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Abstract

This article explores the interpersonal effects of emotions on stereotype

formation and initial trust in zero-acquaintance interactions. In three

experiments, we demonstrate that perceptions of partner sociability,

morality, and competence are significantly influenced by emotional

expressions and are important predictors of trust. Specifically, we show

that in zero-acquaintance interactions, displays of happiness increase, but

displays of anger decrease stereotypes of sociability, morality, and compe-

tence. Happiness expressions are also conducive to trust, whereas expres-

sions of anger are detrimental to trust. We further demonstrate that

expressions of ambivalence do not affect perceptions of sociability, but

decrease perceptions of morality and competence. Overall, expressions of

ambivalence have a negative effect on partner trust. Perceptions of moral-

ity consistently explain the effect of expressed happiness, anger, and

ambivalence on initial trust across the three experiments and different

bargaining contexts. Implications for research on emotions and trust in

negotiations are discussed.

Negotiation processes and outcomes are often dependent on the level of trust partners have for each

other (for a review, see Kong, Dirks, & Ferrin, 2014). Trust promotes collaboration (De Dreu,

Beersma, Stroebe, & Euwema, 2006), helps negotiators avoid impasses and reach more integrative

agreements (Anderson & Thompson, 2004; Bazerman & Neale, 1992; Kong et al., 2014; Thompson,

Wang, & Gunia, 2010). However, interpersonal trust is fragile and is difficult to build and maintain

(Kramer & Lewicki, 2010; Williams & Belkin, 2016). Trust development is especially complicated in

contexts where there is no prior history of interpersonal interactions (e.g., zero-acquaintance) and

limited information is available about the other party. In these contexts, negotiators are often forced

to rely on available cues to determine whether someone is a friend or a foe, trustworthy or not (e.g.,

Borkenau & Liebler, 1992; Fehr & G€achter, 2000; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Sinaceur, Adam,

Van Kleef, & Galinsky, 2013).

Emotional expressions are among the cues used to infer information about the interaction partners’

character (Knutson, 1996) and social intentions (Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Rothman & Magee, 2016; Van

Kleef, 2009; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2010; Van Kleef, Homan, & Cheshin, 2012). Thus, it is

likely that trust-related judgments, at least to some extent, would also be based on negotiation partners’

verbal and nonverbal emotional expressions (Chen, Saparito, & Belkin, 2011; Oosterhof & Todorov,

2009; Potworowski & Kopelman, 2008). However, despite compelling evidence for the independent role

of emotions (for a review, see Van Kleef & Sinaceur, 2013) and trust (for a review, see Kong et al., 2014)
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in interpersonal bargaining exchanges, the emotions and trust literatures have predominantly developed

separately from each other. The growing body of work that has examined the interpersonal effects of

emotions in bargaining contexts has mainly focused on the impact of emotional expression on conces-

sions and cooperation-related behavior in negotiations (e.g., Adam & Brett, 2015; Van Kleef, De Dreu, &

Manstead, 2004a, 2004b, among others), but has yet to extensively examine the impact of emotional

expressions on trust. A few studies at the intersection of emotions and trust have examined the role of

emotional experiences rather than emotional expressions on trust development (e.g., Dunn & Schweitzer,

2005; Lount, 2010; Mislin, Williams, & Shaughnessy, 2015). However, empirical research investigating

the interpersonal effects of emotions on trust-related judgments specifically in zero-acquaintance con-

texts is largely missing from the literature. This is unfortunate, since initial trust-related judgments and

behaviors may significantly alter subsequent negotiation exchanges and outcomes (e.g., Borkenau & Lie-

bler, 1992; Dunning, Anderson, Schl€osser, Ehlebracht, & Fetchenhauer, 2014) and so there is value in

understanding the full spectrum of how initial trust-related judgments are formed, for example, through

the interpersonal impact of emotional expressions.

This article integrates the trust and emotions literatures by building on the social functions of emo-

tions’ perspective (Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Van Kleef et al., 2010) and research on social cognition (i.e.,

Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999; Fiske et al., 2002) to explore the interper-

sonal effects of emotional expressions on trust-related judgments in dyadic bargaining settings at zero-

acquaintance. Specifically, we ground our arguments in Fiske et al. (2002, 2007) Stereotype Content

Model (SCM) to predict and examine the underlying mechanisms through which emotional expressions

shape initial trust, defined as a psychological state that represents one’s willingness to accept vulnerability

and risk based on positive expectations of others’ intentions and/or behavior (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, &

Camerer, 1998). We thus focus on unpacking how emotional expressions shape observers’ stereotypes

about their interaction partners’ intentions and abilities, which then ultimately impact observers’ levels

of trust and behavior.

Whereas research employing the SCM has predominantly investigated individual emotional reactions

as outcomes of formed stereotypes (e.g., Fiske & Dupree, 2014, 2015), in this study we look at emotional

expressions as antecedents of such stereotypes. We investigate not only how unambiguous emo-

tional expressions at the two ends of the emotional valence continuum—expressions of happiness and

anger—shape these stereotypes, but we also explore the impact of more complex expressions—emotional

ambivalence (Rothman, 2011). Incorporating the emotions as social information approach (e.g., Van

Kleef, 2009) with the SCM (Fiske et al., 2002) adds to the research on the interpersonal effects of emo-

tions by allowing us to predict and empirically explore the specific social stereotypes that these emotional

expressions signal, and also examine the relative importance of these stereotypes in driving initial trust in

zero-acquaintance negotiation contexts, thus extending insights from the SCM to the context of

negotiations.

Literature Review

The Stereotype Content Model

According to Fiske et al. (2002, 2007), individuals form social perceptions of others that can be catego-

rized along two fundamental dimensions—warmth and competence (Fiske et al., 2002, 2007). The broad

dimension of warmth refers to the perceived intent of the person and includes assessments of (a) socia-

bility (i.e., friendliness, kindness, and ability to form relationships) and (b) morality (i.e., perceived sin-

cerity and integrity of the other party—Brambilla & Leach, 2014; Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007).

Competence refers to the perceived ability to enact this intent (Fiske et al., 2002, 2007; Kervyn, Fiske, &

Yzerbyt, 2013). Studies by Fiske and colleagues have shown that warmth and competence are universal

and have broad applicability (see also Fiske & Dupree, 2014; Kervyn et al., 2013). Studies have also
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shown that the subdimensions of sociability and morality (i.e., warmth) carry more weight in shaping

subsequent judgments and behaviors as they rely more on perceptual input from nonverbal cues than

competence evaluations, often evoking automatic affective responses that bias subsequent competence-

related judgments (Fiske et al., 2007; Haidt, 2001; Willis & Todorov, 2006).

Emotional Expressions, Stereotyping, and Trust

A growing body of research demonstrates that emotional expressions shape observers’ emotional reac-

tions, judgments, and subsequent approach-avoidance behaviors in predictable ways (Marsh, Ambady, &

Kleck, 2005; McAdams, Ambady, Macrae, & Kleck, 2006; Van Kleef et al., 2010). In this article, we build

on this previous work and integrate it with the SCM to specifically investigate (a) what trust-related

information emotional expressions signal to observers in zero-acquaintance bargaining contexts and

(b) how stereotyping processes about warmth and competence drive these trust perceptions.

Warmth Stereotypes—Sociability and Trust

According to the SCM, stereotypes about sociability refer to perceptions of an individual’s friendliness

and kind intentions toward others (Fiske et al., 2002). Because individuals are unlikely to allow them-

selves to be vulnerable to someone whom they perceive to have unkind intentions toward others, we

expect perceptions of sociability to have a positive impact on trust-related judgments (Fiske & Dupree,

2014).

In addition, since previous research demonstrates that displays of happiness convey high agreeableness

and affiliation (Belkin & Kurtzberg, 2013; Harker & Keltner, 2001; Keltner & Haidt, 1999) and increase

liking (Kopelman, Rosette, & Thompson, 2006), we also predict that expressions of happiness should

positively shape stereotypes related to the expresser’s sociability. By contrast, since anger expressions sig-

nal toughness and dominance (Belkin, Kurtzberg, & Naquin, 2013; Knutson, 1996; Rothman, 2011; Sina-

ceur & Tiedens, 2006), as well as low agreeableness and coldness (Knutson, 1996; Van Kleef et al., 2004a,

2004b), we also predict that anger expressions should negatively shape stereotypes of the expresser’s

sociability. Displays of ambivalence, which are the expressions of tension and conflict in the face and the

body that result from the simultaneous experience of two contradictory emotional states (i.e., simultane-

ously happy and sad—Rothman, 2011), have been shown to convey greater deliberation and have been

theorized to indicate more openness and receptivity to different perspectives (Rothman, 2011; Rothman

& Melwani, in press). As such, ambivalence expressions are unlikely to be as strong and unambiguous of

a signal of sociability as happiness expressions. Nevertheless, they are likely to convey receptivity to

others’ needs and, consequently, moderate levels of sociable and friendly intentions.

Warmth Stereotypes—Morality and Trust

Unlike sociability stereotypes that refer to expectations regarding an individual’s intentions, such as their

friendliness and kindness, morality expectations refer to generalized inferences about an individual’s

social values, such as their likely adherence to a common code of conduct (Brambilla, Rusconi, Sacchi, &

Cherubini, 2011; Brambilla, Sacchi, Pagliaro, & Ellemers, 2013; Pagliaro, Brambilla, Sacchi, D’Angelo, &

Ellemers, 2013). Morality stereotypes have been shown to play an important role in the formation of

social perceptions, as well as to predict behavioral intentions for both ingroup and outgroup members

(Brambilla & Leach, 2014; Brambilla et al., 2011). Importantly, prior work has linked perceptions of

morality to the likelihood of trust development in social exchanges. For instance, in “blind” trust

exchanges, when there is no information available about the other party’s reputation, even slight infor-

mation signaled about the others’ moral values (e.g., a high probability of money returned in a trust

game) significantly increases trust toward the other party and leads to greater cooperation (Manapat,

Nowak, & Rand, 2013). Thus, we expect that perceptions of morality will be positively related to trust-

related judgments.
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In addition, we also predict that expressions of happiness should positively shape morality stereotypes.

There is evidence that the experiences of general positive affective states are correlated with cooperation

and helping (e.g., Belkin & Kouchaki, in press; Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Forgas, 1998; Lount, 2010), which

is often interpreted as an indication of an individual’s integrity and moral values (Pizarro & Tannen-

baum, 2011). Thus, expressions of happiness should not only positively shape sociability stereotypes, but

should also positively shape stereotypes about the expresser’s morality. By contrast, anger expressions

signal the potential for aggression (Van Kleef et al., 2010), malevolent intent toward an interaction part-

ner, and low emotional control (Marsh et al., 2005; Sinaceur, Van Kleef, Neale, Adam, & Haag, 2011).

Thus, displays of anger are likely to negatively affect stereotypes related to the expresser’s morality.

Ambivalence expressions should also negatively affect morality-related stereotypes, but for different

reasons. Prior research has suggested that because of the irresolute nature of ambivalence, interaction

partners are likely to feel greater uncertainty about the intentions of their ambivalent partners (Bushman

& Holt-Lunstad, 2009; Drolet & Morris, 2000), perceiving their ambivalent partners as more unpre-

dictable than those who express more unambiguous and unequivocal states. We suggest that such unpre-

dictability should have negative implications for perceptions regarding the ambivalent expresser’s

morality, as their unpredictability makes it unclear if the individual will adhere to a common code of

conduct. For instance, the hesitance conveyed by ambivalence may be perceived as a lack of dependabil-

ity, that is, a lack of ability to act consistently with one’s moral principles or values (Mayer, Davis, &

Schoorman, 1995), or as an indication that the expresser has something to hide.

Competence Stereotypes and Trust

According to the SCM, competence refers to one’s expectations that the partner will be able to enact their

perceived intent. Even though individuals appear to be more sensitive to personal information that

relates to sociability and morality than to information that relates to competence (e.g., Kim, Dirks,

Cooper, & Ferrin, 2006; Kim, Ferrin, Cooper, & Dirks, 2004), judgments of competence are also likely to

be important predictors of trust (e.g., Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007). This is because individuals are

unlikely to make themselves vulnerable to someone whom they perceive to be unable to enact their per-

ceived intent, especially if they are working interdependently with this person.

Because expressions of happiness can signal that the expresser is high in confidence (Knutson, 1996) and

has power in negotiations (Pietroni, Van Kleef, Rubaltelli, & Rumiati, 2009), we predict that such expres-

sions are likely to increase perceptions of competence. However, even though prior research has also

demonstrated that expressions of anger can increase perceptions of the expresser’s power (e.g., Adam &

Brett, 2015; Belkin et al., 2013; Van Kleef et al., 2004a), some evidence suggests that anger can be perceived

as a sign of weakness and an inability to handle emotions (e.g., Sinaceur et al., 2011). In fact, responding to

a specific emotion-eliciting situation neutrally, and displaying no emotion as opposed to displaying anger,

can be perceived as a sign of competence (Hareli, Shomrat, & Hess, 2009), particularly for women expres-

sers (Belkin & Kurtzberg, 2013; Lewis, 2000). Accordingly, there is reason to believe that expressed anger at

the beginning of a bargaining encounter should signal relatively lower competence. Thus, we propose that

happiness expressions will increase perceived competence, whereas expressions of anger will decrease it.

Expressions of ambivalence are also likely to reduce perceptions of an individual’s ability to enact their

intention, and thus their competence, as emotional ambivalence can convey indecisiveness and, in turn,

a relative lack of knowledge (Marsh & Rothman, 2013). This inference may be especially likely in deci-

sion-making contexts like negotiations where the division of labor and the need to efficiently and effec-

tively complete the task is more salient than the need to get along with one’s partner (Rothman, 2011).

Overview of the Studies

To summarize, first we predict that happiness expressions increase trust in zero-acquaintance contexts

because happiness expressions increase perceptions of sociability, morality, and competence. Second, we
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predict that anger expressions undermine initial trust in zero-acquaintance contexts because they

decrease perceptions of the expresser’s sociability, morality, and competence. Third, we predict that

ambivalence expressions undermine initial trust because they decrease perceptions of the expresser’s

morality and competence, but not sociability, due to a weak sociability signal from ambivalence. Impor-

tantly, since situational ambiguity, such as that found in zero-acquaintance contexts, enhances the sal-

ience of morality-relevant information (Gantman & Van Bavel, 2014), we expect morality evaluations to

be a primary mechanism underlying the relationship between the three emotional expressions and initial

trust judgments.

To test the robustness of our predicted effects, we conducted three studies varying the settings and

tasks (i.e., competitive or cooperative). In all three studies, we manipulated information about the

propensity of an individual to display specific emotions, thus allowing us to examine the extent to which

people stereotype others based on emotional expressions. Studies 1a and 1b tested our predictions in

competitive settings. Using vignettes that put participants in a context of a competitive one-shot deci-

sion-making game, Study 1a demonstrates the undermining effects of expressions of both anger and

ambivalence on trust and the supportive effect of expressions of happiness on trust. Study 1b replicates

these findings in a slightly different distributive context (i.e., a dictator game) and demonstrates that the

effects hold when individuals observe the nonverbal emotional displays of their opponent at zero-

acquaintance. Studies 1a and 1b further provide evidence for the underlying mechanisms explaining the

effects of emotional expressions on trust development, pointing specifically to the importance of moral-

ity stereotypes. Study 2 tests our predictions in a purely cooperative context, where individuals observe

the emotional displays of a future interaction partner (rather than an opponent). This study replicates

the main effects from Study 1a and 1b and further demonstrates that in addition to morality stereotypes,

sociability and competence stereotypes also play an important role in mediating the effects of emotional

expressions on initial trust formation in cooperative contexts.

Pilot Test

Method

To ensure the validity of our scenario-based manipulations of emotional expressions, we first conducted

a pilot test. One hundred and ninety-two individuals (all U.S. citizens or residents; 99% native English

speakers) were recruited online through Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) in exchange for payment.

The sample consisted of 52% males, aged 21 to over 60 years old (SD = 0.99), and 75% were Caucasian.

The majority were either college graduates or had some college experience (87%). Participants were ran-

domly assigned to one of the four emotion manipulation conditions: Ambivalent (n = 48), Angry

(n = 48), Happy (n = 51), or Control (n = 45). All participants read a vignette, which described the typ-

ical behavior of Pat (the androgynous name of their future negotiation opponent—Van Fleet & Atwater,

1997) in his or her communication with others. In the Happy condition, Pat was described as follows:

When interacting with peers Pat is known to display happiness, appearing pleased and cheerful in most circum-

stances. Typically, everyone who communicates with Pat notices that Pat’s facial features, tone of voice, and ges-

tures radiate happiness. Moreover, even when discussions touch upon sensitive and important issues Pat

typically stays very positive and upbeat.

In the Angry condition, Pat was described as follows:

When interacting with peers, Pat is known to express anger, appearing annoyed and irritated in most circum-

stances. Typically, everyone who communicates with Pat notices that Pat’s facial features, tone of voice, and ges-

tures display anger. Moreover, even when discussions touch upon sensitive and important issues Pat typically

comes across as hostile and angry.
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In the Ambivalent condition, Pat was described as:

When interacting with peers, Pat is known to often display mixed feelings, appearing rather torn and conflicted

in most circumstances. Typically, everyone who communicates with Pat notices that Pat’s facial features, tone

of voice, and gestures show conflicting feelings. Moreover, even when discussions touch upon sensitive and

important issues Pat typically expresses ambivalence (i.e., tension and conflict about where he/she stands).

In the Control condition, Pat was described as:

When interacting with peers, Pat is known to show no emotions, staying neutral and non-emotional in most

circumstances. Typically, everyone who communicates with him/her notices that Pat’s facial features, tone of

voice and gestures show no emotions. Moreover, even when discussions touch upon sensitive and important

issues, Pat typically does not expresses any emotions.

After reading the short vignette, we introduced our dependent variable questions—to what extent does

Pat appear to be happy, angry, ambivalent, and neutral (rated on 7-point Likert scale: 1—not at all; 7—
completely; Rothman, 2011; Rothman & Northcraft, 2015).

Controls

We controlled for participants’ demographic information (age, gender, race, education, and income

levels) and what gender they thought Pat was (coded as 1—male; 2—female).

Results

A univariate ANOVA confirmed the effectiveness of all four emotion manipulation conditions. In the

Ambivalent condition, individuals rated Pat as the most ambivalent out of all conditions, F(3,

191) = 52.75; p < .001. In the Angry condition, individuals rated Pat as the most angry out of all condi-

tions, F(3, 191) = 235.84; p < .001. In the Happy condition, individuals rated Pat as the most happy out

of all conditions, F(3, 191) = 207.20; p < .001. Finally, in the Control condition, individuals rated Pat as

the most neutral out of all conditions, F(3, 191) = 127.35; p < .001. Additionally, 50% of respondents

thought that Pat was male in the Happy condition, 74% thought that Pat was male in the Angry condi-

tion, 62% of respondents thought that Pat was male in the Ambivalent condition, and 71% thought that

Pat was male in the Control condition. However, even though significantly more people thought that Pat

was female in the Happy (M = 1.50; SD = 0.51) than in the Angry (M = 1.26; SD = 0.44);

t(1, 94) = 2.47, p = .015 or Control (M = 1.29; SD = 0.46); t(1, 93) = 2.14, p = .036 conditions, when

this variable was entered into our analyses along with all other demographic variables, the results

remained unchanged with or without the controls.

Study 1a

Method

Participants and Design

Four hundred and two participants (all U.S. citizens or residents and over 21 years of age) were recruited

online through Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to participate in Study 1a in exchange for payment.

Procedure

The study was introduced to participants as a 10-min study on how well people recall information and

make decisions in social situations. Participants were asked to imagine that Pat is their “future oppo-

nent” in a decision-making game, where they will compete against each other. Specifically, they were told

the following:
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Imagine you are about to participate in a game with another individual, Pat, in which there will be no commu-

nication. This game will involve a “one-shot” offer in a financial profit context. You never met your opponent

and you do not know anything about Pat. The only information that is available to you about Pat’s previous

behavior is listed below.

Then, participants were randomly assigned to read one of the four versions of the vignette described

in the pilot study in which Pat was described as typically expressing Happiness (n = 114), Anger

(n = 83), Ambivalence (n = 90), or No Emotion (n = 115), thus allowing us to test the stereotypes that

individuals develop about an opponent based on their typical emotional displays. We used the same

vignettes for the emotional display manipulations as in the pilot test. Immediately after reading the vign-

ette, each participant was asked to rate their perceptions of Pat, whether or not they trusted Pat, their

demographic information, and their own emotional states at the present moment. Participants did not

actually engage in a one-shot negotiation in this study, as we are interested in the relationship between

emotional expression and initial trust-related perceptions. Thus, after answering the survey, participants

were told that that they would not be making actual decisions in this game. They were then thanked and

paid for their participation.

Dependent Variables and Proposed Mediators

All measures used a 7-point Likert scale (1—not at all to 7—completely). We measured perceptions of

sociability, morality, and competence using Mayer et al. (1995) trustworthiness perception scales. Specif-

ically, since perceptions of sociability refer to friendliness and benevolent intent, morality refers to one’s

perceived values and integrity, and competence is one’s knowledge and ability to enact the intent, we

employed the widely used scales of benevolence, integrity, and ability trustworthiness to test our proposi-

tions. We used a 5-item benevolence scale (a = .92), with a sample item: “Pat would not knowingly hurt

me.” We used a 6-item integrity scale (a = .89), with a sample item: “Sound principles seem to guide this

person’s behavior.” We used a 6-item ability scale (a = .93), with a sample item: “Is very capable of

negotiating effectively.” All items loaded together on their intended dimension. To measure trust, partici-

pants indicated on a scale from 1—not at all to 7—completely how much they trusted Pat (Maddux,

Mullen, & Galinsky, 2008).

Controls

We controlled for participants’ age, gender, education level, whether or not they were native English

speakers, and their own emotional states at the moment of filling out the survey. The results remained

unchanged with or without these controls in the model—see Table 1 for descriptive statistics of the study

variables.

Results

Main Effects

Consistent with our predictions, and as reported in Table 2, Happy Pats were perceived as signifi-

cantly more sociable, F(3; 394) = 115.11; p < .001, g2 = .25, moral, F(3; 394) = 85.77; p < .001,

g2 = .22, and competent, F(3; 394) = 53.67; p < .001, g2 = .17 than Pats in any other condition. By

contrast, Angry Pats were perceived as significantly less sociable, moral, and competent than Pats in

any other condition. In addition, Ambivalent Pats were perceived as significantly more sociable t(1,

199) = 2.74, p = .007, but significantly less moral t(1, 199) = �3.09, p = .002, and less competent

t(1, 199) = �5.08, p < .001 than Pats in the Control condition. As reported in Table 2, Happy Pats

were trusted the most out of all conditions, F(3, 384) = 48.30; p < .001, g2 = .28, and Angry Pats

were trusted the least. Ambivalent Pats were trusted significantly less than Pats in the Control condi-

tion t(1, 194) = �2.06, p = .041.
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Mediation Analyses

The multiple mediation analysis demonstrated that the effect of happiness, anger, and ambivalence dis-

plays on trust was significantly mediated by perceptions of warmth, including both sociability and moral-

ity stereotypes. Specifically, the effect of happiness displays (happiness = 1; the rest = 0, controlling for

anger and ambivalence, with Control condition as the reference point) on trust was fully mediated by

sociability 95% CI [0.04, 0.34], and morality 95% CI [�0.38, �0.07], but not competence perceptions

95% CI [�0.07, �0.19]. Similarly, decreased perceptions of sociability 95% CI [�0.71, �0.23] and

morality 95% CI [�0.90, �0.26] mediated the effect of anger displays on trust (anger = 1; the rest = 0,

controlling for ambivalence and happiness with Control condition as the reference point), but compe-

tence perceptions did not 95% CI [�0.12, 0.28]. Similarly, the effect of ambivalence displays (ambiva-

lence = 1; the rest = 0, controlling for anger and happiness with Control condition as the reference

point) on trust was significantly and fully mediated by increased sociability 95% CI [0.37, 1.08], and

reduced morality perceptions 95% CI [0.19, 0.70], but competence perceptions did not mediate 95% CI

[�0.15, 0.06].

Study 1a Discussion

Using vignettes, Study 1a demonstrates the important role of emotional expressions in stereotyping and

trust development. Specifically, we demonstrate the undermining effect of both anger and ambivalence on

trust, and the supportive effect of happiness on trust, based on the general propensities of individuals to

display specific emotions. Moreover, we demonstrate that, as predicted, perceptions of morality mediate

the impact of emotional expressions on trust perceptions. We observed that perceptions of sociability were

important drivers of initial trust in this study as well. Thus, both dimensions of warmth-related stereotypes

appear to be primary mechanisms underlying the effect of emotional expression on initial trust develop-

ment in this competitive decision-making context. Further, and as predicted, ambivalence expressions

(unlike displays of happiness and anger) sent mixed signals to recipients; even though expressions of

ambivalence signaled higher sociability relative to neutrality (Control condition), they also signaled lower

morality and competence. Supporting our arguments about the salience of morality stereotypes, low moral-

ity stereotypes had a significant negative impact on trust as compared to neutrality.

This study provides initial evidence of the extent to which people stereotype others in zero-acquain-

tance competitive bargaining contexts based on information provided to them about their opponents’

Table 2

Study 1a—Means and Standard Deviations for Dependent Variables

Emotion

expression

condition

Perceived

sociability d

Perceived

morality d

Perceived

competence d Trust d

Happiness

(n = 114)

5.15 (0.90)*** 1.71 5.02 (0.89)*** 1.06 4.91 (0.81)*** 0.61 5.22 (1.40)*** 0.77

Anger

(n = 83)

2.62 (1.13)*** �0.94 2.99 (1.01)*** �1.22 3.42 (1.01)*** �1.04 2.79 (1.42)*** �1.02

Ambivalence

(n = 90)

3.95 (0.92)** 0.39 3.74 (0.88)** �0.44 3.75 (0.93)** �0.72 3.77 (1.52)* �0.29

Control

(n = 115)

3.59 (0.93) – 4.11 (0.82) – 4.40 (0.87) – 4.18 (1.29) –

Note: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Means represent raw means; standard deviations are in parentheses; Cohen d’s denote the effect sizes; all contrasts made with

the Control condition.
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typical emotional displays. In our next study, we aimed to replicate these findings in a different bargain-

ing situation. We utilized videos of an actor displaying nonverbal expressions of happiness, anger,

ambivalence, and neutrality rather than written vignettes to manipulate emotional displays. We also

recorded participants’ negotiation behavior. The scenario study (Study 1a) utilized an androgynous

name for participants’ negotiation partner, thus allowing for participants’ beliefs about the gender of

their partner to vary. The video studies (Study 1b and Study 2) used a female actor, thus allowing us to

hold constant the gender of the negotiator that participants anticipated interacting with.

Study 1b

Method

Participants and Design

We used G*power 3.1 software to ensure that we had a sufficient effect size for our study and came up

with the sample size of approximately 188 participants for a study powered at 95%, ƒ of 0.37, which falls

in the small–medium range (Cohen, 1988). Thus, one hundred and eighty-nine participants (all U.S. citi-

zens or residents) were recruited online through Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to participate in the

study in exchange for payment.

Procedure

As in Study 1a, participants were told that the study’s goal was to test their ability to recall information and

their decision-making skills. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four emotion manipulation

conditions: Ambivalent (n = 48), Happy (n = 52), Angry (n = 44), and No Emotion/Neutral (n = 45).

Participants were shown a brief video of a female (Pat) displaying one of these four emotions and told that

the video portrays Pat, their future negotiation partner, engaged in a negotiation exchange with someone

else. Their task was to carefully observe her behavior. Appendix A describes the video manipulations that

have been validated by prior research (Rothman, 2011; Rothman & Northcraft, 2015).

Participants first watched the one-minute video on the computer and then completed a survey about

their thoughts and feelings toward Pat. The survey also included several attention checks and filler items

to mask the goal of the experiment. These questions asked participants to recall what Pat was wearing,

the color of her hair, and what gestures she was making during the video. All participants passed the

attention check. Next, we asked participants to imagine that they would engage in a silent game with Pat

—a dictator game (Forsythe, Horowitz, Savin, & Sefton, 1994), and to record their offers for how to

divide a pot of money ($87.00 USD) between themselves and Pat. Specifically, the participants were told

the following:

Now imagine you are about to participate in a silent negotiation with Pat, the individual you just saw in the

video, allocating the size of the money pot.

The actual size of the pot is $87. Pat will be told that your pot ranges between $5 and $90, but will not be given

information on the actual size of the pot. Thus, Pat will not know exactly how much money is in the pot and,

consequently, how much you will receive from the allocation. Please, behave as you would in real life given the

circumstances. All decisions are anonymous and confidential.

The dictator game highlights the competitive nature of the social interaction and Pat’s lack of sanc-

tioning power, thus assessing trust and solidarity toward Pat (Bohnet & Frey, 1999).

Dependent Variables and Proposed Mediators

All measures used a 7-point scale (1—not at all to 7—completely). To assess sociability, morality, and

competence perceptions, we used Mayer et al. (1995) 5-item benevolence scale (a = .93), 6-item
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integrity scale (a = .84), and 6-item ability scale (a = .95), as in Study 1a. Also, identical to Study 1a,

participants indicated how much they trusted Pat, their future opponent in the negotiation (Maddux

et al., 2008). Since trust is a common antecedent of information sharing and disclosure in negotiations

(Butler, 1999; Maddux et al., 2008), we also recorded the size of the pot participants disclosed to Pat

along with their offer. This was conducted to examine, on an exploratory basis, (a) whether emotional

displays shape not only initial trust perceptions, but also subsequent behavior critical for effective negoti-

ation, and (b) whether initial trust perceptions drive these behavioral outcomes.

Controls

We used participants’ age, gender, education, and income levels, and whether or not they were native

English speakers as control variables. In addition, we controlled for participants’ own emotional states,

using the full PANAS-X—60-item scale (Watson & Clark, 1999). All results remained unchanged when

control variables were added to the model.

Results

Manipulation Check

After watching the video of their “opponent,” participants rated the extent to which the person they saw

in the video (Pat) conveyed the following emotions: happy, pleased, angry, irritated, sad, depressed,

ambivalent, torn, conflicted, mixed feelings, no emotion, neutral, and disappointed (7-point scale). All

manipulations were effective, with each intended emotion scoring significantly higher than the rest on

their respective scale (see Table 3).

Main Effects

Consistent with the findings in Study 1a, and as we predicted, Happy Pats were perceived as significantly

more sociable F(3; 184) = 18.13; p < .001, g2 = .23, moral F(3; 184) = 18.74; p < .001, g2 = .23, and

competent F(3; 184) = 25.15; p < .001, g2 = .29, than Pats in any other condition. By contrast, Angry

Pats were perceived as significantly less sociable and competent than Pats in any other condition, and sig-

nificantly less moral than Neutral Pats t(1, 84) = �3.55, p = .001. In addition, Ambivalent Pats were

perceived as significantly less competent t(1, 91) = �4.70, p < .001 and less moral t(1, 91) = �4.55,

p < .001 than Neutral Pats, but there was no difference in sociability perceptions t(1, 91) = �1.65,

p = .102, ns. Moreover, Ambivalent and Angry Pats were trusted the least, each significantly different

from the Neutral condition t(1, 90) = �4.26, p < .001 and t(1, 87) = �4.77, p < .001, respectively, and

Happy Pats were trusted the most, F(3, 183) = 28.11; p < .001, g2 = .32. Please see Table 4.

Mediation Analyses

Consistent with Study 1a, the multiple mediation analysis demonstrated that, as predicted, the effect of

happiness, anger, and ambivalence expressions on trust was significantly mediated by perceptions of

Table 3

Study 1b—Means and Standard Deviations for Emotional Manipulation Checks

Emotional displays n

Ambivalent Angry Happy Neutral

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Ambivalence 48 4.47*** 1.56 1.88 1.17 2.69 1.05 1.82 0.91

Anger 44 2.62 1.51 5.34*** 1.02 1.21 0.52 1.19 0.69

Happiness 52 1.14 0.36 1.01 0.07 5.49*** 0.80 1.22 0.47

Control 45 1.94 1.11 1.83 1.13 2.71 1.27 4.10*** 1.52

Note: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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warmth. However, in this study, only stereotypes about morality, but not stereotypes about sociability,

mediated the relationship between emotional expressions and trust. Specifically, the effect of happiness

expressions on trust (happiness = 1; the rest = 0, controlling for anger and ambivalence with neutrality

as the reference point) was significantly and fully mediated by morality perceptions 95% CI [0.02, 0.47],

but not sociability 95% CI [�0.02, 0.48] or competence perceptions 95% CI [�0.06, 0.29]. Similarly, the

effect of anger displays on trust (anger = 1; the rest = 0, controlling for happiness and ambivalence, with

neutrality as the reference point) was fully mediated by morality 95% CI [�0.68, �0.11], but not socia-

bility 95% CI [�0.52, 0.02] or competence perceptions 95% CI [�0.26, 0.03]. Finally, morality 95% CI

[�0.89, �0.20] mediated the effect of ambivalence displays on trust (ambivalence = 1; the rest = 0, con-

trolling for happiness and anger with neutrality as the reference point), but neither sociability 95% CI

[�0.38, 0.01] nor competence perceptions mediated 95% CI [�0.43, 0.08], as the intervals included

zeros.

Additional Findings—Distributive Behavior

Participants observing Ambivalent Pat disclosed a significantly smaller size of the pot (M = 68.66,

SD = 25.51) as compared to participants observing Neutral Pat (M = 80.22, SD = 18.17), t(1,

90) = �2.51, p = .01. There were no differences in disclosure between participants in the Neutral condi-

tion and the Happy Pat condition (M = 77.45, SD = 16.46), t(1, 94) = �0.78, p = .44, ns or the Angry

Pat condition (M = 76.26, SD = 19.71), t(1, 86) = �0.98, p = .33, ns. Moreover, consistent with prior

research (Rothman, 2011), participants also offered Ambivalent Pats less money (M = 32.92,

SD = 13.18) than they offered Neutral Pats (M = 38.49, SD = 12.47), t(1, 90) = �2.08, p = .040. There

was no difference between offers made to Neutral Pats and Angry Pats (M = 38.58, SD = 13.65), t(1,

88) = �.03, p = .97, or Neutral Pats and Happy Pats (M = 38.90, SD = 10.38), t(1, 96) = �0.18,

p = .86.

Additionally, the mediation analyses revealed that initial trust judgments fully mediated the effect of

observing Ambivalent Pat on both disclosure and offers. Specifically, the effect of ambivalence displays

on disclosure (ambivalence = 1; the rest = 0, controlling for happiness and anger with neutrality as the

reference point) was significantly and fully mediated by initial trust perceptions 95% CI [�10.93,

�2.44]. Similarly, the effect of ambivalence displays on offers (ambivalence = 1; the rest = 0, controlling

for happiness and anger with neutrality as the reference point) was significantly and fully mediated by

trust 95% CI [�7.09, �1.84].

Study 1b Discussion

Consistent with Study 1a, Study 1b demonstrates that in competitive interactions with strangers, the

expresser’s displays of happiness positively influence sociability, morality, and competence stereotypes.

Table 4

Study 1b—Means and Standard Deviations for Dependent Variables

Emotion expression

condition

Perceived

sociability d

Perceived

morality d

Perceived

competence d Trust d

Happiness (n = 114) 4.83 (0.92)** 0.79 4.84 (0.68)† 0.43 5.17 (0.77)** 0.73 5.45 (1.01)** 0.63

Anger (n = 83) 3.20 (1.19)** �0.75 3.89 (1.03)** �0.64 4.08 (1.10)* �0.39 3.30 (1.47)*** �1.01

Ambivalence (n = 90) 3.64 (1.33) �0.34 3.58 (1.07)** �0.94 3.48 (1.07)*** �0.97 3.40 (1.61)*** �0.89

Control (n = 115) 4.05 (1.06) – 4.50 (0.88) – 4.50 (1.04) – 4.71 (1.33) –

Note: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Means represent raw means; standard deviations are in parentheses; Cohen d’s denote the effect sizes; all contrasts made with

the Control condition.
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Further, they are conducive to initial trust, as compared to expression of neutrality, whereas expressions

of anger negatively influence these same stereotypes and reduce initial trust. Unlike the singular displays

of happiness and anger that uniformly affected social stereotypes (positively and negatively, respectively),

displays of ambivalence again sent mixed signals to observers, simultaneously lowering perceptions of

morality and competence, but not affecting perceptions of sociability. This is largely consistent with the

Study 1a findings. Moreover, we demonstrate that both expressed ambivalence and anger reduce initial

trust. Ambivalence displays also had a negative impact on the size of disclosure and offers, which were

fully mediated by reduced trust perceptions toward ambivalent opponents. Importantly, and as pre-

dicted, this study demonstrates the primacy of morality stereotypes for initial trust formation, as both

sociability and competence perceptions did not shape trust-related judgments. Taken together, the

results from Studies 1a and 1b are consistent with findings by Pagliaro and colleagues that demonstrate

the primary role of morality, but not competence evaluations in initial impressions and subsequent

behavior toward strangers (Pagliaro et al., 2013), and they further support our arguments that nonverbal

emotional displays can shape initial trust in negotiations at zero-acquaintance.

Whereas Study 1a and Study 1b tested our hypotheses in competitive (“zero-sum”) bargaining con-

texts, Study 2 further explores our predictions by placing individuals in a purely cooperative setting

whereupon they have to “partner” with the person in the video in a decision-making game, and their

individual gains clearly depend on their ability to cooperate as a pair.

Study 2

Method

Participants and Design

One hundred and seventy-nine participants (all U.S. citizens or residents, over 21 years old) were

recruited online through Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to participate in a study in exchange for

payment. Participants were told that the goal of the study was to explore individual decision-making

ability. We used the same emotion manipulation videos as in Study 1b: Ambivalent (n = 44), Happy

(n = 45), Angry (n = 48), and No Emotion/Neutral (n = 42). First, participants were told they would be

playing a decision-making game with the individual they were about to see in a brief video. They were

specifically told: “The video portrays Pat engaged in a negotiation exchange with someone.” Consistent

with prior research (Burnham, McCabe, & Smith, 2000), we primed a cooperative context by employing

the word “partner” in the instructions (as opposed to the “opponent” prime used in the previous experi-

ment). To further reinforce the cooperative setting, participants were told that their gains in this game

would directly depend on how well they worked with their partner. The more they cooperate with Pat,

the higher their personal gains will be (Chan & Ybarra, 2002). After participants responded to the depen-

dent variable questions and some filler items and prepared for the actual interaction, the study ended.

Each participant was then asked several additional questions (e.g., participants’ emotional states, level of

suspicion regarding whether they will, or will not, engage in the decision-making game with Pat, and the

demographic information); they were thanked and paid.

Study Variables

We used the same measures of sociability (a = .94), morality (a = .94), and competence (a = .85), as

used in Studies 1a and 1b. We measured trust in partner by adapting Levine and Schweitzer’s (2015)

2-item attitudinal trust scale: “I trust my future partner, Pat” and “I am confident that Pat will be cooperat-

ing with me.” We combined these items with one additional item: “I am willing to make myself vulnera-

ble to Pat” (1—not at all and 7—completely (a = .91)). In addition, we assessed whether participants

liked their partner, in order to separate “liking” responses from trust (Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985).

As with other variables in this study, we used a 7-point Likert scale with 1—not at all and 7—completely.
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We included five liking questions: “I feel very favorable toward Pat,” “I think I would like Pat if I get to

know her,” “I enjoy interacting with people that behave like Pat in the video,” “I am happy that Pat is

my teammate,” and “Given the choice I would choose Pat to be my teammate” (a = .96). As another

measure of trust and solidarity (Bohnet & Frey, 1999), we also asked participants whether they were will-

ing to share the gains from the game equally with Pat (7-point Likert scale with 1—not at all and 7—
completely).

Controls

As in the previous studies, we used participants’ age, gender, education, and income levels, and whether

or not they were native English speakers as control variables. In addition, we controlled for participants’

own emotional states at the moment of completing the survey, using the full PANAS-X—60-item scale

(Watson & Clark, 1999). We also created a 2-item scale to check participants’ suspicion about whether

or not they would actually participate in the game with Pat. Specifically, participants were asked to indi-

cate “To what extent do you actually expect to interact with Pat in this study” (point scale from 1—not

at all to 5—completely) and “To what extent do you think you will never play this game with Pat” (1—
completely expecting and 5—was sure will never play—reverse-coded; a = .87). All results remained

unchanged with control variables in the model.

Results

Manipulation Check

We used the same emotion manipulation check measures as in Experiment 1b. All manipulation checks

were confirmed (see Table 5).

Main Effects

The results for stereotyping of Happy and Angry Pats mostly replicated the results of Studies 1a and 1b.

Consistent with the findings in Study 1a and Study 1b, and as we predicted, Happy Pats were perceived

as significantly more sociable F(3; 178) = 44.29; p < .001, g2 = .43, moral F(3; 178) = 43.70; p < .001,

g2 = .48, and competent F(3; 178) = 53.69; p < .001, g2 = .43 than Pats in any other condition. By con-

trast, Angry Pats were perceived as significantly less sociable than Pats in any other condition, and signif-

icantly less moral t(1, 88) = �3.35, p = .001, and less competent t(1, 88) = �4.38, p < .001 than

Neutral Pats. There was no difference in perceptions of morality t(1, 90) = 0.69, p = .49, ns, and compe-

tence t(1, 90) = �0.08, p = .94, ns, between Angry and Ambivalent Pats.

In addition, replicating Study 1b, Ambivalent Pats were perceived as significantly less competent t

(1, 84) = �3.51, p = .001 and moral t(1, 84) = �3.55, p = .001 than Neutral Pats, but there was no

difference in sociability perceptions t(1, 84) = �.29, p = .78, ns. Moreover, replicating Study 1b,

Ambivalent and Angry Pats were trusted the least, each significantly different from the Neutral condition

Table 5

Study 2—Means and Standard Deviations for Emotional Manipulation Checks

Emotional displays n

Happy Angry Ambivalent Neutral

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Happy 45 5.61*** 0.80 1.01 0.07 1.13 0.25 1.39 0.71

Anger 48 1.31 0.47 5.32*** 0.98 2.31 1.14 1.23 0.58

Ambivalent 44 2.64 1.18 1.94 1.27 4.22*** 1.35 2.11 1.29

Control 42 2.58 1.01 1.49 0.92 2.42 0.92 4.67*** 1.62

Note: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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t(1, 84) = �3.55, p = .001 and t(1, 88) = �4.38, p < .001, respectively, and Happy Pats were trusted the

most, F(3, 178) = 43.54; p < .001; g2 = .42. All results remained unchanged when control variables were

added to the model (see Table 6).

Mediation Analyses

The multiple mediation analysis demonstrated that the effects of happiness and anger expressions on ini-

tial trust were significantly mediated by the sociability and morality dimensions of warmth as well as by

perceptions of competence. Specifically, the effect of happiness expressions on trust (happiness = 1; the

rest = 0, controlling for anger and ambivalence with neutrality as the reference point) was significantly

and fully mediated by perceptions of sociability 95% CI [0.09, 0.59], morality 95% CI [0.28, 0.91], and

competence 95% CI [0.03, 0.47]. Similarly, the effect of anger expressions on trust (anger = 1; the

rest = 0, controlling for happiness and ambivalence, with neutrality as the reference point) was fully

mediated by perceptions of sociability 95% CI [�0.46, �0.07], morality 95% CI [�0.60, �0.11], and

competence 95% CI [�0.31, �0.02]. However, only morality 95% CI [�0.66, �0.14] and competence

95% CI [�0.32, �0.02] mediated the effect of expressions of ambivalence on trust (ambivalence = 1; the

rest = 0, controlling for happiness and anger with neutrality as the reference point), but sociability per-

ceptions did not 95% CI [�0.17, 0.10].

Additional Findings—Liking and Willingness to Share

Consistent with prior research, participants liked Happy Pats the most out of all conditions (M = 5.44,

SD = 1.11), F(3, 178) = 65.86; p < .001; g2 = .53. Angry Pats (M = 2.42, SD = 1.04) were liked the least

out of all conditions. Ambivalent Pats (M = 3.10, SD = 1.95) were also liked significantly less than Neu-

tral Pats (M = 3.83, SD = 1.22), t(1, 84) = �3.10, p = .003. Additionally, participants were willing to

equally share gains from the game with Happy Pats, which was significantly more willingness to equally

share than with Pats in any other condition (M = 5.69, SD = 1.29), F(3, 178) = 7.80; p < .001;

g2 = .10. There was no difference between Angry Pats (M = 4.29, SD = 1.64) and No Emotion

Pats (M = 4.71, SD = 1.63), t(1, 88) = �1.23, p = .224, ns, in willingness to equally share gains.

Also, there was no difference between Ambivalent Pats (M = 4.50, SD = 1.90) and No Emotion Pats,

t(1, 84) = �0.56, p = .575, ns, in willingness to equally share.

Moreover, the mediation analyses demonstrated that the effects of happiness, anger, and ambivalence

expressions on liking were significantly and fully mediated by initial trust perceptions 95% CI [0.68,

1.56], 95% CI [�1.09, �0.40], and 95% CI [�0.91, �0.22], respectively. Additionally, the effect of hap-

piness expressions on equal sharing (happiness = 1; the rest = 0, controlling for anger and ambivalence,

with neutrality as the reference point) was significantly and fully mediated by initial trust 95% CI [0.29,

1.50].

Table 6

Study 2—Means and Standard Deviations for Dependent Variables

Emotion expression

condition

Perceived

sociability d

Perceived

morality d

Perceived

competence d Trust d

Happiness (n = 45) 5.37 (0.95)*** 1.39 5.29 (0.77)*** 1.29 5.59 (0.84)*** 1.52 4.73 (1.29)*** 1.16

Anger (n = 48) 2.78 (0.91)*** �1.04 3.65 (0.71)** �0.71 3.58 (0.73)*** �0.93 2.48 (0.91)*** �0.93

Ambivalence

(n = 44)

3.81 (1.28) �0.06 3.53 (0.92)** �0.77 3.60 (1.04)** �0.75 2.69 (0.88)** �0.72

Control (n = 42) 3.88 (1.19) – 4.22 (0.88) – 4.31 (0.84) – 3.38 (1.03) –

Note: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Means represent raw means; standard deviations are in parentheses; Cohen d’s denote the effect sizes; all contrasts made with

the Control condition.
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Study 2 Discussion

The aim of Study 2 was to replicate Studies 1a and 1b and extend them by examining our predictions

about expressed emotions, stereotyping, and trust in a relatively more cooperative context than the prior

studies. Study 2 demonstrated that despite the change of context, expressed happiness again increased

stereotypes of the expresser’s sociability, morality, and competence, as well as increased initial trust.

Directly replicating the results of Study 1b, Study 2 further demonstrated that expressed ambivalence

sent mixed signals by significantly reducing perceptions of the expresser’s morality and competence, but

not significantly shaping perceptions of the expresser’s sociability. Tying our work to past research, we

found the link between expressed happiness and enhanced economic outcomes in negotiations (e.g.,

Kong, Tuncel, & McLean Parks, 2011), and demonstrated that expressed happiness increases liking and

willingness to share in a zero-acquaintance cooperative setting (e.g., Kopelman et al., 2006). Study 2 also

provided additional evidence of important tangible effects of social stereotyping and initial trust on

negotiation outcomes by demonstrating that initial trust mediated the relationship between expressions

of happiness and willingness to equally share with partners. Additionally, we demonstrated that initial

trust mediated the effect of expressions of happiness on increased liking, as well as the impact of angry

and ambivalent expressions on decreased liking.

In Study 2, where participants worked on a cooperative task with shared incentives, competence

became a significant mechanism for the first time. By contrast, warmth stereotypes were the predominant

mechanisms in our first two studies. We did not directly theorize about how the change in context (e.g.,

competitive vs. cooperative) might alter the effects of emotional expressions on initial trust toward

expressers. However, it seems plausible that when incentives or norms encourage individuals to cooper-

ate with one another, social stereotypes about the competence of one’s interaction partner should

become relevant as drivers of initial trust, and thus willingness to accept vulnerability and risk.

General Discussion

Integrating insights from the social functions of emotions approach (e.g., Van Kleef, 2009; Van Kleef

et al., 2010) and the Stereotype Content Model (Fiske et al., 2002, 2007) with research on trust in inter-

personal exchanges, this article explores how emotional displays shape observers’ perceptions of the emo-

tion expresser and trust-related judgments prior to bargaining exchanges in zero-acquaintance settings.

In the past two decades, research exploring how people form stereotypes about others offered vast empir-

ical support for the idea that individuals form inferences about others’ character and intentions (Fiske

et al., 2002), which then significantly shape their behavior toward those individuals (Ames & Johar,

2009; Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Kervyn, Fiske, & Yzerbyt, 2015). Extending this line of research, our find-

ings demonstrate that expressions of happiness, anger, and ambivalence signal distinct information to

observers, and differentially shape sociability, morality, and competence stereotypes, initial trust percep-

tions, and subsequent behavior in dyadic bargaining exchanges.

Across three studies, we find that expressions of happiness positively shape social stereotypes and

increase initial trust, as well as liking and sharing of resources, whereas expressions of anger negatively

shape those same stereotypes and decrease initial trust and liking. Expressions of ambivalence negatively

shape social stereotypes of morality and competence across both competitive and cooperative contexts,

but the findings are more mixed when it comes to sociability. Sometimes ambivalence increases these

perceptions (Study 1a) and sometimes it has no effect (Study 1b and Study 2), across both competitive

and cooperative contexts. We also demonstrate that ambivalence expressions decrease initial trust and

liking and negatively impact opponents’ disclosure preferences and offers in a competitive setting.

Overall, and consistent with Brambilla and colleagues’ research (e.g., Brambilla & Leach, 2014; Bram-

billa et al., 2013) highlighting the critical role of morality evaluations in judgments of others’ character

and intentions, we find that morality is the most stable predictor of initial trust, and mediator of
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emotional expressions on trust-related judgments across experimental settings. These findings are also

consistent with Gantman and Van Bavel’s (2014) conclusions about the perceptional relevance of moral-

ity evaluations in ambiguous contexts. Taken together, the consistency of our findings across both com-

petitive and cooperative task environments demonstrates the robustness of our predictions and effects,

as well as the relative importance of sociability, morality, and competence stereotypes in shaping trust-

related judgments and behavior for three emotions that are likely to be some of the most commonly

experienced and expressed in the context of negotiations: happiness, anger, and ambivalence.

We believe that our findings carry important implications for negotiations and conflict management

research, as well as offer some specific contributions to both the trust and emotions literatures. First, this

study contributes to research on emotions and trust by examining the intersection of these literatures in

the context of dyadic bargaining exchanges and by utilizing social cognition research on stereotyping to

help bridge these literatures. We contribute, specifically, by examining the social stereotypes that individ-

uals develop based on the verbal and nonverbal information provided to them about partners’ general

tendencies to express specific emotions. In particular, we demonstrate that emotional expressions are

important cues to others about the expresser’s character and intentions (i.e., sociability and morality),

and their ability to enact their intentions (i.e., competence). We then examine the impact of these stereo-

types on initial trust at zero-acquaintance and further explore the impact of initial trust on subsequent

behavior, such as disclosure, initial offers, and the equal sharing of resources in negotiations.

Our work also contributes to the growing body of research on the role of expressed anger in dyadic

bargaining exchanges by not only replicating prior findings on expressed anger, but also extending these

findings to examine the role of initial trust in this process. Specifically, our work is consistent with

research by Adam and Brett (2015) who examined the effect of anger expressions on negotiation part-

ners’ concessions in different types of negotiations and demonstrated that anger expressions (as opposed

to their absence) elicit greater concessions from partners in “balanced” negotiations, that is, settings

where both competitive and cooperative elements are present, but have no effect when negotiations are

either purely competitive or purely cooperative. Although not the primary focus of our research, our

supplementary analyses replicate these findings in both Study 1b and Study 2, demonstrating that anger

expressions do not significantly affect disclosure and subsequent offers (Study 1b) as well as the intent to

share (Study 2) as compared to expressions of neutrality.

Our findings also extend prior research on the role of expressed happiness in dyadic bargaining

exchanges. For instance, research by Belkin et al. (2013) has found that in balanced negotiations with

both competitive and cooperative components, happiness expressions (unlike anger) may reduce others’

concessions, thus hurting the expresser’s individual outcomes because such expressions reduce how

much power the emotions expressers are perceived to have. In the current research, our findings help to

advance the study of expressed happiness in negotiations by demonstrating that the signaling function of

expressed happiness appears to be different in competitive contexts. Happiness expressions do not

appear to reduce others’ concessions or disclosure behavior, relative to anger and neutrality expressions

(see also Rothman, 2011, for a similar finding). In fact, we demonstrate that expressing happiness can be

beneficial not only for improving trust-related judgments, but also for increasing liking and others’ will-

ingness to share in cooperative settings.

We also advance prior research on the expression of emotional ambivalence and its social function in

bargaining settings (e.g., Rothman, 2011; Rothman & Northcraft, 2015) by examining the impact this

complex emotion has on social stereotyping and trust development—relational outcomes that have not

yet been explored in existing empirical research (see Rothman & Wiesenfeld, 2007) with critical down-

stream implications in contexts like negotiations. More broadly, our findings add to and extend existing

research on the interpersonal effects of emotions in competitive and cooperative settings by examining

the effects of a wider range of emotional expressions, from happiness to anger to ambivalence than are

typically explored, and also by demonstrating how social stereotypes and the development of initial trust

are integral for stimulating effective negotiation behaviors (see meta-analysis by Kong et al., 2014).
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Second, we add to the literature on social stereotypes and the SCM, specifically, by looking at emo-

tional expressions as antecedents rather than outcomes of social stereotypes and initial trust. Importantly,

we demonstrate how both singular (happiness and anger) and complex (ambivalence) emotional expres-

sions may seed specific social stereotypes in the context of negotiations, thus extending research on the

origins of social stereotypes.

Third, our findings are consistent with, and further extend, the literature on social judgment.

Specifically, like others, we show the importance of morality stereotypes for individual and group

members’ evaluations (e.g., Brambilla & Leach, 2014; Brambilla et al., 2013; Gantman & Van Bavel,

2014; Leach et al., 2007). We also extend our knowledge about the importance of morality stereo-

types to show their implications for the development of initial trust in bargaining contexts. Our

results suggest that in interpersonal exchanges emotional displays signal not only an individual’s

intentions toward one’s partner and ability to enact those intentions, but they can also signal more

general information about one’s moral character. Considering the consistency of our findings that

demonstrate the role of morality evaluations in negotiation processes and their specific impact on

negotiation outcomes at zero-acquaintance, we believe that future research should not only attempt

to replicate our effects, but also generalize them by examining these effects in different contexts and

decision-making tasks.

With respect to practical implications, we believe that our findings can help practitioners to better

understand how and why their emotional displays shape others’ trust-related perceptions and behaviors

in negotiations. Specifically, negotiators that want to build trust and ensure cooperation from their part-

ners in first-time exchanges and/or in settings fraught with high uncertainty may want to avoid not only

appearing angry, but also ambivalent. By contrast, our findings seem to point out that positive emotional

displays, such as expressions of happiness, may not only help to increase initial trust in both competitive

and cooperative contexts, but also may increase others’ willingness to share and willingness to treat

others fairly in cooperative settings. Additionally, our finding that perceptions of morality drive initial

trust in a variety of contexts, particularly in competitive ones, implies that signaling any ambivalent or

negative emotional information that might seed concerns about morality or integrity can be detrimental

to trust and subsequent negotiation exchanges.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

The consistency of our results in three studies with different tasks and samples lends support to our argu-

ments. However, there are some limitations in the present research that we hope can be addressed by

future studies. First, even though in this study we are interested in the initial stereotypes and trust-related

judgments as a function of emotional expressions, the fact that the participants did not interact with

others in our experiments may represent a limitation. However, utilizing vignettes and videos to manip-

ulate emotional expressions afforded us greater control over information participants received about

their partners. Since the only thing we manipulated was emotional expression of the future interaction

partner, the controlled environment allowed us to systematically examine how emotional expressions

shape initial perceptions, as well as subsequent behavior. Further, our use of both scenario and video-

based manipulations complement prior research that has used only facial information when examining

emotions and trust-related perceptions (for a critique and review, see Barrett, Mesquita, & Gendron,

2011). Nevertheless, future research that uses in-person interactive exchanges might shed more light on

our research questions and, perhaps, could reveal the strength and longevity of initial trust-related judg-

ments based on emotional displays.

Second, while our scenario study (Study 1a) utilized an androgynous name for participants’ nego-

tiation partner (Van Fleet & Atwater, 1997), our video studies (Study 1b and Study 2) used a

female actor, thus allowing us to hold constant the gender of the negotiator that participants antici-

pated interacting with. It is possible, however, that the gender of the expresser could interact with
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the emotion participants expressed to impact initial stereotypes and trust. After all, research demon-

strates that emotional expressions can be beneficial or detrimental based not only on the task at

hand, but also on the expresser’s gender (Bowles, Babcock, & Lai, 2007). For instance, females that

adopt gender incongruent behavior (i.e., agentic) in lieu of gender congruent behavior (i.e., com-

munal) have been shown to become economically and socially disadvantaged (Belkin & Kurtzberg,

2013; Bowles et al., 2007; Eagly & Carli, 2003; Eagly & Karau, 2002). Unfortunately, we were not

able to test that prediction in this article. Nevertheless, it is notable that the effects of the emotional

expressions on stereotypes were largely consistent across both scenario-based and video-based stud-

ies, thus reducing concerns that our effects only apply to female (emotional) negotiators. One inter-

esting difference we saw across the scenario (androgynous) and video (female) studies was that

participants appeared to trust the ambivalent negotiator slightly more when no information was

provided about the expresser’s gender (Study 1a—androgynous) than when the expresser was shown

to be female (Study 1b and Study 2). Future research is needed to examine whether the gender of

the emotional partner or opponent interacts with the emotions they express to alter social stereo-

types and trust in predictable ways.

Our findings also open up several additional questions for future research. Our focus was to study ini-

tial stereotype formation and its impact on trust prior to negotiation exchanges. Scholars studying the

effects of emotional expressions on trust and negotiation behavior may wish to further investigate the

moderating role of perceived authenticity on the relationship between emotional expressions and social

stereotypes and trust. For instance, research demonstrates that surface acting, that is, expressing emo-

tions that are not internally experienced (Gross, 1998), as opposed to authentic emotional expressions,

may have differential effects on observers’ perceptions and behavior (Côt�e, Hideg, & van Kleef, 2013;

Gross & John, 2003).

Moreover, studies show that individual behavior changes in continuous interactions, as people pre-

dominantly base their future behavior on the past behavior of their partners (e.g., Ames & Johar, 2009;

Pillutla, Malhotra, & Murnighan, 2003). Thus, emotional displays may have different effects on trust and

subsequent behavior when individuals have multiple encounters with one another and engage in a series

of negotiation exchanges, or have long-term relationship with each other as compared to what we have

observed in this research on initial responses (e.g., Campagna, Mislin, Kong, & Bottom, 2016). Finally,

investigating how the effects of emotional expressions on initial stereotypes and trust impressions at

zero-acquaintance are moderated by various personality traits, such as trait affect (Schwartz et al., 2002;

Wilkowski & Robinson, 2007), general propensity to trust (Colquitt et al., 2007), prosocial orientation

(Grant, 2008), as well as individual’s incidental affect (Chen, Belkin, McNamee, & Kurtzberg, 2013;

Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005), may offer additional insights on individual judgments and decision-making

ability in a variety of contexts.

Conclusion

Despite a wealth of research on trust in negotiations and the effects of emotions on negotiation

processes and outcomes, research that explores the two literatures together is still in a nascent stage.

This study makes it clear that emotional displays signal specific information to observers, have a

tangible impact on social stereotypes about warmth and competence, and subsequently shape trust

perceptions and behavior in zero-acquaintance bargaining contexts. Moreover, we demonstrate that

the impact of these emotional expressions on stereotypes is relatively stable across bargaining con-

texts with morality evaluations being the most consistent driver of initial trust perceptions. Since

emotions are commonly expressed in interpersonal exchanges and are evidently an important ante-

cedent of trust-related judgments and behavior, our findings suggest that systematically including

them into the research agenda will help to provide a more comprehensive understanding of trust

and behavior in negotiations.
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APPENDIX A Video Manipulation
A female professional actor was trained to express ambivalence, anger, happiness, or no emotion in short

1-minute videos (used and validated in prior research—Rothman, 2011; Rothman & Northcraft, 2015).

Volume 10, Number 1, Pages 3–2726

Interpersonal Effects of Emotions on Initial Trust Belkin and Rothman

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.10.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.10.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1998.926617
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.5.1178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.5.1178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.01.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.05.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023896
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100458
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100458
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1025696905342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1025696905342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01633.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.1.57
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.4.510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2041386612454911
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167207301031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167207301031
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.2016.286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01750.x


Specifically, the actor had been trained to feel the emotions she had to portray in the scenario (Gosselin,

Kirouac & Dore, 2005) through nonverbal expressions only, as there was no sound in the video.

The instructions the actor was given for the expression of various emotions were based on previous

research (e.g., Bartel & Saavedra, 2000; Duclos, Laird, Schneider, Sexter, Stern, & Van Lighten, 1989;

Ekman, 1993; Gosselin et al., 2005; Rothman, 2011). Specifically, for the ambivalent emotional display

video, the actor in the videotape moved between inner brow raising and lowering. With regard to body

movement, she used fidgeting of the hands in front of the body, tilting of the head back and forth, and

shoulder shrugs. In addition, her gaze shifted among having eye contact with an interaction partner,

looking downward, and looking off into space. The distinguishing feature of this expressed ambivalence

is that it reflects the internal conflict that the ambivalent person is experiencing by showing movement

in one direction and then another direction (for further discussion of this point, see Rothman, 2011).

In the angry emotional display video, the actor pulled her eyebrows together and down, she pressed

her lips together and clenched her teeth, she clenched her fists, squared her shoulders, and her forearms

and elbows were on the table in front of her. Her upper body was erect but slightly forward leaning and

her feet were directly on the floor below her, like she was poised for action. In addition, she made spo-

radic eye contact with her partner. Any movements were expansive, energetic, and active.

In the happy emotional display video, the actor smiled often and relaxed her face, she gestured with

her hands freely during speech, her head tilted slightly toward her interaction partner, and at times she

nodded. Her body was positioned to be inclusive (rather than exclusive) of her partner. In addition, she

made eye contact with her partner. Any movements were energetic, active, and expansive.

Finally, in the neutral video clip, the actor engaged in very few if any of the nonverbal gestures used to

express happiness, anger, or ambivalence in the other video clips, staying nonemotional throughout.
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