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Overcoming adverse events in negotiation 2

Negotiation scholargnow relativelyiittle about how negotiators can overcome adverse
circumstanceand end negotiations with an enhansethse ofatisfactionUsing a series of two
negotiationssimulations we tested whether cognitiveappraisal influences negotiators’
responses to adverse experien@dter completing a negotiation in which they either did — or
did not —enceuntedifficulties, participants identified a challenging moment and wrote about
either the benefits or harntseyassociated with that moment. They then completed a second

negotiation‘and'reported their post-negotiation satisfaction using the Subjectiveladmtory.

Compared to negotiators who did not encounter advetsibgenegotiators who did
encounter-challenges and engaged in benefit-fincepgrted higher levels of process and
relationship satisfactiothan those who engaged in harm-finding. We also found that
negotiators reported greater process and relationship satisfaction under advensesiances
(hard negotiation or harm-finding appraisal) when their partners used inclusive language (we,
ours, us) inrthessecond negotiation.

Keywords: negatiationyesilience adversity social outcomes

I ntroduction

Whether negotiations take place in our personal or organizationaMigesmmorty hopethat
they will unfold smoothly and thate will reachagreementvith our counterpartsAlthoughthis
hope is fulfilledsome of the timdt is also not ufikely thata negotiatiorwill be disrupted by
unanticipated, negative events. Examples of sdebrae events are abundant: economic
downturnsgmaysthreaten trade talks, walkouts by “miparties may stall climate change talks,
rival partiessmay block crucial government legislation, and iizkeleaveit offers may cast
doubt on'whether workplace negotiations can be settled (Druckmablekalins2013). Despite
the threat that adverse events pose to both the deal and the ongoing relationskeip betwe
negotiatorsBertSpector (2006: 273) noted ttiaere is &paucity of reliable advice for
negotiators faced with stalemate on what they can do to avert failure and get back on the
negotiation track.Given the importance of returning negotiations to a constructive procisss, th

lack of attention to the question of how to address negotiatiarsitus a significant oversight.
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Overcoming adverse events in negotiation 3

Adversitycanbe createdby eventsn the external environmetitataffectthe negotiation,
for example changes in legislation or public opinion. Changes in the internal enviranayent
also trigger adversityfor example, the introduction of new information or issues, personal
attacks, the expression of negative emotions, or intransigence on the part of negotiator
(Druckman.2001; Putnam aialler 2014).Irrespectiveof the sourcean adverse evenasts
doubt onwhether an agreement can be reachetidisrupts negotiators’ relationships.

On.the other han@ddverse events are also associated wife” momens (Zartman
1992) when the situation has become so bad that negotiators perceive thaegssiysto
change their strategimportantly,the consequences of adverse eveftendepend less on the
source of @dversity and more on how individuals respond to the adversity (e.g., Weingart et al.
2015): faced with a threat to their agreement or their relationbbipnegotiators respond will
determine whether they are able to tthhad” into “good” andre-establish a constructive

negotiation*process

In the immediate aftermath of an adverse event, regosimay act in ways thamplify
its negative impact (e.g., BallingandRockman2010). Bzcauseadverse eventsancall into
questionsa=counterpart’s intentior@lékalns and Smith 200Ballingerand Rockmann 2010),
negotiators may respond witlicreased competitioand the counterparts can respond in kind
(OlekalnsandSmith 2000),triggeringa downward spiral that furthdamages theirelationship
and impedes settlemeftis downwardspiralis not, however, inevitable: individuasmetimes
perceivethatadverse eventseateopportunities for growth (see, for example, Masten 2001 and
Richardsan 2002 on how some individuals respond to tra@easequently, negotiators may
choose to transcend an advezsentby setting the negotiation @arew — andmoreconstructive
— path (MeGinn; LingoandCiano2004).

The resilience literatunerovides insight intdow negotiatorsnayre-establish a
constructive negotiation followingn adverse everiResilienceesearch shows that individuals
who focus onsth@ositive consequences of adveesents arenore likely toovercome and grow
from adversity Affleck and Tennen 196; Greeffand Du Toit 209; McAdams et a2001)Our
goal, in this research, is to investigate whethersame benefits caxtend to negotiators who

encounter adversity.
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Overcoming adverse events in negotiation 4

Although negotiation researchers typically focus on economic outcomes, they have also
increasinglyexplored the role of such social outcomes as negotiators’ reputireaCurhan
and his colleagues (2010), for example, found that high subjective value (social o)iiccomes
negotiation predicted better economic performance in a subsequent negatiadiog a
negotiation.with a good social outcome may be as important as ending a negoti&tiargood
economic eutcome, especiallshen the parties have angoing relationship. Consequenibyr
focus in‘this‘'researdks on how twocognitive reappraisal strategies, beneditd harm-finding,

influence negaators’ subjective assessment of the negotiattdiowing an adverse event.

The (Re)Appraisal of Adverse Events

Researchers have established that how negotiators think about their negotiations affects their
behavior and outcomes. For example, thinlkabgut outcomes in terms of losses ({rasne)
cantrigger riskseeking behaviawvhereaghinking about outcomes in terms of gains (gain-

frame cantrigger riskaversebehavior (Kahneman and Tversky 1979). In negotiation,
substantial'evidendadicatesha gainframed negotiators are more risk averse thanfltassed
negotiators:,they obtain lower individual outcomes, are more concessionary, ar&etpte |

reach agreement, and anere likely to beperceived as less competitive (Bazerman, Magliozzi
andNeale1985; Bottom and Studt993; de Dretet al.2005; NealeandBazermari985; Neale,
Huber andNorthcraft1987).

Researchers have also shatlat both a promotion-focus frame, whiemphasizes the
pursuit of opportunities, and a preventimaus framewhich emphasizes threat and harm
minimization,influencenegotiators’ behaviors and outcomes: promefarused negotiators are
moreambitiousthan prevention-focused negotiators, either making or planning to make higher
initial offers'and obtaining higher outcomes (Galinsky e2@15; Appelt et al. 2009; Appelt and
Higgins 2010) they are also less likely to avoid negotiations otresatearly (Shalvi et al.

2013).

In this research, wiuild on theresearch that has explored thé of cognition and
appraisal in negotiation xploring how the interpretation of a speciénent that threatens
ongoing negotiations influencesitcomes. We draw aesilienceresearch, which shows that

how people interpret or appraise an adverse event can influence the emotions tleal they f
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Overcoming adverse events in negotiation 5

response to that evefiredricksorandJoiner 2002), how they behaviorally respond or adapt to
the experienceand the lessons that they draw from the experience (Folkman and Moskovic
2000). Individuals who are able to bounce back from adversity -shiw resilience- tend to
look for the positives orsilver linings as they work througldversity This positive focusan
helpthem find.value in the experience aachieve positive outcomes (Glamizd Johnstone
1999; Richardson 2002). In the workplace, resilient individuals report higher job dadistand
organizational'commitment (Yousseff and Luthans 2007)@medr levels of depression
(MacLarnon"andRothstein2013),and are more likely to recover rapidly from workplace
conflicts (MartinezCortset al.2015). On the other hand, negative appraisals of life adveasity
associatedswith, dysfunctional responsesh agposttraumatic stress disordddunmore, Clark,
andEhlers2001; Ehring, Ehlers, an@lucksmarn2006).Overall, hese findings suggestat
cognitive appraisatanplay an important role in the promotion of resiliente.test this
hypothesis in a negiation context we contrasédtwo appraisal strategies benefit-finding
(positiveappraisal and harm-finding (negativappraisgl —and assessdteir impact on

negotiatorsoeutcomes following an adverse event.

Benefit-finding

Benefitfinding is akey strategy for focusing on the opportunitiest adverse events can
presentAssociated with resilience and wéking, benefit-findings a conscious effort to

identify the positive aspects of advergiBavis, NoleaAHoeksemand Larson 1998; Tennen and
Affleck 2002;Helgeson, ReynoldandTomich2006. This strategyesults in greater life
satisfaction, sefesteem, and the belief that challenges are meaningful and manageable.
Individuals who engage in benefit-finding are more likely to forgive transgressidris aeport
higher levels of well-beinfHelgeson Reynolds, andomich 2006; McCullough et el. 2006;
MartinezCorts et al2015). Moreover, focusing on the benefits of an adverse experience is
associated witlexperiencindess distreséDavis NolenHoeksma, antlarson1998), and more
positive emetiongAffleck andTennenl996; Stein et al. 1997).

We proposéhat the positive consequencesehefitfinding alsoextend to relationships,
including relationships among negotiatorsirterpersonal relationshipsebefitfinding both

fosters and sustairositive emotions, strengthening relationships and supporting relationship
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Overcoming adverse events in negotiation 6

repair following adversityBeuhlmann, Gottman, ar¢atz 1992; Bonanno et al. 2004; Tugade
and Frederickson 2004; Caccioppptesj andZautra2011; Gottman, Driver, andabare2015;
Thompson andRavlin 2016). Because beneffinding strengthens relationships, we expect that
negotiators whao beneffind following an adverse eventill report higher subjectivealue
following adversity — in contrast to those who harm-fiKdlb andWilliams 2001, Mazrik et al.
2016; Neffand Broady 2011).

Harm-finding

Harmfinding can orient individuals to the negative aspects of a situation (CasellRét 4l and

can creat@ysfunctional responses #&alversity (McCullough et al. 2006; Ciarocco, Vohs, and
Baumeiste010Q). Although harnfinding has received less attention than besfding, some
evidence indicatethat individuals who focus on the negative aspects of an adxqueeience
perceive challenges as more overwhelming, uncontrollable, and unsolvable (Lyubomirsky et al.
1999).After.adverse experiencesdividuals who engage in harfimding become less odident

in their ability:te overcome obstacles (Stoeltutchfield and Wood2008), and are more likely

to experience an increasenegative emotions (Caselli et 2D14),in mistrust (Carsoand

Cupach 2000).

These establishedonsequences of harm-findiagemorelikely to interfere with
negotiators’motivation and ability to repair relationships damaged by advessiyfihding is
morelikelyto keep negotiators focused on the negative consequences of the adverse experiences
and preventthem from overcomingWe thus predict that negotiatosho harmfind will report

lower subjective value following adversity.

Adversity, (Re)Appraisal and Subjective Value in Negotiation

To investigate the consequences of benefit-rerdhifinding, we compared negotiations in
which adversitywvaspresent to those in whichiitas absentWVe creatd these conditions
(adversity present, adversity absent) by varyimggease with which negotiatarsuldreach
agreementln the ‘difficult” negotiation (adversity present), negotiatbasla negative

bargaining zone, one in which thevasno overlap in the minimum requirements of the two
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Overcoming adverse events in negotiation 7

negotiators. In thedasy negotiation (adversity absent), negotiatoasia positive (and wide)
bargaining zone: agreememas facilitated because there warany acceptable settlement

options.

We predictedthathavinga negative bargaining zone, which blocks settlement, would
lead to a stronger experience of adversity than havingle bargainingone, whichmakes
settlement easieNegotiators who encounter a negatmaegaining zone are more likely to resist
making cancessions or to make extremely small concessindgo engage in highlevels of
argumentation.than those who encounter a positive bargaining zone (Lewicki, Saunders, and
Barry 2013). Although these behaviors are intended to ensure that negotiators olstain thei
minimum aceeptable outcomand don’t walk away from the table having accepted a deal that
leaves them worse off thaheir alternative would have, thegn be interpretely counterparts
as intransigence (Weingart et 2015) with negative consequences for the negotiation.
Intransigencerincreases the perceived difficulty of reaching agreement and also leaves
negotiates‘withrnegative impressions of opponents that could affect future negotiations
negotiators faced with intransigence conclude that their counterpart is disagreeable and plan to
adopt a tougher approach in subsequent negotiations (Morris, Lama®u 1999 O’Connor
and Arnold 2001; O’Connor, Arnold, amlirris 2005).

Points of impasseancreate turning points in a negotiation, offering negotiators the
opportunity to change the negotiation process (DruckamanOlekaln2013). DanielDruckman
and his colleagues, in their analyses of international negotiations, doedmgattern in which
increasingly competitive tactics escathteconflict to the point of impasstis pointcan, in
turn, triggerasshift to more constructive strategies that sugpogress toward agreement (e.g.,
Druckman986; Druckman anéHarris 1990). Escalating competitivenessf course, does not
alwaysgenerat@rocess changes thabvenegotiatorsowards agreementinsteadgscalation
cancontinue andead to stalematéJnder these circumstargseDruckman (2004) suggested,
“time out’ canenable negotiators to rethink strategy and redirect the negotiation process.
Recently;FiekeHarinck and Druckman (2017) found, for example, that othiented
affirmationscan leado improved outcomes in value conflicts. Cumulatively,régsearch on
turning points suggests that how negotiators interpret and respond to an impasse fcaansigni

alter the course of a negotiation.
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Overcoming adverse events in negotiation 8

Building on Druckman’s findings, &investigatd whether negotiators’ appraisal of an
impasseaffected negotiation outcomespecifically, we testd whetherrelative to harrfinding,
benefit-finding can help negotiators to overcome the negativeosqgitleffects associated with
contentious negotiations (O’Connand Arnold 2001) and to obtain improved outcomes in
second negetiation. Extending findings from the benefit-finding literature to the ategoti
context we predicthat following an adverse experience, negotiators who engage in benefit-
finding will"be"more likely toview the adverse experience as an opportunity for growth, reducing
tensionor negative affect, and conseqtigraverting a downward spiral in subsequent
negotiations. In'this experiment, negotiators engage in @themefit-or harmfinding adversity
appraisabfterparticipating in aifficult (adversity present) or an easy (adversity absent)
negotiationBecause benefiind harm-finding encourage individualséappraisedversity, we
expect thathese strategiewill affect negotiators’subjective valuenly aftera difficult

negotiation.

Somerresearch anarital conflict which found that @uples ardetter able to withstand
adversity if they. can maintain a positive emotional toBaghiman et al1992;Madyatha et al.
2011;Gotttman et al2015)illuminates the link between adversity appraisal and subjective
value. Extending these findings to negotiations, which are also characterized by imeed¢pe
relationships;we predithat benefitfinding, which increases positive affeutill help
negotiators to preserve their relationships and improve subjectivededpge encountering
adversity Inreontrast, harm-findingvhich increases negative affewi|l lead to worsening
social outcomes/Ne expect benefitand harm-finding to moderate the relationship between

adversity and negotiators’ subjective value. Therefore, our first hypothesis ibas fo

Hypothesis oneRelativeto negotiators who participate in an easy negotia(adversity
absent); those negotiators who participate in a difficult negotiation (adversity presen
and engage in benefit-findingill obtain higher subjective valugnan thosenegotiators
who participate in a difficult negotiation and engage in hdmmaling.

Weare also interested hmow postadversity language affects negotiators’ subjective
value. Recognizingheirinterdependencean shift negotiators’ perspective froom¥&’ to “ us”
and make them more likely focus on mutually beneficial outcomes (FIy2005; Gelfand et al.

2006).The marital conflict literature alseportsthat couples who can establish a sense of unity

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Overcoming adverse events in negotiation 9

or“ we-ness” are better able to withstand adversity: they are more willing to repair relationships,
more likely toadopt a positive frame following adversity, and less likely to experience negative
affect (Buehlman et d992; Gottman et ak015).

In_megotiation, a sense of unity can be established or conveyed thinel@hguage that
negotiators'useéA communication pattern that reduces social distance knowpoagite
politeness{Brownand Levinson 1987fanconvey a send of unity. One example of positive

politeness:is the use of inclusive languageh as'we,” “us,” and “ours; which canreduce
social distance and foster closer relationships (Donné&Bed). Because it can rebuild social
bonds, weexpect the use of inclusive language to moderate the relationship bdueestya
reappraisal and subjective value following a difficult negotiatidrerefore, our second

hypothesis is as follows:

Hypeothesis TwoThe use of inclusive language will moderate the relationship between
adversity reappraisal (harrvs benefifinding) following a difficult negotiation

(adversity present) but not following an easy negotiation (adversity absent).

M ethod

Participants

Eighty participants (44 females, 36 males) with a mean age of 22.63 steaudafd deviation,
[SD] = 5.88)completedwo consecutive simulated employment contract negotiations.
Participantsvereundergraduate college students who reported an average o6BZA.&7)

yearsof work experience.

Design
We tested ouishypotheses in a negotiation difficldsy valifficult) x adversity appraisal

(benefit vsi-harm-findingbetweergroups design. &ticipants were randomBbllocated to one

of the four experimentalonditions, withtwenty participantsn each condition.
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Procedure

Participants negotiatelsequence of two simulated employment contract negotiations. They
conductedhegotiations irfaceto-face in dyads, with one dyad negotiating per experimental

session. All negotiations were videgeorded.

Firstsnegotiation Participants were randomly assigned to either an employer (café
owner) or-employee (barista) rolEhey received both verbal and written instructions about the
negotiation, which required them to reach agreement on two issues: payrigte and start
date. After receiving verbal instructions, participants were given time tougbly read the
written taskdnstructions. Participants were told they had a maximaemofinutes to reach an

agreement, and were stopped at this point ndredr not they had reached one.

To manipulatenegotiation difficultywe varied the bargaining range for one issue, hourly
pay rate. The.easy negotiation had a wide positive zone of possible agregfeA): the café
owner’s reservation price (highest wage she ov&gwilling to pay) was$20.50 and the
barista’s reservation price (lowest wage she or he was willing touaee$14.50giving them a
ZOPA of $6:00. In thélifficult negotiation, there was a negatZ®PA: the @afé owner’s
reservation pricevas $16.50 and the barista’s was $18.50, leaving a gap of $2.00. In both
conditions, negotiators were told that the industry average pay rate was $17.50.

Using a 4point scale (1 =ot at all challenging4 =extremely challeging), participants
rated thdifficult negotiation tasknfedian M] = 1.49;SD= .85)assignificantly more
challenging.than the easy negotiation tddk=(1.05;SD= .56;1(38) = 2.58p = .012).
Additionally, participants experienced significantly more negative affect afteliftroilt
negotiationd/="2.66;SD = 1.15) than after the easy negotiatitvh< 2.09;SD= 1.01;t(38) =
2.36,p = .024.)Consistent with our manipulatipfifteen of thetwenty dyadsn the difficult
conditionfailed to reach an agreement whereas only one ofydm twenty in the easy condition

failed tareach an agreement.

Second negotiatioAfter the first negotiation, participants completechaversity

appraisal They then went on to renegotiate their employment contract, following six months on
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Overcoming adverse events in negotiation 11

the job. Rrticipants who failed to reach an agreement in the first negotiéoetold toassume
that one had eventually been reached.

The second contract required negotiators to reach agreement agstms: location,
work schedule,/salary increasasd work hoursEach issue offered negotiatdinge options and
points were assigned to issues to indicate their relative imporfawoassues (location and
work schedulepad integrative potenti@nabling negotiators to mak@adeoffs across these
issues to maximize both parties’ outcorntgslary increase was distributive, meaning that
negotiators.could improve their outcomes only at the expense of their counterpadiaesitc
Finally, work hours was a compatible issue: both parties wanted to maximize ther mimbe

work hours.

Participants received brief verbal instructions outlining the key issueswdfich they
weregivensreadig time to examine the information in detail. At the start of the negotiation, they
were told thathey had a maximum of twentginutes to reach aagreementAll dyads reached

agreement In this negotiation.

Adversityappraisal manipulationAfter completing the first negotiation, participants
wereasked to completan “adversity appraisdl Half of thedyadscompleted denefitfinding
appraisaland'the other half completed a harm-findapgpraisal (Both participants in a dyad
completed the same adversity apprajsehe benefit-finding appraisalasadapted from one
developed byWichaelMcCullough, Lindsey Root, anldam Cohen (2006); the harm-finding
appraisal was.written to parallel thenefitfinding manipulationAll students were given the
same initialinstruction:

Looking back over the negotiation, was there a specific moment or event that was
particularly challenging. Briefly describe what happerg&sa why you found this
moment or event challenginkj.you did not experience any challenges, briefly

describe a moment or an event in this negotiation that stood out to you.
Participants in the benefiinding group were further instructed as follows:

Focusing on this moment or evecdén you think more about its impact? In
thinking about this moment or event, we would like yototms on the benefits.
In particular, we would like you to consider the following questions: Are there

any aspects of this moment or event that will help you to perform better in future
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negotiations? What positive capabilities or strengths did you display when you
encountered this event? Did you display any skills that you had previously been
unaware you possessed, or thought to be beyond your capabilities? As you write,
try to think deeply about theossible benefits you have gained from your

experience and how that will influence your approach to the next negotiation. Be
as honest and candid as possible.

And participants assigned to the harm-finding group \geren this instruction:

Focusing on this moment or evecan you think more about its impact? In
thinking about this moment or event, we would like yototwus on the difficult
agpects associated with this event. In particular, we would like you to consider
the following questions: Are there any aspects of this moment or event that will
worsen your performance in future negotiations? What weaknesses or skill
deficiencies became apparasta result of encountering this event? Were you
blocked from displaying any skills that you had previously used effectively, or
thought were within your capabilities? As you write, try to think deeply about the
pessible harm you have incurred from your experience and how that will
influence your approach to the next negotiation. Be as honest and candid as
possible.

M easures

Subjective Value

We used:-Curhan and colleagues’ (2006) Subjective Value Inve(8dly to assesparticipants
feelings ' about the negotiation and its outcome after the second negofiatoacale has sixteen
items that form four subscaldeelings about the relationshigelings about the process
feelings about the instrumental outconaslfeelings about the seParticipants uska 1 — 7

scale torate their pesiegotiation satisfaction.

Inclusive Language
To examine the relationship betwessrtainpronouns, emotional expression, and negotiation

outcomes, we employed Pennebaker’s Linguistic Inquiry Word Count (LIWC) progtem.
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LIWC is based on the idea that words act as markers of emotional states, social alahtity
cognitive styles (Pennebaker, Booth &mencis2007). The pogram scans text and categorizes
2300 words into broad psychological, affective, and cognitive categosesy LIWC,we
analyzel transcripts of the forty negotiations in this experintenibtain the frequency with

which negotiators used inclusilanglage (we, us, our, ours).

Results

I mpact of Adversity Appraisal (Hypotheses One)

We used gatisticalProgram for theSocial Sciences (SPSlixed Models to test our prediction
thatwhen cempared to negotiators who participated in the easy negotiatiomégosiators

who participatd in thedifficult negotiationand engaged in benefit-finding would reploigher
subjective valuéhanthose whqarticipated in the difficult negotiation aetigaged in harm-
finding. Scoes on two of the SVI subscalesfeelings about the instrumental outcome” and
“feelings about the se¥'were unaffected by the interaction between these vari@f(&s76) =
.08; p =« £8;k(1; 76) = .35, respectively). An interaction between negotiation difficulty and
adversity appraisal did, however, afféfigielings about the relationship” and “feelings about the

process.”

Feelings about the relationshipeithernegotiation difficulty nordversityappraisal
alone influeneed negotiators’ satisfaction with their relation@hip,76)= 0.31p=.58;F(1, 76)
=0.31,p=.58 respectively. Consistentvith Hypothesis Onghowever, negotiation difficulty
and adversity‘appraiseiteracted to affect negotiatotsie amount o$atisfactiorthat
negotiators™felt'abouheir relationship at thitme they concluded the second negotiatiefi (
38) = 4.25p = .046) An analysis of simple effects revealbdtadversityappraisal affected
negotiators’ satisfaction with their relationship following a difficult negotiafk(i, 38) = 4.25,
p = .046), but.not following an easy negotiatiéi{l, 76) = 1.29p = .263). As shown in Figure
One,thosesnegotiators in the difficult condition who completed a benefit-finding adversity
appraisafreporedsignificantly higher relationship satisfaction at the end of their second
negotiation thamlid those wha@omplete a harmfinding adversityappraisal
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Figure One: Negotiation Difficulty, Adversity Appraisal, and Relationship
Satisfaction

[INSERT FIGURE ONE HERE.]

Feelings about thprocessNeithernegotiation difficulty nomadversityappraisablone
influenced negotiators’ satisfaction with the proo@g4,76)= 0.60p=.807;F(1,76)= 2.60;p =
111, respectively)XConsistent with ipothesis Onenegotiation difficulty ancdversity
appraisainteracted to affect how satisfied negotiators were with the processta¢hthey
concluded the second negotiatib(i, 76) = 4.89p = .03). An analysis of simple effects
revealedhat adversityappraisabffected negotiators’ satisfaction with the process following a
difficult negotiation(F(1, 38) = 7.32p = .010) but not following an easy negotiatiéifk, 76) =
0.18,p=.674).

As can'be seen in Figufavo, thosenegotiators in the difficult condittowho completed
a benefitfinding appraisateporedsignificantly higher process satisfaction at the end of their
second negoatiatiotman did those in the difficult conditiomho completeda harmfinding
appraisalNegotiators in the easy condition reported similar relationship satisfadtietimer

they engagedtia harmfinding or a benefifinding adversity appraisal

Figure Two: Mean Negotiation Process Satisfaction as a Function of

Negotiation Difficulty and Adversity Appraisal
[INSERT FIGURE TWO HERE]
| mpact of Language (Hypothesis Two)

Using SPSS Mixed Models, we tested whether a counterpad’sf inclusive language

interacted witmegotiation difficulty and adversity appraisalaffectthe subjective valu¢hat
negotiator’s reportedt the end of their second negotiation. We foundttietounterpart'sise

of inclusive language interactedparatelyvith negotiation difficultyandadversity appraisdb

affect subjeetive valud.o interpret theseteractions, we report the regression slopes associated
with significant effectsn TableOne Positive slopes mean that subjective value increasthe as
counterpart’s use of inclusive languagereased; negative slopes mean that subjective value

decreased as the use of inclusive language incregiggificant Fvalues show that the slopes of
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the regressions linas the two conditionsire significarly different (difficult vs easy; benefivs
harm-finding).

Table One: Inclusive Language, Negotiation Adversity Appraisal, and

Subjective Value

Negotiation Difficulty
Easy Hard Significance Test

Outcome Satisfaction | -0.11 0.06 F(1,54)=7.41, p=0.009
Sdlf Esteem -0.001 0.07 F(1,54)=5.75, p=0.021
Negotiation Process -0.02 0.18 F(1,54)=14.42, p<0.001
Relationship -0.2 0.13 F(1,54)=14.19, p<0.001

Adversity Appraisal

Benefitfinding Harmfinding Significance(?)

Negotiation Process -0.07 0.14 F(1,54)=5.63, p=0.021
Relationship 0.05 0.23 F(1,54)=8.78, p=0.005

Negotiationdifficulty. The frequency with which the counterparts used inclusive
language ‘affected all four aspectsaaiegotiators’ subjective value, although the impacts were
different depending on whether the negotiation was easy or diffkaittan be seen in this table,
following=a'hard negotiation, negotiatdedt comparatively betteaboutthemselves, the
relationship and process the more frequently their partners used inclusive language. The one
exception to this pattern was feelings about outcomes: partrs&af inclusive language

following an easy negotiaticactually correlated to a greater incidence of negative feelings

Adversityappraisal Negotiators’ feelings about process and relationships also improved
the more frequently partners used inclusive language folloavimayrmfinding appraisal but not

following a benefitfinding appraisal.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Overcoming adverse events in negotiation 16

Discussion

Negotiations are oftecharacterizethy unexpected evenésd adverse circumstances least

some of which will cast doubt on whether agreement is possible. Not only maadvesse
conditions stallthe negotiation in which they occur but, when the negotiation counterparts hav
an ongoing relationship, their consequercasspill over to future negotiations.

We.proposed that adverse events and circumstaffezsnsteadopportunitiesor
negotiators,to.reframe their situations and adjust their strat@giekate, howevenegotiation
experts have offered limiteatlvice on how negotiators shouwigesuch opportunities to improve

outcomes.

Ourgoal, in this research, was to test whether cognitreppeaisahelpednegotiators to
avoid the negativenpactof adverse circumstancd3rawing on the resilience literature, we
compared th@npactof benefit and harmfinding appraisals on negotiators’ social and economic
outcomes..Quanalysigpartially supported our first hypothesis: we fouhdtthe negotiators
who participated in the more difficult negotiation and engaged in a benefit-finojmmgisal
reported greater process and relationship satisfattteanthose who negotiated in the same

difficult seenario who engaged in a harm-finding appraisal.

Qur.second ypothesis was also partiabypported: wfound that the more frequently
that theircounterparts’ used inclusive language, the greedsthe subjective value reported by
negotiatorsfeliowing difficult negotiation or a harfinding appraisalSurprisngly and
perhaps counter-intuitively, we found that a counterparts’ uselifsive language correlated

with lower subjective value in easier negotiations and following benefit appraisal.

Inclusive: language oftestrengthens social connections and aféiinterdependence
(Brown and Levinson 1987; Donnellon 199Z hese results suggest that emphasizing the social
connection between negotiataffsets the tension associated with an adverse experience but, as
Jared Curhan.and hislleaguedavesuggestd (Curhan Neale, Ross and Rosencranz
Engelmann, 2008xould result in an overemphasis on the relationship with subsequent

disappointment when a negotiator's needsateotherwise me

I mplications for Theory and Practice
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Despite growing interest in tlewnditions under which individuals display resilience in their
workplaces, empirical evidence on the antecedents of resiiehogted (King, Newman, and
Luthans 2016)ln this study, wetook astepin that direction byesting a simple intervention that
could help promote resilience in the context of work negotiations. Our analysis shotved tha
negotiators’,satisfaction with the process and their relatiorshig not their satisfaction with
their economic/outcomes orisesteem- were affected by adversity apprais&sllowing a
difficult'negotiation negotiators who engaged in benefit-finding reported greater relationship
and process'satisfaction thdiad negotiators who engaged in harm-findiie have thus
exteneedresilience theory by confirming that benefit-finding, whaamn besuccessfully used by
individuals;toameliorate the impact ofegative life eventée.g., Helgeson et al. 200@gpnalso
help negotiators to move past adverse events. Conversely, harm-finding — in which individuals
focus on the negative aspects of a situattbith can diminish their ability to overcome
obstacles$toeber et al. 2008; Caselli et al. 2014pA alsamplify the negative impaaif

negotiation. adversity.

Our results suggest timpact ofadversityappraisalss limited tonegotiators’
assessments tieless tangiblespects ofhe negotiation (process, relationship) but not their
assessment'of.tlezonomic outcomes or their selfteemThismakes senseecause economic
outcomes.can.be assessed against taaggble andbjective criteria than relationships (in this
experiment, the maximum possible point score). (Curhan et al. B8&use there is no
equivalent-objective standard for assessing the negotiation process or feiattbese more
subjective’aspects of negotiators’ satisfactimy be moresusceptible to the impact bénefit-
and harm-finding appraisal8ssessments of sedfsteem, on the other hand, while less tangible,
are likely to bemore constant and thus more resistant to the impact of adversity appraisal of a

single event,.in/this case a negotiation.

Overall, our resultsuggest that adversity appraisal can bergortant tool for
managing negotiation relationshipsder difficultcircumstancesAnd, especially in longerm
relationships, building a strong relationshgnlay the foundation for a problem-solving
approach irfuture negotiations: a positive relationship facilitates the consideratiescf
other’'spreferencesas wdl astrust and reciprocity (Curhan et @006) and can lead to better

economic outcomes in subsequent negotiations.
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We also gained insight into the mechanisms thatoatribute to higher subjective
value.The more frequentlthat negotiators’ partnerssed inclusive language following either a
difficult first negotiation or a hardinding appraisal, the more positlyenegotiators felt about
their relationship and the negotiation process. This finding suggests that imgingjle
negotiation.circcumstaresnegotiators can restablish social bonds and rebuild their relationship
through the use of inclusive language.

These two findings taken together suggest that negotiators can enhance negotiation
satisfactionn two ways, cognitively and linguistically. They can improve their own satisfaction
by reappraising difficult negotiationsa a process dbenefit-finding andheycanenhanceheir
countepart’s/satisfaction by increasing their use of inclusive langdagag adifficult
negotiation or whethey perceive that their counterpart is focused on the negative aspects of the

negotiation.

Although inclusive language seems to improve counterpsgtisésteemit also,
however.seems taecrease their satistamn with the final outcome. Consequently, a caveat for
using inclusive language is that negotiators may need to decide whether — in any given
negotiation=itsis more important for their partners to leave feeling sociaboomic

satisfactionalthoughmaking such a determination can admittedly be challenging.

Limitationsiand.Future Directions

Negotiation simulationare one wawf exploring the impact of multiple variables in a controlled
setting.Using.a simulation enabled us to explore the consequences of adappstysals
following adversity, controlling for difficulty of the negotiation scenario (intengity &pe).

This approach=shoulgeld insight intosome of the conditions under which post-negotiation
cognitive appraisatan helpnegotiators overcome adversity. Although some evideuggests
that the dynamics of reaforld and simulated negotiations are more similar than different
(Donohug, Diez, anHamilton1984), we recognize the gilility that simulationgamot

capture all of the complexity of real-world negotiations, anddseersityappraisals may not

yield the same benefits that we observed in the laboratory, althoufjhding that negotiators
report higher levels of satigftion when they focus on potential benefits suppdtiednore

general finding that focusing on benefits after adverse life ecantsnprove emotionailffect
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(Helgeson et aR006).We also recognize that undergraduate college students are likely to be
inexperienced in negotiation, and that their inexperience might both increase the adadrsity t
they felt in the difficult negotiation and influence the impact of our harm- and béndfitg
manipulations. Although undergraduate may be better able to implement a cogrétpeaisal
strategy, we.note that these same strategies are used successfully with other populations.
Nonetheless, an important next step for this research wetildl test the impact @idversity

appraisalsiin‘the fie|dvith more experienced negotiators, and with a more diverse population.

Although participants whparticipated in the more difficult negotiatioeported more
negative affect/at the end of the negtion than those who experiendeds difficultythe overall
level of negative affect was moderatdis may be because the adversiigt we created in the
difficult scenario, anegative bargaining zone&as situational and could be less easily blanred o
the counterpar&d Tomlinson and Rogeavlayer (2009) arguthat trust is violated and requires
repair onlyswhen the trust violation is attributed to dc&on ofindividuals and noto external
constraints#Applying this proposition to the current research suggests thattoegotithe
difficult simulationcould have beerrépairready’ that is, willing to move past the adversity
under the right circumstancesnd the benefit-finding task could have provided those

circumstances.

Crises'in negotiatiosanbe generated externally (for example a change in political
climate) or withinthe negotiation proces#self (for example, a threat or personal attaek)d
evidence suggestiat ether kind ofcrises carmarmthe negotiation process and outcome
(Druckman and®lekalns2013). In this experiment, participants completed two negotiations. In
the first negetiation we manipulated participants’ experience of adversity. We then tested
whethercognitive r@appraisal buffered negotiators against this adversity in a second negotiati
with the'same partner. Our results suggestibaefit findingmay enhancehe negotiation
relationship whemegotiators can attribute difficult circumstané@she situation rather thaa
the counterpart; They alsoiggest two avenues for future reseaachexamination of whether
adversityappraisals enable negotiators to overcome adversity (a) withngle negotiatioriour
adversity appraisal occurrégtweertwo negotiations) and (byhen the adversitilas greater

impact and generates stronger negative affect than our manipulation.
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In this experiment, we explored one form of adversity: the relative difficultgawing
agreementObviouslynegotiators are likely tencountea great many other forms of adversity
in their careersAdversitycanbe triggered by changes in the negotiation environment or process,
the introduction_of new information, or the actions of a counterpart. Eaclctorpose distinct
challenges.asegotiators attempt to recover and repair the negotiating relationship and improve
their outcomesTo effectivelymanage adversitgs well as drawing on benefihding,
negotiators'shouldraw onsuch different components of negotiation resilieassocial
sensitivity; empathy towarnthemselvesand others, and a willingness to aane difficulty
(Spector 2009Caciopo, Reisand Zautra 201; Cazaand Olekalns 2014elson, Shacham
and Ben-ariit2016and match their repair efforts to the naturéhefadversity.

Finally, the directly impact o&dversityappraisal®n theactualnegotiationinteractions
is also worth additional examinatiofiheory suggests that benffitding canbuild trust and
supportcreativeproblem-solving. Conversely, harm-findiognerode trust, discourage
information*exehange, and inhibit problem-solviftelgeson et aR006; Thompson ardavlin
2016). Exploring how adversigppraisalaffectthe negotiation process itself could provide
insight into whethethese appraisslhave onlycognitiveimpacts or whether they also have

behavioraimpacts and shape actual strategies.

Conclusion

In this study, weexamined the effect of adversappraisal®n promoting negotiation resilience,
helping negotiators “bounce back” from an adverse negotiation in a subsequent negdfmtion.
identified methods for enhancing subjective value after a difficult negotiatibrcbghitivdy

and linguisSti@ally: Positive ognitive reappraisal of adversity canhance theubjective value

of the negotiation process and relationship: individual negotiators who engaged in benefit
finding reported higher subjective value than those who in engaged harm-finding following
difficult megotiation Language use can alsahanceubjective value: counterpartse of

inclusive language after an adverse experience (eaitddficult negotiation or a hanfinding
appraisal) increased negotiator’s subjective valhesefindings demonstrate that negotiation
resilience can benhanced or diminished by the how negotiators think about adversity and by the
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language that theaounterparts usé& hisfinding is particularly importantor individuals who

negotiate repeatedly with the same counterpart.

Our findings contribute to the small, but growing, body of research investigating
resiliencelin the negotiation context. Althougis subject wa#irst introduced raisgta decade
ago (Spector W), this is the first study to explore a specific strategggnitive reappraisal-
as a mechanismsfor promoting resilience in negotiatioa.previous study, Brianr@aza and
MaraOlekdns (2014) suggested that, given the interdependent nature of negotiations,
negotiation.resilience entails the capacitygspond relationally to negotiation adversity. 3de
findings extend this work by demonstratthgt the way in which negotiators frame negotiation
adversity is @ component of thaapacity. Specifically, framing the events of an adverse
negotiation in a way that focuses on the benefits, as opposed to the harms, could promote more

relationalbehavior subsequent negotiapa premise that additional research could explore.
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