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Abstract

What little prior empirical research that investigated the effects of
mindfulness meditation on negotiation performance was conducted in
Singapore and the UK and finds benefits. This research reports a mini meta-
analysis of ten studies (N > 1100) we conducted in the US on the effect of a
brief mindfulness meditation induction on negotiation outcomes and finds
a small detriment in terms of value claimed. We had initially hypothesized
that mindfulness meditation would help individuals obtain better objective
outcomes by claiming more value for themselves due to reduced emotional
interference and enhanced flexibility of thought. However, the first study we
ran found a moderately strong resultin the opposite direction - participants
who had just meditated obtained worse objective outcomes by claiming less
value than participants in the control condition who had not meditated. In
terms of subjective negotiation outcomes, participants in the mindfulness
condition reported marginally less satisfaction with the instrumental
outcome compared to participants in the control condition. Then we ran
nine more experiments and never obtained a significant effect of
mindfulness on objective outcomes again. The meta-analysis of the total
effect on value claiming across these ten studies was significant (p = .020),
negative, and very small (aggregated d = -0.138, 95% confidence interval
[-.256, -.021]). We also ran a second meta-analysis on value creation on the
appropriate subset of participants and did not find a significant total effect
in either direction (p = .609, aggregated d = -.076, 95% confidence interval
[-.367, .215]). We discuss implications for theory and practice.
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Introduction

Mindfulness meditation is a means of cultivating present moment awareness, which consists of
focusing on experience in the present moment and clearing one’s mind of other thoughts. This is often
accomplished by focusing attention on the physical sensations of breathing (Hanh, 1999; Kabat-Zinn
et al.,, 1992). By focusing attention on the present moment, mindfulness meditation tends to draw
individuals' attention away from the past and future, and in so doing, alters affective states. State
mindfulness facilitates both pleasant affective states (Brown & Ryan, 2003; Hafenbrack et al., 2020)
and positive judgments (Kiken & Shook, 2011) and also reduces both negative affect (Arch & Craske,
2006; Hafenbrack, Kinias, & Barsade, 2014) and negativity bias (Kiken & Shook, 2011). In addition,
mindfulness meditation has been explicitly used as an emotion regulation tool (Arch & Craske, 2006;
Mrazek et al., 2013). The physio-emotional state cultivated during 8-15 minutes of mindfulness
meditation has been found to carry over to subsequent tasks (Arch & Craske, 2006; Kiken & Shook,
2011; Mrazek et al., 2012). In general, research on mindfulness in organizations predicts or shows
almost exclusively benefits (e.g. Glomb et al., 2011; Good et al., 2016; Hulsheger et al., 2013; Karelaia
& Reb, 2015; Kudesia, 2019; Sutcliffe et al., 2016; cf. Dane, 2011; Gebauer et al., 2018).

The literature on induced state mindfulness began by investigating carryover effects of
meditation on intrapersonal processes such as viewing distressing pictures (Arch & Craske, 2006),
mind-wandering (Mrazek et al., 2012), negativity bias (Kiken & Shook, 2011), implicit age and gender
biases (Lueke & Gibson, 2015), and sunk-cost decision making (Hafenbrack, Kinias, & Barsade, 2014).
However, organizational life is often interpersonal (Edmondson, 1999; Hosmer, 1995; Jehn, 1995), an
important component of which involves both formal and informal negotiations (Thompson et al.,
2010). As such, recent research has also examined the effects of induced state mindfulness on
interpersonal processes such as aggression and retaliation to injustice (Liang et al., 2018; Long &
Christian, 2015), helping behaviors (Hafenbrack et al., 2020; 2022; Sawyer et al., 2022), and negotiation
(Reb & Narayanan, 2014; Masters-Waage et al., 2021). Relatedly, the influence of generalized affect
and specific emotions on negotiation and bargaining is a well-established domain within the
negotiation literature (for a review, see Van Kleef & Sinaceur, 2013). Thus, we predicted that
mindfulness meditation, through its influence on affective and interpersonal processes, would
influence negotiation outcomes.
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To our knowledge, there are two published empirical articles on the effects of induced state
mindfulness on negotiation performance.’” Reb & Narayanan (2014) found that mindfulness increased
value claiming, and Masters-Waage and colleagues (2021) found that state mindfulness increased
collaborative dealmaking. However, those two articles, except for one study with participants in the
UK conducted on the Prolific online platform, present studies entirely conducted in Singapore.
Singapore is a Southeast Asian country, where the instructions to engage in focused breathing
meditation may have a different meaning than in other parts of the world. Southeast Asia is a place
where meditation has a rich history, which could account for the effects of mindfulness meditation
there, such as if it were to activate religious schemas (Mclntosh, 1995; Pichon et al., 2007) and make
people more collaborative or charitable, which might not generalize everywhere else. Additionally, the
research on displaying anger, the most widely researched emotion in the negotiation literature (Van
Kleef & Sinaceur, 2013), has been conducted mainly in the US and the Netherlands (Sinaceur & Tiedens,
2006; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004) and has failed to replicate in Asian cultures (Adam,
Shirako, & Maddux, 2010) that have a higher emphasis on maintaining social harmony (Gelfand et al.,
2011; Kinias et al., 2014; Stamkou et al., 2019). This may suggest that an emotion regulation practice
such as mindfulness would be more helpful for negotiators in Asia than in the West. As the UK is lower
in emotional expressiveness than the US (Trompenaars, 1996), lower in comfort with direct
disagreement than the US (Lewis, 2018; Meyer, 2014), and generally less direct than the US in their
communication style (Economist, 2004; Meyer, 2014), anger displays in negotiation could elicit more
backlash in the UK than in the US as well.

Potentially underestimating these cultural factors, at the outset of this project we expected that
mindfulness meditation would improve a negotiator's outcomes in terms of creating more value on
integrative logrolling items as well as claiming more value for themselves on distributive items, and
we sought to investigate the mechanisms for why it would do so, which we expected would be mainly
affective in nature.

Our prediction of mindfulness improving negotiation performance was based on cognitive
flexibility theory (Isen, 1987; 2008; Isen & Means, 1983), which posits that positive affect improves
problem solving and decision-making by enabling individuals to adaptively engage in the style of
thinking needed for the task at hand (Isen, 2008). This has been found to aid decision-making (Staw &
Barsade, 1993), information processing (Bodenhausen et al., 2001), memory recall (Isen et al., 1978),
and creativity (Amabile et al., 2005). In the negotiation domain, induced affective pleasantness has
been found to increase joint gains in integrative negotiations (Carnevale & Isen, 1986). Induced
positive affect has also been linked to improved expectations and outcomes in intragroup and
intergroup negotiations (Barsade, 2002; Forgas, 1998).

Performance in face-to-face negotiations can be facilitated by positive, collaborative problem-
solving tactics (rather than contentious tactics: Pruitt, 1981), trust (Anderson & Thompson, 2004), and
prosocial motives (De Dreu et al., 2000). For these reasons, the cognitive flexibility perspective as it
relates to these processes in negotiation (Isen, 2008; Isen & Levin, 1972) suggests that state
mindfulness, if it makes people's affective states more positive/pleasant and less negative, could
improve negotiation performance for individuals who meditate immediately beforehand. We
expected this to be particularly true for negotiations that contain integrative issues in which
conciliatory behavior and creative problem-solving are especially critical to one’s personal outcome.

! There is one more article that examined habitual meditators versus non-meditators in Spain and found
that meditators performed better than non-meditators in negotiation (Pérez-Yus, et al., 2020), but that
was a different conceptualization of mindfulness than we used in our studies.
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Also, beyond purely integrative negotiations, the creativity that results from positive affect could also
help people to claim more value by generating more ideas to legitimize or justify their demands
(Falcdo, 2012; Fisher et al., 2011).

In light of this, because we expected that state mindfulness would increase state positive affect
and affective pleasantness and decrease state negative affect, anger, and anxiety, and that these
affective processes would influence negotiation performance, we hypothesized:

H1. Being in the meditation vs. control condition would lead to increased value creation.

H2. Being in the meditation vs. control condition would lead to increased value claiming.

Overview of the Present Research

The present research consists of ten laboratory experiments, all conducted at the Wharton
Behavioral Lab at the University of Pennsylvania. We report the methods and results of the first
experiment (Study 1) in depth. It examined whether there was an effect of mindfulness meditation on
value creation and value claiming in a hiring negotiation scenario. We then conducted a meta-analysis
of all the studies we ran (i.e., the first experiment along with nine others) investigating the effect of
mindfulness meditation on objective value-claiming performance in negotiation. We also conducted
a second meta-analysis of the relevant subset of the studies that had integrative items to examine
whether there was also an effect of mindfulness meditation on value creation.

For exploratory purposes, we also measured subjective satisfaction with elements of the
negotiation in Study 1. We did not have a unidirectional hypothesis with regards to subjective
outcomes. Subjective satisfaction could have been tightly linked to objective outcomes, as it had been
in some previous studies (e.g., Brown & Curhan, 2013), although mindfulness could also act as a buffer
to lessen the impact of disappointment or deprivation on one’s experience (Brown, Kasser, et al., 2009;
Niemiec et al., 2010) in negotiation and subsequent evaluations. Thus, Study 1 was also a test of
whether state mindfulness would help or harm individual subjective outcomes (i.e., satisfaction) in a
multi-issue negotiation.

To enable focus on our hypothesis tests rather than on potential gender dynamics (e.g., Kray
et al.,, 2001), in all ten experiments participants negotiated in same-sex dyads across all experimental
conditions. As we collected the data for this project between 2013-2015, we did not pre-register
hypotheses nor conduct a priori power analyses. We generally aimed for two days of data collection
per study, but at times curtailed it after one day to make design changes and collected a third or fourth
day for Studies 7 and 9 to increase statistical power. We report all conditions and exclusions, did not
exclude any outliers, and did not winsorize or otherwise alter any variables. The mindfulness and
mind-wandering induction recordings are available at
https://osf.io/4hjns/?view_only=c1083c1ca3904f10af83824535a3f2ef. Although this research was
driven by theoretically-derived hypotheses, data are a valuable and scarce resource (Hollenbeck &
Wright, 2017) and many scientific discoveries begin as happy accidents. Thus, we included additional
exploratory measures in each of our studies which can be found in the datasets. The data and syntax
for all studies can be found at https://osf.io/95wjs/?view_only=d0c6a48d5b314d659f75de93cef53b73.
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Study 1: Methods

This was the first study that we ran for this project. The goal of this study was to test the
influence of state mindfulness on objective outcomes (value claiming and value creation) and
subjective satisfaction in a face-to-face, dyadic multi-issue negotiation. We chose a negotiation
scenario that contained integrative issues because we expected that mindfulness could help people
create more value and then claim more of it for themselves.

Participants

One hundred and eighteen undergraduate students were recruited and paid through the
participant pool at the University of Pennsylvania’'s Wharton Behavioral Lab in Philadelphia. Two
participants’ partner’s condition was unavailable due to a coding error, and they were removed from
analyses, and two participants’ data were missing due to a technical error. The remaining one hundred
and fourteen participants (58 men and 56 women: mean age = 19.49, SD = 1.13, age range = 18-23)
were included in the value claiming analyses. For the purposes of the value creation meta-analysis,
the 52 participants (28 men and 24 women: mean age = 19.26, SD = 1.01) who were in a dyad in which
both or neither participant meditated, and neither participant reported the same role as their partner,
were included in analyses.

Procedure

Participants were greeted by an experimenter who was blind to experimental conditions and
led to a semi-private cubicle. The configuration of survey links on computers in the laboratory was
such that up to 8 same-gender dyads could negotiate simultaneously: 4 male dyads and 4 female
dyads. The dyads corresponded to a 2 (Role: recruiter vs. job candidate) X 2 (Own Condition:
Mindfulness vs. Mind-wandering Control) X 2 (Partner Condition: Mindfulness vs. Mind-wandering
Control) between-participants design such that, depending on where a dyad was seated, neither
participant meditated, only the recruiter meditated, only the job candidate meditated, or both
participants meditated. We chose to design the study with only same-gender dyads to aid in
interpretation of the results. When participants sat down, they completed an online consent form, put
on a provided headset, and listened to the 15-minute recorded mindfulness or mind-wandering
induction. Immediately after listening to the recorded inductions, participants read the negotiation
materials and engaged in a dyadic, face-to-face negotiation (New Recruit: Neale, 1997) which
simulated a hiring situation between a recruiter and a job candidate. Participants were randomly
assigned to the role of job candidate or recruiter within dyads, then negotiated face-to-face for up to
12 minutes until they reached an agreement. After the negotiation, participants completed the
manipulation check and state affect measures.

Mindfulness versus Mind-wandering Experimental Manipulation.

Both 15-minute recorded inductions were made for Hafenbrack, Kinias, & Barsade (2014) by a
professional mindfulness meditation instructor. The mindfulness meditation induction led
participants through a focused-breathing meditation exercise that instructed them to bring their
awareness to the physical sensations of breath entering and leaving their body and repeatedly
reminded them to focus on their experience of breath. The content of the mind-wandering induction
(control condition) repeatedly instructed participants to think of whatever came to mind. This type of
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induction has been used as a control condition in prior state mindfulness experiments (Arch & Craske,
2006; Hafenbrack, Kinias, & Barsade, 2014; Kiken & Shook, 2011; Long & Christian, 2015; Lyddy et al.,
2022) because it replicates a waking baseline mental state (Mason et al., 2007).

Objective Negotiation Outcomes - Value Claiming and Value Creation

Participants were asked to negotiate using the New Recruit negotiation scenario (Neale, 1997),
which included eight different items that specified the terms (e.g., salary, moving expenses covered,
location, etc.) of a hiring contract and corresponded to different point outcomes that participants were
instructed to personally seek to maximize. All items had 5 possible responses. Three of the items
(salary, starting date, and job assignment) were distributive in nature, such that one party's gain in
points translated to an identical loss in points for their counterpart. Four of the items (bonus, vacation
time, moving expenses, insurance coverage) were integrative in nature, such that each role valued the
outcomes of two items more than the other two items, which were in turn more valued by their
counterpart. This enables the ‘logrolling’ form of value creation, the process by which the total points
can increase if participants trade off concessions on the issues that they value less in return for points
on the issues they value more. The last item (location) was compatible, such that both roles had
identical preferences.

Participants were informed that they did not have any alternatives to reaching a negotiated
agreement with their current counterpart. To increase the chances that the variation was observed in
the details of participants’ agreements rather than in whether they reached an agreement or not, the
point values were shifted from the original scenario such that all were non-negative for each
participant. In this scenario, the maximum number of points any participant could earn was 21,600
whereas the minimum number was 0. The most valuable issue for both sides, hence a distributive
issue, was salary and its options ranged from 0 to 6000. The total points summed across all eight
issues for each participant was the dependent variable of value claimed. We also tested the average
of the four integrative issues separately on the individual level and on the dyad level to look for
evidence of value creation, as well as looked at the compatible item on the dyad level for evidence of
value creation.

Subjective Negotiation Outcomes

In addition to objective negotiation outcomes, participants also completed the 16-item
Subjective Value Inventory (SVI: Curhan et al., 2006) scale of subjective negotiation outcomes, on a 7-
point Likert scale (For most items: 1=Not at all, 7=A great deal; several others were tailored to the
specific question, e.g.: 1= It made me feel less competent, 7= It made me feel more competent). The
SVI consists of four subscales that gauge how satisfied participants are with the negotiation as it
related to the instrumental outcome (a = .778), the self (a = .640), the process (a = .832), and the
relationship with their counterpart (a = .880).

Affect Measures

After negotiating, participants completed measures of positive (a = .898) and negative (a = .843)
affect (PANAS: Watson et al., 1988) including the 2-item anger subscale (a = .749), and affective
pleasantness (a = .786: Staw & Barsade, 1993) on five-point Likert scales (1 = very slightly or not at all;
5 = extremely). They also reported their state anxiety (a = .906: Spielberger et al., 1970), on a four-
point Likert scale (1 = Not at all, 4 = Very much so). Participants were asked to think back to the
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recording they listened to earlier in the survey and to report the extent to which they were feeling the
emotions in these scales “at the end of the audio recording that you listened to.” We chose to use
retrospective measures due to our desire not to dilute the impact of the manipulation before the
negotiation dependent variables.

Manipulation Check

Participants completed a 3-item scale (Hafenbrack, Kinias, & Barsade, 2014) retrospectively
measuring how much they focused on their breathing, focused on the physical sensations of
breathing, and were in touch with their body (a =.826) on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Very slightly or not
at all, 5=Extremely) at the end of the recording. Responses were averaged.

Study 1: Results
Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations between variables appear in Table 1.
Manipulation Check

Participants in the mindfulness condition reported a greater focus on their breathing and body
(M =2.57, SD = 0.89) than did participants in the control condition (M = 2.04, SD = 0.78), t(112) = 4.035,
p =.001, d = 0.63. Therefore, state mindfulness was successfully induced.

Objective Negotiation Outcomes
All dyads reached an agreement.
Value Claiming

An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) examined total value points claimed across all eight items as a
function of own condition, partner condition, and role. We found a significant main effect of the
participants’ own condition on total points, A1, 106) = 9.307, p = .003, ny? = .081. Participants in the
mindfulness condition (M = 11156.90, SD = 2833.58) earned significantly fewer points than did
participants in the mind-wandering (control) condition (M = 12694.64, SD = 2464.54), t(112) = 3.087, p
=.003, d =.58. We also found a significant main effect of partner condition on points, F(1, 106) = 5.547,
p =.018, ny? =.051. Participants whose counterpart was in the mindfulness condition (M = 12556.90,
SD =2566.25) earned more points than did participants whose counterpart was in the mind-wandering
(control) condition (M = 11244.64, SD = 2811.21), t(112) = 2.605, p = .010, d = .49. We did not find a
significant effect of role on points, A1, 106) = 2.090, p = .151, ny? = .019. Participants in the job
candidate role (M = 12307.14, SD = 3,189.92) earned similar points to participants in the recruiter role
(M =11531.04, SD = 2225.39). None of the two-way interactions were significant (ps >.10), nor was the
three-way interaction (p = .357). See Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Objective Negotiation Outcome as a Function of Experimental Condition in Study 1.

16,000.00
14,000.00
12,000.00
10,000.00 -
8,000.00 -
6,000.00 -
4,000.00 -
2,000.00 -

0.00 -

M Job Candidate Total Points

Recruiter Total Points

Recruiter
Control

Recruiter
Meditation

Recruiter
Control

Recruiter
Meditation

Job Candidate Meditation Job Candidate Control

Value Creation

In terms of value creation as indicated by the integrative items with logrolling potential, there
was no evidence that participants in the mindfulness condition created more value than participants
in the control condition. For example, in an ANOVA with the type of dyad as the only predictor (both
control, candidate only meditated, recruiter only meditated, both meditated) there was no significant
effect of dyad type on individuals' points outcome on the points of all eight issues added together, A3,
110)=0.447, p =.720, n,? =.012, nor on the points of only the four integrative issues averaged together,
K3, 110) = 0.513, p = .671 np? = .014. The two best dyads to look at to address this question are the
dyads in which both participants meditated or neither of the participants meditated. Again, there was
no difference between these two groups on individuals' points outcome on the points of all eight
issues added together, t(52) = .406, p = .686, d = .11, nor on the points of only the four integrative
issues averaged together, t(52) =.010, p =.992, d = .00. There was, however, strong evidence in dyads
in which only one participant meditated that the participants who didn't meditate (M = 1535.00, SD =
351.14) used the items with integrative potential to instead claim value for themselves from the
participants who meditated (M = 1132.78, SD = 489.42): t(58) = 3.657, p = .001, d = .944.

In terms of value creation (or the avoidance of value destruction) as indicated by the compatible
“location” item, the results did not clearly support the idea that participants meditating would create
more value. In an ANOVA with the type of dyad as the only predictor (both control, candidate only
meditated, recruiter only meditated, both meditated) there was a significant effect of dyad type on
individuals' location points outcome, F(3, 110) = 3.650, p =.015, np2 =.091. The dyad in which only the
candidate meditated (M = 932.14, SD = 339.99) ended up with the least points on this item, significantly
less than the dyad in which neither participant meditated (M = 1107.69, SD = 220.77; t(52) = 2.231, p
=.030, d = .61) and significantly less that the dyad in which both participants meditated (M = 1135.71,
SD =125.36; t(54) = 2.973, p = .004, d = .79). The dyads in which both or neither participants meditated
were not differentiated from each other on this item: t{(52) = 0.579, p =.565, d = .16. The dyad in which
only the recruiter meditated fell in the middle of the others on this item (M = 1078.13, SD = 262.41),
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was marginally higher than the dyad in which only the candidate meditated (t(58) = 1.874, p = .066, d
=.49), and was not differentiated from either of the other two dyads (ps > .29).

Robustness Check: Actor Partner Interdependence Model

At the suggestion of an anonymous reviewer, we also conducted dyadic data analysis on the
composite total points value claiming variable from this study based on the Actor-Partner
Interdependence Model (Kashy & Kenny, 2000; West, Popp, & Kenny, 2008) with the dyad type set to
distinguishable and own condition, partner condition, role, and the interaction terms of own condition
by role and partner condition by role included as predictors. Two additional participants were
removed from analysis because both members of the dyad reported the same role and the model
would not run with them included. The overall significance pattern remained unchanged - there were
significant effects of own condition (F(1, 87.591) = 9.781, p = .002) and partner condition (F(1, 87.381)
= 5.528, p = .021) and there were no significant effects of role (F(1, 53.002) = 1.406, p = .241), own
condition X role interaction (A1, 82.424) = 1.913, p = .170), nor partner condition by role interaction
(F(1, 82.264) = .808, p = .371).

Subjective Negotiation Outcomes

Four additional ANOVAs assessed the influence of own condition, partner condition, and role
on negotiation satisfaction as it related to the SVI subscales on instrumental outcome, the self, the
negotiation process, and the relationship with one’s counterpart. There was a marginally significant
effect of one’s own mindfulness condition on satisfaction with the instrumental outcome K1, 106) =
3.065, p =.083, np2 =.028 and none of the other predictors or interactions were significant (ps > .32).
Participants in the mindfulness condition (M = 4.57, SD =.98) reported marginally less satisfaction with
the instrumental outcome compared to participants in the mind-wandering (control) condition (M =
4.92,SD =.1.01), {(112) = 1.891, p = .061, d = .35. There were no significant main effects or interactions
on satisfaction with the self (ps > .16). We found no significant main effects or two-way interactions (p
>.014) in tests on the other two subscales - satisfaction with the negotiation process or relationship
with one's counterpart, however there was a marginally significant three-way interaction on
satisfaction with process (F(1, 106) = 3.545, p = .062, np2 =.032) and a significant three-way interaction
on satisfaction with the relationship: F(1, 106) = 5.976, p = .016, np2 = .053). These two three-way
interactions reflected the same general directional pattern, but the latter was more pronounced,
particularly among participants with the job recruiter role.

Affect Measures

State-level positive and negative affect, affective pleasantness, anger, and anxiety were all not
significantly correlated with either the independent variable of experimental condition or the
dependent variable of objective negotiation outcomes. With each hypothesized mediator entered into
separate bootstrapping mediation tests (Preacher & Hayes, 2008), all 95% confidence intervals
included zero.

Study 1: Discussion

These results did not support our predictions (H1. & H2.), based on cognitive flexibility theory,
that state mindfulness would help objective negotiation performance. Participants who meditated
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neither created nor claimed more value, and surprisingly claimed less value, than participants who
were in the control condition. However, the lack of mediation results precludes a full understanding
of why this might be the case. This study also found that state mindfulness significantly influenced
subjective negotiation outcomes by reducing satisfaction with the instrumental outcome, which
suggests that state mindfulness did not dilute the extent to which people are bothered by their
comparative underperformance in negotiation. This rules out the explanation that mindfulness
impaired performance because mindfulness made people happier with deprivation (Brown, Kasser,
etal., 2009) and reduced the desire to perform well. Itis also not particularly surprising because, again,
the participants who meditated got worse outcomes, so it makes sense that they were less happy with
them.

One limitation of this study is a lack of empirical support for our predictions of affective
mediation, or even differences across conditions on affective states (failing to replicate previous
research: e.g., Arch & Craske, 2006; Hafenbrack, Kinias, & Barsade, 2014; Liang et al., 2018; Long &
Christian, 2015). This may be due to the use of retrospective affect measures, as the experience of
negotiating may have clouded participants’ memory of exactly which emotions they had been feeling
during the recording. Future research may benefit from the use of short affect measures administered
between the manipulation and the negotiation, or measures of other possible mediators. Additionally,
the undergraduate student participants are likely to have been a job candidate before, such as by
interviewing for summer internships, but are unlikely to have served as a corporate recruiter. Thus,
the two roles may differ in psychological realism among this sample.

Participants also may have had preconceived notions about hiring negotiations that caused
them to interpret the negotiation scenario as a competitive rather than a cooperative endeavor. This
could have been why participants sought their own individual gain at the expense of joint gain,
essentially turning even the logrolling issues into a distributive fight. This would have potentially
increased the usefulness of or reliance on negative affective displays and displays of toughness
(Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006) than in a more clearly variable-pie scenario. It is possible that despite the
brief retrospective anger measure not revealing the reason for meditation reducing value claiming,
anger displays were still a factor in the surprising results. In retrospect, it would have been preferable
for us to have included a longer anger measure.

Intrigued by how inaccurate our initial predictions were, and to try negotiation scenarios that
did not share all of the aforementioned characteristics, we ran nine more studies on the effect of a
state mindfulness meditation induction on objective negotiation performance.

Meta-Analyses of Studies 1-10

This section summarizes the negotiation lab studies we conducted in the order they were
conducted. We curtailed several lab studies after one day of data collection because the preliminary
results suggested there were issues in our materials that needed to be resolved, such as an extremely
strong effect of the participants’ scenario roles, which left less variance to be explained by mindfulness,
yet we include all data collected in the meta-analysis reported below.

The words “full model” encompasses a design with four different types of dyads: one dyad in
which neither participant meditated, one dyad in which both participants meditated, one dyad in
which role A but not B meditated, and one dyad in which role B but not A meditated. In order to meta-
analyze the effect of mindfulness on value creation, we also meta-analyzed the total points data from
the dyads in which both or neither participant meditated from the four studies that both had the full
model and used scenarios with integrative potential (Studies 1, 2, 3, and 7).
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Meta-Analyses: Methods
Study 2

There were 52 participants (22 men and 30 women; mean age = 19.86, SD = 1.18) in value
claiming analyses. Twenty of those participants (8 men and 12 women; mean age = 20.32, SD = 1.25)
were also in the value creation analyses. The full model was run with state measures of anxiety,
positive and negative affect, and pleasantness positioned between the induction and the negotiation.
Participants negotiated using the New Recruit (Neale, 1997) mixed motive scenario (3 distributive
items, 4 logrolling integrative items, 1 compatible item).

Study 3

There were 100 participants (44 men and 56 women; mean age = 19.50, SD = 1.25) in value
claiming analyses. Forty-two of those participants (22 men and 20 women; mean age = 19.64, SD =
1.405) were also in the value creation analyses. The full model was run with state measures of anxiety,
positive and negative affect, and pleasantness embedded in the middle of the recorded inductions.
Participants negotiated using the New Recruit (Neale, 1997) mixed motive scenario (3 distributive
items, 4 logrolling integrative items, 1 compatible item).

Study 4

There were 54 participants (26 men and 28 women; mean age = 20.10, SD = 1.68) in the value
claiming analyses. The full model was run. Participants negotiated using the Vacation Plans scenario
(Thompson & DeHarpport, 2000) adapted to be distributive (4 distributive items).

Study 5

There were 52 participants (24 men and 28 women; mean age = 19.73, SD = 1.34) in the value
claiming analyses. Participants negotiated using the logrolling integrative Vacation Plans scenario (4
logrolling integrative items: Thompson & DeHarpport, 2000).

Study 6

There were 68 participants (22 men and 46 women; mean age = 20.34, SD = 1.62) in the value
claiming analyses. Only opposite condition dyads were run, not the full model. Participants negotiated
using the Used Car (Rothbard & Barsade, unpublished case) single-item distributive scenario, which
was rewritten with clearer instructions for participants not to accept less than their reservation price
and an enlarged positive bargaining zone of $2000.

Study 7

There were 174 participants (78 men and 96 women; mean age = 23.83, SD = 8.85) in the value
claiming analyses, including more non-student community members than previous studies. Eighty-
two of those participants (34 men and 48 women; mean age = 21.75, SD = 5.97) were also in the value
creation analyses. Participants negotiated using the Sweet Shops scenario (Semnani-Azad & Aslani,
2016) which had 4 logrolling integrative items.

On Whether to Meditate Before a Negotiation:

Mindfulness Slightly Impairs Value Claiming in Negotiation



Hafenbrack, Barsade, Kinias, & Falcao

Study 8

One person’s data was lost due to a technical error. There were 267 participants (108 men, 158
women, and one who did not report gender; mean age = 22.97, SD = 8.83) in the value claiming
analyses. The full model was run. Participants negotiated using the Used Car (Rothbard & Barsade
unpublished case) single-item distributive negotiation.

Study 9

There were 158 participants (56 men and 102 women; mean age = 19.90, SD = 1.41) in the
analyses. The full model was run. Participants negotiated using the Rio Copa scenario (Bontempo,
1994) which was modified to include only 2 distributive items.

Study 10

There were 100 participants (42 men, 56 women, and two who did not report gender; mean age
=22.09, SD =2.71) in the value claiming analyses. The full model was run. There were changes in how
this study was run relative to the others. First, participants negotiated using the Used Car (Rothbard
& Barsade, unpublished case) single-item distributive scenario, which was rewritten to reduce
previously observed effects of negotiator role, see Appendix A.? Second, this study was also the only
study which had performance-based pay - in addition to each participant's $10 show-up fee, there
was $10 of bonus money per dyad which was paid out as a function of how the positive bargaining
zone was splitin the negotiation. Lastly, the mindfulness and mind-wandering control inductions were
positioned directly before the negotiation (after participants read their scenario role) to maximize the
possibility of a carryover effect. The only impasse occurred in a dyad in which both participants were
in the control condition.

Meta-Analyses: Results
Value Claiming

In meta-analyses using the METAN command in STATA (Harris et al., 2008), there was a very
small significant negative total effect of state mindfulness on value claiming, standardized mean
difference (SMD) = 0: z = 2.32, p = 0.020. See Table 2 and Figure 2. As an estimate of the true effect,
the aggregate d (SMD) was =-0.138, 95% confidence interval [-.256, -.021]. This is a very small effect in
the sense that it is even smaller than the d = .2 threshold for it to be considered “small” (Cohen, 1992).
However, this effect size could be similar to that of moral licensing effects, which have been predicted
to have a Cohen’s d between .08 and .21 (Ebersole et al., 2015; Mullen & Monin, 2016).

2 Specifically, in the prior version the seller needed desperately to sell the Jeep to avoid a large bank
debt, whereas in this version there was no bank debt and the seller wanted to sell the Jeep to finance a
study abroad semester to Switzerland. Another benefit of this change is that, in contrast to the
prevention-related motivation to avoid the bank debt, both roles subsequently had approach
motivations related to taking a trip — the buyer’s being to the mountains with her/his friends in the Jeep.
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Figure 2. Meta-analysis of the effect of mindfulness meditation on value claiming across all studies

conducted.
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Value Creation

There was no significant total effect of being in a condition in which both versus neither person
meditated on value creation, (SMD) = 0: z = 0.511, p = 0.609, aggregate d (SMD) = -0.076, 95%
confidence interval [-.367, .215]. See Figure 3.

Meta-Analyses: Discussion

In sum, we did not find support for either of our hypotheses (H1. & H2.) that being in the
meditation condition would improve objective negotiation performance. There was only one study in
which a statistically significant effect of state mindfulness on value claiming emerged, Study 1, and
the directionality of the effect in that study was such that state mindfulness harmed negotiation
performance, which went in the opposite direction of our hypothesis (H1.). Out of the ten studies, the
directionality of the mean differences on value claiming between the mindfulness and control
condition were such that mindful participants performed (usually nonsignificantly) worse than control
participants in eight studies; conversely, mindful participants performed (nonsignificantly) better than
control participants in the two other studies. While there are only two studies with scenarios that
contain only integrative items, the nonsignificant trends were on average weaker in these two
scenarios than in the other studies, and the trends in these two integrative studies were split in
directionality. Regardless of directionality, all value claiming trends except for the effect in Study 1,
were not statistically significant and the total effect is very small.

In terms of value creation, we had far fewer participants to include because it was only
appropriate to include participants who were in a dyad in which either both or neither participant
meditated and were in a study in which the scenario had some integrative items. Nonetheless, there
was no significant total effect in either direction, which failed to replicate Masters-Waage and
colleagues' (2021) finding that mindfulness can increase value creation. On value creation, the
directionality of the four studies was split with two showing trends in the positive direction and two
showing trends in the negative direction.

Might the true effect of state mindfulness be negative or in our hypothesized positive direction?
There are potentially noteworthy boundaries for generalizability of the weak negative effect reflected
by the meta-analysis due to details of the data-collections. First, all except Study 10 had low stakes
negotiations in which participants had no financial incentive to perform well and they cultivated
mindfulness before they read the description of their scenario in the negotiation instead of directly
before the negotiation, so these are necessary conditions for these conclusions. Second, if state
mindfulness mostly influences gender-relevant experiences in negotiation (Weger et al., 2012), our
same-sex dyads may have precluded detection of these benefits for individuals experiencing
performance decrements due to stereotype threat.

Third, all studies were conducted at a behavioral laboratory at a well-resourced private
university with at least three professional research assistants present at any time. At this lab,
participants generally work diligently. Other state mindfulness studies conducted there have found
evidence consistent with hypotheses. We also used induction recordings and negotiation exercises
that were validated in prior research and continued to refine the exercises throughout the data
collection process. Although these considerations give us confidence in our results and the likelihood
that a true effect for the population from which participants were drawn lies within the 95%
confidence interval of our meta-analyses, the samples are unambiguously western, educated,
industrialized, rich, and democratic (WEIRD: Henrich et al., 2010), and the normal caveats regarding
generalizability to non-WEIRD context apply.
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Figure 3. Meta-analysis of the effect of mindfulness meditation on value creation in dyads in which
both or neither participant meditated in Studies 1, 2, 3, and 7.
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When any given study fails to find support for any given hypothesis, it could be due to the
hypothesis being untrue (the null hypothesis is true) or because the study was a poor test of a true
hypothesis (Type Il error). For example, as previously mentioned, in Studies 2 and 3 there were
approximately 40 affect items either in the middle of the recorded induction or between the recorded
induction and the negotiation exercise. Answering these items may have taken participants out of a
state of mindfulness. Even if they did not, participants still read their negotiation instructions
thereafter, before they began the negotiation. Moreover, Study 10 was arguably the best designed
study because it had performance-based pay, a rewritten negotiation scenario that eliminated a role
effect, and inductions positioned immediately before the negotiation (instead of before participants
read their scenario role). These may have been reasons for why Study 10 came closer than all but
Study 1 to finding an effect of state mindfulness on negotiation performance (t(98) = 1.888, p =.062),
with that marginal effect being again in the negative direction.

General Discussion

First and foremost, we contribute to the literature on the effects of mindfulness meditation
on negotiation, which does not present a clear picture. Prior theoretical accounts have predicted that
it could help negotiation (Kopelman et al., 2012) or harm it under some conditions (Hafenbrack, 2017).
As noted, mindfulness improves value claiming among student participants in Singapore (Reb &
Narayanan, 2014) and has also led to more collaborative negotiation behaviors in Singapore and the
UK (Masters-Waage et al., 2021). However, our studies, conducted in the US, stand out from the others
in the literature on mindfulness in negotiation because we document a minor cost on value claiming
rather than a benefit of mindfulness. Taking together our results and theirs, it seems that there are
differences in the effect of mindfulness on negotiation across national cultures.

Our best guess for why this is has to do with what anger expressions mean in different cultures.
In line with affect-as-information theory (Clore, Schwarz, & Conway, 1994; Schwarz & Clore, 1983), a
great deal of prior research has found negative moods and anger can be functional in negotiation
(Barry & Oliver, 1996; Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Van Kleef et al., 2004), and negotiators tend to use
their counterpart’s affective displays as information to determine that person’s limit and adjust
demands accordingly (Van Kleef et al., 2004). Because state mindfulness has been reliably found to
reduce state negative affect (Hafenbrack, Kinias, & Barsade, 2014; Hafenbrack et al., 2022; Liang et al.,
2018; Long & Christian, 2015), state mindfulness may have reduced the experience and expression of
functional anger or negative affect and our study design, such as the late timing of our affect measures
or our use of the 2-item anger subscale (irritated, hostile) of the PANAS instead of a more rigorous
measure of anger, simply failed to capture the mediational role anger played.

It is important to note that the vast majority of the research on how anger expressions help
negotiators claim value was conducted in the US and the Netherlands (Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Van
Kleef et al., 2004), but that effect has failed to replicate in Asian cultures (Adam et al., 2010). Asian
cultures also have a higher emphasis on maintaining social harmony (Kinias et al., 2014) relative to
signaling one’s own sense of power or uniqueness (Stamkou et al., 2019). Reactions to leaders’
disruptive behaviors are also moderated by cultural tightness and collectivism, both of which are
higher in Singapore and the UK relative to the Netherlands and the US (Stamkou et al., 2019; Gelfand
etal, 2011). This may suggest that an emotion regulation practice such as mindfulness would be more
helpful for negotiators in Asia than in the US and the Netherlands.

The perhaps less straightforward question than why the US would differ from Asia on the
effects of anger in negotiation is why would the US differ from the UK? When we compare the US and
the UK following Meyer's cultural dimensions (Meyer, 2014), we notice as many would expect that
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their anglophone cultures are similar in many aspects. As one examines each of Meyer's 7 dimensions,
the US and UK are constantly at arm’s length from one another. However, a pattern emerges as we
look at the two countries in all dimensions, and that is that the US is, with one exception, always to
the “left” (i.e., more direct or disruptive in style) of the UK. For example, the US is lower context than
the UK when communicating, more egalitarian when leading, more task-based (as opposed to
relationship-based) when trusting, and more confrontational when disagreeing.

Both Meyer’s dimensions and Gelfand and colleagues’ theory (Gelfand et al., 2011; Stamkou
et al., 2019) indicate that US negotiators may have a higher level of comfort disclosing emotions in
negotiations, particularly negative ones, than UK negotiators (see also, Trompenaars, 1996). For
example, US negotiators are lower context than UK negotiators, which means they are more used to
being specific when communicating what they are thinking and feeling (see also, Economist, 2004),
even if it turns out to be an expression of a negative emotion such as anger. As Americans are more
egalitarian and less hierarchical, they are less power-inhibited to share negative information or
emotions. As US negotiators are less reliant on the strength of a relationship to build trust, they are
likely to be more comfortable displaying negative emotions. Finally, US negotiators are more
confrontational (see also, Lewis, 2018) and thus more comfortable expressing anger when disagreeing.
Altogether, Meyer's cultural comparisons suggest that US negotiators would suffer significantly less
social backlash during a negotiation with another US negotiator if they were to display negative
emotions. Conversely, compared to US negotiators, UK negotiators negotiating among their fellow UK
nationals would be much more constrained to do the same and, if one were to display stronger
negative emotions, it would be more likely perceived as a deviant behavior deserving of punishment
or correction (Stamkou et al., 2019) that would then negatively impact the negotiation performance
of the UK negotiator portraying the negative emotion.

In sum, displaying anger in a negotiation could be seen as a normal indicator that a person
cares about the outcome (Wolf et al., 2016) or are near their limit (Van Kleef et al., 2004) in the US but
an offensive signal or social faux pas in Singapore or the UK (Brett, 2000). Future research can further
identify which of these cultural dimensions account for the divergence in effects. Future research can
also test other possibilities such as if mindfulness magnified underlying differences (Brown et al., 2007;
Poulin et al., 2021) in individualism-collectivism (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) or trust (Gunia et al., 2011).

Beyond the possible role of anger, a second possible interpretation of our results is that our
observed effect may have been due to increased prosocial behavior. We in some sense replicate and
extend the literature on mindfulness and prosocial behavior. There are dozens of studies which have
found that state mindfulness leads people to behave in a more prosocial or generous manner towards
others (Condon et al., 2013; Donald et al., 2019 for a meta-analysis) because it facilitates empathy and
perspective-taking (Berry et al., 2018; Hafenbrack et al., 2020). Our findings suggest that even in a
situation like a negotiation exercise where the whole point is ostensibly to get more value for yourself,
and even though mindfulness probably improves task focus and preparation (Hafenbrack & Vohs,
2018; Mrazek et al., 2012; 2013), mindfulness continues to lead people to give more of the value away.
Making a concession in a negotiation is largely a prosocial behavior, after all.

Thirdly, the effect may have been due to reduced motivation to engage in the negotiation task.
Mindfulness reduces motivation to do meaningless, unpleasant tasks (Hafenbrack & Vohs, 2018),
which participants may have interpreted the negotiation to be. Mindfulness also relates to greater
satisfaction with what one has and less of a desire to obtain more, a concept termed “financial desire
discrepancy” (Brown, Kasser, et al., 2009), although, as noted, our results vis-a-vis satisfaction with the
instrumental outcome bring this interpretation into question. Future research can explore which of
these interpretations are most warranted, such as by examining the effect of mindfulness in a high-
stakes incentive-compatible negotiation.
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It would be premature to unequivocally instruct negotiators to avoid meditation when in an
angry state, even in countries like the US, in light of evidence that expressing anger can harm the
relationship with one's counterpart and reduce joint gain (Allred et al., 1997; Li et al., 2007), frequently
leads to impasses (Yip & Schweinsberg, 2017), and is even unlikely to help one claim value in the
negotiation at hand when one’s counterpart has desirable alternatives (Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006).
This is particularly true when one's counterpart comes from an Eastern cultural context (Adam et al.,
2010). We suggest that participants use meditation as a way to prepare themselves for negotiations
in high context, collectivistic, tighter cultural contexts including East and Southeast Asia in which there
are display rules that people remain calm and avoid strong negative emotions.

One additional factor is that participants in our lab experiments may have had low levels of
arousal, and by reducing their arousal levels even further via meditation (Hafenbrack & Vohs, 2018),
their negotiation performance could have been harmed in a way that it would not be in many real,
higher-stakes negotiations. Future research could try to increase the arousal levels of participants by
using cases which have more of a conflictual tone, such as there being existing resentments and
having both parties already hate each other (e.g., Prime GEO: Falcdo, Gouveia, & Grover, 2017), or with
a zone of possible agreements (ZOPA) that is very small (e.g., Texoil), to see if there is a threshold of
arousal beyond which meditation is useful even in the US. We suggest that businesspeople meditate
when they are feeling such strong emotions that they may lose control or look unstable, but not when
they are already at a moderate level of arousal, in which case further reducing their arousal could
disengage them.

In retrospect, we realize there was a bit of a disconnect between how broadly we thought
about value creation versus how narrowly it was operationalized in our studies. In the Study 1 case,
New Recruit, as well as in others we used, the only form of value creation that was possible was
logrolling - trading off value on some (the integrative) items that the other side valued more and
asking in return for them to make concessions on other items that the focal participant valued more.
There are other forms of value creation, such as coming to the insight that one person only needs the
peel of an orange and the other person only needs the fruit (100% win-win: Fisher, Ury, & Patton, 2011,
similar to the Kukui Nuts (Kopelman & Berkel, 2020) or Oxipouco (Falcdo, 2017) cases), or bringing to
the table totally new issues to create value in a negotiation that would have otherwise been only about
price on a single issue (Falcdo, 2012) which requires creativity for more opportunities to log-roll.
However, the design of our studies preclude us from testing these other, sometimes more powerful
forms of value creation. We encourage researchers to examine the effects of mindfulness on other
forms of value creation in negotiation settings.

The current studies include only one form of mindfulness meditation, focused breathing, as
the manipulation to operationalize state mindfulness. We chose this operationalization for several
reasons. Most importantly, it is the most common in the literature (Arch & Craske, 2006; Hafenbrack,
Kinias, & Barsade, 2014; Kiken & Shook, 2011; Mrazek et al., 2012) and it can be done nearly anytime
and anywhere as an on-the-spotintervention (Hafenbrack, 2017), such as when individuals notice they
are overly stressed, are experiencing excessive negative affect, or need to make a big decision.
Metaphorically, this way of applying meditation when people notice they are highly stressed is akin to
“popping an aspirin when [they] have a headache” (Hafenbrack & Berinato, 2019, p. 33). It is also the
first type of meditation that is taught in most mindfulness programs such as Mindfulness Based Stress
Reduction (Kabat-Zinn, 1990) and that is repeatedly used as a centering practice before moving into
other types of meditations.

Nonetheless, there are many other ways to cue state mindfulness including walking
meditation, savoring food while eating (Tan, 2012), focusing on the physical sensations of many other
tasks, or observing one’s own thoughts or emotions as they arise (Papies et al., 2015). One could also
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seek to minimize other factors that can reduce naturally occurring mindfulness, such as proximity to
one's smartphone (Reina & Kudesia, 2020) or not getting enough sleep (Poh et al., 2012). Future
research may benefit from investigating the effects of other forms of meditation such as loving
kindness meditation, or activities such as yoga, which cultivate mindfulness (Fredrickson et al., 2008;
Hafenbrack et al., 2020).

One thing to keep in mind is that performing well in a negotiation is often a function of how
well a person prepared for that negotiation (Falcdo, 2012; Malhotra, 2016). Our studies were
conservative tests in this regard, in that participants were randomly assigned to either meditate or do
something else that was also unrelated to the negotiation at hand (let their mind wander). In the real
world outside the laboratory, especially when there is time pressure, there would be an opportunity
cost related to taking the time to meditate if it meant reducing the time spent preparing for the
substance and process of the negotiation. Thus, the present research could understate the negative
effect of mindfulness meditation on negotiation under time pressure. Meditation also can have a
financial cost (Hales et al., 2012).

We encourage researchers and employees to think critically about the mechanisms of
mindfulness - especially increased present moment focus, reduced arousal, reduced focus on the
past and future, and reduced negative emotions - to better predict and investigate the situations and
cultural contexts in which mindfulness both potentially helps and harms performance and other
outcomes (Van Dam et al., 2017). People can ask themselves: Is this a situation where my negative
emotions are telling me something important or are they pushing me to do something that would be
perceived as disruptive in this context? This type of balanced inquiry into the positive and negative
effects of mindfulness is critical in order to understand when mindfulness should and should not be
used as an on-the-spot intervention (Hafenbrack, 2017).

Conclusion

In ten studies in the US, we found evidence for a very small negative effect of induced state
mindfulness on one’s own value claimed, and no effect on value created, in negotiation. What we take
away from this is that there is probably not a very strong effect of mindfulness on negotiation
performance in either direction in this cultural context, and if there is an effect it is probably negative
in the domain of value creation. This is still important to know, in light of contrary prior evidence that
mindfulness meditation had aided both value claiming and value creation in other cultures. If
Americans wonder whether they should meditate before a negotiation with other individuals from
cultures characterized by a high level of comfort with anger or negative emotional displays in
negotiations (e.g., Americans or Dutch), our suggestion is that they often should not, as it is unlikely
to help performance, and may harm performance.

References

Adam, H., Shirako, A., & Maddux, W. W. (2010). Cultural variance in the interpersonal effects of anger
in negotiations. Psychological Science, 21(6), 882-889.

Allred, K. G., Mallozzi, J. S., Matsui, F., & Raia, C. P. (1997). The influence of anger and compassion on
negotiation performance. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 70(3), 175-
187.

Amabile, T. M., Barsade, S. G., Mueller, J. S., & Staw, B. M. (2005). Affect and creativity at
work. Administrative Science Quarterly, 50(3), 367-403.

On Whether to Meditate Before a Negotiation:

Mindfulness Slightly Impairs Value Claiming in Negotiation




Hafenbrack, Barsade, Kinias, & Falcao

Anderson, C., & Thompson, L. L. (2004). Affect from the top down: How powerful individuals' positive
affect shapes negotiations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 95(2), 125-
139.

Arch, J.J., & Craske, M. G. (2006). Mechanisms of mindfulness: Emotion regulation following a
focused breathing induction. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 44(12), 1849-1858.

Barry, B., & Oliver, R. L. (1996). Affect in dyadic negotiation: A model and propositions. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 67(2), 127-143.

Barsade, S. G. (2002). The ripple effect: Emotional contagion and its influence on group
behavior. Administrative Science Quarterly, 47(4), 644-675.

Berry, D. R, Cairo, A. H., Goodman, R. J., Quaglia, J. T., Green, J. D., & Brown, K. W. (2018). Mindfulness
increases prosocial responses toward ostracized strangers through empathic
concern. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 147(1), 93-112.

Bodenhausen, G. V., Mussweiler, T., Gabriel, S., & Moreno, K. N. (2001). Affective influences on
stereotyping and intergroup relations. Handbook of Affect and Social Cognition, 319-343.

Bontempo, R. (1994). Rio Copa negotiation exercise. New York: Columbia University.
https://www8.gsb.columbia.edu/caseworks/node/96

Brett, J. M. (2000). Culture and negotiation. International Journal of Psychology, 35(2), 97-104.

Brown, A. & Curhan, J. (2013). The polarizing effect of arousal on negotiation. Psychological Science,
24(10), 1928-1935.

Brown, K. W., Kasser, T., Ryan, R. M., Linley, P. A., & Orzech, K. (2009). When what one has is enough:
Mindfulness, financial desire discrepancy, and subjective well-being. Journal of Research in
Personality, 43(5), 727-736.

Brown, K. W., & Ryan, R. M. (2003). The benefits of being present: mindfulness and its role in
psychological well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(4), 822-848.

Brown, K. W., Ryan, R. M., & Creswell, J. D. (2007). Mindfulness: Theoretical foundations and evidence
for its salutary effects. Psychological Inquiry, 18(4), 211-237.

Carnevale, P. ], & Isen, A. M. (1986). The influence of positive affect and visual access on the
discovery of integrative solutions in bilateral negotiation. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 37(1), 1-13.

Clore, G. L., Schwarz, N., & Conway, M. (1994). Affective causes and consequences of social
information processing. Handbook of Social Cognition, 1, 323-417.

Clore, G. L., Wyer, R. S., Dienes, B., Gasper, K., Gohm, C., & Isbell, L. (2001). Affective feelings as
feedback: Some cognitive consequences. Theories of Mood and Cognition: A User's Guidebook,
27-62.

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155-159.

Condon, P., Desbordes, G., Miller, W. B., & DeSteno, D. (2013). Meditation increases compassionate
responses to suffering. Psychological Science, 24(10), 2125-2127.

Curhan, J. R., Elfenbein, H. A., & Xu, H. (2006). What do people value when they negotiate? Mapping
the domain of subjective value in negotiation. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 91(3), 493-512.

Dane, E. (2011). Paying attention to mindfulness and its effects on task performance in the
workplace. Journal of Management, 37(4), 997-1018.

De Dreu, C. K., Weingart, L. R., & Kwon, S. (2000). Influence of social motives on integrative
negotiation: a meta-analytic review and test of two theories. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 78(5), 889-905.

Donald, J. N., Sahdra, B. K, Van Zanden, B., Duineveld, J. J., Atkins, P. W., Marshall, S. L., & Ciarrochi, J.
(2019). Does your mindfulness benefit others? A systematic review and meta-analysis of the

On Whether to Meditate Before a Negotiation:

Mindfulness Slightly Impairs Value Claiming in Negotiation



https://www8.gsb.columbia.edu/caseworks/node/96

Hafenbrack, Barsade, Kinias, & Falcao

link between mindfulness and prosocial behaviour. British Journal of Psychology, 110(1), 101-
125.

Ebersole C. R., Atherton O. E., Belanger A. L., Skulborstad H. M., Adams R. B., et al. (2015). Many Labs
3: evaluating participant pool quality across the academic semester via replication.
http://osf.io/ct89g

Economist, (2004). | understand, up to a point. https://www.economist.com/europe/2004/09/02/i-
understand-up-to-a-point

Edmondson, A. (1999). Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 44(2), 350-383.

Falcdo, H. (2012). Value negotiation: How to finally get the win-win right. FT Press.

Falcdo, H. (2013). Oxipouco - An Endangered Species Resource Negotiation. INSEAD case no. 5977

Falcdo, H., Gouveia, R., & Grover, H. (2017). PrimeGEO Negotiation: A Conflict Resolution Case. INSEAD
Case no. 317-0179-8

Fisher, R., Ury, W. L., & Patton, B. (2011). Getting to yes: Negotiating agreement without giving in.
Penguin.

Forgas, J. P. (1998). On feeling good and getting your way: mood effects on negotiator cognition and
bargaining strategies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(3), 565-577.

Fredrickson, B. L., Cohn, M. A,, Coffey, K. A,, Pek, J., & Finkel, S. M. (2008). Open Hearts Build Lives:
Positive Emotions, Induced Through Loving-Kindness Meditation, Build Consequential
Personal Resources. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(5), 1045-1062.

Gebauer, J. E., Nehrlich, A. D., Stahlberg, D., Sedikides, C., Hackenschmidt, A., Schick, D., ... & Mander,
J. (2018). Mind-body practices and the self: Yoga and meditation do not quiet the ego but
instead boost self-enhancement. Psychological Science, 29(8), 1299-1308.

Gelfand, M. J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. C., ... & Yamaguchi, S. (2011).
Differences between tight and loose cultures: A 33-nation study. Science, 332(6033), 1100-
1104.

Glomb, T. M., Duffy, M. K, Bono, J. E., & Yang, T. (2011). Mindfulness at work. In J. Martocchio, H. Liao,
& A. Joshi (Eds.), Research in Personnel and Human Resources Management, 30, 115-157.

Good, D.J., Lyddy, C. J., Glomb, T. M., Bono, J. E., Brown, K. W., Duffy, M. K,, ... & Lazar, S. W. (2016).
Contemplating mindfulness at work: An integrative review. Journal of Management, 42(1), 114-
142.

Gunia, B. C,, Brett, J. M., Nandkeolyar, A. K., & Kamdar, D. (2011). Paying a Price: Culture, Trust, and
Negotiation Consequences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(4), 774-789.

Hafenbrack, A. C. (2017). Mindfulness meditation as an on-the-spot workplace intervention. Journal
of Business Research, 75, 118-129.

Hafenbrack, A., Barsade, S., & Kinias, Z. (2014). On whether to meditate before a negotiation: A test
of state mindfulness. In Academy of Management Proceedings (Vol. 2014, No. 1, p. 15676).
Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510: Academy of Management.

Hafenbrack, A., Barsade, S., & Kinias, Z. (2022). On Whether to Meditate Before a Negotiation:
Mindfulness Slightly Impairs Negotiation Performance. In Academy of Management
Proceedings (Vol. 2022, No. 1, p. 12159). Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510: Academy of
Management.

Hafenbrack, A., & Berinato, S. (2019). Mindfulness is demotivating. Harvard Business Review, January-
February, 32-33.

Hafenbrack, A. C., Cameron, L. D., Spreitzer, G. M., Zhang, C., Noval, L. J., & Shaffakat, S. (2020).
Helping people by being in the present: Mindfulness increases prosocial
behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 159, 21-38.

On Whether to Meditate Before a Negotiation:

Mindfulness Slightly Impairs Value Claiming in Negotiation



http://osf.io/ct89g
https://www.economist.com/europe/2004/09/02/i-understand-up-to-a-point
https://www.economist.com/europe/2004/09/02/i-understand-up-to-a-point

Hafenbrack, Barsade, Kinias, & Falcao

Hafenbrack, A. C., Kinias., Z., & Barsade, S. G. (2014). Debiasing the mind through meditation:
Mindfulness and the sunk cost bias. Psychological Science, 25(2), 369-376.

Hafenbrack, A. C., LaPalme, M. L., & Solal, I. (2022). Mindfulness meditation reduces guilt and
prosocial reparation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 123(1), 28-54.

Hafenbrack, A. C., & Vohs, K. D. (2018). Mindfulness meditation impairs task motivation but not
performance. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 147, 1-15.

Hales, D. N., Kroes, J., Chen, Y., & Kang, K. W. D. (2012). The cost of mindfulness: A case study. Journal
of Business Research, 65(4), 570-578.

Hanh, T. (1999). The miracle of mindfulness. Beacon.

Harris, R. )., Deeks, J.J., Altman, D. G., Bradburn, M. J., Harbord, R. M., & Sterne, J. A. (2008). Metan:
fixed-and random-effects meta-analysis. The Stata Journal, 8(1), 3-28.

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). The weirdest people in the world?. Behavioral and
Brain Sciences, 33(2-3), 61-83.

Hollenbeck, J. R., & Wright, P. M. (2017). Harking, sharking, and tharking: Making the case for post
hoc analysis of scientific data. Journal of Management, 43(1), 5-18.

Hosmer, L. T. (1995). Trust: The connecting link between organizational theory and philosophical
ethics. Academy of Management Review, 20(2), 379-403.

Hualsheger, U. R., Alberts, H. J. E. M., Feinholdt, A., & Lang, J. W. B. (2013). Benefits of mindfulness at
work: the role of mindfulness in emotion regulation, emotional exhaustion, and job
satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(2), 310-325.

Isen, A. M. (1987). Positive affect, cognitive processes, and social behavior. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.),
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 20, pp. 203-253). San Diego: Academic Press.

Isen, A. M. (2008). Some ways in which positive affect influences decision making and problem
solving. Handbook of Emotions, 548-573.

Isen, A. M., & Levin, P. F. (1972). Effect of feeling good on helping: cookies and kindness. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 21(3), 384-388.

Isen, A. M., & Means, B. (1983). The influence of positive affect on decision-making strategy. Social
Cognition, 2(1), 18-31.

Isen, A. M., Shalker, T. E., Clark, M., & Karp, L. (1978). Affect, accessibility of material in memory, and
behavior: A cognitive loop? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36(1), 1-12.

Jehn, K. A. (1995). A multimethod examination of the benefits and detriments of intragroup
conflict. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40(2), 256-282.

Kabat-Zinn, J. 1990. Full Catastrophe Living: Using the Wisdom of your Body and Mind to Face Stress,
Pain, and lllness. Bantam.

Kabat-Zinn, J., Massion, M. D., Kristeller, J., Person, L. G, Fletcher, K. E., Ebert, L., et al. (1992).
Effectiveness of a meditation based stress reduction program in the treatment of anxiety
disorders. American Journal of Psychiatry, 149, 936-943.

Karelaia, N., & Reb, J. (2015). Improving decision making through mindfulness. In Mindfulness in
Organizations: Foundations, Research, and Applications. Reb, J., & Atkins, P. (Eds.), pp. 256-284.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Kashy, D. A., & Kenny, D. A. (2000). The analysis of data from dyads and groups. In H. T. Reis & C. M.
Judd (Eds.), Handbook of Research Methods in Social and Personality Psychology (pp. 451-477).
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Kiken, L. G., & Shook, N.]J. (2011). Looking Up Mindfulness Increases Positive Judgments and Reduces
Negativity Bias. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 2(4), 425-431.

On Whether to Meditate Before a Negotiation:

Mindfulness Slightly Impairs Value Claiming in Negotiation




Hafenbrack, Barsade, Kinias, & Falcao

Kinias, Z., Kim, H. S., Hafenbrack, A. C., & Lee, J. J. (2014). Standing out as a signal to selfishness:
Culture and devaluation of non-normative characteristics. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 124(2), 190-203.

Kopelman, S., Avi-Yonah, O., & Varghese, A. K. (2012). The mindful negotiator: Strategic emotion
management and wellbeing. In The Oxford Handbook of Positive Organizational Scholarship, G.
Spreitzer & K. Cameron (Eds.), Ch. 44, pp. 591-600. Oxford University Press.

Kopelman, S., & Berkel, G. (2012). Kukui nuts. Evanston, IL: Dispute Resolution Center.

Kray, L. J., Thompson, L., & Galinsky, A. (2001). Battle of the sexes: Gender stereotype confirmation
and reactance in negotiations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80(6), 942-958.

Kudesia, R. S. (2019). Mindfulness as metacognitive practice. Academy of Management Review, 44(2),
405-423.

Lewis, R. (2018). When Cultures Collide: Leading Across Cultures. Hachette UK.

Li, M., Tost, L. P., & Wade-Benzoni, K. (2007). The dynamic interaction of context and negotiator
effects: A review and commentary on current and emerging areas in
negotiation. International Journal of Conflict Management, 18(3), 222-259.

Liang, L. H., Brown, D. ., Ferris, D. L., Hanig, S., Lian, H., & Keeping, L. M. (2018). The dimensions and
mechanisms of mindfulness in regulating aggressive behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology,
103(3), 281-299.

Long, E. C., & Christian, M. S. (2015). Mindfulness buffers retaliatory responses to injustice: A
regulatory approach. journal of Applied Psychology, 100(5), 1409-1422.

Lueke, A., & Gibson, B. (2015). Mindfulness meditation reduces implicit age and race bias: The role of
reduced automaticity of responding. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 6(3), 284-
291.

Lyddy, C.J., Good, D.]., Kriz, T. D., & Stephens, J. P. (2022). Contemplating critique: Mindfulness
attenuates self-esteem and self-regulatory impacts of negative feedback. Mindfulness, 13(6),
1521-1531.

Malhotra, D. (2016). Negotiating the Impossible: How to Break Deadlocks and Resolve Ugly Conflicts
(Without Money or Muscle). Berrett-Koehler Publishers.

Markus, H., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the Self: Implications for Cognition, Emotion, and
Motivation. Psychological Review, 98(2), 224-253.

Mason, M. F., Norton, M. I., Van Horn, J. D., Wegner, D. M., Grafton, S. T., & Macrae, C. N. (2007).
Wandering minds: The default network and stimulus-independent thought. Science, 315, 393-
395.

Masters-Waage, T. C., Nai, J., Reb, J., Sim, S., Narayanan, J., & Tan, N. (2021). Going far together by
being here now: Mindfulness increases cooperation in negotiations. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 167, 189-205.

Mclntosh, D. N. (1995). Religion-as-schema, with implications for the relation between religion and
coping. The International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 5(1), 1-16.

Meyer, E. (2014). The Culture Map: Breaking Through the Invisible Boundaries of Global Business. Public
Affairs.

Mrazek, M. D., Franklin, M. S., Phillips, D. T., Baird, B., & Schooler, J. W. (2013). Mindfulness training
improves working memory capacity and GRE performance while reducing mind
wandering. Psychological Science, 24(5), 776-781.

Mrazek, M. D., Smallwood, J., & Schooler, . W. (2012). Mindfulness and mind-wandering: Finding
convergence through opposing constructs. Emotion, 12, 442-448.

Mullen, E., & Monin, B. (2016). Consistency versus licensing effects of past moral behavior. Annual
Review of Psychology, 67, 363-385.

On Whether to Meditate Before a Negotiation:

Mindfulness Slightly Impairs Value Claiming in Negotiation




Hafenbrack, Barsade, Kinias, & Falcao

Neale, M. A. (1997). New recruit negotiation exercise. Evanston: Dispute Resolution Research Center
(DRRC), Kellogg School of Management, Northwestern University.
http://www.negotiationexercises.com/

Niemiec, C. P., Brown, K. W., Kashdan, T. B., Cozzolino, P. J., Breen, W. E., Levesque-Bristol, C., & Ryan,
R. M. (2010). Being present in the face of existential threat: The role of trait mindfulness in
reducing defensive responses to mortality salience. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 99, 344-365.

Papies, E. K., Pronk, T. M., Keesman, M., & Barsalou, L. (2015). The benefits of simply observing:
Mindful attention modulates the link between motivation and behavior. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 108(1), 148-170.

Pérez-Yus, M. C., Ayllon-Negrillo, E., Delsignore, G., Magall6n-Botaya, R., Aguilar-Latorre, A., & Olivan
Blazquez, B. (2020). Variables associated with negotiation effectiveness: The role of
mindfulness. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 1214.

Pichon, I., Boccato, G., & Saroglou, V. (2007). Nonconscious influences of religion on prosociality: A
priming study. European journal of Social Psychology, 37(5), 1032-1045.

Poh, J. H., Chong, P. L., & Chee, M. W. (2016). Sleepless night, restless mind: effects of sleep
deprivation on mind wandering. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 145(10), 1312-
1318.

Poulin, M. J., Ministero, L. M., Gabriel, S., Morrison, C. D., & Naidu, E. (2021). Minding your own
business? Mindfulness decreases prosocial behavior for people with independent self-
construals. Psychological Science, 32(11), 1699-1708.

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and
comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods, 40, 879-
891.

Pruitt, D. G. (1981). Negotiation behavior (Vol. 47). New York: Academic Press.

Reb, J., & Narayanan, J. (2014). The influence of mindful attention on value claiming in distributive
negotiations: Evidence from four laboratory experiments. Mindfulness, 5(6), 756-766.

Reina, C. S., & Kudesia, R. S. (2020). Wherever you go, there you become: How mindfulness arises in
everyday situations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 159, 78-96.

Rothbard, N., & Barsade, S. (unpublished case). Used Car negotiation exercise. Philadelphia: The
Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania.

Sawyer, K. B., Thoroughgood, C. N., Stillwell, E. E., Duffy, M. K., Scott, K. L., & Adair, E. A. (2022). Being
present and thankful: A multi-study investigation of mindfulness, gratitude, and employee
helping behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 107(2), 240-262.

Schwarz, N., & Clore, G. L. (1983). Mood, misattribution, and judgments of well-being: Informative
and directive functions of affective states. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45(3),
513-523.

Semnani-Azad, Z., & Aslani, S. (2016). Sweet Shops negotiation exercise. Evanston: Dispute Resolution
Research Center (DRRC), Kellogg School of Management, Northwestern University.
http://www.negotiationexercises.com/

Sinaceur, M., & Tiedens, L. Z. (2006). Get mad and get more than even: When and why anger
expression is effective in negotiations. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42(3), 314-
322.

Spielberger, C. D., Gorsuch, R. L., & Lushene, R. E. (1970). State-trait anxiety inventory: STAI. Consulting
Psychologists Press.

Stamkou, E., van Kleef, G. A, Homan, A. C,, Gelfand, M. J., van de Vijver, F. J., van Egmond, M. C,, ... &
Lee, I. C. (2019). Cultural collectivism and tightness moderate responses to norm violators:

On Whether to Meditate Before a Negotiation:

Mindfulness Slightly Impairs Value Claiming in Negotiation



http://www.negotiationexercises.com/
http://www.negotiationexercises.com/

Hafenbrack, Barsade, Kinias, & Falcao

Effects on power perception, moral emotions, and leader support. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 45(6), 947-964.

Staw, B. M., & Barsade, S. G. (1993). Affect and managerial performance: A test of the sadder-but-
wiser vs. happier-and-smarter hypotheses. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38(2), 304-331.

Sutcliffe, K. M., Vogus, T. ., & Dane, E. (2016). Mindfulness in organizations: A cross-level
review. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 3, 55-81.

Tan, C. M. (2012). Search Inside Yourself. Penguin.

Thompson, L. L., & DeHarpport, T. (2000). Vacation Plans negotiation exercise. Evanston: Dispute
Resolution Research Center (DRRC), Kellogg School of Management, Northwestern
University. http://www.negotiationexercises.com/

Thompson, L. L., Wang, J., & Gunia, B. C. (2010). Negotiation. Annual Review of Psychology, 61, 491-515.

Trompenaars, F. (1996). Resolving international conflict: Culture and business strategy. Business
Strategy Review, 7(3), 51-68.

Van Dam, N. T., Van Vugt, M. K., Vago, D. R., Schmalzl, L., Saron, C. D., Olendzki, A., ... & Meyer, D. E.
(2018). Mind the hype: A critical evaluation and prescriptive agenda for research on
mindfulness and meditation. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 13(1), 36-61.

Van Kleef, G. A,, De Dreu, C. K., & Manstead, A. S. (2004). The interpersonal effects of anger and
happiness in negotiations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 86(1), 57-76.

Van Kleef, G. A., & Sinaceur, M. (2013). The Demise of the" Rational" Negotiator: Emotional Forces in
Conflict and Negotiation. Handbook of Research on Negotiation, 103-130.

Watson, D., Clark, L.A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures of
positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
54, 1063-1070.

Weger, U. W., Hooper, N., Meier, B. P., & Hopthrow, T. (2012). Mindful maths: Reducing the impact of
stereotype threat through a mindfulness exercise. Consciousness and Cognition, 21(1), 471-
475.

West, T. V., Popp, D., & Kenny, D. A. (2008). A guide for the estimation of gender and sexual
orientation effects in dyadic data: An actor-partner interdependence model approach.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(3), 321-336.

Wolf, E. B., Lee, J.J., Sah, S., & Brooks, A. W. (2016). Managing perceptions of distress at work:
Reframing emotion as passion. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 137, 1-
12.

Yip, J. A., & Schweinsberg, M. (2017). Infuriating impasses: Angry expressions increase exiting
behavior in negotiations. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 8(6), 706-714.

Author Bios

Andrew C. (Andy) Hafenbrack (andrew.hafenbrack@insead.edu) is an Associate Professor of
Management & Organization at the University of Washington's Foster School of Business in Seattle.
Andy is a leading expert on the question of when people would benefit from meditating at work and
when it might be costly. He and his co-authors have found meditation can improve decision making
and make people more generous (unless their generosity is driven by guilt) but can also reduce
motivation towards some tasks. His other research is on culture, such as how cross-cultural
relationships can make people more creative, innovative, and entrepreneurial. A presentation about
his research can be found here (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S5ddLeEVfvY) and his website is
www.andyhafenbrack.com

On Whether to Meditate Before a Negotiation:

Mindfulness Slightly Impairs Value Claiming in Negotiation



http://www.negotiationexercises.com/
mailto:andrew.hafenbrack@insead.edu
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S5ddLeEVfvY
http://www.andyhafenbrack.com/

Hafenbrack, Barsade, Kinias, & Falcao

Sigal G. Barsade, a beloved mother, wife, mentor, and a great friend to many, passed away peacefully,
surrounded by family, on February 7, 2022, after a hard, year-long battle with Glioblastoma. She was
56 years old. She was the Joseph Frank Bernstein Professor of Management at the Wharton School of
Business at the University of Pennsylvania, where she had worked since 2003. She was a leading
expert on emotions in the workplace, known for her work on emotional contagion, affective diversity
in top management teams, and the benefits of an organizational culture of companionate love. Her
obituaries can be found at the following links: https://www.nytimes.com/2022/02/13/business/sigal-
barsade-dead.html https://www.wsj.com/articles/wharton-professor-promoted-love-in-the-
workplace-11645028432

Zoe Kinias (zkinias@ivey.ca) is an Associate Professor of Organizational Behaviour and Sustainability
and the John F. Wood Chair in Innovation in Business Learning at Ivey Business School. Zoe examines
social cognitive process including biases and how to attenuate them. These often involve equity,
diversity, and inclusion topics, and interventions to enable everyone’s learning and success. Zoe's
research also highlights factors that facilitate people’s openness and contributions to prosocial
initiatives including diversity programs, environmental sustainability, and advocating on behalf of
women and people of color in organizations.

Horacio Falcdo (horacio.falcao@insead.edu) is a Professor of Management Practice in the Decision
Sciences Department at INSEAD, specializing in Negotiation and Conflict Management. He directs the
INSEAD executive education Negotiation Dynamics program, and co-created INSEAD's Online
Certificate in Negotiation and Advanced Certificate in Negotiation. Horacio also co-founded the
INSEAD Negotiation and Conflict Management Collaborative, an initiative to expand evidence-based
negotiation and conflict management knowledge creation and distribution worldwide. Horacio is the
founder of the Value Negotiation system, a strategic and cross-cultural negotiation approach to
maximize rewards at minimum risk and has co-founded three companies: i) Value Negotiation, a
negotiation advisory services firm, ii) VN Tech, a negotiation-support SaaS startup, and iii) Qinect, an
EdTech startup that creates Al agents for realistic, human-like role-playing. Horacio published the core
of his negotiation system in the book "Value Negotiation: How to Finally Get the Win-Win Right" and
has won several case-writing and teaching awards.

On Whether to Meditate Before a Negotiation:

Mindfulness Slightly Impairs Value Claiming in Negotiation



https://www.nytimes.com/2022/02/13/business/sigal-barsade-dead.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/02/13/business/sigal-barsade-dead.html
https://www.wsj.com/articles/wharton-professor-promoted-love-in-the-workplace-11645028432
https://www.wsj.com/articles/wharton-professor-promoted-love-in-the-workplace-11645028432
mailto:zkinias@ivey.ca
mailto:horacio.falcao@insead.edu



