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Abstract

Negotiation, as a form of interpersonal interaction, is essential in any context
as it is the means individuals use for managing conflict and accomplishing
their objectives. The purpose of this article is to review the current negotia-
tion literature and highlight the significance and pervasive effects of emotions
in the negotiation or bargaining process and outcome. Although there has
been a broad interest in the study of negotiation, research has mainly focused
on the study of the cognitive and rational aspects of the negotiation process
while its emotional aspects have been overlooked. Nevertheless, in the past
few years, there has been an increasing realization that emotions play a cru-
cial role in negotiation and therefore the study of emotions in negotiation has
been embraced by both researchers and academics. This article is organized
in three sections. In the first section, the fundamental principles of conflict
resolution and negotiation are provided in order to facilitate the understand-
ing of the mixed existing literature which leads to a chaos. In the second sec-
tion, a historical perspective of negotiation is presented in order to shed light
on its evolution over the years. In the third section, the role of emotions in
negotiation is highlighted and an emphasis is put on the significance of posi-
tive emotions, in an attempt to outline how the discipline of positive psy-
chology can meaningfully contribute to the negotiation field.

Keywords

Negotiation, Positive Emotions, Positive Psychology, Bargaining, Conflict
Resolution

1. Introduction

Conflict is inevitable and ubiquitous in both personal and organizational life and
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it often causes strong emotional responses to the conflicting parties (Van Kleef,
2008). Conflict is defined as a type of social interaction process between indi-
viduals with incompatible values or interests (Mack & Snyder, 1957; Bernard,
1957; Deutsch, 1973). Several techniques, such as legal procedures, or even vi-
olence, can be employed to resolve conflict (Rubin & Brown, 1975). Neverthe-
less, the primary and most constructive mechanism for managing conflict is ne-
gotiation, which is a form of social exchange used whenever conflict erupts and
is defined as the symbolic communication between two or more parties pursuing
to reach an agreement on an issue where contradictory interests originally ex-
isted (Kimmel et al., 1980). Other definitions consider negotiation as a deliberate
interaction between two or more complex social units aiming to define or rede-
fine the terms of their interdependence (Walton & McKersie, 1965) or as a process
aiming to resolve a perceived discrepancy of interests (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993;
Pruitt, 1998).

In the majority of the literature, “bargaining” is a term used as a synonym for
“negotiation”, as if they have reference to the same phenomenon. Nevertheless,
it is helpful to mention the distinction between the two. Literally, bargaining is
more like haggling over price in a “bazaar” setting, so it is negotiation of price
alone. It refers to a typical win-lose or competitive form of negotiation where
resources are limited and parties act opportunistically as they seek to maximize
their benefits at the expense of the other party. On the other hand, negotiation
refers to a win-win, problem-solving approach where all parties can end up with
equally beneficial outcomes (Stevens, 1958; Ghauri & Usunier, 2003). Another
view supports that while bargaining concerns the interaction between people
over some sale or purchase, negotiation refers to the interaction between com-
plex social units (e.g. nations), aiming at resolving multiple issues (Rubin &
Brown, 1975). Since the above-mentioned meanings of the two concepts are
considered to be outdated (Ghauri & Usunier, 2003), in this article, the terms
negotiation and bargaining will be treated as interchangeable.

Negotiation has drawn the attention of researchers and practitioners for a
long period of time. However, for many years, research had focused on the study
of the cognitive aspects of the negotiation process. The emotional aspects in
bargaining were not just underestimated but absolutely neglected (Thomas,
1990; Kramer et al., 1993; Brooks & Schweitzer, 2011). Surprisingly, even con-
cepts such as trust and motives that embody an emotional content had been stu-
died exclusively in terms of strategy (Olekalns & Druckman, 2014). Emotion was
considered to be an obstacle to an effective negotiation outcome while rationali-
ty was considered as more appropriate, and neutral emotions expressed by the
use of the proverbial impassive “poker face” were strongly suggested (Gibson &
Schroeder, 2002).

Only recently negotiation researchers have shifted their attention from the
procedural, cognitive and rational processes to the emotional ones, in an attempt

to understand negotiation more fully (e.g. Barry, Fulmer, & Van Kleef, 2004;
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Kopelman, Rosette, & Thompson, 2006; Thompson, Nadler, & Kim, 1999; Al-
Ired, 1999; Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Shapiro, 1991; Baron, 1990; Barry & Oliv-
er, 1996; Morris & Keltner, 2000; Shapiro & Bies, 1994; Lawler & Yoon, 1995;
Barry, 1999). Over the past few years, the influence of emotions and affective
components in negotiation has been highlighted (Kumar, 1997) as it has become
apparent that rational thought is critical but it cannot operate in the absence of
emotions, and vice versa (Callahan, 1988). As Davidson & Greenhalgh (1999)
suggest, when two individuals have different opinions about an issue but neither
of them has an emotional reaction, there will be no negotiation.

The purpose of this article is: a) to review the relevant literature and highlight
the fundamental principles of conflict resolution and negotiation, b) to present a
historical perspective of negotiation, and c) to emphasize the role of emotions,
and especially the impact of positive emotions on the negotiation process and

outcomes.

2. Basic Principles of Negotiation

Since conflict is omnipresent, it can occur between individuals, groups, organi-
zations or nations (Van Kleef & Coté, 2018). For this reason, negotiation has
been studied from several perspectives, including the psychological (e.g. Barry &
Oliver, 1996), the economic (e.g. Tversky & Kahneman, 1981), the collective (e.g.
Walton & Mc Kersie, 1965), and the diplomatic or international perspective (e.g.
Adler, Graham, & Gehrke, 1987).

Negotiations can take several forms. They can be conflict management or
transactional negotiations. They may concern simple daily interactions and dis-
agreements, complex organizational issues, legal disputes or even issues capable
of leading to wars. They can take place between two people discussing one issue,
or they may involve multiple topics, multiple parties or several people acting on
behalf of a constituency. They can be short or long-lasting and they may refer to
face-to-face or virtual interactions. Nonetheless, regardless the type of negotia-
tion, they all share a common element: the desire of the parties involved to coo-
perate so as to avoid impasse and reach an agreement and to compete in order to
maximize their outcomes (Komorita & Parks, 1995; Deutsch, 1973).

The theoretical goal of the negotiation study is to enable individuals to foresee
the outcomes of the bargaining process, while its applied goal is to facilitate in-
dividuals negotiate in a more effective way (Bazerman, 1986; Raiffa, 1982). The
principal features of negotiation are that 1) participants consider their interests
as conflicting, 2) communication is feasible, 3) several alternative solutions are
possible, 4) individuals have the right to make provisional offers and coun-
ter-offers, and 5) offers are not final and binding neither determine the outcome
until they are accepted by both parties (Schelling, 1960; Chertkoff & Esser, 1976).
The basic components of negotiation are: 1) the parties that are the individuals
(or a group of people sharing common interests) who participate in it, 2) their

Interests that express their preferences, 3) the process that describes the interac-
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tion, communication and relationship between the parties as well as the bar-
gainers’ behaviors, cognitions and motivations, and 4) the outcome that is the
product of the bargaining process (Thompson & Hastie, 1990a; Walton & McKer-
sie, 1965). While the parties and the interests are quite explicit and clear, the
negotiation process and outcome are extremely complex and therefore should be
explained and analyzed in more depth.

Negotiation process. The structure of the negotiation process depends on the
degree of conflict that exists between parties’ interests. Pure conflict, also known
as fixed-sum or win-lose or value claiming or purely distributive bargaining, re-
fers to situations where parties’ interests are absolutely conflicting and perfectly
negatively correlated and thus bargainers’ primary motivation is to maximize
their utility or their share of fixed-sum payoffs. At the very opposite end, there
are pure coordination situations that describe negotiations where bargainers’ in-
terests are totally compatible. Nevertheless, most negotiation situations are not
classified into any of the above categories but into a third one, variable-sum or
win-win or value creation or integrative bargaining, where parties’ interests are
neither completely opposed and purely competitive nor completely compatible,
and the gains of one party do not represent equal losses for the other party. In-
tegrative negotiation follows a joint problem-solving and information sharing
format and gives individuals the opportunity to achieve a “bigger pie” and in-
crease the size of their gains (Thompson, 1990; Pruitt & Rubin, 1986; Raiffa,
1982, Walton & McKersie, 1965; Lewicki, Weiss, & Lewin, 1992; Lewicki,
Saunders, & Barry, 2006; Pruitt & Lewis, 1977).

Negotiation outcome. As far as the negotiation outcome is concerned, it can
be either the impasse, when the bargainers fail to reach a mutually accepted
agreement, or the agreement between the parties (Thompson, 1990).

Integrative negotiation agreement. In bargaining situations, the agreement is
considered to be integrative, efficient or Pareto optimal when it satisfies the in-
terests of all parties involved and there is not any other possible alternative that
could benefit one or both parties while at the same time not hurting any of them
(Pareto, 1935; Nash, 1950). An illustrative example to comprehend Pareto opti-
mality is a story recounted by Fisher and Ury (1981). Two sisters fighting for a
single orange, decided to resolve their dispute by cutting it in half. After a while,
they realized that one of them just needed the juice while the other wanted the
rind. In this case, cutting the orange in half cannot be considered as Pareto effi-
cient, since another possible solution could have maximized both sisters’ out-
comes; one could have received the juice and the other all of the rind. Unfortu-
nately, in the real world, not many bargainers manage to reach Pareto-optimal
outcomes regularly (Thompson & Hastie, 1990b).

Distributive negotiation agreement. The distributive aspect of bargaining re-
fers to the way individuals choose to divide resources and can be understood
through the classic ultimatum game. The wltimatum bargaining game is the

most popular instrument used in negotiation research and was described by
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Giith, Schmittberger and Schwarze (1982). In fact, it is a “take it or leave it” ex-
periment during which a player, called the proposer, is given the opportunity to
split a fixed amount of money with another player, called the responder. Once
the proposer communicates his decision to the responder, the latter has the op-
tion to either reject it, if the deal is perceived as unfair, or to accept it. In the first
case, both players receive nothing, while if the responder accepts it the amount
of money is split as per the proposal and the distributive aspect of the bargaining
process is the proportion of the initial amount that each negotiator gets. Al-
though the game’s structure seems to be quite simple and easy to understand,
nevertheless, the psychological mechanisms underlying the players’ decisions are
both complex and diverse.

Negotiation may result to both economic outcomes, which describe the finan-
cial elements gained or lost, and subjective or social-psychological outcomes that
refer to the perceptions and feelings about the bargaining situation, the oppo-
nent, the self and the instrumental outcomes. The negotiators’ satisfaction, the
relationship between the parties, and their willingness to repeat the process with
the same opponent in the future are some examples of the social-psychological
outcomes which may result from negotiation (Curhan et al., 2006). Economic
outcomes can influence social-psychological outcomes and vice versa (Allport,
1955; Thompson, 1990; Thompson & Hastie, 1990a).

One of the most commonly investigated social-psychological outcomes re-
sulting from negotiation is negotiators’ subjective value (SV) that is defined as
the “social, perceptual, and emotional consequences of a negotiation” (Curhan,
Elfenbein, & Xu, 2006: p. 494). The concept of subjective value incorporates four
factors, 1) instrumental SV, 2) self SV, 3) process SV and 4) relationship SV
while there is also the 5) global SV representing an integrative framework. In-
strumental SV describes the subjective perception that the economic negotiation
outcome was beneficial for the individual, self SV refers to one’s satisfaction re-
sulting from the belief that his behavior was appropriate, process SV comprises
his perception that was treated fairly, and relationship SV includes trust and
positive impressions that enhance the willingness for future interaction. Process
SV together with relationship SV form the broader construct of rapport (Curhan,
Elfenbein, & Xu, 2006) that describes the mutual positivity and interest (Tickle-
Degnen & Rosenthal, 1990).

Studies have shown that negotiators who have succeeded instrumentality in a
past negotiation feel more confident and motivated to repeat it in the future
(Sullivan, O’Connor, & Burris, 2006). In addition, individuals who feel satisfied
with the process and the relationship can evoke same in others and are more
willing to compromise with counterparts they know (Druckman & Broome,
1991; O’Connor et al., 2005). So, subjective value is objectively beneficial in ne-
gotiation (Curhan, Elfenbein, & Eisenkraft, 2010).

3. Historical Perspective of Negotiation

Negotiation research has been influenced by several disciplines, including social
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psychology, cognitive psychology, sociology, communication studies, political
science, organizational behavior, law, management, mathematics, and econom-
ics (Thompson, Wang, & Gunia, 2010). As a result, there is an impressive body
of empirical findings that span several decades and along with the numerous
theoretical frameworks and the great variety of terminologies used, they make
negotiation field one of the most complex and challenging ones.

Throughout the 1960s and 1970s the study of negotiation was a field within
the domain of social psychology (Druckman, 1977; Pruitt, 1981). During that
period, negotiation study primarily focused on two areas of research: a) individ-
ual differences of negotiators such as demographic (e.g. gender) and personality
(e.g. Machiavellianism) factors, and b) situational or contextual features (e.g.
power) that facilitate or hinder the negotiation process (Rubin & Brown, 1975;
Siegel & Fouraker, 1960; Kelley, 1966; Deutsch, 1973; Druckman, 1968; Morley
& Stephenson, 1977; Neale & Bazerman, 1992).

1) Individual differences

Since bargaining is an interpersonal activity, it seems reasonable that negotia-
tors’ personal characteristics should have a significant impact on their perfor-
mance (Bazerman, Curhan, & Moore, 2001). Nonetheless, despite the countless
investigations that have been conducted, individual differences including demo-
graphics and personality variables have not been found to explain much variance
in negotiation behavior and outcomes (Rubin & Brown, 1975; Thompson, 1998;
Lewicki et al., 1994; Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993), although supporters of their pre-
dicting power still exist (e.g. Barry & Friedman, 1998). One of the factors that
have been extensively studied is gender (e.g. Babcock & Laschever, 2003; Wat-
son, 1994; Kolb & Williams, 2000; Kray et al., 2002; Deal, 2000; Major et al.,
1984), which is one of the most enduring and controversial issues in negotiation
research.

Gender. Across a plethora of studies, there has been inconsistent evidence
regarding the influence of gender on bargaining performance (Lewicki, Litterer,
Minton, & Saunders, 1994). Most of the research findings have reported that
women a) perceive and experience conflict and negotiation in a different way
than men (e.g. Stevens et al., 1993; Stuhlmacher & Walters, 1999; Gerhart &
Rynes, 1991; Gilkey & Greenhalgh, 1984; Pinkley, 1990; Zechmeister & Druck-
man, 1973), b) use more cooperative strategies (Walters et al., 1998), c) reach
more unfavorable agreements (e.g. Dalton & Todor, 1985; Dalton et al., 1987), d)
hesitate to initiate negotiations (Small et al., 2007; Babcock et al., 2006; Bowles et
al., 2007), e) agree on lower starting salaries (Gerhart & Rynes, 1991), and f) they
typically achieve worse negotiation outcomes (Stuhlmacher & Walters, 1999;
Kray et al., 2001).

Although these findings have been explained in terms of power and status
differences between men and women (Watson, 1994; Watson & Hoffman, 1996;
Bowles, Babcock, & Lai, 2007; Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Bowles, Babcock, &
MacGinn, 2005; Miles & Clenney, 2010), the most prevailing aspects associate
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them with role congruency theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002) according to which in-
dividuals should behave similarly to their role expectations in order to be posi-
tively evaluated.

Women are considered to exhibit more communal features than men and
thus the expectation for them is to act in accordance with common female roles
and behave in a friendly and warm way, while men are expected to exhibit more
assertiveness, confidence and dominance (Eagly & Carli, 2003). Negotiation is
viewed as a tough procedure associated with masculine traits rather than ste-
reotypical feminine characteristics (Kray & Thompson, 2005; Putnam & Kolb,
2000).

What creates a dilemma for women is the fact that although their role is not
congruent with bargaining, when they violate the gender stereotype and they
adopt a masculine style that could make them more effective and successful,
they are socially punished and judged negatively by their counterparts (also
known as backlash effect). As a result, women are pressed to exhibit an affiliative
style during negotiation, perpetuating the vicious circle of their ineffectiveness
(Stuhlmacher, Citera, & Willis, 2007). This fact is in accordance with the finding
that women are more hostile in virtual than face-to face negotiations, since vir-
tual negotiations allow them to ignore labels, and reduce pressures to be rela-
tionship oriented (Stuhlmacher et al., 2007). Nevertheless, gender differences in
bargaining seem to be mitigated when women hold power and high-status roles
as their demands in this case are considered as legitimate (Amanatullah & Mor-
ris, 2010).

On the other hand, numerous studies have reported that gender does not play
a significant role in negotiation competitiveness (e.g. Lewicki et al., 1994; Pruitt
& Carnevale, 1993). Specifically, the meta-analysis conducted by Walters, Stuhl-
macher & Meyer (1998) showed gender differences to account for less than 1
percent of the variance in negotiators’ performance. Therefore, findings that
support the gender impact on negotiation should be treated with skepticism as
there may be plentiful studies that have not reported their results due to the lack
of statistically significant effects (Thompson, 1990).

Other individual characteristics, such as cognitive ability, also seem to offer
limited insight into predicting negotiator performance (Rubin & Brown, 1975;
Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993; Hermann & Kogan, 1977; Thompson, 1998). Numer-
ous investigations have documented that when individual differences variables
have an impact on negotiation behavior and outcomes, slight variations in con-
textual features can eliminate or even reverse their effect (Walters, Stuhlmacher,
& Meyer, 1998; Thompson, 1998; Ross & Nisbett, 1991). Individual differences
in negotiation have also been criticized due to their limited practical implica-
tions, since these characteristics are beyond negotiators’ control (Bazerman &
Carroll, 1987). Even if the understanding of the opponent’s individual characte-
ristics could benefit a negotiator, it is vital to remember that personality charac-

teristics cannot be easily identified and assessed by non-experts (Morris, Larrick,
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& Su, 1999; Morris, Leung, & Sethi, 1995; Bazerman, 1986). Cultural differences,
though, could be an exception to this because their understanding could poten-
tially help bargainers shape the appropriate strategy (Bazerman, Curhan, Moore,
& Valley, 2000).

Culture. Negotiation research has placed great importance on bargainers’
cultural differences. Culture is defined as the distinctive features of a specific
group of people (Lytle et al., 1995). The norms shared by the members of a social
group affect what is considered as appropriate in social interactions, and there-
fore in negotiation situations (Brett, 2000). Empirical research suggests that cul-
tural characteristics, such as whether a negotiator comes from an individualistic
or a collectivistic culture, affect what directs one’s behavior and how the beha-
viors of others are interpreted (e.g. Schwartz, 1994). In individualistic cultures
like the United States, individuals perceive themselves as unique, independent
and detached from the social context, so they act in their own way, being un-
concerned about the needs and interests of others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).
On the other hand, in collectivistic cultures such as China, individuals are inter-
dependent and the need for relatedness and connection with in-group members
is a key condition to maintain the group solidarity (Gelfand et al., 2002).

Although substantial research has been conducted on cultural characteristics,
it has yielded equivocal results regarding their impact on negotiation. Despite
the fact that several studies suggest that collectivism promotes cooperative beha-
viors during negotiation (Brett & Kopelman, 2004; Hemesath & Pomponio,
1998), another line of research has concluded that people coming from collecti-
vistic cultures are more competitive in buyer-seller negotiations (Schmidt, 1979;
Adair et al., 2004), when they interact with out-group members (Triandis, 1988;
Parks & Komorita, 1998), and when a long-term relationship does not need to be
established (Koch & Koch, 2007).

2) Situational or contextual features

The social psychological research on negotiation during the 1960s and 1970s
also explored the structural elements that determine the context of the bargain-
ing situation. These variables include the type of communication between the
parties (Wichman, 1970), the payoffs (Axelrod & May, 1968), the deadlines
(Pruitt & Drews, 1969), the number of individuals representing each side
(Marwell & Schmitt, 1972), as well as the impact of the presence of third parties
(Pruitt & Johnson, 1972) and constituencies (Druckman, 1967). However, the
contextual element that has received the most research attention is the negotia-
tor’s power (e.g. Marwell, Ratcliff, & Schmitt, 1969; Kim, 1997; De Dreu, 1995;
Rawwas, Vitell, & Barnes, 1997), as it refers to an individual’s ability to exert
impact on others and modify the bargaining outcome (Bacharach & Lawler,
1981; Keltner et al., 2003; Kelley & Tribaut, 1978).

Power. Power may derive from several sources, such as a) the ability to pu-
nish people for unwanted behavior (coercive power) or b) reward them for de-

sired behavior (reward power), c) the right to control other individuals’ behavior
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based on seniority or position (Jegitimate power), d) and the ability to influence
others due to experience, knowledge or expertise (expert power) or e) based on
the admiration others feel (referent power) (French & Raven, 1959).

In negotiation literature, though, the dominant indicator of a bargainer’s
power is the so-called Best Alternative To a Negotiated Agreement (BATNA;
Fisher & Uri, 1981), which is a concept derived from the social exchange theory
(Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Social exchange theory briefly suggests that: a) social
behavior involves interpersonal exchanges during which individuals get some
benefits (rewards) in exchange of some resources (costs), b) people are moti-
vated to participate in a relationship when the rewards are expected to be greater
than the costs, and c¢) individuals are dissatisfied when they perceive the ex-
change as unfair or when they find out that others get more benefits for the same
costs that incurred to them. So, BATNA is the alternative a person can turn to in
case that it is not feasible to reach a beneficial agreement, and it is closely related
to a negotiator’s reservation point (RP) that describes the least acceptable point
(or price) for a negotiator (Blount, Thomas-Hunt, & Neale, 1996) or—to put it
differently—it is the quantification of one’s BATNA (Raiffa, 1982). BATNA is
considered to be a primary source of power in negotiation since an attractive al-
ternative makes an individual less dependent on the opponent for the outcome
and therefore increases his power (Thibaut & Gruder, 1969; Lee & Tiedens,
2001). Power has been shown to play a significant role in negotiation as powerful
bargainers seem to demand more and concede less (De Dreu, 1995), make initial
offers more often (Magee et al., 2007), use more deceptive tactics (Lawler, 1992),
and achieve more successful outcomes in terms of payoffs (Giebels, De Dreu, &
Van de Vliert, 2000).

Despite the fact that research on contextual factors such as power has defi-
nitely contributed to a better understanding of the bargaining process, neverthe-
less, from an applied perspective, these aspects of the negotiation are also beyond
negotiators’ control, just like the individual characteristics (Bazerman, Curhan,
& Moore, 2001). For this reason, many experts assert that the effects of such as-
pects of a bargaining situation depend on the way negotiators perceive, compre-
hend and interpret them, a view that although is consistent with social psychol-
ogy’s principle of construal (Ross & Nisbett, 1991; Nisbett & Ross, 1980) that
emphasizes the significance of the personal and subjective meaning on the im-
pact of an objective situation, it was left unexamined by situational research
during these decades.

In the /ate 1970s, the study of negotiation began to decline mainly due to the
social cognitive movement in social psychology that focused on the cognitive
aspects that influence social interactions, and left little room for interpersonal
processes (Bazerman et al., 2000). Nevertheless, by the early 1980s, scholars in
schools of management realized that behavioral decision research (BDR), which
is an interdisciplinary field that draws on insights that emerged from cognitive

revolution to describe how people judge and make decisions, could inform ne-
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gotiation theory. The rationale behind this was that if negotiators need to con-
front a situation and an opponent they cannot control, the only feature that is
within their control is the way they make decisions. Decision researchers from
several fields offered various theoretical perspectives on the common mistakes
negotiators make, the ways they depart from rationality, and how their decision
making can be improved; however, they did not take into consideration key so-
cial variables (Bell, Raiffa, & Tversky, 1989) such as the bargainers’ cultural cha-
racteristics.

During the 1980s and 1990s, negotiation research focused on the cognitive
aspects of bargaining, as it was strongly influenced by both behavioral decision
theory and game theory (Thompson, Wang, & Gunia, 2010). Game theory was
presented by Von Neumann & Morgenstern (1944) and was further developed
by Nash (1950, 1951, 1953) in an effort to resolve the bargaining problem that
was first presented by the economist Edgeworth (1881). Game theory provides
formal and standardized approaches to model bargaining and its most widely
used example is the prisoner’s dilemma that is a deceptively simple 2 x 2 matrix
game where no communication exists between the participants but their choices
determine both parties’ outcomes.

During this period, the discipline of negotiation was divided into two compo-
nents: a) normative or prescriptive models and b) descriptive models (Raiffa,
1982).

1) Normative models

Normative or prescriptive models (e.g. Von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944;
Nash, 1950, 1951, 1953; Fisher & Ury, 1981; Champlin & Bognanno, 1986) de-
scribe the way impeccably rational and wise people should behave and what they
should optimally do in ideal, competitive, interactive situations, and are mainly
in the jurisdiction of economists and game theorists (Raiffa, 1982). These models
do not adequately describe the behavior of average people in bargaining situa-
tions as it is not realistic for individuals to follow their principles (Neale & Ba-
zerman, 1985; Bazerman & Neale, 1983).

In negotiation literature, the terms “normative” and “prescriptive” models are
usually used interchangeably (e.g. Bazerman et al., 2000; Bazerman et al., 2001);
however, several authors claim that there are slight differences between the two
and therefore they should be treated distinctly. According to this view, the main
difference between these two models is that normative models are assessed by
the extent to which they provide rational options, or their theoretical adequacy;,
while prescriptive models are evaluated by their pragmatic value that is their ca-
pacity to develop “prescriptions” in order to guide people make better decisions,
provided that they are not perfectly rational, mainly due to biases (Bell et al.,
1989). In this article, the terms “normative” and “prescriptive” models are con-
sidered as synonymous.

2) Descriptive models

Descriptive models (e.g. Siegel & Fouraker, 1960; Douglas, 1962; Chamberlain
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& Kuhn, 1965; Pruitt, 1981; Pruitt, 1983a; Pruitt & Carnevale, 1982) are empiri-
cally verified models which recognize that it is not feasible for negotiators to be-
have always in a perfect, game-theoretic, optimal fashion. These models have
been largely the province of psychologists (Pruitt & Rubin, 1986) as they are
based on observed behaviors, and investigate the impact of personal and psy-
chological characteristics, motivations, and cognitive processes on individual

behavior and negotiation outcomes (Thompson, 1990).

One of the most influential descriptive models is the dual/ concern model
(Pruitt, 1983b; Pruitt & Rubin, 1986) that specifies four basic strategies available
to negotiators, depending on the level of concern for own and others” outcomes
(see also Figure 1):

o Problem solving or collaborating describes the endeavor for finding solutions
that are approved and acceptable by both parties.

e Forcing or contending or competitiveness refers to the attempts from the in-
dividual’s side to influence his counterpart in such a way so as to accept al-
ternatives that are in favor of the former.

e Yielding or conceding concerns accepting and incorporating the other’s will.

e Avoidance or inaction involves a passive stance and refers to a kind of strat-
egy that can delay or even hinder agreement.

An additional strategy, compromising, which is based on the anticipation of a
mutual give-and-take interaction, has been included in the related research
(Blake & Mouton, 1964). However, according to Pruitt (1983b), this fifth strate-
gy is a kind of poor form of problem solving, and thus it is not necessary to be

considered as a distinct one. This model supports that individuals who have a

‘ ‘ _
: \ PROBLEM
HIGH i YIELDING i SOLVING
| - - - - N
concern | COMPROMISING |
for others ' [
‘ '
LOW || AVOIDING FORCING
‘ \
concern
LowW for self HIGH

Figure 1. The dual concern model, adapted from Pruitt and Rubin (1986).
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high degree of concern for themselves and a high degree of concern for the op-
ponent tend to reach more cooperative outcomes compared to those who are
concerned only with the maximization of their own utilities, those who are not
concerned with themselves or the other party or those who are concerned only
with the other party.

Generally, the behavioral decision perspective had a great impact on both the
scholarship and practice of negotiation but except for the fact that it left several
social variables unexamined, as mentioned before, it was also criticized for not
taking a broad view of the bargaining process (Greenhalgh & Chapman, 1995;
Barley, 1991). So, at the turn of the millennium, the social psychological study of
negotiation started to reemerge and became the dominant research perspective
of negotiation, being influenced by the behavioral decision theory but also in-
corporating social-psychological elements that are vital to effective negotiations
and were previously ignored by cognitive investigators.

In summary, negotiation research has undergone several phases during the
past decades. Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, negotiation was an active re-
search topic within social psychology. The study of both individual differences,
with an emphasis on gender and culture, and situational characteristics such as
the negotiator’s power led to a better understanding of the factors that affect this
interpersonal activity. In the late 1970s, the cognitive revolution in psychology
moved negotiation research towards a cognitive direction. During the 1980s and
1990s, negotiation research was heavily influenced by game theory and beha-
vioral decision-making perspective, but left unexamined significant social com-
ponents of the negotiation process. For this reason, since the late 1990s, there
have been extensive efforts to reintroduce the social factors in the study of nego-
tiation and incorporate them within the behavioral decision perspective. Emo-
tions and social relationships are among the key social-psychological factors the
scholarship and practice of negotiation seek to explore during these decades
(Bazerman, Curhan, & Moore, 2001).

4. The Role of Emotions in Negotiation

The difficulty in defining emotion is conspicuous from what Fehr & Russell
(1984: p. 464) noted: “Everyone knows what an emotion is, until asked to give a
definition. Then, it seems, no one knows”. Emotions can be positive or negative.
The former are uplifting while the latter are distressing (Fisher & Shapiro, 2005).
At this point it is helpful to highlight the differences between emotion, mood,
and affect. Emotion refers to the physiological arousal resulting in response to a
specific stimulus, it is explicitly other-directed and has a relatively short duration
(Parrott, 2001; Oatley & Jenkins, 1996) while mood describes a diffuse positive
or negative feeling (Forgas, 1998) and affect is a construct including both emo-
tion and mood (Gino & Shea, 2012). Although these terms are often used inter-
changeably, it is worth mentioning that they are discrete concepts that are

equally significant in the study of negotiation.
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Emotion is inherent in negotiation as it is an integral and indispensable part
of human nature and experience (Fromm, 2007). The role of emotion in bar-
gaining is complex and multifaceted. Conflict and negotiation can cause intense
emotions that may affect the behavior of all involved parties as well as the final
negotiation outcome (Barry, Fulmer, & Van Kleef, 2004). Evidence from neuros-
cience has shown that emotions are vital in decision making and their absence
can lead to similarly unfavorable consequences as the ones occurring from the
presence of negative emotions (Damasio, 1999). On the other hand, suppressing
emotions can also bring about quite detrimental effects as it results to reduced
cognitive ability. As Fisher & Shapiro (2005) assert, emotions are unavoidable
during negotiations, it is not feasible for people to get rid of them, it is meaning-
less to try to ignore them and it is too complicated to deal directly with them. So,
the best solution is to stimulate and enlist positive emotions into negotiation as
well as to replace negative emotions with positive ones; however, in any case,
negotiators should first know what is going on inside them (Goleman, 1998).

The emotions individuals experience and express during negotiation can
shape the procedure and determine the outcome by affecting their cognition,
decisions, strategies and actions (Lanzetta, 1989; Frijda, 1986). According to
Fisher & Shapiro (2005), emotions can be both obstacles and great assets in ne-
gotiations. They can be impediments since they have the power to divert atten-
tion from essential issues, ruin relationships or exploit oneself while they can be
considered as assets since they can help individuals to achieve their goals, satisfy
their interests and improve relationships.

Intrapersonal and interpersonal effects of emotions. Bargainers’ emotions
not only affect themselves but also their opponents (Van Kleef, De Dreu, &
Manstead, 2006). A significant distinction that should be pointed out is between
intrapersonal and interpersonal effects of emotions in negotiation (Morris &
Keltner, 2000; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004). Intrapersonal effects (or
affect-cognitive perspective) focus on the impact of particular emotions and in-
ner experiences on an individual’s own behavior while interpersonal effects (or
social-functional perspective) describe how one person’s emotions can affect his
counterpart’s behavior (Gino & Shea, 2012; Van Kleef, 2008).

Despite the fact that prior negotiation research had mostly emphasized the af-
fect-cognitive perspective, the last few years more and more researchers have
turned their attention to understanding the interpersonal effects of emotions in
negotiation (Barry, Fulmer, & Van Kleef, 2004; Morris & Keltner, 2000; Jehn &
Mannix, 2001). From a social-functional perspective, emotions reveal useful in-
formation about individuals’ motives, social intentions, behavioral orientation,
interests and feelings and thus they have the power to stimulate others’ behavior
(Ekman, 1993; Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Cacioppo & Gardner, 1999).

Positive emotions. Positive emotions have drawn special attention the past
few years, probably due to the development of positive psychology. The mission

of this new domain of psychology is to study positive emotions, positive charac-
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ter traits, and positive institutions and to contribute to the understanding of the
factors that lead to flourishing (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Positive
emotions both signal and produce flourishing and when cultivated they contri-
bute to psychological growth and improved well-being in the long term
(Fredrickson, 2001), while they also foster cognitive expansion as they trigger the
release of dopamine which improves cognitive ability and encourages creative
thinking (Shapiro, 2004). In addition, according to the broaden-and-build theory
(Fredrickson, 1998, 2001), positive emotions have the ability to broaden individ-
uals’ momentary thought-action repertoire and build their enduring physical, in-
tellectual and social resources, while at the same time they eliminate the unfa-
vorable consequences caused by negative emotions, acting as an antidote.

Positive emotions have been associated with the use of cooperative negotia-
tion strategies (Pietroni et al., 2008; Rhoades, Arnold, & Jay, 2001; Carnevale,
2008; Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Hollingshead & Carnevale, 1990; Baron, 1990;
Barsade, 2002; Barry & Oliver, 1996; Kramer, Newton, & Pommerenke, 1993;
Baron et al., 1990; Forgas, 1998). In addition, they have been found to facilitate
conflict resolution (Lyubomirsky et al., 2005), enhance creative problem solving
abilities (Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Isen, Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987), facilitate
conciliatoriness (Van Kleef, 2008) and concession making (Forgas, 1998; Baron,
1990), increase joint gains and distributive success (Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Al-
Ired et al., 1997; Forgas, 1998), help bargainers avoid hostility (Isen & Baron,
1991), and discourage the use of deception and contentious tactics (Olekalns &
Smith, 2009; Carnevale & Isen, 1986) such as information misrepresenting, use
of false statements, bluffing and lying (Bazerman et al., 2000; Boles, Croson, &
Murnighan, 2000; O’Connor & Carnevale, 1997).

Furthermore, it has been shown that negotiators whose opponents express
happiness tend to feel happy, satisfied and willing to repeat involvement in a
bargaining situation with the same person in the future (Van Kleef, De Dreu, &
Manstead, 2004). Moreover, they accept offers with greater ease and willingness
(Mussel, Goritz, & Hewig, 2013), and tend to concede more (Pietroni et al.,
2009). There is strong evidence that positive affect influences social judgment
and impacts on evaluations in a positive way (Isen et al., 1978; Veitch & Griffitt,
1976), increases the accessibility to memory’s positive material (Isen et al., 1978),
decreases hostility and belligerence (Carnevale & Pegnetter, 1985), encourages
innovative solutions to problems (Isen et al., 1985), make individuals feel that
they are more effective than their opponents (Kramer et al., 1993), and help
bargainers to obtain integrative outcomes (Carnevale & Isen, 1986).

Positive relations: The case of trust. In recent years, researchers have turned
their attention on the ways that interpersonal relationships can have an impact
on bargaining situations (e.g. Jehn & Shah, 1997; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). One
topic in this area that is widely acknowledged to affect negotiation behavior and
outcomes is trust which can be defined as a person’s willingness to be open to

risk and vulnerable to another individual or the judgment that an individual
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does not have the intention to neither deceive nor harm the trusting person
(Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; Mayer & Davis, 1999; Rousseau et al., 1998).

Trust makes negotiators consider information their counterparts share as sin-
cere and accurate (Parks et al., 1996), increases individuals’ tendency to com-
promise and decreases the inclination for adopting competitive strategies (Cronin
& Weingart, 2005), and generally leads to more integrative negotiation outcomes
(Butler, 1995; Weingart et al., 1993; Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977). Furthermore, high
levels of trust lead to a greater desire to negotiate again with the same counter-
part (Naquin & Paulson, 2003) as the perception of a relationship as close,
strong and cohesive enhances the willingness to stay in this relationship (Lawler
& Yoon, 1996).

Despite the significance of trust, negotiators often violate it (Elangovan &
Shapiro, 1998) by making use of deceptive tactics such as lies, bluffs, false state-
ments, threats and disclaimers, in order to get the desired outcomes and max-
imize their profits (Thompson, Wang, & Gunia, 2010). When this is the case,
trust is extremely difficult to be restored in the future (Glick & Croson, 2001).
More specifically, according to Schweitzer et al. (2006), violated trust can never
be totally restored, not even after the trust breaker has demonstrated regret and
has performed numerous trustworthy actions. On the other hand, Kim et al.
(2004) support that a trust breaker can win his counterpart’s trust when its vi-
olation concerns an issue of competence but its recovery is not feasible when its
violation relates to a matter of integrity.

Negative emotions. In contrast to positive emotions, negative emotions have
been found to impede interest-based negotiation in general as they encourage
dysfunctional and competitive behaviors and strategies (Liu, 2009; Forgas, 1998;
Barry & Oliver, 1996; Baron, 1990), decrease initial offers (Brooks & Schweitzer,
2011; Baron et al.,, 1990) and joint gains (Allred et al., 1997), contribute to the
rejection of ultimatum offers (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996; Espinoza, Fedokhi-
nin, & Srivastava, 2006), make negotiators more self-centered and less concerned
about the other party (Loewenstein et al., 1989), enhance the reluctance for con-
cessions (Van Kleef, 2008), increase the possibilities for impasse (Griessmair,
2017), and reduce the desire for future negotiation (Allred et al., 1997).

When individuals confront a counterpart who expresses negative emotions,
they feel unsatisfied and reluctant to get involved in a negotiation with the same
person in the future (Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004). To date, although
research on emotions in negotiation is relatively sparse, several studies have been
conducted on the emotion of anger (e.g. Allred et al., 1997; Van Dijk et al., 2008;
Van Kleef et al., 2004; Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006). Anger has been found to be
the most prominent and pervasive emotion that can arise in dispute and negoti-
ation (Allred, 1999) as it is closely associated with fairness judgments (Averill,
1982) that play a crucial role in deal making and conflict resolution (Daly, 1991).
Anger carries a high potential risk for disrupting bargaining. It may lead to de-

ception and this can be explained by the fact that when a negotiator expresses
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anger throughout the negotiation, the counterpart may feel offended and has the
need to retaliate or even deceive (Allred, 1999). Research findings have shown
that individuals may react to their opponents’ expressed anger either with a re-
ciprocal response (Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1992) or with a complementa-
ry one (Butt, Choi, & Jaeger, 2005).

From a cognitive perspective, anger is perceived by the opponent as lack of
fairness (Van Doorn, Van Kleef, & Van der Pligt, 2015), fosters the expectation
of a difficult and competitive negotiation, and leads to absence of interest and
withdrawal (Knapp & Miller, 1985). To put it all in a nutshell, it seems that feel-
ing and expressing of anger can be effective in distributive negotiations but it is
likely to be detrimental in cases where an integrative potential exists and also
in situations where future relationship between bargainers is significant (Liu,
2009).

Another negative emotion that has received some attention is that of disap-
pointment that—as opposed to regret—has been found to lead to less generous
offers (Martinez, Zeelenberg, & Rijsman, 2011). Interestingly, individuals expe-
rience more satisfaction when their opponents are disappointed than when they
are happy (Thompson, Valley, & Kramer, 1995), and tend to concede more (Van
Kleef & Van Lange, 2008). Disappointment can influence negotiation by en-
couraging cooperation (Ketelaar & Au, 2003; Wietzker et al., 2012) and shaping
the opponent’s offers (Nelissen et al., 2011; Lelieveld et al., 2011) due to the fact
that it stimulates feelings of guilt in the other party. Bargainers who negotiate
with a guilty or regretful opponent assume that the other party claimed too
much and makes them increase their demands (Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Mans-
tead, 2006).

Significant dilemmas. There is evidence that anger may have positive effects
during negotiation (Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006) as an individual who negotiates
with an angry counterpart is more likely to demonstrate willingness to make
concessions compared to an individual negotiating with a happy opponent.
However, according to Harinck and Van Kleef (2012), the benefits of anger are
limited to conflicts about interests (disagreements about the distribution of re-
sources) while when conflicts concern values (disagreements about personal be-
liefs and norms) anger expression may trigger retaliation. The positive effects of
anger seem to occur in computer-mediating settings, where time pressure is
high, the beneficial effect depends on the strength of the counterpart’s alterna-
tives (Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Van Dijk et al., 2008), or when the negotiator
facing the angry opponent is of lower power (Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead,
2004).

As discussed, power and status play a significant role in negotiations and have
a great impact on the felt and expressed emotions. Generally, anger seems to
benefit high-power negotiators extract larger concessions from their counter-
parts due to the fact that they elicit fear in them, while those possessing low

power make more concessions to their opponents expressing anger and claim

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2020.111008

120 Psychology


https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2020.111008

K. Prassa, A. Stalikas

less value from them (Butt & Choi, 2009; Van Kleef & Co6té, 2007; Lelieveld et al.,
2012; Wang, Northcraft, & Van Kleef, 2012). However, in such cases, low power
negotiators may reciprocate by being engaged in any forms of covert retaliation
(Wang, Northcraft, & Van Kleef, 2012).

Negotiators with high power, when they are angry, feel energized and increase
their demands while in case that they need to face an angry opponent they claim
more value, but only when they assess the anger as unjustified (Overbeck et al.,
2010; Van Kleef & Coté, 2007). Nonetheless, when negotiators with power and
high-status express happiness, their perceived dominance decreases leading to
lower demands and gains while this finding is opposite for low-power and status
bargainers whose expressed happiness can result to increased outcomes (Kurtz-
berg, Naquin, & Belkin, 2005). As far as joint outcomes are concerned, they are
much greater when positive affect is communicated from a high-power than a
low-power negotiator (Anderson & Thompson, 2004).

To summarize, although positive emotions seem to lead to better and more
integrative negotiation outcomes, there are also findings showing that negative
emotions such as anger can benefit negotiators under certain circumstances. The
study of emotions in bargaining situations is still at an embryonic stage and
these inconsistencies reveal that further research is needed and several factors
should be taken into consideration before we decide which emotions should be
triggered under which conditions in order to achieve the desired negotiation
outcomes. Therefore, negotiation needs to be examined as a complex process
and a multilevel phenomenon where although emotions play a significant role,
the types of emotions that are most appropriate in certain situations may depend

upon numerous variables that should be identified.

5. Conclusion

Negotiation literature is one of the most complex ones mainly due to the fact
that negotiation research has been profoundly influenced by numerous discip-
lines. Countless theories have been expressed and plentiful models have been
formulated in an attempt to enhance negotiators’ performance. Over the past
few years, the psychological study of negotiation has witnessed an amazing shift
as several researchers have challenged the impact of cognition in bargaining by
studying how emotions can affect and predict negotiated outcomes (Barry &
Oliver, 1996; Kumar, 1997; Baron, 1990; Barsade, 2002; Thompson, Nadler, &
Kim, 1999; Forgas, 1998).

Evidence has shown that positive emotions benefit bargainers in several ways
while negative or even neutral feelings usually lead to severe negative conse-
quences. Nevertheless, the present study reveals several inconsistencies among
findings that can be explained by the complexity of the topic, the plethora of
factors to be taken under consideration as well as the fact that the study of emo-
tions in negotiation is still in its incipient stage and further research is needed.

The interest on emotions in negotiation, which has increased during the past
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few years, is probably related to the emergence of positive psychology as a new
field of psychology at the same period. The discipline of positive psychology,
which is the scientific study of positive emotions, has contributed to the under-
standing of how positivity can lead to enhanced results in several aspects of life.
Therefore, we can hypothesize that its principles may successfully apply to bar-
gaining and that the broadening and building effects of positive emotions, as
described by Fredrickson (1998, 2001) and Seligman (2002), can decisively and
positively affect negotiation behaviors and processes leading to more advanta-
geous outcomes for all parties involved. Nevertheless, this hypothesis has not
been confirmed and thus further research is needed in order to find out whether
and how positive psychology can contribute to the better understanding of ne-

gotiation.
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