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

UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

Dovish and Hawkish Influence in Distributive and Integrative Negotiations: The
Role of (A) symmetry in Constituencies

Aaldering, H.; Kopelman, S.
DOI
10.1007/s10726-021-09759-6
Publication date
2022
Document Version
Final published version
Published in
Group Decision and Negotiation
License
CC BY

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):
Aaldering, H., & Kopelman, S. (2022). Dovish and Hawkish Influence in Distributive and
Integrative Negotiations: The Role of (A) symmetry in Constituencies. Group Decision and
Negotiation, 31(1), 111-136. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-021-09759-6

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:24 May 2023

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-021-09759-6
https://dare.uva.nl/personal/pure/en/publications/dovish-and-hawkish-influence-in-distributive-and-integrative-negotiations-the-role-of-a-symmetry-in-constituencies(fe6cd665-d01d-449a-81bc-f965327ea0d4).html
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-021-09759-6


Vol.:(0123456789)

Group Decision and Negotiation
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-021-09759-6

1 3

Dovish and Hawkish Influence in Distributive 
and Integrative Negotiations: The Role of (A)symmetry 
in Constituencies

Hillie Aaldering1  · Shirli Kopelman2 

Accepted: 24 August 2021 
© The Author(s) 2021

Abstract
Dovish and hawkish constituency pressures influence representative negotiations. 
Dovish constituency voices promote a collaborative and problem-solving approach, 
but can also allow for exploitation in negotiations. Hawkish voices encourage a com-
petitive approach, but may leave value on the table. These dynamics are investigated 
in four experiments. In two interactive dyadic-negotiation experiments (Experiments 
1 & 2; N = 186 and N = 220), we investigated how constituency pressures influenced 
outcomes in two negotiation settings (distributive and integrative). Representatives 
of dovish constituencies reached higher negotiation outcomes than representatives 
of hawkish constituencies, when facing a representative with a similar constituency 
(Experiment 1). However, when representatives with a dovish constituency met with 
representatives of a hawkish constituency, dovish representatives reached lower 
gains in both negotiation settings (Experiment 2). This hawkish advantage was rep-
licated in two online scenario studies (Experiments 3 & 4; N = 248 and N = 319). 
There was no consistent empirical support for the role of a potential future interac-
tion in eliciting representatives’ concessions (Experiment 1–3), however, an absence 
of accountability to constituents reduced representatives’ competitiveness, irrespec-
tive of whom they represented (Experiment 4). Theoretical and practical implica-
tions for labor relations, diplomacy, and business negotiations are discussed.
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1 Introduction

In inter- and intra-organizational negotiations parties are often represented by 
one or more individuals. Representatives face the challenging task to negotiate an 
acceptable agreement with their counterpart, while also satisfying the demands 
of their constituents. Indeed, representatives tend to negotiate in a more competi-
tive way than non-representatives, due to experienced accountability pressures 
from their constituency (e.g. Benton and Druckman 1973; Ben-Yoav and Pruitt 
1984a). Research has consistently shown the important influence of constituent 
voices on negotiation outcomes. When the constituency takes a hawkish stance, 
representatives may use more competitive tactics to secure high outcomes for 
their party (Steinel et  al. 2009), but these may lead to suboptimal agreements, 
when the structure of the negotiation allows for mutually beneficial solutions for 
both parties (De Dreu et al. 2014). Alternatively, when constituents favor a dov-
ish, cooperative approach, this increases collaborative tactics and negotiation out-
comes (Aaldering and Ten Velden 2018), but can also backfire if representatives 
concede too much (Steinel et al. 2009).

Integrating research in the domain of representative negotiations with research 
on motivational orientation in negotiations, we suggest that the influence of con-
stituency voices on negotiation tactics and agreements depends on features of the 
negotiation setting (distributive or integrative task) and on the dynamic between 
representatives and their constituencies: the (a)symmetry in constituency compo-
sition between negotiating representatives. We also explore the role of potential 
future interactions and accountability.

This manuscript contributes to literature on negotiations in five ways. First, we 
explore the impact of hawkish and dovish constituency voices in both distributive 
and integrative negotiations. Second, we investigate how constituency voices dif-
ferentially impact representatives’ negotiation behavior depending on whether the 
opponents’ constituency is similar to (doves vs doves; hawks vs hawks) or differ-
ent from (doves vs hawks) one’s own. Third, we aim to replicate previous findings 
that representatives with exclusively dovish constituency members obtain higher 
outcomes than those with a hawkish constituency in integrative negotiations (Aal-
dering and Ten Velden 2018). Fourth, we empirically test whether the expectation 
of future negotiation interaction with the same counterpart may increase coop-
eration and reduce the competitive influence of hawkish constituency voices on 
negotiation outcomes. Fifth, and finally, we test whether accountability pressures, 
even when implicit, increase competitiveness among representatives, regardless 
of the nature of their constituency.

1.1  Negotiation Behavior Depends on the Task Setting and Motivational 
Orientation

There are two complementary strategies to reach high outcomes in a negotiation 
(Pruitt and Lewis 1975; De Dreu et al. 2007): Claiming value (a distributive strategy 
focused on dividing resources and eliciting concessions from the other party) and 
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creating value (an integrative strategy focused on collaboratively identifying com-
mon interests and finding trade-offs that are beneficial for both parties). The simul-
taneity of value creation and value claiming (Kopelman 2014) enables optimal indi-
vidual and joint outcomes. However, value creation is counterintuitive. Negotiators 
fall prey to a fixed-pie bias (Thompson and Hastie 1990) and assume only competi-
tive tactics will ensure higher gains (Bazerman et al. 2000; Lax and Sebenius 1986), 
thereby missing opportunities to gain value in integrative settings. In purely distrib-
utive settings, the only way to gain value is to claim it, for example, by setting high 
demands and through a reluctance to make concessions (Siegel and Fouraker 1960; 
White and Neale 1991, 1994, for a review see Hüffmeier et al. 2014).

Value creation and value claiming strategies, which play out differently in distrib-
utive and integrative negotiation settings, are adopted not only based on the struc-
ture of the task. The choice of strategy also depends on the motivational orientation 
of negotiators; a preference for a particular distribution of resources between oneself 
and the counterpart (McClintock 1977; Rubin and Brown 1975). Generally, indi-
viduals can be classified as pro-self (mainly valuing high outcomes for oneself) or 
as pro-social (valuing high outcomes for both oneself and others). This classification 
is somewhat artificial, and indeed, social motives can rather be seen as a contin-
uum (Murphy et al. 2011). However pro-self and pro-social motives have been used 
abundantly to classify, as well as induce, motivational orientations in negotiation 
research (e.g., Weingart et  al. 1993; De Dreu et  al., 2000). In integrative negotia-
tions, which allow for both value claiming and value creating strategies, pro-socially 
motivated negotiators generally reach higher joint outcomes than negotiators with 
a pro-self motivation, but only when they resist concession making (De Dreu et al. 
2000; Tzafrir et al. 2012). When a pro-social negotiator faces a pro-self counterpart, 
joint outcomes are generally low; the integrative task is approached in a distributive 
manner, leading to lower than optimal outcomes for both parties and to higher out-
comes for the pro-self party (Schei and Rognes 2003; Olekalns et al. 1996a, b).

Thus, strategies to achieve higher outcomes are informed both by the motivation 
of each party and by the structure of the negotiation setting. Motivational orienta-
tion can be derived from stable individual differences in social value orientation 
(Messick and McClintock 1968), however, it can also be induced with specific goal 
instructions (e.g., Weingart et al. 1993) or by the accountability pressure of repre-
senting a constituency (Ben-Yoav and Pruitt 1984a).

1.2  Hawkish and Dovish Constituency Influence: Symmetrical and Asymmetrical 
Constituencies

Broadly, the presence of a constituency induces a competitive motivational orienta-
tion in representatives. It raises feelings of accountability; negotiators need to be 
able to justify the agreement to their constituency and resist yielding to the other 
parties’ wishes (Druckman 1994; Ben-Yoav and Pruitt 1984a). Such resistance to 
yielding could be efficient in creating value in integrative negotiations, but only if 
combined with a cooperative motivational orientation (De Dreu et  al. 2000). The 
nature of constituencies’ preferences can form another source of motivation, in 
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addition to the competitive motivation caused by the representational role, to guide 
negotiators’ behavior.

Hawkish (competitive) versus dovish (conciliatory) constituency voices have dif-
ferential effects on representatives’ negotiation behavior and outcomes. Generally, 
even when in the minority, hawkish constituency voices increase competitive or 
value-claiming negotiation behavior of representatives (Steinel et al. 2009; Aalder-
ing and Ten Velden 2018). Importantly however, the research on the role of hawk-
ish and dovish constituencies, hitherto, either investigated the effect of constitu-
ency voices on behavior of one independent party (without actual interaction with 
a counterpart, Steinel et  al. 2009) or assumed symmetric constituencies between 
representatives (both representatives represented a constituency with the same num-
ber of hawkish and dovish voices; Aaldering and De Dreu 2012; Aaldering and Ten 
Velden 2018). More insight into asymmetric constituencies between negotiating rep-
resentatives (one represents a hawkish constituency, whereas the other represents a 
dovish constituency) is crucial to understand how constituency composition impacts 
outcomes. We explore negotiation outcomes for asymmetrical and symmetrical con-
stituencies in the context of both distributive and integrative negotiation tasks.

In distributive negotiations, drawing on the well-established work that a hard-
line strategy will pay off in terms of outcomes only if the other party will concede 
(Hüffmeier et  al. 2014; Olekalns et  al. 1996a, b), we expect among asymmetric 
constituencies that hawkish representatives will secure more value than their con-
ciliatory dovish counterparts. The representative with the dovish mandate could 
be more likely to compromise by making concessions, allowing the larger share of 
the pie for the party with the hawkish constituency. However, when faced with a 
(symmetric) hawkish counterpart, representatives of hawkish constituencies likely 
reciprocate competitive strategies and reluctance to make concessions. Such a com-
petitive cycle could disrupt the negotiation process to the extent that no agreement 
is reached at all. Indeed, negotiators with a pro-self social motive are more likely to 
reach impasses in negotiations than pro-socially motivated individuals (Schweins-
berg et al. 2012; Trötschel et al. 2011).

Thus, we predict different patterns of negotiation results depending on the sym-
metric (dovish negotiating with dovish; hawkish with hawkish) versus asymmetric 
(dovish negotiating with hawkish) structure of constituencies, such that:

Hypothesis 1 In a distributive negotiation with a symmetric structure of constitu-
encies, negotiating pairs of representatives with hawkish constituencies will reach 
more impasses than negotiating pairs of representatives with dovish constituencies.

Hypothesis 2 In a distributive negotiation with an asymmetric structure of constitu-
encies, representatives of hawkish constituencies will reach higher outcomes than 
their counterpart with a dovish constituency.

In contrast, when the negotiation has an integrative structure, the constituency 
dynamics may play out in a different way, such that it could pay off to have a dovish 
constituency. Although a mere cooperative orientation may induce quick concession 
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making (De Dreu and Van Lange 1995), we argue that dovish constituencies encour-
ages a combination of value creation with resistance to yielding that could be advan-
tageous in integrative settings. The mere presence of a constituency induces feelings 
of accountability, raising resistance to yielding among representatives (Ben-Yoav 
and Pruitt 1984a), such that the dovish orientation of the constituency may enable 
the representative to balance both value claiming and the pursuit of creative solu-
tions, thereby leading to high joint outcomes, when the counterpart has a similar 
(symmetric) constituency. Representatives of hawkish constituencies would likely 
reciprocate a competitive approach to their (symmetric) hawkish counterpart, and 
such pursuit of merely value claiming strategies would fail in realizing the integra-
tive potential of the negotiation. Indeed, previous research shows that representa-
tives with dovish constituencies discover more integrative potential and reach fewer 
impasses than hawkish representatives facing each other (Aaldering and Ten Velden 
2018). Replicating and extending this work, we therefore predict that:

Hypothesis 3a In integrative negotiations, representatives of hawkish constituencies 
will reach lower outcomes than representatives of dovish constituencies when facing 
a counterpart with the same constituency.

Hypothesis 3b In integrative negotiations, representatives of hawkish constituencies 
will reach more impasses than representatives of dovish constituencies when facing 
a counterpart with the same constituency.

The outcomes in integrative negotiations could look very different when the con-
stituencies are asymmetric. On the one hand, representatives with a dovish constitu-
ency may end up with less value than their hawkish counterpart, because they make 
less competitive demands, as well as because they may provide information that 
weakens their position without reciprocation from their hawkish counterpart. This 
line of reasoning is supported by research on groups, where pro-self-oriented mem-
bers secure higher value for themselves than pro-socially oriented members (Schei 
and Rognes 2005) and findings that pro-self individuals reach higher negotiation 
outcomes when faced with a pro-socially oriented counterpart (Chen et  al. 2003). 
Following this logic, representatives with a hawkish constituency will claim more 
value than their compromising dovish counterparts, leading to higher individual 
outcomes.

On the other hand, there is evidence that pro-social individuals who face a pro-
self counterpart match competitive behavior (Rhoades and Carnevale 1999; Schei 
and Rognes 2003) adopting a tit-for-tat approach both in prisoner dilemma games 
and negotiations (e.g., triangle hypothesis, Kelley and Stahelski 1970; for a review 
of tit-for-tat, see Kopelman 2020). Additionally, pro-social individuals reach higher 
outcomes when they face a pro-self counterpart (Olekalns et  al. 1996a, b). Thus, 
representatives with a dovish mandate may be less likely to unilaterally concede—a 
dynamic further fueled by their representational role obligation—while being open 
to collaborative opportunities that increase gains, thus being simultaneously com-
petitive and cooperative (Kopelman 2014). Following this logic and past findings, 
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in asymmetric settings, a dovish representative may realize more of the integrative 
negotiation potential than the hawkish counterpart.

Given these competing theoretical perspectives and predictions, we approach the 
question of whether, in integrative settings, representatives with a dovish constitu-
ency will reach lower or higher outcomes than their counterpart with a hawkish con-
stituency, through an exploratory analysis.

1.3  Mitigating Hawkish Influence: The Role of Expected Future Interaction

Given the potentially detrimental impact of the mere presence of a constituency, and 
the influence of a hawkish constituency on lower quality negotiation agreements 
(Aaldering and De Dreu 2012; Druckman 1977), it is important to consider psy-
chological factors that may mitigate competitive dynamics in representative nego-
tiations. We suggest that one such factor is the expectation of a future interaction, 
a situational feature inducing a pro-social motivation (Ben-Yoav and Pruitt 1984b; 
Schei and Rognes 2005).

Most negotiations do not take place in isolation. Whether in diplomatic or labor/
business settings, negotiators may meet one another again. The prospect of nego-
tiating with the same party reduces exploitation, which could backfire in a subse-
quent negotiation (Marlowe et  al. 1966), promotes friendliness and cooperation 
(Shaffer and Ogden 1986), softer influence tactics (Van Knippenberg and Steensma 
2003) and more satisfaction with the negotiation (Patton and Balakrishnan 2010). 
Moreover, it increases concern for the interests of the other party, a problem-solving 
approach, and the realization of higher joint outcomes in an integrative task (Ben-
Yoav and Pruitt 1984b). A future-oriented perspective in a given negotiation allows 
for another dimension of integrative potential: concessions in the current negotiation 
can potentially be compensated in the next negotiation. Such thinking may enhance 
a focus on integrative potential, as well as elicit a collaborative and cooperative 
negotiation style in the current negotiation. In a distributive task, the expectation 
of future interaction may increase concession making as a friendly gesture to build 
towards a positive relationship (Hüffmeier et al. 2014).

However, a future-oriented perspective may impact negotiation behavior differ-
ently depending on the constituents’ approach. Representatives with a hawkish con-
stituency, even if they are motivated by self-interest, may realize that the way to fur-
ther their own interests is no longer to demand concessions without reciprocating. 
Some concession making, even when strategic, could open the door to trade-offs 
and realizing integrative potential. This would translate into higher outcomes in an 
integrative task, and fewer impasses in a distributive task. Representatives with a 
dovish constituency would be less influenced by the expectation of future interac-
tion, as they adopt a collaborative approach even if a future interaction is not salient. 
The expectation of future interaction may reduce their resistance to yielding, thereby 
inviting more concessions and lower outcomes both in distributive (less value claim-
ing) and integrative (less value claiming, as well as more focus on unilateral conces-
sions rather than value creation) tasks. These effects are anticipated regardless of the 
nature of the counterparts’ constituency. We thus predict that:
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Hypothesis 4 In both symmetric and asymmetric settings, expectation of future 
interaction will increase outcomes of representatives with a hawkish, but not of rep-
resentatives with a dovish constituency.

2  Overview of Studies

Four experiments (two interactive dyadic experiments and two individual online 
scenario experiments) were designed to test our hypotheses. In the first two exper-
iments, representatives negotiated twice, once in a distributive task and once in 
an integrative task, each with the same counterpart. Only half of the participants 
received the information that they would perform two negotiation tasks with the 
same counterpart. In Experiment 1, all representatives had symmetrical constitu-
encies (either both hawkish or both dovish). In Experiment 2, all representatives 
had asymmetrical constituencies (their counterpart had a constituency different 
to their own). Experiment 3 was designed to further investigate the role of future 
interaction and focused on the representative and their first offer, based only on 
their own constituency. Experiment 4, was designed to explore whether implicit 
accountability is perceived as high by representatives and whether explicitly low-
ering accountability pressures reduces competitiveness.

3  Experiment 1

Our first experiment was designed to investigate how representatives with sym-
metrical (hawkish or dovish) constituencies perform in an integrative as com-
pared to a distributive negotiation task (H1 and H3). Additionally, Experiment 1 
considered the role of expected future interaction in the negotiation (H4).

4  Method

4.1  Participants and Design

One hundred eighty-six participants, mainly undergraduate students from a Western 
European University (Mean age = 23.10, SD = 4.45; 72.6% female) participated in 
exchange for course credit or €10. Dyads (N = 93) based on entrance order of partici-
pants were randomly assigned to the 2 (constituency composition: hawkish or dov-
ish) × 2 (expected future interaction [EFI] or not) design. All participants performed 
two different negotiation tasks: One distributive task and one integrative task. The 
order in which the negotiation tasks were presented was counterbalanced and con-
trolled for in the analyses. Within each dyad, one participant had the role of union 
representative, and the other the role of management representative.
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4.2  Procedure and Constituency Manipulation

Participants were seated behind individual computers and learned that they would 
represent the union or the management of a large organization in negotiations over a 
new collective employment contract and received instructions about the negotiation 
task (see below). Depending on the experimental condition, they were told that there 
would be two negotiations with the same party, or not. To motivate them to con-
sider their constituencies’ wishes and highlight their accountability, they could win a 
bonus of 30 Euros if their constituency would approve of the agreement.

Participants were told that the constituency consisted of four individuals who 
allegedly took part in another version of this experiment where they could choose 
from ten messages to send to their representative (five hawkish and five dovish 
ones, adapted from Steinel et al. 2009 and Aaldering and De Dreu 2012). Partici-
pants read these messages, three of which were presumably chosen and presented in 
red. Depending on the constituency composition conditions, these three were either 
dovish or hawkish in nature (see Table 1). Within dyads, constituencies were equal; 
both members of a dyad received the same hawkish or dovish messages from their 
constituency. Participants negotiated for 25 min via a chat program. After the first 
negotiation, based on condition, participants were either told for the first time, or 
reminded, that there would be another negotiation with the same party. Instructions 
for this second negotiation closely resembled the first. After viewing the messages 
from their constituency again, participants were given twenty minutes for this sec-
ond negotiation. Subsequently, they submitted their agreements, answered additional 
questions (see below), were compensated, debriefed, and thanked for participation.

4.3  Negotiation Task and Dependent Variables

The negotiation tasks each consisted of five issues regarding a new contract: Salary, the 
starting date of the new contract, the duration of the contract, salary increase and health 
insurance coverage by the organization (see Aaldering and Ten Velden 2018, adapted 
from De Dreu et al. 2006). The issues were represented in a point schedule (Table 2).

Table 1  The messages used in Experiment 1 and 2, in bold the ones chosen by the alleged constituencies

Dovish messages Hawkish messages

Try to get a fair deal. It doesn’t have to be free Try to get a good deal. The less we pay the better
Don’t be too hard, that will benefit us most Don’t be too soft, that will benefit us the most
Not all issues are equally important, we can give in 

on some issues
We have to win this negotiation, on all issues

Don’t negotiate too tough, otherwise we’ll regret 
it later

Negotiate tough, otherwise we pay more than 
necessary

Don’t be too tough in the negotiations, that will 
benefit us more

It is ok to make concessions, the other party 
should benefit too

Don’t be too soft in the negotiations, that will 
benefit us most

Don’t make concessions, we have to stand our 
ground
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Depending on the nature of the task (distributive or integrative), potential points 
to be gained on each of the issues differed. In the integrative task, only the first issue 
was distributive, and by making trade-offs on the other issues, parties could receive 
the maximum joint outcome. A fully integrative solution (810 points for each party) 
would consist of the following agreement: Salary €30.000; Start date two weeks, 
duration 0.5 year, salary increase 0.5% and health insurance coverage 25%. Alter-
natively, a compromise agreement on all issues would result in 645 points for each 
party. The maximum outcome for each party, assuming that the other would give in 
completely, was 1290.

For the distributive task, the point schedules of the representatives were each 
other’s mirror image (Table  3). On each issue, each representative could gain a 
maximum of 224 points. This number was chosen to resemble the integrative task 
as closely as possible; a compromise agreement in all issues would in this task too 
result in 645 points for each party.

The main dependent variable (individual outcomes) was the individual points 
gained by one party in the agreement in each task.

The manipulation of constituency composition included six questions (adapted 
from Aaldering and De Dreu 2012, e.g., ‘my constituency wanted me to… ‘be 
accommodating’, ‘be competitive (reverse coded)’, ‘make concessions’, ‘be coop-
erative’, ‘place strong demands (reverse coded)’, ‘negotiate tough’(reverse coded)); 
a higher score indicated a more dovish constituency (Cronbach’s α = 0.97 and 0.96 
for management and union representatives respectively). Answering ranged from 1 
(fully disagree) to 7 (fully agree).

Table 2  Point schedule for union and management representative for the integrative task in Experiment 1 
and Experiment 2

Salary Start contract Duration contract Salary increase Health Coverage

Point schedule management representative
€ 15,000 (540) 14 weeks (90) 0,5 year (180) 0.5% (360) 5%(120)
€ 20,000 (450) 12 weeks (75) 1,0 year (135) 1% (300) 10%(90)
€ 25,000 (360) 10 weeks (60) 1,5 years (90) 1.5% (240) 15%(60)
€ 30,000 (270) 8 weeks (45) 2,0 years (45) 2% (180) 20%(30)
€ 35,000 (180) 6 weeks (30) 2,5 years (00) 2.5% (120) 25%(00)
€ 40,000 (90) 4 weeks (15) 3%(60)
€ 45,000 (00) 2 weeks (00) 3.5% (00)
Point schedule union representative
€ 15,000 (00) 14 weeks (00) 0,5 year (00) 0.5% (00) 5% (00)
€ 20,000 (90) 12 weeks (60) 1,0 year (30) 1% (15) 10% (45)
€ 25,000 (180) 10 weeks (120) 1,5 years (60) 1.5% (30) 15% (90)
€ 30,000 (270) 8 weeks (180) 2,0 years (90) 2% (45) 20% (135)
€ 35,000 (360) 6 weeks (240) 2,5 years (120) 2.5% (60) 25% (180)
€ 40,000 (450) 4 weeks (300) 3% (75)
€ 45,000 (540) 2 weeks (360) 3.5% (90)
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The manipulation of expected future interaction included three items (e.g., ‘After 
the first negotiation, I expected a second negotiation’; ranging from 1 (fully disa-
gree) to 7 (fully agree); Cronbach’s α = 0.83 and 0.82 for management and union 
representatives, respectively). We also measured satisfaction with the negotiation 
outcome with five items, e.g. ‘I am satisfied with the outcome of the negotiation 
task’, ‘I think I reached a good deal in the negotiation’, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.95 and 
0.94 on the first task and 0.96 and 0.93 on the second task for respectively manage-
ment and union representatives).1

5  Results

5.1  Data Treatment

Our analyses used outcomes of each party as within subjects factor in a repeated 
measure design, taking into account non-independence of data within dyads (c.f. 
Kenny et al. 2006; Trötschel et al. 2015; Majer et al. 2020).

Table 3  Point schedule for union and management representative for the distributive task in Experiment 
1 and 2

Salary Start contract Duration contract Salary increase Health coverage

Point schedule management representative
€ 15,000 (224) 14 weeks (224) 0,5 year (224) 0.5% (224) 0%(224)
€ 20,000 (192) 12 weeks (192) 1,0 year (192) 1% (192) 5%(192)
€ 25,000 (160) 10 weeks (160) 1,5 years (160) 1.5% (160) 10%(160)
€ 30,000 (129) 8 weeks (129) 2,0 years (129) 2% (129) 15%(129)
€ 35,000 (86) 6 weeks (86) 2,5 years (86) 2.5% (86) 20%(86)
€ 40,000 (43) 4 weeks (43) 3 years (43) 3% (43) 25%(43)
€ 45,000 (00) 2 weeks (00) 3,5 years (00) 3.5% (00) 30% (00)
Point schedule union representative
€ 15,000 (00) 14 weeks (00) 0,5 years (00) 0.5% (00) 0% (00)
€ 20,000 (43) 12 weeks (43) 1,0 years (43) 1% (43) 5% (43)
€ 25,000 (86) 10 weeks (86) 1,5 years (86) 1.5% (86) 10% (86)
€ 30,000 (129) 8 weeks (129) 2,0 years (129) 2% (129) 15% (129)
€ 35,000 (160) 6 weeks (160) 2,5 years (160) 2.5% (160) 20% (160)
€ 40,000 (192) 4 weeks (192) 3 years (192) 3% (192) 25% (192)
€ 45,000 (224) 2 weeks (224) 3,5 years (224) 3.5% (224) 30% (224)

1 The perceived order of the task was also measured with two items asking participants whether they 
performed the task where they could get 224 points on each issue first and whether they performed the 
task where they could get different points for each issue first on a 1 (fully disagree) – 7 (fully agree) Lik-
ert scale. Participants correctly recalled which task they did first (All F-values > 72, all p-values < .001 in 
both Experiment 1 and 2).
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The lowest dyadic (joint) outcome on the integrative task was 990. Half of this 
outcome (495) was assigned to each of the representatives within a dyad that failed 
to reach an agreement, to be able to retain them in the analyses. We chose to give 
equal values to each role, rather than impute the lowest individual outcomes for each 
party, because a) when one party has low outcomes, the other might have high out-
comes, which does not necessarily reflect a low quality agreement as an impasse 
should and b) we did not want to artificially induce role differences (for a similar 
treatment of impasses, see Carnevale and Lawler 1986; De Dreu et al. 2006; Lewis 
and Fry 1977; Ten Velden et al. 2010).

5.2  Manipulation Check

A 2 (constituency composition) X 2 (perceived cooperativeness by management vs. 
union representatives) Repeated Measures ANOVA with the last factor within sub-
jects, showed that perceived constituency cooperativeness was higher in the dovish 
(M = 5.74, SD = 0.79 for management and M = 5.78, SD = 0.83 for union) than in the 
hawkish condition (M = 1.66, SD = 0.70 for management and M = 1.78, SD = 0.75 
for union), F (1, 91) = 1066.85, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.92, supporting the manipulation of 
constituency composition.

A 2 (EFI: yes or no) X 2 (expectation of future interaction by management vs. 
union representatives) Repeated Measures ANOVA with the last factor within sub-
jects supported the manipulation of expected future interaction (EFI) (MEFI = 4.86, 
SD = 1.79 for management, MEFI = 5.34, SD = 1.62 for union vs. MNo EFI = 4.19, 
SD = 1.89 for management, MNo EFI = 3.81, SD = 1.85 for union, F [1, 91] = 17.04, 
p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.16).

5.3  Hypotheses Testing

A Chi-square analysis showed a non-significant trend suggesting more impasses on 
the distributive task (marginal, χ2 = 2.77, p = 0.096) for hawkish (n = 17) vs. dov-
ish (n = 10) constituency dyads. This does not strictly support Hypothesis 1, but the 
trend is in the expected direction.

Hypothesis 3 and 4 were tested with a Repeated Measure ANCOVA, with out-
comes for each party as repeated measure factor, with constituency composition and 
expectation of future interaction as independent variables, and controlled for order 
of the negotiation tasks. Results revealed a main effect of constituency composi-
tion (F (1, 88) = 4.76, p = 0.032, ηp

2 = 0.05). Supporting Hypothesis 3a, outcomes 
on the integrative task were higher for representatives with a dovish (M = 697.98, 
SD = 118.48 for management, M = 647.87, SD = 125.80 for union) vs. a hawkish 
(M = 666.20, SD = 158.76 for management, M = 601.96, SD = 153.48 for union) con-
stituency. Outcomes did not differ between management and union representatives, 
F (1, 88) = 1.14, p = 0.289, ηp

2 = 0.013.
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Additionally, and supporting Hypothesis 3b, a Chi-squared analysis showed more 
impasses for hawkish (n = 13) vs. dovish (n = 4) constituency dyads on the integra-
tive task (χ2 = 6.07, p = 0.014).

Hypothesis 4 was not supported: there was no main effect of expected future 
interaction on the integrative task, F(1, 88) = 1.28, p = 0.262, ηp

2 = 0.014 and there 
was no interaction between constituency composition and expected future interac-
tion, F (1, 88) = 1.19, p = 0.279, ηp

2 = 0.01). The covariate task order did not affect 
outcomes on the integrative task, F (1, 88) = 0.823, p = 0.367, ηp

2 = 0.01).

6  Experiment 2

Results of the first experiment largely supported our hypotheses. Although the 
effect was on the border of significance, pairs of representatives with dovish con-
stituencies achieved higher outcomes than pairs of hawkish representatives on an 
integrative negotiation task. This replicates previous work (Aaldering and Ten 
Velden 2018), which reinforces our confidence in this effect. Moreover, both dis-
tributive and integrative negotiations ended in impasses more frequently for the 
dyads representing a hawkish versus a dovish constituency.

However, we did not find support for the expectation of future interaction to boost 
hawkish representatives’ negotiation outcomes. This hypothesis (H4) is tested again 
in Experiment 2. More importantly, in Experiment 2, constituency composition is 
manipulated within dyads, creating asymmetrical constituencies, such that each 
negotiation pair consisted of a dovish and a hawkish representative. This enables us 
to investigate: (a) whether representatives with a hawkish constituency outperform 
their dovish counterpart in a distributive negotiation (H2); and (b) whether dovish 
representatives, when faced with a hawkish counterpart, respond in a conciliatory 
manner and reach lower outcomes, or increase their share of the pie in an integrative 
negotiation.

7  Method

7.1  Participants and Design

Two hundred-twenty participants, mainly undergraduate students from a Western 
European University (Mean age = 22.98, SD = 7.09; 75.5% female), took part in 
the experiment in exchange for course credit or €12.50. Participants were randomly 
assigned to a hawkish or dovish constituency and paired into dyads with opposing 
constituency compositions (n = 110), which were randomly assigned to the expecta-
tion of future interaction condition (yes or no). Task order (distributive or integra-
tive) and role (union or management representative) were counterbalanced.
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7.1.1  Procedure and Task

The procedure and manipulation of the constituency were the same as in Experiment 
1. The only exception was that participants now negotiated with a representative 
who had received other messages from their constituency than they themselves had, 
a fact of which they were not explicitly made aware. The negotiation tasks and out-
come variables were the same as in Experiment 1, as were the manipulation checks 
of constituency composition (Cronbach’s α = 0.97 and 0.98 for management and 
union representatives respectively) as well as the manipulation check for expected 
interaction (Cronbach’s α = 0.85 and 0.84 for management and union representatives 
respectively). Here too, satisfaction was measured with the same items as in Experi-
ment 1 (Cronbach’s α = 0.94 and 0.95 for the first task and 0.93 and 0.93 for the sec-
ond task for management and union representatives respectively).

7.2  Results

7.2.1  Data Treatment

To investigate individual outcomes for each dyad member, we analyzed outcomes 
for the dovish and hawkish constituency member as within subjects factor in a 
repeated measures analysis. This takes the interdependence of the data into account 
by using the degrees of freedom on the dyad level, yet allows for comparisons of 
within-dyad outcomes (Trötschel et al. 2015; Majer et al. 2020).

Based on the lowest reached outcomes, we assigned the value of 344 to the 
impasses on the distributive task. Lowest outcomes on the integrative task were 120 
(management) and 210 (union). Assigning such low outcomes for the integrative 
task would heavily skew our data, hence we assigned the same value as in Experi-
ment 1, 495, to the dyad members who did not reach an agreement (N = 14 on the 
integrative task, N = 16 on the distributive task).2

7.2.2  Manipulation Check

A repeated measures analysis with the manipulation check for perceived coopera-
tiveness by hawkish vs. dovish representatives as within subjects factor showed the 
expected effect: Representatives experienced their constituency as more cooperative 
when they were dovish (M = 5.86, SD = 0.75) vs. hawkish (M = 3.71, SD = 2.26), Pil-
lai’s Trace F (1, 109) = 2270.10, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.95.
Expected future interaction was also manipulated successfully as shown by a 2 

(EFI: yes or no) X 2 (perceived likelihood of future interaction by management vs. 
union representative) repeated measures analysis with the last as within-subjects fac-
tor, F (1, 108) = 32.31, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.23 (MEFI = 5.50, SD = 1.49 for management 

2 When removing the impasses from the data altogether, results for the integrative task become some-
what stronger, F (1, 92) = 5.44, p = .022, ηp

2 = .056 and for the distributive task somewhat less strong, F 
(1, 89) = 6.10, p = .015, ηp

2 = .064.
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and MEFI = 5.71, SD = 1.31 for union vs. MNo EFI = 4.21, SD = 1.94 for management 
and MNo EFI = 4.17, SD = 1.97 for union).

7.2.3  Hypothesis Testing

A 2 (EFI vs. no EFI) X 2 (outcomes hawks vs. outcomes doves) repeated meas-
ures Ancova with the last factor as within-subjects factor and controlling for task 
order and role was conducted to test Hypotheses 2 and 4. Supporting Hypothesis 2, 
higher outcomes were reached on the distributive task when representatives’ con-
stituency was hawkish (facing a dovish counterpart, M = 650.52, SD = 164.37) than 
dovish (facing a hawkish counterpart, M = 506.59, SD = 138.87), Pillai’s Trace F (1, 
106) = 10.22, p = 0.002. ηp

2 = 0.09.
The outcomes on the integrative negotiation task were similar, with higher out-

comes for representatives with a hawkish constituency than for those with a dov-
ish one, (Mhawkish = 764.45, SD = 161.39 vs. Mdovish = 576.41, SD = 132.59), Pillai’s 
Trace F (1, 106) = 3.83, p = 0.053, ηp

2 = 0.035. This answers the exploratory question 
we posed about representatives’ outcomes in asymmetrical constituencies, showing 
that representatives with hawkish constituencies reach higher outcomes in integra-
tive negotiations than their dovish counterpart. There were no main effects nor mod-
erations of expected future interaction on outcomes in either task (all F’s < 1.8, all 
p’s > 0.17). Thus, Hypothesis 4 is again not supported.

The covariate task order affected outcomes on the distributive task, F (1, 
106) = 17.63, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.14., as well as on the integrative task F (1, 
106) = 4.01, p = 0.048, ηp

2 = 0.04, indicating higher outcomes on the second task. 
There were no role effects on outcomes on either task (all F’s < 1).

8  Experiment 3

Results of Experiment 2 demonstrated that the asymmetry in constituencies impor-
tantly influences outcomes; when faced with a hawkish counterpart, dovish repre-
sentatives reach lower outcomes, regardless of the nature of the task. This stands in 
contrast to the higher outcomes achieved by dovish representatives in symmetrical 
constituencies (Experiment 1). Again, similar to findings of Experiment 1, there was 
no indication that expected future interaction played a role in negotiation outcomes. 
This is noteworthy, given previous research showing expected future interaction 
to induce a cooperative motivational orientation (Ben-Yoav and Pruitt 1984b; Pat-
ton and Balakrishnan 2010; Shaffer and Ogden 1986). Experiment 3 was designed 
to better understand the effect of expected future interaction in representative 
negotiations.

Our operationalization of expected future interaction emphasized that another 
negotiation would take place with the same person soon after the first negotiation. 
This may have been interpreted as an opportunity for building a relationship as we 
intended, but could alternatively have been interpreted as a second chance to exploit 
the other party. While we did not observe an increase in competitive tactics and 
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outcomes under expected future interaction, the manipulation may have rested on 
the exchange relationship between parties, rather than on building a social relation-
ship through increased other-concern.

Increased other-concern (whether measured as unmitigated communal orienta-
tion, Amanatullah et al. 2008, or as straightforwardness, DeRue et al. 2009) is asso-
ciated with increased concession making in negotiations due to higher value of the 
relationship (Amanatullah et  al. 2008). Importantly, research on other-focus and 
relationships in negotiations has hardly found direct effects on integrative outcomes 
(Amanatullah et al. 2008; DeRue et al. 2009; Thompson and DeHarpport 1998; Fry 
et  al. 1983; Thompson et  al. 1996). In our third experiment, we therefore investi-
gate concession making as response to a first offer from the other party. Moreover, 
we expect that an increased emphasis on the potential of future relationship build-
ing will facilitate cooperative intentions, even when these are driven by a hawkish 
motive, and positive views of the relationship in general. Because representatives of 
dovish constituencies are cooperatively inclined by the nature of their perspective 
(dovish), the effect of a potential future interaction would be stronger among hawk-
ish representatives. We thus further specify the impact of expected future interaction 
(initially presented broadly as H4) as follows:

Hypothesis 5 Expectation of future interaction will decrease competitive counterof-
fers and resistance points of representatives with a hawkish, but not of representa-
tives with a dovish constituency.

Moreover, we used a different negotiation context to enable generalization to 
other settings.

8.1  Methods

8.1.1  Participants and Design

Two hundred eighty-four UK inhabitants (73.9% female, 25.7% male, Mean 
age = 34.40, SD = 10.96, ranging between 18 and 65) participated in an online 
experiment on prolific.co. Data was collected of 304 participants, but twenty were 
removed before analyses because they failed a simple attention check item. The 
experiment had a 2 (constituency: hawkish vs. dovish) X 2 (potential of future inter-
action [PFI]: Yes or no) design. Participants received 0.67 pound sterling (appr. 0.88 
USD) for participation, which took on average eight minutes.

8.1.2  Procedure and Negotiation Task

Upon indicating informed consent, participants were asked to imagine negotiating 
as lawyer on behalf of a company with another lawyer about a patent infringement 
case. They represented a team of four: The R&D director, two researchers and the 
CEO. They were told to negotiate about the license fee; a one-issue distributive 
negotiation ranging from 500.000 to 2.500.000, with increasing steps of 250.000, 
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leading to a total of nine possible agreements. Before starting the negotiation, partic-
ipants read an email which reiterated alleged previous instructions from their client 
team. These instructions were either hawkish or dovish and are shown in Table 4. 
Depending on condition, the email ended with the statement ‘You all agreed that 
it is important to succeed in this negotiation’ (no consideration of potential future 
interaction) or additionally ‘Successful resolution of this matter will open the door 
for future business opportunities with the other company’ (in the “potential of future 
interaction” (PFI) condition). Note that this manipulation does not directly induce a 
pro-social motivation and only differs from the manipulations in Experiment 1 and 
2 by raising awareness about the potential benefits of a future relationship. All par-
ticipants received the first offer from the other party, which was 750.000 dollar, and 
made their counteroffer. This was the main dependent variable. They additionally 
were asked to fill out the lowest agreement they would have accepted (resistance 
point) and then completed questions about their negotiation behavior, their subjec-
tive value in the negotiation, and manipulation check items.

8.1.3  Materials

Three items assessed whether representatives had considered future business oppor-
tunities during the negotiation (e.g. ‘During the negotiation, I kept in mind that 
I could negotiate a profitable agreement with the other party again in the future’, 
Cronbach’s α = 0.69). Answering on these items ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 
7 (strongly agree).

The manipulation check of hawkishness in the constituency was assessed with 
four items (e.g. ‘My constituency had a competitive mindset’, Cronbach’s α = 0.83) 
and the manipulation check of consideration of potential future interaction was 
assessed with three items (e.g. ‘My constituency members reminded me that I could 
explore future business opportunities with the other negotiation party’, Cronbach’s 
α = 0.71). All items were answered on a 1–7 Likert scale, ranging from 1 (com-
pletely disagree) to 7 (completely agree). We also measured participants’ subjective 
value and their willingness to negotiate with the same party again using the Subjec-
tive Value Inventory (Curhan et al. 2006), Cronbach’s α = 0.88.

Table 4  The messages used in Experiment 3

Hawkish messages Dovish messages

Don’t be too soft, that will benefit us most Don’t be too tough in the negotiations, that will 
benefit us more

Try to get a good deal, focus on our goals Try to get a good deal, but also listen to the other 
side

Negotiate tough, otherwise we don’t get what we 
need

Don’t negotiate too tough, that may not pay off
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8.2  Results

8.2.1  Manipulation Checks

ANOVAs showed the expected main effects of constituency and considera-
tion of potential future interaction on the manipulation check scales. Representa-
tives reported that their constituency was more hawkish when they had a hawk-
ish (M = 5.35, SD = 1.04) vs. dovish constituency (M = 3.51, SD = 0.89, F [1, 
283] = 260.37, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.48, 95% CI [1.62, 2.07]. Representatives in the 
PFI condition reported that they were reminded of potential future interactions 
more (M = 4.70, SD = 1.20) than representatives in the no-PFI condition (M = 3.41, 
SD = 1.27), F (1, 283) = 88.39, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.24, 95% CI [1.02, 1.56].

8.2.2  Hypothesis Testing

A 2 (constituency: hawkish vs. dovish) × 2 (PFI: yes vs. no) MANOVA was run 
on counteroffer and resistance point. Multivariate effects for Constituency (F 
[2, 279] = 27.35, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.16) and potential of future interaction (F [2, 
279] = 6.18, p = 0.002, ηp

2 = 0.04) were followed up with ANOVAs. As expected, 
representatives with hawkish constituencies (M = 6.89, SD = 2.05) made higher 
(more competitive) counteroffers than representatives with dovish constituen-
cies (M = 5.50, SD = 1.65, F (1, 280) = 41.75, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.13, 95% CI [0.97, 
1.82]. Moreover, higher counteroffers were made without (MNo PFI = 6.58, SD = 1.94) 
than with (MPFI = 5.82, SD = 1.97) potential future interaction, F (1, 280) = 11.81, 
p = 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.04, 95% CI [0.32, 1.17]. Finally, there was a trend towards an 
interaction between constituency composition and PFI (F [1, 280] = 3.33, p = 0.069, 
ηp

2 = 0.01, 95% CI [0.54, 1.73]). We chose to further analyze this trend, although it 
was not significant at the p < 0.05 value. Simple effects suggested that representa-
tives with hawkish constituencies made higher counteroffers when they did not, ver-
sus when they did, consider the potential of future interaction, F (1, 280) = 13.93, 
p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.05. There was no effect of considering future interaction for rep-
resentatives with dovish constituencies, F (1, 280) = 1.29, p = 0.26, ηp

2 = 0.01, see 
Fig. 1. These findings show marginal support for Hypothesis 5. Representatives also 
had a higher resistance point with a hawkish (M = 4.85, SD = 1.44) versus dovish 
constituency (M = 3.74, SD = 1.15, F (1, 280) = 51.73, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.16, 95% CI 
[0.80, 1.40], and when they were not considering the potential of future interaction 
(MNo PFI = 4.54, SD = 1.38 vs. MPFI = 4.06, SD = 1.42, F (1, 280) = 9.21, p = 0.003, 
ηp

2 = 0.03, 95% CI [0.16, 0.76]. There was no interaction.3

3 Satisfaction with the negotiation was also measured in Experiment 1 and 2. In Experiment 1, dov-
ish representatives reported higher satisfaction than hawkish representatives on both tasks (On the inte-
grative task: Mdoves = 5.12, SD = 1.54 for management, Mdoves = 4.49, SD = 1.71 for union, Mhawks = 4.11, 
SD = 1.48 for management and Mhawks = 3.91, SD = 1.59 for union, F [1, 88] = 14.23, p < .001, ηp

2 = .14. 
On the distributive task: Mdoves = 5.19, SD = 1.38 for management, Mdoves = 5.12, SD = 1.16 for union, 
Mhawks = 4.00, SD = 1.53 for management, Mhawks = 4.15, SD = 1.57 for union, F [1, 88] = 28.10, p < .001, 
ηp

2 = .24). There were no such effects in Experiment 2.
 In Experiment 3, the Subjective Value Inventory (Curhan et  al. 2016) was used to assess subjective 
value with the negotiation. Representatives’ subjective value was not influenced by constituency com-
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Thus, results of Experiment 3 provided some, though not conclusive, support for 
the hypothesized role of the potential of future interaction in decreasing competi-
tive counteroffers by representatives, particularly by representatives with a hawkish 
constituency.4

9  Experiment 4

Thus far, our studies have demonstrated the interplay of different combinations of 
motivational orientation. Representational role induces a competitive orientation, 
leading to resistance to yielding and higher integrative outcomes when the motiva-
tional orientation of the constituency is cooperative (dovish), but not when it is com-
petitive (hawkish) (Experiment 1). Such a double competitive motivational orienta-
tion (representative role and hawkish constituents), however, paid off in distributive 
tasks (Experiment 2), and was somewhat mitigated by the cooperative motivational 
orientation of expected future interaction (Experiment 3). This reasoning relies on 
the assumption that the representational role indeed induces a competitive motiva-
tion, through the experience of accountability. Accountability was neither explicitly 

Fig. 1  Counteroffers depending on constituency and potential for future interaction with the same coun-
terpart (Experiment 3)

4 In Experiment 3, we additionally measured participants’ willingness to negotiate with the same person 
again with one item, and the extent to which they considered future negotiations with the same person 
with three items. There was a main (F (1, 280) = 20.90, p < .001, ηp

2 = .07) and interaction effect (F (1, 
280) = 3.84, p = .051, ηp

2 = .01) of constituency composition and PFI on consideration of future negotia-
tions, but no effects on willingness to negotiate again.

Footnote 3 (continued)
position (F (1, 280) < 1, p = .70), but was higher when representatives considered the potential of 
future interaction (M = 4.63, SD = 0.68) than when they did not (M = 4.38, SD = 0.73, F (1, 280) = 8.68, 
p = .003, ηp

2 = .03. In Experiment 4, there were no effects of constituency composition or accountability 
on subjective value, using the same measure, all F’s < 1.
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targeted nor measured in Experiments 1–3. Experiment 1 and 2 included a non-
explicit weak manipulation of accountability given that participants were told they 
could win extra money by satisfying their constituents. Experiment 3 lacked any ref-
erence to accountability.

We designed Experiment 4 to explore to what extent accountability is experienced 
and influences negotiation behavior, even in the absence of an explicit manipulation. 
Rather than comparing representatives with non-representatives in their offer mak-
ing (which has been done before, e.g. Benton and Druckman 1973, 1974; Druckman 
et al. 1974), we explored manipulations of both explicitly high and low accountabil-
ity. We compared these with the absence of a manipulation (similar to Experiment 
3). If the representational role increases accountability—and hence competitiveness, 
regardless of the orientation of the constituency—we should observe more competi-
tive resistance points when accountability is explicitly high or not mentioned, ver-
sus when it is explicitly low. If participants did not experience accountability and 
its associated competitive orientation, we should observe more competitive resist-
ance points when accountability is high, versus not mentioned and versus explicitly 
low. We might find a similar effect on counteroffers, although the resistance point is 
more crucial: It indicates representatives’ willingness to concede, while keeping the 
approval of their constituency in mind.

9.1  Method

9.1.1  Participants and Design

After removing 32 participants who did not correctly answer the attention check 
item (‘Please indicate 1’), 319 participants completed the study via dataplatform 
prolific.co (Mean age = 26.81, SD = 8.28; 45.5% female, 53.9% male), in exchange 
for £0.80. The sample was diverse in nationalities (28.5% Polish, 13.8% Italian, 
11.3% Portuguese, 8.2% British, 5% Greek, 4.1% Spanish and many other coun-
tries). They were randomly allocated to one condition of the 2 (constituency: Hawk-
ish vs. dovish) X 3 (accountability: High vs. low vs. control) design.

9.1.2  Procedure and Task

The procedure and manipulation of the constituency, as were as the task, were the 
same as in Experiment 3. The only difference was the manipulation of accountabil-
ity. In the control condition, there was no mention of accountability, which is similar 
to the scenario in Experiment 3. To manipulate high accountability, the following 
sentence was included: ‘It is important for you to please your clients. Pleasing your 
clients today will help your firms’ reputation. Also, in addition to compensation you 
will receive from these clients they will complete a customer satisfaction survey so 
it is important for you to represent their interests’. For the low accountability condi-
tion, this sentence read: ‘It is not so important for you to please your clients. Pleas-
ing your clients today will not affect your firms’ reputation. Also, it will not impact 
your compensation and they will not be completing a customer satisfaction survey’. 
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This information preceded the manipulation of the dovish vs. hawkish constituency. 
The high accountability manipulation was repeated before participants were shown 
the first offer from the other party.

9.1.3  Materials

The only difference in materials from Experiment 3 was the addition of three items 
to check the manipulation of accountability (e.g. ‘It was important for me and my 
firm to negotiate in the interests of my constituency’, Cronbach’s α = 0.71). All items 
were answered on a 1 – 7 Likert scale, ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 
(completely agree).

9.2  Results

9.2.1  Manipulation Checks

ANOVAs showed the expected main effects of constituency and accountability 
on the manipulation check scales. Representatives reported that their constituency 
was more hawkish when they had a hawkish (M = 4.98, SD = 1.02) vs. dovish con-
stituency (M = 3.54, SD = 0.88, F [1, 313] = 185.34, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.37. The main 
effect of accountability was also significant, F (2, 313) = 65.58, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.30. 
Accountability was perceived as higher in the high accountability condition than in 
the control condition (Mhigh = 5.50, SD = 0.92, Mcontrol = 5.19, SD = 0.85, Contrast 
Estimate = -0.32, p = 0.034, 95% CI [-0.62; -0.02]) or the low accountability con-
dition (Mlow = 3.84, SD = 1.46, Contrast Estimate = -1.65, p < 0.001, 95% CI [-1.95; 
-1.35]). Accountability was also perceived as higher in the control condition than 
in the low accountability condition (Contrast Estimate = -1.33, p < 0.001, 95% CI 
[-1.63; -1.03]).

9.2.2  Exploratory Analysis

A 2 (constituency: hawkish vs. dovish) × 3 (Accountability: control vs. low vs. high) 
MANOVA was run on counteroffer and resistance point, revealing multivariate 
effects for constituency (Roy’s largest Root F [2, 312] = 16.66, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.10) 
and accountability (Roy’s largest Root F [2, 313] = 3.22, p = 0.041, ηp

2 = 0.02). 
Follow-up ANOVAs showed that, as expected, representatives with hawkish con-
stituencies (M = 6.48, SD = 2.05) made higher (more competitive) counteroffers than 
representatives with dovish constituencies (M = 5.23, SD = 1.80, F (1, 313) = 32.97, 
p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.10). Accountability did not affect counteroffers, F (2, 313) = 0.99, 
p = 0.373, ηp

2 = 0.006 and there was no interaction, F (2, 313) = 0.34, p = 0.71, 
ηp

2 = 0.002.
Additionally, the resistance point of hawkish representatives was higher (more 

competitive) than that of dovish representatives (Mhawkish = 4.41, SD = 1.49, 
Mdovish = 3.81, SD = 1.26, F (1, 313) = 14.95, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.05. Higher account-
ability also increased the resistance point, F (1, 313) = 2.99, p = 0.052, ηp

2 = 0.02. 
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Contrast analysis showed marginally higher resistance points for high vs. low 
accountability (Mhigh = 4.19, SD = 1.38, Mlow = 3.85, SD = 1.47, Contrast esti-
mate = 0.34, p = 0.074, 95%CI [-0.72, 0.03]) as well as more competitive (higher) 
resistance points for the control condition vs. low accountability (Mcontrol = 4.31, 
SD = 1.39, Contrast estimate = -0.45, p = 0.020, 95%CI [-0.82, -0.07]). The high 
accountability and control condition did not differ (Contrast estimate = -0.11, 
p = 0.58, 95%CI [-0.48, 0.27]). There was no interaction between constituency 
composition and accountability on the resistance point, F (1, 313) = 0.40, p = 0.67, 
ηp

2 = 0.003.

10  General Discussion

Lay beliefs about negotiations emphasize the value of a competitive approach and 
forcing concessions. Such beliefs are pervasive among constituency members who 
are represented in negotiations; whether through election, such as in political negoti-
ations, or appointment, as in labor and organizational negotiations. Given the fixed-
pie bias (Thompson and Hastie 1990), constituency members frequently assume that 
the negotiation is zero-sum, and that their representatives should not make conces-
sions to the other party. Accordingly, representing a constituency elicits a competi-
tive negotiation style, especially when the constituency members explicitly express 
such hawkish preferences. At the same time, research over the past decennia has 
demonstrated that a collaborative style facilitates optimal agreements. If there is 
more than one issue being considered (e.g., not only a single-issue such as price), 
the negotiation task is simultaneously cooperative and competitive in nature (Kopel-
man 2014) and potentially offers an opportunity to co-create value (for a review 
see De Dreu et al. 2000). Dovish representatives, who are collaborative and better 
positioned to create value when facing a similarly dovish constituency representa-
tive (Aaldering and Ten Velden 2018), may not experience such an advantage when 
facing a hawkish representative. The motivational dynamics in these asymmetric-
representative dyadic negotiations are complex.

Here, we investigated the role of different forms of social motivation in dyadic 
negotiations: Accountability to constituents, constituency composition, and the role 
of expected future interaction, in both an integrative and a distributive task. We 
found that the interplay of social motivations determines negotiation success: Rep-
resentational accountability combined with a dovish constituency paid off in Experi-
ment 1, resulting in higher outcomes and fewer impasses on the integrative task. 
However, when dovish representatives faced a hawkish one (Experiment 2), dov-
ish representatives’ outcomes decreased on both integrative and distributive tasks—
potentially due to too much concession making. Here, the double pro-self motiva-
tion of accountability and a hawkish constituency led to higher outcomes. We did 
not find the expectation of future interaction, a pro-social motivation, to boost out-
comes in dyadic negotiations.
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10.1  Contributions and implications

The contributions of this research are manifold. We expand and enrich the litera-
ture on representative negotiations (De Dreu et  al. 2014) and constituency voices 
and integrate these literatures with literature on motivational orientation in negotia-
tions. Whereas previous research has either investigated integrative (Aaldering and 
De Dreu 2012; Aaldering and Ten Velden 2018; Ben Yoav and Pruitt 1984a, b) or 
distributive (Steinel et al. 2009, 2010; Van Kleef et al. 2007) representative negotia-
tions, we directly studied both and thereby exclude the possibility that our findings 
do not generalize beyond one specific task type. Furthermore, we introduced con-
stituency voices as additional means to induce a pro-social or pro-self motivation in 
representatives, and demonstrated how representatives respond to their constituen-
cies’ voices in their behavior, both in their opening offers (Experiment 3 and 4) and 
in interactive negotiations (Experiment 1 and 2). We demonstrated that outcomes for 
representatives reverse, depending on whether the negotiation takes place between 
representatives with similar-minded (symmetric; Experiment 1) versus different 
(asymmetric; Experiment 2) constituencies. Representatives with dovish constitu-
encies have the potential to reach the highest quality agreements, but this potential 
would only be achieved if their counterpart has similar dovish intentions. We intro-
duce consideration of future interaction to mitigate competitive negotiation tactics. 
While our data is not consistent, we found that the potential of future interaction 
increases cooperativeness in general, as well as some preliminary support that the 
potential of future interaction can decrease competitiveness for representatives with 
hawkish constituencies (Experiment 3). Finally, we showed that accountability plays 
an important role in representative negotiations; representatives make more compet-
itive offers when accountability is either explicit or implicit, but when accountability 
is explicitly absent, akin to individual negotiations, competitiveness drops (Experi-
ment 4).

Our findings bear practical implications both for representatives and constituency 
members in labor relations, diplomacy, and business negotiations. We demonstrate 
how hawkish preferences can backfire for constituents when their representative 
faces a similar-minded counterpart. We show how dovish preferences do not invite 
exploitation due to accountability pressures, yet can lead to the best and most crea-
tive agreements—unless the counterpart is hawkish. We also demonstrate how col-
laborative tactics and higher outcomes can be stimulated for representatives, even 
when they experience hawkish constituency pressure.

While our findings illuminate important theoretical and empirical dynamics, 
future research is needed to better understand the dynamics of representative nego-
tiations. For example, while it is interesting and valuable to know how symmetric 
versus asymmetric constituencies inform negotiation agreements, many other con-
stituency compositions are conceivable. Multi-faceted constituencies in political and 
organizational negotiation contexts may lead to varying degrees of hawkish and dov-
ish factions in a particular constituency. Additionally, constituencies can differ on 
facets beyond hawkish- and dovish-ness, such as their similarity to or relationship 
with the representative, or the degree to which they endorse other types of negotia-
tion strategies (e.g., attitudes towards more or less ethical behavior; Aaldering et al. 
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2020), as well as psychological variables, such as culture and emotions (Rees and 
Kopelman 2019; Druckman and Olekalns 2008). Finally, little is known on whether 
and when constituency members are willing to accept an agreement that requires 
different degrees of concession making, and if they would approve of both the nego-
tiated agreement and the representatives (Maoz and McCauley 2005). This unex-
plored domain will benefit from more research on constituents’ perceptions and 
approval of negotiated agreements.

11  Concluding remarks

Constituency pressure leads representatives to adopt a competitive approach in 
negotiations, leading to suboptimal outcomes. Across four experiments, we dem-
onstrate circumstances under which listening to the hawkish voices can help and 
harm negotiation outcomes. For representatives and constituency members alike, 
the potential value of a dovish approach in negotiations can be beneficial in both 
distributive and integrative settings. Balancing a collaborative approach without 
weakening one’s own position and satisfying the constituency remains a chal-
lenge, and a domain important to future research and practice.
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