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ABSTRACT
When the Role Fits: Increasing Demand in Negotiation

Kirstin C. Appelt

Does adoption of one negotiator role or the otheten&dr negotiation? In
negotiations emphasizing a single issue, role predegstiator frame. When the
negotiation emphasizegsice, buyers adopt non-loss/loss frames whereas sealtlopt
gain/non-gain frames (Studies 2 & 4). Studies 1 and 2 investigether a match
between role and regulatory focus creates regulatofiifigins, 2000). In price
negotiations, prevention buyers and promotion sellersndocus-rolefit whereas
promotion buyers and prevention sellers are in nofditus-role fit negotiators report
experiencing greater fit with their role and plan todwe actually are, more demanding.

Studies 3 and 4 clarify how focus-role fit operates. Faolssfit intensifies
negotiator responses through the regulatory fit “feeliglgtt experience. High assessors
in focus-role fit, who are sensitive to the differermetweerieelingright anddoing right,
overcorrect the bias in their responses due to fit ang sh@versal in their preparatory
responses compared to low assessors in fit, who agplibe pattern of fit effects found
in Studies 1 and 2 (Study 3). Focus-role fit is createduiirahe strategic commonalities
between role and regulatory focus. When strategy itseffanipulated, this commonality
disappears and focus-role fit is eliminated. Insfeads-strategyit androle-strategyfit
impact experienced fit and planned demand (Study 4).

Study 5 uses a negotiation about an issue other than Yfien buyers are

instructed to obtain information which sellers are ingedaot to reveal, role now



predicts negotiator frame in tloppositedirection—buyers adopt gain/non-gain frames
whereas sellers adopt non-loss/loss frames. Study 6 igatest role beyond single-issue,
buyer-seller negotiations. In a two-issue negotiatidwéen candidate and recruiter, role
interacts with the emphasized issue to predict negofiame, planned demand, actual
demand, and negotiated outcomes. Negotiators emphasizingdhdoss/loss issue
adopt non-loss/loss frames more, are more demanditfgeomon-loss/loss issue, and
reach better outcomes on their non-loss/loss is®renegotiators emphasizing their
gain/non-gain issue.

Together, these six studies demonstrate the importdnoée in negotiations.
Role impacts the psychological experience of negotia®well as negotiator behavior

and outcomes.
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INTRODUCTION

Imagine you are a buyer negotiating the price of a usedNoav imagine you are
the seller of that same car. Your thoughts about ¢getmation probably changed. When
you are the buyer, your goal is to get the best posddae—to pay the lowest price
possible. When you are the seller, your goal is stigdt the best possible deal, but now
this means receiving the highest price possible. It seémsus that these roles differ in
important ways. Furthermore, casual observation ibelscihat some people are more
comfortable and better in the buyer role whereasretdi® more comfortable and better
in the seller role. However, research on negotiati@ssnot systematically investigated
the effects of adopting one role or another. Indeasl often assumed that any role
effects are due to the specific features of a given negotiahd that they do not
generalize. The present research is thus the firgstermatically explore the importance
of role. In so doing, it addresses two questions simextasly: First, how does role
assignment impact negotiation? Second, why are some gezifde, more comfortable
buyers or sellers?

Negotiation occurs whenever two or more parties witfeght interests come
together to make a decision in common. In a clasegarty negotiation, such as our
used car example, a buyer and a seller negotiate thiegse/sale of a good or service. It
seems clear that these roles differ, and there éw@s tesearch comparing the
performance of buyers and sellers (Bazerman, Magl2teale, 1985; Drake, 2001,
Huber & Neale, 1986; Kristensen & Garling, 1997a; Van Pouckai&dhs, 2002;
Weingart, Thompson, Bazerman & Carroll, 1990). Howevemitkesalls for increased

attention to negotiators’ interpretation of the negmtra{see Bazerman, Curhan, Moore,



& Valley, 2000) and their motivation and goals (Thompson, 1980) studies have
looked at the effects of role assignment on negotiatartvational states and their
subsequent experience of the negotiation (for exceptiom ae Wilson & Drake, 2000;
Monga & Zhu, 2005; Neale, Huber & Northcraft, 1987; Schei, Regn®lykland,
2006). This relative dearth may be partially explained byatiseimed contextualization
of the buyer and seller roles. Although there areagdytrole effects that are specific to
each negotiation, | argue, and find, that there areralseffects that are general across
negotiations. The studies presented here demonstrégensyg differences between
roles in terms of how they frame negotiations and titeey combine with other factors
(i.e., chronic regulatory focus, assigned strategy, amghasized issue) to impact
demand and negotiated outcomes. | conclude that role mpawtant determinant of
negotiator experiences, behavior, and outcomes acrgetatens.
Negotiator Role

As a starting point, | chose to look at one classegjotiations—the two-party,
price-emphasizing distributive negotiation, a common nagoti scenario both in the
real world and in the laboratory (Barry & Friedman, 19BBunt, Thomas-Hunt &
Neale, 1996; Kristensen & Garling, 1997a, 1997b; Novemsky & SchaveR004; Van
Poucke & Buelens, 2002). Such negotiations are about a singde Because the good
itself is indivisible whereas price is divisible andréfere negotiable, the negotiations
center on the issue of price—they almutprice (Higgins, 1998). There are no mutually
beneficial trade-offs to expand the negotiation piee filgotiation is instead about
dividing and claiming the pie, meaning that the two negotiabatsomes are strictly

negatively correlated (i.e., in conflict) (Kristens@riarling, 1997a; Neale & Bazerman,



1992). The buyer wants a low price, the seller wantglatiice, and so the negotiation
IS a zero-sum game—what one party gains, the other pady.lo

Because the only attribute under contention is price, lmaykr and seller
naturally emphasize money (Neale et al., 1987). Therbsyeding money and only
money for the receipt of the good. The seller is trdle good for the receipt of money
and only money. Past research suggests that the buyer thie money to be paid as a
loss, while the seller sees the money to be recasatigain (Carmon & Ariely, 2000;
Monga & Zhu, 2005; Neale et al., 1987; Thaler, 1980). Buyersatasframe the same
negotiation differently. Buyers frame the negotiatioterms of non-losses and losses
whereas sellers frame the negotiation in terms wisgand non-gains (Monga & Zhu,
2005; Neale et al., 1987).

It is critical to distinguish this from other work name in negotiation.
Traditionally, researchers have manipulated frame. Framanipulated within or across
role by assigning participants to negotiate profits versus/exptenses (Bazerman, et al.,
1985; De Dreu, Carnevale, Emans, & Van de Vliert, 1994; De RrgleCusker, 1997,
Neale & Bazerman, 1985; Sondak, Neale, & Pinkley, 1995hdptesent studies, frame
IS measuredather than manipulated. Rather than being assignetetérame or the
other, participants decide how to approach the negotiaklma participants themselves
spontaneously represent the negotiation as a nondsssituation or a gain/non-gain
situation. Across studies, “negotiator frame” referaggotiators’ self-selected framing

of the negotiation. Moreover, whereas previous resdastimanipulated frame within or

! These are the expected frames for a price negotiatmmever, | expect frames to differ depending on
what the negotiation is about. Studies 5 and 6 exphisaedsue through their use of other types of
negotiations. For the present, | will use the exampfgiok negotiations for simplicity.

3



across role, | measure framibgtweerroles to assess whether buyers and sellers frame
the same negotiation differently.

Given that buyers adopt non-loss/loss frames and seltept gain/non-gain
frames, different goals naturally arise. The buyeksdo pay as little money as possible
whereas the seller seeks to receive as much mornmsaible. These different goals, in
turn, suggest different strategic approaches. Negotiatoesdtdeast two distinct
strategies available for contemplating and pursuing reggoti vigilance and eagerness.
It should be noted that these strategies are not in cowitih other models of negotiator
strategies. The strategic repertoire principle (De DB&ersma, Steinel, & Van Kleef,
2007) posits five strategies: contending, compromising, cbmgeproblem solving, and
inaction. Similarly, the negotiation interact systé@donohue, 1981) suggests three
“tactics:” attacking, defending, and regressing. Vigilaaod eagerness are lower-level
strategies that can be used in the service of eithbesé sets of higher-level strategies.

A vigilant strategy ensures the absence of negative masgnon-losses;
spending only as much money as necessary). An eagelggtemsures the presence of
positive outcomes (gains; receiving as much money as pgssibtgher words, a
vigilant strategy is in the service of minimizing lossdsle an eager strategy is in the
service of maximizing gains (Higgins, 2000). Thus, the buyerdd gbloss-minimization
is best supported by a vigilant strategy of protecting agaugstspending, and the
seller’s goal of gain-maximization is best supported bgager strategy of
accomplishing maximum compensation. Because of thigareint framings of the

negotiation, buyers and sellers prefer different atyias: in price negotiations, buyers



prefer vigilant means and sellers prefer eager meanse Tiféeesrences map neatly onto
regulatory focus.
Regulatory Focus

Regulatory focus theory posits two separate and indepeseélenegulatory
orientations, prevention and promotion (Higgins, 1997; Higgtred., 2001). A
prevention focus emphasizes safety, the fulfillmdmesponsibility, and security needs.
Goals are seen as oughts. There is a strategic comitbrnon-losses (the absence of
negatives) versus losses (the presence of negat®resention individuals seek to avoid
mismatches to desired end-states. A promotion focusieoother hand, emphasizes
hopes, accomplishments, and advancement needs. Goalewaed as ideals. There is a
strategic concern with gains (the presence of positkersus non-gains (the absence of
positives). Promotion individuals seek to approach matichdssired end-states.
Regulatory focus may be chronic (a personality variaimehomentary (situationally
induced).

These self-regulatory orientations lend themselves terdift strategies (Crowe
& Higgins, 1997; Higgins, 1997, 2000). A vigilant strategy, as roeetl before, ensures
non-losses and ensures against losses. A preventionaiodusvigilant strategy both
operate in terms of non-losses and losses, and araabpsensitive to the difference
between “0” and “-1” (maintenance). An eager strateggjraas previously mentioned,
ensures gains and ensures against non-gains. A promotion facas eager strategy
both operate in terms of gains and non-gains, and arei@§psensitive to the
difference between “0” and “+1” (attainment) (Brodsch&lber, & Higgins, 2007,

Higgins, in press; Scholer, Zou, Fujita, Stroessnédiggins, 2008). Thus, someone who



is chronically or situationally prevention-focused gehgiarefers a vigilant strategy,
and someone who is chronically or situationally proovefocused generally prefers an
eager strategy (Cesario, Grant & Higgins, 2004; Crowe & iHgd 997; Higgins, 2000).
Regulatory Fit

Regulatory fit occurs when the manner of goal purseit, (strategy) sustains the
orientation to the goal (Higgins, 2000). For example, whédividuals who frame their
goals as maximizing gains are able to use an eager stratatgitothose goals, they are
in regulatory fit because their strategy matches tir@@ntation. By contrast, if they
frame their goals as maximizing gains but are forced to ugglant strategy to attain
those goals, they are in a state of regulatory rton-fi

The state of regulatory fit intensifies value (Cesatial., 2004; Higgins, 2000,
2005, 2006; Higgins, Idson, Freitas, Spiegel, & Molden, 2003). \Wadgiatory fit
occurs, people feel “right” about their response, wheatévat response may be (e.g.,
attraction or repulsion). This feeling of rightness atcates people’s evaluative
responses to what they are doing. To be clear, regulfitdiges not alter the response
valence itself; it intensifies the magnitude of thgpanse. If the response is positive,
regulatory fit will increase the positivity of the resgenHowever, if the response is
negative, regulatory fit will increase the negativifitlee response (Cesario et al., 2004;
Higgins, 2005, 2006).

Regulatory fit effects have been found in various domdios leadership (e.g.,
Benjamin & Flynn, 2006; Kruglanski, Pierro, & Higgins, 2007thucation (e.g., Pierro,
Presaghi, Higgins, & Kruglanski, 2009) to persuasion (seeriGeshggins, & Scholer,

2007). My research, however, is the first to explore reéguydit in negotiations.



Specifically, | investigate how a match between negutiatle and regulatory focus can
create a state of regulatory fit.
Regulatory Fit in Price Negotiations

There are clear strategic commonalities between négot@e and regulatory
focus. In a price negotiation, the buyer role and agiréen focus share a preference for
a vigilant, loss-minimization strategy whereas tHeseole and a promotion focus share
a preference for an eager, gain-maximization strafBgg. suggests the possibility of
regulatory fit, not between a goal orientation angbreferred strategy as in traditional
regulatory fit (Higgins, 2000), but between two goal orieatetiwith shared strategic
preferences.

In price negotiations, the strategic complementarietseen regulatory focus
and negotiator role createcus-rolefit. Prevention buyers and promotion sellers are in
focus-role fit whereas prevention sellers and promdiigyers are in non-fit. Indeed
Monga and Zhu (2005) found evidence that, in price negotiatimygrs relate to their
goal pursuit in terms of non-losses and losses (L& prevention-related manner) and
sellers relate to their goal pursuit in terms of gairdsr@m-gains (i.e., in a promotion-
related manner). | elaborate on these associationgbetregulatory focus and
negotiator role by explicitly measuring the regulat@mgus orientations of buyers and
sellers. Whereas Monga and Zhu suggest that role indupglatay focus, | hypothesize
that both buyers and sellers can have a prevention tbapromotion focus. Therefore,
a match between role and chronic regulatory focus @éates-role fit and a mismatch
creates non-fit.

The Present Research



The present research explores role in negotiationsattne first investigation of
regulatory fit and non-fit in negotiation. The initialdtes establish the focus-role fit
phenomenon in price negotiations and the later stugdpsre its extensions. Studies 1
and 2 introduce focus-role fit in two price negotiatiortsildg 1 finds a focus-role fit
effect on planned demand. Study 2 confirms the assumptiahsdgotiator role predicts
negotiators’ framing of the negotiation and that focus-fib creates a subjective
experience of fit. Study 2 additionally replicates foooige-fit effects on demand by
looking at opening offers and impasse rates.

Studies 3 and 4 examine the mechanics of focus-role fit. Sttelsts a moderator
of focus-role fit. Low assessors in fit (vs. non)-figport more positive preparatory
responses, replicating the pattern of focus-role fetat$ found in Studies 1 and 2. High
assessors in fit (vs. non-fit), sensitive to theedéhce betweeigelingright anddoing
right, overcorrect their intensified responses andntdess positive preparatory
responses. This supports the contention that focusir@fects are due to the feeling
right experience. Study 4 decomposes focus-role fit iastoamponent pieces.
Manipulating strategy creates focus-strategy fit and to#&egy fit and eliminates focus-
role fit, providing evidence that focus-role fit is drivieynthe strategic commonalities
between regulatory focus and negotiator role. Togetherest@dand 4 clarify the
workings of focus-role fit and set the stage for thel fiwa studies.

Studies 5 and 6 employ negotiations emphasizing issuestbémeprice. Study 5
uses a negotiation emphasizing information to look favansal in framing. When
buyers have the goal of gaining information and sellave lthe goal of not losing

information, negotiator frames reverse such that Bugdopt a gain/non-gain frame and



sellers adopt a non-loss/loss frame. Study 6 explbeesripact of role on negotiation
more broadly, beyond single-issue negotiations betwagars and sellers. In the
negotiation scenario used, there are two a priori egumportant issues. For each role,
one issue is about non-losses/losses and the otleous gains/non-gains. Study 6 finds
that role and emphasized issue interact to impact negdtiatoes, planned and actual
demand, and negotiated outcomes. Together, these sigsstlgmnonstrate the
importance of role in creating focus-role fit speciiicand in impacting negotiation
more generally. | end by considering the implicationddous-role fit and role.
STUDY P

There is evidence that buyers view the negotiationgs frames while sellers
view the negotiation in gain frames (Carmon & Ariely, 200@nga & Zhu, 2005; Neale
et al., 1987; Schei et al., 2006). However, no one hagiealpi tested the idea that,
when the negotiation emphasizes price, the strategimomality between having a
prevention focus and performing the buyer role or betvia®mg a promotion focus and
performing the seller role can create a state of remwldit. The present studies
investigate implications of there being such a focus{iblen Study 1, | used a
hypothetical, price negotiation to test whether, in priegador an upcoming negotiation,
there are higher levels of demand (more extreme pricdsgus-role fit conditions
(prevention-buyer; promotion-seller) than in focusmbn-fit conditions (promotion-
buyer; prevention-seller).

Demanding negotiators achieve better negotiated outcomey @&riedman,

1998; Donohue, 1981; Galinsky, Leonardelli, Okhuysen & Mussw&@@05; Galinsky

’Data from Studies 1 and 2 are in presSatial Cognition(Appelt, Zou, Arora, & Higgins, in press).
However, the presentation of the studies here is nomrehensive.

9



& Mussweiler, 2001; Galinsky, Mussweiler & Medvec, 2002; Hubadteale, 1986,
1987; Van Poucke & Buelens, 2002; White & Neale, 1994). The purp&edy 1 was
to examine whether regulatory fit contributes to negotiattesiand as they prepare to
negotiate. One conceptualization of demand is in tefméhat negotiators feel is a fair
or “right” price prior to the negotiation even beginnifidpis price is one that the
negotiator feels would be a fair or right outcomea lsingle-issue, one-shot negotiation,
which is by default a distributive or zero-sum scendhie,natural response of
negotiators should be one of demand. Because reguldtorgdies a feeling of rightness
which intensifies responses (Higgins, 2000), negotiatorscmstrole fit (prevention
buyers and promotion sellers) should think more demandinggarre right than
negotiators in non-fit (promotion buyers and prevenselters).

| also investigated the possible impact of two other sggaon negotiator
demand: regulatory focus and reference price emphadiaski3eet al. (2005) found that
promotion negotiators made more demanding opening offergptleaantion negotiators,
which is consistent with promotion negotiators wantm@dvance a maximum price
(ensure a gain) and prevention negotiators wanting atramito avoid an impasse
(ensure a non-loss). Thus, | predicted that promotigotieors would be more
demanding than prevention negotiators.

Reference prices may also impact negotiator demand.dRefeprices can serve
as anchors, away from which negotiators modestly adjwstr¢ky & Kahneman, 1974).
On the basis of previous research on the positivetsftgdigher negotiator goals
(Blount et al., 1996; Galinsky et al., 2002; Huber & Neale, 1986, N&7;Poucke &

Buelens, 2002; White & Neale, 1994), | hypothesized that negtiatoo emphasized a
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higher reference price (the aspiration price) would beerdemanding in terms of what
price they believed was right than negotiators who ersigkd a less demanding
reference price (the walk-away or reservation prieglally, in line with Galinsky et al.’s
(2005) finding that promotion negotiators reported paying ratiemtion to their
aspiration price than prevention negotiators, | algdoegd the possibility that a
promotion focus combined with an aspiration emphasispanthps a prevention focus
combined with a reservation emphasis, would produce a regufdtthat would
increase demand.

In sum, | hypothesized that demand would have multiple ssuregulatory
focus, reference price emphasis, and regulatory fit. Studsed a 2 (manipulated
reference price emphasis: reservation price vs. agpirnatice) x 2 (measured chronic
regulatory focus: prevention vs. promotion) x 2 (assigngatmgor role: buyer vs.
seller) between-participants design.

Method
Participants

One hundred five students participated in return for $5 cosgten or 1
experimental credit towards fulfillment of an introdugtpsychology course
requirement. Twelve participants were excluded for notptetimg the study or for
participation in an earlier study using the same scen&hie final participant count was
93 students (30 men, 61 women, and 2 participants who did not geppaier). There
were no effects of gender.

Procedure
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Participants arrived in response to flyers or wehedualed using an online sign-
up system. Either two or four participants were run durimdp sassion to preserve the
illusion that participants would be negotiating in dydeticipants signed a consent
form and were told we were running two short studies, sopality study and a
negotiation study. Participants first completed “studywhich consisted of the
Regulatory Focus Questionnaire.

The experimenter then explained that “study 2” wasgatigtion study called
“Synertech-Dosagen.” Participants were randomly assliga pairs and to roles (buyer or
seller). The experimenter passed out the case infarmatid the pre-negotiation
guestionnaires, allowing participants fifteen minutes to esabprepare. Half of the
participants were randomly assigned to a reservation @nigghasis condition and the
other half were assigned to an aspiration price emplasdition, as described below.

When fifteen minutes had elapsed or all participants hatplsted the pre-
guestionnaire, the experimenter informed participants hiea¢xperiment had concluded
and explained that the study was investigating pre-negotistiiategies. Participants
were asked not to reveal this confidential informat@other potential participants.
Participants were then compensated, further debriefedthanked for their
participation.

Materials
Regulatory Focus Questionnaire

| measured participants’ chronic regulatory focus withRbegulatory Focus

Questionnaire (RFQ; Higgins et al., 2001). Higgins et aigded the RFQ to obtain a

subjective history of participants’ prevention successuggpsomotion success.
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Achievement motivation theories suggest that individuggs@ach new tasks with the
same strategies that have been previously successthkfor An individual with a
subjective history of success with vigilant strategiesabned to use vigilant strategies
in new situations while an individual with a subjective drigtof success with eager
strategies is inclined to use eager strategies (Higgials, &001). The RFQ taps
participants’ subjective histories by asking eleven questiorfs/e-point scales. Sample
items include “Not being careful has gotten me into troablémes” (prevention
vigilance failure, reverse scored) and “How often hame accomplished things that got
you 'psyched' to work even harder” (promotion eagersigssess).

An individual who has experienced more success withangstrategies will
have a higher prevention pride score, and an individualhalsaexperienced more
success with eager strategies will have a higher promptida score. The prevention
pride and promotion pride scales tend to be correlatedvadgibut only slightly so (in
the current studyr(93) = .10,p = .3), such that an individual can score high on neither
one, or both scales. The validity and reliabilityled RFQ have been previously
documented (Grant & Higgins, 2003; Higgins et al., 2001).

Participants’ promotion pride and prevention pride weeasared independently
by the RFQ. To calculate participants’ predominant chromjalatory focus, | first
subtracted the prevention pride scdve<X 3.45,SD= 0.94, Cronbach’s = .83) from the
promotion pride scoréM = 3.83,SD= 0.58, Cronbach’s = .65). Participants whose
difference scores were greater than zero were igeshals chronically promotion focus

(50 participants) and participants whose difference saoees less than or equal to zero
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were identified as chronically prevention focus (43 paréints). Analyses are based on
this zero split on participants’ difference scotes.
Case Information

“Synertech-Dosagen” is a case commonly used in businksslsgegotiation
courses. The scenario was developed by Leonard GreerdtdalghAmos Tuck School
of Business Administration, Dartmouth College. Synertauth Dosagen are
pharmaceutical firms. Dosagen is selling a bio-technopdanyt that Synertech would
like to buy. Price is the main objective of both bugrd seller. The standard Synertech-
Dosagen case was modified to excise extraneous inflometd to alter the reference
prices to create an evenly-divisible $10 million zone leetwthe reservation price and
the aspiration price (see Appendix A for the full cedermation).

Reference price emphasis manipulatiBayers’ and sellers’ confidential
information was adjusted to emphasize a single refeqamoe. Case information was
identical across the reservation price emphasis spidation price emphasis conditions
except for the final two sentences, which asked partitspganconcentrate on meeting
their reservation price or on attaining their aspirapoice, respectively (see Appendix A
for the full text of the manipulation).

Pre-negotiation Questionnaire

Participants filled out the pre-negotiation questionnaiter reading the case

information. The questionnaire asked participants to stieatange of prices they

considered fair or “right.” The range between participareservation price ($27 million

% Across studies, the zero split on the RFQ differenoeesis used to measure predominant orientation.
Predominant orientation (relative orientation strengthdrdenes preferred strategy, regardless of absolute
orientation strength. Because, preferred strategitirth between regulatory focus and role that creates
focus-role fit, predominant orientation is the more intgatr measure for focus-role fit.
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for buyers and $17 million for sellers) and aspiratiaogp($17 million for buyers and
$27 million for sellers) was divided into 10 intervals & #illion. Participants checked
the appropriate interval(s) to indicate the prices thedieved to be fair or right.
Results
Calculating Average Price Selected as Right

A negotiator can express demand by preferring an extreogeqyer an
intermediate price. Thus, | calculated the average pedected as right to gauge
participants’ level of demand. Because buyers and sallersn opposing sides of the
negotiation, prices have different meanings for buyersus sellers. A lower price is
more demanding for buyers whereas a higher price is domanding for sellers. To
control for directional effects and to simplify inpeetation, | intended to standardize
average right price.

However, buyers and sellers have different estinaftésr prices (Birnbaum &
Stegner, 1979; Weber & Kirsner, 1997). Asymmetric loss fanstsuggest that this is
because misestimations have different consequences (VI8Bd). In this case,
overestimating (i.e., paying too much) is relatively cofstiythe buyer whereas
underestimating (i.e., receiving too little) is relativedstly for the seller. Because the
mean average right price differed between buyers dleissd standardized average right
price by calculating, separately, thecores of the average right price for buyers and for
sellers. | reversed the sign on thscores for the buyers. For the standardized variable,
higher values uniformly indicate a more demanding average right forcall
negotiators, whether buyers or sellers. The valueeot#éniable reflects how demanding

a negotiator’s average right price is compared to other mgiin that same role.
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Standardized Average Price Selected as Right

| conducted a three-way univariate analysis of varianceref@rénce price
emphasis: reservation price vs. aspiration price)chfic regulatory focus: prevention
vs. promotion) x 2 (role: buyer vs. seller)—with stamiized average right price as the
dependent measure. Across studies, for brevity, | only reffects that reached at least
a marginal level of significance. Effects not repdrtvere not significant. Effects
pertaining to my hypotheses are reported regardless ofdkelrof significance.

A significant difference in demand was found for refergmuee emphasidg; (1,
85) = 4.09p = .05. As predicted, negotiators in the aspiration @ro@hasis condition
(M =0.30,SD= 0.90) were more demanding than negotiators in thevedsan price
emphasis conditiorM = -0.34,SD= 0.99). There was also a significant difference in
demand as a function of regulatory fock€l, 85) = 5.52p = .02. As predicted,
chronically promotion negotiator(= 0.13,SD= 0.99) were more demanding than
chronically prevention negotiatorsl(= -0.16,SD= 0.98). The interaction of reference
price emphasis and regulatory focus was not signifigant,5.

Most important for the purpose of this study, the inte@wacf regulatory focus
and negotiator role was significafi(1l, 85) = 10.26p = .002. As predicted and as shown
in Figure 1, prevention buyersi(= 0.21,SD= 0.90) were more demanding than
promotion buyersNl = -0.20,SD= 1.07), whereas promotion sellel8 £ 0.49,SD=
0.78) were more demanding than prevention selMrs (0.62,SD= 0.91). Planned
contrast tests showed that the difference in meamgebetprevention buyers and

promotion buyers was a non-significant trend in the ptedidirectionf(89) = 1.57p =
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.12, and the difference in means between promotion salief prevention sellers was
highly significant,t(89) = -3.95p < .001.
Discussion

The results of Study 1 supported the predicted regulatoug fog negotiator role
fit effect on demand during negotiation preparation: pregartiuyers and promotion
sellers (focus-role fit) were more demanding than prandbuyers and prevention
sellers (non-fit). The results were also consistetit the predicted greater demand of
promotion negotiators than prevention negotiators asaselhe predicted greater
demand for an aspiration price emphasis than a regaryaice emphasis.

Study 1 provided the first evidence that, in a negotiati@utprice, role interacts
with regulatory focus to create focus-role fit. Negotiatia focus-role fit (prevention
buyers and promotion sellers) were more demandingein phicing when preparing for
the negotiation than negotiators in non-fit (promotioiyers and prevention sellers).
Because greater demand can translate to better out¢Bareg & Friedman, 1998;
Donohue, 1981; Galinsky et al., 2005; Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2G@linsky et al.,
2002; Huber & Neale, 1986, 1987; Van Poucke & Buelens, 2002; White &NE294),
these results are an important first step in expdptine effects of focus-role fit on
negotiation. The Synertech-Dosagen negotiation caskin&iudy 1 has the advantage
of being clearly about price. Its disadvantage is thiata hypothetical scenario. For
Study 2, | used a real negotiation with binding outcomesrtbdr explore focus-role fit.

STUDY 2
| designed Study 2 to be a real negotiation over a notebdblav@olumbia

University crest. Heeding the advice of Blount et al. (19Béhose an object of
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negotiation that would be familiar, credible, and simplgpothetical negotiation
scenarios are practical for laboratory studies, lrrethre several advantages to using
real negotiations. First, using a real negotiation with bindutgomes ensures that
participants take the negotiation seriously and behaleeinvith their true preferences.
Second, simplified scenarios eliminate most sourceswfusion for undergraduate
participants, who, like many people, have limited negotia¢xperience. They also use
monetary amounts (e.g., $1 to $10 in Study 2 vs. $17 million tor$ii@n in Study 1)
that are more familiar and meaningful to the averagécpgaant. Third, the streamlined
negotiation can increase the emphasis on the dessgeel. iln the notebook negotiation
used in Study 2, for example, because there is only oierade good to be negotiated,
price is the only possible negotiable issue. Fourth,negdtiations with binding
outcomes generalize more straightforwardly to realdvoegotiations. Therefore, using a
real negotiation increases the external validity offimgings. For all of these reasons, |
elected to use a real negotiation with binding outcomesttaty2.

Study 2 additionally improved upon Study 1 by testing two efatsumptions of
the focus-role fit model. New measures were added tprér@egotiation questionnaire
to assess whether buyers and sellers approached thatiegatith different frames. As
discussed earlier, frame was not a manipulated varigblder, participants’ own
definition of the negotiation as a non-loss/lossatiin or a gain/non-gain situation was
measured. | expected to find direct evidence for the claatduyers approach the
negotiation as a non-loss/loss situation whereasrsedpproach the negotiation as a
gain/non-gain situation (Carmon & Ariely, 2000; Monga & ZBQ05; Neale et al.,

1987). | also added measures to assess whether negotiat@danus-role fit conditions
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(prevention-buyer; promotion-seller) had a subjective eapee of fit with their
randomly assigned roles, as compared to negotiators mothét conditions (promotion-
buyer; prevention-seller).

Study 2 further extended my investigation of focus-rolbyfitnoving beyond
negotiation preparation measures to look at negotiatiorepses and outcomes. In Study
2, participants negotiated in dyads. In a post-negotiatiostigu@aire, they provided
data on their opening offers as well as their outcompsening offers play an important
role in negotiations and are highly predictive of timalfinegotiated agreement amount
(Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001). Building upon Study 1’s findingshcreased
preparatory demand from negotiators in focus-role fit vengg®tiators in non-fit, |
expected negotiators in focus-role fit to open with na@manding offers than
negotiators in non-fit.

| also expected differences in demand to impact outcamgoi ways: impasse
frequency and agreement amount. | expected dyaddwatithmembers in focus-role fit
to reach impasses more often than other dyads. Whemteotibers of a dyad are
demanding, an agreement is less likely than if just cevalmer of a dyad is demanding.
Lastly, | expected negotiators in focus-role fit to outperf non-fit negotiators. Study 2
used a 2 (measured chronic regulatory focus: preventionorsopion) x 2 (assigned
negotiator role: buyer vs. seller) between-participaasign.

Method
Participants
One hundred twelve students participated in return foo$igensation or 2

experimental credits. Ten participants were excluded fth analyses because they had
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participated in an earlier version of this study or didfatldw instructions. For the
individual-level analyses, there were 102 participants (56emoamd 46 men). Data from
an additional 8 participants was excluded from post-negmtiainalyses: 4 were paired
with excluded participants and 4 did not complete the stumtydyadic-level analyses,
there were 94 participants (49 women and 45 men) or 47 dijaeie were no effects of
gender.

Procedure

Participants arrived in response to flyers or wehedualed using an online sign-
up system. In order to form negotiation dyads, eitherdwfour participants were run
during each session. Participants signed a consent fudwere told that we were
running two short studies, a personality study and a neguotistiidy. Participants first
completed “study 1,” which consisted of the RegulatorgusoQuestionnaire and the
Regulatory Mode Questionnaire, which | will discuss indyt3.

The experimenter then explained that “study 2” wasgatigtion study.
Participants were randomly assigned to pairs and to falg®r or seller), and were told
that they would be negotiating over a notebook with aarsity crest. Sellers were given
a Columbia University notebook and buyers were givem$inigles. The experimenter
explained that the negotiated outcome, whether impassgreement, would be binding
and separate from compensation for participation. Outsonere restricted to range
between $0 and $10. Any agreement over $5 would require additiomely from the
buyer above and beyond the $5 endowment. (Only one agreemeneached for an

amount above $5, and this was for $5.75.)
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Participants were allowed 15 minutes to complete a pyetiaion questionnaire
and prepare for the negotiation. Participants were thieecpaith their randomly
assigned partner and given 15 minutes to negotiate. Theragpésr oversaw the
enactment of the negotiated outcome, whether impasagreement. Participants
completed a final post-negotiation questionnaire beforeglempensated (in addition to
whatever outcome they had negotiated), debriefed, ankletan

Materials
Regulatory Focus Questionnaire

| again measured participants’ chronic regulatory focus thehRFQ (Higgins et
al., 2001). In this study, promotion pride and prevention padees were uncorrelated,
r(102) =.10p = .3. To calculate participants’ predominant chronic regueocus, |
first subtracted the prevention pride scdve<3.39,SD= 0.85, Cronbach’s = .83)
from the promotion pride scor#(= 3.84,SD= 0.48, Cronbach’s = .69). Participants
whose difference scores were greater than zero dentified as chronically promotion
focus (65 participants) and participants whose differeooees were less than or equal to
zero were identified as chronically prevention focus (3figgants). Analyses are based
on this zero split on participants’ difference scores.

Case Information

The buyer was given $5 whereas the seller was givierniedoook bearing a
Columbia University crest, an item which was pre-te&tedesirability. The actual price
of the notebook ($3.98) was not revealed to either pahy.ekperimenter stressed that
the negotiation was real and the negotiated outcomedvib@ubinding. Neither buyers

nor sellers received any additional role information.
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Pre-negotiation Questionnaire

Participants filled out the pre-negotiation questionnaiter receiving their role
materials ($5 for the buyer and the notebook for tHerseThe questionnaire was
comprised of a battery of measures designed to assesgppatts’ pre-negotiation
attitudes and strategies.

Negotiator frameFour questions assessed how participants construed the
upcoming negotiation. Again, in contrast to previous workame in negotiation
(Bazerman et al., 1985; De Dreu et al., 1994; De Dreu & McCu$RO7; Neale &
Bazerman, 1985; Sondak et al., 1995), in the present studigdiater frames were
measured rather than manipulated. Participants were askaie the extent (1 =
absolutely noto 7 =absolutely ygsto which they viewed the negotiation as a chance to
create value, to minimize loss, to attain resourgebi@ maintain resources.

Experienced role fitThree questions assessed participants’ experienceoof fit
non-fit with their randomly assigned role. Particigawere asked to rate to what extent
(1 =absolutely noto 7 =absolutely yastheir roles felt like a good fit, were engaging,
and felt right.

Post-negotiation Questionnaire

Participants individually completed the post-negotiatjorstionnaire at the
conclusion of their negotiation. The questionnaire askeitpants to record
information about opening offers (i.e., who opened tlyptiation and at what price) and
negotiated outcomes (i.e., was the outcome an impassgreement, what were the final
offers or agreement amount).

Results
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| conducted a series of 2 (chronic regulatory focus: premrs. promotion) x 2
(role: buyer vs. seller) univariate analyses of vaeaicasses how participants
approached the negotiation.

Negotiator Frame

The ratings of minimize loss and maintain resourc@®g) = .43p <.001) were
averaged to create a measureaf-loss/loss framingAs predicted, role was a
significant predictor of non-loss/loss frankgl, 98) = 8.44p = .005. BuyersNl = 4.39,
SD= 1.35) approached the negotiation using non-loss/loss $remaee than sellerdA =
3.73,SD=1.12), as shown in Figure 2a.

Similarly, the ratings of create value and attaimuveses (102) = .52p < .001)
were averaged to create a measurgairi/non-gain framingAs predicted, role was a
significant predictor of gain/non-gain frantg(1, 98) = 4.79p = .03. SellersNI = 4.96,
SD= 1.15) approached the negotiation using gain/non-gain framesthan buyerd\{
=4.34,SD=1.30), as shown in Figure 2b.

Experienced Role Fit

Because the three measures assessing participants’ $eshiogt their assigned
role (role fit, engagement, and rightness) were higtigrcorrelated (Cronbach’s=
.86), | averaged them to create a measure of particigariigctive experience of role fit,
or experienced role fiBuyers M = 4.71,SD= 1.19) reported experiencing greater fit
than sellersM = 4.33,SD= 1.21),F(1, 98) = 4.68p = .03. This may reflect greater
comfort with the buyer role, perhaps due to its retatamiliarity (i.e., as consumers,

people are more frequently buyers than sellers).
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More importantly and as predicted, the interactioregtitatory focus and role
was significantF(1, 98) = 5.55p = .02. As shown in Figure 3, prevention buydis<
5.07,SD= 1.24) reported experiencing greater fit than promdiioyers M = 4.55,SD=
1.15), whereas promotion selleM € 4.60,SD = 1.07) reported experiencing greater fit
than prevention seller8A = 3.95,SD = 1.31). Planned contrast tests showed that, while
the difference in means between prevention buyers amdqgtion buyers was non-
significant in the predicted directiot{98) = 1.41p > .15, the difference in means
between promotion sellers and prevention sellers wadgfisant,t(98) = -1.95p = .05.

Opening Offer

Forty-three dyads provided usable (consistent betwedawthemembers of the
dyad) data on the opening offer made in their negotialiorexplore the effect of focus-
role fit on opening offer demand, | looked at the subseegbtiators who opened their
negotiation (the openers). | standardized opening offlewfing the procedures outlined
in Study 1—I separately calculated the z-scores forrsusred sellers and reversed the
sign for buyers. Therefor@jgher values indicate a more demanding opening oifia@n
others in the same role.

As expected, the interaction of regulatory focus andwale significantF(1, 39)
=4.71,p=.04. As shown in Figure 4, prevention buydws<0.67,SD= 0.99) were
more demanding than promotion buydvk% -0.23,SD= 0.94), whereas promotion
sellers M = 0.23,SD= 0.94) were more demanding than prevention selMrs {0.33,
SD=1.03). Planned contrast tests showed that the diferenmeans was a non-
significant trend in the predicted direction for buyé{39) = 1.61p = .11, and for

sellerst(39) =-1.49p = .15.
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Frequency of Impasse

To look at outcome measures, | used dyads rather thaadunal negotiators as
the unit of analysis. Forty-seven dyads negotiated taiaome; of these, 14 (30%)
reached an impasse. The outcome type variable wasasbooded (agreement = -1;
impasse = +1). Because my prediction was that dyaddowithmembers in focus-role fit
would be more likely to impasse than other dyads, | creatigdéd composition variable
using a contrast code: -1 for dyads with zero or onalvee in focus-role fit and +1 for
dyads with both members in focus-role fit. | thenadmnary logistic regression with
outcome type as the dependent variable and dyad compasstitve independent
variable. Dyad composition was a marginally signifigamredictor of outcome typ& =
1.39,SE=0.77, Wald's ? (1,N = 47) = 3.26p = .07. An impasse was reached by only
23.7% of dyads with 0 or 1 member in fit, but by 55.6% of dyeitts both members in
fit—more than twice as many.

Agreement Amount

In their negotiations over the notebooks, 33 dyads reamhagreement =
$3.23,SD= $1.00, range = $2.00 — $5.75). To test whether fit negotigiegention
buyers and promotion sellers) outperformed non-fit nagwts (promotion buyers and
prevention sellers), | conducted a 2 (buyer chronic régyldocus: prevention vs.
promotion) x 2 (seller chronic regulatory focus: prevantis. promotion) univariate
analysis of variance. Neither buyer regulatory fammsseller regulatory focus was
significant,ps > .2. | will explore possible reasons for this in Ehscussion.

Discussion

* Across the studies presented here, the percent of dyatsimg impasse averaged 29%.
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The results of Study 2 provided further support for focusfiolBuyers and
sellers adopted different frames of the price negotiaBuyers approached the
negotiation in terms of non-losses and losses whaeedkess approached the negotiation
in terms of gains and non-gains. Negotiators whose chregidatory focus matched
their assigned role (prevention buyers and promotidersgland were thus in focus-role
fit, experienced a greater feeling of fit with theirdamly assigned roles. Negotiators in
focus-role fit who opened had more demanding opening offarsriegotiators in non-fit.
In line with the increased demand of negotiators in foclesfito dyads withboth
members in fit were more likely to impasse than dyautis one or both members in non-
fit.

Study 2 did not find an effect on agreement amount. Thisbh@alue in part to
the narrow range of outcomes and to the small sifleeosdample for dyadic analyses (33
dyads who reached an agreement). In addition, | used skt on the difference score
from the RFQ to determine chronic regulatory focus. A daasplit, which identifies
high prevention focus (lower 25%) and high promotion focus Upp®), would enable
a stronger comparison of negotiators with the two edguy orientations, but this would
necessitate a much larger sample size in order todreuegh observations for each cell.
| will return to this issue in the General Discussion.

Nonetheless, Study 2 provided strong evidence for regulatdrgrh a match
between chronic regulatory focus and negotiator rola.grice negotiation, buyers and
sellers adopted different frames of the negotiatioes€&Hframes matched with different
regulatory focus orientations. Prevention buyers and piomeellers (fit) experienced a

better fit with their assigned roles and opened withensemanding offers than
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promotion buyers and prevention sellers (non-fit). Fnathen two negotiators in focus-
role fit negotiated, they were more likely to reachirmpasse than any other pairing.
Across two different negotiations, Studies 1 and 2 found evedfemdocus-role fit as a
match between chronic regulatory focus and assignedriblereated a feeling of
rightness, increased demand, and impacted outcomes.

Summary of Studies 1 and 2

Studies 1 and 2 introduced focus-role fit using two differenepregotiations.
Study 1 found an effect of focus-role fit on preparatoryatsihusing a hypothetical price
negotiation. Prevention buyers and promotion selfégypfeferred a more demanding
price than promotion buyers and prevention sellers {mprstudy 2 used a real price
negotiation to confirm that buyers and sellers appregatice negotiation with different
frames (non-loss/loss and gain/non-gain, respectivetiyily® additionally found that
prevention buyers and promotion sellers (fit) expeeere greater fit with their
negotiator role and opened with more demanding offerspgt@notion buyers and
prevention sellers (non-fit). Moreover, dyads withtboegotiators in fit were more likely
to impasse than other dyads.

Studies 1 and 2 established the basic phenomenon of fdeu#-no price
negotiations. The next studies build upon this foundatioraacértain how focus-role fit
operates in price negotiations. Study 3 investightesfocus-role fit affects negotiator
responses. Testing a moderator of focus-role fit yielitteace that focus-role fit effects
on negotiator responses are due to the feeling right exerthat regulatory fit creates.

Study 4 examines why matches between regulatory focusegudiator role create
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focus-role fit. Manipulating strategy confirms my hypotkebat fit is due to the strategic
commonalities between regulatory focus and negotiater ro
STUDY 3

After establishing the basic phenomenon of focus-rglé Wanted to determine
how fit operates. Higgins (2000) posited that regulatoryéitites a feeling of rightness
about goal approach and that regulatory fit intensifisparses through this
accompanying feeling of rightness. To test whether foolgsfit impacts negotiator
responses through the experience of feeling right, | bddkea moderator of focus-role
fit effects. As a candidate, | chose an assessmimttation because of its deep concern
with doingright versudeelingright. Study 3 tested whether low assessors in fitnes-
fit) would replicate the previous pattern of fit effeatsl report intensified responses
whereas high assessors in fit (vs. non-fit) would gitem correct their intensified
responses and, in so doing, either eliminate or revecss-role fit effects. This would
support the contention that focus-role fit influencepoaseshrough the experience of
feeling right

Assessment Orientation

Self-regulation requires two functions: assessmeritinction that makes
comparisons (e.g., between the current state and thetgbal between different goal
states, between different goal strategies) doed@motionfunction that moves from state
to state (Higgins, Kruglanski, & Pierro, 2003; Kruglanskiletz000). Regulatory mode
theory (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000) extetassic self-regulation
theories (e.g., Gollwitzer & Brandstatter, 1990; Heckbau& Gollwitzer, 1987; Kuhl,

1985; Lewin, Dembo, Festinger, & Sears, 1944; Miller, Galar& Pribram, 1960) by
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viewing the two processes or functions of discrepancysassmnt and discrepancy
reduction as general and independent concerns that caffeberdially emphasized
across individuals, as seen with chronic individual déffees (e.g., Kruglanski et al.,
2000), and across situations, as seen with momentargxtomtiuctions (e.g., Avnet &
Higgins, 2003). As chronic individual differences, assessm@mcerns and locomotion
concerns are relatively independent, such that individuaysb@migh on neither, one, or
both orientations (see Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski.e2000). Importantly,
regulatory mode is conceptually orthogonal to regulatmrys. Regulatory mode
describes a relative emphasis on comparison and tatiatuation (assessment) versus
initiating and maintaining movement (locomotion), wdes regulatory focus describes a
relative emphasis on non-losses/losses (preventiogli¥ygains/non-gains (promotion).
Locomotion is concerned with the initiation and maiatece of movement. For
high locomotors, movement is an end in itself (Higgeh al., 2003; Kruglanski et al.,
2000; Pierro, Kruglanski, & Higgins, 2006b). A locomotion oraian is epitomized by
the slogan, “just do it!” Assessment, on the othedh&n“the comparative aspect of self-
regulation concerned with critically evaluating entitigsstates, such as goals or means,
in relation to alternatives in order to judge relatumlity” (Higgins et al., 2003, p. 297).
Assessors want to evaluate all options and “do the tigihg” (Higgins et al., 2003;
Kruglanski et al., 2000). Although each orientation maésalifferent preferences and
behaviors (e.g., Benjamin & Flynn, 2006; Kruglanski, Pierrdji§gins, 2007), both
assessment and locomotion are necessary for selbtegusuccess (Kruglanski et al.,

2000; Pierro, Kruglanski, & Higgins, 2006a).
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While assessment motivates critical evaluation amdpawison, high assessors
can be driven beyond normal levels of these behatadngpercriticism and excessive
comparison (Kruglanski et al., 2000; Kumashiro, Rusbulkénauer, & Stocker, 2007,
Pierro et al., 2008). High assessors’ insistence orgdbaright thing can be excessive
as well. They want to do right even if it makes tHeel wrong, as indicated by a
willingness to suffer negative affect from criticalfsevaluations in order to be right
(Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000). Might thisstence ordoingright lead
high assessors to correct biases ffealingright, and even to overcorrect? Before we
address this question, let us consider what it mearmtect and overcorrect.

Correction and Overcorrection

An attempt to correct a perceived bias can lead twvarcorrection where the
original effect is not just eliminated but reversed (tiarl986; Wegener & Petty, 1995,
1997). In particular, Wegener & Petty’'s (1995, 1997) Flexible €xion Model posits
that people may identify a perceived bias and respondiging a naive theory of bias.
Because people often misjudge the extent, the directicryem the existence of a bias,
they may inaccurately adjust, resulting in overcorrectimdercorrection, exacerbation
or even bias creation. Overcorrection is a commatake in domains ranging from
priming to persuasion to impression formation (Wegener &P£995, 1997).

However, attempts at correction are anticipated omgmindividuals are
motivated (Martin, 1986; Schwarz & Bless, 1992a, 1992b; Wegeneatt§, R995,
1997). High assessors are naturally motivated to crijiesthluate their responses as well
as to be accurate and do the right thing (Higgins et al., 2008janski et al., 2000).

Consequently, an assessment orientation may be aessiuscstrong motivation to exert
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the extra cognitive effort to both identify perceived bsaged attempt to correct them,
even when these biases are from a relevant and appecgwiarce—integral regulatory
fit. In other words, the biases are the result of fgetightabouttheir negotiation
preparation, and not the result of an irrelevant sooreecidental regulatory fit from a
prior task (see Cesario et al., 2007). However, feelglg 1s not the same thing as doing
right. Feeling right, even though appropriate, might begreed as diasthat inflates
responses. With their heightened concern with doirg,rlgjgh assessors may be
sensitive to perceived biases and attempt to correct theso doing, they may produce
not only an elimination of the perceived biases but evewversal. An elimination or
reversal of focus-role fit effects for high assessersld suggest that fit does indeed
operate through the experience of feeling right.

Hypotheses

Study 3 used a real price negotiation with binding outcomasgestigated the
pre-negotiation planning stagevhich emphasizes evaluating and comparing alternatives
and is thus where the effects of an assessment oitenséibuld be especially strong.
Participants rated their pre-negotiation affectivéestanticipated performance, and
perceived assessment competence.

Across all measures, | expected main effects of assessand locomotion.
Because high assessors evaluate their positions extignsinay should be more aware of
both the prosndthe cons of any evaluation target. Kruglanski et24l00) suggested
that this awareness is the source of high assesseetegmnegative affect and lower
optimism. Therefore, | expected high (vs. low) assedsdnave lower ratings of their

affective state, anticipated performance, and percessesament competence. High
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locomotors have positive expectancies (Kruglanski e2@00; Kruglanski, Pierro,
Higgins, & Capozza, 2007), which may serve as a tactiogtplsing confidence and
self-esteem to help propel movement (see Higgins, 2008;nigBierro, & Kruglanski,
in press). At the same time, high locomotors derivetpesaffect, optimism and self-
esteem from their sense of progress (Kruglanski e2@00). Hence, | expected high (vs.
low) locomotors to have higher ratings of their affecstate, anticipated performance,
and perceived assessment competence.

My main hypothesis was that focus-role fit would be matézl by assessment.
Across all measures, | predicted that low assessorsivgbolw the established patterns of
focus-role fit effects for price negotiations. Assugniregotiators generally respond
positively to their situation—experience positive affecstates, anticipate good
performances, and perceive themselves as able to assego#itions, the
intensification of responses in focus-role fit sholelald prevention buyers and promotion
sellers (fit) to respond more positively than promotiogdys and prevention sellers
(non-fit). I did not expect these effects to be repédeor high assessors, however.
Instead, | predicted that the strong motivation of higgeasors to critically evaluate, to
do right rather than judeelright, would make them suspicious of feeling right from
regulatory fit. Correcting the bias from feeling righoirder to do right could simply
eliminate the fit effect, but, if the correction wetsong enough, it could reverse the fit
effect—a classic implicit overcorrection effect (Wage & Petty, 1995, 1997). This
would produce a reversal such that fit negotiators (prermbuyers and promotion

sellers) responbksspositively than non-fit negotiators (promotion buyansl prevention
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sellers). Because locomotion is not related to aefigvaluation or a concern with doing
right, | did not expect locomotion to moderate focug-fdl

Study 3 used a 2 (measured chronic regulatory focus: prevesstignomotion) x
2 (assigned negotiator role: buyer vs. seller) betwediejpants design with assessment
orientation and locomotion orientation included as caves.

Method
Participants

Study 3 used the same 102 participants (56 women and 46 menppati@s

Study 2. There were no effects of gender.
Procedure

Participants followed the procedure described in Studwyfickpants filled out
the Regulatory Focus Questionnaire and the Regulatory KQodstionnaire as part of
“study 1” and then participated in the real, binding notebwegotiation for “study 2.”
Although participants carried out the negotiation, thei$oaf my hypotheses for this
study concerned participants’ evaluative judgments duringh@getiation preparation.

Materials

Regulatory Focus Questionnaire

| again analyzed participants’ chronic regulatory focusgugie zero split on the
difference score. As in Study 2, there were 65 chrogigaidmotion-focused participants
and 37 chronically prevention-focused participants.
Regulatory Mode Questionnaire

| measured participants’ chronic regulatory mode with teguRatory Mode

Questionnaire (RMQ); Kruglanski et al., 2000), which corsi$t30 items using six-point
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scales. Sample items include “I often compare myself atiher people” (assessment)
and “When | finish one project, | often wait awhile dyef getting started on a new one”
(locomotion, reverse scored). Previous studies (see Higgimls, 2003; Kruglanski et al.,
2000) have found that assessment and locomotion oriergatierorthogonal or
uncorrelated. This was also the case in the current:stiidp) = -.07p =.5. The
validity and reliability of the RMQ have been previoudhycumented (Kruglanski et al.,
2000).

| separately calculated participants’ assessment atientscoresN] = 4.06,SD =
0.68, Cronbach’s = .79) and locomotion orientation scorté+£ 4.31,SD= 0.59,
Cronbach’s =.76). All analyses, except where specifically noted,these two
continuous measures, for each of which a higher scdieaies a stronger orientation.
Neither assessment nor locomotion was significasglyelated with predominant
regulatory focusr(102) = -.02p = .9 andr(102) = .12p = .2, respectively).
Case Information

The case information was as described in Study 2. Ther bugs given $5
whereas the seller was given a notebook bearing a @@udmniversity crest.
Pre-negotiation Questionnaire

Participants filled out the pre-negotiation questionndéscribed in Study 2. The
guestionnaire was comprised of a battery of measureseesig assess participants’
pre-negotiation attitudes and strategies. For Study 3 yzatha different sub-set of the
guestions participants answered. Participants rated tireant state-of-mind (1 wery
negativeto 7 =very positivg, their current mood (1 wery badto 7 =very gooq, the

strength of their pre-negotiation position (Yery weako 7 =very strong, and how well
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they expected to perform (1very poorlyto 7 =very wel). Participants also rated how
confident (1 =absolutely noto 7 =absolutely yesthey felt in their prospective
assessments of how well they would perform. Lastlstiggpants rated how easy (1 =
extremely difficulto 7 =extremely eag)it would beto assess their performance once the
negotiation had concluded.
Results

To test whether an assessment orientation moderatestfole fit, | conducted a
series of linear regressions. | used standardized assgsamldocomotion scores to
reduce multicollinearity. | included the following predictarsle (contrast coded: buyer
= -1; seller = +1), predominant regulatory focus (contraded: prevention = -1;
promotion = +1), locomotion, assessment, Regulatory$adRole, Regulatory Focus x
Assessment, Role x Assessment, and Regulatory Focole xRssessmenit.

Affective State

| combined the state of mind and mood measuf@91) =.71p < .001) into an
affective stateariable. Assessment and locomotion had significant efects on
affective stateB = -0.26,SE= 0.11,t(92) =-2.39p = .02 andB = 0.28,SE= 0.10,t(92)
= 2.70,p = .008, respectively. Consistent with previous findindatirey regulatory mode
to affective states (see Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglartsil. £2000), higher assessors felt
less positive than lower assessors whereas highemtators felt more positive than
lower locomotors. The interaction of regulatory foemsl role was non-significan,>

.2. Most importantly for the purpose of the study, the ipted three-way interaction

*The interactions with locomotion (Regulatory Focus xdraotion, Role x Locomoation, and Regulatory
Focus x Role x Locomotion) did not produce consisteiggificant results. The three-way interaction was
notably non-significant indicating that, as predictedpmotion did not moderate focus-role fit. Moreover,
the locomotion interactions did not change the patterasafits and were thus excluded.
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between regulatory focus, role, and assessment wasaiéy gignificant,B = -0.21,SE
=0.11,t(92) =-1.93p = .06.

To clarify the nature of this three-way interactiopgerformed a median split on
assessment score and separately conducted two-wayrkggassion analyses for low
assessors and high assessors. Among low assessanggitaetion between regulatory
focus and negotiator role was highly significat; 0.39,SE= 0.14,t(51) = 2.81p =
.007. As predicted and as shown in Figure 5a, low assefsmenstrated the established
pattern of focus-role fit effects with prevention bisyand promotion sellers (focus-role
fit) having more positive affect than promotion buyard arevention sellers (non-fit).
Planned contrasts confirmed that low assessors iadiskgnificantly more positive
affect than low assessors in non-f{§3) = 2.95p = .005.

Among high assessors, on the other hand, the intemdmtioveen regulatory
focus and negotiator role was marginally significanhmdppositedirection,B = -0.27,
SE=.15t(42) =-1.74p = .09. High assessors, as predicted and as shown ire Fgur
showed a patteroppositeto the established focus-role fit pattern. Preverioyers and
promotion sellers (fit) expresséesspositive affect than promotion buyers and
prevention sellers (non-fit). Planned contrasts cor@a that high assessors in fit had
marginally significantljlesspositive affect than high assessors in nort{#4) = 1.97p
=.06.

Anticipated Performance

Next | combined the perceived strength and expected perfoenm@asures

(r(102) = .49p < .001) into aranticipated performanceariable. There was an

unexpected significant main effect of raeF -0.60,SD = 0.09,t(93) = -6.42p < .001.
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Sellers anticipated worse performances than buyergs8sgent and locomotion again
had significant main effect8 = -0.26,SE= 0.09,t(93) =-2.75p = .007 andB = 0.28,
SE=0.09,t(93) = 3.06p = .003, respectively. Consistent with previous findindgstirey
regulatory mode to optimism (see Kruglanski et al., 200@hdniassessors anticipated
worse performances than lower assessors, whereas lngbmotors anticipated better
performances than lower locomotors. The interaatioregulatory focus and role was not
significant,p > .15. Most importantly, and as predicted, the threginiraction
between regulatory focus, role, and assessment was kighificant,B = -0.27,SE=
0.09,t(93) = -2.84p = .006.

| again clarified the nature of the three-way intemattith separate two-way
regressions for low and high assessors. Among low @ssefise interaction between
regulatory focus and negotiator role was highly significBrt,0.39,SE= 0.12,t(52) =
3.18,p = .002. As predicted, and as shown in Figure 6a, low sasedemonstrated the
established pattern of focus-role fit effects with préienbuyers and promotion sellers
(fit) anticipating better performances than promotiagdss and prevention sellers (non-
fit). Planned contrasts confirmed that low assessdisanticipated marginally
significantly better performances than low assessonen-fit,t(54) = 1.75p = .09.

Among high assessors, the interaction between reguifatcus and negotiator
role was marginally significant in tfegppositedirection,B = -0.26,SE=.14,1(42) = -
1.88,p = .07. For high assessors, as shown in Figure 6b, pi@vdiuyers and
promotion sellers (fit) anticipataslorseperformances than promotion buyers and

prevention sellers (non-fit). Planned contrasts cordd that high assessors in fit
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anticipated significantlyvorseperformances than high assessors in not(4i) = 2.37,
p=.02.
Perceived Assessment Competence

For my third regression, | combined the measures of com®nprospective
assessment and forecasted ease of retrospectivenasse$£l02) = .37p < .001) into a
perceived assessment competerar@able. There were effects of assessment and
locomotion in opposite directionB,=-0.18,SE=0.09,t(93) =-1.95p = .05 andB =
0.16,SE=0.09,t(93) = 1.82p = .07, respectively. Higher assessors perceived their
assessment competence to be lower than lower assemsdhigher locomotors
perceived their assessment competence to be highdotanlocomotors. These results
are generally consistent with previous findings that higbreotors have high
confidence in their judgment whereas high assessorsaestain and lack confidence
unless they have complete information, something thelg cat have for the upcoming
negotiation (see Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2004 interaction of
regulatory focus and role was non-significgng, .2. Most importantly, and again as
predicted, the three-way interaction between reguldtmus, role, and assessment was
highly significant,B = -0.29,SE= 0.09,t(93) = -3.07p = .003.

As before, | clarified the pattern of results by cortithgcseparate two-way
regressions for low and high assessors. Among low @ssefise interaction between
regulatory focus and negotiator role was significBrt, 0.32,SE= 0.12,t(52) = 2.67p
= .01. As predicted, and as shown in Figure 7a, low assessoe again demonstrated
the established pattern of focus-role fit effects; prewarbuyers and promotion sellers

(fit) perceived their assessment competence to be higéempromotion buyers and
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prevention sellers (non-fit). Planned contrasts comdd that low assessors in fit
perceived their assessment competence to be signifidaghier than low assessors in
non-fit, t(54) = 2.76p = .008.

Among high assessors, the interaction between reguifatocus and negotiator
role was once again significant in thppositedirection,B = -0.29,SE= .13,t(42) = -
2.19,p = .03. For high assessors, as shown in Figure 7b, pr@vdiuyers and
promotions sellers (fit) perceived their assessment ctempe to béower than
promotion buyers and prevention sellers (non-fit). Rdaintontrasts confirmed that high
assessors in fit perceived their assessment compéteheesignificantlyfower than high
assessors in non-fi(44) = 2.06p = .05.

Overall Position Evaluation

Lastly, | performed the same regression using a dependgatbleacombining all
SiX negotiation preparation measures int@eerall position evaluatiorvariable
(Cronbach’s = .82). The same general pattern of results was @otairhere was a
significant main effect of role® = -0.23,SD = 0.08,t(92) = -2.91p = .005, such that
sellers evaluated their position less positively thayebs. There were also significant
main effects of assessment and locomoti®nr,-0.23,SE= 0.08,t(92) = -2.77p = .007
andB = 0.25,SE=0.08,t(92) = 3.12p = .002, respectively. Consistent with previous
research (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000), higésessors evaluated their
position less positively than lower assessors, ancehiglscomotors evaluated their
position more positively than lower locomotors. Theeraction of regulatory focus and

role was non-significanfy > .15. Most importantly, and as predicted, the three-way
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interaction between regulatory focus, role, and ass&sswas highly significanB = -
0.25,SE=0.08,t(92) = -3.03p = .003.

| again clarified the pattern of results with sepatateway regressions for low
and high assessors. As predicted, among low assessoeswas a highly significant
interaction between regulatory focus and negotiator B€0.36,SE= 0.11,t(51) =
3.33,p =.002, which, as shown in Figure 8a, reflected the eskeddifocus-role fit
pattern of prevention buyers and promotion sellersdfitiluating their position more
positively than promotion buyers and prevention se(leog-fit). Planned contrasts
confirmed that low assessors in fit evaluated theirtjpossignificantly more positively
than low assessors in non-fi{53) = 2.89p = .005.

Among high assessors, as predicted, there was a sighifitaraction in the
oppositedirection,B = -0.27,SE= 0.11,t(42) = -2.46p = .02. As shown in Figure 8b,
prevention buyers and promotion sellers (fit) evaldabeir positionesspositively than
promotion buyers and prevention sellers (non-fit). Rda@intontrasts confirmed that high
assessors in fit evaluated their position signifigale$spositively than high assessors in
non-fit, t(44) = 2.79p = .008.

Discussion

The overall results of Study 3 replicated past findirsge Higgins et al., 2003;
Kruglanski et al., 2000). High (vs. low) assessors abesily reported lower evaluations
of their pre-negotiation positions—Iless positive affaairse anticipated performance,
and lower perceived assessment competence. Becausmthegre their position against
various standards of comparison (e.g., their ideal positheir past positions, their

counterpart’s assumed position), high assessors are aianth their strengths and
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weaknesses; this variety of self-generated feedback cagseadsessors to have a less
positive outlook (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 200®xontrast, high (vs. low)
locomotors consistently reported higher evaluationseaf fire-negotiation positions—
more positive affect, better anticipated performance,hegher perceived assessment
competence. Replicating past findings (Kruglanski e2@D0), high locomotors were
more optimistic and confident, perhaps reflecting a pgstigtion preparatory tactic to
help initiate action in the negotiation.

There was an unexpected main effect of role for gnatied performance (and for
overall position evaluation); sellers expected lowefgoarances (and evaluated their
position less positively) than buyers. This may reffearticipants’ greater experience, as
consumers, with buying versus selling. Alternativelynéty be a context-specific result
due to the greater perceived versatility or usefulnedsedbtiyer’'s money versus the
seller’s notebook. Because money can be used for many parpbereas the notebook
has limited uses, the money may be seen as a greatee ©f power in the negotiation.
Either explanation is also consistent with the tssofl Study 2 indicating that buyers
experienced greater fit with their role than sellers.

Most importantly for the objective of the study, acrabsnalyses the predicted
three-way interaction between chronic predominant regyl#cus, assigned negotiator
role, and chronic assessment emerged. Low assessorssieated a pattern of means
consistent with the focus-role fit effects found im@és 1 and 2—more positive affect,
better anticipated performance, and higher perceivedsasat competence in fit than in
non-fit. In contrast, high assessors showedfigositepattern with fit negotiators

reportinglesspositive preparatory responses as compared to non-fit negstiat
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Identifying an assessment orientation as a moderafocos$-role fit provides
evidence that focus-role fit effects are due to the egpeei of feeling right. High
assessors are suspicioudedlingright. Todo right, they believe they need to correct
biases from feeling right due to focus-role fit, and groarrection produces
overcorrection. High assessors in fit report lesstivereparatory responses than high
assessors in non-fit. Low assessors in fit, orother hand, are not motivated to perceive
biases and thus their feeling right experience transtitestly into more positive
preparatory responses than low assessors in non-ficatpd the previous pattern of
focus-role fit effects. Study 3 revedlewfocus-role fit influences negotiator responses
(i.e. increased demand): focus-role fit creates anfgealf rightness that intensifies
responses. Study 4 is designed to look at another aspecusfrole fit's operation—the
source of the fit between regulatory focus and negotiater

STUDY 4

Study 3 provided evidence that focus-role fit impacts regmotisough the
experience of feeling right. Study 4 was designed to teshanfeature of focus-role fit.
| hypothesized that focus-role fit is unlike traditionajukatory fit between a goal
orientation and a strategy of goal pursuit (Higgins, 20@@ys-role fit is a match
between two goal orientations based on shared strategic prefer@recésst whether the
strategic complementarities between regulatory foodsnagotiator role are indeed the
driving force behind focus-role fit, | manipulated strategg jprice negotiation in Study
4. When strategy is no longer a naturally occurring cornmatity between regulatory
focus and negotiator role, but is itself situationallynipalated, then focus-role fit should

disappear. In its place, | expected to uncover the tworlymte component sources of
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fit: a focus-strategyit and arole-strategyfit. In contrast to focus-role fit, both focus-
strategy fit and role-strategy fit are examples dditi@nal regulatory fit between a goal
orientation (regulatory focus or negotiator role) and deggsa Uncovering the
components of fit will provide a fuller picture of thectis-role fit model (see Figure 9).

When negotiators are assigned to their naturally pexfestrategy (prevention
negotiators using a vigilant strategy or promotion nedgoits using an eager strategy;,
buyers using a vigilant strategy or sellers using an eageegy), they should experience
fit because their goal orientation, whether regulafocys or role, is sustained by their
goal-pursuit strategy. Assignment to the opposite (nommrag) strategy should produce
non-fit (prevention negotiators using an eager strategyanotion negotiators using a
vigilant strategy; buyers using an eager strategy orseling a vigilant strategy)
because the goal orientation is disrupted by the miseatgbal strategy. When strategy
is manipulated it is no longer a naturally occurring comatity between regulatory
focus and negotiator role and, thus, focus-role fit shooatcbccur.

Study 4 tested these hypotheses using the real, binding pgoéation over a
notebook. | expected to replicate the differences in megotframe for buyers and
sellers. Because strategy was manipulated, | expectadltiofius-strategy fit effects and
role-strategy fit effects. In particular, | predictéait participants in the focus-strategy fit
conditions (prevention-vigilant and promotion-eaged tre role-strategy fit conditions
(buyer-vigilant and seller-eager) would experience greate fit and greater planned
demand than the non-fit conditions (prevention-eagepamahotion-vigilant; buyer-

eager and seller-vigilant). In contrast, | did not expedind focus-role fit effects.
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Study 4 used a 2 (measured chronic regulatory focus: prevesstignomotion) x
2 (manipulated strategy: vigilant vs. eager) x 2 (assigegadtrator role: buyer vs. seller)
between-participants design.

Method
Participants

One hundred sixty students participated for $8 compensat@mexperimental
credits. Six participants did not follow instructions ahelir data was excluded from all
analyses. Thus, there were 154 participants (100 women andr§4 m

Procedure

Participants either arrived in response to flyerwenre scheduled using an online
sign-up system. In order to form negotiation dyadsgeitwo or four participants were
run during each session. Participants signed a consem@afad were told that we were
running two short studies, a personality study and a neguotistiidy. Participants first
completed “study 1,” which consisted of the RegulatorgusoQuestionnaire.

The experimenter then explained that “study 2” wasgatigtion study.
Participants were randomly assigned to roles (buyseltar) and randomly assigned to
strategies (vigilant or eager, as described below) edfisaw pairs. They were told that
they would be negotiating over a notebook with a univecsegt. Sellers were given a
Columbia University notebook and buyers were given $ingles. The experimenter
explained that the negotiated outcome, whether impassgreement, would be binding
and separate from compensation for participation. Outsonere restricted to range
between $0 and $10. Any agreement over $5 would require additiomely from the

buyer above and beyond the $5 endowment. (No agreements &b were reached.)
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Participants were allowed 15 minutes to complete a pyetia¢ion questionnaire
and prepare for the negotiation. Participants were thieecpaith their randomly
assigned partner and given 15 minutes to negotiate. Theragpéer oversaw the
enactment of the negotiated outcome, whether impassgreement. (Although
participants negotiated, the focus of my analyses wabkesnapproach to the
negotiation. Furthermore, there were not enough partigpareach cell to reliably
analyze outcome effects.) Lastly, participants werapgensated (in addition to whatever
outcome they had negotiated), debriefed, and thanked.

Materials
Regulatory Focus Questionnaire

| again measured participants’ chronic regulatory focus thehRFQ (Higgins et
al., 2001). In this study, promotion pride and prevention padess were weakly
positively correlated;(154) = .21p = .009. To calculate participants’ predominant
chronic regulatory focus, | first subtracted the prewenpiride scoreN] = 3.44,SD=
0.82, Cronbach’s = .83) from the promotion pride scoid € 3.92,SD= 0.56,
Cronbach’s = .65). Participants whose difference scores werdagrd@n zero were
identified as chronically promotion focus (103 participaats] participants whose
difference scores were less than or equal to zero ident¢ified as chronically prevention
focus (51 participants). Analyses are based on this pét@s participants’ difference
scores.

Case Information
As in Study 2, the buyer was given $5 whereas the sedlsrgiven a notebook

bearing a Columbia University crest. The actual prich@hotebook ($3.98) was not
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revealed to either party. The experimenter stressedhategotiation was real and the
negotiated outcome would be binding.

Strategy manipulatiorin addition to their random assignment to a role,
participants were randomly assigned to a strategy. Faciparits assigned to a vigilant
strategy, the case information emphasized minimizingeland meeting the reservation
price. For participants assigned to an eager strategyase information emphasized
maximizing gains and achieving the aspiration price (see Appé&nftir the full text of
the manipulation).

Pre-negotiation Questionnaire

Participants filled out the pre-negotiation questionnaiter receiving their role
materials ($5 for the buyer and the notebook for tHerseThe questionnaire was
comprised of a battery of measures designed to assesgppatt’ pre-negotiation
attitudes and strategies.

Negotiator frameFour questions assessed how participants construed the
upcoming negotiation. Participants were asked to rate thateit =absolutely noto 7
= absolutely yesto which they viewed the negotiation as a chance &teralue, to
minimize loss, to attain resources, and to maintaoueces.

Experienced role fit-our questions assessed participants’ experience of fit or
non-fit with their randomly assigned role. Particigawere asked to rate to what extent
(1 =absolutely noto 7 =absolutely yastheir roles were comfortable, felt like a good fit,
were engaging, and felt right.

Average right priceParticipants were asked to select the range of pricgs the

considered fair or “right.” The range of possible prigg®to $10) was divided into ten
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intervals of $1. Participants checked the appropriate @l(gjvto indicate the price(s)
they believed to be fair or right.

Planned opening offeParticipants were asked to indicate what their &iffgtr
would be if they were to open the negotiation. This questias free-response.

Results

To assess how patrticipants approached the negotiationducted a series of 2
(chronic regulatory focus: prevention vs. promotion) xtea{egy: vigilant vs. eager) x 2
(role: buyer vs. seller) univariate analyses of vaeanith gender included as a
covariate.

Negotiator Frame

The ratings of minimize loss and maintain resourcd$4) = .46p < .001) were
averaged to create a measureaf-loss/loss framingrhere was a significant effect of
genderF(1, 145) = 5.15p = .03° Women M = 4.14,SD = 1.28) adopted more of a non-
loss/loss frame than mekl(= 3.62,SD = 1.45). Most importantly, role was marginally
significant,F(1, 145) = 3.51p = .06. As predicted, buyerbi(= 4.20,SD= 1.43)
approached the negotiation using non-loss/loss framesthanesellersNl = 3.72,SD =
1.25), as shown in Figure 10a.

There was an unexpected significant effect of thestlway interaction between
regulatory focus, strategy, and rdi€l, 145) = 4.17p = .04. Prevention, vigilant buyers
(M =4.50,SD=1.21) were the most loss-framed and promotion, eaflerssM = 3.56,

SD=1.27) and prevention, vigilant selle € 3.45,SD= 1.65) were the least loss-

® Although gender effects were not the focus of my ansJ)ysgnificant gender effects did emerge in three
studies. | will briefly discuss the impact of gender on tiagon preparation in the General Discussion.
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framed. It is not clear exactly why this is the cdme,certainly prevention, vigilant
buyers would be expected to be the most loss-framecdhagdvere.

Similarly, the ratings of create value and attaimuveses {(154) = .69p < .001)
were averaged to create a measurgairi/non-gain framingThere was again a
significant effect of gendeF(1, 145) = 7.40p = .007. Men = 5.13,SD= 1.34)
adopted more of a gain/non-gain frame than worvers @¢.52,SD = 1.28). Most
importantly, role was again marginally significal1, 145) = 3.43p = .07. As
predicted, sellera = 4.89,SD = 1.30) approached the negotiation using gain/non-gain
frames more than buyerl (= 4.57,SD = 1.35), as shown in Figure 10b.

Experienced Role Fit

Because the measures assessing participants’ feelingisthein assigned role
(role comfort, fit, engagement, and rightness) weralhigmtercorrelated (Cronbach’s
= .84), | created a measureexiperienced role fiby averaging the four ratings. Gender
was a non-significant trené(1, 145) = 2.68p = .10, with men = 4.74,SD= 1.18)
tending to report experiencing greater fit than wonM=(4.31,SD= 1.12).

Most important for my hypotheses were the resultt®three two-way
interactions. First, as predicted, the Regulatory Fadrsle interaction was not
significant,p > .5. Second, as predicted, the Regulatory Focus x §yratkeractionwas
significant,F(1, 145) = 5.61p = .02. As shown in Figure 11a, prevention negotiators
using a vigilant strategyM = 4.45,SD = 1.34) reported experiencing greater fit than
prevention negotiators using an eager stratbyy @¢.13,SD = 0.94), whereas promotion
negotiators using an eager strategy<4.88,SD= 1.12) reported experiencing greater

fit than promotion negotiators using a vigilant stratégy= 4.18,SD= 1.06). Planned
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contrast tests showed that, while the differenceeams for prevention negotiators using
a vigilant versus eager strategy was non-significatitarpredicted directiori(150) =
1.00,p > .2, the difference in means for promotion negotiatisisg an eager versus
vigilant strategy was highly significart{,150) = -3.18p = .002.

Third, as predicted, the Role x Strategy interactionsigasficant,F(1, 145) =
4.02,p = .05. As shown in Figure 11b, buyers using a vigilaatetyy M = 4.61,SD=
0.97) reported experiencing greater fit than buyers usirgager strategyM = 4.60,SD
= 1.14), whereas sellers using an eager straddgy4.70,SD= 1.11) reported
experiencing greater fit than sellers using a vigilantesgnaM = 3.94,SD = 1.26).
Planned contrast tests showed that, while the differenmeans for buyers using a
vigilant versus eager strategy was non-significantenpifedicted directiori(150) =
0.03,p > .5, the difference in means for sellers using an ezgsus vigilant strategy was
highly significant,t(150) = -2.99p = .003.

To test for a replication of the patterns of focus-fol@®und in the previous
studies when strategy was allowed to vary naturally, dgoted planned contrast tests.
Indeed, prevention buyers using a vigilant stratédy(4.66,SD= 1.13) reported greater
fit than promotion buyers using a vigilant strately< 4.57,SD = 0.85), although this
difference was non-significart(;74) = 0.28p > .5. Promotion sellers using an eager
strategy M = 4.94,SD= 1.09) reported significantly greater fit than prevemsellers
using an eager strategyl = 4.21,SD=1.01),t(74) = 2.10p = .04.

Planned Demand
Participants reported planned demand in two ways: sajeatrange of prices as

fair or right and listing their planned opening offer. AStudy 1, | calculated the
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average price selected as right from the range of pndésated. Average right price and
planned opening offer were highly correlatgd,50) = .73p < .001. | standardized both
measures of demand following the procedures outlined in Stuldyveraged
standardized average right price and standardized plampeschg offer to create a
measure oplanned demandHigher values indicate greater planned demgmdre
demanding average prices selected as right and more deatalined opening offers)
than others in the same role.

Univariate Analysis of Variance

To investigate the effects of fit on planned demandokéd at the subset of
participants experiencing relatively more fit (identfiey median split on the
experienced role fit variablé)For these 81 participants, there was a main effect of
genderF(1, 72) = 8.61p = .004. Men 1 = 0.29,SD = 0.95) expressed more demand
than womenl = -0.18,SD= 0.82). Once again the three two-way interactions were
most important for my hypotheses. First, Regulatory Fadesle was an unexpected
non-significant trendi-(1, 72) = 2.79p = .10. Prevention buyer®|(=-0.16,SD= 1.05)
were less demanding than promotion buykts=(0.07,SD = 0.78), whereas promotion
sellers M =-0.02,SD= 0.88) were less demanding than prevention selérs 0.06,SD
= 1.06); I will explore this pattern of results in thes&ussion.

Second, as predicted, the interaction between regulitong and strategy was
highly significant,F(1, 72) = 7.93p = .006. As shown in Figure 12a, prevention
negotiators using a vigilant stratedy € 0.18,SD= 0.91) were more demanding than
prevention negotiators using an eager stratbyy €0.45,SD= 1.17), whereas

promotion negotiators using an eager stratéyy (0.12,SD= 0.91) were more

" The pattern of results is overwhelmed by a main effestrategy when looking at all participants.
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demanding than promotion negotiators using a vigilantegfyaM = -0.11,SD= 0.71).
Planned contrast tests showed that the differenceansifor prevention negotiators
using a vigilant versus eager strategy was marginghjifgant,t(77) =1.70p = .09, and
the difference in means for promotion negotiators usingager versus vigilant strategy
was non-significant in the predicted directi(7,7) = -0.96p > .2.

Third, as predicted, the interaction between role amdegty was highly
significant,F(1, 72) = 7.14p = .009. As shown in Figure 12b, buyers using a vigilant
strategy M = 0.13,SD= 0.62) were more demanding than buyers using an eagegstr
(M =-0.21,SD= 1.14), whereas sellers using an eager straddgy.12,SD = 0.88)
were more demanding than sellers negotiators using antigti@ategy M = -0.18,SD=
0.98). Planned contrast tests indicated that the diffeseimcmeans were in the predicted
directions but were non-significant for buyeis,7) =1.18p > .2, or sellerst(77) = -
1.08,p> .2.

There was also a significant three-way interactietwieen regulatory focus,
strategy, and rold5(1, 72) = 6.85p = .01. This interaction is mostly driven by
prevention, eager buyers, who were significantly tessanding than any of the other
negotiators. Since there were only 3 such negotiatorsnmoh should be made of this
effect.

To test for a replication of the patterns of focus-flund in the previous
studies when strategy was allowed to vary naturally, Inag@anducted planned contrast
tests. Indeed, prevention buyers using a vigilant strgtdgy0.27,SD= 0.66) were
more demanding than promotion buyers using a vigilanestyaM = 0.03,SD = 0.60),

although this difference was non-significaf@4) = 0.77p > .2. Similarly, promotion
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sellers using an eager stratelyy £ 0.13,SD = 0.90) were non-significantly more
demanding than prevention sellers using an eager strafegy0(11,SD= 0.86),t(44) =
0.04,p > .5.
Mediation Analysis

To test my prediction that experienced role fit wouldliate the relationship
between both focus-strategy fit and demand and rolesgirdit and demand, | conducted
a series of linear regressions, on all participant®wing the steps outlined by Baron
and Kenny (1986). Across regressions, the basic model inclbdddliowing predictors:
gender (contrast coded: men = -1; women = +1), predomimanhic regulatory focus
(contrast coded: prevention = -1; promotion = +1), sfateontrast coded: vigilant = -1,
eager = +1), negotiator role (contrast coded: buyer seller = +1), Regulatory Focus X
Role, Regulatory Focus x Strategy, Role x Strategy,Regulatory Focus x Strategy x
Role.

In step 1, | regressed experienced role fit (the proposekbbor) onto the model.
Two predictors reached significance: Regulatory Focusategly,B = 0.23,SE= 0.10,
t(145) = 2.37p = .02, and Role x Strategy,= 0.19,SE= 0.10,t(145) = 2.00p = .05. In
step 2, | regressed standardized planned demand (the depeariiey onto the model.
Regulatory Focus x Role was marginally significdt -0.15,SE= 0.08,t(141) = -1.91,
p = .06. In step 3, | regressed standardized planned dethendependent variable) onto
the model plus experienced role fit (the proposed maji&egulatory Focus x Role
was again significanB = -0.14,SE= 0.07,t(140) = -1.94p = .05. More importantly,
experienced role fit was highly significaB~= 0.26,SE= 0.06,t(140) = 4.14p < .001. |

used bootstrapping methods to test for mediation, as reeaded by Shrout and Bolger
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(2002). These tests confirmed tlexperienced role fisignificantly mediated the
relationship between focus-strategy fit and standargifaathed demand(= .02), and
between role-strategy fit and standardized planned de(pand4).

Discussion

Study 4 investigated the components of focus-role fit. | hygsutled that focus-
role fit was driven by the strategic complementaribiesveen regulatory focus and
negotiator role. To test this, Study 4 manipulated strategyprice negotiation. As
predicted, | replicated the effects of role on negotikeone—buyers adopted a non-
loss/loss frame of the negotiation whereas sell@gopt@d a gain/non-gain frame of the
negotiation.

As predicted, on a measure of experienced role fit, tsfflfdocus-strategyit and
role-strategyfit emerged, wheredscus-rolefit was noticeably absent. In this price
negotiation, prevention negotiators using a vigilantetpaand promotion negotiators
using an eager strategy (focus-strategy fit) experiengedader fit than prevention
negotiators using an eager strategy and promotion negstizimg a vigilant strategy
(focus-strategy non-fit). Likewise, vigilant buyersdagager sellers (role-strategy fit)
experienced a greater fit than eager buyers and vigidlet's (role-strategy non-fit).
This pattern of results demonstrates that thereiisbativeen regulatory focus and
strategy, and between negotiator role and strategy. \&thategy is manipulated, it is no
longer a naturally occurring commonality between regulafmeys and negotiator role;
focus-role fit is eliminated.

Also as predicted, | found focus-strategy fit and rotategy fit effects on

planned demand for participants experiencing relatively fito@iven that Study 3
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suggested that focus-role fit effects are due to the experiaf fit, it is not surprising
that fit effects are stronger for participants experieg greater fit. In fact, fit should only
impact responses to the extent that it creates anierperof fit. Within participants
experiencing relatively more fit, prevention negotiatsig a vigilant strategy and
promotion negotiators using an eager strategy (focus-strateggported greater
planned demand than prevention negotiators using an eageggt@ad promotion
negotiators using a vigilant strategy (focus-strategyfitp. Similarly, vigilant buyers
and eager sellers (role-strategy fit) reported greater @hdemand than eager buyers
and vigilant sellers (role-strategy non-fit). Focusisigy fit and role-strategy fit both
impact planned demand. For planned demand, focus-role fitetfece reversed. This
effect was mostly driven by prevention buyers, who wese iemanding than any of the
other negotiators. It is not clear why focus-role fieefs would reverse, or why
prevention buyers specifically would be less demandingnvgtrategy is manipulated.
When strategy is manipulated, we see effects of focategly fit and role-strategy fit in
lieu of the pattern of focus-role fit that we usuallg $& price negotiations,.

In Study 4, | also found that experienced role fit predigtenned demand.
Negotiators experiencing greater fit were more demandingerienced role fit
significantly mediated the relationship between focuatsgy fit and demand and role-
strategy fit and demand. This provides convergent eviderargg alith Study 3, that
focus-role fit impacts negotiator responses throughstpereence of feeling right.
Although | did not find direct effects of fit on planned derd using the entire sample,
this is not necessary for mediation to occur (MacKin&drairchild, 2009; Shrout &

Bolger, 2002). Moreover, there were direct effects adriitdemand for those participants
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who experienced relatively more fit. This suggests tHarotariables may have
obscured the direct relation across all participantsekample, participants in fit on one
dimension (e.g., focus-strategy fit) but not the otheredision (e.g., role-strategy fit)
may have had a weaker experience of fit and may haviesadhtensified demand.

Despite these limitations, Study 4 successfully dematestrthat, when strategy is
manipulated, the components of focus-role fit—focus-atpafit and role-strategy fit—
emerge. In this price negotiation, participants in the timmd of focus-strategy fit
(prevention-vigilant and promotion-eager) or role-stratigypuyer-vigilant and seller-
eager) experienced greater fit with their roles and pthimée more demanding than
participants in non-fit (prevention-eager and promotiontasd; buyer-eager and seller-
vigilant). The typical patterns of focus-role fit didtremerge when strategy was
manipulated. Study 4 provided evidence that focus-role fit v@drby the strategic
commonalities between negotiator role and regulatmeyd.

Summary of Studies 1- 4

Studies 1 and 2 introduced focus-role fit in price negotiati®rsvention buyers
and promotion sellers (fit) experienced greater fit \ilidir roles, planned to be more
demanding, and opened with more demanding offers than poontmtyers and
prevention sellers (non-fit). When paired, negotiatoifé impassed more often than
other dyads. Studies 3 and 4 clarified how focus-role fitaiper

In Study 3, | found evidence that focus-role fit impacigotiator responses
through the ensuing experience of feeling right. Assestsargmtation moderated focus-
role fit—Ilow assessors in fit (vs. non-fit) reportatensified responses (replicating the

pattern of results from Studies 1 and 2) whereas highsassas fit (vs. non-fit),
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sensitive to the bias in responding due to fit, overctetkand reported the opposite. The
results of Study 4 replicated the effect of role on natfmtiframe and indicated that
focus-role fit is created by the shared strategic preéex®of regulatory focus and
negotiator role. When strategy was manipulated, focesftolas replaced by focus-
strategy fit and role-strategy fit, each of which imedcexperienced fit and planned
demand. Experienced fit mediated the relationship betweris{strategy fit and demand
and role-strategy fit and demand, again providing evidencdittledfiects on negotiator
responses (i.e., intensified demand) are due to the enperid feeling right from fit.

Together, these four studies suggest one process by whadssignment
impacts outcomes. Role assignment determines negotiatoe filNegotiator frame then
determines the preferred strategy, which either mattigeisegotiator’s chronic
regulatory focus to create focus-role fit, or mismatdbeseate non-fit. Focus-role fit
creates a subjective feeling of rightness about negotiagsfonses to the upcoming
negotiation. This feeling of rightness intensifies reses, leading to greater planned
demand and actual demand. When two fit negotiators ardp#eir increased levels of
demand conflict, yielding higher impasse rates.

Studies 5 and 6 move for the first time beyond price nagonis to investigate
other types of negotiations. Study 5 used a hypothetical nagotaiout information to
find a reversal in framing—buyers adopt gain/non-gain fraohéise negotiation and
sellers adopt non-loss/loss frames of the negotiaBtudy 5 provides evidence that the
direction of the relationship between role and negotiaéone depends on what the

negotiation isabout(Higgins, 1998). Although different classes of negotiati@ng.,
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price, non-price, multi-issue) should yield differenttpms of results, across negotiations
role will define the situation.

Study 6 advances beyond single-issue negotiations betwgendnd seller to
examine the impact of role more broadly. In a mukues negotiation where each role
faces a gain/non-gain issaad a non-loss/loss issue, role dictates the meaningobf ea
issue and interacts with the emphasized issue to influssgatiation preparation and
outcomes. Study 6 confirms that role impacts negotigteren when they have multiple
issues.

STUDY 5

To explore a new direction, Study 5 used a negotiationtad different issue. In
price negotiations, buyers approach the negotiation in tefmsn-losses and losses
whereas sellers approach the same negotiation in tdrgasns and non-gains, as
evidenced by Studies 2 and 4. | hypothesized that this framéhgeiso buyers’ goal of
minimizing monetary loss and sellers’ goal of maximizingnetary gain. Because role
predicts negotiators’ framing of the negotiation througla#sociated goals, changing
negotiators’ goals should change their framing. In otfeeds, a framing reversal should
be possible. If there were a negotiation where buyarged to maximize gains and
sellers wanted to minimize losses, negotiator frarhesld reverse. For instance,
imagine a negotiation where buyers are told that thest obtain certain key information
in order to complete the negotiation and sellersadethat they must not reveal this key
information in order to complete the negotiation.His ttase, buyers should seek to
maximize information gain whereas sellers should seekirtonize information loss.

Therefore, in contrast to price negotiations, bugtiauld now adopt gain/non-gain
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frames of the negotiation and sellers should now adlmptioss/loss frames of the
negotiation.

Given this reversal, an eager strategy would best suppgets’ gain-
maximization goal and a vigilant strategy would best supgeliers’ loss-minimization
goal. The strategic commonality is now between bugadsa promotion focus and
sellers and a prevention focus. Promotion buyers and prenesellers should be in
focus-role fit whereas prevention buyers and promogdiers should be in non-fit.
Because regulatory fit intensifies negotiator respgreseseen in Studies 1-4, promotion
buyers and prevention sellers should experience gnedeciit and express greater
planned demand than prevention buyers and promotion sellers

To look for these two reversals, a reversal in negotigames and a reversal in
the conditions of focus-role fit, Study 5 used a 2 (measthiezhic regulatory focus:
prevention vs. promotion) x 2 (assigned negotiator ralgebvs. seller) between-
participants design.

Method
Participants

One hundred thirty students (79 women and 51 men) particifeaté8
compensation or 2 experimental credits. Data from 19cgzatts was excluded from all
analyses: 14 participants were given the wrong matendl$ garticipants did not
complete the study. These exclusions resulted in 111 partisi (67 women and 44

men).
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Procedure

Participants either arrived in response to flyerwenre scheduled using an online
sign-up system. In order to form negotiation dyadsgeitwo or four participants were
run during each session. Participants signed a congsem@fad were told that we were
running two short studies, a personality study and a neguotistiidy. Participants first
completed “study 1,” which consisted of the RegulatorguscQuestionnaire.

The experimenter then explained that “study 2” wasgatwgtion called “Bullard
Houses.” Patrticipants were randomly assigned to padsaroles (buyer or seller). The
experimenter passed out the case information and theegiation questionnaires,
allowing participants fifteen minutes to read and prepareicipa@nts were then paired
with their randomly assigned partner and given 15 minotegsgotiate. (Although
participants negotiated, the focus of my analyses wabkesnapproach to the
negotiation.) Lastly, participants were compensated, elielkiand thanked.

Materials
Regulatory Focus Questionnaire

| again measured participants’ chronic regulatory focus thehRFQ (Higgins et
al., 2001). In this study, promotion pride and prevention padess were weakly
positively correlated;(111) = .26 = .007. To calculate participants’ predominant
chronic regulatory focus, | first subtracted the prewenpiride scoreM = 3.45,SD=
0.89, Cronbach’s = .85) from the promotion pride scoid € 3.91,SD= 0.59,
Cronbach’s =.70). Participants whose difference scores werdagrd@n zero were
identified as chronically promotion focus (77 participaat®) participants whose

difference scores were less than or equal to zero ident¢ified as chronically prevention
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focus (34 participants). Analyses are based on this pét@s participants’ difference
scores.
Case Information

“Bullard Houses” was written for the Harvard Negotiatienoject and further
developed by the Dispute Resolution Research Center Ketlogg School of
Management. Both buyer and seller are agents withagixgémands from their clients.
The case is written so that the negotiation hasisaies, price and information.
Information is the central issue. | adapted the cafigtizer increase the emphasis on
information (see Appendix C for the full case inforimaj.

The seller is an agent of the Bullard family. Althoulga family wants to sell the
Houses, their first priority is that certain aspedtthe Houses’ history are not revealed.
The buyer is an agent of a historical inn society. Sdwety wants to buy the Houses, but
their first priority is full disclosure of the Housdsstory. Price is a secondary concern
for both parties. Because information is the paramoontern for both parties (and the
two parties have opposing preferences on this issue),pass® is the outcome in both
parties’ best interests.

Pre-negotiation Questionnaire

Participants filled out the pre-negotiation questionnaiter they received the
case information. The questionnaire was comprised oftarpatf measures designed to
assess participants’ pre-negotiation attitudes and gieate

Issue importancel hree questions assessed how participants divided their
attention between the two issues, information and pPeeticipants were asked to divide

100 points between the two issues to reflect theirivel@nportance. Participants were

60



also asked how important (1absolutely noto 7 =absolutely yésit was to obtain the
best price possible and to obtain / not reveal theryistiothe Houses.

Negotiator frameFour questions assessed how participants construed the
upcoming negotiation. Participants were asked to rate tbateit =absolutely noto 7
= absolutely yesto which they viewed the negotiation as a chance &tenralue, to
minimize loss, to attain resources, and to maintaoueces.

Experienced role fit-our questions assessed participants’ experience of fit or
non-fit with their randomly assigned role. Particigawere asked to rate to what extent
(1 =absolutely noto 7 =absolutely yastheir roles were comfortable, felt like a good fit,
were engaging, and felt right.

Planned opening offeParticipants were asked to indicate what their &iffgr
would be if they were to open the negotiation. This questias free-response.

Results

To assess how patrticipants approached the negotiationducted a series of 2
(chronic regulatory focus: prevention vs. promotion) xa2erbuyer vs. seller) univariate
analyses of variance with gender included as a coegariat

Issue Importance

Participants allocated more points to informatiomtpece M = 63.45 vsM =
36.55,SD = 20.25)° A one-sample t-test showed that participants weighedrivetion
significantly more than a 50-50 even sg{i,09) = 6.97p < .001. The two Likert-style

ratings questions yielded the same pattern. Participat@d informationil = 6.54,SD =

8 | analyzed each of the three measures of issue imperteparately because they were not highly
intercorrelated (Cronbach’s= .55).
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1.07) as more important than pridd € 5.65,SD= 1.21). A one-sample t-test showed
this difference to be significart(;110) = 5.31p < .001.

There were no significant predictors of the relatigeigsweighting measure or of
the rating of information’s importance. For the ratrigrice’s importance, there was a
marginally significant main effect of regulatory foc&$1, 106) = 3.20SD = .08.
Prevention participantd = 5.29,SD= 1.27) rated price as less important than
promotion participanta = 5.81,SD = 1.16). This is consistent with prevention
participants’ greater concern for duties and obligat{ghggins, 1997), which in this
case dictate that price is a secondary concern.

Negotiator Frame

The ratings of minimize loss and maintain resourc@dsl Q) = .31p =.001) were
averaged to create a measureaf-loss/loss framingAs predicted, role was a
significant predictor of non-loss/loss frankgl, 105) = 13.98p < .001, in theopposite
direction as in the price negotiation studies. As showkigure 13a, sellerd = 4.23,
SD= 1.05) approached the negotiation using non-loss/loss $remee than buyerdA =
3.52,SD=0.97).

Likewise, the ratings of create value and attaioueses (110) = .53p <.001)
were averaged to create a measurgaai/non-gain framingGender was marginally
significant,F(1, 105) = 3.42p = .07. Men M = 4.95,SD = 0.87) adopted a gain/non-gain
frame more than womeiVi(= 4.63,SD = 1.19). As predicted, role was a significant
predictor of gain/non-gain framg(1, 105) = 4.45p = .04, again in thepposite

direction as in the price negotiation studies. As shimwFigure 13b, buyers = 4.98,
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SD= 0.84) approached the negotiation using gain/non-gain framesthan sellerd =
4.57,SD=1.23),.
Experienced Role Fit

Because the measures assessing participants’ feelingisthein assigned role
(role comfort, fit, engagement, and rightness) weralhigtercorrelated (Cronbach’s
= .88), | created a measureexiperienced role fiby averaging the four ratings. There
was a significant main effect of gendE(1, 105) = 6.25p = .01. Men M = 4.60,SD =
1.01) reported experiencing greater fit than wonMm=(4.06,SD = 1.21). The
interaction of regulatory focus and role was not sigaiit,p > .2. Focus-role fit may
have been eliminated, rather than reversed, a posslbaill explore in the Discussion.

Planned Opening Offer

Planned opening offer was standardized following the procedutlsed in
Study 1.Higher values indicate a more demanding planned openingtbierothers in
the same role. There was a marginally significanhraffect of gender-(1, 105) = 3.40,
p=.07. Men 1 = 0.21,SD= 1.15) were more demanding than women<-0.14,SD =
0.86). The interaction of regulatory focus and role wassigmificant,p > .5. Again, this
suggests that focus-role fit was eliminated. | will explpossible reasons for this in the
Discussion.

Discussion

Study 5 found, for the first time, a reversal in thafes associated with the buyer
and seller roles. As in Studies 2 and 4, role was afigni predictor of negotiator
frame. However, in contrast to price negotiationghis negotiation where information

was the primary concern, buyers adopted a gain/nonfigaire (to maximize
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information gain) and sellers adopted a non-loss/l@sed (to minimize information

loss). This is evidence that negotiator frame is notfikeit instead depends on the
construal of the issue(s) under negotiation, which in depends on the goals associated
with the role.

Although | predicted that a reversal in negotiator fravoeld lead to a reversal in
the conditions creating regulatory fit, Study 5 did not proedeéeence for a focus-role fit
reversal. On two measures, experienced role fit and plateradnd, focus-role fit was
eliminated. There are several possible explanatiorthifoelimination. First, | did not
include a measure of demand for information. Negotiatorsaastrole fit might be more
demanding for information (their primary issue) than fionegotiators, but equally
demanding for price (their secondary issue).

Second, price was still an issue in this negotiatiothclgh participants rated
information to be significantly more important thamcpr they rated both issues as highly
important. In the Likert-style rating measures, boshés were rated significantly higher
than the midpoint of the scalégl10) = 25.05p < .001 for information ant{110) =
14.34,p < .001 for price. The greater emphasis on informatiag have been enough to
reverse the frame with which negotiators approached thatiagon, but insufficient to
create a fit experience. Furthermore, the correlatibmwdsn the two Likert-style issue
rating measures was weakl11) = -.20p = .03, indicating that some participants may
have emphasized one issue over the other, whereagatiiepants may have
emphasized both issues. In other words, this may haveelpenenced as a single-issue

negotiation for some participants, but as a multi-isggotiation for other participants.
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Third, the negotiation is between the agents of thepahparties rather than the
principals themselves. Given the prevention focus coneéh duties and obligations
(Higgins, 1997), this agent role may have been more mdahtogprevention
participants than to promotion participants concernell éals and aspirations.
Prevention negotiators may have been more carehdéd client instructions that
information is the primary concern, whereas promotiegotiators may have tended to
emphasize price regardless of client instructions.dddkere is evidence for this in the
analyses of issue importance—prevention participants \@es concerned with price
than promotion participants.

These three issues suggest that a cleaner test of myhagjsois warranted. The
ideal negotiation case would involve negotiators whdlaerincipal parties, feature a
single, divisible issue, and have measures of demandddtathat issue. | am currently
running a study that meets each of these requiremergsa teal, binding, fixed-price
negotiation over quantity. Specifically, the buyerigeg a fixed amount of money (a
single $1 bill) and the seller is given a quantity ofdsa(ll Reese’s peanut butter cups).
Because the negotiators have strict instructions thatdle cannot be broken, quantity
is the only negotiable issue. The negotiatioabsutquantity (Higgins, 1998). In such a
negotiation, buyers should want to maximize quantity ghwleereas sellers should want
to minimize quantity lost. Thus, | expect a framing reaérbuyers should adopt a
gain/non-gain frame and sellers should adopt a non-lgsdflame. Given that quantity is
the only issue and both negotiators are principal agkalso expect a focus-role fit
reversal such that promotion buyers and preventiorrselie in fit whereas prevention

buyers and promotion sellers are in non-fit. Negotgbofit should experience greater
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fit and express greater demasnquantity. This study should address the limitations of
Study 5 and test focus-role fit in a negotiation about sueisther than price.

After establishing a reversal in the conditions oticole fit, a follow-up study
could thoroughly illustrate the flexibility inherent in thmeodel. What the negotiation is
about (i.e., the emphasized issue) combines with askigteto determine negotiator
frame and, consequently, the conditions of focus-ralénfiagine a negotiation over a
box of pens. In one condition, the buyer is given $&nigles whereas the seller is given
a closed box of six pens. The negotiation is about tmawy dollars for the box—price as
usual. In the other condition, the buyer is givemglei $5 bill whereas the seller is given
an open box of six pens. Now the negotiation is abowtany pens for $5—it is about
the (quantity of) pens. Across the two conditions, | wqublict opposite negotiator
frames and opposite conditions of focus-role fit. Altg the emphasized issue (i.e., what
the negotiation is about) should reverse negotiator saamevell as how role combines
with regulatory focus to create focus-role fit. A thi@hdition of this study is also
possible—the buyer is given $5 in singles and the ssligiven an open box of six pens.
Here there are 2 negotiable issues. Study 6 investigates swgotiation with two
equally viable issues.

Although it did not find a reversal in the conditiond@fus-role fit, Study 5 was
an important exploration of a different class of stgagions—those emphasizing issues
other than price. Study 5 established for the first timaé Ibhyers do not always approach
negotiations in terms of non-losses and losses, neeltkys always approach
negotiations in terms of gains and non-gains. Insteael predicts frame, depending on

the issue(s) under negotiation. Study 6 builds upon thisusieg a true multi-issue
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negotiation with two issues that are, a priori, equatigortant, but differently framed for
each negotiator. Role determines the meaning of eachassliateracts with the
emphasized issue to influence negotiator frame, demand uérwhee. Study 6 moves
beyond focus-role fit to look at the impact of negotiatde more generally.
STUDY 6

Studies 1 through 5 established focus-role fit in price natgats, uncovered its
mechanics, and conducted initial tests of its operatioegotiations emphasizing issues
other than price. Across these five studies, negotial®eftects emerged repeatedly.
Assignment to the buyer role or the seller role ioted how negotiators chose to frame
the upcoming negotiation and conspired to create fit, omntit,negotiators’ chronic
regulatory focus. Across studies, in fact, negotiatorwale the only consistent predictor
of frame, even when, as in the notebook negotiatitvestole manipulation was merely a
verbal assignment to one role or the other, withoutiastyuctions about what the role
meant or what its accompanying goals should be. Cleadyis@ powerful determinant
of negotiators’ experience and behavior. The purposeuntfyS was to further
investigate the impact of role.

Beyond Buyer and Seller

Study 6 differed from the previous studies in two imporveays. First, the
previous five studies used negotiations between a buyer atiéra lntuition suggests
that these roles have automatic associations—thinkeafareful homebuyer or the oily
used-car salesman. In addition, people have extensiveiengewith buyer-seller
negotiations. Even though people, as consumers, arecmonm@only buyers than sellers,

they interact frequently with sellers and have an unaedstg of their part in
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negotiations. More importantly, evidence from the presitve studies suggests that
these two roles invoke schema of what it means tothser or a seller, what their goals
are, and how they should behave.

Study 6, then, used a negotiation with different roleggsbwhether role
assignment would still impact negotiators’ experience afwior. | selected a
negotiation between a candidate and a recruiter. Peddynpeople (including
undergraduate participants) have some familiarity withctreept of job negotiations.
Yet, because they are not as integral a part of ¢évweiryday experience as buyer and
seller roles, candidate and recruiter roles arelilesly to carry automatic associations to
the same degree. One may think of the demanding candidageroiter, but | would
argue that these roles invoke stereotypes or schemastrimsgly, if at all. Thus, these
roles are a purer test of the general significancelefassignment in negotiation.

Beyond Single-Issue Negotiations

The second major departure of Study 6 was the use oftaissule negotiation.
Studies 1 through 4 used single-issue negotiations. Although gloéiaten in Study 5
technically involved two issues, one issue was much mguertant than the other. In
these studies, role may have had such a strong impzanid®eit had a clear relation to
negotiator frame. When there is only one negotiableejshe negotiation can only be
about that issue and thus only one frame is possibletbr @le. If price is the only
issue, for example, buyers should minimize monetasy &nd adopt non-loss/loss
frames, whereas sellers should maximize monetaryagairadopt gain/non-gain frames.

This direct relation between role and negotiator framag have driven negotiator
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behavior in the first five studies. Study 6 was carefdéigigned to have two negotiable
issues that were, a priori, equally important.

In Study 6, candidates and recruiters negotiated overlyveelrs and annual
salary. Each issue is a non-loss/loss for one radeaagain/non-gain for the other. Put
differently, each role is faced with one non-loss¢lesssue and one gain/non-gain issue.
For candidates, hours represent a non-loss/loss &g sgpresents a gain/non-gain.
Candidates should want to minimize hours worked, but magisalary paid. For
recruiters, the converse is true—hours represent a gahg/ain and salary represents a
non-loss/loss. Recruiters should want to maximize faarked, but minimize salary
paid. Each negotiator has two goals and, thus, there ar@aws to frame the
negotiation, depending on which issue is predominant. Toieecbf which issue to
emphasize (and therefore what the negotiationakasitfor each negotiator) was left
entirely to negotiators’ discretion. Study 6 tested theaich of role assignment when
each role faced multiple goals and, consequently, neiipipssible frames.

Hypotheses
Relative Issue Emphasis

Because Study 6 was the first multi-issue negotiatighisseries of studies, it
was partly an exploration of the effects of role phiasized issue, and their interaction.
Negotiators were free to emphasize either issue, origgibs. It was an open question
whether all negotiators would emphasize salary mareailse of the salience of money)
or emphasize both issues equally. Alternatively, negwsahight emphasize their non-

loss/loss issue more or their gain/non-gain issue more.
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Relating back to focus-role fit, another possibility wlaet negotiators might
emphasize the issue that would create a fit betwesandhronic regulatory focus and
assigned negotiator role. For candidates, an emphasisuwss (non-loss/loss issue)
would match a prevention focus because of shared vigiteategic preferences, whereas
an emphasis on salary (gain/non-gain issue) wouldmapromotion focus because of
shared eager strategic preferences. For recruiterspiverse would be true—an
emphasis on hours (gain/non-gain issue) would matchragbian focus because of
shared eager strategic preferences, whereas an empiasigary (non-loss/loss issue)
would match a prevention focus because of shared vigiteategic preferences.

Therefore, prevention candidates and promotion recsuibgght emphasize hours
whereas promotion candidates and prevention recruntigiist emphasize salary. If so,
they should experience more fit than negotiators enmghggheir non-fit issue. To test
these predictions, | measured chronic regulatory focusisked participants about their
relative issue emphasis and their experience of fit.

Negotiator Frame

| was also interested in what happened following parti¢gd@election of an
issue to emphasize. The meaning of the emphasized issetimined by the role, so
would role and emphasized issue interact to predict franmeami® and outcomes? For
negotiator frame, | predicted an interaction betweénand emphasized issue such that
negotiators emphasizing their non-loss/loss issua{dates emphasizing hours and
recruiters emphasizing salary) would adopt more of alossiloss frame than
negotiators emphasizing their gain-non/gain issue (camdidahphasizing salary and

recruiters emphasizing hours). Equivalently, | predictedl nkegotiators emphasizing
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their gain-non/gain issue would adopt more of a gain/namfgame than negotiators
emphasizing their non-loss/loss issue. To test thesBgbions, | measured relative issue
emphasis and negotiator frame.

Negotiator Demand

For negotiator demand, | had three hypotheses about tietsedfeole and
emphasized issue. Negotiators could express demand indehmsrs and/or in terms of
salary.

Hypothesis 1. There will be a main effect of issue emphasis. Netmsawill be
more demanding on their emphasized issue and less demanding other issue. In
other words, across roles, negotiators emphasizing leairsalary) will be more
demanding on hours whereas negotiators emphasizing éadahours) will be more
demanding on salary.

Hypothesis 2:There will be an interaction of role and emphasizsde.

Hypothesis 2a:Role and issue emphasis will interact such that negosiaire
more demanding on their emphasized issue if and onlgtifiseue representsan-
loss/lossfor them. In other words, negotiators will im®re demanding on their non-
loss/loss issue, if they also emphasize that iggieheir gain/non-gain issuélhere will
be no difference in demand on their gain/non-gain issue as a function of ersghasi
issue.Candidates emphasizing hours (vs. salary) will beerdemanding on hours (their
non-loss/loss issue), but there will be no differeinceours demand for recruiters as a
function of emphasized issue. Conversely, recruéeghasizing salary (vs. hours) will
be more demanding on salary (their non-loss/loss isbuejhere will be no difference in

salary demand for candidates as a function of emplohsizee.
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Hypothesis 2b:The opposite will be true. Role and issue emphasisnsiiéad
interact such that negotiators are more demanding areth@hasized issue if and only if
that issue representgain/non-gainfor them. In other words, negotiators will imore
demanding on their gain/non-gain issue, if they also emphasize thafusstieeir non-
loss/loss issue) here will be no difference in demand on their non-loss/loss issue as a
function of emphasized issU@andidates emphasizing salary (vs. hours) will be more
demanding on salary (their gain/non-gain issue), but thiéirberno difference in salary
demand for recruiters as a function of emphasized isXueversely, recruiters
emphasizing hours (vs. salary) will be more demandinigoams (their gain/non-gain
issue), but there will be no difference in hours denfandandidates as a function of
emphasized issue.

It is important to underscore that Hypotheses 2a and 2b omgdasite predictions
and so are in direct competition with one anothepddlyesis 2a suggests differences in
demand on thaon-loss/loss issu@ndnot the gain/non-gain issue) within a role as a
function of emphasized issue. Hypothesis 2b stateditbet opposite—differences in
demand on thgain/non-gain issuéandnot the non-loss/loss issue) within a role as a
function of emphasized issue. The parenthetical cleargesritical; without them,
Hypotheses 2a and 2b combine to form Hypothesis 1—a maat effemphasized issue.

To test these three hypotheses, | measured participalatisve emphasized issue
and assessed their demand on hours and on salary aditferssnt points in the
negotiation: participants reported their planned opening otfees actual opening offers
(if they were the one to open their negotiation), dadl tfinal negotiated outcomes.

Frequency of Impasses
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| also hypothesized that the role by emphasized isseaation would impact
impasse rates. Because of their greater ability to mmakle-bffs (Bazerman et al., 1985;
Froman & Cohen, 1970; Thompson, 2005), dyads with negotiatorsasmpmg different
issues should be more likely to reach an agreementifeds with negotiators
emphasizing the same issue. Thus, | predicted that dyHdsixed issue emphases (i.e.,
candidate emphasizing hours and recruiter emphasizimy;ssdadidate emphasizing
salary and recruiter emphasizing hours) would impasséhasslyads with the same
issue emphasis (candidate and recruiter emphasizing;leaundidate and recruiter
emphasizing salary).

Study 6 used a 2 (measured chronic regulatory focus: prevesstignomotion) x
2 (assigned negotiator role: candidate vs. recruitéwden-participants design.

Method
Participants

Two hundred twenty students participated in return for $8 cosaien or 2
experimental credits. Data from one participant watuebed from all analyses because
the participant did not complete the study. Therefdwere were 219 participants (126
women and 93 men) for the individual-level analysesaraim an additional five
participants was excluded from post-negotiation analysegtitipant was partnered
with the excluded participant and 4 participants (2 dyadshati follow instructions
during the negotiation phase. For dyadic-level analybesg were 214 participants (123
women and 91 men) or 107 dyads.

Procedure
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Participants arrived in response to flyers or wehedualed using an online sign-
up system. In order to form negotiation dyads, two pgpéms were run during each
session. Participants signed a consent form and wieréhiat we were running two short
studies, a personality study and a negotiation study. partis first completed “study
1,” which consisted of the Regulatory Focus Questionnaire.

The experimenter then explained that “study 2” wasgatigtion study called
“The Job.” Participants were randomly assigned to @audsto roles (candidate or
recruiter). The experimenter passed out the casematayn and the pre-negotiation
guestionnaires, allowing participants fiteen minutes to esmbprepare. Participants
were then paired with their randomly assigned partngémgaren 15 minutes to negotiate.
Participants completed a final post-negotiation questioamegfore being compensated,
debriefed, and thanked.

Materials
Regulatory Focus Questionnaire

| again measured participants’ chronic regulatory focus thghRFQ (Higgins et
al., 2001). In this study, promotion pride and prevention padees were uncorrelated,
r(219) = .04p = .5. To calculate participants’ predominant chronic reguygfocus, |
first subtracted the prevention pride scdve<3.47,SD= 0.79, Cronbach’s =.78)
from the promotion pride scor#(= 3.96,SD = 0.58, Cronbach’s = .69). Participants
whose difference scores were greater than zero dentified as chronically promotion
focus (151 participants) and participants whose differecaees were less than or equal
to zero were identified as chronically prevention fo&& fdarticipants). Analyses are

based on this zero split on participants’ differenceeso
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Case Information

“The Job” is a simple two-issue negotiation that | wriotr this study. It is
loosely based on existing cases, such as “New Reaevtiten by Margaret Neale for the
Dispute Resolution Research Center at the Kellogg Sdiddanagement. In “The Job,”
the candidate and the recruiter are negotiating overssues: weekly hours (possible
range: 40 to 80 hours per week) and yearly salary (possiige:r&20,000 to $100,000
per year). Negotiators are told to negotiate over betleis but the relative importance of
each issue is left open to individual preference (see igpp® for the full case
information).
Pre-negotiation Questionnaire

Participants filled out the pre-negotiation questionnaifter receiving the case
information. The questionnaire was comprised of a hattemeasures designed to
assess participants’ pre-negotiation attitudes and gieate

Relative issue emphasiBwvo questions assessed how participants divided their
attention between the two issues, weekly hours andyyssary. Participants were asked
to divide 100 points between the two issues to reflect takitive importance.
Participants were also asked which issue was relatiaehg important (1 yearly salary
to 7 =weekly hours

Negotiator frameFour questions assessed how participants construed the
upcoming negotiation. Participants were asked to rate tbateit =absolutely noto 7
= absolutely yesto which they viewed the negotiation as a chance &tenralue, to

minimize loss, to attain resources, and to maintaources.
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Experienced role fit-our questions assessed participants’ experience of fit or
non-fit with their randomly assigned role. Particigawere asked to rate to what extent
(1 =absolutely noto 7 =absolutely yastheir roles were comfortable, felt like a good fit,
were engaging, and felt right.

Planned opening offeParticipants were asked to indicate what their &iffgr
would be if they were to open the negotiation. This questias free-response and
advised participants that their response could mentiorshealary, or both.
Post-negotiation Questionnaire

Participants jointly completed the post-negotiation doestire at the conclusion
of their negotiation. The questionnaire asked particip@ntscord information about
opening offers (i.e., who opened the negotiation and witht wfier) and negotiated
outcomes (i.e., was the outcome an impasse or agreewhat were the final offers or
agreement amount). For questions on opening offer and agmeamount, participants
could respond with hours, salary, or both.

Results
Relative Issue Emphasis

When forced to choose between the two issues, partisipmphasized yearly
salary more than weekly hours, as evidenced by one-sagats(218) =-1.98p =
.05 for the division of 100 points, at@18) = -1.80p = .07 for the Likert-style rating
measure. Because these two measures of issue impost@rgchighly correlated(219)
= .86,p < .001, theirz-scores were averaged to create a measusdatifve issue
importance with a higher value indicating a greater relative emphasis on sghasy

hours).
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To look at the relative importance the participantoated the issues, |
conducted a 2 (chronic regulatory focus: prevention vsnption) x 2 (role: candidate
Vvs. recruiter) univariate analysis of variance withdgr included as a covariate. There
was a marginally significant effect of gende(l, 214) = 3.16p = .08. The relative
emphasis on salary versus hours was lower for woiMen {0.10,SD = 0.92) than men
(M =0.13,SD=1.01). Role was also a significant predictey,, 214) = 5.31p = .02.

The relative emphasis on salary versus hours wag lloweecruiters 1 = -0.17,SD =

0.98) than for candidateM(= 0.17,SD = 0.92). The interaction between regulatory focus

and negotiator role was not significapt; .5. Negotiators did not place greater relative

emphasis on the issue that would create fit betwesinriegulatory focus and role; | will

discuss the implications for focus-role fit in mulkisue negotiations in the Discussion.
Plan of Analysis

In order to include relative issue emphasis in thieiohg analyses of variance, |
created ammphasized issu@riable from a zero split on the relative issupamiance
variable. Emphasized issue was contrast coded (-1 = hdurssalary). To assess how
participants approached the negotiation, | conducted & sd#r(chronic regulatory
focus: prevention vs. promotion) x 2 (role: candidateesruiter) x 2 (emphasized issue:
hours vs. salary) univariate analyses of variance getider included as a covariate.

Negotiator Frame

The ratings of minimize loss and maintain resourc@i @) = .35p <.001) were
averaged to create a measuraaf-loss/loss framingsender was significang(1, 210)
=4.27,p =.04. Womenl{l = 4.10,SD= 1.28) approached the negotiation using a non-

loss/loss frame more than mevi € 3.77,SD= 1.10).
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Most importantly, the interaction between role angheasized issue was
significant,F(1, 210) = 4.14p = .04. As predicted, negotiators emphasizing the issue that
represented a non-loss/loss for them approached thaategotising a non-loss/loss
frame. As shown in Figure 14, candidates emphasizing lidurs3.95, SD = 1.40)
adopted more of a loss/non-loss frame than candiéatpbsasizing salary (M = 3.77, SD
= 1.16), whereas recruiters emphasizing salary (M = 4.2 $D2) adopted more of a
loss/non-loss frame than recruiters emphasizing Hddirs 3.96, SD = 1.22). Planned
contrast tests indicated that the difference in meere in the predicted directions but
non-significant for candidateg215) = -0.79p > .2, or recruiters(215) = 1.33p > .15.

The ratings of create value and attain resoun¢@49) = .57p < .001) were
averaged to create a measurgah/non-gain framingCounter to my hypothesis, the
interaction between role and emphasized issue wasgroficant,p > .5. An emphasis
on the gain/non-gain issue did not prompt a gain/non-gamer | will explore possible
reasons for this in the Discussion.

Experienced Role Fit

Because the measures assessing participants’ feelingisthein assigned role
(role comfort, fit, engagement, and rightness) weréalpigtercorrelated (Cronbach’s
=.92), | created a measureexiperienced role fiby averaging the four ratings.

The interaction between regulatory focus and emphaggad was marginally
significant,F(1, 209) = 3.61p = .06. Prevention participants emphasizing hours (M =
4.67, SD = 1.56) reported experiencing greater fit than pteweparticipants
emphasizing salary (M = 4.14, SD = 1.08), whereas promp#aaicipants emphasizing

salary (M = 4.47, SD = 1.06) reported experiencing grditinan promotion
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participants emphasizing hours (M = 4.40, SD = 1.45). Beaait®er issue is framed
one way versus another independently of role, it icleatr why an interaction between
regulatory focus and emphasized issue would impact experieviecit.

The three-way interaction between negotiator ra@gulatory focus, and focal
issue was not significanp,> .2. Negotiators whose focal issue created a shtnadgc
preference between their regulatory focus and role digxgerience greater fit. | will
discuss the implications for focus-role fit in mulkisue negotiations in the Discussion.

Planned Opening Offer
Plan of Analysis for Measures of Demand

For the individual measures of demand in this negotigptamned opening offer
and actual opening offer), participants could respond in tefimsurs, salary, or both.
Therefore, the number of participants in each anatiifisred. | conducted a series of
independent samples t-tests to ensure that there weliferences between participants
who: 1) provided an answer for hours (vs. not), or 2) provaarednswer for salary (vs.
not). There were no differences with the exceptiohphaicipants who provided a
planned opening offer for hours (vs. not) reported a gréates emphasis and lower
planned salary demand. Similarly, participants who providesttaural opening offer for
hours (vs. not) reported a greater hours emphasis (sendpE for the full analysis).

To look at the effects on demand of the interactiorolef and issue emphasized, |
conducted a series of 2 (role: candidate vs. recruiterlissue emphasized: hours vs.

salary) univariate analyses of variance with gendeudter] as a covariatd.explored

® Regulatory focus and its interactions (Regulatory Focusle, Regulatory Focus x Emphasized Issue,
and Regulatory Focus x Role x Emphasized Issue) did not prodasestently significant results for the
demand analyses. Moreover, regulatory focus and its ititsmadid not change the pattern of results and
were therefore excluded.
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demand both in terms of hours and in terms of salastandardized demand on hours
separately for candidates and recruiters and reversesigih for candidates. |
standardized demand on salary separately for candidates@uiters and reversed the
sign for recruiters. Therefore, for all measutegher values indicate a more demanding
planned opening off@éhan others in the same role.
Planned Opening Offer for Hours

One hundred eighty-one participants provided a planned operigrgarfhours.
In support of Hypothesis 1, the main effect of issuelased was significang(1,
176) = 3.96p = .05. Participants emphasizing houvs=£ 0.13,SD= 0.95) reported
greater planned demand on hours than participants emphasieng @l = -0.18,SD=
1.03).

The Role x Issue Emphasis interaction was signifjdait, 176) = 6.28p = .01.
As shown in Figure 15a, candidates emphasizing hours (K44; 8D = 0.82) reported
greater planned demand on hours than candidates emphaalaing(® = -0.34, SD =
1.06), whereas, if anything, the opposite was true for tecsuii.e., recruiters
emphasizing hours (M =-0.03, SD = 1.02) reported slightg planned demand on
hours than recruiters emphasizing salary (M = 0.05, 8®%)). Planned contrast tests
showed that the difference in means for planned demanegéetcandidates
emphasizing hours versus candidates emphasizing salahigidg significantt(177) =
-3.30,p = .001, whereas the difference in means for recruitesnot significant,t(177)
=0.35p>.5.

Hypothesis 2a stated that negotiators will be more deimguach their

emphasized issue when that issue represams-#oss/losgor them. Candidates
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emphasizing hours, which is their non-loss/loss isshayld plan to be more demanding
on hours than candidates emphasizing salary, which hem non-loss/loss issue,
whereas this should not be the case for recruiters ¢hagrhours isiot their loss/non-
loss issue. These results, then, support Hypothesis 2a.
Planned Opening Offer for Salary

One hundred seventy-nine participants provided a planned opefendoof
salary. The main effect of emphasized issue was aigaifisant trend,F(1, 174) = 2.29,
p = .13, indicating weak support of Hypothesis 1. Parti¢tgamphasizing salary(=
0.11,SD = 1.05) tended to express greater planned demand on $elargdrticipants
emphasizing hours =-0.11,SD= 0.94).

The Role x Issue Emphasis interaction was signifjdait, 174) = 4.66p = .03.
As shown in Figure 15b, recruiters emphasizing salarg (B3, SD = 1.02) reported
greater planned demand on salary than recruiters empigabairs (M = -0.22, SD =
0.93), whereas, if anything, the opposite was true for dates (i.e., candidates
emphasizing salary reported slightly less planned demasdlary (M = -0.04, SD =
1.05) than candidates emphasizing hours (M = 0.05, SD ¥ 0OM&anned contrast tests
showed that the difference in means for planned demaneéetrecruiters emphasizing
salary versus recruiters emphasizing havassignificant,t(175) = 2.60p = .01,
whereas the difference in means for candidateswesignificant,t(175) = -0.45p > .5.

Once again, Hypothesis 2a stated that negotiators willdre demanding on
their emphasized issue when that issue represents-bss/lossor them. Recruiters
emphasizing salary, which is their non-loss/loss isslieyld plan to be more demanding

on salary than recruiters emphasizing hours, whichtishair non-loss/loss issue,
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whereas this should not be the case for candidates gmat salary iaot their loss/non-
loss issue. These results again support Hypothesis 2a.
Mixed Model Analysis of Planned Opening Offer

To test my three hypotheses on planned opening offer gueyssed opening
offer issue (i.e., offer for hours and offer for sgal used a mixed model. | created a
new within-subjects dependent variable, planned opening ofteenicreated contrasts to
test my hypotheses: a main effect of issue emphagpotHesis 1), differences in
demand on thaon-loss/loss issu&ithin a role as a function of emphasized issue
(Hypothesis 2a), differences in demand ongam/non-gain issugvithin a role as a
function of emphasized issue (Hypothesis 2b). To cra&idy specified model, | also
included contrast-coded variables testing for a mainteffie®le, a main effect of
planned opening offer issue, an interaction of role anaheld opening offer issue, and a
full cross-over interaction between role, emphaskissue, and planned opening offer
issue.

The results supported Hypothesis Bél, 351.9) = 17.36) < .001. Hypotheses 1
and 2b were not supportga > .5. These results confirm those of the separatanatie
analyses of variance (see again Figure 15). As predictegythesis 2a, for each offer
issue, there was a significant difference in levederhand as a function of emphasized
issue for the negotiators for whom the issue was dowsfloss, but not for the
negotiators for whom the issue was a gain/non-gain.ifgadly, for demand on hours,
candidates emphasizing hours were significantly more deimg than candidates
emphasizing salary whereas the difference within resrias a function of emphasized

issue was not significant. For salary, the conversg tnue—recruiters emphasizing
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salary were significantly more demanding than recrsiigenphasizing hours whereas the
difference within candidates as a function of empleakigsue was not significant.
Opening Offer

Calculating Opening Offer

One hundred two dyads provided data on the opening offdisimmegotiation.
As mentioned above, | analyzed demand for both hoursalady. The opening offers
were separately standardized for candidates and resruiité the signs appropriately
reversed. For both measurbgyher values indicate a more demanding actual opening
offerthan others in the same role.
Opening Offer for Hours

Ninety-seven participants who opened their negotiatiowighed an opening offer
for hours. The main effect of emphasized issue wasigoificant © > .15) indicating
that Hypothesis 1 was not supported. The Role x Emplthsgae interaction was a
non-significant trendi-(1, 92) = 2.45p = .12. As shown in Figure 16a, candidates
emphasizing hours (M = 0.38, SD = 0.74) tended to open wite demanding offers for
hours than candidates emphasizing salary (M = -0.33, $D%), whereas, if anything,
the opposite was true for recruiters (i.e., recrugenphasizing hours (M = -0.01, SD =
0.98) tended to open with slightly less demanding offer&dairs than recruiters
emphasizing salary (M = 0.04, SD = 1.23)). As predicted, plawcontrast tests showed
that the difference in means between candidates &sigihg hours versus candidates
emphasizing salanyassignificant,t(93) = -2.09p = .04, and the difference in means for

recruiters wasot significant,t(93) = 0.21p > .5.
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As discussed for planned opening offer for hours, HypotResstated that
negotiators will be more demanding on their emphasizee isrhen that issue represents
anon-loss/losgor them. Candidates emphasizing hours, which is tigairloss/loss
issue, should be more demanding on hours than candidapésgizing salary, which is
not their non-loss/loss issue, whereas this should nibtebease for recruiters given that
hours isnot their loss/non-loss issue. These results, thentiawlally support Hypothesis
2a.

Opening Offer for Salary

Eighty-six participants who opened their negotiation mledian opening offer
for salary. The main effect of emphasized issue wamasignificant trendi-(1, 81) =
2.08,p = .15, providing weak support for Hypothesis 1. Participan{ghasizing salary
(M =0.26,SD= 0.98) tended to open with more demanding opening offesafary
than participants emphasizing houks £ -0.19,SD = 1.02).

The Role x Emphasized Issue interaction was signifi¢gf, 81) = 4.38p = .04.
As shown in Figure 16b, recruiters emphasizing salaryg /61, SD = 1.00) opened
with more demanding offers for salary than recruiegnphasizing hours (M =-0.28, SD
= 0.95), whereas, if anything, the opposite was true toidates (i.e., candidates
emphasizing salary (M = -0.09, SD = 0.87) opened with tjidggsss demanding offers
for salary than candidates emphasizing hours (M = @&D2; 1.17)). Planned contrast
tests showed that the difference in means betweemitexsremphasizing hours versus
recruiters emphasizing salary was highly significgB2) = 2.92p = .005, whereas the

difference in means for candidates wassignificant,t(82) =-0.31p > .5.
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As discussed for planned opening offer for salary, Hypotl2esgated that
negotiators will be more demanding on their emphasizee isrhen that issue represents
anon-loss/losgor them. Recruiters emphasizing salary, which ig then-loss/loss
issue, should be more demanding on salary than resregohasizing hours, which is
not their non-loss/loss issue, whereas this should nibtebease for candidates given that
salary isnot their loss/non-loss issue. These results further supjymothesis 2a.

Mixed Model Analysis of Opening Offer

To test my three hypotheses on opening offer across opsfféngssue (i.e.,
offer for hours and offer for salary), | used the sameed model described for planned
opening offer issue. | created a new within-subjects depéndeiable, opening offer.
The contrasts included were: a main effect of empldsssue (Hypothesis 1),
differences in demand on then-loss/loss issueithin a role as a function of
emphasized issue (Hypothesis 2a), differences in denmatitegain/non-gain issue
within a role as a function of emphasized issue (Hygm#h2b), a main effect of role, a
main effect of opening offer issue, an interactionodé mnd opening offer issue, and a
full cross-over interaction between role, emphaskissue, and opening offer issue.

The results again supported HypothesisFZa, 175.0) = 11.98) = .001.
Hypotheses 1 and 2b were not supponsd; .5. These results confirm those of the
separate univariate analyses of variance (see agaireHigurAs predicted by
Hypothesis 2a, for each offer issue, there was a gmignifdifference in level of demand
by emphasized issue for the negotiators for whom the is&s a non-loss/loss, but not
for the negotiators for whom the issue was a gain/nom-&giecifically, for demand on

hours, candidates emphasizing hours were significarghg memanding than candidates
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emphasizing salary whereas the difference within resruas a function of emphasized
issue was not significant. For salary, the conversg thue—recruiters emphasizing
salary were significantly more demanding than recrsiigenphasizing hours whereas the
difference within candidates as a function of empleakigsue was not significant.
Frequency of Impasse

To look at outcome measures, | used dyads rather thaadunal negotiators as
the unit of analysis. One hundred seven dyads negot@saddutcome; of these, 20
(19%) reached an impasse. The outcome type variable waastocoded (agreement = -
1; impasse = +1). | ran a binary logistic regression witttome type as the dependent
variable and candidate emphasized issue (contrast coogc = -1; salary = +1),
recruiter emphasized issue (contrast coded: hours alatyss +1), and Candidate
Emphasized Issue x Recruiter Emphasized Issue asddigeindent variables. The
interaction between candidate emphasized issue and ee@miphasized issue was not
significant,p > .5. My hypothesis that dyads with negotiators emghasbpposite
issues would impasse less often than dyads with neg@tieinphasizing the same issue
was not confirmed. | will explore possible reasonstifug in the Discussion.

Agreement Amount

In their negotiations, 87 dyads reached an agreervent ($64,000 and 56 hours,
19°SDs = $11,000 and 9 hours, range = $38,000 — $90,000 and 40 — 80 hours). Because
the agreement is at the dyadic level, | was unable forpethe same transformation as
on other measures of demand. Therefore, for the agréemeasures, more hours

represent a worse outcome for candidates, but a lbetigyme for recruiters.

19 salary is rounded to the nearest thousand and hoursuaréed to the nearest hour to accurately reflect
the level of precision used by participants.
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Conversely, higher salary represents a better outconeahdidates, but a worse
outcome for recruiters. | conducted a series of 2 (dateliemphasized issue: hours vs.
salary) x 2 (recruiter emphasized issue: hours vs.y3alaivariate analyses of variance.
Agreement for Hours

Recruiter emphasized issue was not significant 2), indicating that Hypothesis
2b was not supported. As predicted by Hypothesis 2a, hovibeemain effect of
candidate emphasized issue was signifidafit, 82) = 12.04p = .001. Candidates
emphasizing hours reached a better outcome on hourdefiver hours)1 = 53,SD =
9) than candidates emphasizing sal&yF59,SD = 8), as shown in Figure 17a.
Agreement for Salary

Candidate emphasized issue was not signifiqgant.R), indicating that
Hypothesis 2b was not supported. As predicted by HypotBasisowever, the main
effect of recruiter emphasized issue was significafit, 82) = 4.90p = .03. Recruiters
emphasizing salary reached a better outcome for dakrylower salary)Nl = $61,000,
SD=$11,000) than recruiters emphasizing holts($67,000SD = $10,000), as shown
in Figure 17b.

Discussion

Study 6 did not find support for my secondary hypothesis. N&gosidid not
emphasize the issue which would create a strategic coaltyobetween their chronic
regulatory focus and assigned role. Negotiators who did enmaphéss issue did not
experience greater fit. Given the choice of issuesrohasize, negotiators may not have
realized (consciously or subconsciously) that one igstgus another translated to a fit

for their chronic regulatory focuend assigned role. However, | do not think that this
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precludes focus-role fit in multi-issue negotiations. &st the possibility of fit in multi-
issue negotiations, a future study should measure chroni@ateguiocus and then

assign participants to both a role and an explicit issoghasis. In this case, | would
expect effects of fit for prevention candidates emyzag hours, promotion candidates
emphasizing salary, prevention recruiters emphasiziagysand promotion recruiters
emphasizing hours. While negotiators did not intuitivellest the issue that would create
fit for them in this study, they may experience fitamtthe issue is selected for them and
the strategic commonalities with their chronic regulafocus are highlighted.

My prediction that dyads with negotiators emphasiziffgreént issues would be
more likely to reach agreement was also not supportegbtidéors may not have
realized that their rankings of issue importance differed/or may not have discovered
their ability to make trade-offs on these issues. Theonsistent with past research
indicating that negotiators often overlook such possiidlitiespite the obvious mutual
benefits (Carroll, Bazerman, & Maury, 1988; Fisher, &yatton, 1991; Thompson,
2005; Thompson & Hastie, 1990; Thompson & Hrebec, 1996).

More importantly, Study 6 confirmed the importance of inlaegotiation. Even
in a negotiation with roles other than buyer and saltel with more than one negotiable
issue, role was essential. Role determined the meangeghbfissue and interacted with
issue emphasis to impact negotiation approach and outcbi@gstiators emphasizing
the issue that represented a non-loss/loss for thandidates emphasizing hours and
recruiters emphasizing salary) approached the negotiatibrmore of a non-loss/loss
frame than negotiators emphasizing their gain/non-gaire if&sandidates emphasizing

salary and recruiters emphasizing hours). However, rsggogiemphasizing their
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gain/non-gain issue did not adopt a gain/non-gain francempared to negotiators
emphasizing their non-loss/loss issue. | will discussiite reasons for this below in
conjunction with my discussion of the demand and ouécoeaults.

Consistent with the results for negotiator framepssmeasures, Hypothesis 2a
was supported (meaning that the competing Hypotheses 2keaessarily not
supported): negotiators emphasizing their non-loss/Isas isad more demanding
planned and actual opening offers that issug¢han negotiators emphasizing their
gain/non-gain issue (candidates emphasizing hours werdraranding on hours than
candidates emphasizing salary; recruiters emphasialagysvere more demanding on
salary than recruiters emphasizing hours). Additionakgotiators emphasizing their
non-loss/loss issue reached better outcarnehat issueéhan negotiators emphasizing
their gain/non-gain issue (candidates emphasizing hoached agreements for fewer
hours than candidates emphasizing salary; recruibapd@sizing salary reached
agreements for lower salaries than recruiters engihgdnours). There were no
significant differences on gain/non-gain issue demanditwome within a role as a
function of emphasized issue.

To reiterate, differences in gain/non-gain frame and ddroarthe gain/non-gain
issues by role as a function of emphasized issue ve¢rg@gnificant, whereas differences
in non-loss/loss frame and demand on the non-lossdesss by role as a function of
emphasized issue were consistently significant. Tiseadarge literature on the
overweighting of negatives relative to positives, in dosérom person perception (e.g.,
Fiske, 1980) to general information evaluation (e.g., Peé&t&zapinski, 1990).

Decision-making research, at least since the advenbspect theory (Kahneman &
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Tversky, 1979), has particularly latched onto the tdregtibsses loom larger than
equivalent gains (e.g., Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 196dthcraft, Neale,
Tenbrunsel, & Thomas, 1996; Novemsky & Kahneman, 2005; Tom,TFegel, &
Poldrack, 2007; Tversky & Kahneman, 1991).

However, the results of Study 6 are not a direct remicaf losses looming
larger than gains: When presented with an opportunity to minimize lssan
opportunity to maximize gain, negotiators were not moreagheling on their non-
loss/loss issu€¢There was no main effect of role.) Rather, negotsasmnphasizing their
non-loss/loss issue were more non-loss/loss framédvare more demanding on this
issue. The equivalent differences for gain/non-gaimeisgere not significant. In this
study, we do not see a main effect of losses loomingriinga gains.

Nonetheless asymmetric weighting of losses and gaigserain why
Hypothesis 2a was supported while Hypotheses 1 and 2b werkcnoss roles, an
emphasis on the non-loss/loss issue (vs. the gain/rinnsgae) was sufficient to create a
non-loss/loss frame of the negotiation situation. Haxean emphasis on the gain/non-
gain issue (vs. the non-loss/loss issue) was notmiffito create a gain/non-gain frame
of the negotiation situation. Because this is trué@ah candidates and recruiters, it is
not an effect of the specific issue—it is not theectmmt the hours issue or the salary issue
had a more powerful effect on negotiators. Instead, giva@nosses are psychologically
more powerful than gains (e.g., Kahneman & Tversky, 19/8)non-loss/loss issue
(whether hours or salary) may have resonated with reggogéimore than the gain/non-

gain issue (whether hours or salary).

1 Unfortunately, negotiators provided information on itelative weighting of the two issues rather than
their absolute weighting of each issue. Thus, | cannetm@ie whether the main effect of role on issue
emphasis is an effect of the gain/non-gain issue, théassrioss issue, or both.

90



Consequently, an emphasis on the non-loss/loss issy&ane been more
psychologically meaningful than an emphasis on the gamgain issue. Therefore, an
emphasis on the non-loss/loss issue may have beerofsyically sufficient to alter
negotiator behavior (i.e., to produce non-loss/lossifrgngreater planned and actual
demand on the non-loss/loss issue, and better outcamtés non-loss/loss issue)
whereas an emphasis on the gain/non-gain issue maybeaw psychologically
insufficient to alter negotiator behavior. Hypothesisy#sy have been supported because
of the greater psychological impact of losses versus gan negotiators.

A follow-up study could test this proposition. In the emtrstudy, participants
were asked how they framed the overall negotiation.ofenmformative set of measures
would ask participants, not whether they construe thetia¢go situation as non-
loss/loss or gain/non-gain, but the extent to whicly Hve concerned about losing or not
losing hours/salary and gaining or not gaining hours/salaryeTinegasures of concern
for realizing non-losses/losses and gains/non-gains coulckamghether participants
indeed weighed losses more than gains. Concern for ssadlosses should correlate
with demand on the non-loss/loss issue—participantsamaeeply concerned with
non-losses/losses should be more demanding on thistsssmsure success in avoiding
losses. Thus, | would expect concern for non-losseg/4o® mediate the effect of the
interaction of role and emphasized issue on demand owthtss/loss issue. Such a
follow-up study could confirm whether asymmetric weightifiggains and losses is in
fact the mechanism underlying the results of Study 6.

Study 6 was an important investigation of role in a msd#ue negotiation with

roles other than buyer and seller. In Study 6, emplassee impacted frame, planned
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demand, actual demand, and negotiated outcome, but it didysthrough an interaction
with role. Role dictates the meaning of the emphassee, determining whether it
represents a non-loss/loss or a gain/non-gain todgetiator. Study 6 highlights the
general significance of negotiator role. The previousdtuelies demonstrated the
importance of role in single-issue negotiations betwaeyers and sellers. Study 6 found,
for the first time, effects of role in a multi-issmegotiation between recruiters and
candidates.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
Summary of Results

The present studies examined the impact of role in negaotid he first five
studies looked, for the first time, at how role combiweéh regulatory focus to create
focus-role fit. Not only is this the first examinationrefulatory fit in a negotiation
setting, it is also an investigation of a new typditofTraditional models of regulatory fit
find a match between a goal orientation and a strateggal pursuit (Higgins, 2000).
The present research finds regulatory fit between tvab @ientations with shared
strategic preferences. Specifically, the first five stadnvestigated focus-role fit—a fit
between regulatory focus and negotiator role due to thategic commonalities. In
price negotiations, prevention buyers (shared vigilantegfygoreference) and promotion
sellers (shared eager strategy preference) are in fotufitr

In Study 1, prevention buyers and promotion sellers (foclesfit) were more
demanding in the price(s) they thought right than promdiigrers and prevention sellers
(non-fit). In Study 2, | found evidence for my assumptiaet tbuyers and sellers adopt

different frames of the negotiation. In a price negj@in, buyers approached the
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negotiation in terms of non-losses and losses wheedkess approached the same
negotiation in terms of gains and non-gains. Study 2 alsadfthat negotiators
subjectively experience focus-role fit; negotiators rabed randomly assigned roles as a
better fit when their chronic regulatory orientatioatohed their roles (i.e., when they
were in focus-role fit). Additionally, Study 2 replicdtéocus-role fit effects on demand
in a real, binding negotiation. Prevention buyers and ptiomgellers (focus-role fit) had
more demanding opening offers than promotion buyers and pi@veellers (non-fit).
Although there were no effects of focus-role fit onesgnent amount, dyads where both
members were in focus-role fit were more likely toctean impasse, compared to other
dyadic combinations. Studies 1 and 2 established focustadepfiice negotiations.

Studies 3 and 4 revealed the mechanics of focus-role Uly& tested a
moderator of fit to establish how focus-role fit impaoggotiator responses. Negotiators
with a low assessment orientation demonstrated thbletted patterns of price
negotiation focus-role fit effects—intensified respesisSpecifically, prevention buyers
and promotion sellers (focus-role fit) reported moratp@sevaluations of their pre-
negotiation position than promotion buyers and prevarg@lers (non-fit). High
assessment negotiators showed the opposite patterenRBoevbuyers and promotion
sellers (fit) reportetesspositive evaluations of their pre-negotiation positioan
promotion buyers and prevention sellers (non-fit). Highessors concerned wathing
right overfeelingright overcorrected the bias in their responses due to-fodeidit. This
pattern of results suggests that focus-role fit intessiesponses through the

accompanying feeling right experience.
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Study 4 investigated an earlier step in the focus-rotediiel. By manipulating
strategy in a price negotiation, Study 4 tested whetlaredtstrategic preferences were
in fact the commonality linking regulatory focus and negotiadle. First, Study 4
replicated the effect of role assignment on negotiaémne—buyers adopted a non-
loss/loss frame and sellers adopted a gain/non-gain fiseoend, Study 4 found effects
of focus-strategy fit and role-strategy fit. Vigilanepention negotiators and eager
promotion negotiators (focus-strategy fit) experienced rfiotlean eager prevention
negotiators and vigilant promotion negotiators (focus-agranon-fit). Similarly, vigilant
buyers and eager sellers (role-strategy fit) experénuare fit than eager buyers and
vigilant sellers (role-strategy non-fit). Focus-ratenfas eliminated when strategy was
assigned. The results of Study 4 supported the hypothesitetha-role fit is due to the
naturally occurring strategic complementarities betwegnlatory focus and negotiator
role. Furthermore, for negotiators experiencing relativedre fit, focus-strategy fit and
role-strategy fit predicted planned demand. Experienceditolediated the relationship
between focus-strategy fit and demand and role-stratejgemand. These findings
provide convergent evidence with Study 3 that fit affectsaeses through the feeling
right experience.

Studies 5 and 6 moved beyond price negotiations. Study 5 shifmwéok first
time, a reversal in the effect of role on negotidtame. The negotiation was not about
price, but rather about information. The buyer wasaiéd to obtain information, which
the seller was directed not to reveal. Buyers appeghtifis negotiation with a gain/non-
gain frame whereas sellers approached this negotiattbrawion-loss/loss frame.

Although some of the design limitations did not all@w & clean test of a focus-role fit
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reversal, Study 5 importantly demonstrated that ratetdixed to negotiator frame.
Rather, role predicts frame based on the emphasizeel &f the negotiation (i.e., what
the negotiation is about).

The first five studies traced the process by which foolesfit is created and
impacts negotiation outcomes. Assignment to the borysell role determines negotiator
frame, depending on what the negotiation is about (eige, pnformation). Negotiator
frame, in turn, leads to a preference for a vigilargager strategy. This strategy may
match (or mismatch) the negotiator’s chronic regulatocys to create focus-role fit (or
non-fit). Negotiators in focus-role fit (in a price negdin, prevention buyers and
promotion sellers) have a subjective feeling of rightiadssit their responses to the
upcoming negotiation and this leads to an intensificatidhexfe responses. In particular,
negotiators in fit report greater planned demand and opemwit demanding offers in
the negotiation. When two focus-role fit negotiataes gaired, their high levels of
demand result in higher impasse rates.

Study 6 built on the previous studies’ findings regardingriportance of role
and emphasized issue. The first five studies demonstrai@tlydche importance of role
in predicting negotiator frame in single-issue negotiati@md in predicting focus-role fit
in single-issue price negotiations. Study 6 used a two-issu¢iatéyo between candidate
and recruiter to look at the impact of role on nedgmtamore broadly. Study 6 found
that, when negotiators are faced with two issues, raeemphasized issue interact. Role
defines the situation by dictating the framing of thea¢sjunder negotiation.
Negotiators emphasizing their non-loss/loss issue appedabe negotiation using non-

loss/loss frames more than negotiators emphasizéiggain/non-gain issue. Negotiators
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emphasizing their non-loss/loss issue (vs. negotiatophasizing their gain/non-gain
issue) were more demanding on their non-loss/loss @slieeached better negotiated
outcomes on their non-loss/loss issue. Study 6 provided eedkat role assignment is
an important factor in negotiations with more thae @sue and with roles other than
buyer and seller. The six studies together underscogghiicance of role assignment
across classes of negotiations.
Notes, Limitations, and Strengths

In three studies, gender had an effect on negotiationnatépa The pattern of
results indicated that men approached the negotiatiog gsin/non-gain frames more
(Studies 4 & 5) and non-loss/loss frames less (Studie$}tBan women. Men also
reported a greater role fit experience and were moremtingathan women (Studies 4 &
5). These results are consistent with previous researgender and negotiation
indicating that women are less comfortable with anddessanding in negotiations (e.g.,
Babcock & Laschever, 2003). However, significance levelgedand gender was not a
significant predictor for any measure across these dtuekes. Furthermore, two
samples did not show gender effects at all. While itld/ve preferable not to see any
gender differences, perhaps the mixed pattern of readitsates that not all women are
affected and most women are not affected on all aspétheir approach to negotiation.

These studies are not without limitations. | did notlffocus-role fit effects on
agreement amount. This may be due in part to the smedl sizhe samples for dyadic
analyses, especially for analyses testing a 2 x Zaictien. It is instructive to note that,

Study 6, which found outcome effects for the role by empédsssue interaction, had
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more than twice as many dyads. Larger sample sizgahaav focus-role fit effects on
agreement amount to emerge.

In addition, regulatory focus is an orientation systéth multiple facets.
Prevention focus and promotion focus differ, for exanml their emphasis on safety and
responsibility versus hopes and accomplishments, #ygiesentation of goals as oughts
versus ideals, and their concern for maintenance vatsisment (Higgins, 1997).
While these components are related, different dimensibtie system may be active in
different situations. In negotiation, the differenaesaoncern for non-losses and losses
versus gains and non-gains (and the ensuing strategicgmedsrfor vigilance versus
eagerness) may be most important. Measuring (or manipgldtiis facet of regulatory
focus more targetedly may produce stronger effects of fadadit.

A major strength of this program of research is itsafsfferent negotiation
scenarios. Across negotiations, whether hypotheticadaly emphasizing price or
another issue, single-issue or multi-issue, betweearkand seller or candidate and
recruiter, role mattered. The use of real negotiatitis binding outcomes is, in fact, a
methodological contribution to the field of negotiati@search, which overwhelmingly
uses hypothetical scenarios. Real, binding negotiationsdeezal strengths, as
discussed in conjunction with Study 2. They are incerto/@patible (ensuring that
participants behave in line with their true preferendé®y are simple and easy to
understand, they are easily manipulated to suit the cds& needs, and they have
greater external validity.

Focus-Role Fit
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These studies are the first to test for regulatorgffécts in negotiation. Monga
and Zhu (2005) tested the effect of prevention- and promogiabed outcome framing
on the intensity of negative and positive outcome®ioers versus sellers. Their starting
assumption was that, when approaching a monetary transdatiyers are relatively
prevention-focused and sellers are relatively promotmused. | agree that, when a
negotiation is about price, the role of buyer figgravention focus and the role of seller
fits a promotion focus, but this does not mean that buiagemdividuals have a
prevention focus personality and sellers as individuale bgpromotion focus
personality. Instead, both buyers and sellers as indigdbamselves vary in their
chronic regulatory focus, and this determines whethee tkeegulatory fit or not with
their assigned role. Monga and Zhu's results may, tiesfesss, have implications for
momentary regulatory focus in negotiations, specificialijthe feasibility of situational
inductions of regulatory focus separate from role assighrinwever, this is a question
for future research.

The present studies suggest that, when a negotiation it @iy regulatory fit
increases negotiator demand, which has potential ranwiisafor the entire negotiation
process from planning to outcome (Barry & Friedman, 19980bae, 1981; Galinsky et
al., 2005; Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001; Galinsky et al., 2002; H&bNeale, 1986,
1987; Van Poucke & Buelens, 2002; White & Neale, 1994). The engpbitsie
negotiation (whether price or another issue) can b@pukated. Because it is typically
easier to modify the situation or circumstances sudmgna negotiation (both prior to
and during the negotiation) rather than selecting foremmind changing, the

personalities of the negotiators, investigating theats$f of situational inductions of
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regulatory fit (e.g., Freitas & Higgins, 2002) and of manipafeiof a negotiation’s
emphasis is important practically as well as thecailyi. When one recognizes that
cross-organizational and cross-cultural differenceshvwevimstitutionalized versions of
such situational inductions, the practical significancaiohgesearch is even more
apparent.
Negotiator Role

The negotiation literature dealing with roles has lookdtesuperior
performance of buyers (Bazerman et al., 1985; Huber 8&N&886; Van Poucke &
Buelens, 2002), the greater fixed-sum errors of buyargegrative negotiations (Drake,
2001), reference-price setting by buyers (Kristensen &iG;rl997a), the greater
importance of perspective taking in buyers (Galinskyddie, Gilin, & White, 2008),
and the greater importance of sellers to the negotiatiocess (Schei et al., 2006;
Weingart et al., 1990). My studies, in contrast, examineddssignment to one role or
the other impacts negotiator frame, fit, demand, and osom

Across negotiations, role assignment had significant tsff@c negotiators,
regardless of the extent of the role assignmenhdmbtebook negotiations, participants
were simply informed of their roles without any adatial information or instructions. In
Synertech-Dosagen, Bullard Houses, and The Job, pariisipeceived some
information about the goals of their position. Irregpecof the amount of role
information, role was the only significant predictomefotiator frame in negotiations
emphasizing a single issue (Studies 2, 4 & 5). Neithematiregulatory focus nor
manipulated strategy predicted negotiator fraRwe alone predicted negotiator frame

Role interacted with chronic regulatory focus (Studi€y and manipulated strategy
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(Study 4) to create fit. Fit, in turn, created a subjedeeding of fit (Studies 2 & 4),
which intensified responses, such as preparatory resp@tsely 3), planned demand
(Studies 1 & 4), and actual demand (Study 2). Greater actualndeled to higher
impasse rates when two fit negotiators were paired (S2udyole interacted with
emphasized issue to predict frame, demand, and outcomestat@goemphasizing
their non-loss/loss issue (vs. negotiators emphagthieir gain/non-gain issue) were
more non-loss/loss framed, planned to be and were maranding on their non-
loss/loss issue, and negotiated better outcomes amtheioss/loss issue (Study 6).
Role is clearly a major factor in negotiations.

In the final study, role interacted with emphasized ig¢surfluence demand and
outcomes for each negotiator’s non-loss/loss issneemphasis on the non-loss/loss
issue translated to greater demand and better outamtéss issueNotably, an
emphasis on the non-loss/loss issue proved to be shamaroach to the negotiation—
the only significant differences in negotiated outcome®wetter outcomes on the non-
loss/loss issue for negotiators emphasizing that isheselresults suggest that
manipulating negotiators’ emphasized issue can have c@jsequences. When the
non-loss/loss issue is actually more important, instigsegotiators to emphasize this
issue may yield better outcomes. Furthermore, framimgast issues is malleable, as
evidenced by research manipulating frame through the prows$idifferent reference
points (Bazerman et al., 1985; De Dreu et al., 1994; De &idaCusker, 1997; Neale
& Bazerman, 1985; Sondak et al., 1995). If a given issue ie myggortant, a better
outcome may be attained if the issue is strategicaftpmed to represent a non-loss/loss

rather than a gain/non-gain. Given the power of reéergmices (Blount et al., 1996;
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Carmon & Ariely, 2000; Galinsky et al., 2002; Huber & Ned/@86, 1987; Kahneman,
1992; Kristensen & Garling, 1997a & b; Tversky & Kahneman, 197#; Rtaucke &
Buelens, 2002; White & Neale, 1994), this may be an effeatamipulation.

| began with two questions: how does role impact negotiand why are some
people better buyers or sellers? The six studies pegsbrre begin to answer those
guestions. By determining the meaning of the issue(s) ued@tiation, role impacts
negotiation through its definition of the situation. &tien interacts with other variables
(i.e., regulatory focus, strategy, or emphasized issufelytimer impact negotiation.
People have different negotiation experiences and oesamdifferent roles because of
the manner in which their chronic regulatory focus arseim emphasized issue interacts
with their role to impact negotiator frame, experienaedlémand, and outcomes.

Future Directions

In the present studies, whether it was relatively piiesd (in the case of buyer or
seller) or open to interpretation (in the case oflgdate or recruiter), role had
consequences. Across studies, role defined the situatitimefmegotiator and this
definition of the situation impacted how the negotiaoved forward. This is consistent
with the tenets of symbolic interactionism that behawaa result of an interaction
between the individual and the social environment, as debgehe role (e.g., Blumer,
1969; Goffman, 1959; Mead, 1934, Stryker & Statham, 1985). The niegotia
experience differed meaningfully in terms of frame,d&@mand, and outcomes based on
negotiators’ assigned role. Role matters!

The present studies are an initial exploration of tiy@oirtance of focus-role fit

and role. The negotiation cases used in the preseatcbsgere one-shot negotiations
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that emphasized utility concerns over relational comce~urther, Studies 1-5 were
single-issue distributive negotiations. For theseamssthe dominant response for
negotiators was one of demand. An important future dieatill be to explore how
focus-role fit impacts negotiations that are integrative, the negotiation pie can be not
only divided, but also expanded) and/or repeated (i.endgetiators will negotiate
together again in the future). In such negotiations, densamok always the optimal
response and utility may not be the primary concern. Regy fit intensifies the natural
response (Higgins, 2000). Although it translated to greatermttimahe present studies,
in other negotiation scenarios focus-role fit magmsify other responses, such as
compromising or cooperation. Exploring other types of tiagons will broaden our
understanding of the focus-role fit model.

Future research should also examine the impact of roteler aspects of the
negotiation, including post-negotiation measures of outcatigfaction, framing of the
negotiated outcome, and willingness to assume the sdenerradopt the same approach
in the future. There may be a main effect of role dhngness to take on the role again,
if familiarity breeds comfort. There may also be @eiaction between role and outcome
satisfaction such that people are willing to assumeah® role again only if they felt
successful in the role the first time. Given the ot role on the construal of the
negotiation, acting on a preference for continuing #mesrole may entrench certain
views, whereas a preference for switching roles may onpgatiators to multiple
perspectives. Because some approaches will work betteeri@in negotiators or certain
negotiations, the implications of role for post-negaiabehavior and repeated

negotiations are exciting directions for future redearc
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It would also be interesting to consider the impacbtd labels. Other research
has found that behavior is affected by labels—e.g.ngalhe negotiation counterpart a
partner versus opponent (Burnham, McCabe, & Smith, 2000hgcthe ultimatum
game “Community Game” versus “Wall Street Game” (sessRoWard, 1995). In the
present studies, we have seen effects of buyer vezBeisand candidate versus recruiter,
but what would happen if negotiators were merely assignemle® versus role B? If
role A and role B have different goals, will thatdadficient to produce the same pattern
of effects? Do the role labels by themselves induce stieal of the situation, or is it the
goals that accompany the roles that define the situalleaf et al. (1987) found that
both task characteristics (i.e., manipulated frame)aledabels (i.e., buyer/seller)
influenced negotiation outcomes in a market simulatidhereas Neale et al.
manipulated frame, | am suggesting that framing of the issabuld be measured to
see if goals alone influence frame, or if labels alsurdamute. Future work could play this
game with both single-issue negotiations that aresprarently buyer versus seller and
with more complex negotiations that are less clear.

If the goals associated with a given role are intlaetdrivers of behavior, then
manipulating goals can shift a buyer into the prototymedér’'s mindset (and vice
versa). Although you often are not able to choose yoar yolu may be able to choose
your frame. Regardless of the role to which you argasd, you could recast the
situation to your benefit as a negotiator. Given the ubidfityegotiations in life,
whether buyer versus seller over a good, candidaseiseecruiter over a job, doctor

versus patient over treatment, parent versus childahaes, or friend versus friend over
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an activity, a better understanding of the impact @& ®krucial. These six studies

represent a first step towards that understanding.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
Study 1 Adapted “Synertech-Dosagen” case information forebervation price
emphasis condition [aspiration price emphasis caniti
General Information

The Dosagen Plant is located in an area with manygbaoiotechnology
companies. Dosagen purchased this plant from Biotech ybege ago for $15 million.
Biotech was in bankruptcy and needed cash badly, so tlubgse price may not be a
good indicator of the plant’s market value at that tilmeo years ago, the Dosagen Plant
was appraised at $19 million. The local real estate madsedeclined 5% since then.
However, the Dosagen plant is a unique property, so geeatastate trends may not
apply to it. A plant similar to the Dosagen planthailigh newer, sold for $26 million
nine months ago.

Confidential Information for Synertech

You are the CFO of Synertech, a pharmaceutical companyn¥ed a new plant
to manufacture genetically engineered compounds. Thetbsilding a new plant is
$27 million; this is your reservation price, the highesteptiat is still acceptable. If
everything went perfectly, it would be a year before plasit was fully operational. You
have located a suitable construction site for the ptaan industrial park ten miles from
your headquarters.

Meanwhile, Dosagen, another pharmaceutical company, plastafor sale that is
also suitable for manufacturing your compounds. The pléotation has one

disadvantage, however—it is 70 miles from Synertecufearters. On the other hand,
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Dosagen’s plant is already up and running. It has an expedewark force—which, if
retained, would significantly reduce Synertech’s start-igbscadeally, you would like to
buy the plant for $17 million; this is your aspiration prigour realistic ideal price in a
best case scenario.

You are about to meet with the CFO of Dosagen. Althgughhave full
authority to buy the plant at any price you deem acceptaileare asked to concentrate
on your reservation price [aspiration price]. Therefaluring the negotiation, you should
focus your efforts on at least meeting your reservaiiae of $27 million [on attaining
your aspiration price of $17 million].

Confidential Information for Dosagen

You are the CFO of Dosagen, a pharmaceutical companywwgald like to sell
one of your plants, which has been producing a line oftgpatlg engineered
compounds. The plant is uniquely configured because of theenattthese compounds.
Your preference is to sell the plant in its current gpmhtion, to a buyer who would
keep the work force. If you shut down the plant, strigrid sell the plant and equipment,
you would net $17 million. This is your reservation prite lbowest price that is still
acceptable. Ideally, you would like to sell the plant$ar million; this is your aspiration
price, your realistic ideal price in a best case saenar

Synertech, another pharmaceutical company, is inter@stbe plant. They have
decided that the plant is suitable for their purposeswandd like to retain the work
force. Their only reservation is that the locatier7® miles from their headquarters.

You are about to meet with the CFO of Synertech. Alghoyou have full

authority to sell the plant for any price you deem acd#@tgou are asked to concentrate
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on your reservation price [aspiration price]. Therefaluring the negotiation, you should
focus your efforts on at least meeting your reservaiiae of $17 million [on attaining

your aspiration price of $27 million].

Revised from the version created by Leonard Greenhalgh at the AmoSchaoK of

Business Administration, Dartmouth College.
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Appendix B
Study 4 “The Notebook” case information strategy manipulation
Vigilant strategy condition for the buyer and the seller

Negotiators use strategies to prepare and to negotiatey Yodavill use a
vigilant strategy. While preparing, think about the difféneays to minimize your losses
in the negotiation. Select your reservation price pifiee at which you are ambivalent
between reaching an agreement and walking away from gogiaigon. During the
negotiation, focus on at least meeting your reservati@e and on maintaining a
satisfactory state of resources (i.e., money and goods).

Eager strategy condition for the buyer [the seller]

Negotiators use strategies to prepare and to negotiatey Yodavill use an eager
strategy. While preparing, think about the different ways)aximize your gains in the
negotiation. Select your aspiration price, the idea[hayi] price that you think is
attainable. During the negotiation, focus on achieving yspiration price and on

advancing your state of resources (i.e., money and goods).
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Appendix C
Study 5 Adapted “Bullard Houses” case information
General Information

The Bullard Houses are located on Bay Drive in Gothdtyn Gotham, a regional
commerce and shipping center, is a city of approximately 800y@f0an additional 3.2
million suburban residents in the greater Gotham mettap area. The Bullard Houses,
located between Gotham's historic section and finada@#ict, were built in 1869.
"Houses" is a misnomer: they are actually a singlecsire of 51 attached brownstones
arranged in a squared U-shape. (See attached map.) Theyrapdrl.5-acre plot, is
zoned for mixed residential and commercial uses.

For nearly 50 years, the residents of the Bullard Hodsgsnated Gotham'’s
financial and political structures. Built by financier JarBedlard and his associates, the
Houses quickly became a symbol of power and privilegerr $péendid architecture and
formal gardens were rivaled only by the elegance o$éltens and ballrooms, where
many a political and financial deal was struck.

The 1950s brought an end to the demand for upscale housingharn®s historic
district. The age of the buildings, the narrownegbefstreets, and the wholesale
abandonment of the district by middle and upper class fsrastened the district’s
decline into crime-ridden decay. The final blow to thel&dl Houses was the
availability of air conditioning that made the once hygidlued Bay Drive breeze
superfluous. The Bullard Houses occupants relocated en toasgelush hills north of

Gotham.
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The Bullard property is now owned by Downtown, Inc.pgporation formed
eight years ago by seven of James Bullard's descerfdatite well-publicized purpose
of saving the historic Bullard Houses from destructionthat time, several commercial
interests were seeking to buy the property, evict wsitwome and welfare tenants, and
have the land rezoned for high-rise development. Dommuccessfully purchased the
Houses seven years ago, saving them from destruction. Haaomplished its purpose
of saving the Houses, Downtown was faced with decidindutiuee of the property.
Downtown forecasted an economic revival of the neighiimaland prepared the
property for eventual sale to a condominium developer.rib@mmn has since succeeded
in clearing nearly all the tenants from the buildimgl &as signed a relocation agreement
with the rest.

Downtown's predictions of a downtown resurgence proveeco The historic
area has been almost completely regentrified andwsanchic area filled with remodeled
brownstones, gourmet restaurants, and trendy boutiquésttuhately, Downtown's pre-
condo clearance plan did not work as expected. Gothasegd®nant's Rights and Anti-
Condo legislation that stretched out the relocati@mt@ss and required significant cash
payments to departing tenants. As the number of tenamslléd, so did Downtown's
cash-flow. Taxes, however, rose, and Downtown awokbke reality that it cost almost
as much to heat a near-empty structure as a full one.

Retaining the buildings for any significant period would regjai substantial
capital infusion to Downtown, which its shareholdershito avoid. Since the
shareholders have no interest in developing this progetyselves, they prefer to sell

the property as soon as possible.
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Confidential Information for the Buyer's Representative

You are a senior partner in Jones & Jones, one of Gafligra leading real
estate firms. Your client is the American Histomno ISociety, Inc., a publicly held
company that owns and operates 20 historic inns acrossuhé&. The Society buys
historic properties then renovates them in order tevedthem into inns that showcase
the properties’ place in American history. The Socstkes its reputation on its
knowledge of the properties’ history and its certainty thatproperties have never been
involved in any ethically dubious or illegal dealings. Thus,$lociety refuses to
purchase properties with hidden or questionable pasts.

The Society is interested in the Bullard Houses. Becatithe Houses’ storied
past and location in the historic district, they wolodda perfect candidate for conversion
to a historic inn. However, there are rumors that thadds were constructed originally

with funding that was of questionable integrity. If thesmors are true, the purchase of
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the Houses would be in strict violation of the Socegharter. Therefore, the Society
will not even consider the Houses unless the remaininig@ulamily members fully
disclose and certify the buildings’ history. Since tlouses have always been in the
family’s possession, the Bullards know the full history

Past experience has given you a good idea of possible dogpits. Bids from
developers intending to create luxury housing will molyiKall around $11.5 to $13.5
million. You have also heard rumors of a bid to constsoatething like a Quincy
Market, and that could be worth as much as $20 million. g&img bids contemplating a
high-rise commercial development could be considerallydni Your client has
authorized you to offer up to $24 million for the Bullard pedty. This is almost certainly
adequate to purchase the parcel, though as a designatedHoseirgite it might cost
$32-40 million at "hold-up" prices. The Society wants this and to use the Bullard
name. On the other hand, it has an acceptable, if pgalestrian, alternative site
available for $20 million and a historical society carnyomarn so hard.

Note that the Society is only interested in the prageit the full history of the
Houses is revealed. Therefore, your client has instryctedo proceed with negotiations
only after obtaining verbal confirmation that the fundihgt was used for the original
construction of the Houses was legal and not ill-goffeu cannot communicate with
your clients; however you are authorized to buy the Holfis@esappropriate deal can be
reached.

Confidential Information for the Seller's Representative
You are a representative of Downtown Realty, whiatwieed by seven elderly

members of the Bullard family. Downtown Realty, Iigca closely held corporation
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whose sole asset is the Bullard property. The shatersére the remaining
grandchildren of James Bullard. All of them were rearetthé Bullard Houses. They
would like to see the Houses restored to the splendgrahce enjoyed, when people of
taste and means lived there. They have fond memortégiothildhood in the Bullard
Houses, and for sentimental reasons, they have alllb&énchingly willing to devote
any resources necessary to prevent destruction of therfysareuses that they have
regarded as distasteful.

Some of the shareholders have individual interesassaring that the property is
sold to a buyer who will put the property to a use constistéth its own history and the
history of the neighborhood. Mallory Bullard is salttive with the prominent, well-
respected real estate firm she founded thirty years agoirAesponsible disposal of the
property would reflect on her firm, as well as DowntowWlyles D. Bullard's son is likely
to announce his candidacy for Mayor any day and Myles dumtesant to embarrass him
by allowing the property to be used in a way that would predumcuprising of the
neighbors or any other community group.

Although the Downtown shareholders, because of thejrtege no interest in
developing the property, and would like to sell it as s@passible, they have been very
selective in considering purchase offers. They are weyasted in the possibility of the
Houses’ conversion into a tasteful inn that would shoetlasir contribution to
Gotham'’s history. However, there is a certain bleroishhe Houses’ historical record
that the Bullards are anxious to maintain as a fareityet. The Houses’ original
construction was financed by James Bullard’s ill-gottenl @ar profiteering money.

Disclosing this part of the Houses’ history would preclugeHbuses use as a historic
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inn and seriously jeopardize the sale price. Additionllould generate bad press for
Mallory and Myles, which is out of the question.

Downtown would like to dispose of the property quickly anditaoly. You have
various offers in hand that range in sale price ($10omilio $20 million) and in
attractiveness. These offers are based on currentpuigwledge; revelation of the
Houses’ secret past would nullify the offers. The gpailee could plummet to $5 million
or below. A similar property in Gotham's sister cit§etropolis, just sold for $22
million. The shareholders have authorized you to acchthever offer you think most
nearly meets their interests.

Before you do so, they want you to hear the AmericatoHesInn Society, Inc.’s
offer. You know that the Society is committed to puraig®nly properties with
untarnished histories. At your last meeting with theedalders, which was somewhat
disorganized, due to their advanced age, the following geinsteictions were given to
you. You must under no conditions reveal the Housesiection to Civil War
profiteering. Maximizing sale price is important only attee above interests are
satisfied. You cannot communicate with your clients; h@wgou are authorized to sell

the Houses if an appropriate deal can be reached.

Revised from the Dispute Resolution Research Center at the K8lkbgg! of
Management version, which was in turn based on a case created by Ron Karp and
revised by Mox Tan, David Gold, Andrew Clarkson, Paul Cramer, Do&jtase, and

Bruce Patton for the Harvard Negotiation Project.
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Appendix D
Study 6 “The Job” case information
General Information

A firm is conducting interviews for a newly available pos. The two
negotiable issues are weekly hours and yearly salagreTdre no other issues up for
negotiation: The hours required may range anywhere betebaurs per week and 80
hours per week. The yearly salary may range anywhensebat$20,000 and $100,000.

Confidential Information for the Candidate

You are interviewing for a newly available position diri@. You are meeting
with a recruiter from the firm to discuss the two nedi#iassues — hours and salary.
Obviously, as an employee you would prefer to work the minimvekly hours
possible. At the same time, you would also prefer to veddie maximum salary
possible. You will have to negotiab@thissues during this negotiation. However, you
may be forced to decide which issue is more importayticand emphasize one issue
over the other.

This is your final negotiation over this position. At g of this negotiation, you
will either reach an agreement (agree to accept thégoander the negotiated terms) or
reach an impasse (refuse the position and walk awaytfe firm). Because you have
upcoming interviews with other firms (although no definitiers), either outcome
(agreement or impasse) is acceptable to you.

Confidential Information for the Recruiter
You are interviewing candidates for a newly availablatjpmsat your firm. You

are meeting with a candidate to discuss the two ndgetissues — hours and salary.
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Obviously, you (as a representative of the firm) would prefeequire the maximum
weekly hours possible. At the same time, you would ister to pay the minimum
salary possible. You will have to negotidiathissues during this negotiation. However,
you may be forced to decide which issue is more imporbayaiw and emphasize one
issue over the other.

This is your final negotiation with this candidate. At #rel of this negotiation,
you will either reach an agreement (agree to emplogdhdidate under the negotiated
terms) or reach an impasse (refuse to employ theidate and walk away from the
negotiation). Because you have upcoming interviews withr atlredidates (although no

definite hires), either outcome (agreement or impassaceptable to you.
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Appendix E
Study 6 Analysis of participants who did (vs. did not) refuetr level of demand for
hours or salary

Independent samples t-tests checked for differences éetpaaticipants who: 1)
provided an answer for hours (vs. not), or 2) provided anam®w salary (vs. not). |
looked for differences in terms of role, non-loss/ltvasne, gain/non-gain frame,
standardized planned opening offer for hours and for saadystandardized opening
offer for hours and for salary. Across both compassoimere were no differences in role,
non-loss/loss frame, gain/non-gain frame, standardileathpd opening offer for hours,
standardized opening offer for hours, or standardized opeffegfor salary s >.15).

Participants who provided a planned opening offer for hostsnit) emphasized
hours significantly moret(217) = -3.02p = .003) and had significantly less demanding
planned opening offers for salaty30.4) = 2.47p = .02). Participants who provided an
actual opening offer for hours (vs. not) emphasized hogm#isantly more {(101) = -
1.98,p = .05), but did not differ for salary planned opening offer (15). There were no
differences between participants who provided a planpeding offer for salary or not

(ps > .2) or an actual opening offer for salary or pstX .15).
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FIGURES
Figure 1. Mean demand, as measured by standardized avetdgeiog, by negotiator

role and regulatory focus, Study 1. Error bars show stdretanrs.
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Figure 2. Mean ratings of non-loss/loss negotiator freap@nd gain/non-gain negotiator

frame (b) by negotiator role, Study 2. Error bars showdstaherrors.
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Figure 3. Mean ratings of experienced role fit by negotiatierand regulatory focus,

Study 2. Error bars show standard errors.
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Figure 4. Mean demand, as measured by standardized openindpyffiegotiator role

and regulatory focus, Study 2. Error bars show standawdserr
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Figure 5. Mean rating of affective state by negotiatta amd regulatory focus for low

assessors (a) and high assessors (b), Study 3. ErssHuaw standard errors.
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Figure 6. Mean rating of anticipated performance by negotial®and regulatory focus

for low assessors (a) and high assessors (b), StudyoB.dars show standard errors.
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Figure 7. Mean rating of perceived assessment competen@agbyator role and
regulatory focus for low assessors (a) and high assedsoiStudy 3. Error bars show

standard errors.
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Figure 8. Mean rating of overall position by negotiatde and regulatory focus for low

assessors (a) and high assessors (b), Study 3. ErssHuaw standard errors.
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Figure 9. The focus-role fit model.
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Figure 10. Mean ratings of non-loss/loss negotiator fr@anand gain/non-gain

negotiator frame (b) by negotiator role, Study 4. Erros show standard errors.
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Figure 11. Mean ratings of experienced role fit by regulameys and strategy (a) and

by negotiator role and strategy (b), Study 4. Error bars sthamdard errors.
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Figure 12. Mean demand, as measured by standardized plannedidbynaagulatory
focus and strategy (a) and by negotiator role and strat@g$t(lmy 4. Error bars show
standard errors.
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Figure 13. Mean ratings of non-loss/loss negotiator freanand gain/non-gain

negotiator frame (b) by negotiator role, Study 5. Erros sapw standard errors.
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Figure 14. Mean ratings of non-loss/loss negotiator friayneegotiator role and

emphasized issue, Study 6. Error bars show standard errors.
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Figure 15. Mean demand, as measured by standardized planned atemifay hours
(a) and for salary (b), by negotiator role and emphdsgmie, Study 6. Error bars show

standard errors.
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Figure 16. Mean demand, as measured by standardized openinfgrofffears (a) and
for salary (b), by negotiator role and emphasized isduely%. Error bars show standard

errors.

Opening Offer

0.6 -

0.2 1

M Hours Emphasis
Salary Emphasis

0.0 1

—f—

—]—

-0.2
-0.4 -

-0.6 -

Standardized Demand on Hours

Candidate Recruiter

Opening Offer

0.8 -

0.2 1 i B Hours Emphasis
0.0

-0.2
-0.4
-0.6 -

Salary Emphasis

Standardized Demand on Salary

Candidate Recruiter

145



Figure 17. Agreement amount for hours, by candidate enzgdlaissue (a) and for

salary, by recruiter emphasized issue (b), Study 6. Benw show standard errors.
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