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Understanding the cross-level effects of subjective value 

and negotiation behavior on negotiator satisfaction 

In society, it is compelling that while economic outcomes may be positive, negotiators remain 

dissatisfied. Even though a buyer and seller both sign a contract, negotiator satisfaction is vital to 

ensure that both parties execute the contract and maintain a long-term relationship (Chang et al., 

2015). Some researchers focus on the individual differences between negotiators that can predict 

satisfaction, like the decision frames of the negotiators (Olekalns & Smith, 2023). Contextual 

factors within negotiations have also been proved, such as power or the number of negotiable 

issues (Naquin, 2003). Moreover, a negotiator’s behavioral strategy has a significant impact on 

satisfaction (Fells et al., 2015). 

Nevertheless, existing insights into the antecedents of negotiator satisfaction remain inadequate, 

particularly in the context of multi-stage and group negotiations. While past research has explored 

satisfaction as a static outcome in single-stage, dyadic negotiations (Curhan et al., 2006), real-

world negotiations are dynamic processes that evolve across multiple stages and involve team 

decision-making (Jang et al., 2018). Satisfaction is not merely shaped by individual subjective 

value but also by shifting team dynamics, shared decision-making, and evolving counterpart 

behaviors (Adair & Brett, 2005). However, research remains limited in examining how satisfaction 

develops over time in multi-stage settings (Olekalns et al., 2003) and how group interactions shape 

individual perceptions (Thompson, 2015). Moreover, intergroup conflict theory provides a 

theoretical basis for why group-level negotiations often deviate from individual-level processes. 
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Abstract 

Within buyer-seller negotiation research, it is crucial to identify key 

antecedents of negotiator satisfaction. This study applies information 

processing theory to the individual, group, and cross-levels. This study aims to 

reveal how negotiator satisfaction is influenced by the psychological 

perceptions of negotiators (subjective value), behaviors of focal negotiators 

and opponents, and economic profits of both sides. A total of 228 seasoned 

business professionals engaged in two-stage simulated group-on-group 

negotiation and were asked to complete a research questionnaire after each 

negotiation stage. A multi-level model was engaged to test the hypotheses. 

During the first negotiation stage, negotiator satisfaction centered on the roles 

of relationship subjective value and instrumental subjective value; further, the 

seller’s self-subjective value is also seen as an important source of satisfaction. 

In cases where the focal negotiator demonstrates integrating or forcing 

behavior and the opponent demonstrates compromising behavior, greater focal 

negotiator satisfaction is witnessed during the second stage. Conversely, 

yielding behavior by an opponent caused lower focal negotiator satisfaction, 

which should be used with caution, as concessions could cause a self-defeating 

outcome. Additionally, while a negotiator’s profit strengthens the focal 

negotiator’s satisfaction, the opponent’s profit has the opposite effect. 
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Specifically, groups are more likely to engage in competitive strategies because of in-group bias, 

depersonalization of the out-group, and heightened identity salience (Wildschut et al., 2003). 

These all correspond to a heightened tendency towards hostile or assertive negotiation styles like 

forcing, particularly when representing group interests. Consequently, group satisfaction in 

negotiations may not solely arise from integrative outcomes but may also stem from perceived 

dominance, assertiveness, or successful defense of group resources (Halevy et al., 2011; Tiedens 

& Fragale, 2003b). This emphasizes that group-specific motivation and behavior must be taken 

into account while theorizing satisfaction in multi-stage negotiations.  

Prior studies primarily focus on static individual assessments, overlooking how negotiators 

adapt across negotiation stages and within group contexts. Addressing these gaps, this study 

examines how satisfaction evolves across two negotiation stages while considering how both 

counterpart behavior and team dynamics interact to shape these shifts. We adopt a hierarchical 

linear modeling (HLM) approach to capture both within-individual and between-group influences 

on satisfaction, reflecting the nested structure of multi-stage, group-based negotiations. 

The prior research is critically limited by a singular focus on a single-tiered analytical 

orientation, specifically its focus on individual-level dynamics. Most negotiation scenarios used in 

previous studies are interpersonal processes between two negotiators (Atkin & Rinehart, 2006). 

For decisions involving substantial transaction amounts, intergroup negotiations are common in 

the buyer-seller negotiations (Woelfl et al., 2024). Research suggests that in such contexts, 

satisfaction is not only influenced by economic and psychological factors but also by intra-team 

coordination, behavioral synchrony, and perceived alignment with teammates (Thompson, 2015). 

Team decision-making processes play a critical role in shaping overall satisfaction, as how 

decisions are taken and how teammates coordinate can significantly affect the perception of 

fairness and the outcomes (Sanchez-Anguix et al., 2013). During such negotiations, the behavior 

strategy of each negotiating side is determined using collective intelligence. As such, group-level 

behavior and individual negotiator satisfaction constitute a cross-level issue. Moreover, achieving 

a positive economic outcome is a key factor in successful transactions. The assessment of 

negotiation success encompasses the psychological perceptions of negotiators and is not confined 

to short-term economic profits (Ramirez-Marin et al., 2021). However, there has been a significant 

lack of (Thompson, 2015) group-level negotiation behavior and economic profits on individual 

satisfaction. 

Consequently, what is lacking at present is a more causal, comprehensive framework for 

negotiator satisfaction. To integrate the negotiation process, the buyer-seller relationship, and the 

negotiator’s self-perception (Lin & Cheung, 2022), this research will contribute to the literature 

by illustrating how negotiator satisfaction is influenced by the psychological perceptions of 

negotiators, behaviors of focal negotiators and opponents, and economic profits of both parties. 

The psychological perceptions of negotiators can be measured using subjective value (SV). SV 

encapsulates the social, perceptual, and emotional consequences of one negotiation (Curhan et al., 

2010). Guided by a multilevel theoretical perspective, this study examines how subjective value 

and negotiation behavior at both the individual and group levels interact to influence negotiator 

satisfaction. By leveraging HLM, we capture the nested structure of multi-stage negotiations, 

where individuals are embedded within groups, to explore how satisfaction evolves across stages. 

This approach allows us to analyze the interplay between individual perceptions, group behaviors, 

and economic outcomes in a more integrated and context-sensitive manner. 

Guided by Adair & Brett's (2005) sequencing framework, the authors employed a two-stage 

negotiation design to isolate relationship-building (Stage 1) and outcome-oriented (Stage 2) 

279



 

 Understanding the cross-level effects of subjective value  

and negotiation behavior on negotiator satisfaction 

Yan, Guo, Lu, & Wang 

dynamics. This separation allows for clear attribution of first-stage SV effects (e.g., relational 

capital) on second-stage outcomes while mitigating confounding from overlapping behavioral 

strategies. Building on this design, the study aims to provide a multi-level analysis of the 

antecedents of negotiator satisfaction, incorporating both individual-level and group-level 

perspectives. More specifically, our study explores the following research questions: 

RQ1. How does individual subjective value in the first negotiation stage influence negotiator 

satisfaction across both negotiation stages? 

RQ2. How do the focal negotiator’s and the counterpart’s negotiation behaviors respectively 

affect individual satisfaction? 

RQ3. How do cross-level dynamics between first-stage subjective value and negotiation 

behavior affect second-stage satisfaction in group negotiations? 

 

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 
 

Subjective Value and Satisfaction 
 

A fundamental distinction in this study lies in the group-based nature of the negotiations. 

Compared to individuals, groups tend to exhibit stronger competitive orientations due to factors 

such as group polarization, social identity salience, and collective responsibility. According to the 

interindividual–intergroup discontinuity effect, groups acting on behalf of their members are more 

likely to engage in competitive, assertive strategies to protect group interests and signal strength 

(Wildschut et al., 2003). These behaviors, while potentially detrimental in interpersonal contexts, 

may enhance satisfaction within groups by reinforcing perceptions of competence, control, and 

collective efficacy (Tiedens & Fragale, 2003b; Van Kleef et al., 2004). With this distinction in 

mind, we now turn to how subjective value evolves across negotiation stages. 

Existing research predominantly examines single-stage negotiation. In reality, however, 

substantive negotiation practices often require multiple stages before a final agreement is reached, 

which are often time-consuming and extended beyond one-shot deals (Cheng et al., 2018). 

Traditional negotiation studies often treat satisfaction as a static construct, focusing on immediate 

post-negotiation assessments. Nevertheless, real-world negotiations involve iterative adjustments 

in expectations, bargaining power, and relational perceptions, which need a multi-stage analytical 

approach. The sequencing of negotiation behaviors plays a fundamental role in shaping outcomes 

(Adair & Brett, 2005). As such, a two-stage negotiation model may provide a more realistic format. 

In multi-stage negotiations, the first phase serves as a relationship-building period where parties 

assess counterpart intentions and establish trust—a process aligning with Jang et al.'s (2018) 

identification of rapport development as a precursor to economic outcomes. The second phase 

shifts toward outcome-oriented bargaining, where accumulated relational capital enables more 

substantive value claiming. The importance of multi-phase negotiation is supported by Curhan et 

al. (2006), who highlight how satisfaction is not a fixed construct but evolves as negotiators 

process information throughout the stages. This notion of satisfaction as a dynamic construct is 

further emphasized by Brett & Thompson (2016), who assert that information encoding in early 

stages (e.g., cooperative behaviors) shapes later-stage economic evaluations, which is consistent 

with the focus of this study on multi-stage satisfaction. Additionally, Thompson (2012) suggests 

that negotiators continuously update their satisfaction judgments based on new economic and 

relational cues, making it crucial to study satisfaction across multiple stages rather than as a one-

time assessment. Recent works further support the importance of phase transitions and the 
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cumulative nature of negotiation satisfaction. For instance, Trötschel et al. (2015) emphasize how 

the progression through different negotiation stages alters satisfaction levels due to evolving 

relational and distributive factors. Similarly, Majer et al. (2022) highlight the dynamic interplay 

between negotiation phases and outcome perceptions. Elfenbein (2021) also highlights the role of 

relational dynamics and psychosocial factors, which evolve across multiple negotiation phases, 

reinforcing the need to account for both relational and economic components in multi-stage 

negotiations. 

While traditional models have predominantly focused on individual-level satisfaction, a 

multilevel perspective offers a more comprehensive understanding of how negotiator satisfaction 

is shaped by individual behaviors as well as by group-level dynamics. In multi-stage group 

negotiations, individual satisfaction varies as a function of both personal strategy and observed 

team or counterpart group behaviors. This nested interdependence refers to how individual 

experience is nested in group contexts and emphasizes the requirement to measure within- and 

between-group variation in satisfaction development. 

Negotiator satisfaction measures the overall affective response of one party to the outcome 

immediately after the negotiation concludes (Geiger, 2014). In two-stage negotiations, satisfaction 

recorded after the first stage relates to the temporary outcome seen at the end of that stage. 

Satisfaction is measured after the second stage and relates to the ultimate negotiation outcome. 

The information processing theory provides a cognitive-based rationale for why different stages 

of negotiation correspond with dynamically different levels of satisfaction (Bazerman & Neale, 

1993). While static models entertain the notion that satisfaction is formed at the end of 

negotiations, the IPT views negotiators as continuously encoding, storing, and reprocessing 

information throughout negotiations as behaviors and economic conditions of the other party 

fluctuate (Brett & Thompson, 2016). This application of IPT in multi-stage negotiations better 

explains why first-stage satisfaction may not fully predict second-stage satisfaction, as ongoing 

interactions add in new social and economic information that changes perception over time. 

Although subjective value and economic gains may generally be an indicator of high 

satisfaction (Curhan et al., 2006), their precise relationship is, as yet, an open question. If 

satisfaction were purely economic, the negotiator realizing the highest gain would indeed be the 

best satisfied. Yet, when it comes to absolute profits, satisfaction may decrease due to the perceived 

relative gain of counterparts, as Galinsky et al. (2002a) state. Regret or distrust arising from 

excessive counterpart concessions also decreases satisfaction. Furthermore, satisfaction builds 

through stages—initial impressions are never due to time and new information, reshaping 

evaluations. Thus, on multi-stage dynamics, whereas economic outcome and SV constitute a basis 

for the development of satisfaction, they do so within the parameters set by behaviors during the 

negotiation process, the interaction with the negotiation counterpart, and shifts through time. 

The psychosocial outcome perceived by negotiators is crucial as negotiators often lack 

sufficient information to assess their negotiation position and strategic leverage accurately. 

Looking beyond economic outcomes, psychosocial outcomes have a greater impact on future 

relationships between negotiators and reflect negotiators’ traits (Curhan et al., 2010). Negotiators' 

feelings about themselves and their overall subjective value are influenced by multiple factors in 

the negotiation process, such as fake anger (Hunsaker et al., 2023). When prior experience and 

objective reference points are unavailable, negotiators can make decisions based on subjective 

judgments (Schuster et al., 2020). This happens because situations can affect the perceptions and 

judgment of negotiators. The psychological perceptions of negotiators can be measured using SV, 

which falls into four categories. Instrumental SV is the negotiator's internal assessment that the 
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economic settlement is profitable and equitable and respects the principles of legality and tradition. 

Self SV is the feeling that one is competent and has behaved appropriately without losing face. 

Process SV is about the negotiator's experience of feeling heard, receiving fair treatment, and 

perceiving the process as efficient. Relationship SV fosters positive impressions and trust, laying 

the groundwork for potential future collaboration. 

In multi-stage negotiations, SV reflects a negotiator’s multifaceted psychological evaluation of 

the negotiation process, encompassing perceptions of outcome fairness, relational quality, and self-

worth (Curhan et al., 2006). Although SV and satisfaction are correlated, they represent distinct 

constructs: SV focuses on domain-specific evaluations during negotiation, whereas satisfaction 

captures an overall affective response to the negotiation experience (LePine et al., 2005; Oliver, 

1993). Notably, previous-stage SV has been shown to predict future behavioral intentions such as 

willingness to re-engage with the same counterpart (Curhan et al., 2010) and correlates with 

relational capital across negotiation rounds (Cheng, 2020). When negotiators perceive that they 

have achieved relational or procedural quality in earlier stages, this contributes positively to their 

summary satisfaction at the end of the negotiation (Halpert et al., 2010). Furthermore, evaluations 

of fairness and process effectiveness serve as key psychological mechanisms linking stage-specific 

SV to overall satisfaction (Kwon & Weingart, 2004). Thus, rather than treating SV and satisfaction 

as interchangeable, this study positions changes in SV as an antecedent to final satisfaction 

outcomes. 

H1a. The four dimensions of subjective value (instrumental SV, self SV, process SV, and 

relationship SV) are positively correlated with satisfaction after the first negotiation stage. 

H1b. Satisfaction after the first stage is positively correlated with satisfaction after the second 

stage. 

 

The Role of Negotiator and Opponent Behaviors 
 

Negotiation behavior encompasses the strategies and tactics that negotiators employ to manage 

conflicts and seek resolutions during the negotiation process. Although the primary focus of this 

study is on satisfaction changes across negotiation stages, group negotiations introduce additional 

layers of complexity that may influence this process. Prior research suggests that in team-based 

negotiations, individual perceptions of satisfaction are shaped not only by direct counterpart 

interactions but also by intra-team coordination, shared strategy development, and behavioral 

alignment with teammates (Backhaus et al., 2008; Polzer, 1996). While our study does not directly 

test these intra-team dynamics, acknowledging the group context is essential, as negotiators 

evaluate their outcomes within a broader team structure rather than in isolation. While some studies 

have divided negotiation behavior into competitive and cooperative categories (Boyer et al., 2009), 

the authors adopted a widely accepted classification scheme presented by the Dual Concern Model. 

It includes integrating, compromising, forcing, yielding, and avoiding behaviors to explain 

negotiator and opponent behaviors (Butt et al., 2005; De Dreu et al., 2001). According to the Dual 

Concerns model, negotiators' behaviors reflect the underlying motivations for self-interest and 

other-concern. For instance, those high in self-concern but low in concern for others are more 

likely to use forcing behaviors, employing purely distributive tactics such as threats or extreme 

claims to maximize personal gain. On the contrary, those who prioritize the interests of others over 

their own usually manifest yielding behaviors, granting value to save face. Moderately balancing 

the concerns leads to compromising behaviors, accepting suboptimal splits for a quicker 

resolution. The intersection of high self and other-concern drives integrating behaviors, where 
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parties collaboratively explore trade-offs through open information exchange. Finally, minimizing 

both concerns leads to avoiding behaviors and withdrawing from active engagement through 

silence or topic deflection (Butt et al., 2005). 

The differential impact of negotiation behaviors on satisfaction emerges as a critical function 

of temporal progression within multi-stage interactions. During initial negotiation phases, the 

absence of prior behavioral interaction data compels negotiators to anchor their satisfaction 

evaluations predominantly on objective economic outcomes and perceived equity metrics rather 

than behavioral pattern analyses (Curhan et al., 2006). As negotiations advance longitudinally, the 

accumulation of behavioral observables enables sophisticated cognitive processing through 

information encoding mechanisms and episodic memory retrieval (Bazerman & Neale, 1993), 

facilitating dynamic recalibration of satisfaction metrics. This phased cognitive adaptation 

elucidates the non-significant behavioral influence on first-stage satisfaction versus its critical 

predictive power in subsequent stages (Brett & Thompson, 2016). Specifically, first-stage 

satisfaction manifests as transaction-oriented outcome appraisal, whereas second-stage 

evaluations incorporate multidimensional assessments of relational capital and strategic alignment 

- dimensions inherently contingent on behavioral cue integration over time. 

For negotiators to adopt an integrating or compromising approach, they should first consider 

taking a problem-solving stance, as such an approach is conducive to smooth negotiations. 

Specifically, better information exchanges and solution-finding lead to greater satisfaction (Fells 

et al., 2015). Forcing negotiators are more likely to share information in multiple ways than their 

yielding opponents (Wiltermuth et al., 2015). As such, negotiators who take a forcing approach 

are relatively active in their problem-solving and never retreat from negotiations. Although forcing 

negotiators to ignore the interests of their opponents, negotiators with tough strategies typically 

achieve greater profits. As such, these negotiators tend to be more satisfied with the outcome of 

their negotiations than their yielding opponents (Kong et al., 2014). This tendency may be 

particularly salient in group negotiations. Drawing on intergroup conflict theory, and consistent 

with analytic findings, group members are more likely to adopt assertive or competitive strategies 

to protect group interests and demonstrate loyalty or competence (Wildschut et al., 2003). In such 

contexts, forcing behaviors may be interpreted as a strategic defense of group outcomes rather than 

selfishness, potentially increasing perceived satisfaction among group members. An avoidance 

strategy is often used to circumvent problems that are difficult for both parties to negotiate. This 

is a passive strategy that negotiators are forced to adopt, and it reduces satisfaction with the 

outcome. Consequently, this study proposes the following two hypotheses. 

H2a. If a negotiator adopts a strategy of high concern for self, such as forcing or integrating 

behaviors, the negotiator’s satisfaction increases. 

H2b. If a negotiator adopts a strategy of low concern for self, such as yielding or avoiding 

behaviors, the negotiator’s satisfaction decreases. 

 

Ultimately, both parties seek agreement. Based on social information processing theory, focal 

negotiator satisfaction is predicted not only by their negotiation behavior but also by the behavior 

of their opponent. Consequently, dyadic interaction within negotiation cannot be ignored (Mazei 

et al., 2021). In the buyer-seller negotiation, focal negotiator satisfaction is influenced by the 

content of the agreement and the relationship established with the opponent. If an opponent uses 

an integrating or compromising approach, focal negotiators may believe that their opponents are, 

indeed, solving any negotiation problems to safeguard the interests of both parties. As such, focal 

negotiators experience greater satisfaction (Alexander et al., 1994). However, if an opponent 
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avoids a problem and does not pay attention to the interests of the focal negotiator or themselves, 

this negativity can give focal negotiators the impression that the negotiation has been relatively 

unsuccessful and cause their satisfaction to drop. Dominance complementarity findings indicate 

that a display of submission in response to dominant behavior facilitates interpersonal appreciation 

(Tiedens & Fragale, 2003a). Largely, when opponents are forced to pay more attention to the 

interests of focal negotiators than they are to their own, focal negotiators consider their opponents 

to be sincere and credible and become more satisfied with negotiation outcomes. Conversely, if an 

opponent is uncooperative or shows a forcing stance (Atkin & Rinehart, 2006), these competitive 

behaviors can trigger a competitive response from the focal negotiator, causing a spiral of 

negotiation conflict, lowering profit, and increasing deadlock. If an opponent is competitive, the 

focal negotiator will experience lower satisfaction levels (Saorín-Iborra & Cubillo, 2019). 

Consequently, this study presents the following two hypotheses. 

H3a. If the negotiation opponent adopts a strategy of high concern for the other, such as 

integrating or yielding behaviors, the focal negotiator’s satisfaction increases. 

H3b. If the negotiation opponent adopts a strategy of low concern for the other, such as forcing 

or avoiding behaviors, the focal negotiator’s satisfaction decreases. 

 

Although compromising has been excluded from the core predictions based on the dual concern 

model, it remains one of the most commonly used strategies in negotiation and may exert distinct 

psychological effects depending on which party enacts it. Prior research suggests that when 

individuals themselves adopt compromising strategies, they may interpret this as a concession of 

personal value or control, potentially lowering satisfaction due to perceptions of loss, inefficacy, 

or reduced agency (Curhan et al., 2010). In contrast, compromising by the counterpart may be 

interpreted as a prosocial gesture that signals goodwill and a willingness to reach common ground 

(De Dreu, 2004; Tomlinson et al., 2004). These role-based distinctions suggest that the same 

behavior—compromising—may lead to divergent psychological outcomes: it may undermine 

satisfaction when self-enacted, but enhance it when initiated by the counterpart. 

H4a. Compromising behavior by the focal negotiator is negatively correlated with satisfaction. 

H4b. Compromising behavior by the counterpart is positively correlated with satisfaction. 

 

Comparing Negotiator’s Profit and Opponent’s Profit 
 

Negotiation profit is a fundamental indicator of the economic outcome of a negotiation. It refers 

to the difference between the negotiated prices for each party and their respective reservation 

points. It is acceptable for sellers when the agreed-upon price is above their reservation point; 

similarly, buyers are content when the price is below their reservation point (Thompson et al., 

2012). Existing research has presented several factors that determine negotiator’s profit. For 

instance, negotiators who engage in assertive or problem-orientated tend to secure better economic 

outcomes (Chen & Ayoko, 2012), while opponents with forcing behavior and anger have been 

seen to reduce negotiator’s profit (Butt et al., 2005). 

A principal antecedent of negotiator satisfaction resides in the economic attainment secured 

through bargaining processes. According to expectation disconfirmation theory, negotiators 

engage in comparative evaluations between realized outcomes and pre-negotiation reference 

points (Galinsky et al., 2002a). Positive disconfirmation—wherein outcomes surpass initial 

expectations—elicits elevated satisfaction through cognitive reappraisal mechanisms. Empirical 

evidence further demonstrates that satisfaction appraisals predominantly derive from absolute 
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economic attainment rather than relativistic assessments (Curhan et al., 2006). Enhanced 

profitability reinforces self-perceived negotiation competence, bolsters task-specific self-efficacy, 

and activates positive affective states, collectively elevating satisfaction levels (Thompson, 2012). 

Thus, the authors hypothesize: 

H5a. Focal negotiator’s profit is positively correlated with their second-stage satisfaction. 

 

Notably, while absolute gains dominate satisfaction calculus, negotiators systematically engage 

in referential outcome evaluations against counterpart performance metrics. Social Comparison 

Theory (Festinger, 1957) elucidates how self-evaluative judgments emerge through dual referents: 

personal outcome benchmarks and comparative performance assessments. This phenomenon 

intensifies in zero-sum negotiation contexts characterized by fixed-pie perceptions, where 

counterpart gains are construed as personal opportunity costs (Geiger, 2014). Substantial evidence 

documents the inverse relationship between counterpart profitability and focal negotiator 

satisfaction. Larrick & Blount's (1997) seminal work revealed diminished satisfaction when 

counterparts secured disproportionately favorable economic attainment, notwithstanding 

objectively favorable personal outcomes. Complementary studies demonstrate that negotiators 

perceiving relative parity or disadvantage—even amidst substantial absolute gains—

systematically devalue outcome favorability (Babcock et al., 1996; Blount & Larrick, 2000). This 

comparative discounting effect originates from status preservation motives, equity violation 

perceptions, and the inherent adversarial framing of distributive bargaining contexts. Thus, we 

hypothesize: 

H5b. Opponent’s profit negatively correlates with the focal negotiator’s second-stage 

satisfaction. 

 

Figure 1. Illustration of the research framework
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Method 
 

Scenario analysis is widely used to examine negotiation dynamics by integrating multiple 

influencing factors (Haggenmüller et al., 2022). This study employs a simulated two-stage 

negotiation model, which better reflects real-world negotiation processes. The procedures and 

participant instructions for the simulation are detailed in Appendix A. Intergroup negotiations were 

chosen to allow negotiators to analyze information collectively, leveraging group decision-making 

to enhance strategic reasoning (Penttilä, 2020). Given the variability in psychological perceptions 

within groups, we incorporated both individual- and group-level data to enable a comprehensive 

cross-level analysis of negotiator satisfaction (Wolter et al., 2021). 

 

Participants 
 

Over 8 months, we conducted five two-stage negotiation simulations involving a total of 228 

Chinese professionals with substantial business experience. The simulated negotiations were 

conducted by 181 males and 47 females with a mean age of 34.11 years and a standard deviation 

of 7.37. The negotiations utilized 69, 41, 34, 45, and 39 participants, respectively. 

 

The Simulated Negotiation Process 
 

The negotiation framework drew from the scenario involving Estate One and Pearl Investments 

(Malhotra, 2005a, 2005b) and was adapted to fit a two-stage negotiation format. The participants 

in both negotiation stages were identical, and the goal was the same. The end of the first stage only 

represented a suspension, and no final agreement was reached at this stage. In the scenario, Pearl 

Investments is cast as the seller, a company in the real estate investment sector with a plan to sell 

off a property situated in Hamilton. Estate One, positioned as the buyer, is a builder with an interest 

in land acquisition to open up the market. As such, the two parties begin to discuss potential 

cooperation and are involved in a simulated distributive negotiation over a singular issue—price. 

The information they have access to varies, with a significant difference being the seller's potential 

alternative transaction with Queens Development Company, unbeknownst to the buyer, as 

alternatives influence negotiation behavior and outcomes (Kang et al., 2024). 

Before simulated negotiations were formally commenced, participants were grouped to remove 

any gender bias. Participants of the same gender were grouped, and these groups were paired 

against opponent groups of the same gender. There was a total of 56 groups, namely, 28 pairs. 

Each group is composed of 4 to 5 people, and the number of people in each pair of groups is 

consistent. This structure acts as a real-world negotiation environment, where negotiators rarely 

act alone and conduct group decisions before implementing an agreement. 

It ensures that negotiators consider multiple perspectives and engage in strategic discussions 

before entering into formal binary bargaining, making negotiations more realistic and complex. 

Upon numbering, the groups with odd numbers were set as the sellers and the even-numbered ones 

as the buyers, which then led to a pairing for the negotiation process. Each of the pairings was 

provided with its negotiation room. Each simulated negotiation lasted 110 minutes. This included 

the distribution of background materials, preparation for negotiations, the first negotiation stage, a 

brief interlude, the second negotiation stage, and the feedback phase. Before the launch of the 

simulated negotiations, all participants were gathered together and introduced to the negotiation 

process and the corresponding precautions. The authors then instructed the buyer groups to enter 
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their negotiation rooms. Next, background information was distributed to all parties. During the 

negotiation preparation phase, participants were given 45 minutes to discuss the negotiation within 

their groups, create a plan, and elect their chief negotiators. During this phase, no inter-group 

communication was permitted. The preparation period was designed to allow group members to 

align their strategies, assign roles, and fully process the negotiation scenario before entering 

discussions. Research on multi-party negotiations suggests that effective pre-negotiation 

coordination significantly improves team decision-making and negotiation performance (Ertel, 

2004). Groups that are not given sufficient time for pre-negotiation discussion often perform 

poorly due to misalignment or lack of internal consensus. After the negotiation preparation phase, 

the seller groups entered their respective negotiation rooms and began their first-stage discussions 

with the buyers. Each of the two negotiation stages lasted 25 minutes. While real-world 

negotiations often extend beyond laboratory constraints, 25 minutes provided a balance between 

maintaining engagement and preventing cognitive fatigue, a key consideration in negotiation 

experiments (Thompson, 2015). After the first negotiation stage, all participants completed a 

questionnaire about subject values and satisfaction. The completed questionnaires were swiftly 

gathered, after which the groups were prompted to devise their strategies for the forthcoming 

second negotiation stage. This break lasted 15 minutes. Once the 15 minutes had passed, the sellers 

re-entered their negotiation rooms and commenced their second-stage negotiations. After an 

agreement had been reached, negotiations were terminated. Deadlock was declared in instances 

where the negotiating parties had failed to reach an agreement within the allocated 25-minute 

period. Once the second stage was complete, all participants returned to their classrooms and 

completed a questionnaire about their negotiation behaviors and satisfaction during the second 

stage. Meanwhile, the authors noted the outcome of the negotiations, any deadlock situations, the 

focal negotiators’ reservation points, and the reservation points of their opponents, as forecasted 

by focal negotiators. Carrying out the surveys in an orderly sequence facilitated the assembly of 

data corresponding to each successive stage in the original model. 

 

Measures 
 

The retrospective questionnaires were based on those used in previous studies and were slightly 

revised in terms of their expression. The complete set of items used in the study is provided in 

Appendix B. Unless specified otherwise, the survey employed a 7-point Likert scale for 

participant responses, spanning from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). 

Subjective value (SV). This study uses the scale of Guo et al. (2022) to measure SV, dividing 

SV into four dimensions: instrumental SV, self SV, process SV, and relationship SV. The 

negotiators responded to these particular items after the first negotiation stage, preventing any 

negotiator behavior from influencing the answers during the second stage. 

Negotiation behavior. On the basis of the scale of De Dreu (2001), the items have been adjusted 

to suit the negotiation scenario of this study. These particular items were delivered to the 

negotiators after the second negotiation stage. At the same time, participants were repeatedly 

reminded to answer questions based on their perception of the second negotiation stage. 

Satisfaction. Following Naquin (2003), negotiator satisfaction within each negotiation stage 

was measured using a single item: “I am very satisfied with the outcome of this negotiation stage”. 

This item measured satisfaction after the first and second stages. 

Negotiation profit. The negotiator’s profit is calculated by measuring “the difference between 

the negotiated price reached by both sides and the negotiator’s reservation point”. Opponent’s 
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profit is “the difference between the negotiated price reached by both sides and the opponent’s 

reservation point, as forecasted by the focal negotiator”. For sellers, profit represents the negotiated 

price minus the seller’s reservation point (true or forecasted). For buyers, profit represents their 

reservation point (true or forecasted) minus the negotiated price. Of note, negotiation profit is a 

group-level variable. This is because, once the negotiation agreement is reached, the buyer group 

and seller group will reach an agreement price. After all, each group has only one reservation point. 

Control variables. Age and gender were selected as control variables as many studies have 

indicated that these two factors influence negotiation behaviors and outcomes. For instance, it has 

been proven that the older a negotiator is, the more likely they are to cooperate (Alexander et al., 

1994). Existing research has formed specific gender stereotypes, suggesting that women are more 

likely to compromise and that men are more dominant. However, female negotiators are also 

sensitive to contextual factors, meaning that the influence of gender could reduce or even reverse 

these existing stereotypes (Bowles & Flynn, 2010). Nevertheless, these two factors cannot be 

ignored, and it was important for us to ensure that they did not influence the study. 

 

Results 
 

Reliability and Validity 
 

To reduce the possible effect of common method bias, the authors informed participants at the 

beginning of the study that they should consider the simulated negotiations to be real business 

negotiations and that they should treat the simulated negotiations as real business dealings and 

respond honestly to the questions. Furthermore, they were assured that their responses would 

remain anonymous and be used solely for academic research. This study used Harman’s single-

factor test to verify common method bias using exploratory factor analysis (EFA). Data suitability 

was first evaluated using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The 

KMO value of all items was 0.841, exceeding the threshold requirement of 0.5. Low significance 

was seen during Bartlett’s test (0.000), which suggested that the data was adequate for the 

performance of EFA. The results also showed that the top factors accounted for 63.01% of the total 

variance, with the largest factor accounting for 17.48% of the total variance. These results 

suggested that common method variance was not a significant issue for the study. Cronbach’s alpha 

(α) was used to assess the internal consistency and reliability of the scale. As Table 1 shows, while 

the lowest Cronbach’s α was 0.649, the values of other multiple-item constructs were above 0.70. 

This indicated that the multiple-item scale demonstrates ample and satisfactory internal 

consistency and reliability. 
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Table 1 Reliability and Validity Analysis 

 
 

Further, the authors conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test the validity of the 

multiple-item scale. Table 1 shows that while the minimum value of standard factor loading (SFL) 

was 0.474, the value for all other constructs exceeded the 0.5 cut-off, indicating acceptable 

convergent validity. The construct reliability (CR) values of all multiple-item constructs were 

above 0.7, except for one CR value of 0.679. Based on these results, the convergent validity of the 

scale was found to be acceptable. Table 2 shows the summary statistics and intercorrelations 

between the variables. Given the high correlation between process SV and relationship SV, the 

authors took steps to ensure that no single SV dimension was driving the results of any other. To 

do so, the authors statistically controlled one form of SV when testing the effects of another. For 

instance, when examining process SV, they controlled relationship SV, and vice versa.  
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Table 2 Means, Standard Deviation, and Pearson Correlation Coefficient Matrix

 
Note: * Significance level: p < 0.05 (two-tailed); ** Significance level: p < 0.01 (two-tailed). 

 

Analysis of the Hypotheses 
 

Before hypothesis testing, the authors examined the descriptive statistics of key outcome 

variables, as Table 3 shows. The average negotiator’s profit was 435.80 (SD = 503.53), ranging 

from –1100 to 1850. The average opponent’s profit was 434.30 (SD = 505.15), ranging from –

1100 to 1850Satisfaction after the first stage had a mean of 4.92 (SD = 1.31), while satisfaction 

after the second stage averaged 5.59 (SD = 1.18). These values suggest generally positive 

evaluations and sufficient variability to warrant further analysis. 

 

Table 3 Descriptive Statistics of Key Outcome Variables 

 
Table 4 ANOVA between the Seller and Buyer 

 
Note: * Significance level: p < 0.05. 

 

As the simulated negotiations were divided into buyer and seller roles, before performing any 

data analysis, the authors first checked whether there were any pronounced differences between 

the buyers and sellers in terms of their perceptions of SV, five kinds of negotiation behavior, or 

satisfaction after the two negotiation stages. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to 

test whether variables were affected to any statistically significant extent by the role of the 

negotiator. The results only indicated a significant difference between buyers and sellers in terms 
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of process SV (F=4.656, P=0.032<0.05), as Table 4 shows. This indicated that the buyer and seller 

data needed to be separated whenever process SV was involved. 

 

Satisfaction after the First Stage 

 

SV measures the perception of each negotiator, and negotiators cannot possibly know the 

psychological perceptions of others. As such, measurement of SV at an individual level provides 

more accurate data. H1a was verified using hierarchical regression analysis. The variance inflation 

factor (VIF) values of the independent and control variables were all under 10, ranging between 

1.002 and 3.654. The indicators showed no multicollinearity to problematize the analysis results. 

Since the buyer and seller had pronounced differences in terms of process SV, the authors first 

divided the individual data into two parts. The first part represented the buyer and the second the 

seller. Hierarchical regression analysis was conducted through SPSS 22.0, examining the impact 

of buyer or seller SV on satisfaction after the first negotiation stage. Two models (Model 1 and 

Model 2) were constructed, designed to respectively examine the impacts of four SV dimensions 

on seller and buyer satisfaction. The two models were split into two steps. In Step 1, two control 

variables were introduced to the models, creating Model 1a and Model 2a. In Step 2, the four 

dimensions of SV were then added to these two models, creating Model 1b and Model 2b. Table 

5 and Table 6 illustrate the results of these empirical models. 

Changes of R2 (ΔR2) and F were used to assess the model fit when adding new variables. Models 

1b and 2b reflected that SV positively affects satisfaction after the first negotiation stage. SV 

increased the predictive power of Models 1b (ΔR2 = 0.682, F = 44.350, p = 0.000) and 2b (ΔR2 = 

0.557, F = 35.632, p = 0.000). Moreover, irrespective of whether the individual was a seller or 

buyer, instrumental SV (seller: β = 0.274, p < 0.001; buyer: β = 0.204, p < 0.05) and relationship 

SV (seller: β = 0.575, p < 0.001; buyer: β = 0.603, p < 0.001) both showed a positive effect on 

satisfaction after the first stage. Process SV, however, had no significant effect. Furthermore, when 

sellers self SV (β = 0.151, p < 0.01) was higher, sellers were seen to be more satisfied with the 

outcome of first-stage negotiations. 

 

Table 5 Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Satisfaction After the First Stage 

 
Note: * Significance level: p < 0.1; ** Significance level: p < 0.05; *** Significance level: p < 0.01; **** 

Significance level: p < 0.001  
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Table 6 Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Satisfaction After the Second Stage 

 
Note: * Significance level: p < 0.1; ** Significance level: p < 0.05; *** Significance level: p < 0.01; **** 

Significance level: p < 0.001 

 

Satisfaction after the Second Stage 

 

Whether researchers analyze multi-level data at the individual level or aggregate data to the 

collective analysis level, both methods ignore group commonalities or individual variations (Little 

et al., 2000). Hence, it is preferable to view group-on-group negotiation as a multi-level 

phenomenon which simultaneously integrates individual and collective processes (Butt et al., 

2005). A focal negotiator’s behavior, the opponent’s negotiation behavior, the focal negotiator’s 

profit, and the perceived opponent’s profit are all group-level variables. Satisfaction after the first 

and second negotiation stages are both individual-level variables. Multi-level modeling techniques 

provide a suitable analytic strategy for investigating the influence of both low-level and high-level 

factors on low-level outcome variables (Wang et al., 2011). As such, to test H1b-H5b, the authors 

chose HLM 6.06 for its flexibility in modeling two-level nested data in multi-level models. 

During the empirical data acquisition phase, three negotiation dyads (comprising six groups and 

28 participants) exhibited failure to attain mutual agreement, consequently generating incomplete 

data points for critical team-level profit metrics and perceived opponent profit variables. To 

maintain analytical rigor in hierarchical linear modeling, these non-convergent cases were 

systematically excluded from subsequent analysis. The final analytical cohort consequently 

consisted of 25 completed negotiation dyads (representing 50 discrete groups and 200 

participants), thereby ensuring robust measurement of cross-level interactions between individual 

satisfaction constructs and collective performance indicators. 

To test individual-level and group-level processes, the authors implemented a trio of models 

for each dependent variable, including the null model devoid of predictors, the individual-level 

model, and the group-level models. The null model apportions the variance into the negotiator and 

the group. Since group-level equations require the presence of systematic inter-group variation in 

the outcome, group-level models are tested only when there is a statistically significant group-

level variance (τ) (Butt et al., 2005). Table 6 shows the results of the HLM analyses that predicted 
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negotiator satisfaction after the second stage. 

As Table 6 shows, the variance partitioning results of the first set of HLM models suggested 

that 24.929% (0.350/ [0.350+1.054]) of the total satisfaction variance after the second stage could 

be attributed to inter-group differences. This variance was seen to be statistically significant 

(τ=0.350, χ2(49) = 113.913, p = 0.000< 0.001). Such group-level variation indicates that 

satisfaction after the second stage should be regarded as a collective phenomenon. 

Next, the individual-level predictor (satisfaction after the first stage) was entered. Negotiator 

satisfaction after the first stage was seen to increase significantly after the second stage (β = 0.266, 

p < 0.001). This result supports H1b. 

In the final stage, group-level predictors were entered. To create the group-level predictors, the 

authors aggregated behavior variables (five kinds of negotiation behavior and five kinds of 

opponent negotiation behavior) using the mean of each group. The negotiator’s profit and the 

opponent’s profit were both group-level variables. The group-level equation revealed that 

integrating behavior (β = 0.323, p<0.05) and forcing behavior (β = 0.316, p<0.01) within the 

negotiating group had a positive influence on negotiator satisfaction after the second stage. This 

result supports H2a. However, neither opponent integrating (β = –0.034, n.s.) nor yielding behavior 

(β = –0.257, p < 0.1) showed a positive effect, indicating that H3a was not supported. The results 

also did not support H2b and H3b. Regarding H4a and H4b, the results indicate that compromising 

behavior enacted by the negotiator had no significant effect on satisfaction (β = –0.020, n.s.), while 

compromising behavior by the opponent had a marginally significant positive effect (β = 0.252, p 

< 0.1). These findings partially support H4b but not H4a, suggesting that compromising is more 

positively received when initiated by the counterpart. Finally, after a two-stage negotiation, the 

greater the focal negotiator’s profit (β = 0.000491, p < 0.01) or the lower the opponent’s profit (β 

= -0.000444, p < 0.01), the greater the focal negotiator’s satisfaction was seen to be. This result 

supports H5a and H5b. 

 

Discussion 
 

Although buyer-seller negotiations typically take a group-on-group form, once an agreement is 

reached, the contract is normally executed by an individual. As such, it is more appropriate to 

focus on satisfaction at the individual level. To date, research on negotiator satisfaction has focused 

primarily on individual differences between negotiators. Besides, existing research often focuses 

on the antecedents of different negotiation behaviors, such as bargaining power (Lu et al., 2020), 

but the effectiveness of negotiation behaviors has not received adequate attention. There is a gap 

in the research when considering the roles of negotiation behaviors, the negotiator’s perceptions, 

and negotiation profit from a cross-level perspective. Building on recent advances in negotiation 

research, this study examines two-stage negotiations, using a simulated group negotiation method 

to study the antecedents that influence satisfaction after two negotiation stages. 

Objective economic outcomes in negotiations and subjective psychological outcomes for the 

negotiators are closely related, and the latter is often affected by the former (Hart & Schweitzer, 

2022). Specifically, negotiation profit reflects economic outcomes, and satisfaction reflects 

psychological outcomes. The greater the negotiator’s profit, the more satisfied they will be (Ma et 

al., 2002). This is consistent with the research indicating that economic and relational benefits 

(having a satisfied opponent) do not have to be mutually exclusive in distributive negotiations 

(Schaerer et al., 2020). While negotiators often estimate the reference points of their opponents, 

they also often evaluate their opponent’s profit once an agreement has been reached. Negotiators 
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compare their profit with that of their opponents. If the opponent’s profit is high, the negotiator's 

satisfaction will be reduced. The findings lend support to information processing theory, which 

holds that negotiators dynamically update satisfaction judgments in the integration of new 

information—such as changes in counterparts' behaviors or shifting economic conditions—over 

multiple stages. Initial satisfaction may serve as an anchor; however, to the extent that negotiators 

continue interacting with one another, they can reinterpret the outcomes of negotiations based on 

real-time cues (Brett & Thompson, 2016), which is problematic for static evaluation models. 

Therefore, there is a need for a multi-stage framework representing how satisfaction evolves as 

negotiators adapt to contextual changes in support of IPT, which focuses on cognitive updates 

during dynamic negotiations. 

The factors that showed the closest link with satisfaction were final profit, subjective 

perceptions, and negotiation behaviors. A two-stage negotiation model can better simulate real-

world buyer-seller negotiations than a single-stage model. Negotiators indicated that they were 

satisfied with the outcome of each stage for distinct reasons. The results show that negotiator 

satisfaction in the first stage predicts satisfaction within the second unless the negotiating parties 

make significant changes in the second-stage negotiations. Consequently, the antecedents of 

satisfaction for the first stage should be examined. However, our findings suggest that absolute 

outcomes do not solely drive satisfaction. Instead, relative comparisons and perceived fairness 

play a critical role, aligning with prior research showing that negotiators who perceive their 

counterpart as gaining disproportionately may report lower satisfaction, even when their profit is 

high (Galinsky et al., 2002b). The results of this study show that instrumental subjective value in 

the first stage (buyer and seller) and the seller’s self-subjective value all increase satisfaction after 

the first stage. The observed difference in process SV between buyers and sellers can be explained 

primarily by information asymmetry and expectation disconfirmation theory. Sellers tend to 

possess better informational control (e.g., knowledge about asset facts, rival bids) that allows them 

to focus on end economic outcomes rather than procedural fairness (Bazerman & Neale, 1993). In 

contrast, buyers face higher uncertainty and rely more on process fairness and transparency to 

decide their satisfaction (Thompson et al., 2012). This corroborates the expectation 

disconfirmation theory, which suggests that buyers' satisfaction is a result of whether the 

negotiation process confirms or disconfirms their expectations, whereas sellers, who enjoy higher 

control in the negotiation, derive satisfaction from the conditions of the final agreement (Galinsky 

et al., 2002b). These role differences highlight the asymmetrical way that negotiators view 

subjective value, emphasizing the importance of considering role-specific perceptions in 

predicting negotiation outcomes. While these findings stress individual perceptions and behaviors, 

they also recognize the need to explore how these factors operate within the broader context of 

team-based negotiations. With a multilevel analytical approach, we are able to account for within-

individual variation and between-group dynamics that affect satisfaction across stages. This 

perspective captures the evolving interplay between a negotiator’s own strategy and the collective 

behaviors surrounding them, offering a richer understanding of satisfaction development in multi-

stage negotiations. 

The most critical factor affecting satisfaction after the first stage is relationship subjective value. 

This may be because the outcome of the first stage does not represent the final situation. A good 

first-stage relationship with an opponent could indicate that the second-stage negotiation will 

generate more personal benefits. This reinforces the idea that satisfaction is dynamic rather than 

static—if it were fully determined by first-stage outcomes, the authors would expect stability 

across stages, yet shifts in counterpart behavior and new information often reshape negotiators' 
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perceptions. These findings highlight the need to study satisfaction as an evolving process rather 

than a fixed outcome, particularly in multi-stage negotiations where expectations and relational 

dynamics fluctuate over time. 

Negotiation is a buyer-seller game. Most studies focus on one side's behavior and satisfaction. 

For instance, negotiators' competitive tactics are inversely correlated, and cooperative tactics are 

positively correlated with the subjective perception of the negotiation (Parlamis et al., 2020). 

Meanwhile, it is vital to consider the opponent's behavior as well as that of the focal negotiator. 

Wong and Howard (2018) conclude that the opponents' door-in-the-face tactic (making an initial, 

extreme, and often unacceptable demand) reduces the degree to which negotiators find their 

counterparts trustworthy. The findings show that the more integrating and forcing the behavior of 

a negotiating group, or the more compromising the opponent, the greater focal negotiator 

satisfaction will be. At odds with the hypothesis, if an opponent concedes, this act will jeopardize 

focal negotiator satisfaction. A possible explanation for this contradictory result is that the 

opponent’s concession is thus attributed to their incompetence or indifference rather than any 

strength or strategy on the part of the focal negotiator. Focal negotiators may consider that their 

opponent’s blind concession has prevented them from realizing their full potential, thus causing 

them dissatisfaction. The potential mechanisms for this theory would need additional research. 

Given the combined impact of both sides’ behaviors, a forcing focal negotiator can encourage 

the opponent’s concession and prevent arbitrary behaviors from occurring. Such a behavioral 

pattern, however, may paradoxically reduce the dominant negotiator’s own satisfaction. Moreover, 

integrating negotiators do not necessarily elicit yielding responses from opponents, yet they 

promote positive relational climates that facilitate mutually beneficial outcomes. These findings 

underscore that the effectiveness of a given negotiation strategy cannot be evaluated in isolation 

but must be understood in light of the behavioral responses it elicits. By modeling both focal and 

opponent behaviors at the group level, the study captures the interaction patterns that shape 

satisfaction in dynamic, multi-stage negotiations. 

 

Conclusion and Implications 
 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 
 

This study contributes to negotiation theory by integrating and expounding several seminal 

models. Building on sequencing theory (Adair & Brett, 2005) and information processing theory 

(Bazerman & Neale, 1993), it empirically tests a dynamic, cross-level model of negotiator 

satisfaction. By differentiating between relational and distributive phases and tracing their 

independent impacts, the study demonstrates how satisfaction evolves through ongoing encoding 

and reinterpretation of behavioral and economic cues. Also, it extends social information 

processing theory beyond intraorganizational settings to the interorganizational setting of buyer-

seller negotiations, identifying individual- and group-level information sources that impact 

satisfaction. The cross-level model links team-level variables (e.g., economic outcomes, group 

action) to individual-level perceptions, offering an advanced understanding of how intergroup 

processes affect personal attitudes (Panke et al., 2021). This study shows that satisfaction in multi-

stage negotiations is not only driven by individual behavior but is also significantly influenced by 

the counterpart's actions. By incorporating both focal and opponent behaviors in a multilevel 

model, the findings demonstrate how certain strategies, such as opponent yielding, can have 

counterintuitive effects on satisfaction. Interestingly, the study also challenges common sense by 
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showing that negotiator satisfaction is influenced not only by one's behavior but also by the 

counterpart's. In particular, the negative effect of opponent yielding behavior shows that excessive 

concession-granting can have the opposite effect, which highlights the need to rethink excessively 

accommodating negotiation strategies in negotiation theory. 

This study provides guidance for business practitioners engaged in the buyer-seller negotiation, 

which is a real-life process that almost all commercial activity passes through in society. While 

the economic outcomes for negotiators are important, negotiators’ perceptions should not be 

ignored. The practical significance of this study is threefold. Firstly, it shows that while numerous 

factors influence negotiator satisfaction, to satisfy opponents and cultivate long-term cooperation, 

negotiators should carefully consider their behavior during negotiations. For instance, negotiators 

cannot simply retreat if their opponent has a forcing strategy. Blind concessions will not always 

pave the way for opponent satisfaction; in some cases, they could even prevent it. If a focal 

negotiator adopts an integrating strategy or the opponent displays compromising behavior, the 

satisfaction of the focal negotiator can increase. Secondly, despite these numerous influential 

factors, satisfaction has a notably strong correlation with negotiation profit. Not only does a 

negotiator’s profit impact satisfaction, but negotiators also subconsciously compare their profit 

with that of their opponent. Essentially, if the opponent’s profit is comparatively higher, the focal 

negotiator will be less satisfied. Finally, in two-stage negotiations, each stage has an enduring 

impact on negotiator satisfaction. As such, negotiators cannot relax their vigilance during any stage 

of the negotiation. It is wise for negotiators to adapt their strategies according to the situation, to 

overcome the stereotypes of first-stage perception, and to balance any conflict of interest. Notably, 

this study highlights that the relationship between the two parties plays a vital role in determining 

negotiator satisfaction. Further, satisfaction is influenced by the perceived economic gains of the 

current stage. For sellers, self-realization is also an important source of satisfaction. 

 

Limitations and Future Research 
 

Firstly, although the data was collected in China, the relationships examined in this research are 

founded on arguments that transcend cultural constraints, bolstering the belief in the model's cross-

cultural viability. It is essential for subsequent research to explore the broader applicability of these 

findings. To further confirm the insights of this study, similar studies should be conducted in other 

cultures, thus confirming that the conclusions are internationally applicable. Secondly, simulated 

negotiations cannot completely replicate true negotiations. Alternative explanations of negotiator 

satisfaction cannot be ignored, such as information asymmetries and power dynamics. For 

instance, the negotiators used in the study had no pre-existing cooperative relationships or mutual 

understanding. In real business transactions, negotiating parties may already have a certain level 

of understanding or even a long-term relationship. Negotiator satisfaction may be influenced by 

any previous cooperation between the two parties or future cooperation opportunities. As such, the 

authors hope that the conclusions of this study can be verified in future research. 

 

Conclusion 
 

This study verifies the key factors affecting negotiator satisfaction using two-stage simulated 

negotiations between buyer and seller groups. First, irrespective of the buyer or seller, satisfaction 

is mainly shaped by relationship subjective value and instrumental subjective value. For sellers, 

self-subjective value also generates better negotiator satisfaction. Second, the negotiation behavior 
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of both parties has a notable impact on satisfaction. If the behavior of a focal negotiator is 

integrating or forcing and that of their opponent is compromising, the focal negotiator's satisfaction 

will increase. However, yielding opponent behavior will weaken focal negotiator satisfaction. 

Finally, negotiator satisfaction also depends on the relationship between the negotiator’s profit and 

the opponent’s profit. The greater the negotiator’s profit or the lower the opponent’s profit, the 

more satisfied the negotiator will be. 
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Appendix 
 

Appendix A: Negotiation Scenario and Participant Instructions 
 

Business Negotiation Simulation – Instruction Manual 

 

This simulation was conducted in a classroom setting and followed the procedures and structure 

outlined below. 

 

1. Grouping and Role Assignment 

All participants were divided into 14 teams (i.e., 7 negotiation dyads), with each team consisting 

of 4 to 5 participants. Each team appointed one chief negotiator to represent them during the 

negotiation. The negotiation took place in buyer–seller pairs, and teams were labeled 

accordingly. Buyers and sellers were assigned to separate rooms and provided with role-specific 

briefing materials. Participants were instructed to maintain strict confidentiality throughout the 

simulation: 

No information exchange was permitted between buyers and sellers. 

No communication was allowed between teams of the same role. 

Mobile phones were to be silenced; calls and messages were strictly prohibited during the 

simulation. 

Participants were advised not to seek or share information, even during breaks or accidental 

encounters. 

 

2. Negotiation Format and Timeline 

Teams were given 45 minutes for internal preparation, including strategy development and role 

clarification. Each dyad engaged in a two-stage negotiation, with a short break in between: 

First Stage: 25 minutes 

Break: 15 minutes (for internal team adjustments; seller remains in the room, buyer steps out) 

Second Stage: 25 minutes 

After each negotiation stage, all participants completed a post-stage questionnaire measuring 

subjective value and satisfaction. 

 

3. Rules During Negotiation 

Negotiations could result in either an agreement or a deadlock. The following rules were strictly 

enforced during the process: 

No communication was allowed between teams or between participants in the same role group. 

All background materials were to be interpreted independently; instructors were not permitted 

to offer clarification. 

Participants were not allowed to enter or leave the negotiation room at will. 

Seller teams entered the room only after buyer teams had received instructions and completed 

their internal preparation. 

 

4. Post-Negotiation Reflection 

After the negotiation, each participant completed a reflective form with the following items: 

What types of preparation were undertaken by your team? 

What behavioral or strategic adjustments did you make after the break? 
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How did you perceive your counterpart's negotiation behavior and strategy? 

What aspects of your performance were effective, and what could be improved? 

How satisfied are you with the outcome? (Rate from 1= Very Dissatisfied to 7= Very Satisfied) 

Appendix B. Measurement Scales Used in the Study 

Part 1. First-Stage Satisfaction and Subjective Value (17 items + 1 overall rating) 

Participants rated their agreement with the following statements based on their experience in the 

first round of negotiation, using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly 

Agree). 

1. We believe the agreed-upon issues were fair and consistent with established norms and

objective standards.

2. We believe there is a high likelihood of reaching an agreement on the unresolved issues in

the next round.

3. At the end of this round, the other party’s requests were acceptable.

4. At the end of this round, our requests were reasonable.

5. We felt deprived or disadvantaged in this round of negotiation.

6. We felt embarrassed during the negotiation (e.g., our pride was hurt).

7. This negotiation made us feel like competent negotiators.

8. We acted following our principles and values.

9. This negotiation had a positive impact on our self-concept and self-image.

10. We believe the other party listened to our concerns.

11. We believe the negotiation process was fair.

12. We are satisfied with the simplicity or complexity of the agreement process.

13. The other party considered our wishes, opinions, or needs.

14. The other party left a generally positive impression.

15. As a result of this negotiation, we are satisfied with the relationship between both parties.

16. This negotiation increased our trust in the other party.

17. This negotiation laid a solid foundation for future relations between the two parties.

Overall, we are satisfied with the outcome of the first-round negotiation. (1–7)

Part 2. Second-Stage Negotiation Behaviors (28 items + 1 overall rating) 

Participants rated how well each of the following statements described their behavior in the 

second round of negotiation, using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = Not at all Descriptive, 7 = Very 

Descriptive). 

1. We collaborated with the other party to find mutually acceptable solutions.

2. We worked with the other party to find solutions that met both parties’ expectations.

3. We exchanged accurate information with the other party to solve problems together.

4. We revealed all of our concerns to resolve the dispute effectively.

5. We cooperated with the other party to reach mutually acceptable decisions.

6. We worked closely with the other party to better understand the issues.

7. We tried to integrate both sides’ opinions to reach a shared decision.

8. We sought compromises to overcome deadlocks.

9. We frequently proposed middle-ground solutions to resolve impasses.

10. Our negotiations often resulted in compromise.

11. We achieved a compromise through mutual concessions.
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12. We avoided arguing with the other party.

13. We refrained from directly discussing disagreements.

14. We avoided confrontations as much as possible.

15. We withheld disagreements to avoid upsetting the other party.

16. We avoided unpleasant exchanges during the negotiation.

17. We tried to meet the needs of the other party.

18. We avoided awkwardness and kept any conflicts to ourselves.

19. We modified our strategy to better align with the other party’s expectations.

20. We made concessions according to the other party’s expectations.

21. We were willing to concede to the other party.

22. We often agreed with the other party’s suggestions.

23. We tried to meet the other party’s expectations.

24. We used our influence to make our viewpoints acceptable.

25. We leveraged our power to push for decisions that favored us.

26. We used our expertise to make decisions in our favor.

27. We firmly insisted on our position regarding key issues.

28. We sometimes used our group’s power to prevail in competitive situations.

Overall, we are satisfied with the outcome of the second-round negotiation. (1–7).
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