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President John F. Kennedy once said: “Let us never negotiate out of 

fear, but let us never fear to negotiate”, highlighting the importance of negotiation as 

role to the extent that it “stimulates critical thinking and innovation”, making people 

parties’ interests 

pie of resources where one side’s 

rrespond to the other’s losses, leading parties to adopt a more competitive 



hesis analyses negotiator’s satisfaction, 

outcome “satisfaction”.



unduly influenced in their decisions and/or preferences by the other party’

different parties’ priorities 

negotiation proposals may be more relevant in influencing negotiators’ decision



and the related value creation but also negotiator’s 

agreement, joint value) and subjective outcomes (negotiator’s satisfaction and 



negotiator’s satisfaction in digital 

negotiator’s satisfaction in digital negotiation 





–

Neale & Bazerman (1992) defined negotiation as a “decision

interdependent parties who do not share identical preferences” through which “the 

l give and take in their relationship” (Neale & Bazerman, 

s regarded as “win ess”, similar to a zero

Integrative negotiation consists of a “variable sum” or “win win agreement” 

to “expand the pie” (Sebenius, 2015). Problem solving and creative thinking are 

er Follett explained: “The conflict in this case 

[…]” (Follett, 1942, p. 128

in that the negotiators’ failure is often due 

the “ability to discover complementary interests”, 



potential, influencing negotiators’ cooperative attitudes and thus negotiation 

referring to “explicit terms or products of the 

negotiation”, for example “whether an agreement has been reached, how much value 

[…]” (Curhan et al., 

whose metrics are “grounded in social 

perceptions” (Curhan et al., 2006). 

of the “impasse” this study focuses on the outcome “agreement” since it is the 

and terms. A concession is defined as “a change of offer in the supposed direction of 

the other party’s interests that reduces the level of benefit” (Tey et al., 2021), 

dicates that “a solution in negotiation is said to be integrative to the 

extent that it reconciles the parties’ divergent interests and provides them with high 

t is a “negotiation in which one or two parties 

from doing so” (Schweinsberg et al., 2022).



joint benefit” (Carnevale & Isen, 1986), where joint benefits refer to “the collective 

he parties in the final agreement” (Carnevale & Isen, 1986). Furthermore, the 

at “expanding the pie” (Sebenius, 2015). Consistent with these findings, the present 

In prior literature joint value is defined as the outcome created “when parties 

trade off issues that are of low cost to one side but high benefit to the other” (Lax & 

Sebenius, 1986), referring to the parties’ different interests and priorities in multi

and measurable proxy of negotiators’ cooperative attitude, which cannot be measured 

Thompson’s (1990) fram

value, which includes negotiator’s satisfaction in the category “feelings about 

instrumental outcomes” (Curhan et al., 2006). More specifically, it is defined as “a 

negotiator’s feelings about the final terms of the settlement” and it represents a 

, perceived manipulation reflects individuals’ feelings of being 

y’s 



Negotiator’s satisfaction an

they both represent psychological measures of the negotiator’s evaluations and 

influences the willingness to negotiate again in the future with one’s counterparty 

indicative of the whole character, supporting the fact that “any deviation from ethical 

public image” (Malutan, 2025). 

integrative agreement, joint value, negotiator’s satisfaction and perceived 



“losses loom larger than gains”, which means that the pain in losing something 

Kahneman, which is “concave for gains, convex for losses and steeper for losses than 

for gains” (



framed negotiators “are 

cooperative, more likely to settle, achieve greater profits and greater joint benefits” 



opponent’s frame is given, negotiators are biased: knowing that their opponent has a 

negotiators’ 







negotiator’s satisfaction



negotiator’s satisfaction. 

Kahneman and Tversky in their Prospect Theory explained that “the carr

value are changes in wealth or welfare, rather than final states” (1979), highlighting 



owned comes from the “feelings of ownership induced by possessing an object, rather 

than legal ownership as such” (Reb & Connolly, 2007), being driven by psychological 

ownership generates new “non transferrable valenced” associations between the good 



negotiator’s endowment, so that the other party may perceive the concession as 

concession as part of the negotiator’s endowment

concession presented as part of the individual’s e

concessions to optimize value while satisfying different parties’ priorities) depending 

oposal in such a way that “her concession is seen by her boss as a part of 
his endowment” (Rhode et al., 2014)



he other negotiator’s preferences and decisions, potentially increasing 



–

might reduce reliability and trust in the counterparty as it is less “personified” and 



strategies lie in a “gray area", a kind of ethical middle ground, being perceived as 



Behavioral ethics is defined as “the study of systematic and predictable ways 

that are at odds with intuition” (Bazerman & Gino, 2012). This definition not only 

approach based on individuals’ actual perceptions and judgments (Bazerman & Gino, 

especially in morally ambiguous settings where there are competing “focal points”, 

counterparty’s communication strategies (Wölfl et al., 2

–



effect within a communication strategy could also belong to this “grey area”, as it 

shaping negotiators’ reference points, their cooperative attitude and thus their 

tor’s satisfaction (hypothesis 1a and hypothesis 



and the negotiator’s satisfaction compared to neutral wording, although the 

joint value, negotiator’s satisfaction and perceived 



cue may shift the participant’s

’s

participants’ choices and from the joint value generated by the selected agreement. 





Furthermore, the secondary dependent variables are: (3) joint value, (4) negotiator’s 



—





items measuring participants’ prior experience 



measurement of subjective outcomes: negotiator’s satisfaction and perceived 





company’s right to a percentage share from the revenue of Rosa’s documentary. 

production company’s

parties’ different priorities, so the payoff structure allows for value creation thr

over controlling the artistic direction of Rosa’s career. The

this percentage share from Rosa’s documentary 



is the artist’s 

share of Rosa’s documentary 





counterparty’s gains are very low, are not accepted as it would happen in 

accepts the participant’s John’s

agreement, integrative agreement, joint value, negotiator’s satisfaction and perceived 



the study of whether and to what extent participants can “expand the pie” 

Negotiator’s satisfaction is a subjective and psychological negotiation outcome. It is 

negotiator’s satisfaction complements the measurement of the economic outcomes as 

it captures participants’ feelings related to the negotiation outcome and process, 

economic outcomes and negotiator’s satisfaction since it captures the ethical 



extent the initial counterparty’s proposal emphasized potential gains over potential 

≥



parties’ payoffs associated with the agreement reached and it is employed for the 

within the agreement. Satisfaction index is the mean of the negotiator’s satisfaction 

measures, capturing negotiator’s feelings about negotiation outcomes and process, 

variable too, equal to 1 if agreement with joint value ≥ 21 and equal to 0 otherwise, 

variable using the OLS regression model. Negotiator’s satisfa

Furthermore, the Cronbach’s alpha for each of them was calculated to 



outcomes: Pearson’s r correlation for age and gender, Spearman’s rank correlation for 

negotiator’s satisfaction and perceived manipulation. 



The Cronbach’s alpha is a statistical measure evaluating the degree to which a 

Pearson’s r correlation is used to assess the stren

Spearman’s rank

parametric alternative to Pearson’s coe



–

Bachelor’s Degree and 17.33% a Master’s Degree, while 37.33% possess a

participants selected “other” 



39,999€ (44%), with a relevant portion of individuals (22.67%) who 



β



β



β

5.3.2 Negotiator’s Satisfaction: Hypothesis 1b

increases negotiator’s satisfaction compared to loss

β β

increase negotiator’s satisfaction compared to loss



well as Cohen’s d (0.463). Even though not statistically significant, this result showed 

negotiator’s satisfaction compared to loss

β



β



ohen’s d = 1.5000). This result

integrative agreement and negotiator’s satisfaction, even though restricting the 

framed communication increasing negotiator’s 

techniques (Pearson’s ρ –



Gender shows a suggestive interaction with negotiator’s satisfaction, 

ρ

statistical technique was chosen instead of Pearson’s 

ρ

ρ

ρ



Negotiator’s 

This regression plot describes visually the downward trend of negotiator’s satisfaction 

ρ

ρ

ρ

–





5.3.4.5 Prior Knowledge: the “Experience Trap”

Spearman’s rank analysis, some suggestive interactions between prior experience and 

ρ

ρ

ρ

ρ

ρ

ρ ρ



ρ ρ

ρ

on negotiator’s satisfaction compared to neutral wording. First, the logit regression 

β

β



As regards negotiator’s satisfaction, the satisfaction index was calculated as the 

β

influence the likelihood of reaching an integrative agreement and the negotiator’s 



β



ρ



ρ

ρ

ρ

ρ



Correlation between Negotiator’s Satisfaction 

This regression plot shows a positive correlation between negotiator’s satisfaction and 



Correlation between Negotiator’s Satisfaction and 

This regression plot shows a positive correlation between negotiator’s satisfaction and 



–

negotiator’s satisfaction in digital negotiation 





ct on the different parties’ 

6.3 Negotiator’s Satisfaction: Suggestive Trends

framed communication may actually increase the negotiator’s 



moderator, since females’ subjective experience appears to be more influenced by the 





agreement and the negotiator’s satisfaction compared to neutral 

ner and the item part of the owner’s

proposal such strict clauses and leveraging a sense of ownership on the artist’s rights 



Nudging is defined as an “element of the 

choice architecture that alters people’s behavior in a predictable

forbidding any options or significantly changing their economic incentives” (Thaler & 

might influence the negotiator’s decision

6.7 The “Experience Trap”: Overconfidence Bias

overconfidence bias occurs when “someone's subjective confidence 

in their judgments is reliably greater than the objective accuracy of those judgments” 

(Lichtenstein et al., 1982), indicating an overreliance in one’s own capabilities and 

this correlation didn’t 



“overestimation” (Moore & Healy, 2008) which made individuals feel more satisfied 

of the integrative agreement, is to understand the parties’ different priorities and 

utual understanding could be linked to negotiators’ 

process involving “being sensitive, moment by moment, to the changing felt 

meanings which flow in this other person” as it means “entering the private 

perceptual world of the other and becoming thoroughly at home in it” (Rogers, 1975). 



patient relationship, which consists of “shared perceptions and feelings regardin

nature of the problem, goals of treatment” (Ha & Longnecker, 2010). In order to 

humanistic studies: “narrative imagination”, the capability of being an “intelligent 

reader” of others’ stories, understa

represented by the belief that parties’ interests are completely opposite, leading 

“the potential for mutually beneficial trade offs” (Bazerman, 1983). By contrast, this 





humanistic content to improve critical thinking and “narrative imagination”. 



participants were not negotiating with another individual, but with the “system” of 

adapted with the payoff tables showing the different parties’ priorities and the hidden 



influence negotiators’ behavior and negotiation outcomes, employing a larger and 

practitioners of the importance of “how” they communicate and not just
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(if “option A” or “option B” is chosen, Block 10B: “the deal is done” is shown) 
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