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Abstract

The present study examines three widely-held, but previously untested,
assumptions about negotiation: (1) negotiation is a daily activity, (2)
negotiation is associated with unpleasantness, and yet (3) negotiation is
associated with better well-being. Leveraging an app-based experience-
sampling methodology, we found that 33.55% of daily interactions involve
negotiation, and that these episodes are often associated with a short-term dip
in pleasantness. However, frequent negotiators reported higher overall well-
being, suggesting an association between negotiation frequency and longer-
term well-being. The most common negotiation activities involved “reaching

an agreement” and “making a joint decision”, while formal “bargaining” was
less common. Negotiation behaviors were more prevalent in professional
interactions (54% of interactions with coworkers involve negotiation) than in
personal relationships (about 30% of interactions with close social partners like
family and friends involve negotiation). Additionally, our data revealed no
significant gender or age differences in negotiation frequency, challenging
traditional stereotypes.
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“One thing that business scholars and business people are in complete agreement on is that
everyone negotiates nearly every day.”
(Thompson, 2015)

“Like it or not, you are a negotiator. Negotiation is a fact of life. (...) Everyone negotiates
something every day.”
(Fisher et al., 2011)
“People negotiate all the time.”
(Lewicki et al., 2020)

As these quotes illustrate, canonical negotiation papers in management, psychology, law,
economics, political science, and other fields assert that negotiation is an integral, often dreaded,
yet crucial aspect of human interactions (see Supplemental Materials, Note 1, Table S1 for a
sample list). Negotiation scholars thus portray negotiations as a frequent activity that permeates
people’s social lives. But while negotiation journal articles and textbooks highlight the ubiquity
and importance of negotiation, its prevalence and its associations with momentary emotions and
overall well-being in everyday life remain largely unknown. How often do people try to shape
agreements, convince others to think or act a certain way, navigate conflict, or bargain in daily
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life? How do people feel when they negotiate? And how is negotiation frequency associated with
their overall well-being? The present study examines three widely-held assumptions about
negotiation that - as far as we know - have not yet been tested outside the confines of a laboratory:
(1) negotiation is a daily activity, (2) negotiation is generally unpleasant, and yet (3) negotiation
is associated with better long-term well-being. We use an app-based experience-sampling
methodology (MindSampler: www.mindsampler.com and see Supplemental Materials, Note 2 for
more details), where participants log and rate their negotiations and affective states as they occur
in real time. This provides the first comprehensive examination of negotiation in everyday life and
its implications for both short-term pleasantness and longer-term well-being.

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

Untested Assumption #1: “We Negotiate Every Day”

Negotiations, defined as social interactions aimed at reaching an agreement that improves the
status quo (Carnevale & Pruitt, 1992), are distinct from other interactions. Negotiations are goal-
driven interactions (Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001) with diverging interests (Pruitt, 1998), that
require strategic communication to achieve these goals (e.g., Bowles & Babcock, 2013; Lee &
Ames, 2017; Schaerer et al., 2020; Trotschel et al., 2015). Just as conversations may serve a variety
of objectives, such as creating mutual understanding, cultivating a positive impression, or merely
providing entertainment (Yeomans et al., 2022), negotiations too can serve a spectrum of
objectives that span from persuasion to navigating conflict. Existing scholarship, however, lacks a
comprehensive taxonomy of the different types of interactions that fall under the negotiation
umbrella. We propose eight non-mutually exclusive types that capture recurring forms of
negotiation processes across everyday interpersonal interactions.

We identified these processes using two complementary approaches. First, we conducted an
interpretive qualitative review of research in leading negotiation journals to identify recurring
themes that fall under the negotiation umbrella. The goal was to ensure that each proposed process
reflects a distinguishable emphasis in the literature, even if processes overlap in practice. Second,
we used a bottom-up, data-driven approach to assess whether these processes are reflected in how
negotiation is described outside academic work by analyzing negotiation books.

Specifically, we compiled a corpus of 475 English-language negotiation books (titles and
descriptions). We embedded book titles and descriptions using BERTopic (Grootendorst, 2022)
and then assessed whether each process was represented in the corpus using semantic similarity.
Each process was operationalized as a prototype vector by averaging embeddings across multiple
paraphrases of its definition. We computed cosine similarity between each book embedding and
each process prototype. All eight processes showed meaningful representation in the corpus (see
Table S2 for examples of books that were the best match for each process). Several processes
showed broad coverage, including Reach an agreement (216 books), Bargain over something (201
books), and Act as a mediator (183 books). More specific processes also showed meaningful
coverage, including Make a joint decision (58 books), Convince someone to see things my way
(35 books), and Convince someone to do something (10 books). Overall, 274 of the 472 books
with usable descriptions (58%) exceeded a cosine similarity of 0.50 for at least one process,
suggesting that a majority of the corpus emphasizes content aligned with one or more processes of
the proposed framework. The remaining books were primarily context-specific (e.g., real estate,
salary negotiation, parenting, or geopolitical negotiations): they involve negotiation but are
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Table 1 Negotiation Processes

Processes Descriptions Example Example Books

Studies
1. Reach an Concluding a negotiation Fisher et al. Getting to Yes (Fisher et al.,
agreement by settling on a defined  (2011), Raiffa ~ 2011); The Art of Negotiation

2. Resolve an
issue in a way
that's acceptable
for all

3. Convince
someone to do
something

4. Convince
someone to see
things my way

5. Navigate a
conflict

6. Make a joint
decision that
considers others'
preferences

7. Bargain over
something

8. Actasa
mediator

set of terms accepted by
all parties.

Addressing underlying
problems so each party's
core needs are met.

Influencing another party
to take a specific action
they would not have
chosen on their own.

Shaping how another
party interprets or
understands the situation.

Managing emotional
tension and disagreement
so interaction remains
workable.

Reaching a shared
decision by integrating
preferences across
multiple parties.

Exchanging offers and
concessions to allocate
resources or determine
terms.

Facilitating
communication between
disputing parties as a
neutral third party.

(1985)

Pruitt &
Carnevale
(1993),
McKersie et al.
(1965)

Cialdini (2001),
Petty &
Cacioppo
(1986)

Hovland et al.
(1953), Chaiken
(1980)

Deutsch (1973),
Thomas (1992)

Bazerman et al.
(2000), Lax &
Sebenius (1986)

Nash (1950),
Rubinstein
(1982)

Moore (2014),
Bercovitch &
Jackson (2009)

(Wheeler, 2013)

Solving Tough Problems
(Kahane, 2004); Negotiating
Outcomes: Expert Solutions to
Everyday Challenges (Corman
& Aaron, 2011)

Pre-Suasion (Cialdini, 2016);
The Art of Persuasion:

Winning Without Intimidation
(Burg, 2011)

Persuasion: Convincing Others
When Facts Don't Seem to
Matter (Carter, 2019), Instant
Persuasion (Puhn, 2005)

Conflict Resolution Playbook
(Pollack, 2014); Finding
Confidence in Conflict
(Christian, 2019)

Voting and Collective
Decision-Making (Laruelle &
Valenciano, 2008); Getting It
Done: How to Lead When
You're Not in Charge (Fisher &
Sharp, 1998)

Give and Take (Karrass, 1993);
Bargaining for Advantage
(Shell, 2018)

Peace Skills: Manual for
Community Mediators (Wilmot
& Hocker, 2011); The
Mediator's Handbook (Beer &
Packard, 2012)
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organized around setting rather than negotiation process (see Supplemental Materials, Note 3 for
details of corpus construction, analytic steps, and results, as well as the Supplemental Excel and
Python files for data and code).

Together, the qualitative review of scholarly work and the book-corpus semantic analysis
suggest that these eight processes capture meaningful distinctions within the negotiation space.
They are not intended to be exhaustive or mutually exclusive. Instead, they provide a compact set
of broad, recurring, and non-redundant negotiation processes suited to measurement in mobile-
based experience sampling designs.

While current scientific and popular negotiation works span a wide range of processes, research
on the prevalence of negotiation behavior has primarily focused on factors influencing individuals'
propensity to initiate negotiations in laboratory or vignette studies. For instance, researchers have
examined the impact of emotions (Kapoutsis et al., 2017; Kong et al., 2011), social incentives
(Bowles et al., 2007), power dynamics and legitimacy (Lammers et al., 2008; Magee et al., 2007),
and skills (Volkema et al., 2013) on the tendency to initiate a negotiation. Individual differences
such as personality traits (Elfenbein, 2015; Sharma et al., 2018), risk aversion (Marks & Harold,
2011), attitudes toward bargaining (Lee, 2000), and cultural differences (Lee, 2000; Volkema &
Fleck, 2012) have also been linked to people’s self-reported propensity to negotiate.

Very few studies provide insights into the prevalence of negotiation in real life, and existing
research focuses on highly specific situations, such as job offers and home, car, or souvenir
purchases (Schweinsberg et al., 2022). We conducted a search for “daily negotiations”, and found
no studies on this. For instance, two studies have examined the propensity of recent college
graduates to negotiate their job offers and found that negotiation was relatively frequent (20% to
25% of participants negotiated) with situational factors such as the attractiveness of initial offers,
the number of available alternatives, and prior work experience affecting negotiation initiation
(Gerhart & Rynes, 1991; O'Shea & Bush, 2002). Likewise, analyses of residential property
transactions in England show that negotiation is common: two-thirds of potential buyers who have
their first offer turned down continue negotiating with the seller (Merlo & Ortalo-Magne, 2004).
Among car buyers, between 70% of US buyers (Rechtin, 2016) and 29% of UK buyers (Mazuru,
2023) attempt to negotiate better prices for their cars. Finally, 71% of tourists seem to negotiate
(Kozak et al., 2017). In another study (Solon, 2013), 19 out of 20 tourists (95%) negotiated after
learning information about prices.

While these studies suggest that negotiation behavior—especially bargaining—is commonplace
in clearly-defined contexts, the extent to which people negotiate every day and which negotiation
processes are more prevalent remains unknown. When we searched the literature for time-tracking
studies as empirical evidence of negotiation prevalence, we could only identify four studies (Table
2). In addition, these studies are not overly informative because they focus on a selective subset of
the population (managers), are based on retrospective self-reports, and might be considered dated.
The estimates for how much managers negotiate in these studies range from 15% (Steinitz, 2017)
to about 25% (Files, 1981; Haas et al., 1969) of their working time. Observational studies
(Mintzberg, 1973; Kurke & Aldrich, 1983) characterize negotiation as one of the most common
managerial activities but have been criticized for small sample size (Mintzberg 1973 is based on
five executives), lack of rigor, and contrasting findings when different operationalizations are used
(Luthans, 1986). Thus, it seems that we currently do not know how frequently people negotiate or
what people actually do when they negotiate. By exploring the frequency and processes of
negotiation that individuals experience daily, we present a more realistic perspective on the
negotiation landscape.

Daily Negotiation and Its Effects on Short-term Pleasantness and Longer-term Well-being




Sun, Schweinsberg, Di Stasi & Quoidbach

Table 2 Negotiation Prevalence Across Studies

Publication Sample Negotiation prevalence

Steinitz (2017) 2,200 CFOs CFOs spend 15% of their time negotiating

Thomas & Schmidt 258 managers managers spend 20% of their time negotiating

(1976)

Files (1981) 103 human service  report spending 26% of time negotiating, second
managers only to planning (39%)

Haas et al. (1969) 355 bank officers report spending 24% of their time negotiating,
first before supervising (21%)

Untested Assumption #2: “Negotiation is Associated with Unpleasantness”

Negotiation is commonly portrayed as a dreaded, unpleasant emotional experience for most
people. And there is indeed indirect evidence to suggest that engaging in negotiation is associated
with short-term affective costs. Negotiation, by its nature, sometimes involves actual conflict and
confrontation, which can elicit discomfort, anger, and anxiety in the short term (see Lindner, 2006
for review). It also often involves perceived conflict. People often view negotiations as zero-sum,
seeing one party’s gains as offset by other parties’ losses (Bazerman & Neale, 1983; Johnson et
al., 2022; Rézycka-Tran et al., 2015), and the more they hold these zero-sum beliefs, the more
individuals worry that negotiations lead to conflictual interactions (Davidai et al., 2022) and
harmful outcomes (Hart et al., 2024). These negative emotions can make the act of negotiating
momentarily unpleasant for individuals. In fact, anticipating negative emotions during the
negotiation process leads people to avoid negotiating (Kong et al., 2011; Dungan & Epley, 2024),
and feeling nervous increases the likelihood that people will exit a negotiation soon after it starts
(Brooks & Schweitzer, 2011).

People also dread the prospect of asking. Individuals often worry about imposing on others,
appearing overly aggressive, revealing their own shortcomings, and the possibility of rejection
(DePaulo & Fisher, 1980; Milgram & Sabini, 1978). Common misperceptions exacerbate this fear:
individuals tend to underestimate the positive regard their negotiation counterparts may have for
them (Ames & Wazlawek, 2014) and overestimate the inconvenience they impose on others when
making requests (Bohns & Flynn, 2010; Bohns, 2016; Zhao & Epley, 2022).

Despite the indirect evidence suggesting a general dislike of negotiation, there is a striking lack
of direct empirical evidence examining this notion that negotiation is associated with
unpleasantness in everyday life. Much of the existing research has been conducted in controlled
laboratory settings (Jang et al., 2018), where participants negotiate with strangers. Therefore,
whether the statement "most people dislike negotiating" holds true beyond the confines of a
laboratory remains an open question.
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Untested Assumption #3: “Negotiating Links to Better Well-being”

While negotiation may carry short-term affective costs, individuals who negotiate may reap
long-term benefits that make them better off.

One key reason for this could be that negotiation can improve social relationships (Delatorre &
Wagner, 2019; Kurdek, 1995). The quantity and quality of social relationships are presumably the
most important contributors to happiness under people’s control (Quoidbach et al., 2019). As
individuals negotiate more frequently, they become more adept at handling conflict, understanding
others' perspectives, and finding mutually satisfactory solutions (Cross, 1977; Thompson, 1990).
These skills, honed through repeated practice, could be associated with healthier and more
satisfying relationships. Providing indirect evidence for the idea that negotiation links to better
well-being, studies indicate that passive responses to interpersonal conflicts, such as avoidance,
can increase stress and strain, and even exacerbate depressive symptoms (Dijkstra et al., 2009;
Pettit & Joiner, 2006; Marchand & Hock, 2000). Frequent negotiators who proactively resolve
conflict, are potentially less prone to these negative emotional outcomes and may enjoy more
satisfying social interactions and higher well-being.

Negotiations might also enhance self-esteem and self-efficacy. Each successful negotiation
serves as a testament to an individual's capability to advocate for themselves and navigate complex
situations. This self-efficacy is not merely a transient feeling but can have a lasting impact: Curhan
et al. (2009) found that individuals' self-perceptions during job offer negotiations significantly
predicted their job satisfaction, compensation satisfaction, and turnover intentions one year after
the negotiations had concluded. The confidence derived from successful negotiations could be
related to increased self-esteem, which in turn could boost people’s happiness and buffer against
depression (Baumeister et al., 2003; Cheng & Furnham, 2003). Conversely, in the long run,
habitually avoiding negotiations could be associated with feelings of helplessness, stagnation, and
even depression as individuals fail to address conflicts and have their needs unmet (e.g., Abramson
et al., 1989; Hayes et al., 1996; Kashdan et al., 2008).

Lastly, frequent negotiation can be associated with important life outcomes. Frequent
negotiators are more likely to advocate for better salaries, secure promotions, and steer their career
paths in alignment with their personal aspirations. Such control over one's life circumstances, along
with the tangible benefits that negotiation can yield (Babcock & Laschever, 2003), can be
positively related to a sense of fulfillment and pleasantness.

The connections between negotiation, better social relationships, self-esteem, and improved life
outcomes make a persuasive argument for the idea that individuals who negotiate more frequently
may link to better well-being. However, this hypothesis has not yet been tested.

Present Study

This study seeks to enrich our understanding of negotiation in everyday life. We leverage an
experience-sampling design to overcome traditional constraints, such as social desirability and
recall biases (Fisher & To, 2012), and explore the frequency and emotional impacts of negotiations
across different contexts.

Furthermore, our study explores how basic demographic differences play out in everyday
situations. One of the most debated individual differences in negotiation research is gender
(Babcock et al., 2006; Small et al., 2007; Kugler et al., 2018), giving rise to the notion that "women
don't ask" (Babcock & Laschever, 2003). Some studies find evidence that men initiate salary
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(Babcock et al., 2006; Bowles et al., 2007), promotion (Crothers et al, 2010), or car price
negotiations (Chandra et al., 2017) more than women, particularly when the opportunity isn't
explicitly presented (Leibbrandt & List, 2015). Yet, recent studies challenge this view (Sdve-
Soderbergh, 2019), and Kray et al. (2024) report a reversal of this effect in salary negotiations.
Age is another factor; older adults might prefer waiting out conflicts, while younger people tend
to address them actively (Davis et al., 2009). This difference extends to situations like car
purchases, where older buyers pay more (Chandra et al., 2017). Our work explores these dynamics
in daily life, beyond the controlled settings of previous studies.

Method

Participants

A total of 350 participants were recruited via the Prolific online platform. Inclusion criteria
required participants to be at least 18 years old, from the U.K. or U.S., and possess a smartphone
compatible with MindSampler (https://www.mindsampler.com), an experience-sampling app for
10S and Android. Participants provided informed consent and received a £1 compensation for
installing the app and completing an initial sign-up survey (demographics and well-being).
Participants were then paid £0.15 per experience-sampling survey completed over the next seven
days (paid as a single bonus at the end of the study). Additionally, a bonus of £10 was awarded to
the three participants with the most surveys completed, with a random draw in case of a tie. The
final sample comprised 302 participants who completed at least one experience-sampling survey
(105 females, 194 males, 3 other/prefer not to say), with a mean age of 25.1 years (SD = 11.4). On
average, participants completed 17.5 (SD = 15.1) experience-sampling surveys (Nsurveys = 5286).

Procedure

Participants downloaded the MindSampler app which sent push notifications to their
smartphones at random times throughout the day. Each notification opened a brief Qualtrics
questionnaire displayed seamlessly within the app. Participants were required to complete these
questionnaires within 15 minutes of receiving the notification to ensure the accuracy and relevance
of their responses (Myin-Germeys & Kuppens, 2021). As preregistered, questionnaires completed
after 15 minutes of receiving notifications did not count toward participants’ compensation and
were not included in the analysis. Participants could set their preferred number of daily
notifications (from 1 to 12) and time window in the app. The default was 3 notifications a day,
each day of the week from 8 AM to 10 PM.

Measures

Long-term Well-being. We assessed participants' overall well-being at initial sign-up, using
the World Health Organization Well-Being Index (WHO-5; Topp et al., 2015) and the Patient
Health Questionnaire-9 (PHQ-9; Kroenke et al., 2001). The WHO-5 is a brief scale that evaluates
how often participants experience indicators of subjective well-being, including positive mood,
vitality, and general interest, using five questions, scored from 0 (at no time) to 5 (all of the time).
The PHQ-9 quantifies depressive symptom severity through nine items reflecting DSM-IV criteria,
scored from 0 (not at all) to 3 (nearly every day), with higher scores denoting more severe
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symptoms. Both scales were measured at the start of the study to reduce focalism effects (i.e.,
broad life evaluations being disproportionately influenced by immediately preceding questions
about momentary states or salient experiences; Schwarz & Strack, 1999). We treat these measures
as relatively trait-like over the study window.

Short-term Pleasantness. Participants began each survey by rating their current level of affect
on a two-dimensional 5-point graphic slider measuring valence and arousal (see Figure 1a). As
pre-registered, the present study focuses on pleasantness (i.e., the valence dimension).

Current Activity. Next, participants picked what best described their main activity before
answering the survey using three mutually exclusive categories: work, maintenance, and leisure
(see Figure 1b). Various classification systems for human activity have been developed by research
bodies and governments worldwide, reflecting regional and cultural specificities (e.g., American
Time Use Survey; Harmonised European Time Use Surveys). We chose these three fundamental
categories because participants understand them easily, because they consistently emerge across
systems, and because they align with classical economic and sociological theories of time
allocation (Becker, 1965; Bianchi et al., 2000; Aguiar & Hurst, 2007). Work refers to professional
or income-generating activities. Maintenance refers to tasks necessary for the sustenance of daily
life and households, including self-care and childcare. Leisure refers to discretionary activities
performed for enjoyment, relaxation, or personal enrichment. These categories were illustrated
with pictograms.

Recent Social Interactions. Participants then reported the time elapsed since their last
interaction with someone using one of six response options: “now,” “less than 15 min ago,” “less
than 30 min ago,” “less than 1 hour ago,” “less than 2 hours ago,” “over 2 hours ago.” If
participants reported an interaction within the last two hours, they further rated how close they felt
to the person or people involved on a 4-point scale, ranging from 1 (not close at all) to 4 (very
close), and were asked to select the main social category they belonged to from nine non-mutually
exclusive options: parent, partner, kid, coworker, stranger, acquaintance, friend, relative, and other
(see Figure Ic).

Participants in experience-sampling studies are often asked whether they are currently engaged
in an activity (e.g., Quoidbach et al., 2019). Instead, we asked participants about the time elapsed
since their last interaction because we were concerned that participants might not respond to
notifications while in the midst of intense negotiations. By asking about the time since the last
interaction, we aim to mitigate potential response bias and estimate the frequency and pattern of
negotiations in everyday life more accurately. Furthermore, using a two-hour maximum time
window allows us to strike a balance between capturing more interactions and accurate information
reporting (Ellison et al., 2020; Radvansky et al., 2022).

Negotiation Processes. Finally, participants evaluated whether any of the following eight
processes applied to their last reported interaction: (1) reach an agreement, (2) resolve an issue in
a way that's acceptable for all, (3) convince someone to do something, (4) convince someone to
see things my way, (5) navigate a conflict, (6) make a joint decision that considers others'
preferences, (7) bargain over something, and (8) act as a mediator. Participants could select
multiple processes if applicable (see Figure 1d). To avoid potential variation in interpretation, we
did not use the term "negotiation" with participants. Instead, we assessed the eight specific
negotiation processes.
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Pre-registered Analyses and Exclusion Rules

We note two deviations from our pre-registration.! First, we initially aimed to recruit 200
participants on Prolific and 50 MBA students. However, we did not manage to recruit MBA
students as planned. Therefore, we recruited additional participants on Prolific (total N =302) and
did not explore the differences between the two populations outlined in the secondary analyses
section of our pre-registration. Second, we preregistered multilevel logistic regression with random
intercepts for participants (moments nested within participants) to estimate the frequency of each
negotiation behavior. Our preregistered plan was to convert the fixed intercept to a probability, p
= exp(Po) / (1 + exp(Po)). However, in a logistic random-intercept model this is a conditional
(subject-specific) probability for a participant with u = 0, not the population-average prevalence.
Because our data showed substantial between-person heterogeneity (ICCs up to .46) and low base
rates for most specific behaviors, the conditional probability can be noticeably smaller than the
population-average prevalence (Hedeker, 2008; Zeger et al., 1988). In practice, this produced an
impossible pattern: the sum of the estimated frequencies of the specific behaviors was lower than
the estimated frequency of reporting any negotiation behavior, even though “any negotiation” is a
composite of the specific behaviors. To address this, we computed marginal probabilities using
Monte Carlo simulation, integrating over the distribution of random effects (see hereafter). We
report these estimates in the main manuscript; the original pre-registered estimates are available in
the Supplemental Materials (25.75% for any negotiation behavior; see Note 4 and Figure S1 for
the full breakdown).

Frequency of Negotiation in Everyday Life. To estimate the population-level frequency of
negotiation in everyday life, we analyzed all reported social interactions (Ninseracrions = 4384). We
fitted multilevel logistic regression models using the /me4 package for R (Bates et al., 2015) with
a random intercept of participants to accommodate varying numbers of observations provided by

U All our data, code, and pre-registration can be found at
https://researchbox.org/1428&PEER _REVIEW passcode=FQRQEU.
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each participant. We ran one overall model predicting the probability that a social interaction
includes any negotiation process and eight specific models for each process, respectively. We
computed marginal (population-average) probabilities using Monte Carlo simulation, integrating
over the distribution of random effects (10,000 draws). This approach yields estimates consistent
with observed frequencies while accounting for the nested data structure. Note that since
participants could endorse more than one process within the same interaction, the total across
specific negotiation processes exceeds the prevalence of “any negotiation.”

Co-occurrence of the Negotiation Processes. To examine how negotiation processes related
to one another at the moment level, we estimated a partial within-person correlation network, a
contemporary approach for modeling co-occurrence in experience sampling data with a nested
structure (Epskamp & Fried, 2018). Initially, each negotiation behavior was person-mean centered
by subtracting individual participants' mean levels from their momentary observations. This
procedure effectively removes between-person variance, allowing the resulting network to reflect
within-person associations across interactions, rather than stable individual differences (Bolger &
Laurenceau, 2013). Subsequently, partial correlations among the person-mean—centered variables
were computed using the pcor function in R (Kim, 2015). To mitigate spurious associations arising
from sampling variability, Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator (LASSO)
regularization was applied using the EBICglasso algorithm. This method optimally selects the
regularization parameter (A) via the Extended Bayesian Information Criterion (EBIC), shrinking
weak or unreliable edges to zero. The EBIC tuning parameter y was set to .75, resulting in a
conservative and sparse network.

Negotiation and Short-term Pleasantness. To evaluate the relationship between negotiation
and short-term changes in pleasantness, we followed procedures outlined by Taquet and colleagues
(2016). We first created lagged pairs of observations (¢-/ and ¢) for each participant, focusing on
pairs of observations during which the participant reported involvement in social interaction
between the two measurement times (#-/ < interaction < ¢). Imagine, for instance, a participant who
completed four questionnaires. On the first questionnaire (10:00 AM), she reports interacting now.
On the second questionnaire (2:00 PM), she reports having interacted less than an hour ago. On
the third questionnaire (3:30 PM), she reports having interacted over 2 hours ago. Finally, on the
fourth questionnaire (6:00 PM), she reports having interacted less than 30 min ago. In this case,
we would create a first pair of observations for this participant in which Questionnaire 1 (10:00
AM) is labeled #-7/ and Questionnaire 2 (2:00 PM) is labeled ¢, since an interaction happened in
between (around 1:30 PM). We would not create a pair of observations between Questionnaires 2
and 3 since an interaction did not occur between the two measurement points. We would, however,
create a second pair of observations for this participant in which Questionnaire 3 (3:30 PM) is
labeled #-/ and Questionnaire 4 (6:00 PM) is labeled ¢, since an interaction happened in between
(around 5:45 PM).

Next, we computed the mean difference in past and current pleasantness (AH = Ht - Ht-1) for
each pair of observations and used these change scores as our dependent variable in multilevel
regression. Our main predictor was whether participants reported any negotiation processes during
the interaction (0 = no; 1 = yes), and our control variables included the time of day, categorized
into twelve 2-hour periods (ranging from 0:00:00 AM-1:59:59 AM to 10:00:00 PM-11:59:59
PM), the day of the week (distinguishing between weekdays and weekends), the social categories
of people involved in the interaction (one dummy variable of each of the nine categories), the
current activity reported by the participant, and latency effects. The latter accounts for the fact that
interactions can span multiple measurement points and controls for the social interaction (nine
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dummy social category variables) and negotiation participants may have been involved in at the
previous time point (¢-7). Our model included a random intercept of participants to account for the
nested structure of the data, with participants each providing multiple pairs of observations. The
dependent variable— change in mood— is scaled in the regression model. Additional control
variables are included in the model and can be found in Table 3.

Negotiation and Longer-term Well-Being. To evaluate the relationship between negotiation
and longer-term well-being, we computed the average frequency of negotiation for each participant
across their reported social interactions. We then used this metric to separately predict well-being
and depression on the WHO-5 (5-point Likert scale, mean = 2.78, SD = 1.04) and PHQ-9 (4-point
Likert scale, mean = 0.68, SD = 0.60) scales, respectively. Neither of these two scales has reverse-
coded items, and they have coefficient omega totals of .92 and .92, respectively. All analyses were
conducted using standardized (scaled) scores. To ensure that obvious individual differences do not
confound the relationship between one’s propensity to negotiate and well-being, we control for
age, gender, the average frequency of interactions across different partner categories (Parent,
Partner, Kid, Coworker, Stranger, Acquaintance, Friend, Relative, Other), the average closeness
ratings attributed to these interactions, and the average frequency of daily activities (maintenance,
work, and leisure). Additionally, to ensure the integrity of our measures of well-being, we excluded
participants who omitted more than one item on the WHO-5 and PHQ-9 scales. All control
variables and exclusion criteria were preregistered.

Results
Frequency of Negotiation in Everyday Life

Our analyses revealed that 33.55%, (95% CI [29.53, 36.48]) of all reported social interactions
involved at least one process of negotiation. The frequency of each negotiation process is depicted
in Figure 2. There were no significant gender (b =-0.425,z=-1.723, p = .085) and age (b = 0.002,
z =154, p = .88) differences in the prevalence of negotiation (see Supplemental Materials, Note
5, Table S3 and Figure S2 for a detailed breakdown).

Within each interaction type, negotiations occur most frequently among conversations with
coworkers. About 54% of interactions with coworkers involve negotiation, followed by relatives
(31%), friends (31%), romantic partners (29%), parents (28%). As an exploratory analysis, we
used a multi-indicator GLMM to examine negotiation likelihood across relationship types, with
all relationship categories entered simultaneously as binary fixed effects and random intercepts for
participants. The intercept reflects the baseline log-odds for interactions outside all specified
categories. Controlling for all other types of interaction partners, interactions with friends were
less likely to involve negotiation processes (b = -0.57, 95% CI [-0.95, -0.20], z = -3.01, p = .003),
as were interactions with romantic partners (b = -0.46, 95% CI [-0.74, -0.15], z =-2.99, p = .003)
and parents (b = -0.52, 95% CI [-0.90, -0.14], z = -2.70, p = .007). In contrast, interactions with
coworkers were more likely to involve negotiation (b = 1.33, 95% CI [0.96, 1.66], z = 7.25, p <
.001). Other social categories did not relate to negotiation (all ps >. 09). See Note 6 (Table S4 and
Table S5) in the Supplemental Materials for more details regarding the propensity and absolute
frequency of negotiations across different partner types, respectively and Figure S3 for a visual
representation of the frequency breakdown by partner types.
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Figure 2 Frequency and Co-occurrence of Negotiation Processes in Daily Interactions.
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Actasa
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(1.5%)

Note. Circle size indicates the relative frequency of negotiation processes in daily interactions (raw
percentages shown in parentheses). Colors depict broader clusters of negotiation processes. Edges
represent within-person partial correlations after LASSO regularization, with green indicating
positive associations and red indicating negative associations.

Co-occurrence of the Negotiation Processes

Figure 2 illustrates the resulting network, comprising eight nodes (negotiation processes) and
six edges (partial correlations) that survived regularization. Edge weights represent the strength of
within-person partial associations while controlling for all other processes in the network. Green
edges indicate processes that tend to co-occur within individuals over time, whereas red edges
denote processes that tend not to co-occur.

These results suggest six broader clusters of negotiation processes. Persuasion attempts cluster
together, encompassing efforts to convince others either to take a specific action or to adopt a
particular viewpoint. Conflict management also emerges as a distinct cluster, including both
navigating and resolving conflict.

Reaching an agreement is the most frequently reported process. Notably, it is negatively
correlated with both joint decision-making and bargaining. This pattern is consistent with the idea
that negotiation interactions may be experienced through different situational orientations or styles
(e.g., compromise-oriented, cooperative, or competitive), with most interactions being described
primarily in terms of a single dominant orientation. Accordingly, the observed negative
correlations may reflect mutual exclusivity in how participants described their experiences rather
than true opposition in underlying negotiation processes.

Finally, acting as a mediator is rarely reported and appears largely isolated in the network,

Daily Negotiation and Its Effects on Short-term Pleasantness and Longer-term Well-being




Sun, Schweinsberg, Di Stasi & Quoidbach

suggesting that it is perceived as an uncommon and qualitatively distinct process within
negotiation interactions.

Negotiation and Short-term Pleasantness

Results from our time-lagged multilevel linear regression with participant as a random-intercept
revealed that compared to social interactions that did not involve negotiation, interactions that
included at least one negotiation process were associated with lower momentary pleasantness (b =
-0.19, 95% CI [-.27, -.11], t = -5.30, p < .001). This effect was not moderated by gender
(bnegotiating*gender = .05, 95% CI [-.09, .18], t = 0.67, p = .50) or age (bnegotiating*age = --004, 95% CI [-
.01, .002], t =-1.31, p = .19). All models included random intercepts for participants to account
for within-person dependencies. To ensure robust inference against potential model
misspecification, we report significance tests based on cluster-robust standard errors (CR2 method;
Pustejovsky & Tipton, 2018) with participant ID as the clustering variable. The results remained
similar (b =-.19, 95% CI [-.27, -.11], t =-4.53, p <.001). Detailed regression results can be found
in Table 3 and see in Supplemental Materials, Note 7 (Tables S6 & S7) for a breakdown of the
effect across each negotiation process cluster, and counting negotiation occurrences as a
negotiation intensity measure.

Table 3 Linear Mixed Model Predicting Changes in Short-Term Pleasantness

Predictor b SE t p 95% CI
(Intercept) -0.18 0.18 -1.04 0.299 [-0.53, 0.16]
Any negotiation -0.19 0.04 -5.30 <.001 *** [-0.26, -0.12]
Gender 0.00 0.03 -0.06 0.953 [-0.06, 0.06]
Hours 1 (0:00-1:59) 0.18 0.15 1.24 0.215 [-0.11, 0.48]
Hours 2 (2:00- 3:59) 0.12 0.19 0.63 0.530 [-0.26, 0.50]
Hours 3 (4:00- 5:59) 0.06 0.12 0.52 0.603 [-0.18,0.31]
Hours 4 (6:00- 7:59) 0.25 0.11 2.20 0.028 * [0.03, 0.47]
Hours 5 (8:00- 9:59) 0.21 0.11 1.90 0.058 [-0.01, 0.43]
Hours 6 (10:00- 11:59) 0.21 0.11 1.90 0.057 [-0.01, 0.43]
Hours 7 (12:00- 13:59) 0.18 0.11 1.63 0.104 [-0.04, 0.39]
Hours 8 (14:00- 15:59) 0.28 0.11 2.59 0.010 * [0.07, 0.49]
Hours 9 (16:00- 17:59) 0.15 0.11 1.45 0.146 [-0.05, 0.36]
Hours 10 (18:00- 19:59) 0.11 0.11 1.04 0.298 [-0.10, 0.32]
Hours 11 (20:00- 21:59) 0.27 0.14 1.95 0.051 [0.00, 0.54]
Weekend 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.989 [-0.07, 0.07]
Friend (20) 0.09 0.06 1.36 0.174 [-0.04, 0.22]
Partner (20) -0.1 0.06 -1.73 0.085 [-0.21, 0.01]
Coworker (#0) 0.24 0.08 3.11 0.002 ** [0.09, 0.38]
Kid (20) 0.01 0.05 0.13 0.897 [-0.10, 0.11]
Relative (70) 0.24 0.07 3.52 <.001 *** [0.11, 0.37]
Parent (20) -0.03 0.07 -0.5 0.621 [-0.16, 0.10]
Acquaintance (70) 0.23 0.12 2.01 0.044 * [0.01, 0.46]
Stranger (10) 0.25 0.12 2.05 0.041 * [0.01, 0.49]
Work (20) 0.04 0.06 0.58 0.562 [-0.08, 0.16]
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Leisure (#0) 0.26 0.05 538  <.00] **x [0.16, 0.35]
Closeness (10) 0.16 0.03 493 <001 [0.10, 0.22]
Friend (#-1) -0.09 0.06 14 0.162 [-0.21, 0.04]
Partner ¢-/ 0.08 0.05 153 0.125 [-0.02, 0.19]
Coworker (t-1) -0.33 0.07 437 <001 ***  [-0.47,-0.18]
Kid (-1) -0.01 0.05 027  0.787 [-0.12, 0.09]
Relative (#-1) -0.23 0.07 338 0.001 ***  [-0.36,-0.09]
Parent (t-1) 0.02 0.07 028  0.782 [-0.11, 0.15]
Acquaintance (t-1) -0.45 0.11 395 <001 ***  [-0.67,-0.23]
Stranger (t-1) -0.31 0.12 -2.56 0.01 * [-0.55, -0.07]
Any negotiation (¢-1) 0.19 0.04 524 <001 **x [0.12, 0.26]
Closeness (t-1) -0.16 0.03 477 <001 **x  [-0.22,-0.09]
Work (t-1) 0.06 0.06 0.99 0.32 [-0.06, 0.18]
Leisure (#-1) -0.28 0.05 597 <001 ***  [-0.38,-0.19]

Note. All variables used in the multi-level regression model to predict the short-term pleasantness
change from having a negotiation interaction. N = 4,062. Coefficients are standardized with
respect to the outcome variable (in SD units of mood change). Predictors remain in their original
units. 95% confidence intervals (ClIs) computed using the standard error. Any negotiation coded 0
= no negotiation occurred, 1 = negotiation occurred (with any partner or process). Partner-type
dummy variables (Parent, Partner, Kid, Coworker, Stranger, Acquaintance, Friend, Relative)
coded 0 = interaction did not involve that partner type, 1 = interaction involved that partner type.
Gender coded 0 = men, 1 = women. Asterisks indicate statistical significance: p < 0.001: *** p <
0.01: ** p <0.05: *.

Negotiation and Longer-term Well-Being

Our results suggest that negotiation was associated with lower short-term affect pleasantness.
But what about longer-term well-being? Participants’ overall frequency of negotiation across their
social interactions was significantly associated with general well-being (b = 0.44, 95% CI [0.01,
0.87],t=2.01, p =.046), over and above age, gender, the average frequency of interactions across
different partner categories, the average closeness ratings attributed to these interactions, and the
average frequency of daily activities. A similar, but separate regression model was conducted on
the depression measure. Although directionally consistent, the overall frequency of negotiation did
not significantly relate to lower depression symptoms using the PHQ scale as the dependent
variable (b =-0.35, 95% CI [-0.78, 0.08], t = -1.58, p = .12). Detailed regression outcomes can be
found in Table 4 and see in Supplemental Materials, Note 7 (Tables S6 & S7) for a breakdown of
the effect across each negotiation process cluster, and counting negotiation occurrences as a
negotiation intensity measure. Again, none of these relationships were moderated by gender (well-
being: buegotiation*gender = 0.16, 95% CI [-0.72, 1.04], t = 0.35, p = .729; depression: buegoriation*gender
=0.03, 95% CI [-0.85, 0.91], £ = 0.08, p = .939) or age (well-being: buegoriation*age = 0.01, 95% CI
[-0.03, 0.05], = 0.50, p = .618; depression: bucgotiation*age = -0.002, 95% CI [-0.04, 0.04], 1 =-0.11,
p =.909).
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Table 4 Linear Regression Model Predicting WHO-5 (Well-being)

Predictor b SE t p 95% CI

(Intercept) -3.26 0.94 -3.46 0.001 ** [-5.12, -1.40]
Any negotiation 0.44 0.22 2.01 0.046 * [0.01, 0.87]
Gender -0.12 0.12 -0.95 0.342 [-0.35, 0.12]
Age 0.01 0.01 1.39 0.166 [-0.00, 0.02]
Parent 0.64 0.48 1.35 0.179 [-0.30, 1.58]
Partner 0.63 0.41 1.54 0.126 [-0.18, 1.44]
Kid 0.46 0.33 1.38 0.168 [-0.19, 1.10]
Coworker 0.82 0.56 1.48 0.140 [-0.27,1.91]
Stranger 1.21 0.97 1.25 0.214 [-0.70, 3.12]
Acquaintance 0.82 0.98 0.84 0.402 [-1.11,2.76]
Friend 1.58 0.47 3.38 0.001 ** [0.66, 2.50]
Relative 0.88 0.5 1.78 0.077 [-0.09, 1.86]
Other 3.11 1.01 3.07 0.002 ** [1.12,5.11]
Closeness 0.47 0.2 2.31 0.022 * [0.07, 0.87]
Work 1.05 0.49 2.11 0.036 * [0.07, 2.02]
Leisure 0.37 0.41 0.91 0.366 [-0.44, 1.18]

Note. All variables used in the linear regression model to predict longer-term well-
being from having negotiation interactions. N = 246. R?= .14, Adjusted R?= .08,
F(15,230)=2.43, p = .003. Coefficients are standardized with respect to the outcome
variable (in SD units of well-being). Predictors remain in their original units. Any
negotiation coded 0 = no negotiation occurred, 1 = negotiation occurred (with any
partner category). Partner-type dummy variables (Parent, Partner, Kid, Coworker,
Stranger, Acquaintance, Friend, Relative, Other) coded 0 = interaction did not involve
that partner type, 1 = interaction involved that partner type. Gender coded 0 = men, 1
= women. The 95% confidence intervals (Cls) are computed using the standard error.
Asterisks indicate statistical significance: p < 0.001: *** p <0.01: **, p <0.05: *.

General Discussion

We used an app-based experience-sampling methodology to examine empirically three widely-
held, but previously untested assumptions about negotiation: (1) we negotiate every day, (2)
negotiations often feel unpleasant in the moment, yet (3) engaging in negotiation relates to higher
well-being. Our results, based on everyday life data, corroborate these three ideas.

First, we found that negotiation is indeed ubiquitous: one third of all interactions involved some
form of negotiation. Second, among individuals who reported negotiating, negotiation was
associated with lower short-term pleasantness (0.19 SD). To put this association in perspective,
the strongest correlation of momentary pleasantness in our data was engagement in leisure
activities, which was associated with 0.27 SD higher short-term pleasantness. Interacting with
coworkers or relatives was associated with 0.24 SD higher pleasantness, and greater closeness to
the interaction partner was associated with 0.16 SD higher pleasantness. In terms of momentary
pleasantness, negotiation was therefore comparable in magnitude, but opposite in direction, to
interacting with coworkers or relatives.

Finally, despite the short-term affective associations, our data suggest that negotiation may not
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be associated with lower long-term well-being. On the contrary, people who negotiated more
frequently reported higher overall well-being (fully standardized B = 0.12), an association about
half the size of that observed for overall friend interaction frequency, the only significant predictor
of longer-term well-being in our data that was a specific relationship type (fully standardized =
0.24). We note, however, that this association is cross-sectional and does not imply causation. For
example, individuals higher in trait well-being may be more likely to negotiate and may also
experience negotiation as less affectively unpleasant in the moment. With this caveat in mind,
these findings are consistent with the view that negotiation, while sometimes daunting, is a
fundamental part of everyday life. Although negotiation is often assumed to be a skill reserved for
boardroom settings and executive roles, our findings suggest that it is linked to well-being across
the broader population and across a wide range of everyday social contexts.

Our analyses further examine the distribution of negotiation across social categories and
processes, providing a richer understanding of negotiation’s role in daily life. We found that
“reaching an agreement”, presumably to avoid an impasse (Schweinsberg et al., 2022), was the
most common negotiation activity, occurring in about 10.4% of interactions. In contrast,
“bargaining over something” was less common, appearing in only 2.7% of interactions. Ironically,
the typical image of negotiation is precisely this kind of zero-sum bargaining (Davidai & Tepper,
2023), a notion that is extensively covered in negotiation courses with a heavy focus on distributive
tactics like first offers and anchoring. The gap between common perceptions and real-world
negotiation patterns raises the possibility that, although distributive negotiations may be rarer, they
may be impactful and memorable when they do occur, such as negotiating the price of a house
(Merlo & Ortalo-Magne, 2004) or securing a pay increase (Gerhart & Rynes, 1991; O'Shea &
Bush, 2002). However, the disparity may also point to a potential misalignment in negotiation
training, emphasizing the need for a more balanced approach that accurately reflects the prevalence
of distributive and integrative negotiation in people’s everyday lives.

As for social categories, negotiation was most prominent in interactions with coworkers: more
than half of coworker interactions involved some form of negotiation. This pattern echoes past
research on the central role of negotiation in professional contexts (Bazerman & Neale, 1992).
However, although negotiation was less likely to occur in personal relationships, such as
interactions with friends, romantic partners, and parents, our experience sampling data suggest that
it was still common in these contexts. About 30% of interactions with close personal partners
involved negotiation. Because people frequently interact with close others, the absolute number of
negotiations in these relationships, especially with romantic partners, was substantial. This
observation points to the need for a more nuanced understanding and application of negotiation
strategies in close relationships, one that recognizes the importance of preserving the emotional
bonds and relational dynamics that characterize these interactions (Curhan et al., 2006).

Our study did not find evidence that gender or age were associated with how often people
negotiated or how they felt when doing so. These findings challenge common stereotypes, such as
the idea that men negotiate more often or that women experience greater distress during
negotiation. They also align with newer research questioning the impact of gender and age on
negotiation (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Kugler et al., 2018; Mazei et al., 2015; Kray et al.,
2024). These results contribute to a growing body of literature emphasizing the need to move
beyond simple categorizations based on gender and age when examining complex social behaviors
like negotiation.

This study sets the stage for deeper investigations into real-world negotiations and their
emotional consequences. On a descriptive level, future research could examine the interactions
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between situations and negotiation behaviors, specifically how different types of negotiations
unfold across settings and with different partners. Future research could explore the substance of
everyday negotiation and examine what subjects people commonly negotiate over, what outcomes
they achieve, such as the frequency of agreements and impasses, wins and losses, and how these
results might vary among different demographic groups.

Our study employed a broad measure of momentary affect to examine the emotional
consequences of negotiations. Further research is needed to determine the specific and potentially
complex emotions triggered by different negotiation situations to develop targeted strategies to
ease the discomfort of negotiating. The effects on global well-being were relatively modest,
suggesting further replication of these findings is necessary to corroborate the link between the
propensity to negotiate in everyday life and well-being. Although we measured well-being at
baseline, our design does not allow us to determine whether negotiation frequency predicts
subsequent changes in well-being; future studies should assess well-being both before and after
the experience sampling period to establish temporal precedence and strengthen causal inference.
Future research could also focus on identifying how self-efficacy, improved relationships, and the
accumulation of tangible resources contribute to the potential long-term well-being benefits of
negotiation. Exploring how different negotiation styles, strategies, and techniques affect well-
being outcomes could lead to more effective negotiation training programs that both enhance
negotiation outcomes and promote psychological well-being.

Building on these future directions, it is important to recognize other limitations of our current
study. First, we recruited our sample from the Prolific platform, which might not fully reflect the
wider population. Future studies should aim to include a broader array of participants, particularly
from varied cultural and professional backgrounds, to better understand negotiation experiences
across different demographics. Second, we relied on participants' self-reported negotiation
experiences. However, negotiation is inherently interactive, and perceptions of what constitutes a
negotiation may differ between the parties involved. Future research could improve upon our
experience-sampling approach by adding more objective measures, such as analyzing conversation
excerpts through Electronically Activated Recorder (EAR; Mehl et al., 2010) or considering both
parties' perspectives in a dyadic-level study. Finally, our observational design precludes causal
inferences. In particular, the association we observe between negotiation and long-term well-being
may reflect reverse causality. For example, individuals with higher baseline well-being may be
more likely to engage in conversations (e.g., Cunningham, 1988), especially more challenging
ones (Quoidbach et al., 2019). Future research could use Ecological Momentary Intervention (e.g.,
prompting participants to negotiate when they report being in a conversation) to establish the
causal relationships between more frequent negotiation activities and increased well-being (Heron
& Smyth, 2010).

In sum, our research offers empirical evidence that negotiation is a common part of daily life
and is associated with both lower short-term pleasantness and higher longer-term well-being.
Aligned with recent calls for more real-world negotiation research (Boothby et al., 2023; Jang et
al., 2018), our findings underscore the need to better understand when, why, and how people
negotiate, as well as the role everyday negotiations may play in human flourishing.
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