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Negotiations are inherently social and emotional processes, requiring parties to manage 

complex dynamics, cultural contexts, and relational concerns while pursuing economic outcomes 

(Côté, 2014; Craver, 2013). Accordingly, emotional intelligence (EI) has been associated with 

relationship satisfaction (Kong et al., 2016), constructive conflict management (Grubb et al., 

2017), and rapport and negotiation outcomes (Kim et al., 2014). EI, the capacity to recognize, 

understand, regulate, and strategically use emotions, has emerged as a critical topic in negotiation 

research (Goleman, 1995; Mayer et al., 2008). 

Despite the conceptual appeal of EI in negotiation, empirical findings remain inconclusive. 

Some studies report positive associations between EI and relational outcomes such as negotiation 

satisfaction and relationship quality, as well as context-dependent associations with economic 

outcomes (Sharma et al., 2013; Kong et al., 2016). Others highlight ambiguous or even negative 

effects on individual economic outcomes, suggesting that high EI may lead to empathy-based 

concessions or emotional overinvestment, potentially reducing distributive gains (Galinsky et al., 

2008; Foo et al., 2004). This mixed evidence raises the question of the exact nature of the 
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Abstract 

 
Emotional intelligence (EI) has gained increasing attention in negotiation 

research, yet findings on its impact remain fragmented and inconclusive. This 

study provides a systematic literature review and meta-analysis to clarify the 

role of EI in negotiations. Drawing on 105 empirical studies published up to 

2025, we synthesize theoretical frameworks, study designs, and outcome types 

across diverse negotiation contexts. We develop an integrative conceptual 

model highlighting five EI components: self-awareness, self-regulation, 

empathy, social skills, and emotional reasoning, and their differential effects 

on negotiation outcomes. Our meta-analysis of 37 empirical studies providing 

155 effect sizes reveals a small but robust positive relationship between EI and 

negotiation outcomes (r = 0.209, 95% CI [0.167, 0.250]). Separating studies 

by measurement approach, self-report measures of EI (k = 32) demonstrated a 

positive association with negotiation outcomes (r = 0.208, 95% CI [0.162, 

0.253]), as did ability-based measures (k = 4, r = 0.232, 95% CI [0.101, 

0.354]). The two streams did not differ significantly (p = .732), though the 

ability-based estimate rests on only four studies and carries substantial 

uncertainty. Across both streams, EI showed a stronger effect on relational 

outcomes (r = 0.262) than on economic outcomes (r = 0.140), a difference that 

was statistically significant (p = .006). Dyadic settings further amplified the 

positive effects of EI, while multiparty negotiations showed weaker 

associations. We identify substantial heterogeneity across studies and 

demonstrate that structural and methodological factors shape the EI-

negotiation link. The findings challenge the assumption of universally positive 

EI effects and offer implications for negotiation training, measurement 

approaches, and future research on boundary conditions of EI in negotiations. 
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relationship between EI and negotiation outcomes. 

Moreover, the field lacks consensus on how to conceptualize and measure EI in negotiation 

research. From a measurement perspective, three approaches can be distinguished: self-report 

scales (e.g., Petrides & Furnham, 2001), performance-based ability tests (e.g., the MSCEIT; Mayer 

et al., 1999), and observer or proxy measures such as empathy and emotional regulation (O’Connor 

et al., 2019). These measurement types are more accessible as a starting point than the theoretical 

models that underlie them. Theoretically, ability-based models (Mayer-Salovey-Caruso) and trait 

or mixed models (Goleman) differ in whether EI is conceptualized as a cognitive ability or a 

personality-like disposition. This conceptual and methodological diversity complicates cross-

study comparisons and limits theoretical integration. It is also worth noting that studies relying on 

self-report measures for both EI and negotiation outcomes may be susceptible to common method 

bias, a potential artifact that should be considered when interpreting associations between self-

report EI and relational outcomes. 

To address these challenges, this paper systematically reviews and quantitatively synthesizes 

the empirical literature on emotional intelligence in negotiation. Drawing on 105 empirical studies 

available up to June 2025, we conducted a systematic literature review guided by PRISMA to 

assess the extent to which EI is associated with negotiation outcomes, including both economic 

and relational dimensions. We further conducted a meta-analysis based on 38 empirical articles 

providing 160 effect sizes to evaluate the overall effect size of EI on negotiation outcomes and to 

explore potential moderators explaining heterogeneity across findings; after excluding one study 

that did not employ a validated EI instrument (Artinger et al., 2014; 5 effect sizes), the final 

analytic sample comprised 37 studies and 155 effect sizes. 

Rather than presuming a uniformly positive effect, we critically assess under what conditions, 

and to what extent, EI influences negotiation performance. By providing a comprehensive, 

structured analysis of the existing evidence, this study advances theoretical understanding of EI in 

negotiations and informs practice by clarifying when and how EI contributes to negotiation 

outcomes. The findings generate implications for negotiation training, selection, and future 

research, contributing to a more nuanced and evidence-based perspective on emotional intelligence 

in the negotiation context. 

 

Methodology 
 

Definition and Conceptualization of EI 
 

Emotional intelligence is conceptualized in this review as a dynamic, trainable capacity (Joseph 

& Newman, 2010) while also acknowledging its trait-like components (Goleman, 1995). EI 

encompasses self-awareness, self-regulation, empathy, social skills, and emotional reasoning, with 

each component playing a distinct role in complex interpersonal settings such as negotiations. 

Across studies, EI has been measured using various instruments, including performance-based 

tests like the MSCEIT, self-report scales such as the EQ-I, and behavioral proxies such as observed 

emotional displays during negotiation tasks. This methodological heterogeneity represents a key 

source of variance in reported outcomes across the empirical literature. 

 

Literature Search and Screening Procedure 
 

This review followed a systematic approach guided by the PRISMA 2020 framework (Page et 
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al., 2021) to ensure methodological transparency and replicability. The central research question 

driving this review is: To what extent, and under which conditions, does emotional intelligence 

correlate with negotiation outcomes across economic and relational dimensions? 

To address this question, a comprehensive literature search was conducted across three 

databases: Scopus, Business Source Ultimate (BSU), and Google Scholar. The final search string 

was formulated to capture relevant studies by combining negotiation-related terms with emotional 

intelligence constructs: 

(negot OR conflict resolution) AND (emotional intelligence OR empathy OR self-awareness 

OR self-regulation OR emotions). 

In Scopus and BSU, field filters were applied to search within titles, abstracts, and author-

supplied keywords. In Google Scholar, tailored queries using the allintitle: function were 

constructed manually, reflecting a technical limitation of this database, which does not support 

field-restricted searches across titles, abstracts, and keywords simultaneously. To compensate, the 

keyword set was broadened for Google Scholar queries to maximize recall within this constraint. 

The search covered all publications available up to June 2025. 

A two-step deduplication process was conducted. First, exact duplicates were identified and 

removed in Excel based on title and author metadata, prioritizing Scopus and BSU entries over 

Google Scholar versions due to more complete bibliographic data. In a second step, remaining 

potential duplicates were screened using the built-in deduplication function in Rayyan, allowing 

for the detection of near-duplicates based on fuzzy matching. Across both steps, a total of 432 

duplicates were removed, resulting in 1,361 unique records for screening. 

After deduplication, the remaining 1,361 records were directly screened in Rayyan. A first-level 

screening was conducted at the title level using predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria, serving 

to efficiently exclude records whose titles clearly indicated irrelevance (e.g., studies from unrelated 

domains such as medicine, engineering, or education). This step is consistent with PRISMA 2020 

guidelines, which permit title-only screening at the first stage when titles are sufficiently 

informative to identify clearly ineligible records (Page et al., 2021). Studies were included if they 

(1) reported empirical findings, (2) addressed emotional intelligence or its subdimensions (e.g., 

empathy, self-awareness), and (3) investigated negotiation or conflict resolution. Exclusion criteria 

filtered out theoretical papers, studies from unrelated domains (e.g., medicine, engineering), and 

any remaining duplicates. 

After title screening, 375 records remained. Abstract screening, based on the same criteria, 

yielded 110 studies for full-text review. During this final step, 5 studies were excluded due to 

irrelevance upon closer inspection. Ultimately, 105 empirical studies were included in the final 

analysis. A detailed summary of the selection process is shown in the PRISMA flow diagram 

(Figure 1). 

To ensure transparency and traceability between the literature review and the meta-analysis, all 

studies that passed the full-text screening were assigned a unique Study ID. These IDs are used 

consistently throughout the paper to reference specific studies in both the descriptive synthesis and 

the meta-analytic results. The Study IDs are numbered consecutively up to 105. A complete 

overview of all studies, their Study ID, and their inclusion in the literature review and/or the meta-

analysis is provided in Appendix 1. 
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Figure 1 PRISMA flow diagram 

 

 
 

Meta-Analytic Procedure 
 

Building on the conducted systematic literature review, a meta-analysis was performed to 

quantitatively synthesize empirical evidence on the relationship between emotional intelligence 

(EI) and negotiation outcomes. The objective of the meta-analysis was to assess the overall effect 

size of EI on negotiation outcomes while accounting for potential heterogeneity across studies and 

to examine moderators that might explain variations in effect sizes. 

From the 105 articles identified in the systematic literature review, 38 empirical articles met the 

inclusion criteria for the meta-analysis. These articles often reported more than one relevant result, 

for example by assessing both relational and economic outcomes, using different EI measures, or 

conducting separate study samples within the same publication. In total, this yielded 160 effect 

sizes, which were coded as independent inputs for the quantitative synthesis. Of these 38 articles, 

one (Artinger et al., 2014) was subsequently excluded from all quantitative analyses because it did 

not employ a validated EI instrument. This study contributed 5 effect sizes; its removal reduced 
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the analytic sample to 37 studies providing 155 effect sizes, which forms the basis for all results 

reported below. Following best practices in meta-analysis (Borenstein et al., 2009), effect sizes 

were analyzed using a random-effects model to allow for heterogeneity across studies. While 

multiple effect sizes from the same article are not fully independent, the random-effects approach 

mitigates these dependencies; robustness checks with moderator analyses further addressed 

potential clustering. 

For each included effect size, data on sample size, effect size, type of EI measure used (ability, 

trait, mixed), type of negotiation outcome assessed (economic, relational, behavioral), and study 

context (e.g., dyadic negotiation, group negotiation, training-based settings) were extracted. Effect 

sizes reported in different formats were converted to r using established formulas (Borenstein et 

al., 2009) to ensure comparability across studies. All r values were then Fisher Z-transformed to 

stabilize variance, with variance computed using the formula 1/(N-3). 

A random-effects meta-analysis using restricted maximum likelihood estimation (REML) was 

conducted with the metafor package in R (Viechtbauer, 2010), which accounts for the possibility 

that true effect sizes may vary across studies due to methodological and contextual differences. To 

assess heterogeneity, we examined the Q-statistic (Cochran, 1954; Borenstein et al., 2009), I², and 

τ². The Q-statistic tests whether observed variance in effect sizes exceeds what would be expected 

from sampling error alone; a significant Q indicates true heterogeneity and justifies moderator 

analyses. Higher values of I² indicate a greater proportion of variance attributable to true between-

study differences rather than chance. Specifically, we examined the type of EI measure, the type 

of negotiation outcome assessed, and the negotiation setting (dyadic vs. multiparty) as potential 

moderators. Experimental studies involving student samples were retained in the analysis because 

controlled experimental designs, which allow causal inference about EI effects, are difficult to 

implement in professional field settings; the use of student samples is standard practice in this 

literature and study design was coded as a covariate. Study quality was not used as an exclusion 

criterion; instead, methodological variation across studies is captured through the heterogeneity 

statistics and moderator analyses. 

 

Model 
 

While prior research has highlighted the relevance of emotional intelligence (EI) in negotiation 

(Elfenbein et al., 2007; Foo et al., 2004), existing conceptualizations often treat EI as a unitary 

construct and assume a uniformly positive influence on negotiation outcomes. However, the 

empirical record paints a more complex picture, with studies reporting not only positive but also 

negative or ambiguous effects of EI in negotiation contexts (Galinsky et al., 2008; Olekalns & 

Smith, 2009). To address this theoretical gap, we propose an integrative conceptual model that 

delineates how EI is developed, which components are most relevant in negotiations, and how its 

effects depend on both contextual and measurement-related factors (see Figure 2). 

Rather than conceptualizing EI as a single global trait, we distinguish five core components that 

are particularly salient in negotiation settings: self-awareness, self-regulation, empathy, social 

skills, and emotional reasoning (Goleman, 1995; Mayer & Salovey, 1997). This modular view 

builds on established models while emphasizing their distinct roles in complex interpersonal 

dynamics. For instance, self-awareness enables negotiators to monitor their emotional states and 

adjust their behavior; accordingly, empathy supports perspective-taking and the interpretation of 

others’ emotional signals (Galinsky et al., 2008); emotional reasoning allows negotiators to 

evaluate emotional cues in light of strategic goals (Schlegl et al., 2018). By treating these 
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dimensions as analytically distinct, our model allows for a more precise understanding of how EI 

contributes to negotiation behavior. 

Importantly, the influence of EI on negotiation outcomes is not uniformly beneficial. We 

differentiate between three categories of outcomes: (1) positive relational effects, such as rapport, 

relationship satisfaction, and negotiation effectiveness (Elfenbein et al., 2007; Kim et al., 2014; 

Kong et al., 2016); (2) negative effects, including emotional manipulation or escalation (Galinsky 

et al., 2008; Olekalns & Smith 2009); and (3) contingent effects, which vary depending on 

situational or methodological factors (e.g., empathy fostering cooperation in dyadic settings but 

reducing assertiveness in competitive groups; Fulmer & Barry, 2004; Kopelman et al., 2006). For 

example, empathy may foster cooperation in dyadic negotiations but reduce assertiveness in 

competitive group settings (Fulmer & Barry, 2004), while strong self-regulation may enhance 

composure yet inhibit authentic emotional expression when contextually inappropriate (Ye et al., 

2023). Our framework emphasizes that while positive outcomes are robustly associated with EI 

across contexts, negative and contingent outcomes typically depend on situational and 

methodological factors. 

To account for these variations, our model incorporates two empirically supported moderators. 

First, the negotiation structure (dyadic vs. multiparty) significantly shapes the effectiveness of EI: 

dyadic negotiation settings tend to strengthen the positive effects of EI, whereas group and role-

play settings can reduce or even reverse these effects. Second, the type of EI measurement (trait-

based vs. ability-based) was found to moderate the observed relationship between EI and 

negotiation outcomes, highlighting that methodological choices in operationalizing EI also 

influence effect size and interpretation. Together, these moderators help explain heterogeneity in 

the empirical literature and underline the importance of considering both situational and design-

related factors. 

While our model emphasizes these empirically validated moderators, it also recognizes the 

potential influence of additional factors such as personality traits, cultural norms, and power/status 

dynamics (Barry & Friedman, 1998; Kopelman et al., 2006). These three moderators could not be 

empirically examined in the present meta-analysis due to insufficient data in the primary studies: 

fewer than five studies reported effect sizes for personality traits, cultural variables, or power 

dynamics as moderators, an insufficient basis for reliable moderator estimation (Borenstein et al., 

2009). They are therefore presented as theorized boundary conditions and directions for future 

research rather than established findings of this review. 

Our model offers a differentiated and evidence-based understanding of emotional intelligence 

in negotiation. It contributes to theory development by specifying the mechanisms through which 

EI unfolds, the components in which it operates, and the contextual and methodological conditions 

under which it produces positive, negative, or contingent outcomes. 

Summarizing, while the literature varies widely in theoretical orientation and methodological 

approach, it converges on the insight that emotional intelligence is a meaningful predictor of both 

economic and relational negotiation outcomes. The descriptive analysis reveals distinct patterns 

regarding EI models, outcome types, and research designs, which were illustrated throughout this 

section. 

Across this heterogeneous field, several recurring themes can be identified. Emotional 

awareness and expression are often linked to negotiation effectiveness, although their impact 

depends on factors such as social power, authenticity, and cultural norms. Empathy and emotion 

regulation appear consistently associated with trust-building, integrative strategies, and improved 

relational outcomes. Furthermore, a recurring insight is that the impact of EI on negotiation 



 

 
Emotional Intelligence in Negotiation: A Systematic Overview and Meta Analysis 

Smolinski & Streer 

performance is frequently mediated by interactional variables such as rapport, social skill, or 

judgment accuracy. These patterns suggest that EI is not a static personal trait but an interactive 

capacity that develops within specific negotiation dynamics. 

 

Figure 2 Model of EI in Negotiation 

 

 
 

The reviewed studies span diverse negotiation contexts. Simulated buyer-seller interactions in 

business environments are particularly common in experimental research. Other settings include 

legal negotiations, sales contexts, cross-cultural or international negotiations, and even high-stakes 

or crisis negotiation scenarios. Several contributions discuss negotiation more generically, while 

others apply findings to specific domains such as leadership, education, or public administration. 
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Table 1 Types of Negotiation Outcomes Across Included Studies 

 

Outcome Type Description Example Measures Share of Studies 

Economic 

outcomes 

Distributive or 

integrative gains 

Joint gain, value claiming, 

efficiency, individual profit 

Primary focus in 

experimental studies 

Relational 

outcomes 

Interpersonal quality 

of negotiation 

Trust, rapport, satisfaction, 

relationship quality 

Prominent in empathy 

& emotion regulation 

studies 

Both 

simultaneously 

Combined economic 

and relational 

assessment 

Mediators: authenticity, 

fairness, trust 

Several contributions 

Strategic / 

Ethical 

outcomes 

Behavioral and 

ethical dimensions 

Emotional deception, 

persuasion, regulation for 

strategy 

Smaller portion 

 

When considering outcome types, a broad distinction can be made between economic and 

relational negotiation outcomes. Economic outcomes, such as joint gain, value claiming, or 

efficiency, are a primary focus in many experimental studies. Relational outcomes, including trust, 

rapport, satisfaction, and relationship quality, feature prominently in studies exploring empathy, 

emotional expression, and regulation. A number of contributions examine both types 

simultaneously or investigate mediators such as authenticity, trust, or perceived fairness. In 

addition, some studies address strategic or ethical aspects, such as the use of emotional deception 

or the regulation of emotion for persuasive purposes. 

 

Table 2 Distribution of Study Designs Across Included Studies 

 

Study Design Description Share Example Studies 

Experimental / 

Quasi-experimental 

Dyadic negotiation simulations 

in lab or classroom settings 

Majority Foo et al. (2004); 

Mueller & Curhan (2006) 

Survey-based / 

Correlational 

Self-report measures of EI 

correlated with negotiation 

outcomes in professional 

settings 

Significant 

share 

Kim et al. (2014); 

Pulido-Martos et al. 

(2013) 

Meta-analysis / 

Systematic review 

Quantitative synthesis of prior 

empirical findings 

Smaller 

portion 

Sharma et al. (2013); 

Schlaerth et al. (2013) 

Conceptual / 

Theoretical 

Frameworks and models 

without primary empirical data 

Smaller 

portion 

Legal, educational, and 

training contexts 
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In terms of methodological design, the majority of studies rely on quantitative research 

approaches. Experimental or quasi-experimental designs dominate, often involving dyadic 

negotiation simulations in laboratory or classroom settings. In addition, a significant number of 

studies use survey-based data collection to capture perceived emotional competencies and their 

correlation with negotiation outcomes in professional settings. A smaller portion of the literature 

consists of meta-analyses or systematic reviews, indicating the field's maturation. Conceptual and 

theoretical works also play an important role, especially in legal or educational contexts where 

negotiation training is discussed. 

 

Table 3 EI Models Used Across Included Studies 

 

EI Model / Framework Stream Instrument(s) Share of 

Studies 

Typical Context 

Mayer-Salovey-

Caruso (MSCT) 

Ability MSCEIT, 

ERA Test 

~1/3 of 

studies 

Lab experiments, 

cognitive ability 

research 

Goleman Mixed 

Model 

Self-Report / 

Mixed 

EQ-i, ECI, 

custom scales 

Substantial 

share 

Leadership, sales, 

organizational training 

Petrides Trait EI Self-Report TEIQue Moderate 

share 

Personality & 

negotiation research 

EASI Model (Van 

Kleef) 

Proxy / 

Behavioral 

Induced 

emotion tasks 

Several 

studies 

Social influence, 

strategic emotion 

Motivated Information 

Processing (Van Kleef 

et al.) 

Proxy / 

Behavioral 

Induced 

emotion tasks 

Several 

studies 

Power dynamics, 

information processing 

Proxy constructs 

(empathy, emotion 

regulation) 

Self-Report / 

Proxy 

Various 

scales 

Several 

studies 

Cross-cultural, 

mediation, conflict 

resolution 

 

With regard to the theoretical underpinnings, the studies draw on a wide range of EI 

conceptualizations, reflecting the diversity of measurement approaches in the field. From a 

measurement standpoint, studies can be grouped into three streams: ability-based measures (e.g., 

MSCEIT, Mayer et al., 2002; ERA test, Schlegel et al., 2018), self-report and mixed measures 

(e.g., Goleman’s model, Goleman, 1995; TEIQue, Petrides & Furnham, 2001), and proxy 

constructs where EI is approximated through empathy, emotion regulation, or recognition 

accuracy. Approximately one-third of the included studies apply an ability-based framework. 

Mixed and trait-based models account for another substantial share, particularly in studies related 

to leadership, sales, or organizational training. Some studies draw on frameworks such as the EASI 

model (Van Kleef, 2008) or the Motivated Information Processing model (Van Kleef et al., 2008) 

to explain how emotions function as social signals in negotiation. 

This body of literature reflects a growing interdisciplinary interest in the role of emotional 
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intelligence (EI) in negotiation processes and outcomes. While research in this area is relatively 

fragmented, the studies can be systematically analyzed along several key dimensions: theoretical 

foundations, study design, outcome types, and negotiation contexts. 

 

Results 
 

This section synthesizes existing research on the role of emotional intelligence (EI) in 

negotiation, structured along the dimensions of our conceptual model: the development of EI, its 

core components, the moderating role of context, and its impact on negotiation outcomes. The 

review aims to clarify to what extent empirical studies support the assumed relationship between 

EI and negotiation outcomes, while addressing conceptual, methodological, and contextual 

variations that may explain inconsistencies in prior findings. 

 

Descriptive Results of the Literature Search 
 

Figure 3 displays the distribution of the 105 empirical studies included in the final analysis by 

year of publication. The figure illustrates a gradual increase in scholarly output over time, with 

notable peaks around 2004, 2013, and 2017. From 2022 to 2024, publication activity remains 

steady at a moderate level, suggesting continued interest in the topic. As the systematic search was 

specifically designed to identify empirical findings on EI and negotiation outcomes, conceptual 

and review papers were excluded by design and are therefore not represented in this figure. 

 

Figure 3 Distribution of reviewed articles by publication year (N=105) 
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As shown in Figure 4, the reviewed articles are distributed across a broad range of journals, 

with Group Decision and Negotiation, Negotiation Journal, and Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes among the most frequent sources. 

 

Figure 4 Distribution of reviewed articles by journal (N = 105) 

 

 
 

Components of Emotional Intelligence 
 

The literature consistently identifies five components of EI as relevant to negotiation: self-

awareness, self-regulation, empathy, social skills, and emotional reasoning (Goleman, 1995; 

Mayer & Salovey, 1997). Self-awareness enables negotiators to monitor and adjust emotional 

states while self-regulation facilitates the constructive management of emotions under pressure 

(Bradberry & Greaves, 2006). Empathy supports perspective-taking and recognizing counterparts' 

emotional signals, which can foster rapport and trust (Galinsky et al., 2008). Social skills allow 

negotiators to manage relationships and adapt communication styles appropriately, and emotional 

reasoning enables the integration of emotional cues into strategic decision-making (Schlegel et al., 

2018). While these components are analytically distinct, existing studies have not consistently 

prioritized specific elements or systematically compared their relative influence on negotiation 

outcomes, reflecting a gap in the empirical literature. 

 

Moderating Effects: Negotiation Structure and EI Measurement 
 

Our findings reveal that the relationship between emotional intelligence (EI) and negotiation 

outcomes is moderated by two key factors: the negotiation setting (dyadic vs. multiparty) and the 

type of EI measure. These moderators help explain the heterogeneity observed in prior empirical 

studies and offer a more nuanced understanding of when and how EI exerts its influence in 

negotiation settings. 

First, negotiation setting (dyadic vs. multiparty) emerged as a significant moderator. 

Specifically, dyadic negotiation settings consistently amplified the positive effects of EI on 
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outcomes such as trust, rapport, and communication. In contrast, multiparty and role-play 

scenarios tended to weaken or even reverse the positive influence of EI. This suggests that the 

interpersonal dynamics and degree of individual accountability in dyadic contexts may offer more 

favorable conditions for the application of emotional competencies. Whether dyadic or group 

settings produce stronger EI effects was examined as an exploratory moderator; the data 

consistently show stronger associations in dyadic contexts, though the mechanisms underlying this 

pattern warrant further investigation (Fulmer & Barry, 2004; Kopelman et al., 2006). 

Second, the type of EI measurement, whether EI was assessed as a self-report or as an ability-

based measure, was examined as a potential moderator. The stream-specific analyses revealed 

comparable overall associations for self-report (r = 0.208) and ability-based (r = 0.232) measures, 

with no statistically significant difference between streams (p = .732). However, this null result 

should be interpreted with caution given the limited number of ability-based studies (k = 4). The 

pattern across outcome types was consistent across both streams: ability-based EI showed no 

reliable association with economic outcomes while positive associations with relational outcomes 

were robust, suggesting that outcome type is a more critical boundary condition than measurement 

approach per se. 

Taken together, these moderating effects illustrate that the influence of emotional intelligence 

in negotiations is not universal, but conditional, depending both on situational features (dyadic vs. 

multiparty negotiation settings) and the type of outcome assessed (relational vs. economic). 

Accounting for these moderators enables a more differentiated and empirically grounded 

interpretation of EI’s value in negotiation contexts. 

 

Impact of EI on Negotiation Outcomes 
 

Positive Outcomes (robust across contexts) 

 

A substantial body of research supports the association between EI and positive negotiation 

outcomes, including trust-building, rapport, and effective communication (Elfenbein et al., 2007; 

Kim et al., 2014). Higher EI has been associated with more constructive interaction, including 

rapport and relationship satisfaction, although its association with economic outcomes is less 

consistent (Kim et al., 2014; Kong et al., 2016; Sharma et al., 2013). These findings are consistent 

across diverse contexts, suggesting that EI reliably enhances social outcomes in negotiation 

processes. 

 

Negative Outcomes (context-dependent risks) 

 

Despite these benefits, EI can also contribute to negative outcomes. Some studies highlight that 

negotiators may strategically use their emotional competencies for manipulation, exploitation, or 

deception (Galinsky et al., 2008; Olekalns & Smith, 2009; Ye et al., 2023). High EI has further 

been linked to escalation dynamics in competitive negotiations (Sinaceur et al., 2013), where 

enhanced emotional awareness may fuel conflict rather than resolve it. These findings emphasize 

that EI is not uniformly beneficial and can, under certain conditions, produce adverse negotiation 

consequences. 
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Contingent Outcomes (situational trade-offs) 

 

Beyond clearly positive or negative effects, EI can also yield contingent outcomes that vary 

depending on situational or methodological factors. For instance, empathy may foster cooperation 

in dyadic negotiations but reduce assertiveness in more competitive, group-based settings (Fulmer 

& Barry, 2004). Similarly, strong self-regulation may enhance composure but suppress authentic 

emotional expression when contextual authenticity is expected (Morris & Keltner, 2000). Recent 

evidence also highlights authenticity trade-offs, where negotiators strategically adapt emotional 

displays at the cost of perceived sincerity (Tng, 2014; Ye et al., 2023). These ambivalent findings 

underscore that the effects of EI are often conditional and shaped by context, negotiation type, and 

measurement approach. 

 

Additional Theorized Moderators 
 

Beyond negotiation setting, personality traits, cultural norms, and power/status dynamics have 

been theorized to influence the relationship between EI and negotiation outcomes (Barry & 

Friedman, 1998; Olekalns & Smith, 2009). These factors could not be tested in the present meta-

analysis due to insufficient primary data (fewer than five studies per potential moderator). 

Empirical support for these factors as consistent moderators therefore remains limited, and they 

are presented as potential avenues for future research rather than established boundary conditions 

within this review. 

 

Summary Results 
 

The literature suggests that EI is a valuable resource in negotiations, particularly in fostering 

trust, rapport, and effective communication. However, its impact on negotiation outcomes is not 

universally positive and is contingent on both the context in which negotiations occur and the way 

EI is measured. While positive social outcomes are robustly associated with EI across contexts, 

the effects on economic outcomes are less consistent, and the potential for EI to contribute to 

negative or contingent outcomes in certain settings should be acknowledged. Additionally, the 

operationalization of EI emerged as a significant moderator, emphasizing that different 

measurement approaches may yield varying associations with negotiation outcomes. 

These insights set the stage for the subsequent meta-analysis, which empirically tests the 

theoretical assumptions and patterns identified in this review, providing an objective assessment 

of the relationship between EI and negotiation outcomes across the existing body of research. 

 

Meta-Analysis Results 
 

The meta-analysis was based on 155 effect sizes extracted from 37 empirical studies. One study 

(Artinger et al., 2014) was excluded from all quantitative analyses as it did not employ a validated 

EI instrument but instead coded behavioral emotion expressions in chat transcripts. One further 

study (Sharma et al., 2013) requires specific methodological consideration: this study is itself a 

meta-analysis aggregating findings across both EI measurement approaches. Rather than using 

Sharma et al. (2013) as a resource to identify additional primary studies, which would risk double-

counting primary studies already in our dataset, we retained its reported effect sizes (4 in total: 2 

economic and 2 relational) in the overall analysis, treating it as an independent prior synthesis of 
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the EI–negotiation relationship. Because it spans both measurement approaches, Sharma et al. 

(2013) was excluded from the stream-specific (self-report vs. ability) analyses to avoid 

confounding the subgroup estimates. Accordingly, the overall analysis (k = 155) comprises the 

self-report stream (k = 134), the ability-based stream (k = 17), and these 4 effect sizes (134 + 17 + 

4 = 155). The 37 studies comprise 32 self-report studies (k = 134) and 4 ability-based studies (k = 

17), plus Sharma et al. (2013), which entered only the overall analysis (32 + 4 + 1 = 37). The 

random-effects model yielded an average Fisher's Z of 0.212 with a standard error of 0.022, which 

was statistically significant (p < .001). When back-transformed, this equates to r = 0.209 (95% CI 

[0.167, 0.250]), indicating a small but robust positive relationship between EI and negotiation 

outcomes overall. 

An examination of heterogeneity showed that effect sizes varied substantially across the 

included studies. The Q-statistic was Q(154) = 1434.91, p < .001, suggesting that variability in 

effect sizes far exceeded what would be expected by chance alone. The I² value was 88.2%, 

indicating that nearly 88% of the observed variance is attributable to true heterogeneity rather than 

sampling error. The estimated between-study variance was τ² = 0.064, further underscoring the 

high degree of variability in the dataset. These findings clearly justify the exploration of 

moderators to explain when and how EI is most strongly associated with negotiation outcomes. 

Outcome type emerged as a significant moderator of the EI-outcome relationship within the 

self-report stream (QM(df = 1) = 7.56, p = .006). Self-report EI showed a stronger association with 

relational outcomes such as trust, rapport, and communication quality (r = 0.262, 95% CI [0.202, 

0.321], k = 73) than with economic outcomes such as individual gain or joint value (r = 0.140, 

95% CI [0.076, 0.202], k = 61), confirming that EI is substantially more influential for relational 

aspects of negotiation. 

To treat self-report and ability-based measures of EI as analytically distinct rather than as a 

moderator within a single pooled analysis, we conducted separate random-effects meta-analyses 

for each measurement stream. 

The self-report stream comprised 32 studies providing 134 effect sizes. The random-effects 

model yielded a statistically significant positive association between self-report EI and negotiation 

outcomes (r = 0.208, 95% CI [0.162, 0.253], p < .001). Heterogeneity was substantial (I² = 89.0%, 

τ² = 0.066, Q(133) = 1309.47, p < .001), indicating that true effect sizes vary considerably across 

studies. Within the self-report stream, outcome type emerged as a significant moderator (QM(df = 

1) = 7.56, p = .006): self-report EI showed a stronger association with relational outcomes such as 

trust, rapport, and communication quality (r = 0.262, 95% CI [0.202, 0.321], k = 73) than with 

economic outcomes such as individual gain or joint value (r = 0.140, 95% CI [0.076, 0.202], k = 

61). 

The ability-based stream comprised four studies providing 17 effect sizes, drawing on 

performance-based instruments such as the MSCEIT and the ERA test. The random-effects model 

also yielded a statistically significant positive association (r = 0.232, 95% CI [0.101, 0.354], p = 

.001), with similarly high heterogeneity (I² = 83.8%, τ² = 0.065, Q(16) = 120.60, p < .001). Given 

that only four primary studies employed ability-based EI measures, moderator analyses within this 

stream were not conducted, as the number of studies is insufficient for reliable estimation. The 

subgroup pattern nevertheless mirrored that of the self-report stream: ability-based EI showed no 

significant association with economic outcomes (r = 0.099, 95% CI [-0.087, 0.277], k = 8), while 

the association with relational outcomes was positive and significant (r = 0.338, 95% CI [0.187, 

0.473], k = 9). 
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A formal comparison of the two streams revealed no statistically significant difference between 

self-report and ability-based EI in their overall association with negotiation outcomes (QM(df = 

1) = 0.117, p = .732). This null result must be interpreted with considerable caution: the ability-

based stream is represented by only four studies, which substantially limits statistical power to 

detect between-stream differences even if they exist. The wide confidence interval for the ability-

based estimate [0.101, 0.354] further underscores this uncertainty. Taken together, the stream-

specific analyses suggest that the type of negotiation outcome, relational versus economic, 

constitutes a more robust boundary condition than the measurement approach per se. 

With respect to the concern that the strong association between self-report EI and relational 

outcomes may partly reflect common method bias, both constructs being assessed via self-report, 

this possibility cannot be ruled out and should be acknowledged as a methodological limitation. 

Several procedural and statistical remedies are available to researchers working with self-report 

data, including temporal separation of predictor and criterion measurement, use of anonymous 

responding, statistical controls for same-source variance, and confirmatory factor analytic 

approaches to assess method effects (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Future research on EI in negotiation 

should employ multi-source or multi-method designs, such as pairing self-report EI with observer 

ratings or behavioral outcome measures, to disentangle substantive from artifactual effects in this 

subgroup. 

Visual inspection of the funnel plot did not reveal strong asymmetry, suggesting that publication 

bias is unlikely to threaten the validity of the findings. This conclusion was supported by Egger’s 

regression test, which was not statistically significant (Overall: p = .119; Self-Report stream: p = 

.075; Ability stream: p = .124). Taken together, these results provide confidence that the observed 

effect sizes are not primarily driven by selective reporting. 

In summary, the meta-analysis provides robust evidence that emotional intelligence is 

positively associated with negotiation outcomes overall (r = 0.209, 95% CI [0.167, 0.250]), but 

with substantial heterogeneity across studies (I² = 88.2%). Separating studies by measurement 

approach, self-report EI (k = 32, r = 0.208) and ability-based EI (k = 4, r = 0.232) showed 

comparable associations, with no statistically significant difference between streams (p = .732). 

Across both streams, the effect was consistently stronger for relational outcomes than for economic 

outcomes. Context further moderated the association, with dyadic settings amplifying positive 

effects. These findings underscore the importance of adopting a differentiated view of EI in 

negotiation research, recognizing that the type of outcome and the situational context shape its 

impact more robustly than the measurement approach per se. 

 

Negative Associations in the Meta-Analysis 
 

In addition to the overall positive association, several studies reported negative correlations 

between EI and negotiation outcomes. To provide a systematic overview of these findings, Table 

4 summarizes all studies that reported negative correlations between EI and negotiation outcomes. 
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Table 4 Studies Reporting Negative Associations Between EI and Negotiation Outcomes 

 

Study r / Effect EI Measure Outcome Type Context / 

Condition 

Explanation 

Foo et al. 

(2004) 

Negative MSCEIT 

(Ability) 

Economic 

(individual 

gain) 

Distributive 

negotiation 

High-EI negotiators 

created more value but 

claimed less; empathy-

based concessions 

Butt & 

Choi (2010) 

Negative Behavioral 

(emotion 

expression) 

Economic 

(distributive) 

Power-

asymmetric; 

low-power 

gratitude 

condition 

EI responsiveness 

increased concessions 

under power 

asymmetry 

Shao et al. 

(2014) 

Negative Behavioral 

(anger 

suppression) 

Economic 

(performance) 

Anger 

suppression 

condition 

Emotion regulation 

depleted attentional 

resources; poorer 

strategic performance 

Fitschen 

(2019) 

Negative Self-Report Economic 

(overall) 

Intercultural 

competition 

EI insufficient without 

complementary 

cultural intelligence 

Fulmer et 

al. (2009) 

Negative Behavioral 

(deception 

task) 

Economic + 

Reputational 

Emotional 

deception 

condition 

Misuse of EI skills 

harmed reputation and 

individual profit 

Sinaceur et 

al. (2013) 

Negative 

(conditional) 

Behavioral 

(emotion 

display) 

Economic Competitive; 

unpredictable 

emotion 

display 

Emotional 

inconsistency 

advantaged over high-

EI consistency in 

competitive settings 

 

Across the studies listed in Table 4, several consistent patterns emerged. Negative associations 

were most frequently observed in distributive or highly competitive contexts, where high-EI 

negotiators achieved lower individual gains despite often creating more integrative potential (Foo 

et al., 2004). In power-asymmetric settings, particularly when low-power negotiators expressed 

gratitude, EI-related responsiveness increased concessions and reduced distributive outcomes 

(Butt & Choi, 2010). Other findings indicated that emotion regulation efforts, such as anger 

suppression, depleted attentional resources and led to poorer performance (Shao et al., 2014). In 

intercultural competitions, EI alone was insufficient and could even undermine performance 

without complementary cultural intelligence (Fitschen, 2019). Moreover, studies on emotional 

deception showed that misusing EI skills harmed reputation and individual profit (Fulmer et al., 

2009). Taken together, these cases suggest that EI is not uniformly beneficial: under specific 

boundary conditions such as competition, power asymmetry, intercultural misfit, or emotionally 

taxing regulation demands, high EI can be correlated with lower individual economic outcomes, 

even when relational or process-related outcomes improve. 
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Discussion 
 

This study systematically examined the role of emotional intelligence (EI) in negotiation by 

combining a structured literature review with a meta-analysis, guided by a newly developed 

conceptual model. The findings are discussed below in terms of their theoretical and practical 

implications. 

The findings reveal that EI's effectiveness in negotiation is not uniform but moderated by two 

key factors: negotiation structure (dyadic vs. multiparty) and outcome type (relational vs. 

economic). Both factors are discussed in the theoretical and practical implications below. 

 

Theoretical Implications 
 

The findings contribute to the negotiation and emotional intelligence literature by providing a 

differentiated and context-sensitive understanding of EI’s role in negotiations. First, the study 

confirms that EI should not be conceptualized as a unitary, universally beneficial trait but rather 

as a dynamic and trainable set of abilities with varying effects depending on contextual factors and 

measurement approaches. This aligns with previous theoretical work suggesting that EI 

encompasses distinct components -self-awareness, self-regulation, empathy, social skills, and 

emotional reasoning- that contribute differently to negotiation processes (Goleman, 1995; Mayer 

& Salovey, 1997). 

Second, the meta-analysis empirically supports the moderating role of both context and the type 

of EI measure, highlighting that the effectiveness of EI in negotiations is contingent upon these 

conditions. Dyadic contexts strengthen the positive effects of EI, whereas group and role-play 

contexts reduce or reverse these effects. With respect to measurement approach, the present 

analysis found no statistically significant difference between self-report and ability-based EI 

streams at the overall level, though this result should be interpreted cautiously given the limited 

number of ability-based studies (k = 4). Notably, the pattern across outcome types converged 

across both streams, ability-based EI similarly showed no reliable association with economic 

outcomes while positive associations with relational outcomes were consistent, suggesting that 

outcome type is a more robust boundary condition than measurement approach per se. 

Third, while the meta-analysis confirmed small to moderate positive overall effects of EI on 

negotiation outcomes, the findings also provide evidence for negative outcomes (e.g., emotional 

manipulation, escalation) and contingent outcomes (e.g., context-dependent ambivalence, 

authenticity trade-offs). This challenges the assumption within the literature that EI primarily 

enhances performance and instead suggests the need for a more cautious and differentiated 

interpretation of EI’s instrumental value in negotiations. 

As summarized in Table 4, the subset of studies reporting negative correlations provides 

consistent evidence for boundary conditions under which EI may undermine negotiation 

performance. Specifically, negative effects tend to occur in distributive or competitive bargaining 

situations, under power asymmetry, or when negotiators face intercultural or emotionally taxing 

conditions such as anger suppression. These findings highlight that EI can produce 

counterproductive outcomes when empathy, regulation, or sensitivity to emotional cues outweigh 

assertive, goal-oriented behavior. 

Beyond identifying contextual moderators, these findings also illuminate the mechanisms 

underlying EI’s dual impact on negotiation outcomes. High EI facilitates value creation by 
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enhancing empathy, perspective-taking, and information exchange, yet it can impede value 

claiming when negotiators become overly accommodating or emotionally reactive to counterpart 

cues. In competitive contexts, emotional attunement may heighten concession tendencies, whereas 

excessive emotion regulation can drain cognitive resources and reduce strategic focus. Together, 

these mechanisms explain why EI functions as both an asset and a potential liability depending on 

the negotiation phase and situational demands. 

Regarding the development of EI and its implications for negotiation training, research 

consistently demonstrates that EI can be developed through targeted mechanisms, including 

feedback on emotional behavior, reflective practices such as journaling, and structured training or 

coaching interventions utilizing simulations and emotion-focused learning (Reilly, 2005; Schutte 

et al., 2013; Katz & Sosa, 2015). While promising, empirical studies directly examining the impact 

of EI training on negotiation outcomes remain scarce, highlighting a need for further controlled 

research in this area. However, the potential to enhance negotiators’ emotional regulation, 

perspective-taking, and self-awareness through training is supported across organizational 

psychology and negotiation studies, indicating pathways for building EI capacity relevant to 

negotiation contexts. 

 

Practical Implications 
 

The results offer several practical implications for negotiation practitioners, trainers, and 

organizations. EI can be a valuable asset for negotiators, particularly in fostering trust, rapport, 

and effective communication in dyadic negotiations. Training focusing on developing EI-related 

skills, such as emotional regulation, empathy, and perspective-taking, may enhance negotiators’ 

effectiveness, especially in collaborative or integrative negotiation contexts. However, 

practitioners should be cautious about over-relying on EI as a universal tool for negotiation 

outcomes, particularly in competitive or multiparty negotiation settings where high levels of 

empathy might lead to unnecessary concessions or where the expression of emotions could be 

strategically manipulated. Organizations considering EI training programs should view them as 

complementary tools that can improve relational aspects of negotiation while recognizing their 

limitations concerning economic negotiation outcomes. 

 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
 

Several limitations should be acknowledged when interpreting these findings. The meta-

analysis is based on a diverse set of studies using different measurement instruments for EI, 

including performance-based tests, self-report scales, and behavioral proxies, leading to potential 

inconsistencies in how EI is operationalized across studies. In particular, the strong association 

between self-report EI and relational outcomes may partly reflect common method bias, as both 

constructs are typically assessed via self-report in the same study; future research employing multi-

source designs would help disentangle substantive from artifactual effects. Podsakoff et al. (2003) 

provide a comprehensive overview of procedural and statistical remedies that future studies could 

apply to mitigate common method bias in self-report research on EI and negotiation outcomes. 

Additionally, many studies rely on student samples, which may limit the generalizability of the 

findings to professional negotiation contexts. The heterogeneity in negotiation settings, outcome 

measures, and study designs further complicates direct comparisons and the interpretation of effect 

sizes. Moreover, the aggregation of multiple EI dimensions into composite scores, as commonly 



 

 
Emotional Intelligence in Negotiation: A Systematic Overview and Meta Analysis 

Smolinski & Streer 

employed in these studies, may mask the differential relevance of specific emotional competencies 

for negotiation outcomes, leading to an underestimation or overestimation of their unique effects. 

Furthermore, as most primary studies relied on aggregated overall EI scores, compensatory effects 

among EI facets (e.g., self-awareness offsetting low emotion regulation) may have masked 

differential relationships between specific EI components and negotiation outcomes. 

A particularly important limitation concerns the failure of most primary studies to account for 

dyadic interdependence in negotiation settings. Because negotiation outcomes are jointly produced 

by two parties, the performance of one negotiator is inherently linked to that of their counterpart. 

This means that EI may matter more for one partner than for the other, and that interaction effects 

are possible – for example, a high-EI negotiator may perform differently depending on whether 

their counterpart also has high or low EI. Furthermore, treating each negotiator’s outcome as an 

independent observation, as most studies do, violates standard independence assumptions and may 

inflate effect size estimates. Future research should employ appropriate analytical techniques for 

dyadic data, such as the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM; Kenny et al., 2006), to 

more accurately capture the relational dynamics through which EI influences negotiation processes 

and outcomes. 

Future research should aim to standardize EI measurement in negotiation studies and explore 

the differential impact of trait versus ability EI on negotiation outcomes. Randomized controlled 

trials examining the effects of EI training interventions on negotiation performance would provide 

valuable insights into the practical utility of EI development programs. Furthermore, research 

should investigate the role of other potential moderators, such as cultural norms, personality traits, 

and power dynamics, to build a more comprehensive understanding of the boundary conditions 

under which EI contributes to negotiation outcomes. Finally, examining the trade-offs between 

relational and economic outcomes in negotiations involving high-EI negotiators could yield 

important insights for theory and practice. 

 

Conclusion 
 

This study advances the understanding of emotional intelligence (EI) in negotiation by 

synthesizing the fragmented literature through a structured review and systematically evaluating 

the empirical evidence via a meta-analysis. The findings demonstrate a small but robust overall 

positive association between EI and negotiation outcomes. Within the self-report stream, EI 

showed a consistently stronger effect on relational outcomes than on economic outcomes, a 

difference that was statistically significant. Ability-based EI mirrored this pattern across both 

measurement streams. These results confirm that EI is substantially more influential in shaping 

relationship-oriented aspects of negotiation than in producing direct economic gains, and that 

outcome type – rather than measurement approach – is the more robust boundary condition. 

This research demonstrates that EI is a robust predictor of positive relational outcomes in 

negotiation, but its influence on economic outcomes is small and bounded by context and 

measurement. These insights provide a realistic and evidence-based framework for scholars and 

practitioners aiming to understand and leverage EI in negotiation settings, encouraging a more 

differentiated and context-sensitive approach to the study and application of EI in negotiations. 
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Neale, M. A.; 
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as a Function of Social Power 

X X Economic 0.29 Self-

Report 
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Report 
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Report 

- 0.604 
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X       

49 Ahmad, A. H.; 
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2021 How do Emotions Influence 
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X       

50 Sinaceur, M.; 

Neale, M. A.; 

Van Kleef, G. A.; 

Adam, H.; Haag, 

C. 

2011 Hot or Cold: Is Communicating 

Anger or Threats More Effective in 
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X X Economic 0.253 Self-

Report 
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51 Gaspar, J. P.; 
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Schweitzer, M. 
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of Lying in Negotiations 

X       

52 Manna, D. R.; 

Smith, A. D. 

2004 Exploring the Need for Emotional 

Intelligence and Awareness 

Among Sales Representatives 

X       

53 Singh, P. 2018 Evaluating Effectiveness of 

Emotional Intelligence in 

Negotiations 

X       

54*** Artinger, S.; 

Vulkan, N.; 

Shem-Tov, Y. 

2014 Entrepreneurs’ Negotiation 

Behavior 

X X Excluded - Excluded - - 

55 Manoraj, V. 2018 Empathy – The Key to Developing 

Effective Negotiators 

X       

56 Druckman, D.; 

Olekalns, M. 

2007 Emotions in Negotiation X       

57 Mulu, F.; 

Chungo, D. 

2023 Emotions in Negotiation and 

Mediation: Strategies for 

Managing Emotional Dynamics 

X       

58 Prassa, K.; 

Perzikianidis, 

Ch.; Lekka, D.; 

Avgoustaki, A.; 

Stalikas, A. 

2024 Emotions in Negotiation – A Boon 

or a Bane? 
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Report 
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59 Miners, C. T. H.; 

Rees, L. 

2022 Emotional Intelligence in 
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X       

60 Gurieva, S.; 

Kuznetsova, I.; 

Yumkina, E. 

2018 Emotional Intelligence and Styles 

of Behavior in Business 

Communication of Middle 

Managers 

X X Relational 0.215 Self-

Report 
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61 Foo, M. D.; 

Elfenbein, H. A.; 

Tan, H. H.; Aik, 

V. C. 

2004 Emotional Intelligence and 

Negotiation: The Tension Between 

Creating and Claiming Value 

X X Both 0.025 Ability -0.115 0.165 

62 Craver, C. B. 2013 Emotional Intelligence and 

Negotiation Performance 

X X Economic 0.167 Self-

Report 
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63 Kim, K.; Cundiff, 

N. L.; Choi, S. B. 

2014 Emotional Intelligence and 

Negotiation Outcomes: Mediating 

Effects of Rapport, Negotiation 

Strategy, and Judgment Accuracy 

X X Relational 0.243 Self-

Report 

- 0.243 

64 O’Rourke, C. 2018 Emotional Intelligence and its links 

to the Negotiating Skills of 
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