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Figure 4. Count data of partial impasses as a function of social motivation and perspective mindset (Study 3).
Each experimental cell consisted of 22 pairs of negotiators.

a perspective mindset engaged in less logrolling behavior than did
prosocial negotiators (Wald x> = 5.60, p < .05). In contrast,
egoistic perspective-takers did not differ from prosocial
perspective-takers (Wald x* = 0.10, ns). Analysis on the Perspec-
tive Taking X Round interaction revealed that although there was
no difference in logrolling behavior between own-perspective and
perspective-taking parties at the start of the negotiation, differ-
ences in logrolling increased over the enduring course of the
negotiations (Wald x* = 0.002, ns; Wald x* = 1.50, ns; Wald
x> = 2.54, ns; Wald x* = 5.28, p < .05; and Wald x* = 6.20, p <
.05, for Rounds 1 to 5, respectively). To illustrate these findings,
Figure 6 shows averaged scores of systematic concession making
as a function of negotiators’ perspective mindset and round.
Mediation analyses. To test our mediational assumption,
bootstrapping analyses for estimating direct and indirect effects
(Preacher & Hayes, 2008) were conducted with 5,000 bootstrap

Table 5

Negative Binomial Regression With the Predictors Social
Motivation, Perspective Mindset, Negotiation Round, and Their
Interactions on Nonsystematic Concession Making (Study 3)

Predictor b SE Z

Social motivation -.191 .068 —2.83™
Perspective mindset —.012 .068 —0.18
Round 301 023 13.14™
Social Motivation X Perspective Mindset .089  .065 1.35
Social Motivation X Round .051 .020 2.49™
Perspective Mindset X Round .020 .020 0.97
Social Motivation X Perspective Mindset X

Round —.012 .020 ~—0.58
Note. Prosocial = —1 and egoistic = +1 (social motivation); perspective-

taking = —1 and own-perspective == +1 (perspective mindset); positive b
and z coefficients indicate more logrolling behavior.
*p < 0l

samples and a 95% BCa CI (bias-corrected and accelerated con-
fidence interval; see Efron, 1987). There are three advantages to
using this statistical method: (a) Multiple mediators can be tested
simultaneously, (b) the method does not rely on the assumption of
normal sampling distribution, and (c) the number of inferential
tests is minimized thus reducing the likelihood of Type I errors.
First, in line with the previous reasoning, it was predicted that the
main effect of social motivation on the emergence of partial
impasses could be explained in terms of differences in conceding.
To test this assumption, we entered the social motivation factor as
the predictor, partial impasses as the dependent variable, averaged
conceding and logrolling scores as multiple mediators, and the
perspective mindset factor as a covariate.” The respective analyses
confirmed our prediction, as only conceding differed significantly
from zero (95% BCa CI) and thus qualified as a mediator for the
social motivation main effect (see Table 7). Second, we predicted
that the main effect of perspective mindset could be explained in
terms of differences in logrolling. To test this assumption, we
entered the perspective mindset factor as the predictor, partial
impasses as the dependent variable, averaged conceding and log-
rolling scores as multiple mediators, and the social motivation
factor as a covariate. The respective analyses confirmed our pre-
diction, as only logrolling qualified as a mediator for the perspec-
tive mindset main effect (see Table 7). Third, it was predicted that
the Social Motivation X Perspective Mindset interaction effect
could also be explained in terms of differences in logrolling. To
test this mediated moderation assumption (Muller, Judd, & Yzer-
byt, 2005; Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007), we entered the
Social Motivation X Perspective Mindset interaction term as the
predictor variable, partial impasses as the dependent variable,

? The mediational analyses revealed the same pattern of results when
quality of outcomes was entered as the dependent variable instead of partial
impasses.
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Figure 5. Conceding scores as a function of negotiation round and social
motivation (Study 3). Dashed lines indicate that some of the disputants
negotiated more than four rounds until they reached the final round.

the averaged logrolling and conceding scores as multiple media-
tors, and the social motivation and perspective mindset main
effects as covariates. Again, only logrolling qualified as a mediator
for the interaction effect on partial impasses, thereby confirming
the predictions that egoistic perspective-takers were able to reduce
the number of partial impasses to the level of prosocial negotiators
through the strategy of logrolling.

Discussion

The major goal of Study 3 was to uncover the underlying-

mechanisms for the effects found in the previous studies. Study 3
demonstrated that perspective taking enables egoistic negotiators
to detect the integrative potential, allowing them to apply the
integrative strategy of logrolling. By means of logrolling egoistic
negotiators increased their outcomes without inflicting hurtful
losses upon their counterparts. The findings of the present research
not only help explain how egoistic perspective-takers overcome
the risk of impasses but give additional insight into the strategies
applied by prosocial negotiators. As suggested by the analyses on
nonsystematic concession making, prosocial negotiators avoided
the emergence of partial impasses from the start of negotiations.
As a consequence, they ended up with fewer impasses. This

Table 6

Negative Binomial Regression With the Predictors Social
Motivation, Perspective Mindset, Negotiation Round, and Their
Interactions on Systematic Concession Making (Study 3)

Predictor b SE 4

Social motivation —.026 .018 1.44
Perspective mindset -.032 018 —1.78"
Round 153 .030 5.10™
Social Motivation X Perspective Mindset -.034 018 ~—1.89"
Social Motivation X Round -.007 .008 —0.94
Perspective Mindset X Round -.013 .007 -1.76"
Social Motivation X Perspective Mindset X

Round —.0I1  .007 -—1.57
Note. Prosocial = —1 and egoistic = + 1 (social motivation); perspective-
taking = —1 and own-perspective = +1 (perspective mindset); positive b

and z coefficients indicate more logrolling behavior.

p<.10. *p < .05

*p < 0L
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Figure 6. Logrolling scores as a function of negotiation round and
perspective mindset (Study 3). Dashed lines indicate that some of the
disputants negotiated more than four rounds until they reached the final
round.

finding may also help to explain how prosocial negotiators reduced
the risk of impasses in the distributive phase of Study 2. As
distributive issues do not allow for logrolling, negotiators had to
concede on both high- and low-preference issues in order to avoid
impasses. From the findings of Study 3 one may conclude that
prosocial negotiators successfully overcome the risk of partial
impasses—irrespective of whether the negotiation is on zero-sum
or variable-sum issues.

General Discussion

The present studies point to the important role of partial im-
passes and examine social motivation and perspective taking as
important determinants for the emergence and alleviation of im-
passes. As indicated by differences in the quality of joint out-
comes, partial impasses produce strong detrimental effects in ne-
gotiations. Hence, the present study addresses the call by Tripp and
Sondak (1992) to consider impasses as an important dependent
variable and to explore conditions that lead to impasses. We
introduced a negotiation task with nonlinked issues allowing for
partial impasses, thereby reflecting many real-world negotiations,
in which nonagreements on part of the issues play a crucial role.
Future research may implement the newly developed negotiation
task with nonlinked issues to take a closer look at other psycho-
logical factors affecting the emergence of partial impasses.

From a theoretical standpoint, the reported experiments support
the assumption that perspective taking, social motivation, and their
interaction have different effects on negotiators’ behaviors and
outcomes. First, we demonstrated that a perspective-taking mind-
set unfolds its beneficial effect when egoistic negotiators are able
to exploit the integrative potential but that it is an ineffective
strategy in a distributive context (Study 2). Second, we showed
that negotiators’ social motivation and their perspective-taking
mindset are associated with different types of behavioral strategies.
Whereas social motivation affects the extent to which negotiators
engage in conceding behavior, perspective taking increases log-
rolling over the course of the negotiation (Study 3). Thus, in
contrast to previous research, the present studies provide first
insight into the limits and the underlying mechanism of the ben-
eficial effects of perspective taking in negotiations.
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Indirect Effects of Social Motivation, Perspective Mindset, and Their Interaction on Partial
Impasses Through Logrolling and Conceding (Study 3)

95% BCa CI

Mediator Bootstrap estimate SE Lower Upper

Social motivation main effect

Logrolling 0.413 0.250 —0.011 0.981

Conceding® 0.374 0.170 0.093 0.801
Perspective mindset main effect

Logrolling® 0.481 0.281 0.052 1.190

Conceding —-0.005 0.157 -0.297 0.339
Social Motivation X Perspective Mindset interaction

Logrolling® 0.411 0.243 0.027 0.970

Conceding -0.202 0.172 —0.675 0.051

Note. Bootstrap analyses based on 5,000 bootstrap samples. Partial impasses were entered as a dependent
variable; logrolling and conceding were entered as multiple mediators.
* Indicates that mediator differed significantly from zero with a 95% bias-corrected and accelerated confidence

interval (BCa CI).

Conceding and Logrolling

Previous research revealed that concession making can have
different effects in negotiations (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). On the
one hand, studies demonstrated that negotiators with a low will-
ingness to make concessions are likely to end up in a total impasse
and, consequently, achieve weaker outcomes (Bartos, 1974; Ben-
ton, Kelly, & Liebling, 1972; Hamner, 1974). On the other hand,
studies suggest that negotiators with a strong resistance to conces-
sion making will be more likely to explore the integrative potential
and are therefore more likely to achieve win—-win agreements (e.g.,
De Dreu, Weingart, & Kwon, 2000; Pruitt & Lewis, 1975). From
these different findings one can conclude that negotiators are faced
with a concession dilemma on their way to an optimal agreement
(Benton et al., 1972; Weingart, Thompson, Bazerman, & Carroll,
1990): Negotiators need to make concessions; otherwise, they will
end up with impasses. However, they need to be somewhat resis-
tant to concede in order to explore and exploit the integrative
potential.

Previous research on integrative negotiations revealed that the
systematic exchange of concessions in terms of logrolling leads
negotiators to explore the integrative potential, thereby achieving
higher individual and joint outcomes in negotiations on interlinked
issues (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993; Thompson, 2008). The present
research extends the understanding of the beneficial effects of
logrolling by demonstrating that a systematic exchange of conces-
sions will also help negotiators to overcome the risk of partial
impasses: Conceding on low-preference issues while receiving
counterconcessions on high-preference issues allows each party to
strive for their egoistic goals without inflicting hurtful losses upon
the counterpart.

Although systematic concession making proved to be an effi-
cient strategy to avoid impasses in integrative negotiations, it
cannot be applied in a distributive context. An alternative way to
avoid partial impasses in both integrative and distributive negoti-
ations can be found in the strategy of conceding (i.e., unsystematic
concession making). Although conceding is inferior with respect to
the utilization of the integrative potential, it may nevertheless
prevent partial impasses. Thus, conceding should not be seen as an

inevitably maladaptive strategy, as it helps disputants to avoid
impasses.

Perspective Taking and Social and Epistemic
Motivation in Negotiations

The findings of the present research suggest that perspective
taking can be a powerful tool in integrative negotiations. Note that
perspective taking is a cognitive demanding process, which re-
quires cognitive capacity (Rofnagel, 2000) and epistemic motiva-
tion (Thompson, 1995; Tjosvold & Johnson, 1977, 1978). Re-
cently, De Dreu and Carnevale (2003; cf. De Dreu et al., 2008)
suggested a motivated information processing' model (MIPM),
which proposes that the quality of negotiation outcomes depends
on social motivation, epistemic motivation (Chaiken & Trope,
1999; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996), and their interaction. Specif-
ically, the MIPM assumes that social motivation determines the
kind of information (i.e., cooperative or egoistic) negotiators seek,
provide, and consider, whereas epistemic motivation affects the
extent to which it is being processed.

It should be emphasized that social motivation, epistemic mo-
tivation, and a perspective-taking mindset differ in important
ways: Social motivation (a) determines the outcomes negotiators
aim to maximize (high individual vs. joint profits; De Dreu &
Carnevale, 2003; cf. Carnevale & De Dreu, 2006) and (b) biases
the type of information that parties look for, generate, and process
(De Dreu et al., 2008). Epistemic motivation, in contrast, influ-
ences the extent to which new information is searched and gener-
ated, as well as how deeply and deliberately this information is
processed. In terms of lay epistemic theory (Kruglanski & Web-
ster, 1996), epistemic motivation is nondirectional, in that a rich
and accurate understanding of the world, rather than a specific
content of knowledge or information, is looked for. In contrast to
both social and epistemic motivation, perspective taking is neither
biased in the service of specific motives (e.g., attainment of high
individual or joint profits), nor is it nondirectional in terms of lay
epistemic theory (cf. Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). In juxtaposi-
tion to social motivation, a perspective-taking mindset does not
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define specific ends but rather functions as a cognitive means that
can be applied to achieve various desired end-states. In contrast to
epistemic motivation, perspective taking is more than a nondirec-
tional augmentation of information processing in that it functions
as a cognitive mindset, which activates a directional cognitive
orientation (Gollwitzer, 1990) toward another party’s point of view
(Bazerman & Neale, 1983).

Following the reasoning of lay epistemic theory (Kruglanski &
Webster, 1996), negotiators may use their epistemic motivation to
either deeply process information on their own preferences and
interests, or they may turn their attention toward their counterpart’s
preferences and interests. In line with this reasoning, all three
experiments measured negotiators’ nondirectional epistemic moti-
vation with two items (“In the negotiation, I made an effort to
concentrate”; “In the negotiation, I spent a lot of time thinking”)
and found a moderately high level of epistemic motivation irre-
spective of negotiators’ perspective mindsets. The lack of differ-
ences across our experimental conditions suggests that (a) in line
with the MIPM, social motivation and epistemic motivation are
unrelated factors, and (b) the effects found for the manipulation of
directional perspective mindsets cannot be explained by means of
an increased level of nondirectional epistemic motivation.

The assumption that negotiators” social motivation and perspec-
tive mindset differ from each other gains further support from
recent research conducted by Epley, Caruso, and Bazerman
(2006). The authors demonstrated in a series of resource dilemma
games that although perspective-takers may reduce their self-
serving fairness bias, they remain egoistic in terms of their behav-
iors (reactive egoism, i.e., egoistic behavior in reaction to the
presumably egoistic behavior of others). This finding suggests that
perspective taking may fall short not only in bringing about ben-
eficial effects (cf. Study 2) but may even produce detrimental
effects in mixed-motive settings. Thus, it could be interesting for
future research to investigate conditions in which perspective-
takers develop reactive egoism in negotiations, which in turn may
lead to even higher impasse rates.

Limitations and Future Research

The present research uncovered the boundary conditions and
underlying mechanism of the beneficial effect of perspective tak-
ing to overcome the barrier of an egoistic motivation. These
findings also point to important aspects that should be further
explored. Future research may focus on different types of perspec-
tive taking, such as negotiators’ tendencies to focus on the coun-
terpart’s preferences and underlying interests, the counterpart’s
value orientation (e.g., the counterpart’s prosocial, egoistic, or
competitive motivation; Epley et al., 2006), or on the counterpart’s
thoughts (Galinsky & Ku, 2004; Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000)
and feelings (Batson et al., 1997; Dovidio et al., 2004). As sug-
gested by recent research (Galinsky et al., 2008), focusing on
different psychological states of the counterpart brings about dif-
ferent effects with respect to individual and joint outcomes in
negotiations with interlinked issues. In this respect, it may be
particularly interesting to explore the effects of different types of
perspective taking on the emergence and alleviation of partial
impasses.

Moreover, as has been suggested by recent research conducted
by Moran and Ritov (2007), parties’ perspective-taking mindset

can turn their attention either toward the other party’s preferences
or toward the other party’s outcomes for a specific offer. The
authors found that focusing on the other party’s outcomes is a
more promising strategy to attain integrative agreements than
focusing on the other party’s preferences. Future research should
also investigate the effects of different targets at which perspective
taking may aim (e.g., understanding other parties’ preferences vs.
understanding their gains for particular offers) with respect to the
emergence and alleviation of partial impasses.

Finally, it remains unclear how a perspective-taking mindset
affects mixed-motivated pairs of negotiators. As indicated by the
present research, prosocial negotiators are willing to concede at an
early stage of the negotiation, whereas egoistic negotiators are not.
On the basis of this finding, one may predict that partial impasses
are less likely to emerge in negotiations between mixed-motivated
pairs of negotiators. However, the risk of partial impasses should
be reduced at the expense of the prosocial party. It then remains an
interesting question whether a perspective-taking mindset helps
prosocial parties to protect themselves against exploitation by their
egoistic counterpart.

Conclusion

The present research shows that pairs of egoistic negotiators not
only fall short in detecting the integrative potential (e.g., De Dreu,
Weingart, & Kwon, 2000) but also run the risk of getting stuck in
partial impasses. As nonlinked issues are featured in many real-
world negotiations, future research should further investigate con-
ditions and psychological mechanisms that affect the risk of partial
impasses. Thus, the present research with its focus on social
motivation, perspective mindset, negotiation strategies (i.e., log-
rolling, conceding), and different types of contexts (i.e., integrative
vs. distributive negotiations) can be understood as a first important
step to explore conditions that lead to the emergence and the
alleviation of partial impasses.
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