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Negotiation is a dynamic social process that requires parties to calibrate their approach to 
shifting perceptions of their counterpart to achieve desired outcomes. This symposium 
examines how key behaviors and characteristics that influence negotiators impressions of their 
counterparts sway the course of negotiation and produce lingering downstream effects. 
 
Precise Offers Are Potent Anchors: Conciliatory Counteroffers and Attributions of 
Knowledge in Negotiations 
Elizabeth Wiley, Malia Mason, Alice Lee, Daniel Ames 
Columbia University 
People habitually use round prices as first offers in negotiations. We test whether the specificity 
with which a first offer is expressed has appreciable effects on first-offer recipients' perceptions 
and strategic choices. Studies 1a-d establish that first-offer recipients make greater counteroffer 
adjustments to round versus precise offers. Study 2 demonstrates this phenomenon in an 
interactive, strategic exchange. Study 3 shows that negotiators who make precise first offers are 
assumed to be more informed than negotiators who make round first offers and that this 
perception partially mediates the effect of first-offer precision on recipient adjustments. First-
offer recipients appear to make assumptions about their counterpart's language choices and 
infer meanings that are not explicitly conveyed. Precise numerical expressions imply a greater 
level of knowledge than round expressions and are therefore assumed by recipients to be more 
informative of the true value of the good being negotiated.  
 
 
Can ‘Eating With the Enemy’ Create Higher-Value Deals? Integrating Two Competing 
Perspectives on Food Sharing 
Margaret Neale, Peter Belmi 
Stanford University 
Does sharing food during negotiation lead to higher value deals? Lay theories suggest two 
competing perspectives on this issue. One perspective -- largely based on a popular but 
untested cultural assumption -- suggests that sharing food has positive consequences in conflict 
and negotiation settings. A competing perspective, on the other hand, suggests that sharing 
food will lead to suboptimal outcomes because it will lead negotiators to overemphasize social 
relations. In this investigation, we propose a theoretical account that integrates these two 
divergent perspectives. Specifically, we propose that the effect of food sharing will depend on 
the nature of the negotiation: food sharing will be beneficial to value creation in competitive 
negotiations, but detrimental to value creation in cooperative negotiations. The hypothesis is 
predicated on the idea that food sharing can create or inhibit uncertainty depending on the 
nature of the negotiation. We report three studies that support this hypothesis.  
 
 
Not All Anger is Created Equal: The Impact of the Expresser’s Culture on the Social 
Effects of Anger in Negotiations 
Hajo Adam, Aiwa Shirako 
Rice University; New York University 



The influence of culture on the social effects of emotions in negotiations has recently gained the 
attention of researchers, but to date this research has focused exclusively on the cultural 
background of the perceiver of the emotion expression. The current research offers the first 
investigation of how the cultural background of the expresser influences negotiation outcomes. 
On the basis of the stereotype that East Asians are emotionally inexpressive and European 
Americans are emotionally expressive, we predicted that anger will have a stronger signaling 
value when East Asians rather than European American negotiators express it. Specifically, we 
predicted that angry East Asian negotiators will be perceived as tougher and more threatening 
and therefore elicit greater cooperation from counterparts compared with angry European 
American negotiators. Results from 4 studies using different types of negotiation, different 
measures of negotiation outcomes, and different subject populations supported these 
predictions.  
 
 
Oblivious Jerks: How Overly Assertive Individuals Sustain Unawareness 
Abbie Suzanne. Wazlwek, Daniel Ames 
Columbia University 
Overly assertive individuals seem to barrel through life, often terrorizing innocent bystanders 
along their paths. Past research centers on the victims left strewn about on their trail of damage. 
Here, we take the perspective of over-assertive individuals and explore how critical feedback 
can (fail to) alert them to their inappropriate behavior. In real world negotiations, we found that 
over-assertive individuals suffer relational consequences but do not necessarily suffer 
immediate instrumental consequences; thus, their behavior persists without the sting of direct 
negative repercussions (Study 1). Turning to a controlled negotiation, we found that negotiators 
rarely give feedback to their over-assertive counterparts, even when provided opportunities to 
do so anonymously (Study 2). Evidence indicates that victims of over-assertiveness often 
believe that effort to provide feedback would be ineffectual (Study 3). Further, when over-
assertive individuals are confronted with evidence of their inappropriateness, they are likely to 
dismiss it (Study 4).  
 


