .001, η = .15. Again, no other effects were significant. Fourth, 

participants in the large concessions condition reported larger concessions (M = 
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5.35, SD = 1.44) than participants in the small concessions condition (M = 3.76, SD 

= 1.25), F (1, 101) = 33.73, p < .001, η2 = .25. No other effects were significant. 

Finally, a significant main effect for concession size on perception of the counterpart 

showed that participants in the large concession condition perceived their 

counterpart more positively (M = 4.20, SD = 0.93) than participants in the small 

concessions condition (M = 3.54, SD = 1. 20); F (1, 101) = 11.05, p < .01, η2 = .10. 

Anxiety and Optimism 

A 2 (appetitive vs. aversive motivation) x 2 (other's small vs. large 

concessions) ANOVA on anxiety and optimism revealed that aversive participants 

felt more anxious (M = 2.26, SD = 1.17) than appetitive participants (M = 1.83, SD 

= 0.90), F (1, 101) = 4.56, p < .05, η2 = .04. No other effects for anxiety were 

significant, and it is concluded that Hypothesis 1a received new support. For 

optimism, results showed that negotiators in the large concessions condition 

indicated more optimism (M = 6.02, SD = 1.17) than negotiators in the small 

concessions condition (M = 5.28, SD = 1.66), F (1, 101) = 6.95, p < .05, η2 = .06. 

Because no other effects for optimism were significant, Hypothesis 1b was not 

supported. Thus, aversive negotiators felt more anxious, but not less optimistic, than 

appetitive negotiators.  

Concession Making 

A 2 x 2 ANOVA on distance travelled revealed the expected interaction 

between own motivation and concession size, F (1, 101) = 4.02, p < .05, η2 = .04. 

Figure 4.2 shows that in the aversive condition, participants conceded more in the 

large concession condition (M = 149.17, SD = 57.78) than in the small concession 

condition (M = 94.78, SD = 62.15); F (1, 101) = 5.22, p < .05, η2 = .05. For 

appetitive competitors, the difference between the large concession condition (M = 

108.15, SD = 106.59) and the small concession condition (M = 118.06, SD = 84.75) 

was not significant, F (1, 101) < 1, ns. No other effects were significant. Because the 

mean in the aversive motivation/large concessions condition differs from all others, 

who do not differ from each other, it is justified to conclude that appetitive 

competitors were more inclined to exploit their counterpart especially when this 

counterpart appeared soft. In other words, Hypothesis 3 received support. 
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Figure 4.2. Distance Traveled as a function of the interaction between motivation and 

the counterpart's concession size (Experiment 4.2). 

 

 

Discussion and Introduction to Experiment 4.3 

Results of the first experiment showed that compared to appetitive 

competitors, aversive competitors were relatively satisfied with equality, and 

experienced more anxiety and less optimism than appetitive negotiators. Experiment 

4.2 corroborated these findings (except for optimism) and also showed that aversive 

competitors made larger concessions when their counterpart made large rather than 

small concession; appetitive competitors were relatively insensitive to their 

counterpart's concession behavior. Even though both appetitive and aversive saw 

their counterpart as more friendly and trustworthy when the counterpart made large 

rather than small concessions, only aversive competitors reciprocated. This may be 

because aversive competitors value equality and through reciprocation achieve this 

acceptable goal. In addition, aversive competitors are risk-averse and through 

reciprocation play safe—they prevent being exploited by a tough counterpart, and 

they do not scare away a soft counterpart. 

In Experiment 4.3 and 4.4 we examined implications of our analysis for the 

actual outcomes negotiators receive—the extent to which they settle and, if they do, 

the quality of the agreement they reach. Participants conducted, in pairs and 

mediated through computers, a multi-issue negotiation with integrative potential (i.e., 

issue priorities differed across negotiators and by making small concessions on 
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important issues and large concessions on unimportant ones high joint outcomes 

could be reached). This task is representative of many real-life negotiations (Pruitt, 

1981; Raiffa, 1982), and allowed us to assess impasse rate as well as the outcomes 

achieved by the two negotiators (i.e., joint outcomes). 

Our analysis thus far implied that appetitive competitors are more risk 

seeking, optimistic, and exploitative, but also more likely to settle. First, they may be 

more (over-) confident that the agreement is favorable to them and serves their goal 

of coming out ahead. Second, they may dislike impasse more than aversive 

competitors simply because impasse means they did not achieve their goal of coming 

out ahead. To investigate these two explanations, half of the aversive negotiation 

pairs were informed that their counterpart shared their goal of either not falling 

behind (i.e. an aversive competitive motivation), and half of the appetitive 

negotiation pairs were informed that their counterpart shared their goal of winning 

(i.e., an appetitive competitive motivation). The other half of the dyads did not 

receive this information. Knowing the other party shares one's goal in the 

negotiation creates an opportunity for aversive competitors, and it creates a problem 

for appetitive competitors. Because of their anxiety and relative valuation of equality, 

aversive competitors may actually benefit from knowing their counterpart shares a 

relative valuation of equality. Put differently, compared to situations in which 

aversive competitors do not know their counterpart's goals, having such information 

may reduce anxiety, increase optimism, and help parties to negotiate deals in which 

outcomes are distributed equally among participants.  

For appetitive competitors, the situation will be different. Their relatively 

high level of optimism may be undermined once they know their counterpart also 

seeks relative gain and will not settle for anything less. Once appetitive competitors 

know each other's goal, their only way out is a fierce battle that results in victory to 

one or, alternatively, an impasse with no outcome for both parties. Only when 

appetitive negotiators do not know their counterpart's goals can they operate 

relatively optimistically and try to creatively design strategies that defeat their 

counterpart. In short, whereas knowing one's counterpart also is an aversive 

competitor may help in reaching agreement, knowing one's counterpart also is an 

appetitive competitor undermines the likelihood of agreement. This is Hypothesis 4. 

 

Method 

Design and participants 

The design was a 2 x 2 factorial, with motivation (appetitive vs. aversive) and 

information about the counterpart's motivation (information vs. no information) as 

independent variables. Participants were 82 students at the University of Amsterdam 

(27 men, M = 20.63 years, who were randomly assigned to dyads. Participants either 
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received course credit, or were paid (10 Euro). Dyads differed in gender composition 

and average age, but this did not affect results and is not discussed further. 

Negotiation task 

The task was an adaptation of a task used in previous research (e.g., Pruitt & 

Lewis, 1975). Pairs of participants took on the role of buyer or seller representatives 

who had to reach agreement on a company take-over. They had to reach agreement 

on five issues: Price, transfer date, rent of the building, client take-over, and 

employee take-over. For price, rent of the building and employee take-over there 

were seven alternatives on which negotiators could agree. For transfer date and client 

take-over there were 5 alternatives on which negotiators could agree. Each 

negotiator received a schedule that gave information about his or her outcomes.  

As can be seen in Table 4.1, the task consisted of four integrative issues 

(transfer date, rent of the building, client take-over, and employee take-over), and 

one distributive issue (price). By logrolling (giving up on less valuable issues to 

maximize outcomes on the most valuable issue) negotiators were able to integrate 

their interests. The maximum individual outcome per negotiator was 1290 points. An 

integrative agreement (that is, an agreement that maximizes joint outcomes, e.g., € 

1.6 million for price, 2 months transfer date, rent of the building 1 year, 40% client 

take-over and 175 personnel take-over) yielded a total of 1620 points, and a simple 

compromise (the center option for every issue) yielded 1290 points.  

Procedure 

Upon arrival in the laboratory, participants were randomly assigned to roles 

and were seated in separate cubicles in front of a computer. All instructions were 

presented to them on the computer screen, with the exception of their profit 

schedule, which they received on paper so they could consult it during the 

negotiation. Participants read that they were about to participate in a computer-

mediated negotiation, and they could negotiate for maximally 35 minutes. 

Participants were further instructed that failure to reach agreement would result in 

zero points. To make sure that participants understood their profit schedule, we gave 

them a short quiz. After reading their instructions, participants negotiated using a 

chat program. When they reached an agreement, or when their 35 minutes ran out,  

they had to write down their score and complete a short post-negotiation 

questionnaire.  

Manipulation of motivation and information 

We manipulated participants' motivation as we did in Experiment 4.2. We 

manipulated the information participants received about their counterpart by 

informing dyads in the information condition what their counterpart's goal in the 

negotiation was, following a procedure established in previous research (e.g., Garner 

& Deutsch, 1974). Participants read that the other party had received the same 
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instructions as they had, and that their goal was to make sure he or she did not lose, 

or to make sure he or she won (depending on the condition). Participants in the no 

information condition did not receive this information. 

 

 

Table 4.1 

Profit Schedules for the Buyer and Seller (Experiment 4.3) 
 
    Buyer 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Price  Transfer Date Rent of Buiding Client  Peronel 

    Take-over  Take-over 

€ 1 million    (540) 10 months (120) 1 year (360) 40% (180) 25   (90) 

€ 1.2 million (450) 8 months     (90) 2 year (300) 30% (135) 50   (75) 

€ 1.4 million (360) 6 months     (60) 3 year (240) 20%   (90) 75   (60) 

€ 1.6 million (270)  4 months     (30) 4 year (180) 10%   (45) 100 (45) 

€ 1.8 million (180)  2 months     (00) 5 year (120) 0%     (00) 125 (30) 

€ 2 million      (90)  6 year   (60)  150 (15) 

€ 2.2 million   (00)  7 year   (00)  175 (00) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

      Seller 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Price Transfer Date Rent of Buiding Client  Personel 

   Take-over Take-over 

€ 2.2 million (540) 2 months (180) 7 year (90)  0% (120) 175 (360) 

€ 2 million    (450) 4 months (135) 6 year (75)  10% (90) 150 (300) 

€ 1.8 million (360) 6 months   (90) 5 year (60)  20% (60) 125 (240) 

€ 1.6 million (270)  8 months   (45) 4 year (45)  30% (30) 100 (180) 

€ 1.4 million (180)  10 months (00) 3 year (30)  40% (00) 75   (120) 

€ 1.2 million   (90)  2 year (15)   50     (60) 

€ 1 million      (00)  1 year (00)   25     (00) 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

Note.  Numbers in brackets refer to points earned by the participant.  

 

 

Dependent variables 

Anxiety and Optimism and the manipulation check of motivation were measured as 

before. The adequacy of the manipulation of information was checked with two items 

(e.g. "Before the negotiation started, I knew the goal of the other party;" 1 = disagree, 

to 5 = agree; Cronbach's α = .73). Impasse rate was assessed as whether or not an 

agreement was reached and joint outcomes was calculated as the sum of the individual 

outcomes of the two dyad members (range between 0 when a dyad failed to reach 

agreement and 1620 when the dyad fully exploited integrative potential). We also 

analyzed the absolute difference between the outcomes of both dyad members (cf. 
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Thompson, Mannix, & Bazerman, 1988) but because this did not produce any 

effects, we further ignore this dependent measure. 

 

Results 

Manipulation checks 

2 (information vs. no information) x 2 (appetitive vs. aversive motivation) 

ANOVAs revealed that appetitive dyads reported higher appetitive motivation (M = 

4.00, SD = 0.52) than aversive dyads (M = 3.33, SD = 0.72), F (1, 37) = 11.66, p < 

.01, η2 = .24. In addition, aversive dyads reported a stronger aversive motivation (M 

= 3.99, SD = 0.52) than appetitive dyads (M = 3.50, SD = 0.58), F (1, 37) = 7.67, p 

< .01, η2 = .17. No other effects were significant.  

A 2 x 2 ANOVA on the manipulation check for information revealed that 

dyads who received information about the other party's motivation scored higher on 

the manipulation check (M = 3.63, SD = 0.64) than dyads who did not have this 

information (M = 2.01, SD = 0.64); F (1, 37) = 67.63, p < .001, η2 = .65. No other 

effects were significant. 

Anxiety and Optimism 

A 2 x 2 ANOVA on anxiety revealed that aversive dyads reported more 

anxiety (M = 1.71, SD = 0.70) than appetitive dyads (M = 1.30, SD = 0.55; F (1, 37) 

= 4.16, p < .05, η2 = .10). Appetitive dyads reported more optimism (M = 3.81, SD 

= 0.68) than aversive dyads (M = 3.20, SD = 0.95; F (1, 37) = 5.34, p < .05, η2 = 

.13). These results are in line with those obtained in Experiment 4.1 and 4.2 and 

provide new support for Hypothesis 1a –1b. 

Impasse rate 

 To test Hypothesis 4 –aversive rather than appetitive dyads impasse more 

when negotiators are unaware of their counterpart's motivation, but impasse less 

when dyad members know their counterpart shares their (aversive) orientation – we 

conducted a 2 (information vs. no information) x 2 (appetitive vs. aversive 

motivation) x 2 (impasse vs. agreement) Hierarchical Loglinear Analysis. This 

revealed the expected interaction, χ
2
(1, N = 63) = 11.38, p < .01. Supporting 

Hypothesis 4, Table 4.2 shows that when dyad members knew their counterpart 

shared their motivation, impasse rates were higher for appetitive dyads (60%, n = 6), 

than for aversive dyads (0%, n = 0), χ2 (n = 20) = 8.57, p < .05. When dyad members 

did not know their counterpart's motivation, impasse rates were higher for aversive 

dyads (27%, n = 3) than for appetitive dyads (0%), χ2 (n = 21) = 3.18, p < .071.5 

Joint outcomes 

The above showed differential settlement rates as a function of motivation 

and information. To examine the quality of these settlements, we conducted a 2 x 2 

ANOVA on joint outcomes. This revealed an interaction between information and 
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motivation, F (1, 37) = 19.48, p < .001, η2 = .35. Table 4.2 shows that aversive dyads 

reached lower joint outcomes than appetitive dyads when they did not know the 

other party's motivation, F (1, 37) = 5.12, p < .05, η2 = .12. When they knew their 

counterpart's motivation, aversive dyads reached higher joint outcomes than 

appetitive dyads, F (1, 37) = 15.68, p < .001, η2 = .30.6 

 

Table 4.2 

Impasse Rate, Joint Outcomes, and Unrealistic Confidence as a Function of Type of Motivation 

and Counterpart Information (Experiment 4.3). 

 
Counterpart Information 

                                      _______________________________________________ 

               Absent    Present 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

Motivation Appetitive Aversive  Appetitive Aversive  

  (n = 10)  (n = 11)  (n = 10)  (n = 10)  

________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Impasse Rate 0%  27%  60%  0%   

2. Joint Outcomes 1392.00a  1228.64b  1132.50c  1425.00a  

  (89.76)  (189.91)  (226.08)  (113.80)  

_________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Standard deviations are given in brackets. 

 Means not sharing the same subscript per row differ at p < .05. 

 

 

Discussion and Introduction to Experiment 4.4 

Experiment 4.3 showed that compared to appetitive competitors, aversive 

negotiators settled more often when they knew their counterpart shared their 

aversive orientation, and less often when they were unaware of their counterpart's 

orientation. Clearly, knowing one's counterpart orientation is an asset to aversive 

competitors, and a liability to appetitive competitors: Aversive competitors created 

agreements of high joint value when they knew, rather than not, their counterpart 

shared their orientation, t (37) = 3.15, p < .01 and appetitive competitors created 

agreements of lower joint value when they knew, rather than not, their counterpart 

shared their orientation, t (37) = 2.72, p < .01.  

That appetitive dyads accepted an agreement more often when they were 

ignorant about their counterpart's motivation suggests that they were confident and 

optimistic about "outdoing" their counterpart—otherwise, settling on anything 

would be unwise. This interpretation is consistent with the finding that appetitive 

negotiators are more optimistic than aversive negotiators. Unfortunately, however, 

this idea that information about the counterpart shatters (over-) confidence among 
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appetitive competitors and reduces distrust among aversive competitors cannot be 

tested because in Experiment 4.3 relevant measures were not taken. In Experiment 

4.4 we measured confidence in achieving high outcomes and trust in the counterpart.  

In Experiment 4.4 we also wanted to obtain a new test of the general idea 

that aversive competitors use information to safeguard their interest whereas 

appetitive competitors use information to benefit and further their interests. We did 

so by providing (or not) participants within each dyad with full information about 

their counterpart's payoff schedule. When full information about payoffs is provided, 

negotiators can deduce what agreements satisfy or not their goal concerns. Aversive 

competitors no longer fear falling behind and can even search for high joint gain. 

Appetitive competitors no longer can be optimistic about outperforming their 

counterpart, and most likely get stuck in an unsolvable dilemma. In other words, it 

was expected that compared to appetitive competitors, aversive competitors would 

have lower trust and confidence, impasse more often, and reach lower joint 

outcomes when they have incomplete information (i.e., no information about their 

counterpart's payoff schedule). Under full information, however, the reverse pattern 

was expected: Compared to appetitive competitors, aversive competitors have higher 

trust and confidence, impasse less often, and reach higher joint outcomes.7 

 

Method 

Design and participants 

We used a 2 x 2 factorial design, with motivation (appetitive competition vs. 

aversive competition) and preference information (incomplete vs. complete) as 

independent variables. Participants were 86 students at the University of Amsterdam 

(35 men, M = 21.45 years), who were randomly assigned to dyads. Participants either 

received course credit, or were paid (10 Euro). Dyads differed in gender composition 

and average age, but this had no effects and is not discussed further.  

Task and procedure 

The procedures were identical to those in Experiment 4.3. We used a 

different task that had otherwise the same structure as the one used in Experiment 

4.3—only the issue labels and roles changed: Participants took on the role of union 

or management representatives who had to reach agreement on five issues: Salary, 

start date, length of the contract, annual raise, and medical coverage. Also, the 

manipulation of appetitive and aversive competition was done in the same way as before. 

Preference information (complete vs. incomplete) was manipulated by giving 

negotiators in the incomplete information condition their own profit schedule, which 

they could keep with them during the negotiation. They were not given any 

information about the other party's preferences, but were told that they could talk 

about anything they wanted, including their profit schedules. Negotiators in the 
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complete information condition were provided with the profit schedule of the other 

party, in addition to their own profit schedule. They were allowed to keep both 

profit schedules with them during the negotiation, so that they could see the other 

party's as well as their own payoffs.  

Dependent variables 

We assessed joint outcomes, the number of impasses, and the manipulation checks for 

motivation as was done in Experiment 4.3. To check the adequacy of the manipulation of 

information, we asked two questions ("Before we started negotiating ... I received the 

other party's profit schedule" and "… I knew the other party's payoffs;" 1 = disagree 

and 5 = agree; Cronbach's α = .96).  

Unrealistic confidence in a favorable agreement was measured before the 

negotiation started by asking participants to indicate what they believed the 

agreement would be. For example, we asked the participants to indicate their 

expected agreement on salary. Participants could choose one out of seven 

alternatives (1 = 14.000, 2 = 15.000, 3 = 16.000, 4 = 17.000, 5 = 18.000, 6 = 19.000 

and 7 = 20.000 Euro). For the management representative, a lower score meant 

more unrealistic confidence, while for the union representative it was the other way 

around. Therefore, the management's scores were reverse coded, so that a higher 

score on this measure meant more unrealistic confidence that the agreement would 

be in the participant's desired direction. We used this procedure for all issues (salary, 

start date, duration of contract, annual raise and medical coverage), converted the 

choices participants made into payoffs, similar to the procedure we used to calculate 

joint outcomes, and used this as our measure of over-confidence.  

Trust was measured using a four-item questionnaire (e.g., "During the 

decision making task… I trusted the other person;" all 1 = fully disagree and 5 = fully 

agree). Scores were averaged over the four items (Cronbach's α = .85). 

 

Results 

Manipulation checks 

2 x 2 ANOVAs revealed that appetitive dyads reported higher appetitive 

motivation (M = 3.90, SD = 0.61) than aversive dyads (M = 3.20, SD = 0.92), F (1, 

39) = 8.37, p < .01, η2 = .18, and that aversive dyads reported a stronger aversive 

motivation (M = 3.94, SD = 0.53) than appetitive dyads (M = 3.30, SD = 0.55), F (1, 

39) = 15.31, p < .001, η2 = .28. No other effects were significant. Furthermore, dyads 

in which the members had complete information scored higher on the manipulation 

check for information (M = 4.29, SD = 0.37) than dyads in which the members had 

incomplete information (M = 1.54, SD = 0.33), F (1, 39) = 673.05, p < .001, η2 = 

.95. Again, no other effects were significant. 

Impasse rate 
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We predicted that aversive dyads would less often impasse than appetitive 

dyads, but only when they had complete information. A 2 (information: incomplete 

vs. complete) x 2 (motivation: appetitive vs. aversive) x 2 (impasse vs. settlement) 

Hierarchical Loglinear Analysis revealed the expected significant interaction between 

information and motivation, χ
2
(1, N = 43) = 6.84, p < .01. Table 4.3 shows that 

when dyads had complete information, impasse rates were higher for appetitive 

dyads (55%, n = 6), than for aversive dyads (0%), χ2 (n = 23) = 8.86, p < .01. When 

dyads had incomplete information, the difference between appetitive (20%, n = 2) 

and aversive dyads (30%, n = 3) reversed but was not significant, χ2 (n = 20) < 1, ns. 

Joint outcomes 

To explore the quality of the agreements reached, a 2 x 2 ANOVA on the 

joint outcomes dyads reached was conducted. Because of the impasse rates reported 

above, we had different numbers of agreements per experimental condition. One 

way to deal with this is to assign a score of zero to dyads that fail to reach agreement 

but this produces severe heterogeneity of variance (Pruitt & Lewis, 1975). We 

therefore decided to assign impasse dyads with the outcome of agreement that 

yielded the lowest number of points (960 points), following a procedure established 

in prior research (e.g., Kimmel, Pruitt, Magenau, Konar-Goldband & Carnevale, 

1980; Lewis & Fry, 1977).8  

Results revealed the expected interaction between information and 

motivation, F (1, 39) = 15.65, p < .001, η2 = .29. Table 4.3 shows that when dyads 

had complete information, appetitive dyads reached lower joint outcomes than 

aversive dyads, F (1, 39) = 15.63, p < .001, η2 = .29. In contrast, when dyads had 

incomplete information, aversive dyads reached lower joint outcomes than appetitive 

dyads, F (1, 39) = 2.96, p < .05, η2 = .07.  

Distrust 

A 2 x 2 ANOVA on distrust revealed, first of all, that appetitive dyads 

reported more distrust (M = 3.27, SD = 0.24) than aversive dyads (M = 3.57, SD = 

0.79), F (1, 39) = 2.93, p < .05, η2 = .07. Second, a main effect of information further 

showed that when dyads had full information, they reported less distrust (M = 3.60, 

SD = 0.66) than when they had incomplete information (M = 3.25, SD = 0.48), F (1, 

39) = 4.02, p = .05, η2 = .09. Both main effects were qualified by the expected 

interaction between information and motivation, F (1, 39) = 4.67, p < .05, η2 = .11. 

Table 4.3 shows that when dyads had complete information, aversive dyads reported 

less distrust than appetitive dyads, F (1, 39) = 8.06, p < .01, η2 = .17. However, when 

dyads had incomplete information, this difference was not significant, F (1, 39) < 1, 

ns.  

Unrealistic confidence in a favorable agreement 



 WHEN COMPETITION BREEDS EQUALITY 89 

A 2 x 2 ANOVA on the sum of the choices participants made showed a 

significant main effect for information, F (1, 39) = 10.80, p < .01, η2 = .22, indicating 

that dyads in the incomplete information condition were more confident in the 

amount of points they would receive (M = 1521.75, SD = 164.78) than dyads in the 

complete information condition (M = 1386.52, SD = 118.64). Furthermore, a 

significant interaction effect between motivation and information, F (1, 39) = 4.35, p 

< .05, η2 = .10. Table 4.3 shows that appetitive dyads reported more confidence than 

aversive dyads, but only in the incomplete information condition, F (1, 39) = 6.56, p 

< .05, η2 = .14. For dyads in the complete information condition, this difference was 

not significant, F < 1, ns. 

Test for mediation 

We conducted two mediation analyses to analyze whether the effects we 

found on impasse rate were mediated by trust and unrealistic confidence. The first 

mediation analysis was concerned with trust. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), 

mediation is established when four conditions are met. First, the independent 

variable should influence the dependent variable. This condition was met when the 

results revealed a significant interaction of motivation and information on impasse 

rate (see Table 4.3). Second, the independent variable should influence the mediator 

variable (trust), which it did (see Table 4.3). Third, the mediator variable should have 

an effect on the dependent variable. This condition was met as well – logistic 

regression analysis revealed a significant effect of trust on impasse rate, B = -2.37, p 

< .05. Fourth, the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable 

should become non-significant when the mediator variable is controlled for. A 

logistic regression analysis showed this to be the case indeed, B = 1.09, ns, and a 

directional Sobel-test (Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger, 1998) showed that the reduction in 

regression weight was significant, z = 1.76, p < .05. Thus, the interaction between 

motivation and information on impasse rate was mediated by distrust. 

Our second mediation analysis was concerned with unrealistic confidence, 

which was expected to mediate the interaction between motivation and information 

on impasse rate. Step 1 of the mediation model showed a significant interaction 

between motivation and information on impasse rate (see Table 4.3). Step 2 of the 

mediation model showed that the same interaction influenced unrealistic confidence 

(see Table 4.3). Step 3 of the mediation model requires that unrealistic confidence 

influences impasse rate. A logistic regression analysis showed this to be the case, B = 

-1.47, p < .05. Finally, the interaction between motivation and information on 

impasse rate should become non-significant when unrealistic confidence is 

controlled for. A logistic regression analysis showed that this was the case indeed, B 

= 1.43, ns, and a directional Sobel-test showed that the reduction in regression 

weight was significant, z = 1.82, p < .05. 
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Table 4.3 

Impasse Rate, Joint Outcomes, Trust, and Unrealistic Confidence as a Function of  

Type of Motivation and Preference Information (Experiment 4.4). 

 
Preference Information 

       _________________________________________________ 

Incomplete   Complete 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Motivation  Appetitive Aversive  Appetitive Aversive  

   (n = 10)  (n = 10)  (n = 11)  (n = 12)  

________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Impasse Rate  20%  30%  55%  0% 

2. Joint Outcomes  1389.00a  1233.00b  1146.82c  1481.25a  

   (234.86)  (194.27)  (217.30)  (163.21)  

3. Trust   3.29a  3.21a  3.26a  3.91b 

   (0.29)  (0.63)  (0.19)  (0.79) 

4. Unrealistic Confidence 1599.00a  1444.00b  1377.28b  1395.00b  

   (164.78)  (106.78)  (143.06)  (99.29) 

  

_________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Standard deviations are given in brackets. 

 Means not sharing the same subscript per row differ at p < .05. 

 

 

Taken together, the results show support the idea that under incomplete 

information, aversive dyads reach more impasses than appetitive dyads whereas they 

impasse less often under complete information conditions because of lowered 

distrust and over-confidence under complete rather than incomplete information.  

Discussion 

Our results support the predictions: Negotiators more often reached an 

agreement and reached higher joint outcomes when they had an aversive rather than 

appetitive motivation, but only when they had complete payoff information and 

could derive whether equality was achieved or not. When negotiators had incomplete 

information, and could not tell their position vis-à-vis their counterpart, aversive 

competitors more often failed to reach an agreement and reached lower joint 

outcomes than appetitive competitors. The results revealed this was due to enhanced 

distrust among aversive competitors and overconfidence among appetitive 

competitors.  
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General Discussion and Conclusion 

 

Notwithstanding the prevalence of competitive motivation in day-to-day life, 

competitive motivation received scant attention in both negotiation and social 

decision making research, and in theories on interdependent relations, conflict 

resolution, and the like. The experiments reported in this chapter addressed this 

void, and additionally highlighted the important distinction between appetitive and 

aversive competition. Building on work around achievement motivation (e.g., Elliot 

& Church, 1997) and regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1998) we argued that 

compared to aversive competitors, appetitive competitors are less risk-averse, more 

focused on errors of omission, more optimistic and (over) confident, more likely to 

blatantly exploit their counterpart, more aversive of impasse and more likely to settle.  

The results of four experiments indeed revealed that appetitive competitors 

were less anxious, more optimistic and were more confident that agreements would 

satisfy their goals, and they settled more easily. However, it was also revealed that 

these processes and outcomes were limited to settings in which negotiators were 

unaware of the fact that their counterpart shared their goals, or when they had 

incomplete information on payoffs. Whereas aversive competitors were able to use 

this information about their counterpart's motivation or preferences to build-in 

safety, to develop trust, and to settle on high quality deals that provided both parties 

with high and equally distributed outcomes, this information shattered appetitive 

competitors' confidence and pushed them into an escalatory spiral with an almost 

guaranteed loose-loose end result. Not only shows this how identical bits of 

information may have substantially different effects on negotiation depending on 

negotiator's motivational goals (cf., De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003), it also calls into 

question the often implicit tendency to value approach motivation and promotion 

focus over avoidance motivation and prevention focus. That is, the results show that 

aversive competitors with their avoidance orientation and prevention focus are able 

to carefully craft high quality agreements that creates and fosters equality more than 

appetitive competitors with their approach motivation and promotion focus. In the 

remainder of this section we elaborate upon these results, and their implications. We 

also discuss some limitations to our conclusions, and highlight possible avenues for 

future research. 

 

Implications for Theory and Avenues for Future Research 

 Perhaps the most central contribution of the current research lies in the 

distinction between aversive and appetitive competition. Not only has competitive 

motivation been rarely studied in negotiation and other conflict-prone situations, 

past work has largely ignored the critical distinction between "seeking more than 
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one's counterpart" (appetitive competition) and "avoiding ending up with less than 

one's counterpart" (aversive competition). The results reported in this chapter 

demonstrated the importance of this distinction, in that it influences individual level 

affect (anxiety, optimism), cognitions (over-confidence) and behavior (tendencies to 

exploit other's cooperativeness), and group level outcomes such as impasse and high 

quality, integrative agreements. Apart from the fact that future research needs to 

more systematically explore the role of competitive motivation, it should do so with 

a keen eye towards the critical distinction between appetitive and aversive 

competition. 

 Much of our theorizing on appetitive versus aversive competition relied on 

work on achievement motivation (e.g., Elliot & Church, 1997) and regulatory focus 

theory (e.g., Higgins, 1998). We drew parallels between aversive competition, 

avoidance motivation and prevention focus on the one hand, and between appetitive 

competition, approach motivation, and promotion focus on the other. Our findings 

supported these parallels and as such our findings illuminate whether and how 

achievement motivation and regulatory foci impact interpersonal processes and 

outcomes. Our work suggests that prevention focus may reduce risk-tolerance and 

optimism in negotiators, which may undermine trust, slow down information sharing 

and ultimately hamper agreement. This is indeed what Galinsky and colleagues 

(2005) found. Our work adds to this the idea that once prevention focused 

negotiators feel safe and need not to worry (any longer) about their goal attainment, 

they may overcome their rather dysfunctional tendencies and even create agreements 

of high quality and solid collective outcomes.  

 Our analysis of aversive versus appetitive competition also fit nicely with 

recent results reported by Darnon, Harackiewicz, Butera, Mugny, and Quiamzade 

(2007). These authors gave participants performance-avoidance goals – try to avoid 

performing worse than others do – or performance-approach goals – try to perform 

better than others do – and then had them discuss a text with a (simulated) partner. 

The partner either agreed or disagreed with the participant's assessment on a number 

of occasions. The critical measure was how well participants performed a multiple-

choice test on the text. Results showed that performance-approach goals led to 

better performance than performance-avoidance goals, but only when the partner 

agreed. When the partner disagreed, performance-approach goals led to the same 

low level of performance as the performance-avoidance goals. Similar results were 

obtained in a second experiment, where partner (dis)agreement was replaced by a 

manipulation of negative vs. no feedback. Darnon et al. (2007) conclude that 

performance-approach goals facilitate performance but only under conditions of low 

uncertainty. This maps on nicely with our finding that appetitive competitors 

perform well (in terms of reaching agreement) but only when they lack information 
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about their counterpart and thus maintain a high level of optimism and confidence. 

Once critical information was provided, confidence was reduced and this caused 

lower performance. 

 Taken together, our analysis of achievement motivation and regulatory focus 

theory proved useful to understand aversive versus appetitive competition in 

negotiation. In addition, our findings share important parallels with work directly 

invoking regulatory focus theory (Galinsky et al., 2005), and achievement motivation 

theory (Darnon et al., 2007). Together, these different studies all show the potential 

of these theoretical perspectives to understand how people negotiate and manage 

conflict. Systematic research is needed, in part because in the current context 

regulatory focus and approach/avoidance goals were intimately linked with a 

competitive outcome-orientation and this needs not to be the case. For example, 

negotiators may have the pro-social goal of preventing inequality, thereby not 

exploiting full integrative potential (a pro-social, prevention focused orientation) or, 

alternatively, they may have the pro-social goal of doing better collectively than an 

otherwise fair fifty-fifty compromise (a pro-social, promotion focused orientation). 

  Social motivation has been widely studied in negotiation and related social 

settings, and it is an important aspect of classic and contemporary models of social 

decision making such as Interdependence theory (e.g., Kelley & Thibaut, 1979; 

Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996), Dual Concern Theory (Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994), 

and the Motivated Information Processing model of negotiation (De Dreu & 

Carnevale, 2003). Without exception, however, these models either ignore 

competitive motivation, or combine it with purely individualistic goals under the 

broader header of "pro-self" motivation. Recent conceptual analyses have already 

called into question this practice and the current research indeed showed that 

competitive motivation can be meaningfully distinguished from individualistic 

motivation. Furthermore, we argued and showed that a further distinction between 

appetitive and aversive competition is useful in understanding when and why 

competitive motivation in negotiation results in negative spirals and impasse or, quite 

ironically, in fair agreements of high joint value. 

One important finding in our research was that aversive and appetitive 

competitors respond to otherwise identical information quite differently, and as 

such, our findings resonate with recent work on motivated information processing in 

negotiation (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003). According to this model, social 

motivation drives the kind of information that negotiators search for, and epistemic 

motivation – the motivation to process information deeply and thoroughly – drives 

the amount of information processing that takes place. Based on our results, one 

could argue that aversive competitors more actively search for information, that is, 

they value strategic information more than appetitive negotiators. However, we do 
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not know whether and how aversive competitors evaluate the information that 

comes to the table. In the current set of studies, participants were provided with 

useful information, that is, with information that is of strategic value. It would be an 

interesting avenue for future research to investigate whether or not aversive 

competitors act on all information that comes to the table, whether it is relevant or 

not. Research has shown that directional motivation – i.e. a desire for confirmatory 

information can be distinguished from nondirectional information – i.e. a desire for 

accurate information (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999). It may be that aversive 

competitors have a desire for directional information, rather than a desire for a deep 

and thorough understanding, but future research is needed to conclude this issue.  

In the current studies competitive motivation was manipulated through 

incentives and instructions. This corresponds to widespread practices in, for 

example, businesses and educational systems (e.g., "grading on the curve;" Pfeffer & 

Sutton, 2006). However, competitive motivation may be dispositional and rooted in 

individual differences (Van Lange, 2000). Usually, researchers rely on decomposed-

game measures in which participants choose between hypothetical distributions of 

value between themselves and some unidentified other person. Those individuals 

who prefer distributions that create relative gain to distributions that create large 

individual, or joint gain, are classified as competitors (usually around 15% of the 

research population; Van Lange, 1999). This measure thus capitalizes on appetitive 

competitors, and has no room for purely aversive competitors. Therefore, it cannot 

be excluded that the proportion of competitors in society is much larger. More 

importantly, findings for competitors may become much more informative when 

measures detecting dispositional tendencies towards competition clearly distinguish 

between aversive and appetitive competitors. 

 

Conclusion 

All in all, the current chapter highlighted the important distinction between 

appetitive and aversive competition in negotiation. Building on achievement 

motivation and regulatory focus theory, findings revealed that appetitive competitors 

negotiate with less anxiety and more optimism, have greater confidence in getting a 

favourable agreement, and are more likely to settle. However, when aversive 

competitors are provided with a safety net that allows them to reduce uncertainty, 

they outperform appetitive competitors, and create high quality agreements that 

create equality among them. 
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Notes 

 
1This chapter is based on Ten Velden, Beersma, and De Dreu (2007c). 
2Competitive motivation is different from individualistic motivation. Competitive 

individuals try to reach their goals at the expense of other parties; they believe 

that their goal achievement is negatively related to that of others (Tjosvold, 

1998; Van Lange, 1999). In contrast, individualists have no regard for others' 

goals, and are merely focused on maximizing their own outcomes. Thus, the 

important difference between these strategies lies in the emphasis they place 

on the other party's outcomes (Van Lange, 1999). Indeed, one of the few 

studies on competition in negotiation showed individuals with a competitive 

predisposition to make higher demands and to be less sensitive to the 

negotiation context (such as cues from their counterpart) than individuals with 

an individualistic or pro-social predisposition (Olekalns, Smith, & Kibby, 

1996).  
3 Interestingly, some studies showed that equality is usually more satisfying than both 

disadvantageous and advantageous inequality (e.g., Messick & Sentis, 1985). 

However, this is particularly the case in non-businesslike settings, among 

friends. When an individualistic motivation is induced, as in the present 

experiment, or when the setting either demands or justifies a selfish approach, 

past studies found a similar utility function as we observed here (see e.g., 

Loewenstein et al., 1989; Ordonez et al., 2000). 
4 One might expect that aversive participants tend to be satisfied with 0 outcome 

distributions, where both parties receive equal outcomes, regardless of their 

own outcome. This was not the case. Aversive participants, as did appetitive 

participants, indicated that they were less satisfied with a 0-0 distribution (M = 

1.23, SD = 0.59), than with a 645-645 distribution, F (1, 61) = 372.72, p < 

.001, η2 = .86. Thus, although theoretically a 0-0 distribution fulfilled aversive 

participants' goal (i.e. to make sure they did not gain less outcomes than the 

other party), results indicate that they tended to be relatively dissatisfied with 

this outcome distribution.  
5 According to Field (2005) and Howell (2002), in Chi-square and Loglineair 

Analysis, several assumptions have to be met. First of all, there should be no 

expected counts less than 1. As all our expected frequencies were larger than 1, 

this assumption was met. Second, to avoid a loss of statistical power, no more 

than 20% of expected frequencies should be below 5. Unfortunately, in our 

sample, 50% of the expected frequencies were below 5. Therefore, our 

marginal significant main effect can be possibly attributed to a loss in statistical 

power. Furthermore, Field (2005) recommends using the Likelihood ratio in 
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small samples, which is based on maximum-likelihood theory. Results of this 

analysis revealed a significant main effect of motivation, Likelihood Ratio = 

4.33, p < .05, indicating that when dyads did not know each other's 

motivation, they impassed more often when they had an aversive (27%, n = 3) 

rather than an appetitive motivation (0%, n = 0). 
6 Assigning an outcome of 0 points to dyads that failed to reach an agreement 

produced similar results and identical conclusions. ANOVA revealed the same 

interaction between motivation and information, F (1, 37) = 18.07, p < .001, 

η2 = .33. A third way to handle impasse data is to exclude dyads that fail to 

reach an agreement from the analysis altogether. This caused the same 

interaction to drop to non-significance, F (1, 28) = 1.70, p = .20, η2 = .06, 

which can be attributed to a loss in N (for example, only 4 appetitive dyads in 

the complete information condition could be included in the analysis).  
7 One could argue that the payoff structure used created a situation in which both 

aversive competitors in a dyad were able to reach their goal of not falling 

behind, whereas appetitive competitors were unable to both reach their goal of 

winning from the other. As such, results in the complete information 

condition in and by themselves are not that interesting. What is interesting and 

important is the reversal in the incomplete information conditions, showing 

that lack of information has quite different effects among aversive competitors 

(i.e., it raises fear and distrust) than among appetitive competitors (i.e., it raises 

optimism and [over-] confidence). It is these psychological mechanisms that 

we uncovered by comparing full and incomplete information. 
8 As in Experiment 4.3, assigning an outcome of 0 points to dyads that failed to 

reach agreement produced similar results and identical conclusions. ANOVA 

revealed a trend for motivation, F (1, 39) = 2.97, p < .10, η2 = .07. In addition, 

ANOVA revealed the same interaction, F (1, 39) = 9.96, p < .01, η2 = .20. A 

third way to handle impasse data is to exclude dyads that fail to reach an 

agreement from the analysis altogether. Although this caused a large loss in N 

(for example, as 6 out of 11 appetitive dyads in the complete information were 

excluded from the analysis, only 5 dyads remained in the analysis and likewise, 

only 7 aversive dyads remained in the analysis in the incomplete information 

condition), the motivation by preference information interaction remained 

significant, F (1, 28) = 9.26, p < .01, η2 = .25.  
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CHAPTER 5 
Goal Expectations meet Regulatory Focus: 

How Appetitive and Aversive Competition Influence Negotiation1 

 

Negotiation is an important aspect of everyday life and refers to discussions 

among people aimed at resolving seemingly incompatible interests (Pruitt, 1981). 

Critical in negotiation are expectations about one's counterpart's goals and 

aspirations, his or her behavioral intentions, and strategic maneuvers. Such 

expectations greatly influence strategic decisions about concessions to make, 

information to provide or withhold, and so on. The direction of such influence is, 

however, not always as straightforward as one might think. For example, expecting 

competitive goals and behavior sometimes fuels competitive tendencies (Pruitt & 

Kimmel, 1977), and sometimes triggers conciliatory behaviors (Diekmann, 

Tenbrunsel, & Galinsky, 2003). Expecting large concessions from one's counterpart 

sometimes leads to making small concessions, and sometimes to making large 

concessions (Smith, Pruitt, & Carnevale, 1982). In short, expecting one's counterpart 

to behave cooperatively or, instead, competitively, influences negotiator cognition 

and behavior, but it is not yet clear when, how, and why. 

To further our understanding of the conditions under which cooperative vs. 

competitive expectations influence negotiation behavior, we concentrate on two 

relatively ignored factors – the negotiators' aversive versus appetitive competitive 

motivation and their need for closure. We integrate insights from Goal Expectation 

Theory (Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977), Regulatory Focus Theory (Higgins, 1998), and the 

Motivated Information Processing Model of Negotiation (De Dreu & Carnevale, 

2003) to argue and show that expectations of a counterpart's cooperativeness or 

competitiveness affect demands and concession making, but that these behavioral 

implications largely depend on the social and information processing motivations 

that negotiators bring to the table.  

 

Expectations of Others in Social Decision Making: Goal Expectation Theory 

 
According to Goal Expectation Theory (Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977; see also 

Kelley & Stahelski, 1970; Van Lange, 1992), people in mixed-motive settings such as 

social dilemmas and negotiations cooperate when two conditions are met. First, they 

need to perceive their counterpart as being trustworthy and cooperative, because if 

the other is seen as dishonest and competitive, unilateral cooperation may be 

exploited and taken advantage of. Indeed, a number of studies reveal the potential 

impact of individuals' expectations of each other on cooperation and concession 

making. De Bruin and Van Lange (1999), for instance, show that behavioral 
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information about the might or morality of another person influences impressions, 

expectations of cooperative behavior, and own cooperation in a social dilemma. 

Similarly, negotiators make larger concessions towards theology students, who are 

stereotyped as being moral and cooperative, than towards business students, who are 

stereotyped as being opportunistic and competitive (De Dreu, Koole, & Oldersma, 

1999; De Dreu, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1995). Finally, people expect more cooperation, 

engage in less lying and deception, and make more concessions when their 

counterpart is said to have a cooperative personality, than when the other is said to 

have a competitive personality (Steinel & De Dreu, 2004; Van Kleef & De Dreu, 

2002; but see Diekmann et al., 2003 and the Discussion section).  

Second, and critical in Goal Expectation Theory, is that expecting 

cooperation only leads to cooperative action when negotiators have a cooperative 

goal to begin with. With a cooperative goal, expecting cooperation leads to 

cooperation and expecting competition leads to competition (i.e., to prevent being 

exploited). But with a competitive goal, expecting cooperation leads to competition 

(i.e., exploiting the other is "easy") and expecting competition leads to competition 

(i.e., to prevent being exploited; Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977; see also Kelley & Stahelski, 

1970). Thus, Van Lange (1992) and Steinel and De Dreu (2004) found that 

cooperators only cooperated when they expected their counterpart to cooperate, and 

not when they expected their counterpart to compete; non-cooperators, however, 

competed regardless of their expected counterpart's cooperativeness.  

Although these predictions seem relatively straightforward, and tend to be 

well-supported by research on social dilemmas and negotiation, close scrutiny reveals 

that it is unclear why competitors compete regardless of their cooperative or 

competitive expectations regarding their counterpart. Competitors share common 

ground with cooperators in that both groups' utility function depends on their 

counterpart's outcome, with the distinction that a competitor's goal is to maximize 

their outcome relative to their counterpart, rather than maximize joint outcomes. 

Therefore, one might expect that, just like cooperators, competitors' strategy during 

negotiation is contingent upon their expectations of their counterpart. That this does 

not show up in research findings may be due to the fact that two different types of 

competitive motivation are not differentiated, but instead lumped together in the 

analysis. Specifically, competitive motivation may be rooted in (1) a desire for relative 

gain, and (2) fear of falling behind (Coombs, 1973; Van Lange, Liebrand, & 

Kuhlman, 1990). In the next section we invoke Regulatory Focus Theory (Higgins, 

1998) to develop this critical distinction between appetitive competition (aimed at 

[relative] gain) and aversive competition (aimed at not falling behind), and we explore 

how it interacts with expectations of one's counterpart's behavior in producing 

demands and concessions in negotiation.  
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Aversive and Appetitive Competitive Motivation in Negotiation 

 
Regulatory Focus Theory (Higgins, 1998) distinguishes between goals related 

to aspirations, growth, and accomplishment (promotion focus), and goals related to 

protection, safety and responsibility (prevention focus). These two goals elicit 

different strategic inclinations that are directed towards a desired end state: People 

with a promotion focus are sensitive to the presence or absence of positive 

outcomes, while people with a prevention focus are concerned with the presence or 

absence of negative outcomes (Higgins, Roney, Crowe & Hymes, 1994). Thus, 

promotion focus motivates individuals to accomplish hits and avoid errors of 

omission, while prevention focus motivates individuals to attain correct rejections 

and avoid errors of commission (Crowe & Higgins, 1997). 

In terms of regulatory focus theory, it can be argued that appetitive 

competitors, who want to win from their counterpart, are more likely to have a 

promotion focus while aversive competitors, who want to avoid losing from their 

counterpart, are more likely to have a prevention focus. Both appetitive competition 

and promotion focus are characterized by a concern for accomplishment and a focus 

on obtaining a positive event (i.e., coming out ahead). Likewise, both aversive 

competitors and individuals with a prevention focus are characterized by a concern 

for safety and error prevention, and their behavior is driven by fear for a negative 

event (i.e., not falling behind; see Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Higgins, 1998).  

While Regulatory Focus Theory is vital in understanding the possible 

consequences of aversive versus appetitive competition, one should not equate these 

two forms of competitive motivation with prevention versus promotion focus, 

respectively. This is because the general objectives postulated by Regulatory Focus 

Theory (i.e., growth and accomplishment for those with a promotion focus, and 

error prevention, safety and responsibility for those with a prevention focus) do not 

reveal what individuals want to accomplish or prevent. One example of a desired end-

state in a negotiation context is to outperform the counterpart, but it might also be 

achieving equality of outcomes or reaching a mutually optimal, integrative outcome. 

Whereas appetitive and aversive competition specify, a priori, the desired end-state 

(i.e., winning or not losing in comparison with others), promotion and prevention 

focus do not. Thus, whereas appetitive and aversive competition are concerned with 

two different types of interpersonal competition, regulatory focus is concerned with 

accomplishment and error prevention in general, which does not necessarily apply to 

competition.  

In a recent series of experiments, Ten Velden, Beersma and De Dreu 

(2007c) explored the effects of aversive versus appetitive competition in negotiation. 

In a first experiment, participants rated their satisfaction with a series of outcome 

differentials, some yielding relative advantage vis-à-vis a negotiation counterpart, 
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some yielding relative disadvantage, and some yielding equal distribution (no 

difference). Analyses showed that appetitive competitors were more satisfied with 

relative advantage than with equality or relative disadvantage. Aversive competitors, 

however, were equally satisfied with relative advantage and equality, and less satisfied 

with relative disadvantage. In other words, aversive competitors "can live with" an 

equal split, something quite dissatisfying to appetitive competitors. Indeed, follow-up 

experiments revealed that, by and large, aversive competitors were more likely to 

settle than appetitive competitors. 

The results obtained by Ten Velden et al. (2007c), and our analysis of 

aversive versus appetitive competition in terms of Regulatory Focus Theory suggests 

that aversive competitors will respond differently than appetitive competitors to 

counterparts expected to behave cooperatively or competitively. Aversive 

competitors, who are characterized by a fear of falling behind, will prefer a 

cooperative counterpart (with whom an equal split solution seems feasible) to a 

competitive counterpart and thus behave tougher (higher demands, smaller 

concessions) when they perceive their counterpart to be competitive than when they 

perceive their counterpart to be cooperative. Appetitive competitors however, who 

experience less anxiety, should not differentiate between competitive and 

cooperative expectations - in both cases they believe that their goal of creating 

relative advantage is best served by high demands and small concessions. In other 

words, we propose an important qualification to Goal Expectation Theory – 

cooperative expectations engender cooperation among aversive competitors more 

than among appetitive competitors. More specifically, we believe that aversive 

competitors, who experience relatively high levels of anxiety, will behave more 

cooperatively, i.e., make larger concessions and make smaller demands, when they 

expect their counterpart to be cooperative than when they expect their counterpart 

to be competitive.  

 

Need for Cognitive Closure and Motivated Information Processing 

 

Our analysis, and much of the work it was based upon, proceeded on the 

basis of the assumption that the expectations negotiators form about their 

counterpart form the basis for their strategic decisions. In terms of Lay Epistemic 

Theory (Kruglanski, 1989), it was thus assumed that negotiators freeze upon a 

particular initial expectation of their counterpart, and neither process nor incorporate 

new information that becomes available in the course of the negotiation process. 

Following Lay Epistemic Theory, and the Motivated Information Processing Model 

of Negotiation (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003), such freezing and concomitant low 

levels of information processing emerges especially when negotiators have high need 
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for cognitive closure—the individual's desire for a firm, unambiguous answer 

(Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). Individuals with high need for closure tend to seize 

information about a social target quickly, and subsequently freeze on that 

information. Individuals with low need for closure, in contrast, are more likely to 

continue information processing and are less influenced by initial expectations and 

stereotypic cues. Indeed, previous research has shown that negotiators with high 

need for closure were more influenced in their demands by social stereotypes than 

those with low need for closure (De Dreu et al, 1999).  

Given that negotiators with high need for closure are more inclined to 

freeze on initial information than those with low need for closure, it follows that 

initial expectations of a counterpart will especially affect individuals with a high need 

for closure. Put differently, it was predicted that the interaction between aversive 

versus appetitive competition and expectations predicted above holds especially 

when negotiators have high need for cognitive closure. When they have low need for 

closure, both aversive and appetitive competitors can be expected to ignore initial 

impressions and concomitant expectations.  

 

Overview of the Present Research 

 

The current experiment was concerned with expectations about a 

counterpart's cooperativeness or competitiveness in negotiation, and their 

subsequent effects on negotiators' behavior. We integrated insights from Goal 

Expectation Theory (Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977), Regulatory Focus Theory (e.g., 

Higgins, 1998), and the Motivation Information Processing Model (De Dreu & 

Carnevale, 2003). It was predicted that aversive competitors who are characterized 

by a concern for safety and fear for negative outcomes (e.g., Higgins et al., 1994) 

would experience more anxiety and would therefore be more influenced by 

cooperative or competitive expectations of a counterpart than appetitive 

competitors, who are characterized by a concern for accomplishment and obtaining 

a positive event. Accordingly, it was expected that aversive competitors, but not 

appetitive competitors, would make higher concessions when they expected 

cooperation from their counterpart than when they expected competitive behavior 

form their counterpart. Finally, it was predicted that this effect holds especially when 

negotiators have high need for closure. 

 

Method 

Participants and Design 

 One hundred sixty-nine students from the University of Amsterdam (61 

men, M = 21.56 years) participated for course credit, or were paid 7 Euro 
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(approximately 10 USD). The experimental design included the participant's 

competitive motivation (aversive vs. appetitive), their expectations about their 

counterpart's behavior (cooperative vs. competitive), and the participant's need for 

closure (high vs. low) as between-participants factors. Dependent variables were 

social perceptions, information processing, negotiators' emotions and negotiation 

behavior. 

Procedure 

 Upon arrival in the laboratory, participants were seated behind computers in 

separate cubicles, which prevented them from talking to each other. The 

experimenter told participants that they were about to participate in a two-person 

negotiation, but that they had to wait for the arrival of their counterpart. After a few 

minutes, the experiment started. All instructions were presented to the participants 

on their computer screen. Participants read that the purpose of the experiment was 

to investigate how negotiations unfold when negotiators communicate via the 

computer. They were told that they were about to be matched to another participant, 

and that they would engage in a computer-mediated negotiation. In reality, a 

computer program simulated this other person. As part of the manipulation of 

participants' expectations about their counterpart's cooperativeness or 

competitiveness, participants were asked to complete a "collaboration skills test" (for 

a description of this test, see "Manipulation of expectations").  

Assessment of Need for Closure 

 We used a validated 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 7-point scales (1 = totally disagree to 

7 = totally agree).  

Negotiation Task 

The negotiation task was a computerized version of the one used in past 

studies on multi-issue negotiation (see, e.g., De Dreu et al., 1999; Van Kleef et al., 

2004). This task is designed to capture the main characteristics of real-life 

negotiations in that it involves multiple issues differing in value to the negotiator, 

provides negotiators with information about their own pay-offs only, and meets the 

provisional offer-counteroffer characteristic of many negotiation situations (cf. 

Pruitt, 1981). Participants took on the role of seller of a laptop and were instructed 

that their profits depended on three issues: the price, warranty and theft insurance of 

the laptop. Participants were shown a pay-off chart that listed 9 possible agreements 

per issue, and their corresponding profit. For price, Level 9 ($1000) gave 0 payoff 

and Level 1 ($2600) gave 400 payoff (i.e., increments of 50 points per level). For 

warranty period, Level 9 (36 months) gave 0 payoff, and level 1 (12 months) gave 

120 payoff (i.e., increments of 15 points per level). Finally, for theft insurance, Level 
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9 (36 months) yielded a 0 payoff, and Level 1 (12 months) yielded a 240 payoff (i.e., 

increments of 30 points per level). Furthermore, participants were informed that the 

buyer would make the first offer, that they could respond with a counteroffer, and 

that the negotiation would end on agreement or when time would run out. In the 

latter case, no points would be obtained. It should be noted that throughout the 

instructions no indication was given as to (a) the buyer's profits or (b) the maximum 

number of rounds.  

 After participants read the instructions pertaining to their pay-offs, the 

participants' motivation and their expectation about their counterpart's cooperatives 

or competitiveness were manipulated through instructions (see below). Once the 

negotiation started the buyer (i.e., the computer) made a first offer. Over the six 

negotiation rounds the buyer proposed the following levels of agreement (for price, 

warranty and theft insurance): 8–7–8, 8–7–7, 8–6–7, 7–6–7, 7–6–6, and 6–6–6. Past 

research has shown that this strategy has face validity and is seen as intermediate in 

cooperativeness and competitiveness (De Dreu et al., 1999). This is important 

because it does not interfere with the manipulation of expectations. 

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 (cf. De Dreu et al., 1999). Following procedures established in previous 

research, participants who reached an agreement before Round 6 (n = 11) were 

excluded from the sample (cf. Tripp & Sondak, 1992).  

Manipulation of Own Motivation 

 To manipulate motivation, we used instructions combined with incentives, 

following a procedure used in prior research (e.g., Beersma & De Dreu, 2005; Ten 

Velden et al., 2007b). Participants in the appetitive condition read that it was important 

that they would receive higher outcomes than their counterpart. This was 

accompanied by an incentive; participants were informed that those negotiators who 

succeeded in receiving higher outcomes than the other party would enter a lottery 

contest in which they could win 20 Euro. Participants in the aversive condition read 

that it was important that they did not receive lower outcomes than their 

counterpart. This was accompanied by an incentive; participants were informed that 

those negotiators that succeeded in not receiving lower outcomes than the other 

party would enter a lottery contest in which they could win 20 Euro. 

Manipulation of Expectations 

 Using a procedure established in previous research (see, e.g., Steinel & De 

Dreu, 2004), participants were told that the researchers were interested in the effect 
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of having information about the other participant, and that they, but not their 

counterpart, were randomly selected to receive some information about the 

counterpart derived from a collaboration skills measure filled out earlier. The test 

contained 20 items dealing with cooperation in daily life (e.g., "In the bus, I stand up 

and let older people have my seat"; "I enjoy working with other people"; "Winning is 

everything"; "I like situations in which I can compete with others"). Participants 

indicated their agreement with each item on a 5-point scale (1 = completely disagree, 5 = 

completely agree).  

Participants received the test allegedly completed by the other participant, 

with highlighted numbers on the rating scales for each item manipulated in such a 

way that the other appeared either competitive or cooperative. For example, 

participants in the cooperative-other condition saw that the other had answered "4" 

on the item "In the bus, I stand up and let older people have my seat" (i.e., he or she 

agreed); participants in the competitive-other condition saw that the other had 

answered "2" on this item.  

Dependent Measures 

Social perceptions. Participants were asked to indicate their perception of their 

counterpart's might and morality, and adjectives were used that were previously 

shown to reflect these two dimensions (e.g., Liebrand, Jansen, Rijken, & Suhre, 

1986). Might was measured using four items (intelligent, smart, ambitious, 

contemplative) as was morality (friendly, reliable, social, polite). Answers could be 

given on 7-point scales (1 = completely false to 7 = completely true). Both scales proved 

reliable (α = .65 for might and α = .87 for morality). 

Information processing. Information processing was assessed with four items 

derived from previous research (e.g., De Dreu et al., 1999, e.g., "I thought deeply 

before making a decision"). Answers could be given on 7-point scales (1 = completely 

disagree to 7 = completely agree). Ratings were averaged into one index (α = .78).  

Negotiator emotions. Participants were asked to indicate the anxiety they 

experienced during the negotiation, which was measured by asking participants to 

indicate the degree to which they felt afraid and anxious (α = .81). For exploratory 

reasons, participants were asked to indicate the degree to which they felt angry, 

happy, sad, and guilty. Participants could answer on a 7-point scale ranging from not 

at all (1) to very (7).  

Negotiation behavior. Initial demand was measured as the demand participants 

made for all three issues in the first round. Distance traveled was measured as the 

difference between the demands participants made for the three issues during Round 

1 and the demands during the last round they negotiated (Round 6). The higher the 

number, the greater the distance traveled. Average demand was assessed by averaging 

the demands participants made for the three issues across the six negotiation rounds.  
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Manipulation checks. To check the adequacy of the manipulation of own 

motivation, a six-item questionnaire was used. Three questions assessed appetitive 

motivation (e.g., "During the negotiation, I tried to achieve more points than the 

other party") and three questions were used to assess aversive motivation (e.g., 

"During the negotiation, I tried to avoid that the other party would achieve more 

points than I""; always 1 = completely disagree to 7 = completely agree). Both scales proved 

reliable (Cronbach's alpha's > .60). To check the adequacy of the manipulation of 

expectations, a four-item questionnaire was used. Two items measured the other party's 

cooperative motivation (e.g., "I think that the other party is a cooperative person") 

and two items measured the other party's competitive motivation (e.g., "I think that 

the other party is a competitive person"; 1 = completely disagree to 7 = completely agree). 

Both scales proved reliable (Cronbach's alpha's > .76). 

 

Results 

Treatment of the Data 

To facilitate comparison across different studies and similar questionnaires, 

we followed Kruglanski et al.'s (1997) recommendation (see also Van Kleef et al., 

2004) and performed a median split on the aggregated score of the responses on the 

42 items of the NFCS. The NFCS had good internal reliability (α = .85), and the 

median split (Mdn = 4.07) yielded 15 to 21 participants per condition.2 We 

performed a 2 (own motivation) x 2 (expectations about the counterpart) Analysis of 

Variance (ANOVA) on the NFCS to check whether overall ratings did not differ 

across the four conditions. No main or interaction effects were observed, Fs < 1, ns.  

Manipulation Checks 

A 2 (own motivation: appetitive vs. aversive) x 2 (expectation of counterpart: 

cooperative vs. competitive) x 2 (NFCS: high vs. low) ANOVA on the manipulation 

check for own motivation revealed that participants in the appetitive condition 

reported a higher appetitive motivation (M = 5.99, SD = 0.84) than participants in 

the aversive condition (M = 5.56, SD = 1.34), F (1, 150) = 6.23, p = .01, η = .04. The 

same analysis revealed that participants in the aversive condition reported a higher 

aversive motivation (M = 5.07, SD = 1.60) than participants in the appetitive 

condition (M = 4.33, SD = 1.38), F (1, 150) = 9.55, p = .002, η = .06. No other 

effects were significant. 

A 2 (own motivation: appetitive vs. aversive) x 2 (expectation of 

counterpart: cooperative vs. competitive) x 2 (NFCS: high vs. low) ANOVA on the 

manipulation check for expectations revealed that participants in the cooperative 

other condition expected the other party to be more cooperative (M = 5.46, SD = 

1.28) than participants in the competitive other condition (M = 1.90, SD = 1.08), F 

(1, 150) = 342.99, p < .001, η = .70. In addition, participants in the competitive other 
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condition rated the other party as more competitive (M = 6.20, SD = 0.94) than 

participants in the cooperative other condition (M = 2.80, SD = 1.32), F (1, 150) = 

347.67, p < .001, η = .70. No other effects were significant. 

Social Perceptions 

We submitted participants' perceptions of their counterpart's might and 

morality to two 2 (own motivation: appetitive vs. aversive) x 2 (expectation of 

counterpart: cooperative vs. competitive) x 2 (NFCS: high vs. low) ANOVA. Results 

revealed that participants' perceptions of their counterpart's might were higher in the 

competitive counterpart condition (M = 4.74, SD = 0.76), than in the cooperative 

counterpart condition (M = 4.43, SD = 0.88), F (1, 150) = 5.09, p = .03, η2 = .03. In 

contrast, participants' perceptions of their counterpart's morality were higher in the 

cooperative counterpart condition (M = 4.40, SD = 0.90), than in the competitive 

counterpart condition (M = 3.54, SD = 0.95), F (1, 150) = 31.61, p < .001, η2 = .17. 

No other effects were significant. 

Information Processing 

Information processing was submitted to a 2 (own motivation: appetitive vs. 

aversive) x 2 (expectation of counterpart: cooperative vs. competitive) x 2 (NFCS: 

high vs. low) ANOVA. Replicating findings from previous research (e.g., De Dreu et 

al., 1999), the ANOVA yielded a significant main effect of need for closure, F (1, 

150) = 5.56, p = .02, η = .04, indicating that participants with low need for closure 

reported more information processing (M = 4.67, SD = 1.46) than participants with 

high need for closure (M = 4.09, SD = 1.55). No other effects were significant.  

Negotiator's Emotions 

A 2 (own motivation: appetitive vs. aversive) x 2 (expectation of counterpart: 

cooperative vs. competitive) x 2 (NFCS: high vs. low) ANOVA revealed that 

aversive participants indicated more anxiety (M = 1.61, SD = 0.75) than appetitive 

participants (M = 1.37, SD = 0.74), F (1, 150) = 5.97, p = .02, η2 = .04. No effects 

were found on the degree to which participants felt happy, angry, sad and guilty, all 

Fs < 1.84, ns.  

Negotiation behavior 

Initial demand. A 2 (own motivation: appetitive vs. aversive) x 2 (expectation 

of counterpart: cooperative vs. competitive) x 2 (NFCS: high vs. low) ANOVA 

examining the effects of the independent variables on initial demand was conducted, 

which yielded a main effect for own motivation, F (1, 150) = 6.02, p = .02, η2 = .04. 

Aversive competitors made a lower initial demand (M = 626.46, SD = 91.35) than 

appetitive competitors (M = 664.76, SD = 91.49).  

Average demand. To examine the average demands negotiators made across 

the six negotiation rounds we conducted a 2 (own motivation: appetitive vs. aversive) 

x 2 (expectation of counterpart: cooperative vs. competitive) x 2 (NFCS: high vs. 
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low) ANOVA on average demand and found, first of all, a significant main effect for 

own motivation. Aversive participants demanded less (M = 541.57, SD = 92.91) than 

appetitive participants (M = 573.08, SD = 77.98), F (1, 150) = 4.98, p = .03, η2 = .03. 

This main effect was qualified by a significant interaction between own motivation 

and expectations, F (1, 150) = 3.98, p = .04, η2 = .03. Simple effects analysis showed 

that expectations did not affect appetitive participants, F (1, 150) < 1, ns. However, 

aversive participants demanded less when they expected a cooperative counterpart 

(M = 522.42, SD = 90.88) than when they expected a competitive counterpart (M = 

563.45, SD = 91.59), F (1, 150) = 4.45, p = .04, η2 = .03. 

Distance traveled. It was predicted that aversive competitors concede more 

when they expected their counterpart to be cooperative than when they expected 

their counterpart to be competitive. A 2 (own motivation: appetitive vs. aversive) x 2 

(expectation of counterpart: cooperative vs. competitive) x 2 (NFCS: high vs. low) 

ANOVA on distance traveled confirmed our prediction and revealed a significant 

interaction effect between own motivation and expectation, F (1, 150) = 5.43, p = 

.02, η2 = .04. Simple effects analysis showed that the effect of expectation on 

distance traveled was significant for aversive participants, F (1, 150) = 4.51, p = .04, 

η2 = .03, but not for appetitive participants, F (1, 150) = 1.31, ns. Inspection of 

means revealed that in the aversive condition, participants conceded more when they 

expected a cooperative other (M = 176.00, SD = 82.04) than when they expected a 

competitive other (M = 125.86, SD = 115.60), see Figure 5.1. 
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Figure 5.1. Distance traveled as a function of the interaction between own motivation 

and expectation of counterpart.  
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Furthermore, it was predicted that need for closure would moderate this 

effect. ANOVA revealed the expected 3-way interaction between own motivation, 

expectations and need for closure, F (1, 150) = 4.52, p = .04, η2 = .03. Simple effects 

analysis yielded a significant interaction between expectations and need for closure, 

but only for participants in the aversive condition, F (1, 150) = 5.17, p = .02, η2 = 

.04. For participants in the appetitive condition, this interaction was not significant, F 

(1, 150) < 1, ns. Further analysis showed that in the aversive condition, only when 

participants had high need for closure did expectations affected concession size, F (1, 

150) = 10.22, p = .003, η2 = .06. When participants had low need for closure, 

expectations did not affect distance traveled, F (1, 150) < 1, ns. Inspection of means 

revealed that in the aversive condition, participants conceded more when they 

expected a cooperative counterpart (M = 198.42, SD = 86.68), than when they 

expected a competitive counterpart (M = 101.00, SD = 139.74), but only when they 

had high need for closure, see Table 5.1.3 Thus, as expected, aversive competitors 

were more influenced by their expectation of their counterpart's cooperativeness or 

competitiveness than appetitive competitors, especially when negotiators had high 

need for closure. 

Mediation Analysis 

We conducted mediation analysis to examine whether the moderating effect 

of aversive vs. appetitive competition on the effect of expectation of counterpart was 

mediated by anxiety. In the first step of the mediation model (Baron & Kenny, 

1986), the two-way interaction between own motivation and expectation of 

counterpart should predict distance traveled. In the second step, own motivation 

should predict anxiety. Both conditions were met (see the results of the ANOVAs 

presented above). As the effect of the independent variable (expectation of 

counterpart) on distance traveled is moderated by own motivation and this 

moderation effect is assumed to be mediated by anxiety, the effect of the interaction 

between the mediator (anxiety) and expectation of counterpart is tested in the third 

step (cf. Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005). Finally, in the fourth step, the strength of 

the interaction between own motivation and expectation of counterpart should be 

reduced when the interaction between anxiety and expectation is controlled for 

(Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger, 1998).  

When we entered the interaction between expectation and anxiety (i.e. the 

mediator interaction) in a regression analysis in which own motivation, expectation 

of counterpart, and their interaction were also entered to predict distance traveled, 

this analysis yielded a significant effect of the mediator interaction, β = -.18 p = .02. 

The initial two-way interaction between own motivation and expectation of 

counterpart was reduced such that it became only marginally significant, β = -.15, p 

= .06. A directional Sobel test (Kenny et al., 1998) showed that the reduction in 
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regression weight was significant, Z = -1.74, p = .04. Thus, mediation was established 

(see Figure 5.2).4  

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note. * p < .05, † p < .10 

 

Figure 5. 2. Mediation model. 

 

 

 

Conclusions and General Discussion 

 
The current research was concerned with expectations about a counterpart's 

cooperatives or competitiveness in negotiation – when and how do expectations 

about the counterpart affect negotiators' tendencies to cooperate or compete? We 

built on Goal Expectation Theory (e.g., Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977), Regulatory Focus 

Theory (e.g., Higgins, 1998) and the Motivated Information Processing Model of 

Negotiation (e.g., De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). It was 

predicted that the effect of negotiators' behavioral response to their expectation 

about their counterpart would depend on 1) their appetitive or aversive competitive 

motivation, and 2) on their need for cognitive closure. Results indeed confirmed that 

negotiators made higher concessions when they expected their counterpart

Distance 
Traveled 

Expectation: 
Cooperative vs. 
Competitive  

Own 
Motivation: 
Appetitive vs. 
Aversive 

Anxiety 
β  = -.19* 
(β = -.15†) 
 

β = -.18* 

 

β = .19* 



 

Table 5.1  

Distance traveled as a function of the interaction between own motivation, expectations, and need for cognitive closure 

 
Own Motivation 

   ___________________________________________________________________ 

Appetitive     Aversive 

  _________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Need for Closure  Low   High   Low   High 

 ______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Expectations Cooperative     Competitive     Cooperative     Competitive     Cooperative     Competitive     Cooperative     Competitive 

  (n = 21)        (n = 21) (n = 20)         (n = 21) (n = 21)         (n = 15) (n = 19)         (n = 20) 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Distance traveled 167.62ac 177.14ac 141.00a 179.29ac 155.71ac 159.00ac 198.42c 101.00b 

  (94.41)         (114.30) (92.83)         (65.04) (73.85)         (62.37) (86.68)         (139.74) 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Standard deviations are given in brackets. Means not sharing a subscript differ at p < .05. 
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to be cooperative rather than competitive, but only when they had an aversive 

motivation. Appetitive competitors were not influenced by the expected 

cooperativeness of their counterpart. Furthermore, this effect was stronger when 

negotiators had high need for closure, and were thus more inclined to freeze on the 

available information that led to their expectation. Finally, as predicted, these effects 

were mediated by anxiety: Aversive participants reported more anxiety, and therefore 

were more inclined to act on their expectation about their counterpart, especially 

when they had high need for closure.  

 

Theoretical implications, limitations and directions for future research 

 The implications of the findings reported in this chapter. First of all, the 

current research is the first to investigate the interplay between competitive 

motivation, expectations and cognitive processes on negotiators' behavior. Previous 

work has either focused on the effects of the expectation about a counterpart's 

intention to cooperate or compete (e.g., De Bruin & Van Lange, 1999; Kelley & 

Stahelski, 1970) or on the effects of need for cognitive closure on reactance to 

stereotypes (e.g., De Dreu et al., 1999). For example, De Bruin and Van Lange 

(1999) showed that own cooperation is higher when other's morality (i.e. other's 

perceived intention to cooperate) is higher. De Dreu et al. (1999) found that when 

negotiators had high need for closure, they were more inclined to act on a social 

stereotype, than when they had low need for closure. More specifically, only when 

negotiators had high need for closure they conceded more to a theology student, 

than to a business student. The current research refines our thinking about the 

notion that expectations of a counterpart lead to specific behaviors by showing that 

the influence of expectations about a counterpart on negotiators' behavior depends 

on their own motivation through its effect on anxiety – aversive competitors were 

more anxious than appetitive competitors and therefore were more influenced by 

expectations of their counterpart's cooperativeness – and on their need for closure, 

which affects their freezing on the initial information that evoke certain expectations.  

  At first blush, the current findings are in contrast to previous studies 

showing that negotiators sometimes "mismatch" their counterpart's behavior – they 

make smaller concessions to cooperative rather than competitive others (e.g., Smith 

et al., 1982). As a case in point, Diekmann et al. (2003) showed that when negotiators 

expected a very competitive counterpart, they set less aggressive reservation prices 

and made less aggressive offers than when they expected a less competitive 

counterpart. One explanation for this finding might be that in the Diekmann et al. 

(2003) studies any deal was better than no deal, and this causes negotiators to 

cooperate when they expect the other to compete. This was less so in our study – 

both appetitive and aversive competitors were focused on obtaining their objective 
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of winning or not losing. Closing the deal to secure any outcome would therefore 

have been a risky option. This points to the critical importance of the value of 

reaching an impasse. When impasse is unattractive, as in the Diekmann et al. (2003) 

study, cooperation may meet competition. But when impasse is acceptable, as for the 

aversive competitors in the current study (e.g., it implies they did not fall behind), 

competition may meet with competition as much as cooperation meets cooperation. 

Future research is needed to examine this issue further. 

Second, the current research contributes to our understanding of 

competitive motivation. Previous research regarding social motivation in negotiation 

has often ignored competitive motivation or combined it with individualistic 

motivation (the desire to achieve maximal outcomes for oneself regardless o the 

counterpart's outcomes) into one category, a so-called pro-self motivation, ignoring 

the differences between individualistic and competitive motivation and the different 

types of competitive motivation (e.g., see De Dreu, Weingart, & Kwon, 2000, for a 

review). Building on work concerned with regulatory focus (e.g., Higgins, 1998), we 

argued and found that aversive competitors, who are characterized by a concern for 

safety, and fear of a negative event, i.e., falling behind, would be more influenced by 

their expectations about their counterpart than appetitive competitors, who are 

characterized by a concern for accomplishment and getting ahead.  

Third, our findings speak to the Motivated Information Processing Model, a 

theoretical model that is currently receiving support in many different areas of group 

decision making, such as information dissemination and negotiation (De Dreu, 

Nijstad, & Van Knippenberg, in press). Demonstrating the moderating role of need 

for closure contributes to theoretical development and provides insight into the 

processes responsible for the effects we found (i.e. that NFC played a moderating 

role in our study must mean that epistemic motives and concomitant information 

processing tendencies drive the effects we found). We believe that these findings 

further our understanding of negotiation and offer new insights that might guide 

future studies.  

Future research could, for example, investigate what happens in situations 

where expectations based on pre-negotiation information are congruent or 

incongruent with actual negotiation behaviors. In the current experiment, the 

information negotiators received about their counterpart was not necessarily 

diagnostic as to the kinds of behaviors the counterpart would engage in. That is, 

participants learned that their counterpart was either a cooperative or a competitive 

person, but the pre-programmed concession pattern the "counterpart" engaged in 

was kept constant across conditions. Past research has shown that this pre-

programmed strategy is seen as intermediate in cooperativeness and competitiveness 

(De Dreu et al., 1999), and it may well be that expectations of cooperativeness 
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"biased" perceptions of subsequent concession behavior (e.g., it was seen as more 

cooperative when one expected cooperation). Future studies could invest in 

orthogonally manipulating expectations (cooperative vs. competitive) and concession 

patterns (conciliatory vs. tough) and examine whether aversive competitors are not 

only more influenced by expectations, but also by actual concession patterns. Based 

on the current findings, we would expect appetitive negotiators to be relatively 

insensitive to any information about their counterpart. However, for aversive 

negotiators, need for closure might determine in large part what they focus on, and 

might help them distinguish between useful information that is diagnostic of a 

counterpart's negotiation behavior, and less useful information that is relatively non-

diagnostic. One could expect that aversive negotiators with high need for closure 

would anchor on relatively non-diagnostic but easy-to-get pre-negotiation 

information, while low need for closure aversive negotiators would focus on more 

subtle, and more diagnostic behavioral information. 

 

Conclusion 

Only when negotiators were motivated to avoid falling behind (i.e., when 

they had an aversive competitive motivation) their expectations of other's 

cooperativeness affected their behavior: Due to their relatively high levels of anxiety, 

aversive competitors conceded more to a counterpart expected to be cooperative 

than to a counterpart expected to be competitive. This basic finding provides an 

important qualification to Goal Expectation Theory (Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977), which 

argues that competitors compete regardless of their expectations regarding their 

counterpart. Our findings also provided further insight into the Motivated 

Information Processing Model of Negotiation by showing that these effects were 

particularly pronounced when aversive competitors had high need for closure. 

Finally, the current findings provide further insight into how regulatory focus in 

negotiation influences cognitive processes, emotional states, and behavioral 

tendencies. In sum, aversive competitors, who are characterized by a prevention 

focus, were shown to be responsive to expectations about their counterpart, 

especially under high need for closure, whereas appetitive competitors, who are 

characterized by a promotion focus, are unlikely to cooperate, whatever their 

counterpart did, does, or wants to do. 
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Notes 

 
1 This chapter is based on Ten Velden, Beersma, and De Dreu (in press). 
2A regression analysis with Need for Cognitive Closure as a continuous variable 

yielded similar results and identical conclusions. The author can be contacted 

for more detail. 
3 A repeated measure analysis with demands in Rounds 1 to 6 as a repeated-measures 

variable yielded similar results and identical conclusions. The author can be 

contacted for more detail. 
4 In addition, we examined whether the effect of own motivation on the interaction 

between expectations and need for cognitive closure would be mediated by 

anxiety. This was indeed the case, and the author can be contact for more 

detail. 
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CHAPTER 6 
General Discussion 

 

According to the Motivated Information Processing model (De Dreu & 

Carnevale, 2003), the way negotiators make sense of the complex negotiation 

situation and make strategic choices depends on their social and epistemic 

motivation. Social motivation drives the kind of information negotiators search for, 

and it affects negotiators' strategy during negotiations, with pro-social motivation 

leading to more behavior conducive to reaching collective goals and more 

cooperative choices than pro-self motivation. Epistemic motivation drives the depth 

with which negotiators process information, with higher epistemic motivation being 

associated with deeper and more systematic search for, and processing of 

information. In the eight experiments reported in this dissertation, I have attempted 

to advance our knowledge on how these two motivations influence negotiation 

behavior and outcomes. Below, I will present an overview of the research questions 

examined in this dissertation and the main findings reported in the previous 

chapters. 

 
Summary of findings 

 
Heterogeneity of motivation 

The analysis of previous research on motivation in negotiation provided in 

the introduction chapter of this dissertation showed that although both social 

motivation and epistemic motivation have been previously investigated, several 

important aspects have been ignored. First, previous research has focused on dyads 

and groups in which all negotiators have the same motivation, thus excluding those 

frequently occurring situations in which parties bring different motives to a 

negotiation. Accordingly, we knew very little about the way heterogeneity of social 

motivation and epistemic motivation influences negotiation processes and outcomes. 

The first goal of this dissertation was to fill this void.  

Heterogeneity of social motivation. Chapter 2 focused on heterogeneity of social 

motivation in groups: How do groups perform during negotiation and what 

outcomes do they achieve when some members have a pro-social motivation, while 

other members have a pro-self motivation? Based on work on coalition formation 

(e.g., Murnighan, 1978; Van Beest, Wilke, & Van Dijk, 2003), it was predicted that 

social motivation would interact with the majority or minority positions groups 

members hold, and the decision rule that is employed. Which decision rule is used, 

majority or unanimity, influences whether majority or rather minority factions are 

empowered. Majority rule enables majorities to unscrupulously push their point of 
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view, whereas unanimity rule gives relatively high power to the minority, as this party 

can veto an agreement when it is not to its liking. However, whether factions use the 

options thus created by the decision rule depends on their social motivation.  

Results of an experiment with three-person groups negotiating face-to-face 

confirmed these predictions. Groups negotiating under unanimity rule achieved 

lower joint outcomes when the minority member had a pro-self motivation than 

when the minority member had a pro-social motivation, whereas the majority's social 

motivation did not influence the group outcomes. Moreover, groups negotiating 

under majority rule distributed outcomes more unevenly among their members to 

the advantage of the majority parties when the majority had a pro-self rather than a 

pro-social motivation. Under majority rule, whether the minority had a pro-self or a 

pro-social motive did not influence outcomes. Additional findings showed that these 

effects emerged because under unanimity rule, minority members with a pro-self 

motivation were more inclined to engage in decision blocking to avoid the 

acceptance of agreements that would play out unfavorably to them. Under majority 

rule, majorities with a pro-self motivation engaged in less problem solving behavior 

and were less egalitarian than majorities with a pro-social motivation.  

All in all, these results reveal that it is not the number of pro-socials and pro-

selfs in groups per se, but rather their positions in the group in combination with the 

decision rule that is used, that influences negotiation behavior and outcomes. This 

finding is important as it shows that even if the majority of group members has a 

pro-social motivation, this is no guarantee for a pro-social process and integrative 

outcomes. Rather, what seems like a simple procedural choice, the decision rule, has 

an important impact on whose social motivation will "count" in influencing 

processes and outcomes in heterogeneously motivated groups.  

Heterogeneity of epistemic motivation. Whereas Chapter 2 was concerned with 

heterogeneity of social motivation, Chapter 3 was concerned with heterogeneity of 

epistemic motivation. According to the motivated information processing model of 

negotiation (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003), high quality agreements that integrate all 

parties' interests can be reached when negotiators exchange information, and 

thoroughly process this information. The degree to which this happens in an 

elaborate and systematic way depends on negotiators' epistemic motivation. The 

studies reported in Chapter 3 were the first to consider that the level of epistemic 

motivation often differs between negotiators, and were concerned with uncovering 

whether the collective outcome of the dyad benefits from the presence of one 

negotiator with high epistemic motivation, or whether instead both negotiators need 

to have high epistemic motivation to achieve collectively beneficial agreements.  

Across two experiments, evidence was found for the idea that one member 

with high epistemic motivation suffices to increase the intergrativeness of negotiated 
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agreements. Results of Experiment 3.1 revealed that dyads in which at least one 

member had high dispositional epistemic motivation (i.e., low need for structure) 

obtained higher joint outcomes than dyads in which both members had low 

epistemic motivation, and did not differ from dyads in which both members had 

high epistemic motivation.  

Because participants in Experiment 3.1 did not know each other's 

preferences prior to the negotiation, the higher quality agreements in dyads with at 

least one member with high epistemic motivation had to be due to specific processes 

that took place during the negotiation. These negotiation processes were the core 

focus of Experiment 3.2. Results for negotiated outcomes were consistent with those 

obtained in Experiment 3.1: When both dyads members had low epistemic 

motivation (induced by making them high or low process accountable), collective 

outcomes were lower than when at least one member had high epistemic motivation. 

Furthermore, results revealed that when negotiators lacked information about their 

counterpart's preferences, they actively searched for it by asking preference related 

questions when they had high, rather than low epistemic motivation, and it was this 

information exchange that accounted for the higher joint outcomes among dyads 

with at least one member with high epistemic motivation. All in all, the results of the 

experiments reported in Chapter 3 enhance our knowledge of heterogeneity of 

epistemic motivation by showing that dyads in which at least one member has high 

epistemic motivation reach higher joint outcomes than dyads in which both 

members have low epistemic motivation, and this was due to increased information 

search. Furthermore, in both experiments, dyads in which both members had high 

epistemic motivation did not obtain better collective outcomes than mixed dyads, in 

which only one member had high epistemic motivation.  

Competitive motivation 

The second goal of this dissertation was to increase our knowledge about 

competitive motivation in negotiation. Although it has often been shown that 

individuals view negotiation as a competitive process (McClintock & McNeel, 1966; 

Pruitt, 1981; Thompson & Hrebec, 1996), relatively few studies have systematically 

addressed competitive motivation. For example, the motivated information-

processing model (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003) distinguishes between pro-social and 

pro-self motivation, but is unclear about the role of competitive motivation—it is 

implicitly assumed that competitive motivation has similar effects as individualistic 

motivation. Furthermore, early research already demonstrated that competitive 

tendencies are based on two distinct motivations (i.e., getting ahead versus not 

losing), and this critical distinction has not received much theoretical or empirical 

attention.  
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Chapter 4 and 5 focused on these two distinct competitive motivations: 

Appetitive competition, or the motivation to win, and aversive competition, or the 

motivation not to lose. Experiment 4.1 showed that whereas aversive competitors 

were equally satisfied with equal outcome distributions as with advantageous 

inequality, appetitive competitors were not. Satisfaction was significantly higher for 

appetitive competitors for advantageous inequality than for equality. Moreover, 

results revealed that appetitive competitors were more optimistic and less anxious 

than aversive competitors.  

Experiment 4.2 showed that aversive competitors were more strongly 

influenced by their counterparts' concession pattern (i.e., making large concessions 

when their counterpart did, while making small concessions when their counterpart 

made small concessions), than appetitive competitors, who did not mimic their 

counterpart's concession rate. These findings seemed to suggest that aversive 

competitors are more risk-averse than appetitive competitors and are inclined to 

"play it safe" by making large concessions when they feel it's safe to do so, and by 

making small concessions when they feel a particularly tough counterpart might 

exploit them. This idea was further examined in Experiment 4.3 and 4.4 in which 

apart from competitive motivation it was also manipulated whether or not 

negotiators knew their counterpart's motivation was similar to theirs (Experiment 

4.3) or whether or not they had full information about own and other's outcomes 

(Experiment 4.4). The idea was that aversive competitors will be influenced by these 

manipulations as they allow or, in contrast, prevent them from "calculating" whether 

they fall behind or not and when they uncover they do not, relax and may even seek 

out deals that provide equality and high joint outcomes. Likewise, appetitive 

competitors will use this information to "calculate" whether they are winning or not 

and when they uncover that this is unlikely, escalate the conflict into an impasse.  

 Together, the results of Experiment 4.3 and 4.4 provided good support for 

this reasoning. Experiment 4.3 revealed that appetitive dyads reached more impasses 

and lower joint outcomes than aversive dyads when dyad members knew their 

counterpart shared their motivation of winning. Conversely, when dyad members did 

not know their counterpart shared their motivation, appetitive dyads reached less 

impasses and higher joint outcomes than aversive dyads. Experiment 4.4 likewise 

showed that when dyad members were provided with information about their 

counterpart's preferences and priorities, aversive competitors impassed less often 

and obtained higher joint outcomes than appetitive dyads. This pattern was reversed 

when dyad members did not know each other's preferences and priorities. 

Experiments 4.1 to 4.4 together show that appetitive and aversive 

competition are fundamentally different motivations that each affects negotiation 

processes and outcomes in their own way. Aversive competition makes negotiators 
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anxious and risk averse, whereas appetitive competition makes them (over)confident. 

Therefore, aversive competitors would be more likely to impasse and achieve lower 

negotiation outcomes. However, this changes when information comes into play. 

Aversive negotiators used strategic information that became available to them (i.e. 

about the concessions of their counterpart, about their counterpart's motivation, and 

about their counterpart's interests) to a greater extent than appetitive competitors 

and in Experiments 4.3 and 4.4 this led them to better collective outcomes than 

appetitive competitors, whose negotiation performance only decreased when 

information became available to them. Whereas information plays the role of 

restoring trust for aversive competitors, leading to better agreements, it only ruins 

the unrealistic confidence of which appetitive competitors base their negotiation 

success, leading to impasses and suboptimal agreements for them. 

 The results reported in Chapter 5 built on these findings in two critical ways. 

First, it showed that when negotiators were presented with a cooperative profile of 

their counterpart, they made larger concessions than when they were presented with 

a competitive profile, but only when they had an aversive competitive motivation. 

Furthermore, this happened especially when negotiators had low epistemic 

motivation (i.e., high need for cognitive closure), and thus were less motivated to 

process information thoroughly –they based their behavior on initial cues and not on 

more diagnostic new information that would become available in the course of the 

negotiation. 

 The findings summarized thus far, and more extensively described in the 

previous chapters allow for the following conclusions. First, this dissertation shows 

that knowledge about group negotiation can benefit tremendously from work in 

other domains, such as work on coalition formation. The present dissertation 

demonstrates that it is not merely the more pro-socials in a group, the better, but 

rather that as long as the social motivation of group members fits with their position 

in the group and the decision rule that they use, negotiation can end successfully. 

Second, the presence of one negotiator who is highly motivated to exchange and 

process information in a thorough, systematic way will benefit the dyad as a whole 

and ensures a high quality agreement. Finally, this dissertation shows that contrary to 

popular belief, competition does not need to end in impasse or low quality outcomes 

but rather can produce equality and successful negotiation. When negotiators' 

competitive motivation is based on a desire not to fall behind, providing them with 

the right information will diminish distrust and increase the likelihood of reaching a 

high quality outcome. Implications of these conclusions, along with some critical 

comments regarding the empirical support, will be discussed in the next section. 
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Implications 

 

Group negotiation 

In contemporary organizations individuals are increasingly working in 

groups, and have to negotiate with other group members about the distribution of 

tasks and responsibilities, budgets, time allocations, and so on (Pfeffer, 1998). It is 

therefore not surprising that in the last decade or so, negotiation scholars have 

increasingly shifted their attention from dyadic negotiation to group negotiation 

(Kramer, 1991; Mannix, Thompson, & Bazerman, 1989; Thompson, Mannix, & 

Bazerman, 1988). Accordingly, the study of social motivation in negotiation has been 

expanded to negotiating groups as well (Beersma & De Dreu, 1999; Weingart, 

Bennett, & Brett, 1993). The results of previous studies have shown that, just as in 

dyadic negotiation, groups reach better collective outcomes when all negotiators 

share a pro-social motivation than when all negotiators share a pro-self motivation 

(Beersma & De Dreu, 1999; Beersma, De Dreu, & Ten Velden, 2005; De Dreu, 

Weingart, & Kwon, 2000). 

These findings from both dyadic negotiation research and group negotiation 

research may have given rise to the view that the more pro-socials there are in a 

group, the better it is (e.g., Weingart, Brett, & Olekalns, 2005). As group negotiation 

differs from dyadic negotiation in several important ways, such a conclusion would 

be overly simplistic. For example, in group decision making in general and group 

negotiation in particular there is often a need for an implicit or explicit decision rule 

that structures the decision making or negotiation process (e.g., Miller, 1985). 

Furthermore, in groups, possibilities for coalition formation and exclusion arise. 

Oftentimes, group negotiations are asymmetrical in structure, in that the majority of 

group members have preferences that oppose those of a minority. Unfortunately, up 

till now negotiation research rarely considered the dynamics of these asymmetrical 

situations. From a theoretical perspective this means that conflict and negotiation 

theory remained one-sided and concerned with purely symmetrical situations. From 

an applied perspective this means that we did not know how to structure and 

manage groups in which asymmetrical negotiations emerge. 

The results reported in Chapter 2 enhanced our understanding of these 

asymmetrical situations by showing that motivational variables (social motivation) 

interact with structural variables (minority versus majority position and decision rule) 

to influence negotiation processes and outcomes. In addition, it enhanced our 

knowledge on heterogeneity of social motivation by showing that it is not merely the 

number of pro-socials or pro-self in a group that matters, but rather the majority or 

minority position that negotiators with a pro-social or pro-self motivation hold and 
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the decision rule that they use. The contribution of Chapter 2 is that it shows that to 

determine whether pro-social motives of group members will have a positive effect, 

or whether pro-self motives of group members will have a negative effect on the 

negotiation process and outcomes, one needs to take into account the interests 

positions of the respective negotiators. Whereas a pro-self minority may endanger 

effective negotiation processes when unanimity rule is used, he or she may be 

relatively harmless when the group uses a majority rule to make decisions. Likewise, 

whereas a pro-social majority may have beneficial effects on the fairness of 

negotiation outcomes under majority rule, under unanimity rule such a majority will 

be far less influential. For future work on group negotiation, this implies that 

research can benefit from insights gained from work on distinct, but related fields of 

research such as work on coalition formation and the use of decision rules in group 

decision making.  

Motivated information processing  

This dissertation contributes to our knowledge on motivated information 

processing in negotiation in several ways. First of all, it expands existing knowledge 

on epistemic motivation. Past research concerned with epistemic motivation has 

shown the beneficial effects of high epistemic motivation at the individual, the 

dyadic, and at the group level (e.g., De Dreu, Koole, & Oldersma, 1999; De Dreu, 

Koole, & Steinel, 2000; De Grada, Kruglanski, Pierro, & Mannetti, 1999). As 

epistemic motivation can be rooted in individual differences such as need for 

structure (Thompson, Naccarato, Parker, & Moskowitz, 2001) and need for closure 

(Kruglanski, 1989), as well as be induced by features of the situation such as process 

accountability, noise, or time pressure (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996; Kruglanski, 

Webster, & Klem, 1993; Tetlock, 1992) it is highly likely that those within a 

negotiating dyad or group have different levels of epistemic motivation. Therefore, it 

is unfortunate that the study of epistemic motivation at the dyadic and group-level 

has been limited to situations in which all negotiators have the same high or low 

epistemic motivation. I set out to redress this current state of our knowledge in 

Chapter 3. The results reported in this chapter showed that the view "the more, the 

better" does not apply to epistemic motivation; epistemic motivation positively 

affects negotiation outcomes, but to reach a high quality agreement it is not required 

that both dyad members have high epistemic motivation. When one member of a 

pair of negotiators has high epistemic motivation the dyad as a whole benefits and 

reaches higher joint outcomes. Furthermore, these findings were consistent across 

two experiments in which epistemic motivation was measured by need for structure 

(Experiment 3.1) and induced through process accountability (Experiment 3.2). 

Thus, the ideas and findings put forward by work on motivated information 

processing that epistemic motivation has beneficial effects through information 



122 CHAPTER 6 

processing at the individual, as well as the dyadic and group level also holds for 

heterogeneous dyads, in which members differ in their level of epistemic motivation.  

In addition, Chapter 3 contributed to our understanding of the specific 

processes through which epistemic motivation affects the quality of agreements. Past 

research has shown that epistemic motivation affects information processing (e.g., 

De Dreu et al., 1999; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996), but results also suggests that 

when individuals with high epistemic motivation lack relevant information about the 

task they search for it (e.g., Chaiken & Trope, 1999). The results reported in Chapter 

3 indeed revealed that negotiators with high epistemic motivation search information 

about their counterpart's preferences and priorities, process this information and 

share the insight by proposing mutually beneficial, integrative solutions.  

Competitive motivation  

Taken together, the experiments reported in Chapter 4 and 5 make an 

important contribution to research on the effects of social motivation in negotiation 

in general, and the rather scarce literature on competitive motivation in negotiation 

in particular. With the exception of early research on experimental games (e.g., 

Messick & Thorngate, 1967) the different tendencies underlying competitive 

motivation have not been studied extensively. This is all the more surprising as 

results of this early work on choice behavior in experimental games suggested that 

competitive tendencies may in fact be more often based on a motivation to avoid 

losing, than a motivation to win. Interestingly however, when using the term 

"competitive motivation" researchers often refer to a motivation to maximize 

relative gain, i.e., to win. Even the much-used Social Value Orientation measure 

(Kuhlman & Marshello, 1975) does not distinguish between the two types of 

competitive motivation. In Chapter 4 and 5 of this dissertation it was established that 

this distinction is in fact very meaningful, and can have far reaching effects on the 

processes and outcomes of negotiations.  

 Thus, one of the contributions of the research reported in Chapters 4 and 5 

is that competitive motivation is more complex than was previously assumed. The 

common view that competitive motivation can be described as a desire to win (e.g., 

Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993) is too simplistic and fails to take into account that 

individuals can be motivated not to lose. This raises the question how we need to 

interpret dispositional competitive motivation, often measured as social value 

orientation. As the commonly used definition of competitive motivation fails to 

differentiate between aversive and appetitive competition, we need to exercise 

caution when interpreting findings, as they might pertain to appetitive competition 

only.  

Regulatory Focus 
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Finally, Chapters 4 and 5 offer contributions to research on regulatory focus 

(Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Higgins, 1998). As was explained in Chapter 4, aversive and 

appetitive competition bear some resemblance to promotion and prevention focus 

from regulatory focus theory. Regulatory Focus Theory (Higgins, 1998) distinguishes 

between goals related to aspirations and accomplishments (promotion focus), and 

goals related to protection, safety and responsibility (prevention focus). These two 

goals elicit different strategic inclinations that are directed towards a desired end 

state: People with a promotion focus are sensitive to the presence or absence of 

positive outcomes, while people with a prevention focus are concerned with the 

presence or absence of negative outcomes (Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994). 

Thus, the critical difference between regulatory focus and appetitive versus aversive 

competition can be found in the direction of the positive outcomes: Whereas 

promotion focus refers to any positive outcome, appetitive competition refers to the 

positive outcome of outperforming a counterpart. Similarly, prevention focus refers 

to avoiding any negative event, while aversive competition refers to avoiding the 

negative event of losing.  

These differences between appetitive and aversive competition and 

regulatory focus theory notwithstanding, implications for regulatory focus theory can 

be derived from the findings reported in this dissertation. First of all, those with a 

promotion focus may be more risk tolerant and optimistic, which may help them 

reach agreement in negotiation as well as in other situations, such as social decision-

making settings. Second, those with a prevention focus may be characterized by their 

lack of confidence, high anxiety and risk aversion, which may hamper them in 

decision making. All in all, Chapters 4 and 5 contribute to our understanding of 

related constructs, and emphasize the important knowledge that can be gained from 

incorporating more general theories such as regulatory focus theory into the 

negotiation realm.  

Practical implications 

As was stressed throughout this dissertation, negotiation is a pervasive 

aspect of everyday life, and occurs at all levels of society. As such, this dissertation 

makes several contributions to practice. First of all, it showed the importance of the 

interplay between the positions negotiators hold, and the decision rule that they use. 

This finding shows the potential consequences of choosing a decision rule for those 

involved in negotiation. On a more general level, it pertains to the importance of 

preparation in negotiation: Once negotiators have a good grasp of the possible 

coalitions that may exist in a group, a suitable decision rule may help them use these 

coalitions to their advantage. Conversely, the results reported in this dissertation 

suggest that when negotiators find themselves in a minority position, using 

unanimity rule is their best option.  
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 Second, the finding that it takes one highly motivated negotiator to secure 

good outcomes for all parties involved has important implication for professionals 

concerned with training negotiators. Based on the current findings, trainers should 

emphasize the importance of information search: Even when only one negotiator 

would engage in this behavior the negotiation might end successfully. Providing even 

one negotiator with instructions that emphasize the importance of thinking deeply 

might increase the information exchange necessary to reach high quality, integrative 

agreements. 

 

Directions for future research and Limitations 

 

Adoption of decision rules by groups  

One possible direction for future research is to examine the adoption of 

decision rules by groups. In Chapter 2, groups were provided with a decision rule 

that told group members that either all group members had to agree to finalize an 

agreement, or that at least a majority, that is, two out of three group members, had to 

agree in order to close the deal. Although there are some situations in which groups 

do get decision rules assigned, such as unanimity rule in juror groups in the US, in 

reality most groups can choose a decision rule themselves. It would be an interesting 

avenue for future research to investigate which decision rules groups composed of 

members with different social motivations choose to use. One can expect that for 

pro-social group members the choice of a decision rule is of relative unimportance, 

as either majority or unanimity rule can aid them in their attempt to obtain high 

outcomes for all parties involved. However, this relative indifference may change 

when pro-social group members are confronted with a pro-self minority who, under 

unanimity rule, has the power to block a decision. It is interesting to examine 

whether pro-social group members would in this case engage in the exclusion of this 

group member for the benefit of the group as a whole by opting for majority instead 

of unanimity rule. For pro-self group members, the selection of a decision rule may 

be more important than for pro-social group members, as they strive to obtain the 

best individual outcomes. It is interesting to examine whether they base their choice 

for certain decision rules on their perception of their position in the group.  

Long-term effects of asymmetrical negotiations 

Another issue that would be interesting for future research to investigate is 

the long-term effects of asymmetrical negotiations. The results reported in this 

dissertation showed that under unanimity rule, pro-self minorities engaged in more 

decision blocking than pro-social minorities. However, behavior was examined 

within a limited time span only. In real life, negotiations between the same parties 

sometimes take place over a longer time span, involving repeated interactions (e.g. 
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negotiations between political parties or between unions and management 

representatives). This raises the question what would happen to behaviors such as 

decision blocking if a pro-self minority would be confronted with a majority of pro-

social negotiators or the other way around in repeated interactions over a longer time 

span. Perhaps such a situation may induce pro-self behavior in an otherwise pro-

social minority member, to avoid being exploited. Alternatively, a pro-social minority 

may use decision blocking when he or she feels this really benefits the group as a 

whole. Thus, it would be an interesting avenue for future research to investigate the 

possible use of decision blocking to steer a group away from a collectively sub-

optimal course of action. 

Task complexity 

The findings reported in Chapter 3 revealed that dyads require only one 

member with high epistemic motivation to obtain a high quality agreement. This 

conclusion appears to hold for individual difference variables like personal need for 

structure (Thompson et al., 2001), and for situational variables like process 

accountability (Tetlock, 1992). In addition, different negotiation tasks were used. 

Despite these differences in setting I obtained highly similar results, suggesting that 

the effects of group composition in epistemic motivation on negotiated agreement 

are not tied to specific settings or operationalizations. However, it cannot be ruled 

out that the results obtained are limited to tasks with a certain complexity. As current 

results revealed that the presence of one negotiator with high epistemic motivation 

secured good outcomes for both parties, regardless of the level of epistemic 

motivation of the other party, it may be argued that the task that was used was too 

easy. However, the fact that in Experiment 3.2 dyads often obtained sub-optimal 

outcomes or failed to reach agreement within the allotted time of 35 minutes reduces 

this possibility. Nevertheless, future research should investigate whether the effects 

found in Chapter 3 also hold under increased task complexity, for instance when the 

negotiation task involves more issues. Although there is general agreement on the 

fact that negotiation in itself is a complex and cognitively demanding task 

(Thompson, 1990; Watkins, 1999) there is very little research available that examined 

the influence of complexity in negotiation directly (but see Thompson & 

Loewenstein, 1992 for an exception). The possible moderating role of task 

complexity is therefore not only relevant for the current research, but also for 

negotiation research in general.  

Besides investigating the impact of task complexity operationalized as the 

number of issues, the complexity of the negotiation in terms of the number of 

parties in the group might also be an interesting topic for future research. Studies 

could examine whether one negotiator with high epistemic motivation would also be 

able to secure good outcomes for all parties when he or she is confronted with 
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several, instead of just one, counterparts with low epistemic motivation. This 

research could examine whether similar processes would occur in such a situation as 

in the dyadic studies reported in this dissertation (Experiment 3.1. and 3.2), or 

whether a single negotiator with high epistemic motivation in a group does not 

manage to find integrative agreements for example due to conformity pressures on 

the part of the others (Asch, 1956). Related to this, it would be interesting to 

integrate findings reported in Chapter 3 with those reported in Chapter 2, and 

examine whether it makes a difference for negotiation processes and outcomes 

whether negotiators with high epistemic motivation hold a majority or minority 

position in their group.  

Choice of paradigms 

Throughout this dissertation several different research paradigms were used, 

such as face-to-face negotiation (Chapter 2), computer mediated negotiation between 

two real negotiators (Chapter 3 and 4), and computer mediated negotiation with a 

pre-programmed strategy (Chapter 4 and 5). Employing these different paradigms 

enabled me to use the right context to examine specific research questions. 

Nevertheless, some readers might question the generalizability of results found in 

experiments in which participants negotiate with a pre-programmed strategy to real 

life negotiations. However, the effects were congruent across paradigms, 

strengthening confidence in this generalizability. For example, in Experiment 4.2 and 

Chapter 5 a computer mediated negotiation simulation was used, but the findings of 

these experiments were highly congruent with those of Experiment 4.3 and 4.4 in 

which real interaction took place. The results of these experiments revealed that, 

regardless of the paradigm used, aversive competitors reported more anxiety, less 

optimism and were more inclined to make use of available information to safeguard 

their interests than appetitive competitors. 

A question that is related to the choice of paradigms involves Chapter 5, 

which revealed that aversive competitors are unselective in their information usage 

and freeze on personality information received early in the negotiation. 

Unfortunately, the task that was employed in Chapter 5 did not allow for a measure 

of negotiation effectiveness, so the question remains how this behavior displayed by 

aversive competitors might translate into a truly interactive setting in which 

individual or joint outcomes can be determined. As the results showed that aversive 

competitors were inclined to act on initial, perhaps faulty, cues, this can be expected 

to harm individual as well as collective outcomes: When aversive competitors behave 

competitively because they perceive their counterpart to be competitive based on 

initial information, while disregarding actual negotiation behavior by that 

counterpart, this is likely to harm rather than help these negotiators. Future research 

should examine whether this is indeed the case. 
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The future of Motivated Information Processing 

A final direction for future research lies in further development of the 

motivated information processing model of negotiation. Whereas the studies 

reported in this dissertation revealed beneficial effects of epistemic motivation (e.g., 

more information search, more integrative multi-issue offers, higher joint outcomes, 

less reliance on early cues) there may be situations in which high epistemic 

motivation hurts rather than helps negotiators. One example of such a situation may 

be when negotiators perceive the negotiation to be complex, whereas in reality the 

negotiation problem is relatively simple. One could imagine negotiators with high 

epistemic motivation to continue looking for ways to deal with what they might 

believe is a complex situation, thereby foregoing a relatively easy solution. This might 

happen especially when all negotiators in a dyad or group have high epistemic 

motivation, and are therefore all motivated to process information deeply. In such 

situations, a group norm of thinking deeply and thorough might be developed, with 

less or no regard for the actual decision that needs to be made. Future research 

should investigate whether the presence of one or more negotiators with low 

epistemic motivation might help negotiators reach a decision in less complex 

situations. 

 

Conclusion 

 
 This dissertation addressed motivation effects in negotiation. The findings 

of eight experiments revealed the pervasive effects of social and epistemic 

motivation on behavior, cognition, affect and outcomes in group and dyadic 

negotiation. First, this dissertation shows the importance of the majority and 

minority position negotiators hold and the decision rule that is used in groups where 

members have different social motives. Whereas the dominant view would predict 

that the more pro-socials there are in a group, the better, this dissertation shows that 

the situation is more complicated. When groups use unanimity rule, the social 

motivation of the minority member in the group affects negotiation success: Groups 

with a pro-social minority obtain higher outcomes than groups with a pro-self 

minority. When groups use majority rule, the social motivation of the majority 

member affects negotiation outcomes: Groups distribute outcomes more equally 

when the majority is pro-social instead of pro-self. Second, this dissertation showed 

that the view "the more, the better" also does not hold for epistemic motivation in 

dyadic negotiation: When one negotiator has high epistemic motivation, an increase 

in information search causes the dyad as a whole to benefit and reach high collective 

outcomes.  

Finally, this dissertation shows that the study of social motivation in 

negotiation should not be limited to pro-social and pro-self motivation. The results 
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of five experiments show that the type of competitive motivation negotiators have 

affects the behavior of negotiators and the outcomes of the negotiation. Aversive 

competitors are more anxious, less confident and act more on information than 

appetitive competitors. Thus, whereas knowledge of a counterpart's motivation or 

preferences hinders appetitive competitors, it restores trust and enables aversive 

competitors to attain high collective outcomes. However, this reactance to 

information about a counterpart might have detrimental effects as well when this 

reactance is based on early cues rather than actual negotiation behavior by a 

counterpart, but these effects can be reduced when aversive negotiators have high 

epistemic motivation. 

In sum, this dissertation adds to our knowledge about the effects of social 

and epistemic motivation in negotiation and our knowledge about negotiation 

processes in general. Although future research is needed to increase our 

understanding of these motivations and answer the questions that were raised 

accordingly. This dissertation takes a new step into a more comprehensive view of 

the different kinds of motivations that drive negotiation processes and outcomes.  
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SAMENVATTING  

Dutch Summary 
 

Onderhandelen, het voeren van een discussie tussen twee of meer personen 

met als doel een waargenomen meningsverschil op te lossen, is de meest 

voorkomende en meest constructieve manier om met conflict om te gaan (Pruitt & 

Carnevale, 1993). Onderhandelen maakt een belangrijk deel uit van het dagelijkse 

leven en komt voor op alle niveaus in de maatschappij. Werknemers onderhandelen 

met werkgevers over salarissen, collega’s onderhandelen met elkaar over de verdeling 

van taken, potentiële kopers onderhandelen met verkopers over de prijs van een 

product en vakbonden onderhandelen met werkgeversbonden of de overheid over 

loonstijgingen. Helaas eindigen veel onderhandelingen in een impasse, of een 

suboptimale overeenkomt waar geen van beide partijen tevreden mee is. Een 

belangrijke reden voor dit verschijnsel is dat onderhandelingen complex en 

onduidelijk zijn. Succes in een onderhandeling wordt dan ook mede bepaald door de 

mate waarin onderhandelaars in staat zijn de complexe onderhandelingssituatie te 

begrijpen. Onderzoek naar het gemotiveerde informatieverwerkingsmodel (De Dreu 

& Carnevale, 2003) heeft aangetoond dat de manier waarop onderhandelaars omgaan 

met de complexe situatie afhangt van de mate waarin zijn informatie uitwisselen en 

deze informatie verwerken. Deze dissertatie gaat over twee motivaties die deze 

processen beïnvloeden en hun rol in onderhandelingen: sociale en epistemische 

motivatie.  

Sociale motivatie, de voorkeur voor een verdeling van uitkomsten tussen 

personen (McClintock, 1977) bepaalt de strategieën en gedrag van onderhandelaars. 

Uit eerder onderzoek is naar voren gekomen dat onderhandelaars met een pro-

sociale motivatie meer probleem-oplossend gedrag vertonen en streven naar zowel 

het maximaliseren van de eigen uitkomsten, als de uitkomsten van de andere 

partij(en). Egoïstische onderhandelaars daarentegen vertonen minder probleem 

oplossend gedrag, en streven naar het maximaliseren van de eigen uitkomsten, 

zonder rekening te houden met de andere partij(en). Epistemische motivatie, de 

behoefte om een volledig en accuraat beeld van de situatie, inclusief de 

onderhandeling, te verkrijgen (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; Kruglanski, 1989) 

beïnvloedt de mate waarin informatie op een systematische manier uitgewisseld en 

verwerkt wordt. Eerder onderzoek heeft laten zien dat onderhandelaars met hoge 

epistemische motivatie een nauwkeuriger beeld van de onderhandeling hebben en 

hogere gezamenlijke opbrengsten behalen (De Dreu, Koole, & Oldersma, 2000).  

 In Hoofdstuk 2 (Ten Velden, Beersma, & De Dreu, 2007b) werden de 

effecten van heterogeniteit van sociale motivatie in onderhandelingen onderzocht. 

Hoewel er in het verleden veel onderzoek gedaan is naar de rol van sociale motivatie 
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in onderhandelingen, is veel van dit onderzoek impliciet of expliciet uitgegaan van 

het idee dat in een dyade of groep, alle onderhandelaars dezelfde pro-sociale of 

egoïstische sociale motivatie hebben. Toch is het minstens zo waarschijnlijk dat 

onderhandelaars verschillende sociale motivaties hebben. Hoe presteren 

onderhandelaars in een groep waarbij sommige groepsleden een pro-sociale 

motivatie hebben, en sommige groepsleden een egoïstische motivatie? Op grond van 

onderzoek naar coalitieformatie (o.a. Murnighan, 1978; Van Beest, Wilke, & Van 

Dijk, 2003) werd verwacht dat niet zozeer het aantal pro-sociaal of egoïstisch 

gemotiveerde onderhandelaars in een groep van doorslaggevende betekenis zou zijn 

voor het gedrag en de onderhandelingsuitkomsten van de groep, maar de positie die 

de onderhandelaars bekleden en de beslisregel die de groep gebruikt.  

Wanneer er sprake is van een asymmetrische taak (een meerderheid heeft 

dezelfde voorkeuren en een minderheid heeft een andere voorkeur) bepaalt de 

beslisregel die een groep gebruikt de mate waarin een meerderheid of minderheid de 

mogelijkheid heeft om het proces en de uitkomst van de onderhandeling te sturen. 

Het gebruik van een meerderheidsregel (een beslissing wordt geïmplementeerd 

wanneer een meerderheid het daarmee eens is), bevoordeelt onderhandelaars die 

dezelfde voorkeuren hebben, terwijl het gebruik van een unanimiteitsregel (alle 

groepsleden moeten het eens zijn met een beslissing voordat deze geïmplementeerd 

kan worden) een relatief voordeel voor een minderheid oplevert.  

Er werd voorspeld dat de manier waarop een meerderheid of minderheid de 

onderhandeling beïnvloedt afhangt van hun respectievelijke sociale motivatie. Deze 

voorspelling werd getoetst in een experiment met driepersoons groepen. 

Onderhandelaars namen verschillende rollen aan (zie Tabel 2.1) en kregen ofwel te 

horen dat het belangrijk was dat de groep als geheel goede uitkomsten zou behalen 

(pro-sociale motivatie) ofwel dat het belangrijk was dat zij zelf een hoge uitkomst 

zouden behalen (egoïstische motivatie). Een essentieel onderdeel van de 

onderhandelingstaak was dat twee van de drie partijen dezelfde voorkeuren hadden, 

en daardoor een meerderheidspositie bekleedden, terwijl een onderhandelaar andere 

voorkeuren had, en daardoor een minderheidspositie bekleedde.  

De resultaten ondersteunden de voorspelling. Wanneer groepen gebruik 

maakten van een unanimiteitsregel, werd de onderhandelingsuitkomsten beïnvloed 

door de sociale motivatie van de minderheid: groepen behaalden lagere gezamenlijke 

uitkomsten wanneer de minderheid een egoïstische motivatie had en beslissingen 

blokkeerde, dan wanneer deze een pro-sociale motivatie had. Daarnaast bleek dat 

wanneer groepen gebruik maakten van een meerderheidsregel, de sociale motivatie 

van de meerderheid de onderhandelingsopbrengsten beïnvloedde: de minderheid 

werd meer betrokken bij de beslissing en de opbrengsten werden eerlijker verdeeld 
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wanneer de meerderheid een pro-sociale motivatie had, dan wanneer deze een 

egoïstische motivatie had.  

In Hoofdstuk 3 werden de effecten van heterogene epistemische motivatie 

onderzocht. Ondanks het feit dat er onderzoek gedaan is naar de rol van 

epistemische motivatie in onderhandelingen, is er weinig bekend over de rol van 

epistemische motivatie compositie. Wat gebeurt er wanneer een onderhandelaar met 

hoge epistemische motivatie wordt geconfronteerd met een onderhandelaar die niet, 

of minder gemotiveerd is om informatie uit te wisselen en te verwerken op een 

systematische, accurate wijze? Deze vraag werd onderzocht in Hoofdstuk 3.  

 In Experiment 3.1 werd de epistemische motivatie van onderhandelaars 

gemeten door middel van Need for Structure (Thompson, Naccarato, Parker, & 

Moskowitz, 2001). Uit de resultaten bleek dat de aanwezigheid van tenminste een 

onderhandelaar met een lage need for structure (een hoge epistemische motivatie) 

positieve gevolgen had voor de dyade als geheel: de dyade behaalde hogere 

gezamenlijke uitkomsten dan wanneer beide onderhandelaars hoge need for structure 

(een lage epistemische motivatie) hadden. Daarnaast lieten de resultaten zien dat er 

geen verschil in uitkomsten was tussen dyades waarin beide onderhandelaars lage 

need for structure hadden, en dyades waarbij een onderhandelaar lage need for 

structure had. 

In Experiment 3.2 werd epistemische motivatie geïnduceerd door middel 

van procesverantwoordelijkheid (De Dreu, Koole, et al., 2000; Scholten, Van 

Knippenberg, Nijstad, & De Dreu, 2007). Onderhandelaars werd verteld dat zij na 

afloop van de onderhandeling ofwel moeilijke vragen over het proces van de 

onderhandeling moesten beantwoorden (hoge epistemische motivatie), ofwel 

makkelijke vragen moesten beantwoorden over het proces van de onderhandeling 

(lage epistemische motivatie). Daarnaast werd de hoeveelheid informatie over de 

voorkeuren van de tegenpartij gemanipuleerd, om de hypothese te toetsen dat 

informatie uitwisseling ervoor zorgt dat dyades met tenminste een onderhandelaar 

met hoge epistemische motivatie hoge opbrengsten behalen.  

De resultaten van Experiment 3.2 lieten zien dat, in overeenstemming met 

de resultaten van Experiment 3.1, dyades waarin tenminste een onderhandelaar hoge 

epistemische motivatie had betere onderhandelingsuitkomsten behaalden dan dyades 

waarin beide onderhandelaars lage epistemische motivatie hadden. Bovendien lieten 

de resultaten zien dat dit effect veroorzaakt werd door meer informatie-uitwisseling: 

dyades waarin tenminste een onderhandelaar hoge epistemische motivatie had 

wisselden meer informatie uit wanneer zij de voorkeuren van de tegenpartij niet 

wisten dan dyades waarin beide onderhandelaars lage epistemische motivatie hadden. 

Uit deze bevindingen kan geconcludeerd worden dat epistemische motivatie de 
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negatieve effecten van een gebrek aan informatie over de voorkeuren van de 

tegenstander (vaak de standaard situatie in onderhandelingen) reduceert. 

In Hoofdstuk 4 werd een viertal experimenten beschreven waarin de focus 

ligt op competitieve motivatie, de motivatie om beter te presteren dan een ander. 

Hoewel herhaaldelijk in onderzoek is aangetoond dat onderhandelen vaak gezien 

worden als een competitief proces, waarin winst van de een verlies bij de ander 

veroorzaakt, is er weinig bekend over de daadwerkelijke effecten van competitieve 

motivatie in onderhandelingen. Bovendien heeft eerder onderzoek aangetoond dat 

competitieve motivatie gebaseerd kan zijn om twee verschillende motivaties. 

Competitieve personen kunnen gemotiveerd zijn om te winnen, de zogenaamde 

appetitive motivatie, en competitieve personen kunnen gemotiveerd zijn om niet te 

verliezen, de zogenaamde aversive motivatie. In Hoofdstuk 4 en 5 stond dit verschil 

centraal.  

Uit de resultaten van Experiment 4.1 bleek dat het cruciale verschil tussen 

appetitive en aversive onderhandelaars schuilt in de mate waarin zij tevreden zijn met 

een gelijke uitkomstverdeling. Waar gelijkheid voor aversive onderhandelaars even 

acceptabel is als positieve ongelijkheid, is dit niet het geval voor appetitive 

onderhandelaars. Experiment 4.2 liet zien dat dit cruciale verschil belangrijke 

implicaties heeft voor het gedrag van onderhandelaars tijdens een onderhandeling. 

Aversive onderhandelaars werden sterker beïnvloed door het gedrag van een (door 

een computer gesimuleerde) tegenpartij: aversive onderhandelaars deden grotere 

concessies wanneer de tegenpartij grote concessies deed dan wanneer de tegenpartij 

kleine concessies deed. Het gedrag van appetitive onderhandelaars werd echter niet 

beïnvloed door het concessiepatroon van de tegenstander. Deze resultaten 

suggereren dat aversive onderhandelaars meer geneigd zijn het "veilig te spelen" dan 

appetitive onderhandelaars, door grote concessies te doen wanneer zij denken dat het 

veilig is om dit te doen, en kleine concessies te doen wanneer zij bang zijn uitgebuit 

te worden door een harde tegenstander.  

Voortbordurend op dit idee onderzocht ik in Experiment 4.3 en 4.4 de 

effecten van appetitive en aversive competitie op onderhandelingsgedrag en 

uitkomsten in tweepersoons onderhandelingen. Naast de motivatie die 

onderhandelaars kregen werd in deze experimenten ook de informatie over de 

motivatie van de tegenstander (Experiment 4.3) en de informatie over de voorkeuren 

en prioriteiten van de tegenstander (Experiment 4.4). Er werd verwacht dat aversive 

onderhandelaars door deze manipulaties zouden worden beïnvloed omdat deze 

informatie hen in staat stelt te "berekenen" of zij of achterop raken. Wanneer blijkt 

dat dit niet het geval is, kunnen zij ontspannen en overeenkomsten bereiken die 

gelijkheid en hoge gezamenlijke opbrengsten met zich meebrengen. Daarentegen 

werd verwacht dat appetitive onderhandelaars niet van deze informatie zouden 
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profiteren: appetitive onderhandelaars gebruiken informatie om te "berekenen" of zij 

winnen, maar de kans op conflict en impasse neemt toe wanneer zij er achter komen 

dat winnen onwaarschijnlijk is.  

De resultaten van Experiment 4.3 en 4.4 ondersteunden deze redenering. 

Experiment 4.3 liet zien dat aversive dyades vaker overeenstemming bereikten en 

hogere gezamenlijke uitkomsten haalden dan appetitive dyades, maar alleen wanneer 

onderhandelaars informatie kregen dat de tegenpartij dezelfde motivatie had. 

Wanneer onderhandelaars deze informatie niet kregen behaalden appetitive dyades 

vaker een overeenkomst en behaalden hogere gezamenlijke uitkomsten. Experiment 

4.4 liet zien dat dit effect te wijden was aan de ontwikkeling van meer vertrouwen in 

aversive dyades, en minder overtuiging in appetitive dyades. Wanneer 

onderhandelaars in aversive dyades informatie kregen over de voorkeuren van de 

tegenpartij ontwikkelden zij meer vertouwen en behaalden als gevolg hogere 

gezamenlijke opbrengsten. Wanneer appetitive dyades deze informatie ontvingen 

werd hun overtuiging in een goede overeenkomst gereduceerd en behaalden zijn 

lagere gezamenlijke opbrengsten 

Hoofdstuk 5 borduurde voort op de bevindingen uit Hoofdstuk 4. 

Onderhandelaars kregen voor aanvang van de onderhandeling informatie te lezen 

over een persoonlijkheidsvragenlijst die hun tegenstander had ingevuld (in 

werkelijkheid werd de tegenstander gesimuleerd door een computer zoals in 

Experiment 4.2). Deze persoonlijkheidsinformatie liet een duidelijk coöperatief of 

competitief profiel zien. Het daadwerkelijke concessiepatroon van de tegenstander 

werd echter constant gehouden en was noch coöperatief, noch competitief, 

waardoor de verkregen informatie ondiagnostisch was voor het daadwerkelijke 

onderhandelingsgedrag van de tegenstander. De resultaten lieten zien dat aversive 

onderhandelaars hun gedrag in sterkere mate baseerden op de niet-relevante 

persoonlijkheidsinformatie over de tegenstander dan appetitive onderhandelaars. Dit 

effect werd echter gemodereerd door epistemische motivatie, gemeten door Need for 

Cognitive Closure. Need for cognitive closure kan gedefinieerd worden als de behoefte 

aan een duidelijk, stevig antwoord (Kruglanski, 1989). Wanneer aversive 

onderhandelaars een lage epistemische motivatie hadden reageerden zij in sterkere 

mate op de initiële, makkelijk te verkrijgen maar ondiagnostische informatie dan 

wanneer zij een hoge epistemische motivatie hadden. Met andere woorden: wanneer 

aversive onderhandelaars een lage motivatie hadden om informatie op een 

systematische manier te verwerken maakten zij grotere concessies wanneer zij 

dachten dat de tegenstander een coöperatief profiel had, dan wanneer zij dachten dat 

de tegenstander een competitief profiel had. Appetitive onderhandelaars lieten zich 

in het geheel niet leiden door informatie over de tegenstander.  
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De resultaten van de 8 experimenten die in deze dissertatie beschreven zijn 

vergroten onze kennis over de effecten van sociale en epistemische motivatie in 

dyadische - en groepsonderhandelingen op affect, gedrag en uitkomsten. Ten eerste 

tonen de resultaten aan dat in groepen, het gedrag en uitkomsten van 

onderhandelaars niet zozeer bepaald wordt door het aantal pro-sociale of egoïstische 

onderhandelaars, maar door de positie die zij in de groep bekleden. Daarnaast speelt 

de beslisregel een belangrijke rol: onder meerderheidsregel kan de meerderheid de 

inhoud van een beslissing dicteren, terwijl onder unanimiteitsregel de minderheid een 

relatief invloedrijke positie heeft. Een egoïstische meerderheid kan dus relatief 

ongevaarlijk zijn, zolang er geen meerderheidsregel gebruik wordt. Ten tweede blijkt 

dat onderhandelingen succesvol kunnen eindigen wanneer tenminste een 

onderhandelaar gemotiveerd is om informatie uit te wisselen en te verwerken op een 

systematische en zorgvuldige wijze.  

Tenslotte laten de resultaten zien dat competitieve motivatie complexer is 

dan vaak gedacht wordt. De twee verschillende onderliggende processen van 

competitieve motivatie, appetitive en aversive motivatie, hebben verschillende 

effecten op het gedrag en de uitkomsten van onderhandelaars. De rol van informatie 

speelt daarbij een essentiële rol: aversive en appetitive onderhandelaars reageren op 

verschillende wijze op dezelfde informatie. De mogelijke conclusie dat aversive 

onderhandelaars altijd profiteren van informatie is echter te eenzijdig: de resultaten 

van het laatste hoofdstuk suggereren dat aversive onderhandelaars op elk type 

informatie reageren, ook wanneer deze informatie ondiagnostisch is voor de 

werkelijke situatie en desastreuze gevolgen voor het verloop en de uitkomst van de 

onderhandeling kan hebben. Dezelfde resultaten tonen echter ook aan dat 

epistemische motivatie als een tegengif kan werken tegen de destructieve 

gedragingen, en het gebrek aan constructieve gedragingen die helaas vaak inherent 

zijn aan onderhandelingen. Concluderend is met dit proefschrift een nieuwe stap 

gezet in de richting van een meer volledig beeld over de verschillende motivationele 

processen die onderhandelingsgedrag en -uitkomsten bepalen.  
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