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Abstract Three experimental studies show that interpersonal relationships influence
the expectations of negotiators at the negotiation table. That is, negotiators expectmore
generous negotiation offers from close others (Study 1), and when expectations are not
met, negative emotions arise, resulting in negative economic and relational outcomes
(Study 2). Finally, a boundary condition for the effect of interpersonal relationships on
negotiation expectations is shown: perspective taking leads the parties to expect less
from friends than from acquaintances (Study 3). The findings suggest that perspective
taking helps negotiators reach agreement in relationships. The article concludes with
implications for practice and future research directions.
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1 Introduction

Business partnerships are often based on a combination of work and personal relation-
ships. The technology firms Google, YouTube, and Yahoo all have been founded by
members with close personal relationships. Close relationships facilitate the creation
of successful firms and are essential for management practices (Ferris et al. 2009).
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However, empirical studies have shown that close relationships are not always favor-
able for economic transactions, such as negotiation (for a review, see McGinn 2006).
The story of Bill Gates and Paul Allen, his partner at Microsoft, is a perfect example
of a friendship that evolved into one of the most successful international business
partnerships but did not have a happy ending. In the mid-1970s, Allen expected to
receive an equal split of the company after the pair landed their first important con-
tract (Wilgfiled and Guth 2011). However, Gates offered only 40% of the partnership.
Several years later, Allen was again disappointed when his friend and colleague Bill
rejected his petition to increase his Microsoft shares after Allen’s work on a successful
product called SoftCard. The relationship between Paul and Bill was never the same.

Although intuition suggests that personal relationships should have a positive influ-
ence on business, the negotiation literature finds the opposite effect. That is, most
studies indicate that the presence of close relationships at the negotiation table does not
directly improve negotiation outcomes (Greenhalgh and Chapman 1998; Thompson
and DeHarpport 1998). Friends tend to negotiate worse deals than strangers (Green-
halgh and Chapman 1998), empathy exerts negative effects on negotiation outcomes
(Galinsky et al. 2008), and negotiators in close relationships are more willing to settle
for suboptimal agreements than in relationships with strangers (Curhan et al. 2008; Fry
et al. 1983). In the aforementioned example,Allen had high expectations of the benefits
he would receive in negotiation, while Gates refused to concede to these expectations.
The expectancy violation resulted in Allen’s disappointment and, in turn, damaged the
business relationship.

Expectations play a major role in negotiation perceptions and outcomes. For exam-
ple, expected future interactions lead parties to lower their aspirations, while expecting
the other party to be friendlier and use problem-solving strategies (Patton and Balakr-
ishnan 2010). Expectations of a competitive opponent generate higher aspirations and
a distributive strategy (Tinsley et al. 2002), and negotiators who focus on expectations
obtain higher outcomes but are less satisfied than negotiators who focus on their reser-
vation prices (Galinsky et al. 2002). Therefore, a primary factor behind unsuccessful
business negotiation is the expectations of the parties in the relationship. Moreover,
emotions can play an important role when offers fail to meet these expectations. That
is, disappointment with closer others at the negotiation table can damage the business
relationship. What situations facilitate economic exchange between parties in a rela-
tionship? This study addresses one of the boundary conditions for the effect of close
relationships on expectations—namely, perspective taking.

Negotiating in close relationships generates two distinct motives that compete from
the moment parties prepare for the negotiation: on the one hand, negotiators want
to maintain the relationship, while on the other hand, they want to reach a good
outcome for themselves (Kurtzberg and Medvec 1999). Therefore, in this study we
focus on expectations of the other party’s behavior at the negotiation table before the
interaction. We argue that expectations, emotions, and perspective taking influence
the effect of close relationships before the negotiation. Prior research fails to propose
boundary conditions that lead to favorable relationships for the parties. We argue that
expectations are reversed in close relationships when one party takes the perspective
of the other party.
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2 Relationships at the Negotiation Table

Human nature is intensely social and shaped by relationships. Humans need to be
embedded in healthy relationships and share bonds with family members, roman-
tic partners, friends, and fellow group members (Baumeister and Leary 1995). The
concept of a “relationship” represents two people whose behavior is interdependent
(Kelley et al. 1983).

The negotiation field has largely focused on economic outcomes (Bazerman et al.
2000a, b; Bazerman and Neale 1992), and only a few studies have focused on exam-
ining the benefits of future interaction (Ben-Yoav and Pruitt 1984; Heide and Miner
1992; Mannix 1994; Pruitt and Carnevale 1993; Sinaceur et al. 2015). Moreover, an
emergent body of research has focused on the importance of social psychological
outcomes, such as relational capital among negotiating parties (Curhan et al. 2006;
Gelfand et al. 2006). Relational capital is similar to the construct of social capital,
which refers to the accumulation of goodwill among a social network of relational ties
(Adler and Kwon 2002; Granovetter 1985). Relational capital typically entails mutual
liking, trust, and high quality of a dyadic relationship as opposed to a network of
relationships with many individuals (Clercq and Sapienza 2006; Gelfand et al. 2006).

While close relationships perform better at decision-making and motor tasks (Shah
and Jehn 1993), reduce costs and bring additional benefits to negotiation where trust is
critical such as risky transactions (DiMaggio and Louch 1998), most studies suggest
that the presence of close relationships has a negative effect on negotiation outcomes.
A study of dating couples, for example, shows that they are more willing to settle
for suboptimal negotiation agreements than strangers (Fry et al. 1983). That study
shows that couples’ concerns about the future of the relationship reduced bargaining
aspirations, which in turn reduced their use of bargaining tactics that enable detection
of better joint outcomes. The expectation of future reciprocity leads negotiators to be
more willing to make concessions (Mannix et al. 1995). In a U.S. context, Greenhalgh
andChapman (1998) observe that contracts are oftengiven to friends, even in the face of
better economic returns fromgiving the contract to a strangerwith a better bid.Olekalns
and Smith (2007) proposed that negotiators attempt to create a scenario where trades
are fair and opportunistic exploitation is discouraged in order to maintain a positive
relationship. The need to belong, a personality characteristic, made negotiators more
stressed and more willing to sacrifice value in integrative negotiations (O’Connor and
Arnold 2011).

Relational contexts are situations in which individuals hold a cognitive representa-
tion of themselves as being fundamentally interdependent or interconnectedwith other
individuals, a construct psychologists refer to as “relational self-construal” (Cross
and Madson 1997; Kashima et al. 1995). Highly relational contexts can lead to a
phenomenon called “relational accommodation,” in which negotiators sacrifice joint
economic outcomes, in deference to the pursuit of relational goals and/or the adherence
to relational norms (Curhan et al. 2008).

Individuals with an orientation involving high concern with relationships coupled
with low self-concern are more willing to give up value and make more concessions
in integrative and distributive negotiation, due to a greater concern for relationships
that results in a low reservation price (the minimum they are willing to accept in their

123



88 J. Ramirez-Fernandez et al.

negotiations) and lower value claiming (Amanatullah et al. 2008). Behavioral evidence
from ultimatum bargaining games also suggests that perceptions of social closeness
facilitate generosity, such that more generous offers are extended to others perceived
as close (Jones and Rachlin 2006).

The literature on close relationships in negotiation suggests that the parties are
willing to sacrifice value. They focus on the other party, rather than on themselves,
however, it is not clear from the literature whether negotiators in close relationships
expect the other party to sacrifice value as well. The effects of relationships have been
analyzed prior to the negotiation. Researchers have examined personality factors (e.g.
need to belong), and have shown the direct effects of relationships on the outcomes
(Greenhalgh and Greenhalgh 1993). Therefore, we do not know how negotiators pro-
cess the relational information before the interaction. For that reason, we focus on
the moment before the negotiation when individuals construct the situation and create
expectations. Consistent with the relational accommodation effect, we predict that
in close relationships negotiators will expect their counterparts to have less extreme
aspirations than in distant relationships.We posit that in close relationships, parties are
concerned about the relationship and, as the literature indicates, will be more willing
to sacrifice value themselves. Thus, we focus on the expectations of the other party’s
behavior by exploring whether the primary negotiator anticipates the sacrificed value
of the other party.

The rationale is that in close relationships, people not only aremore likely to provide
value to close others (Clark and Mills 1979, 1993) but also want their partners to care
about their needs. An important part of maintaining relationships is showing that the
parties are motivated to care for each other, and in return, they want their partners
to similarly support and care for them (Lemay et al. 2007). Halpern (1994, 1996,
1997), for example, interpreted the effect of relationships on participants’ generosity
in economic transactions and found that buyers offer more to friends than to strangers
and sellers request less from friends than from strangers. We predict that these same
buyers and sellers may expect the same level of generosity from their closer ones in
return.

We therefore predict that negotiators will expect their close counterparts to be
willing to sacrifice value by having less extreme aspirations.

Hypothesis 1 Negotiators will expect more favorable offers for themselves the closer
the relationship with the counterpart.

An alternative explanation for the parties’ expectations is social motivation. Social
motivation is an individual difference about the preferred distribution between one’s
own and others’ outcomes (Messick andMcClintock 1968). Ameta-analysis indicates
that negotiators with a prosocial motive are less contentious, usemore problem solving
strategies and reach higher outcomes compared to egoistically motivated negotiators
(De Dreu et al. 2000). As participants vary in the extent to which they prefer asym-
metric or egalitarian outcomes we measured this variable to rule out this alternative
explanation for our expectation measure.
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Study 1

2.1 Participants and Design

Data came from 137 undergraduate psychology students at amajor university in Spain.
The experiment was part of a classroom exercise. The sample consisted of 84 (62%)
women and 52 (38%) men, with an average age of 22.67 years (SD = 5.60). All
participants received course credit for taking part in the study.

2.2 Procedure

For this study,we used a scenario-based design. Participants arrived at the lab in groups
of 25–35 people and were asked to sign the attendance list to avoid their participation
in future studies. Next, participants were randomly assigned to different computers.
All instructions were shown on the computer screen. Participants were informed that
all information provided would be anonymous and treated as confidential.

First, participants were asked to write the names of three types of people in their
lives (their best friend, a friend, and an acquaintance) and to assign one closeness
rating to each relationship. Then, participants were presented a total of nine scenarios
and were asked to choose among three options representing combinations of outcomes
for themselves and an (anonymous) other.

Next, they were told that they would complete an exercise in which they would
play the role of a person negotiating the purchase of a used car. All participants
received the role of the buyer of a used car. Participants were also informed they had
identified a similar carwhose selling pricewase2500 (Best Alternative to aNegotiated
Agreement—BATNA). In the best friend condition, for example, participants read the
following:

We would like you to read the following scenario and play the role of a person
negotiating the purchase of a used car. You need a car and you are interested in
buying. You already have an alternative car that you like and could buy for 2500
EUR.

Next, before introducing the manipulation, we asked participants the maximum
price they would pay for the car. Later, participants were informed they would be
randomly assigned to negotiate with one of these relationships (best friend, friend, or
acquaintance). In the best friend condition, participants read the following:

While you are walking home you run into {{name of best friend}}, who is trying
to sell a used car. The used car {{name of best friend}} is selling is indeed the
same type of used car you are trying to buy.

2.2.1 Independent Variables

Social value orientation was measured before the negotiation and used it as a post
hoc independent variable. We introduced the nine-item social value orientation scale
(Van Lange et al. 1997) before presenting the negotiation scenario. Participants chose
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among three options representing combinations of outcomes for themselves and an
(anonymous) other in a series of decomposed games. Outcomes were represented by
points, and we instructed the participants to imagine that the points were valuable
for both parties. An example of these nine items is the choice among Option A (520
points for the self and 520 points for another party) Option B (520 point for the self and
120 points for the other party), and Option C (580 points for the self and 320 points
for the other party). Each option represents a particular orientation. In this example,
pro-socials, competitors, and individualists would select Option A, B, and C, respec-
tively. Participants who did not have a minimum of six of one type of response were
considered unclassifiable participants and therefore were not counted in the analyses.
As a result, a total of 26 participants were considered unclassifiable participants.

Second, the type of relationship was manipulated. Participants read a scenario in
which they run into the randomly assigned counterpart (best friend, friend or acquain-
tance). The scenario reported that this person was also trying to sell his or her used car
and that the used car was exactly the same model and year as the car the participant
was interested in buying. It is important to take note that this is a between subject
design where none of the participants negotiated with the assigned person. Indeed,
participants were just asked to answer a set of different questions.

2.2.2 Dependent measures

First, to assess closeness, before introducing the manipulation, we asked participants
to rate how close they perceived the three of their relationships to be, on a seven-point
scale, anchored by 1 (themost distant) and 7 (the closest). They assigned one closeness
rating to each relationship. Second, to assess the price limit, before introducing the
manipulation, we asked participants themaximumprice theywould pay for the car.We
used limits as a control variable in all our analyses. Finally, to measure expected price,
we asked participants what the expected asking price for the car would be depending
on their relationship with the car owner. Depending on the condition, the owner could
be the best friend, friend, or acquaintance.

2.3 Results

2.3.1 Manipulation Checks

To verify participants’ understanding of the task, we developed several questions
addressing the closeness with their best friend, friend, or acquaintance. We then asked
them to identify who made the offer. In total, 112 participants were able to iden-
tify the relationship randomly assigned to the negotiation. A total of 22 participants
were excluded from the analysis because they failed to identify the manipulation. The
remaining 3 excluded participants did not answer all of the questions presented.

2.3.2 Closeness by Relationship

We tested how close participants perceived their counterpart. The results of a one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) showed that participants perceived their best friends
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Fig. 1 Mean difference values (euros) representing expectations for each target category in Study 1

closer (M = 6.58, SD = .60) than their friends (M = 5.44, SD = 1.30) and
acquaintances (M = 3.50, SD = 1.54), F(2, 111) = 62.864, p < .001, η2 = .536).
Planned comparisons showed significant differences between best friends and friends
(p < .001), best friends and acquaintances (p < .001), and friends and acquaintances
(p < .001).

2.3.3 Effects of Types of Relationships on Expectations

We tested whether participants expected to receive more favorable offers from their
closer relationships. Our first analysis confirmed Hypothesis 1. A one-way ANOVA
showed that negotiators expected to receive more favorable offers from closer friends.
Participants expected to receive lower selling prices from best friends (M = 2060.53,
SD = 589.91) and friends (M = 2141.67, SD = 476.52) than from acquaintances
(M = 2557.57, SD = 671.78), F(2, 111) = 9.245, p < .001,η2 = .146).

Planned comparisons showed significant differences between best friends and
acquaintances (p = .001) and friends and acquaintances (p < .01). We found no
significant differences between the best friend and friend conditions. We checked
for effects of gender on expected price and found that these were not significant
(p = .437). Figure 1 illustrates the effects.

2.3.4 Relationships, Social Value Orientation, and Expectations

There is extensive literature on social motivation and the impact of pro-social motives
on parties’ tendencies to cooperate as well as the effects of pro-social motives on
parties’ expectations. To test the influence of socialmotivation on expectations, asmen-
tioned previously, we showed the participants the nine-item social value orientation
scale (Van Lange et al. 1997) before presenting the negotiation scenario. According
to our results, social value orientation did not predict expectations in Study 1, and
social value orientation was not a moderator between relationships and expectations.
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Thus, the interaction between relationships and social value orientation did not predict
expectations.

In Study 1, not only did participants perceive their best friends and friends as closer
than their acquaintances, but they also expected more generous offers from them.
Our first study suggests that close relationships are positively related to expectations,
therefore the closer the relationship, the more likely it is that the expectations cannot
be met.

Our next studies focus on two aspects: expectancy violation and its consequences,
and a boundary condition for the effect of relationships on expectations. Specifically,
our next study explores the negative emotions that arise when expectations are not met
and the influence of these emotions on the evaluation and acceptance of negotiation
offers. Since no significant differences between the best friends and friends conditions
were found in this first study, in coming studies we focus on the differences between
best friends and acquaintances.

3 Experienced Emotions

Emotions are a central part in relationship development and evaluation (Reis and
Collins 2004). Emotions in relationships may arise from comparing one’s own expec-
tations with the other party’s offer; therefore, we focus on the experienced emotion as a
result of expectancy violation. Moreover, we argue that emotions can damage percep-
tions of the relationship when expectations are not met. The emotion-in-relationships
model predicts that people hold strong expectancies of the partner that, when vio-
lated, generate the experience of negative emotion because interdependencies usually
carry implications for the individual’s welfare (Berscheid and Ammazzalorso 2001).
Specifically, close relationships lead parties to expect more from one another, set-
ting the parties up for negative emotional responses if these expectations are not met
(Barry andOliver 1996).Negative emotions such as anger anddisappointment are auto-
matic default responses to disconfirmed expectancies (Frijda 1986; Mandler 1975).
Unexpected negative events caused by external circumstances lead not only to disap-
pointment but also to anger when another person is responsible for the disappointing
situation (Zeelenberg and Pieters 1999; Zeelenberg et al. 2000). Negotiation literature
suggests that negotiators express anger to generate concessions from others (Allred
1999; Barry 1999; Van Kleef et al. 2004). Specifically, anger directed at the offer and
disappointment directed at the person, result in effective value claiming (Lelieveld
et al. 2011). Sadness can also increase the negotiator’s ability to claim value (Sinaceur
et al. 2015).

Violation of interpersonal expectations results in emotional reactions (Burgoon
1993), specifically anger (Lewis et al. 1990). Experienced emotions will also influence
the evaluation of the offers and the decision to accept them or not. Evidence from
ultimatum games suggests that anger increases the likelihood of an offer being rejected
compared with sadness (Forgas and Tan 2013; Srivastava et al. 2009). The violation
of expectations may lead to unfairness perceptions and rejection of offers that are
objectively better than alternatives (Bazerman et al. 2000a, b; Pillutla and Murnighan
1996).
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Hypothesis 2 Expectancy violation in negotiation will generate negative emotions,
which in turn will negatively influence the evaluation of negotiation offers.

Hypothesis 3 Negative emotions and evaluation of negotiation offers will mediate
the relationship between expectancy violation and offer acceptance.

Study 2

We designed Study 2 to better understand the effects of expectancy violation in nego-
tiation. Considering that our previous results did not show significant differences
between the best friend and friend conditions, we did not include the friend condition
in this study but rather focused on best friends and acquaintances.

3.1 Participants and Design

Data came from 84 undergraduate psychology students at a major university in Spain.
The experiment was part of a classroom exercise. The sample consisted of 13 (16%)
women and 71 (84%) men, with an average age of 24.78 years (SD = 4.16). All
participants received course credit for taking part in the study.

3.2 Procedure

For Study 2, we used the same procedure as in Study 1. In the pre-negotiation phase
participants were asked to write the names of two types of people in their lives: their
best friend, and an acquaintance. Then, participants were told that they would engage
in a negotiation in which they would play the role of a person negotiating the purchase
of a used car. All participants received the role of the buyer of a used car. Participants
were also informed they had identified a similar car whose selling price was e2500
(BATNA). For example, in the acquaintance condition, participants read the following:

We would like you to read the following scenario and play the role of a person
negotiating the purchase of a used car. You need a car and you are interested in
buying. You already have an alternative car that you like and could buy for 2500
EUR.

Before introducing the manipulation, we asked participants the maximum price
they would pay for the car. Next, participants received information that they would
negotiate with either a best friend or an acquaintance depending on the condition. In
the acquaintance condition, participants read the following:

While you are walking home you run into {{name of acquaintance}}, who is
trying to sell a used car. The used car {{name of acquaintance}} is selling is
indeed the same type of used car you are trying to buy.

Then, participants were asked what the expected asking price for the car would.
After giving us their expectations, participants randomly received offers of e1000,
e2000, ore3000. Finally, negative emotions, offer evaluation and acceptance of offers
were measured.
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3.2.1 Independent Variables

First, type of relationshipwas manipulated. Participants read a scenario in which they
run into one of the following people (depending on the experimental condition): (1)
their best friend or (2) an acquaintance. The scenario indicated that this person was
trying to sell his or her used car and that the used car was exactly the same model and
year as the car the participant was interested in buying.

Second, we computed expectancy violation post hoc by comparing the expectations
and the offer participants received. Participants randomly received offers of e1000,
e2000, or e3000. We operationalized expectancy violation as the distance between
expectations and offers.We computed it as the value of the expectationminus the offer,
such that positive values of expectancy violation represent expectations satisfied by
a lower selling offer and negative values represent expectations violated by a higher
selling offer.

3.2.2 Dependent Measures

To assess the price limit, before introducing the relationship manipulation, we asked
participants howmuch they were willing to pay for the car. We used limits as a control
variable in all our analyses. To measure expected price, we asked participants what
price they expected to receive from the owner.

To measure negative emotions, we asked participants how strongly they agreed or
disagreed with the following statements (seven-point scale): (1) “The asking price
made me feel angry,” (2) “The asking price made me feel sad,” and (3) “I was dis-
appointed with the asking price” (α = .90). Regarding the evaluation of the offer,
we asked how good or bad the offer (also asking price) they received from the
owner of the car was. The participants indicated whether they strongly agreed or
disagreed with the following statements (seven-point scale): (1) “The asking price
seems appropriate to me,” (2) “The asking price seems suitable to me,” and (3)
“The asking price seems right to me” (α = .96). Finally, to measure acceptance
of offers, participants were asked whether or not they would accept the assigned
offer: (1) “Yes, I would accept this offer” and (2) “No, I would not accept this
offer”.

3.3 Results

3.3.1 Manipulation Checks

To verify the participants’ understanding of the task, we asked them to identify who
made the offer. In total, 80 participants were able to identify the relationship randomly
assigned to the negotiation. Therefore, we excluded from the analysis four participants
because they failed to identify the manipulation.
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Fig. 2 Mean difference values (euros) representing expectations for each target category in Study 2

3.3.2 Effects of Types of Relationships on Expectations

We tested whether participants expected to receive more favorable offers from their
close relationships. A one-way ANOVA showed that participants expected to receive
lower selling prices from their best friends (M = 1822.73,SD = 557.35) than
from acquaintances (M = 2116.67, SD = 777.82), F(2, 80) = 5.51, p = .022,
η2 = .067. These results provide support for Hypothesis 1. We checked for effects
of gender on expected price and found that these were not significant (p = .144).
Figure 2 illustrates the effects.

3.3.3 Expectancy Violations, Negative Emotions, and Evaluation of Negotiation
Offers

Hypothesis 2 predicted that emotions would mediate the relationship between
expectancy violation and evaluation of negotiation offers. To test this hypothe-
sis, we used the PROCESS macro (Hayes 2013), model 4 (bootstrapping method,
5000 samples). Mediation tests in Study 2 show a significant direct effect of
expectancy violation on the evaluation of the offers (β = 1.070, t(80) = 6.52, p <

.001, 95%CI [.743, 1.396]) and an indirect effect of expectancy violation on the eval-
uation of the offers mediated by negative emotions (β = .359, 95%CI [.119, .670]).
Thus, Hypothesis 2 is confirmed. Expectancy violations negatively influence the eval-
uation of negotiation offers. Figure 3 illustrates the effects.

3.3.4 Acceptance of the Offers

Hypothesis 3 predicted that negative emotions and the evaluation of the offers would
mediate the effect between expectancy violation and the acceptance of the offers. To
test this hypothesis, we used the PROCESS macro (Hayes 2013), model 6 (bootstrap-
ping method, 5000 samples). Sequential mediation tests showed a significant indirect
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Fig. 3 Mediation analysis for
the effect of expectancy
violation on the evaluation of the
offer, with emotions as mediator
(Study 2)

effect of expectancy violations on the acceptance of the offers mediated by negative
emotions and the evaluation of the offers (β = .286, 95%CI [.036, .815]). No direct
effects were found. Thus, Hypothesis 3 is confirmed. Figure 4 illustrates the effects.

In sum, when close relationships were present at the table, we expected close rela-
tionships to have higher expectations of the counterpart’s behavior. High expectations
result in expectancy violations, which in turn negatively influence the evaluation and
acceptance of the negotiation offers. In Study 3, we identify a boundary condition for
this general effect of increased expectations in close relationships.

4 Perspective Taking

Perspective taking may help reduce expectations by making the other party’s con-
tributions more salient. Perspective taking is the cognitive capacity to consider the
world from the viewpoint of others (Davis 1983). Taking the perspective of others is
a key component of successful conflict resolution (Paese and Yonker 2001) because
it increases the probability of helping parties in need (Batson 1994). In negotiations,
perspective taking helps the parties overcome cognitive biases, such as anchoring
(Galinsky and Mussweiler 2001) or the fixed-pie perception (Galinsky et al. 2008;
Moran and Ritov 2007; Thompson 1995). Considering the other party’s contributions
helps negotiators process information that he or she would otherwise naturally dis-
regard, thus reducing the self-serving allocation of resources (Savitsky et al. 2005).
Specifically, taking the other party’s perspective is particularly important for people
in close relationships, as they have a history of exchanges with that particular person.
Since people in close relationships are likely to contribute more than acquaintances
to a particular relationship, taking the other’s perspective in close relationships might
make the other parties contributions to the relationship salient and reduce the nego-

Fig. 4 Sequential mediation analysis for the effect of expectancy violation on the acceptance of offers,
with emotions and the evaluation of offer as sequential mediators in Study 2
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tiator’s expectations. Meanwhile, taking an acquaintance perspective might make the
other contributions to the relationship salient increasing the negotiator’s expectations.

Drolet et al. (1998) examine the role of perspective taking in negotiation in rela-
tionships and suggest that perspective taking leads the parties to make more generous
offers in positive relationships and more competitive offers in negative relationships.
However, their participants were neither asked to consider the other party’s contribu-
tions nor were they asked to focus on the expectations of the other party’s behavior.
Previous studies (Ross and Sicoly 1979) suggested that individuals may overestimate
their own contributions simply because they are likely to be aware of, notice and
remember their own actions and efforts more than those of other contributors. More-
over, the accessibility of one’s own efforts is partially responsible for exaggerated
claims of contributions (Epley et al. 2006).

If perspective taking helps the parties reduce their own aspirations, consistent with
these findings we argue that considering the other party’s contributions will also mod-
erate the expectations. Moreover, we suggest that the effects of perspective taking will
vary across relationships. For example, perspective taking between strangers increases
egoism and the resources allocated to oneself (Epley et al. 2006).We predict, however,
that when negotiating among close friends, recalling the contributions of these friends
to the relationship (perspective taking) will decrease expectations. Our rationale is
that taking the perspective of a more distant relationship will generate reactive ego-
ism, consistent with the study of Epley et al. (2006) . However, taking the perspective
of a close friend will result in generosity, as his or her contributions to the relationships
are greater. Therefore, we argue that when negotiating in close relationships, taking
our friend’s perspective and expressly considering his or her contributions will lead
to generosity. That is, thinking about the other party and valuing the rewards of the
relationship will decrease expectations from others who are close. More specifically,
participants would expect less favorable offers when taking their friend’s perspective.
Therefore, participants taking the perspective of their friends will expect to pay more
for the car they want to buy.

Hypothesis 4a In negotiation, taking the other party’s perspective will decrease
expectations from partners in close relationships.

Meanwhile, based on the previous assumptions, we argue that when negotiating
in close relationships, considering our own contributions will lead to selfishness.
That is, thinking about myself and valuing my contributions to the relationship will
increase expectations from others who are close. Then, participants would expectmore
favorable offers from the closer ones when taking the self’s perspective. As a result,
participants taking the self’s perspective will expect to pay less for the car they want
to buy.

Hypothesis 4b In negotiation, taking the self’s perspective will increase expectations
from partners in close relationships.

Our general prediction is that negotiation in close relationships results in higher
expectations of the counterpart’s behavior. Negotiators expect more favorable offers
from closer relationships. The paradox is that good offers may be negatively evaluated
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from close relationships when they do not satisfy expectations, consequently resulting
in negative emotions. Our proposition is that one of the factors causing suboptimal
agreements when negotiating in close relationships is the expectations of the coun-
terpart’s behavior. We test perspective taking as a boundary condition that can help
manage negotiations in relationships by reducing the expectations of close others.

Study 3

Wedesigned this study tomeasure howparticipants’ perspectivesmay influence expec-
tations at the negotiation table. As Studies 1 and 2 showed, participants had higher
expectations of their close friends, expecting to receive better selling offers from them.
This new study manipulates perspective taking to potentially reverse the effect of the
expectations.

4.1 Participants and Design

Data came from students enrolled in an introductory psychology class. All 115 partic-
ipants were undergraduate students working toward a Degree in Labor Relations and
Human Resources at a major university in Spain. The sample consisted of 75 (65%)
women and 40 (35%) men, with an average age of 24.58 years (SD = 12.81). All
participants received course credit for taking part in the study. Study 3 was a scenario-
based study with a 2 (relationships: best friend and acquaintance) × 3 (perspective:
other’s perspective, self-perspective, and control) factorial design. Participants were
randomly assigned to one of the six possible conditions.

4.2 Procedure

For this study, we used a similar procedure to the one used in Studies 1 and 2. Again,
participants were asked to write the names of two types of people in their lives: their
best friend, and an acquaintance in the pre-negotiation phase. Next, participants were
randomly assigned to one of the six conditions and perspective takingwasmanipulated.
For example, in the best friend-other’s perspective condition participants read the
following:

Please, describe all the things {{name of best friend}} has done for you in the
past.

Next, participants were told that they would engage in a negotiation in which they
would play the role of a person negotiating the purchase of a used car. All participants
received the role of the buyer of a used car. Participants were also informed they had
identified a similar car whose selling price was e2500 (BATNA). Participants read
the following:

We would like you to read the following scenario and play the role of a person
negotiating the purchase of a used car. You need a car and you are interested in
buying. You already have an alternative car that you like and could buy for 2500
EUR.
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Next, before relationship was manipulated, we asked participants the maximum
price they would pay for the car. Later, depending on the condition, participants
received information that they would negotiate with either a best friend or an acquain-
tance. In the best friend condition, for example, participants read the following:

While you are walking home you run into {{name of best friend}}, who is trying
to sell a used car. The used car {{name of best friend}} is selling is indeed the
same type of used car you are trying to buy.

Lastly, participants were asked the expected selling price for the car.

4.2.1 Independent Variables

First, to manipulate perspective taking, the participants were asked to recall and
describe a situation depending on the condition. With the main goal of making partic-
ipants value the rewards of the relationship, one story version asked them to describe
all the things the other party (either their best friend or their acquaintance) had done
for them; we did this to induce a focus on the other’s perspective. The next version
asked participants to describe all the things they had done for the other party (either
their best friend or their acquaintance), with the aim of making them value the cost of
the relationship; we did this to induce a focus on the self-perspective. The last version
asked them to give their opinions about the metro construction in the city as a control
condition.

Second, to manipulate type of relationship, consistent with the previous studies,
participants read a negotiation scenario in which they run into either (1) their best
friend or (2) an acquaintance, depending on the experimental condition.

Third, to evaluate offers, participants received a prompt that informed them that
they had decided to ask the assigned person the sales price for the used car. In Study
3, all participants received the same offer (e2000).

4.2.2 Dependent Variables

We asked participants what the expected price for the car would be depending on their
relationship with the car owner. Depending on the condition, the owner was either the
best friend or an acquaintance.

4.3 Results

4.3.1 Manipulation Checks

With the main goal to verify the participants’ understanding of the task, we asked
them to identify who made the offer. In total, 97 participants were able to identify the
relationship randomly assigned to the negotiation. Therefore, we excluded from the
analysis 18 participants because they failed to identify the manipulation.

Next, we asked participants to identify the scenario described before the negotia-
tion, with the main goal of verifying participants’ understanding of the perspective.
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Participants were able to select the scenario in which they had to describe all the things
the other party had done for them (other’s perspective focus), the scenario in which
they had to describe all the things they had done for the other party (self-perspective
focus), or the scenario inwhich they had to give their opinion about themetro construc-
tion in the city (control condition). Seven participants failed to identify the scenario
and were excluded from the analysis.

4.3.2 Effects of Types of Relationships and Perspective Taking on Expectations

We tested whether perspective taking had an influence on the negotiators’ expec-
tations across different relationships. For this purpose, we performed a two-way
interaction analysis with perspective taking as the independent variable and expec-
tations as the dependent variable, moderated by types of relationships. We performed
a moderation analysis with a multi-categorical independent variable (here, perspective
taking) with three levels, following Hayes and Preacher’s (2014) recommendations.
Because we expected negotiators to think about their contributions to the relation-
ship by default, we built two contrast codes, one comparing the other’s perspective
with the self-perspective and the control condition (d1) and one comparing the self-
perspective with the control condition (d2). We were especially interested in the
results from the d1 contrast code. Moderation analysis on expectations revealed a
significant two-way interaction between perspective taking and type of relationship
(β = 376.92, t (89) = 2.25, p < .05, 95%CI [43.784, 710.056]). Thus, Hypotheses
4a and 4b were confirmed. Consistent with Study 1 and Study 2, in the self-perspective
and control conditions, participants had higher expectations in close relationships,
expecting to receive more favorable offers (lower selling prices) from their best
friends (M = 2073.56, SD = 637.45) than from acquaintances (M = 2431.57,
SD = 724.60). However, this effect was reversed in the other’s perspective condition,
inwhich participants had lower expectations in close relationships, expecting to receive
less favorable offers (higher selling prices) from their best friends (M = 2546.03,
SD = 912.40) than from acquaintances (M = 2150.19, SD = 713.68). Figure 5
illustrates the effects.

5 Discussion and Conclusions

Across three studies, we explored the effects of types of relationships on negotiators’
behaviors. Our studies provide empirical support for the effect of relationships on
expectations. People want their partners to care about their needs in closer relation-
ships, expecting more generous offers from them. Moreover, our studies show that
when expectations are violated, the emotions influence the evaluation of negotiation
offers. Finally, we analyzed the mechanism for the effects of types of relationships on
negotiators’ behavior and found that when negotiators focus on the other party (rather
than themselves), their expectations are reversed—they expect less from their best
friends than from acquaintances.

Our studies provide insights into effects of types of relationships at the negotia-
tion table, and it is among the first studies to provide a causal mechanism for these
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Fig. 5 Mean difference values (euros) representing expectations for each target category in Study 3

effects. We present emotions and perspective taking as the main processes behind
these effects in negotiation. Our contribution to theory is twofold. First, we extend
the theoretical predictions of perceived partner responsiveness (Lemay et al. 2007)
to the study of relationships in negotiation. Second, we suggest that the perspective-
taking framework (Davis 1983) is a key mechanism for explaining how negotiators
moderate their expectations and how they can reverse the negative effects of types of
relationships at the negotiation table. Finally, we contribute to the few studies showing
that relationships can have a positive effect in negotiation. For example, Curhan et al.
(2010) showed that across repeated interactions subjective value in one negotiation can
increase objective value in a subsequent negotiation. Similarly, Eggins et al. (2002)
showed that when people interact with other ingroup members or within a group they
benefit from this interaction in a subsequent negotiation. This effect is mediated by
the development of a superordinate identity. Our study, on the other hand, shows
that negotiating within closer relationships can be beneficial if the other party takes
perspective.

In addition, this research has practical implications for the impact of the type of
relationship on negotiation and for the impact of perspective taking on the rejection
of close relationships’ offers in particular. We found consistent results, showing that
when close relationships are present at the negotiation table, negotiators have higher
expectations about their counterpart’s behavior. We also show that high expectations
result in expectancy violation, which in turn negatively influences the evaluation of
the negotiation offers, leading to the rejection of offers that were better than the alter-
natives. Our data shows that one of the factors that cause suboptimal agreements when
negotiating in close relationships is the comparison between expectations and offers.
For example, in our second study, offers ofe1000 (60% cheaper than buyers’ BATNA)
confirmed expectations in all of the cases, offers of e3000 (20% more expensive than
buyers’ BATNA) violated expectations in most cases. Meanwhile, offers of e2000
(20% cheaper than buyers’ BATNA) generated more expectation violations in close
relationships.
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Perspective taking can help reduce expectations when negotiating with closer
relationships, however it may also increase expectations when negotiating with
acquaintances. Our results show that when participants take perspective from the other
party, they expected their best friends to make less favorable (higher) offers. Mean-
while, when participants take perspective from their acquaintances, they expected
them to make more favorable (lower) offers. Therefore, when negotiators take the per-
spective of the other party in a close relationship, this reduces the high expectations
from his or her side, and the evaluation of suboptimal offers documented here might
be minimized or eliminated. According to Epley et al. (2006), this effect would occur,
only when taking the perspective of friends. As these authors note, the key mecha-
nisms underlying the consequences of perspective taking are the thoughts negotiators
consider when they put themselves in the place of the other person.

Future studies could address for example the effects of perspective taking on rela-
tionships and specifically onwhy expectations seem to increase when participants take
the perspective of the other party in the acquaintance condition.Other possible research
avenues are testing the effects of types of relationships on integrative and distributive
strategy at the negotiation table, or exploring the conditions that facilitate emotional
regulation when negotiating in relationships. Finally, we acknowledge the limitations
of our studies. A first limitation pertains to common method variance, as all studies
were scenario based, cross-sectional and not longitudinal. The small sample of some of
our studies and the high number of participants rejected after failing to pass the manip-
ulation checks may constitute a second limitation. Thus, further research should use a
larger sample with a higher participation to further validate and extend our results. We
also acknowledge that our studies are experimental with restricted ecological validity
based on student samples. A higher participation of the general population will be
recommended in future studies. As a way forward, future studies could also replicate
these studies with a working population sample. One more limitation is that none of
our students included items to identify the financial stability of participants. Our data
does not indicate how big of a burden the e2500 BATNA would be for participant
and, therefore, the maximum price to pay for the car could be significantly different
from case to case. Future studies could either include items to identify the financial
stability of participants or focus primarily on offset percentages rather than absolute
values. Finally, these studies focus on the expectations at the negotiation table without
addressing face-to-face strategies. The implementation of longitudinal studies could
also provide evidence of the reciprocity dynamics occurring in negotiations within
relationships.
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