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Abstract 

 

Purpose: This explorative study aims to investigate skills required to increase the 

negotiation outcome within an intercultural negotiation setting. Negotiators with higher 

emotional intelligence are expected to achieve a better negotiation outcome, compared to 

individuals with lower emotional intelligence. Furthermore, it will be investigated if a mix 

of integrative and distributive negotiation behaviour leads to a positive negotiation outcome 

and also what roles cultural intelligence, work-, and negotiation experience play within this 

context.  

 

Methodology: Data were collected during two international negotiation competitions (n 

= 90) with a survey covering levels of emotional intelligence, cultural intelligence, 

negotiation behaviour, and experience. These facilitated to gain in-depth insights into the 

skills of the participants and how these skills influence their negotiation outcome. The 

negotiation outcome is based on a ranking score that participants received at the competition. 

A multiple linear regression analysis was performed to analyse the data. 

 

Findings: The results indicate that individuals with a higher understanding of cultural 

intelligence, in combination with higher emotional intelligence, influence the negotiation 

outcome positively and are, therewith, beneficial skills to possess for a negotiator. 

Additionally, negotiation experience positively affects the negotiation outcome, irrespective 

of higher emotional intelligence. It can be concluded that experienced negotiators perform 

better during a negotiation and, hence, it is valuable to increase the level of experience 

through training and practical application.  

 

Limitations: Due to restrictions of the competitions and technical limitations, the size of 

data collection was limited. Researchers were allowed to collect data in one round of two 

negotiation competitions. Furthermore, researchers were restricted in collecting data based 

on team members’ evaluation of the level of emotional intelligence, and is, therefore, based 

on the self-assessment of the participants. 
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Originality/value: The main contribution of this research is the establishment of the 

significant relationship between high emotional intelligent negotiators, and cultural 

intelligence and the negotiation outcome in an intercultural environment. These 

contributions had not yet been fully understood within practice or literature. This study sheds 

light on the skills that a negotiator requires for successful negotiation outcome and to assist 

them in the future to identify and improve their required negotiation skills. 

 

Keywords: Emotional Intelligence, Negotiation Behaviour, Cultural Intelligence, 

Negotiation Experience, Work Experience, Negotiation Outcome. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Negotiations take place in everyone’s life 

The art of negotiation allows us to take control of what we desire and, more importantly, 

to realize these desires. Like any form of art, it is a skill that can not only be improved but 

also taught. From the most mundane agreements to high priority, business deals can easily 

fall in one’s favour, given that these skills are applied and reinforced appropriately. In order 

to become a skilled negotiator or to teach a negotiator to become skilled in the art of 

negotiation, it is necessary to understand the context of negotiations and their environment. 

It is well known that businesses in the global marketplace negotiate in what is referred to as 

a cross-cultural environment.1 Here, negotiations take place daily and are essential in 

business actions,2 which increases the necessity to negotiate effectively in such an 

intercultural context.3 During such negotiations, two or more parties represent an 

organization and seek to attain their own and shared goals by influencing the other party 

through different channels of communication.4 According to Fells et al. (2015), negotiations 

influence many factors within a business, perhaps most prominently its economic processes. 

Negotiations also take place in a private setting of an individual’s daily routine. Therefore, 

negotiators need to understand the negotiation process to improve the effectiveness of 

business procedures.5 Other studies6 also indicate that negotiations form an essential part of 

both communication and business relationships. Consequently, individuals aim to seek 

advice and instructions on how to improve their negotiation behaviour and their negotiation 

outcome, which is the measure of objective gain and profit attained in negotiations.7 

Negotiators who enter a negotiation also have to know whether to accept a negotiation offer, 

which makes it beneficial to identify the best alternative to a negotiated agreement 

(BATNA).8 With another attractive offer available, the negotiator is less dependent and 

holds higher bargaining power which leads to a better negotiation outcome.9  

                                                           
1 See Volkema (2002), p.69. 
2 See Fells, Rogers, Prows, & Ott (2015), p.119. 
3 See Danciu (2010), p.88. 
4 See Agndal, Åge, & Eklinder-Frick (2017), p.487. 
5 See Fells, Rogers, Prows, & Ott (2015), p.119. 
6 See Adair, Okumura, & Brett (2001); Babcock & Laschever (2003); Malhotra & Bazerman (2007). 
7 See Thompson (1990), p.534; Oliver, Balakrishnan & Barry (1994), p.253; Zetik & Stuhlmacher (2002), 

p.39. 
8 See Fisher & Ury (1981), p.104. 
9 See Pinkley et al. (1994), p.112. 
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Through the cross-cultural environment, it is essential for negotiators to make themselves 

accustomed and to understand the culture and behaviour of their counterparts. Furthermore, 

the negotiation outcome can be enhanced by negotiators that possess additional skills related 

to emotional intelligence. Studies have indicated that emotional intelligence influences the 

outcome of an individual’s long term negotiation performance and that the selected 

negotiation behaviour can facilitate the negotiation outcome.10 Furthermore, the literature 

suggests that a negotiator who has a high level of emotional intelligence tends to make 

concessions and focuses on the counterpart’s interests.11 However, the literature reveals little 

about the combined effect of negotiations, emotions, and culture since they have rarely been 

studied together.12 Moreover, insights into influential factors that lead to effective cross-

cultural negotiations are still limited.13 According to Imai & Gelfand (2010), most research 

in the field of negotiation is conducted within one culture.14 Consequently, research on the 

subject has been mostly restricted, which leaves room for exploring characteristics in an 

intercultural negotiation setting. 

The purpose of this study is to explore skills that a negotiator should possess to increase 

the negotiation outcome. It will be investigated whether emotional intelligence (EI), cultural 

intelligence (CI), mixed negotiation behaviour, and negotiation or work experience influence 

the negotiation outcome positively. Thus, the following research question was developed: 

What is the effect of a higher level of emotional intelligence on negotiation behaviour and 

the overall negotiation outcome in a cross-cultural environment? 

1.2 Factors of analysis that influence the negotiation outcome 

Emotional intelligence refers to the ability to understand and express one’s own emotions, 

as well as to perceive and assess the emotions of the counterpart.15 Previous studies found a 

positive effect of emotional intelligence on leadership behaviour, the performance of groups, 

and the management of stress.16 Der Foo et al. (2015) found that emotionally intelligent 

negotiators positively influence the negotiation outcome since they demonstrate the ability 

to create value. This was achieved by establishing trust and by creating satisfying outcomes 

                                                           
10 See Lewicki, Hiam & Olander (1996), p.80-81. 
11 See Der Foo et al. (2004), p.423; Van Kleef et al. (2006), p.558. 
12 See Rees & Kopelman (2019), p.132-133. 
13 See Kray & Thompson (2005), p.159. 
14 See Imai & Gelfand (2010), p.83. 
15 See Salovey & Mayer (1997), p.10; Ashkanasy, Hartel, & Zerbe (2000), p.221; Law, Wong, Song (2004), 

p.484. 
16 See Wilderom et al. (2015), p.836; Mayer, Salovey & Caruso (2004), p.210. 
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for both parties.17 However, the study also indicated that these negotiators are not able to 

claim the created value for themselves. 18 A possible factor that could improve this is, and 

that could play a role in the negotiation outcome is an additional category of intelligence, 

called cultural intelligence. 

Cultural intelligence refers to the ability of an individual to adjust to an intercultural 

setting.19 Different cultures tend to apply different negotiation behaviours, depending on a 

win-win attitude or win-lose attitude.20 Imai & Gelfand (2010) identified that cultural 

intelligence has a positive effect on the outcome of a negotiation. This negotiation outcome 

depends on the performance of the weakest negotiator in the round since they have the power 

to influence the behaviour applied by the other negotiator.21 For that reason, an additional 

focus is on a mixed negotiation behaviour which consists of the combination of integrative 

and distributive behaviours.  

Per definition, an integrative behaviour seeks to create joint value, to collaborate, and to 

reach a mutually beneficial agreement.22 In contrast, negotiators who apply distributive 

behaviour are considered competitive and aim for high individual gain.23 Literature suggests 

that integrative behaviours have a positive influence on long-term relationships in the 

business context, which is affected by the way the parties interact with each other during a 

negotiation process.24 On the other hand, Ramsay (2004) found that professional negotiators 

that adapt a distributive behaviour by preferring competition and declining cooperation are 

behaving rationally. Some negotiators also use distributive behaviours to protect their 

interests and to preserve power during the negotiation.25 Furthermore, the negotiation 

behaviour can change during the negotiation process,26 which ultimately affects the outcome.  

Finally, the experience that an individual negotiator possesses will be considered. In this 

study, the level of experience refers to work experience gained throughout the individual’s 

career as well as negotiation experience gained through reading negotiation literature, 

attending negotiation classes, or partaking in previous negotiation training. The performance 

and outcome of a negotiation can be enhanced through the experience and expertise a 

                                                           
17 See Der Foo et al. (2004), p.421; Gelfand et al. (2006), p. 431,441-442. 
18 See Der Foo et al. (2004), p.421. 
19 See Earley & Ang (2003), p.12. 
20 See Salacuse (1991), p.222-223. 
21 See Imai & Gelfand (2010), p.87,94. 
22 See Sharma et al. (2013), p.298. 
23 See Walton & McKersie (1965), p.140. 
24 See Sharland (2001), p.552; Thomas et al. (2013), p.96. 
25 See Ramsay (2004), p.223-225; Zachariassen (2008), p.776. 
26 See Preuss & van der Weijst (2017), p. 516,517; Prado & Martinelli (2018), p.226. 
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negotiator has gained in the past.27 Furthermore, experienced negotiators generate a variety 

of alternative solutions, which can be linked to an integrative negotiation behaviour.28 

Considering that small adjustments in the negotiation behaviour can bring better negotiation 

outcomes, the negotiator has to learn why certain behaviours are useful to apply and to 

transfer them to other negotiation situations.29  

Accordingly, this study will investigate how emotional intelligence influences the 

negotiation outcome in a cross-cultural environment. Furthermore, a focus will be set on a 

mixed negotiation behaviour to investigate how negotiation practices can be conducted to 

enhance the negotiation outcome. The rest of this thesis is structured as follows: Section 2 

will investigate the theoretical framework concerning the abovementioned skills. That is 

followed by clarifying the research problem and research aim in Section 3. Next, the applied 

methodology and the results of this study will be elaborated in Sections 4 and 5. The 

statistical results will be discussed in Section 6, followed by a conclusion in Section 7. 

Finally, the limitations of this study and future directions are discussed in Section 8. 

2 Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Emotional Intelligence 

2.1.1 An increasing focus on emotional intelligence in negotiations 

Emotional aspects within business negotiations have received increasing attention from 

researchers in the last two decades.30 It is important to consider the role of emotions within 

the context of negotiations, as they can be inherent in finalizing a deal.31 Furthermore, 

emotional aspects influence how both negotiation parties feel and to what extent they are 

willing to make concessions. As a result, emotions directly impact the negotiation process, 

as well as-, the negotiation outcome.32 Individuals scoring high on EI can be beneficial for 

organizations through their ability to create value when they interact with external parties, 

for instance, by building trust and attaining outcomes that are satisfying both parties 

involved.33 Furthermore, this ability aids them to establish and maintain these networks in 

                                                           
27 See Neale & Northcraft (1986), p.316; Montgomery & Benedict (1989), p.391; Thompson (1990), p.529, 

542. 
28 See Brown & Wright (2008), p.96; Fisher, Patton, & Ury (2011), p.81. 
29 See Fisher, Patton, & Ury (2011), p.81; Hatfield et al. (2010), p.1648; Thompson (1990), p.540. 
30 See Barry, Van Kleef & Fulmer (2004), p.72.  
31 See Kumar (1997), p.86. 
32 See Barry, Van Kleef & Fulmer (2004), p.83. 
33 See Gelfand et al. (2006), p. 431,441-442. 
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the long-term.34 A relatively unexplored topic is exactly how effective emotional intelligence 

(EI) is on the negotiation outcome.35  

This section will first provide an explanation of emotions and emotional intelligence in 

the context of human interaction in negotiations. Afterwards, it will be examined what 

impact they have on negotiations by investigating the findings of previous studies.  

2.1.2 Emotional Intelligence leads to better negotiation outcomes 

Emotions can be defined as an instinct directed towards a circumstance and are of short 

duration.36 There are over 150 existing theories about emotions, in general.37 These theories 

study how emotions, perceptions, and social exchange reciprocally interact and how they 

relate to each other. A study by Fulmer et al. (2009) compared the perceptive behaviour of 

-emotional and informational elements of individuals during the interaction with different 

parties. They found that emotional deception strategies are being more acceptable in 

negotiations than informational deception.38 From a psychological point of view, Parrott 

defines emotions as “ongoing states of mind that are marked by mental, bodily, or 

behavioural symptoms”39 (p.3) which are best comprehended in connection with the social 

context.40 Based on this notion, emotions are influenced through the individual’s culture and 

have been found to give meaning to, and influenced by its social context which includes 

language and social learning.41  

Next, Salovey and Mayer (1990) define emotional intelligence as “the ability to monitor 

one’s own and others’ feelings and emotions, to discriminate among them, and to use this 

information to guide one’s thinking and actions” (p.189).42 Furthermore, it involves the 

capability of the individual to not only understand its own emotions but also to articulate 

them, as well as to perceive and assess emotions in the counterpart.43 A study from Gelfand 

et al. (2006) found that negotiators that possess EI are more likely to create value by attaining 

satisfaction and trust from their counterpart and sustain collaboration with them in the future. 

These negotiators are more likely to build economic value for their business in the long-

                                                           
34 See Der Foo et al. (2004), p.424. 
35 See Bazerman et al. (2000), p.285; Der Foo et al. (2004), p.412; Barry, Van Kleef, Fulmer (2004), p.75. 
36 See Barry (1999), p.94; Parrott (2001), p.3. 
37 See Barry, Van Kleef & Fulmer (2004), p.74. 
38 See Fulmer, Barry & Long (2009), p.704. 
39 Parrott (2001), p.3. 
40 See Barry, Van Kleef, Fulmer (2004), p.74. 
41 See Averill (1980), p.315. 
42 Salovey & Mayer (1990), p.189. 
43 See Salovey & Mayer (1997), p.10; Ashkanasy, Hartel, & Zerbe (2000), p.221; Law, Wong, Song (2004), 

p.484. 
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term.44 Consequently, EI is the ability of an individual to assess and express emotions. It 

also comprises both the use of generated information through the emotions of individuals, 

and them having control over their own emotions.45  

A negotiator scoring high on EI is more likely to maintain emotional control of themselves 

and the counterpart during situations loaded with emotions.46 Furthermore, they know how 

to use their emotions to manipulate and convince their counterpart.47 According to Baron 

(1990), the counterpart is willing to make more concessions due to the positive negotiation 

environment that was created by the negotiator scoring high on EI.48 Furthermore, high EI 

negotiators can identify if the value created is satisfying the counterpart and they can 

maintain an overview of the process when others are charged with emotions or become 

angry.49 

From these studies, the encompassing influence of EI on the negotiation outcome indicates 

its efficacy. To substantiate this, a study by Foo et al. indicated that, during a negotiation, 

individuals scoring high on EI have a more optimistic negotiation experience. Furthermore, 

parties involved in the negotiation tend to create better objective outcomes, which is 

calculated as a surplus – the value resulting from the deviation from the intended 

settlement.50 This can be explained by negotiators with high EI maintaining more personal 

satisfying relationships.51 Furthermore, negotiators high on EI create integrative solutions 

and have the ability to “expand the pie” which makes the negotiation experience for both 

parties more rewarding.52 However, negotiators high on EI have difficulties to secure the 

value they created for themselves which gives the opponent the opportunity to take greater 

value from the negotiation. Therefore, the effectiveness of the negotiation is relying on the 

capabilities of both negotiating parties to master integrative and distributive behaviours in 

order to secure their share of the value on the table.53  

As mentioned before, since negotiations can be full of emotions, the capability to 

understand and act on the emotions of the counterpart, as well as controlling one’s own 

emotions can be a determining factor for the negotiation outcome. This influences the 

                                                           
44 See Gelfand et al. (2006), p.431,441-442. 
45 See Mayer, DiPaolo & Salovey (1990), p.778. 
46 See Thompson, Nadler & Kim (1999), p.149; Fulmer & Barry (2004), p.259. 
47 See Salovey & Mayer (1997), p.10; Mueller & Curhan (2006), p.116,122. 
48 See Baron (1990), p.379-380. 
49 See Der Foo et al. (2004), p.414. 
50 See Der Foo et al. (2004), p.423; Raiffa (1982), p.45. 
51 See Law, Wong & Song (2004), p.486. 
52 See Der Foo et al. (2004), p.415,423. 
53 See Kumar (1997), p.87-88. 
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feelings that an individual has during the negotiation process that involves, for instance,  

offers and concessions they would make towards objective outcomes.54 Based on the 

outcomes of the aforementioned studies, the current study will analyse the emotional 

intelligence of the individual negotiator, as well as the emotional intelligence of the 

counterpart, to investigate how they influence the outcome of the negotiation. Hence, the 

following research question is derived: 

H1: Individuals that score higher on emotional intelligence also score higher on the 

negotiation outcome.  

2.2 Negotiation Behaviour  

2.2.1 An overview of integrative-, distributive-, and mixed negotiation behaviours 

This research focuses on integrative and distributive negotiation behaviours, as well as a 

combination of the two. These behaviours can be linked to value creating-, value claiming-, 

and a mix of these two negotiation settings. A strategy has to be selected based on the 

negotiation situation and its underlying issues, such as values, incentives, and motivations. 

The more issues a negotiator has to face during negotiations, the more complex negotiations 

become. With that, the time and effort invested by the negotiator increases, to investigate all 

opportunities that the negotiation offers.55  

This section will first provide an overview of distributive negotiation behaviours. This is 

followed by insights into integrative negotiation behaviours. Furthermore, the importance of 

the combination of these negotiation behaviours will be highlighted.   

2.2.2 Distributive negotiation behaviour has a focus on claiming value 

Distributive negotiation behaviours are best applied when two parties intend to negotiate 

a single time with each other and have no intention to build a business relationship in the 

future.56 The objective of the individual is to receive as much as possible from the negotiation 

outcome, by claiming value.57 Distributive negotiations have a known outcome, which can 

be referred to as a fixed pie. In order to achieve their goals, negotiators applying this 

behaviour are less likely to share information and tend to display aggressive behaviour, or 

to lack sincerity during negotiations. This results in future negotiations involving less trust 

                                                           
54 See Van Kleef et al. (2006), p.577. 
55 See Fulmer & Barry (2004), p.248.  
56 See Lewicki & Robinson (1998), p.680. 
57 See Fulmer & Barry (2004), p.248. 
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and a weakened business relationship.58 These are competitive negotiations because the two 

parties compete for the size of their share and are bargaining over the price. The negotiators 

apply an individualistic behaviour by focusing on self-interest.59 Therefore, the main task of 

the negotiator is to get the counterpart to agree on the least favourable offer without turning 

away. This can be achieved by effectively communicating with the counterpart, by learning 

about the other party’s values and by applying persuasive tactics to get the other party to 

give in to their interests.60 During negotiations, an individual negotiator showing negative 

emotions, like anger, results in a beneficial effect on distributive negotiations.61  

Saorín-Iborra & Cubillo (2018) distinguish between acceptable and inappropriate 

competitive behaviours. Acceptable competitive behaviours are better tolerated by the 

opponent compared to inappropriate behaviours. Furthermore, they have less of a negative 

impact on the development and outcome of the negotiation.62 Lewicki & Robinson (1998) 

identified five competitive behaviours. One of them is traditional competitive bargaining 

which can be classified as acceptable competitive behaviour. Whereas misrepresentation, 

bluffing, manipulation of the opponent’s network, and inappropriate information gathering 

are regarded as inappropriate negotiation behaviours.63   

However, if the negotiation shows the potential for an integrative solution, a competitive 

behaviour would not foster collaborative problem-solving. The behaviour of integrative and 

distributive negotiations can be clarified with an example of two sisters fighting over an 

orange which they ended up dividing in half. One of the sisters used the juice of the orange 

and disposed of the peel, whereas her sister used the peel of the orange for baking a cake and 

disposed of the inside of the orange. Both sisters only received half of what they wanted and 

left value on the table by not sharing their interests. If they would have shared the 

information for what they require, the orange, they could have reached an agreement where 

both received what they wanted.64 A comparison of distributive and integrative negotiation 

behaviour can be seen in Table 1. 

                                                           
58 See Barry & Friedman (1998), p.356; Sigurdardottir, Ujwary-Gil & Candi (2018), p.5; Campagna et al. 

(2016), p.5. 
59 See Barry & Friedman (1998), p.347. 
60 See Sharma et al. (2013), p.297-298. 
61 See Van Kleef et al. (2001), p.26. 
62 See Saorín-Iborra & Cubillo (2018), p.2. 
63 See Lewicki & Robinson (1998), 666-667. 
64 See Fisher, Patton & Ury (2011), p.32,39. 
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2.2.3 Integrative negotiation behaviour has a focus on creating value 

Integrative behaviour leaves the opportunity for both parties to create value by expanding 

the pie and simultaneously incorporating multiple issues.65 This gives room for creative 

approaches, for instance, to identify trade-offs and agreements that are mutually beneficial. 

Negotiators try to increase their share and, at the same time, attempt to create joint value. 

This strategy requires thorough communication, extensive information gathering, and 

exchange of this information.66 Through this open sharing of interests and priorities, better 

outcomes for both parties can be achieved.67 Hence, integrative negotiation behaviours are 

most effective when the negotiating parties have dissimilar preferences. Furthermore, 

insisting on information sharing increases the outcome of the cooperative negotiator.68 

During the negotiation process, the individual parties make step by step trade-offs, which is 

called logrolling.69 This allows the individual to receive what they prefer by trading it with 

something less important but desired by the counterpart. Thereby, both parties make 

concessions to less favourable subjects. It is also possible that both parties have compatible 

interests from the beginning. Consequently, integrative negotiations value the relationship 

with the counterpart and seek to grow trust, solve problems and avoid combative behaviours. 

Additionally, when the individual negotiator shows positive emotions, like happiness, it has 

an advantageous effect on integrative negotiations.70 Nevertheless, negotiators that are 

applying an integrative negotiation behaviour have to be able to claim the value they created 

for themselves. Otherwise, the counterpart can take the opportunity to claim the created 

value and show an unwillingness to collaborate.71 This would lead to a beneficial negotiation 

outcome for the distributive behaving counterpart. 

  

                                                           
65 See Sharma et al. (2013), p.298. 
66 See Fulmer & Barry (2004), p.248. 
67 See Weingart et al. (1990), p.27. 
68 See Kern et al. (2005), p.23. 
69 See Froman & Cohen (1970), p.180. 
70 See Barry, Van Kleef & Fulmer (2004), p.21. 
71 See Der Foo et al. (2004), p.423. 
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Table 1: A comparison of distributive and integrative negotiation behaviour. 

Means of 

Comparison 

Distributive Negotiation 

Behavior 

Integrative Negotiation 

Behavior 

Strategy Competitive Collaborative 

Resources Fixed (fixed Pie) Not fixed (expanding the pie) 

Focus Win-lose Win-win 

Motivation Self-interest and individual gain Mutual interest and gain 

Relationship Not a high priority High priority 

Communication Controlled and selective Open and constructive 

Subject Only one issue at a time is 

discussed 

Several issues at a time are 

discussed 

 

2.2.4 A mixed negotiation behaviour leads to effective negotiation outcomes 

The value claimed by the individual negotiator, independent of distributive or integrative 

strategy, is the outcome of the negotiation that the negotiator obtained.72 According to recent 

studies, negotiators who combine both negotiation behaviours within their negotiations are 

most effective.73 This mixed behaviour can be explained as competitive problem-solving 

behaviour. It means that negotiators can express their power and control during the 

negotiation through competitive negotiation behaviours. Simultaneously they apply 

integrative negotiation behaviours by being understandable and considering fairness. Figure 

1 illustrates six types of negotiation behaviours that negotiators can adopt during their 

negotiation. These consist of pure competitive behaviour, competition, soft competition and 

compromise, collaboration and pure collaborative behaviour. The pure competitive 

behaviour is based on a distributive orientation and respectively, pure collaborative 

behaviour is based on an integrative orientation. A mixed behaviour is respectively 

consisting of an intermediate behaviour. However, to what extent integrative and distributive 

negotiation behaviour should be mixed to achieve better negotiation outcomes has not been 

identified yet.  

A pure integrative behaviour is characterized to a high degree by collaborative behaviour 

and no or a very limited usage of competitive actions. According to Saorin-Iborra (2007), 

the exchange of information is intended to be open and honest.74 Whereas pure competitive 

behaviour has no or only limited usage of integrative actions. This behaviour is characterized 

by hiding information and inappropriate behaviour. The category competition in Figure 1, 

represents a behaviour that makes use of integrative strategies, however, mainly apply 

competitive actions. In return, collaboration predominantly uses integrative strategies and 

                                                           
72 See Sharma et al. (2013), p.298. 
73 See Brett et al. (1998), p.80; Craver (2003), p.4; Sigurdardottir, Candi & Kesting (2019), p.24. 
74 See Saorín-Iborra (2007), p.135-136. 
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makes only rarely use of acceptable competitive actions. In between these extreme 

behaviours are two milder behaviours. Compromise behaviour distinguishes from the soft 

competition by repeatedly using integrative behaviours with modest use of acceptable 

distributive actions. Whereas the latter also uses a few inappropriate competitive 

behaviours.75 Commonly, the negotiation behaviour is neither purely competitive nor purely 

integrative and tends to be somewhere in between.76 Hence, the following hypothesis has 

been developed: 

H2: Individuals that score higher on emotional intelligence, that use a combination of 

negotiation behaviour score higher on the negotiation outcome.  

 

 

Figure 1: Types of negotiation behaviour.  

Source: Saorín-Iborra, 2007, p.135. 

 

2.3 Cultural Context 

2.3.1 An increase in cross-cultural negotiations 

Global exchange of resources is ordinary in the business environment of today.77 This 

increases the necessity to negotiate effectively in an intercultural context.78 Researchers have 

indeed identified differences in the negotiation behaviour and preferences across cultures. 

However, limited investigation has been done on exactly how far the awareness of these 

differences influences the effectiveness of the negotiation.79 

This section will first define culture, followed by a thorough description of cultural 

intelligence. Furthermore, the importance of a cultural understanding will be linked to 

business negotiations and their outcomes. 

2.3.2 Negotiation practices differ between cultures 

Cultures can have a substantial role in business negotiations and are, therefore, important 

to consider. Salacuse (1991) defined culture as, “socially transmitted behaviour patterns, 

                                                           
75 See Saorín-Iborra & Cubillo (2018), p.3. 
76 See Saorín-Iborra (2007), p.146. 
77 See Volkema (2004), p.69. 
78 See Danciu (2010), p.88. 
79 See Kray & Thompson (2005), p.159. 
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norms, beliefs and values of a given community” (p.45).80 Here, the native culture of the 

negotiator forms the norms and behaviour of the negotiator yet, within the same culture, 

deviating norms exist.81 Therefore, negotiation practices vary between cultures. The culture 

of an individual can not only affect the negotiation behaviour but also the negotiation 

process.82 Evidently, negotiations occur in different cultural environments and are 

influenced by them.  

A study by Francis (1991) investigated if it has an influence on the negotiation if the 

negotiator adjusts the behaviour towards the cultural norms and behaviour of the counterpart. 

It was found that if the negotiator changes behaviour too extremely, the counterpart might 

see it as insincere, whereas a mild adjustment of the culture leads to a positive effect.83 

Therefore, it is important for negotiators to make themselves accustomed to the cultural 

practices and to understand the counterparts culture and behaviour, in order to achieve 

successful outcomes in cross-cultural negotiation settings.  

Furthermore, cultural differences can have an influence on the negotiation process where 

the negotiating parties show different attitudes and tend to prefer different negotiation 

behaviours. Salacuse (1991) differentiates in his framework between a win-win and win-

lose attitude.84 These can be linked to integrative and distributive negotiation behaviours 

where some cultures prefer win-win attitudes and other’s win-lose attitudes.   

2.3.3 Cultural intelligence leads to a better understanding of the counterpart in a cross-

cultural negotiation 

Cultural intelligence is an individual’s ability to adjust to an intercultural setting.85 

Researchers have found that negotiators in an intercultural setting achieve less joint profit 

compared to negotiations in an intracultural setting.86 Furthermore, it was found that 

individuals are more willing to continue the cooperation with in-group members compared 

to outgroup members87 and that negotiations in an intercultural setting are more 

competitive.88  

                                                           
80 Salacuse (1991), p.45. 
81 See Weiss (1994), p.288; Lügger et al. (2015), p.16. 
82 See Lügger et al. (2015), p.34-35; Volkema & Fleury (2002), p.384. 
83 See Francis (1991), p.422. 
84 See Salacuse (1991), p.222-223. 
85 See Earley & Ang (2003), p.12. 
86 See Adler & Graham (1989), p.531; Brett & Okumura (1998), p.381. 
87 See Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis (2002), p.578-579. 
88 See Kumar (2004), p.325. 
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According to Adair et al. (2001),89 low context cultures have a direct exchange of 

information by articulating their priorities, as opposed to high context cultures which have 

an indirect exchange of information by indicating their preferences through multi-issue 

offers. Therefore, it is more likely that coordination issues arise, miscommunication occurs 

or deviating behavioural strategies apply in intercultural negotiation.90 This makes it more 

difficult to apply integrative strategies and to achieve joint profits. Especially, if only one 

party is using integrative strategies, the counterpart might use the opportunity to claim more 

value. Another study by Imai & Gelfand (2010) investigated characteristics of cultural 

intelligent negotiators. Their study found that cultural intelligent negotiators show 

psychological traits which enhance their ability to apply integrative negotiation behaviours 

effectively. Overall, the studies highlight that integrative negotiation strategies lead to high 

joint profits which are, as mentioned before, difficult to achieve in an intercultural setting.91 

Due to the international environment we live in today, intercultural negotiation settings 

are no rarity.92 To negotiate effectively in a cross-cultural context, skills of cultural 

intelligence have to be understood better. The culture and setting where the negotiation takes 

place may have an influence on the negotiation behaviour and its effectiveness an individual 

adopts.93 In this study, it is expected that cultural intelligent individuals positively affect 

cross-cultural negotiations and their performance. Thus, the following hypothesis was 

developed.  

H3: The relationship between higher emotional intelligence and negotiation outcome is 

positively influenced by individuals with higher cultural intelligence. 

2.4 Negotiation & Work Experience 

2.4.1 Experience influences the negotiation outcome 

Literature in the field of negotiation supports that negotiation experience enhances the 

performance and outcome of a negotiation. 94 In order to be prepared for negotiations with 

other parties, it is beneficial for inexperienced negotiators to receive training beforehand. 

Work experience gained over the years does not necessarily lead to task experience.95 It is 

also beneficial for experienced workers to gain negotiation expertise since the experience 

                                                           
89 See Adair et al. (2001), p.380. 
90 See Adair et al. (2001), p.381. 
91 See Olekalns & Smith (2000), p.547-548; Imai & Gelfand (2010), p.87. 
92 See Imai & Gelfand (2010), p.92. 
93 See Volkema (1998), p.218; Sigurdardottir, Candi & Kesting (2019), p.11. 
94 See Neale & Northcraft (1986), p.316; Montgomery & Benedict (1989), p.391; Ghauri (2003), p.6. 
95 See Bonner & Lewis (1990), p.16,18. 
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gained by a negotiator throughout previous negotiations affects the value of a deal reached 

in future negotiations.96  

Literature is debating if experience has an impact on the negotiation outcome. Thus, this 

section will review studies on negotiation experience.  

2.4.2 Negotiation experience and training affect the negotiation outcome positively 

A study by Thompson (1990) examined the influence of negotiation experience on 

negotiation performance. The focus was set on the experience with bargaining tasks and 

skills (i.e. distributive negotiation behaviour). The study found that negotiation experience 

can enhance negotiation performance through the knowledge and experience gained during 

past negotiations. However, the negotiators in the study of Thompson had only limited 

experience in negotiation.97  

A stream of past literature on negotiation experience indicates that negotiators did not 

learn from their previous negotiation experiences. More concrete, studies found that the 

negotiators have had problems learning from lessons from previous negotiations and to apply 

these experiences afterwards in negotiations with a different context.98 According to 

Loewenstein et al. (1999), negotiators did not learn about the strategy or structure applied in 

previous rounds and reached agreements through a default settlement of compromise.99   

However, studies also found that past negotiation experiences do matter.100 This is for 

instance when superficial characteristics of a previous negotiation align with the current 

negotiation. If negotiators are able to recognize the same pattern in negotiations, then they 

are able to apply what they have learned from previous negotiations.  

Another study by Brown & Wright (2008) on negotiations between auditors and their 

clients found that experienced auditors created a wider range of alternative solutions in 

negotiations with higher commitment risk. The experience level refers to the task knowledge 

the auditors gained throughout their career. However, they did not find benefits for 

experienced auditors in low-risk situations. Furthermore, inexperienced auditors are more 

likely to be influenced by the solution suggested from the client, whereas experienced 

auditors are not influenced. Experienced auditors tend to apply distributive and confronting 

negotiation behaviours, whereas the inexperienced auditors adopted concessionary 

                                                           
96 See O’Connor, Arnold & Burris (2005), p.358. 
97 See Thompson (1990), p.529,542. 
98 See Thompson, Gentner & Loewenstein (2000), p.70; Nadler, Thompson & Van Boven (2003), p.537. 
99 See Loewenstein, Thompson & Gentner (1999), p.588. 
100 See O’Connor, Arnold & Burris (2005), p.358. 
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negotiation behaviour when facing high-risk situations.101 A study by Fu et al. (2011) 

confirmed findings that experienced auditor negotiators are not affected by a distributive and 

combative negotiation behaviour of the client, whereas, less experienced audit negotiators 

are.102 Therefore, it is beneficial to assign experienced negotiators to combative clients. 

Negotiation expertise is important since small changes in the negotiation strategy can lead 

to better outcomes. An example is the opening move which positions an anchor around the 

opening offer and influences the outcome of the negotiation. Furthermore, it is important 

that the negotiator knows where to set his goals and to respectively set the first offer well 

thought through.103 The negotiation outcome is, furthermore, influenced by the reputation 

negotiators have created throughout past negotiation experiences in their career.104 Through 

a lack of negotiation skills, the individual negotiator can already destroy their reputation 

through unethical behaviour at the beginning of the negotiation career. This might lead to 

barriers in future negotiations. Success or failure in a negotiation can lead to consequences 

in the long-term. Furthermore, the more experience negotiators gain, the more integrative 

solutions they reach.105 It is not enough to only know about effective negotiation behaviours. 

The negotiator has to know why a specific behaviour is adequate to use and convey the skills 

from one case to another.106 Therefore, it is beneficial to receive negotiation training to learn 

about the different negotiation behaviours and influential factors to prevent difficulties that 

would lead to poor negotiation outcomes.   

This study will not only investigate whether negotiation experience has an influence on 

the negotiation outcome but also work experience. Furthermore, this study will be performed 

with participants that already possess negotiation experience which they have to apply over 

multiple negotiation rounds. During these rounds, they have to apply integrative and 

distributive behaviours. Consequently, it is expected that negotiators with increasing work- 

and negotiation experience have a better awareness of which negotiation tactics to apply. 

Based on this notion, it is assumed that: 

H4a: The relationship between higher emotional intelligence and negotiation outcome is 

positively influenced by individuals with higher negotiation experience. 

                                                           
101 See Brown & Wright (2008), p.96. 
102 See Fu, Tan & Zhang (2011), p.227,235. 
103 See Hatfield et al. (2010), p.1648; Fisher, Patton, & Ury (2011), p.81. 
104 See O’Connor, Arnold & Burris (2005), p.357. 
105 See Neale & Northcraft (1986), p.314. 
106 See Thompson (1990), p.540. 
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H4b: The relationship between higher emotional intelligence and negotiation outcome is 

positively influenced by individuals with higher work experience. 

2.5 Research focus is set on skills a negotiator requires to improve the negotiation 

outcome  

Based on this theoretical framework, it will be investigated what effect emotional 

intelligence, negotiation behaviour, cultural intelligence, and experience have on the 

negotiation outcome.  

By scoring high on emotional intelligence, it is expected that the negotiator understands 

the needs and feelings of the counterpart. Through such an understanding, a better 

negotiation experience is expected which leads to higher negotiation outcomes. Furthermore, 

through a mix of integrative and distributive negotiation behaviours, negotiators can first 

create the required value and afterwards, claim a fair share of it for themselves, which is also 

expected to lead to a higher negotiation outcome. A cultural understanding is important in 

intercultural negotiation settings in order to understand and adjust to the behaviour of the 

counterpart. Therefore, it is expected that cultural intelligence leads to higher negotiation 

outcomes. Lastly, the experience a negotiator gained through past negotiation and work 

experiences is expected to have an influence on the negotiation outcome. This is owing to 

experiencing how to handle difficult situations and different negotiation settings.  

This study may shed light into skills a negotiator should have for successful negotiation 

outcomes to help them in the future to identify and improve their required negotiation skills. 

3 Research Problem and Aim  

3.1 Problem Statement  

Early research in negotiations developed mixed research results. These findings include 

that, for instance, individual differences, like intelligence, do not influence the outcome of 

the negotiation. Instead, they are considered to be demographic and, therefore, describe only 

limited variance in negotiation behaviours or outcomes.107 Researchers continued to study 

the impact of individual differences on negotiation outcomes. Examples are, amongst others, 

Olekalns & Smith (1999) who focused on social value orientation, Kray et al. (2001) who 

considered the impact of gender and Weingart et al. (1996) who investigated the impact of 

tactical knowledge used within a negotiation. Only later, research focused on the negotiation 

                                                           
107 See Thompson (1990), p.515; Bazerman et al. (2002), p.281. 
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performance and intelligence measures which is an important aspect to consider, since 

individual differences can have an impact on the success of the negotiation outcome.108 

Therefore, a company has to consider, based on these differences, whom to appoint to 

execute a negotiation. The intelligence measures focused, for instance, on the individual's 

level of cognitive intelligence, and emotional intelligence in a negotiation setting.109   

Negotiations can at times be charged with emotions and reflect how we feel about the 

negotiation.110 Therefore, it is valuable to consider if the understanding of one’s emotions 

and of the counterpart influence the outcome of a negotiation. The understanding of 

emotions is classified as emotional intelligence. Only recently, a relation between EI and the 

social interaction in negotiations were developed.111 EI has been under study in different 

contexts, for instance, in information gathering, decision making, and negotiation 

behaviour.112 A study by Rees & Kopelman (2019) indicated that the intersection of 

negotiation, emotions, and culture have rarely been studied together and that these areas have 

room for exploration.113 Therefore, this study will measure the level of EI of the negotiator 

and its counterpart to investigate the direct effect on the negotiation outcome, but also the 

effect of moderating and mediating variables.  

Relationships between the integrative and distributive negotiation behaviours and its 

outcome relationship were studied before.114 Integrative behaviours were separated from 

distributive behaviours which limited the perspective on negotiation behaviours. 

Consequently, a combination of both behaviours was left out. This study will include a mix 

of both negotiation behaviours. 

Both organizations and individuals have to deal with an increase in cultural diversity. 

Therefore, cultural aspects have to be considered when negotiating in an intercultural setting. 

Studies started to investigate the effect of cultural intelligence in negotiations with one other 

culture involved and linked them to the applied negotiation behaviours.115 However, the 

effect on multiple cultures involved is still unexplored.  

Another variable is the experience a negotiator possesses. The level of experience is 

measured in different ways, including work experience to negotiation experienced gained 

                                                           
108 See Fulmer & Barry (2004), p.246. 
109 See Fulmer & Barry (2004), p.245; Der Foo et al. (2004), p.411; Imai & Gelfand (2010), p.1. 
110 See Kumar (1997), p.97. 
111 See Fulmer & Barry (2004), p.4-5; Der Foo et al. (2004), p.412; Imai & Gelfand (2010), p.1. 
112 See Fulmer & Barry (2004), p.246. 
113 See Rees & Kopelman (2019), p.132. 
114 See Saorín-Iborra & Cubillo (2018), p.1-2. 
115 See Imai & Gelfand (2010), p.1; Sigurdardottir, Candi & Peter Kesting (2019), p.2 
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through reading, training or practice. For instance, negotiators can enhance their negotiation 

skills through training.116 As such, negotiators can develop new strategies and learn how to 

deal with certain individuals. The purpose here is to investigate whether the level of 

experience enhances the negotiation outcome. 

3.2 Research Aim 

The purpose of this paper is to investigate whether the independent variable EI has a direct 

effect on the dependent variable - negotiation outcomes. Furthermore, it will be examined if 

the negotiation behaviour has a mediating effect and if the variables experience and cultural 

intelligence have a moderating effect on the research model. By linking different types of 

influential and interrelated factors it is expected to receive a detailed view on skills a 

negotiator requires to perform well in negotiations and to increase the value the negotiator 

is taking from the negotiation. 

This study contributes to existing negotiation literature by investigating the direct effect 

of EI on the negotiation outcome and by establishing possible factors that influence the 

negotiation process and outcome positively. For instance, it contributes to existing 

negotiation literature by investigating if distributive negotiation behaviours lead to better 

negotiation outcomes as concluded in previous studies or if a mix of these two behaviours 

facilitates the negotiation outcome.117 Furthermore, by investigating negotiators in an 

intercultural setting, from 27 nationalities, the negotiators had to demonstrate their abilities 

in a culturally diverse setting. By measuring the negotiator’s experience, it contributes to 

recent literature or work practice by testing if an increased level of experience leads to better 

negotiation outcomes and, therefore, if negotiation training or work experience have an 

impact on the negotiation. Another practical contribution of this study is the detailed 

understanding of how negotiators negotiate and how this can facilitate negotiations in the 

business context more effectively. Based on the findings, this research facilitates companies 

by shedding light into characteristics and skills their employees require to ensure favourable 

negotiation outcomes. 

3.3 Research Question and Framework  

This study will examine whether the emotional intelligence of an individual negotiator 

and the strategy they select, have an impact on the negotiation outcome. A figurative 

                                                           
116 See Thompson (2001), p.111. 
117 See Ramsay (2004), p.225; Zachariassen (2008), p.778. 
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representation is depicted in Figure 2. The aim of this study is to approach shortcomings in 

the literature that identify the effectiveness of emotional intelligence on the negotiation 

outcome. Based on this aim, the following research questions are derived: 

RQ: What is the effect of a higher level of emotional intelligence on negotiation behaviour 

and the overall negotiation outcome in a cross-cultural environment? 

 

 

Figure 2: Research model. 

4 Methodology 

4.1 Research design and the search for relevant literature 

This section will outline the techniques of this empirical research by elaborating on the 

quantitative research setup. In order to answer the research question, a survey data collection 

methodology is applied. Therefore, a theoretical framework is developed by means of a 

scientific literature review and will be validated based on surveys. Afterwards, the data will 

be coded and statistically analysed using statistical analysis software (SPSS, IBM 

Corporation, New York, United States).    

At the beginning of this study, an analysis of both theory and literature has been 

conducted. Therefore, general and specific terms relevant for this study, ranging from 

emotional intelligence to negotiation behaviour and setting, the cultural context in 

negotiations, and negotiation experience, have been searched in the Scopus-, and Web of 

Science-database. Through the references of suitable articles, additional articles were found. 

Additionally, relevant books in the field of negotiation and emotional intelligence research 

have been studied. The literature review of the relevant theories for this study can be found 

in the previous chapters.   
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4.2 Data collection at two negotiation competitions  

The quantitative data for this research were collected at two international negotiation 

competitions. The first competition (A) primarily has business and law graduate students 

from around the world competing against each other.118 The second competition (B) is also 

an international negotiation tournament where the educational backgrounds of participants 

range from economics and law to business. The participants are either bachelor, master, or 

graduate students.  

These students compete in teams of three and it is assumed that they have a theoretical 

and practical experience in negotiation. Furthermore, the competition is conducted in 

English and all participants are expected to possess adequate knowledge to speak this 

language. The selection criteria are based on the experience of the team and the prestige of 

their university. Selected teams are often coached, which increases the competition level. 

Usually, the teams are the most qualified candidates for their year and represent their 

university at the competition. 

Teams apply with a motivation letter and a curriculum vitae per participant. The 

organizing committee selects the team based on the team’s negotiation experience, for 

instance, gained through their business experience or from extensive coaching and 

negotiation training. Each team had to undergo a selection process at their respective 

universities. Furthermore, it is aimed for a cultural diversification at the competitions.  

Competition A received up to 80 applications and only 18 teams are selected to participate 

in the competition. The competition was held over two days with four qualification rounds 

where all 18 teams had to participate. After each round, the teams were ranked according to 

a fixed score scheme and one round was judged by negotiation experts. In the end, the two 

teams with the highest cumulative score were competing in the final round. Each round 

consists of a role play where each team receives confidential information about its role in 

the negotiation scenario. The role plays are specially written by experts for the competition 

and cover an array of negotiation situations which include integrative, distributive, mixed-

motive and multi-party negotiation settings.  

Competition B was held over three days, also with four qualification rounds where a 

different set of 12 teams were participating. In the final round, the best two teams competed 

against each other and they were selected based on the performance score which they 

                                                           
118 See The Negotiation Challenge (2019). 
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collected through the previous rounds. The role plays are written specifically for the 

competition by members of the Student Scientific Association Negotiator.119   

At both competitions, data was collected during a mixed-motive negotiation setting where 

participants had to apply integrative and distributive negotiation behaviour. Furthermore, at 

both competitions, a combined score of 72 points could be achieved which facilitates the 

integrated usage of both competitions in this study.  

4.3 Measures are based on previous research 

This research is based on a survey, designed to measure several research topics. These 

topics include the participants’ negotiation experience, the level of emotional intelligence, 

the applied negotiation behaviours, and the level of cultural knowledge. The survey aims to 

identify how these factors relate to the final negotiation outcome achieved in the negotiation 

competition, which in turn represents how well a team performed.  

Within both competitions, participants received an English language questionnaire after 

the fourth negotiation round. This was the last round before the finals where the best two 

teams negotiated against each other. The questionnaire was designed based on the four 

research topics. In the beginning, general questions about the nationality, gender, level of 

education, total estimated time of prior negotiation experience, and months of work 

experience were asked in form of open-ended questions (Appendix A).  

Next, the participants were asked to recall their previous negotiation round against the 

opposite team and to reflect on their experience during the negotiation round. The first 27 

questions were about the applied negotiation behaviour which is linked to distributive and 

integrative negotiation behaviours. Based on a 7-point Likert-scale, the participants had to 

indicate the frequency of usage of the indicated behaviour. The scale range offered seven 

possibilities from ‘Never’ used to ‘Very High’ usage.  An example of a question is: Did you 

intentionally misrepresent factual information to your opponent when you know that he/she 

has already done this to you?. The questionnaire can be found in Appendix B. These 

questions stem from a study by Saorín-Iborra & Cubillo and were slightly adjusted by adding 

personal pronouns to the questions to make them more understandable for the participants.120 

The questions measure integrative oriented behaviour and acceptable and inappropriate 

competitive behaviours.  

                                                           
119 See Warsaw Negotiation Round (2019). 
120 See Saorín-Iborra & Cubillo (2019), p.14-15. 
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The individuals’ level of EI was measured with a 16-item scale.121 Participants had to rank 

their answers again in a 7-point Likert-scale, ranging from ‘Not likely at all’ to ‘Extremely 

likely’. The questions are grouped into four dimensions. These are self-emotion appraisal 

(SEA), use of emotions (UOE), regulation of emotions (ROE), and others’ emotion appraisal 

(OEA). SEA measures the strength of the individuals to understand and express their own 

emotions. UOE addresses the ability of the individuals to direct their emotions to improve 

performance through enhancing activities. ROE assesses the ability of individuals to regulate 

their own emotions. Finally, OEA measures the capability to comprehend the emotions of 

others. An example of the dimension ROE is: I have good control of my own emotions. The 

questionnaire can be found in  Appendix C. 

The last part of the questionnaire covers questions about the cultural intelligence of the 

participants. Therefore, 20 questions were asked which had to be answered in a 7-point 

Likert-scale, as well. Seven answer options were provided, ranging from ‘Not likely at all’ 

to ‘Extremely likely’. The questions are grouped into four dimensions. These are 

metacognitive cultural intelligence, cognitive cultural intelligence, motivational cultural 

intelligence and behavioural cultural intelligence. An example of the dimension 

metacognitive cultural intelligence is: I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I use when 

interacting with people with different cultural backgrounds. The questions stem from a study 

by Ang et al. and can be found in Appendix D.122 

Experience was measured with two questions. The first question measures negotiation 

experience “Total estimated time of prior negotiation experience in hours (e.g. training, 

reading, practices)?” and the second question measuring work experience “Months of work 

experience?”. The questions had to be aligned and were grouped afterwards into seven sub-

categories ranging from “No Experience” to “Very High Experience” (Table 2). 

 

Table 2: Sub-categories for work experience, measured in months, and negotiation experience, 

measured in hours. 

Sub-categories Work Experience (months) Negotiation Experience (hours) 

1 No Experience (0) No Experience (0) 

2 Low Experience (1-6) Low Experience (1-20) 

3 Medium-Low Experience (7-12) Medium-Low Experience (21–40) 

4 Medium Experience (13-36) Medium Experience (41–60) 

5 Medium-High Experience (37-60) Medium-High Experience (61-80) 

6 High Experience (61-120) High Experience (81-100) 

7 Very High Experience (121+) Very High Experience (101+) 

                                                           
121 See Wong & Law (2002), p.270-271. 
122 See Ang et al. (2007), p.366. 
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Lastly, the participants were able to attain points in each round of the competition which 

were accumulated to provide the final performance score. These scores are based on four 

negotiation rounds where the teams have to apply different negotiation behaviours, for 

instance, creating value for both parties or claiming the highest value while maintaining a 

good relationship. Furthermore, rounds were evaluated by judges with expertise in 

negotiation. These judges scored the teams based on fourteen predetermined criteria in 

competition A, which can be found in Appendix E. The criteria range from preparation, 

communication, claiming value, and creating value to strategic adaptability, emotionality, 

and relationship-building in a cross-cultural context. This facilitates a fair evaluation based 

on the same criteria for all participating teams. The 30 teams are ranked based on their final 

performance score. In both competitions, the same maximum score of 72 points could have 

been achieved. This performance score is used as the dependent variable in this study and 

will be referred to as “negotiation outcome”. This term is used in negotiation research to 

refer to the measure of objective gain and profit attained in negotiations.123 

4.4 Performing a multiple linear regression analysis 

4.4.1 Estimating adequate sample size 

To ensure an adequate sample size, a G*Power test is performed to increase the probability 

of finding a significant interaction effect. This is a tool that performs statistical power 

analysis.124 Power refers to the probability that the test will show statistically significant 

outcomes. More precisely, power indicates the probability that the null hypothesis will be 

rejected.125 Power can be determined based on the applied effect size, significance level, 

sample size, and the number of predictors. For this study, the power for one and two 

predictors is calculated with a given effect size of .5, an alpha level of .05, and a sample size 

of 87. The G*Power test yields for both one and two predictors a power of .999. This 

indicates that the sample size is sufficient and that there is a 99% chance of not making a 

Type II error (which refers to failing to reject a false null hypothesis).126 

                                                           
123 See Thompson (1990), p.534; Oliver, Balakrishnan & Barry (1994), p.253; Zetik & Stuhlmacher (2002), 

p.39. 
124 See Faul et al. (2007), p.175. 
125 See Cohen (1988), p.1,4. 
126 See Cohen (1988), p.5; Aguinis et al. (2005), p.101. 
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4.4.2 Data management and data preparation by single-value imputation with conditional 

means  

The dataset contained missing data (due to unanswered questions) which had to be 

replaced. Therefore, the method of single-value imputation was applied which was 

introduced by Buck (1960).127 The missing data can be replaced with unconditional mean 

imputation by taking the mean of all variables. However, to receive more variation in the 

output, conditional mean imputation is applied. This technique replaces the missing data by 

predicting the value through a regression model. Predictor variables with complete data serve 

as a pattern which are used to determine the regression model. These are observed variables 

of the subset. In the regression, the missing variable is used as the outcome variable and the 

predicted value can be used as a true representation of the original sample.128  

4.4.3 Determining which assumptions have to be checked 

Before a multiple linear regression analysis can be tested, multiple assumptions about the 

used variables have to be fulfilled to ensure trustworthiness and validity of the results in this 

study. If variables are used where assumptions are violated, it can lead to errors and false 

estimations of the significance.129  

Measuring inter-reliability of the questionnaires 

The reliability and validity of the single questionnaires have to be measured to improve 

the correctness of the tests. Reliability indicates if the instrument measures consistently. 

Validity indicates the degree to which the instrument measured what is expected to measure. 

The internal consistency of the questionnaire can range between 0 and 1.130 This describes 

to what degree the single questions in the questionnaire measure the same construct. With 

an increasing alpha value, the correlation increases and, therefore, the internal consistency. 

A Cronbach’s alpha between 0.7 and 0.8 can be seen as adequate.131   

Linear relationship between the independent and dependent variable 

In multiple regression analysis, it is necessary to test if the relationship between the 

independent and dependent variable is linear or nonlinear. Only if the relationship is linear, 

the regression analysis can be performed correctly. If the relationship is non-linear and a 

linear regression analysis is performed, the true relationship will be miscalculated. 

                                                           
127 See Buck (1960), p.302. 
128 See Pigott (2009), p.407. 
129 See Osborne & Waters (2002), p.1. 
130 See Tavakol & Dennick (2011), p.53-54. 
131 See Bland & Altman (1997), p.572. 
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Therefore, scatterplots are examined to test whether the relationship is linear or 

curvilinear.132  

Normal distribution of residuals 

One of the assumptions in regression analysis that is robust to violation is the normal 

distribution of residuals.133 Nevertheless, it will be tested whether the residuals of these 

variables under study are normally distributed. If residuals are not normally distributed and 

contain too many outliers, or are highly skewed, it can falsify the relationship and 

significance of the tests. Therefore, the variables will be visually inspected for normality 

through the analysis of a quantile-quantile plot (Q-Q plot). If the points are forming an 

approximately straight line, a normal distribution can be assumed. 

Absence of multicollinearity 

In multiple regression analysis, it is assumed that independent variables are not correlated 

and, therewith, linearly independent to each other.134 Multicollinearity can be tested in 

multiple ways. This research tests multicollinearity by means of the variance inflation factor 

(VIF). A VIF value higher than 10 indicates highly correlated variables and leads to 

unidentifiable regression coefficients in the independent variables.135  

Homoscedasticity  

Homoscedasticity assumes that the variance of error terms are the same across the 

independent variables. This assumption can be tested by visually analysing a scatterplot of 

residuals and predicted values. Homoscedasticity is assumed if no clear pattern is found and 

residuals are scattered randomly around the horizontal line. Differing variances of errors 

indicate heteroscedasticity which can be detected through unevenly distributed residuals or, 

for instance, cone-shaped patterns which can lead to biased results. 136 

4.4.4 Transforming data to perform multiple linear regression 

Performing multiple linear regression 

An overview of the research topics and their respective variable types are shown in Table 

3, to clarify their relationship in the multiple linear regression analysis. 

  

                                                           
132 See Osborne & Waters (2002), p.1-2. 
133 See Osborne & Waters (2002), p.1. 
134 See Poole & O’Farrell (1970), p.155. 
135 See O’Brien (2007), p.684. 
136 See Osborne & Waters (2002), p.4. 
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Table 3:Research topic and variable types. 

Research topic Variable type 

Emotional Intelligence (EI) Independent Variable (IV) 

Mixed Negotiation Behavior Mediator Variable 

Cultural Intelligence Moderating Variable 

Negotiation Experience Moderating Variable 

Work Experience Moderating Variable 

Competition Control Variable 

Negotiation Outcome Dependent variable (DV) 

 

After the data is collected, it has to be analysed. Multiple regression analysis is used to 

predict the relationship between multiple independent variables and the outcome variable.137 

This analysis can be performed with either categorical or continuous measured variables. 

The categorical independent variables have to be transformed by means of mean-centring. 

Furthermore, the variables have to be represented with code variables.138 This is done by 

dummy coding the variables to compare higher levels of the independent variables with the 

reference group. The reference group is represented through zeros. For the variables, high 

EI, high CI, and high work experience, individuals scoring a six or higher are coded with 1, 

whereas the reference group represents individuals with scores below 6. High negotiation 

behaviour includes scores from 5 and higher as a higher level of experience. 

Additionally, the predictor and moderator have to be centred by subtracting the sample 

mean to reduce possible multicollinearity among the variables and their interaction terms in 

the regression equation. The interaction term has to be calculated by multiplying the newly 

coded and centred predictor with each moderator.139  

The newly created variables can now be used to structure the equation and perform the 

regression with a statistical software. It is important to consider that the predictor and 

moderator have to be added to the regression equation to control for the interaction variable. 

In the next step, the interaction of the two variables has to be added to conform the regression 

according to standards.140 

 

 

 

                                                           
137 See Frazier et al. (2004), p.117. 
138 See Frazier et al. (2004), p.120. 
139 See Frazier et al. (2004), P.120. 
140 See Cohen et al. (2003), p.261-262. 



27 

 

 
 

Predictor variable and moderator transformation 

A moderator variable is applied to change the direction or strength of the relationship 

between the predictor variable and the dependent variable.141 It serves as an interaction 

where the effect of the variable relies on another variable. For this instance, moderators are 

used to test if the relation between EI and the final score is stronger for people with higher 

levels of EI, work experience, negotiation experience, and CI compared to people with lower 

levels. This will help to understand the moderator effects that increase the relationship 

between predictor variables and the outcome variable. The moderating variables can have 

three types of interactions on the predictor and outcome variables. These can enhance the 

interaction where the predictor and the moderator influence the dependent variable the same 

way, and together have a stronger effect. The interaction can also be buffered when the 

moderator weakens the effect of the predictor on the outcome variable. Lastly, the interaction 

can be antagonistic, which means that both predictor and moderator have the same effect on 

the dependent variable, however, the interaction is in an adverse direction.142 The degree of 

freedom F-test illustrates the change in variance explained when the interaction term is added 

in the regression.143  

Testing for mediation effect 

A mediator variable explains the relation between the predictor variable and the dependent 

variable and can be seen as a mechanism through which a predictor variable affects the 

dependent variable.144 Therefore, the relation between the predictor and mediator is tested, 

followed by testing the relationship between the mediator and outcome variable. If the 

relation between predictor and moderator is significant, as well as the relation between the 

mediator and the outcome variable, while controlling for the predictor, a mediation effect is 

present.145  

The Sobel test is performed to test whether the mediator is responsible for the influence 

of the predictor in the outcome variable. The test estimates the size and significance of the 

indirect effect of the mediation.146   

                                                           
141 See Baron & Kenny (1986), p.1174. 
142 See Cohen et al. (2003), p.285-286. 
143 See Aiken & West (1991), p.121. 
144 See Baron & Kenny (1986), p.116. 
145 See Judd & Kenny (1981), p.605. 
146 See Preacher & Hayes (2004), p.720. 
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5 Results 

5.1 Measuring sample validity and inter-reliability of the questionnaires 

In total, 30 teams participated in the two competitions with three participants per team, 

which results in a sample size of N = 90 with N =87 useful samples for this study. The gender 

of the participants can be split in male N = 50 and female N = 40. Their ages range from 18 

to 42 years. The range of age already indicates that the level of completed education ranges 

from high school degree in competition B, due to bachelor students being allowed to 

participate, to participants completing their MBA and Juris Doctor Degree. Furthermore, the 

participants consist of over 27 different nationalities. 

In a first analysis of the dataset, the mean calculated independent variables are checked 

for outliers. A box plot method is applied which graphically represents the distribution of 

the selected data in quartiles. 147 In total, only three outliers are observed, which are located 

close to the extreme points. After investigating the outliers individually, it was decided that 

the data are useful and not based on errors of the participants, but rather depict the real 

circumstance. Therefore, it was decided to keep them in the sample.  

Based on the first questionnaire, 16 questions covering SEA, UOE, ROE, and OEA were 

applied to measure the level of EI of the individual participants. Inter-reliability for the 

overall measure of EI and its individual dimensions is conducted. The overall measure of 

the 16 questions measured a Cronbach’s Alpha of .868, which indicates a good inter-

reliability. The Cronbach’s Alpha of the sub-categories are: SEA = .815, UOE = .781, ROE 

= .931, and OEA = .821. These values are all adequate and no item had to be deleted from 

the measurement. As the results are adequate and quite similar, the mean of the EI scores 

will represent EI in the regression construct to simplify the analysis.   

Next, the inter-reliability of the negotiation behaviour questionnaire was measured. These 

questions are divided into distributive and integrative negotiation behaviour types. 

Acceptable competitive negotiation behaviour has a Cronbach’s Alpha of .755 and for 

inappropriate competitive behaviour, the Cronbach’s Alpha is .810. The combined 

distributive negotiation behaviour questions have a Cronbach’s Alpha of .842 and, therewith, 

indicating good internal reliability. The mean of the two distributive negotiation behaviour 

categories will be used in later measures. Likewise, the 9 questions measuring integrative 

negotiation behaviour have an acceptable Cronbach’s Alpha of .812.  

                                                           
147 See Schwertman, Owens & Adnan (2004), p.165.  
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The inter-reliability for the cultural intelligence questions was measured based on 20 

questions, covering meta-cognitive cultural intelligence with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .863, 

cognitive cultural intelligence (.838), motivational cultural intelligence (.875), and 

behavioural cultural intelligence (.875). The combined Cronbach’s Alpha of .900 is 

achieved, which indicates a strong inter-reliability. As the results are quite similar, the mean 

of the CI scores will represent CI in the regression construct to simplify the analysis.   

Lastly, the questions measuring the level of experience are kept separately. Work 

experience and negotiation experience are measured variables based on one question and do 

not stem from a prior tested questionnaire. Their inter-reliability would score insufficiently 

and, therefore, it is recommended to measure work and negotiation experience 

independently. The research constructs and their inter-reliability can be seen in Table 4. 

 
Table 4: Research construct and inter-reliability measures. 

Construct Scale N items Cronbach’s α Mean Std. deviation 

Emotional 

Intelligence 

Self-Emotional Appraisal 

(SEA) 

4 .82 5.80 .98 

Use of Emotions (UOE) 4 .78 6.10 .87 

Regulation of Emotions 

(ROE) 

4 .93 5.45 1.35 

Other’s Emotions Appraisal 

(OEA) 

4 .82 5.57 1.03 

Total 16 .87 5.73 .74 

Negotiation 

Behaviour Dis 

Acceptable Competitive 

Behaviour 

5 .76 3.09 1.31 

Inappropriate Competitive 

Behaviour 

10 .81 1.90 .97 

Total 15 .84 2.3 .88 

Negotiation 

Behaviour Int 

Integrative Orientation 9 .81 5.39 .95 

Cultural 

Intelligence 

Meta Cognitive CI 4 .86 5.81 .95 

Cognitive CI 6 .84 4.44 1.17 

Motivational CI 5 .82 5.92 .92 

Behavioural CI 5 .88 5.42 1.20 

Total 20 .90 5.33 .807 

Experience Work 1  40.86 49.19 

Negotiation 1  92.87 99.65 

 

 

The correlation of the dependent and independent variables are represented in Table 5. 

The correlation matrix is derived to confirm whether the correlation coefficients of the 

measured variables are low enough to be considered statistically independent from each 

other.148 Independence is necessary in order to test, amongst others, the moderating effect. 

Each variable shows a low-moderate correlation which each other. A moderate significant 

correlation is found between EI and CI (.53). Furthermore, a significant weak correlation is 

                                                           
148 See Osborne & Waters (2002), p.2. 
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observed between integrative negotiation behaviour and CI, as well as between integrative 

and distributive negotiation behaviour. Since the two variables on negotiation behaviour are 

dummy coded for the mixed negotiation behaviour, their correlation is not important to 

consider. Additionally, a weak significant correlation is found between negotiation 

experience and the negotiation outcome (.31).  

 

Table 5: Correlation Matrix. 
  1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 

1. Total Pearson 

Correlation 

1       

2. EI_Mean_c Pearson 

Correlation 

.01 1      

3. CI_Mean_c Pearson 

Correlation 

-.05 .53** 1     

4. NB_Dis_Mean Pearson 

Correlation 

.13 -.07 -.02 1    

5. NB_Int_Mean Pearson 

Correlation 

-.12 .17 .33** -.42** 1   

6. Neg_Exp_c Pearson 

Correlation 

.31** .16 -.09 .03 .06 1  

7. Work_Exp_c Pearson 

Correlation 

.10 .15 .06 -.14 .07 .10 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

5.2 Assumptions for multiple linear regression analysis are fulfilled 

The following assumptions have to be tested and fulfilled before the multiple linear 

regression analysis can be performed to ensure trustworthiness and validity of the results in 

this study. 

Assumption 1: Linear relationship 

First, the linear relationship between the outcome variable and the independent variables 

is tested. Before the variables are dummy coded, scatterplots for all variables are designed 

to ensure a linear and not a curvilinear relationship. The dependent variable with the final 

score was separately tested for linearity with the independent variables emotional 

intelligence, cultural intelligence, integrative-, and distributive negotiation behaviour, as 

well as for work-, and negotiation experience. The relationship of the standardized predictors 

and the residuals is roughly linear around zero. Residuals of all variables are randomly 

scattered, therefore, the relationship between the independent variables and the dependent 

variable is zero and the assumption of a linear relationship is fulfilled.  
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Figure 3: Linear relationship between EI_Mean and Negotiation Outcome. 

 

 
Figure 4: Linear relationship between CI_Mean and Negotiation Outcome. 

 
Figure 5: Linear relationship between Work Experience and Negotiation Outcome. 
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Figure 6: Linear relationship between Negotiation Experience and Negotiation Outcome. 

 

 
Figure 7: Linear relationship between NB_Dis_Mean and Negotiation Outcome. 

 

 
Figure 8: Linear relationship between NB_Int_Mean and Negotiation Outcome. 
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Assumption 2: Normal distribution of residuals 

Next, it is assumed that the residuals are normally distributed. This assumption is tested 

through the visual inspection of a Q-Q plot of all variables. Here, all variables are separately 

plotted and inspected. The dots are closely plotted along the straight-line, therefore, the 

residuals of the variables are approximately normal distributed. 

 

 
Figure 9: Q-Q Plot for EI_Mean. 

 

 
Figure 10: Q-Q Plot for CI_Mean. 
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Figure 11: Q-Q Plot for Work Experience. 

 

 
Figure 12: Q-Q Plot for Negotiation Experience. 

 

 
Figure 13: Q-Q Plot for NB_Dis_Mean. 
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Figure 14: Q-Q Plot for NB_Int_Mean. 

 

Assumption 3: Absence of multicollinearity 

Multicollinearity is tested with the variance inflation factor (VIF). The variables are 

inspected separately by testing the independent variable measuring emotional intelligence 

with all other independent variables. VIF scores are ranging from 1.00 to 1.21, therefore, the 

independent variables are not highly correlated and no multicollinearity is assumed.  

Table 6: VIF scores of independent variables to detect multicollinearity. 

Independent Variable Dependent Variable Collinearity Statistics VIF 

CI_Mean_c EI_Mean_c 1.000 

Neg_c EI_Mean_c 1.000 

Work_c EI_Mean_c 1.000 

NB_Mixed EI_Mean 1.000 

NB_Dis_Mean EI_Mean 1.211 

NB_Int_Mean EI_Mean 1.211 

 

Assumption 4: Homoscedasticity 

Homoscedasticity is tested by visually inspecting the scatterplot of all independent 

variables. Residuals of the independent variables are plotted against predicted values. The 

points in the scatterplots of the independent variables are approximately equally distributed. 

Therefore, homogeneity of variance in the error terms is assumed.  
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Figure 15: Scatterplot of Residuals for EI_Mean and Negotiation Outcome. 

 

Figure 16: Scatterplot of Residuals for Work_Experience and Negotiation Outcome. 

 
Figure 17: Scatterplot of Residuals for Negotiation_Experience and Negotiation Outcome.  
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Figure 18: Scatterplot of Residuals for CI_Mean and Negotiation Outcome.  

 
Figure 19: Scatterplot of Residuals for NB_Dis_Mean and Negotiation Outcome. 

 

 
Figure 20: Scatterplot of Residuals for NB_Int_Mean and Negotiation Outcome.  
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After all assumptions are tested it can be proven that all requirements are met, which is 

required to draw conclusions from the multiple linear regression analysis correctly. As a next 

step the multiple linear regression analysis can be performed and results can be interpreted.  

5.3 Higher level of emotional intelligence has no significant effect on the outcome 

variable 

A linear regression analysis is performed to test the hypothesis that individuals with higher 

levels of EI perform better in the negotiation outcome. The control variable “competition” 

is included in the regression analysis to differentiate between the two competitions. The 

coefficient of multiple determination R2 = .31 represents the equation fit of the data. This 

means that 31% of the negotiation outcome variation can be explained by high EI and. 

Furthermore, the ANOVA table indicates the overall significance of the independent 

variables, higher EI and Competition, when used together reliably predict the dependent 

variable with F(2,84) = 18.45, p = .00.  

However, the negative regression coefficient of high EI -.88 indicates that the negotiation 

outcome is lower for individuals scoring higher on EI than the reference group. However, 

the t-statistic in the coefficient table shows t(84) = -.45, p = .66. In this equation, the t-statistic 

for high EI is not significant at the .05 level. This means that high EI is not contributing 

significantly to the regression. 

 

Table 7: Model Summaryb Higher EI and Negotiation Outcome 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .55a .31 -.29 9.00 

a. Predictors: (Constant), High_EI, Competition 

b. Dependent Variable: Total 

 

 
Table 8: ANOVAa Higher EI and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 2987.82 2 1493.91 18.45 .00b 

Residual 6801.48 84 115.107   

Total 9789.29 86    

a. Dependent Variable: Total  

b. Predictors: (Constant), High_EI, Competition 
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Table 9: Coefficientsa Higher EI and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients  

t 

 

Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 32.07 1.72  18.64 .00 

Competition 12.15 2.00 .56 6.07 .00 

 High_EI -.88 1.96 -.04 -.45 .66 

a. Dependent Variable: Total 

 

5.4 Combined negotiation behaviour has no mediating effect 

The hypothesis that individuals score higher on emotional intelligence, that use a 

combination of negotiation behaviour score higher on the negotiation outcome is measured 

with a multiple linear regression analysis where the combination of negotiation behaviour 

acts as a mediator. In the first step of the mediation model, the regression of high emotional 

intelligence and the mediator combined negotiation behaviour has to be calculated. The 

results indicate that higher EI has a negative effect on the mixed negotiation behaviour and 

is statistically not significant, ß = -.12, t(85) = -1.09, p = .28. The equation does not fit the 

data well with R² = .01 which means that 1% of variance in the mixed negotiation behaviour 

is explained by higher EI.  

 

Table 10: Model Summaryb Higher EI and Mixed NB 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .12a .01 .00 .50 

a. Predictors: (Constant), High_EI 

b. Dependent Variable: NB_Mixed 

 
Table 11: Coefficientsa Higher EI and Mixed NB 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) .59 .07  8.27 .00 

High_EI -.12 .11 -.12 -1.09 .28 

a. Dependent Variable: NB_Mixed 

 

Next, the association between the mediator combined negotiation behaviour and the 

outcome variable has to be computed while controlling for the independent variable higher 

emotional intelligence. Additionally, the control variable Competition is added to the 

regression. Individuals with one standard deviation increase in higher EI score -.03 standard 
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deviations lower in the negotiation outcome assuming the combined negotiation behaviour 

is held constant. Furthermore, individuals using a mixed negotiation behaviour score .08 

standard deviations higher in the negotiation outcome assuming higher EI is held constant. 

However, the mediator, controlling for high emotional intelligence, is not a significant 

predictor with ß = .08, t(84) = .85, p = .40. The t-statistic for higher EI is also not significant 

with ß = -.03, t(84)= -.32, p = .75. The equation fits the data with R² = .31 which means that 

31% of variance in the negotiation outcome is explained by higher EI and mixed negotiation 

behaviour.  

A Sobel test is performed to test if the indirect effect of the independent variable on the 

dependent variable through the mediator is significantly different from zero.149 The test is 

not indicating a full mediation in the model (z = .85, p = .40), therefore, a combined 

negotiation behaviour is not mediating the relationship between high emotional intelligence 

and the negotiation outcome of the negotiation. 

 

Table 12: Model Summaryb Higher EI, Mixed NB and Negotiation Outcome. 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .56a .31 .29 9.01 

a. Predictors: (Constant), NB_Mixed, High_EI, Competition 

b. Dependent Variable: Total 

 
Table 13: Coefficientsa Higher EI, Mixed NB and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 31.26 1.97  15.90 .00 

Competition 11.80 2.05 .54 5.77 .00 

High_EI -.64 1.98 -.03 -.32 .75 

NB_Mixed 1.70 1.99 .08 .85 .40 

a. Dependent Variable: Total 

 

Table 14: Sobel Test Results. 
 Input Test statistics  Std. Error p-value 

a 

b 

sa 

sb 

.59 

1.70 

.07 

1.99 

.85 1.18 .40 

 

                                                           
149 See Sobel (1982), p.303. 
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5.5 Interaction of higher cultural intelligence has a significant effect on the outcome 

variable 

To test the hypothesis that the relationship between higher emotional intelligence and 

negotiation outcome is positively influenced by the moderation of individuals with higher 

cultural intelligence, a multiple linear regression analysis is conducted. First, the control 

variable competition and the two independent variables, high emotional intelligence and 

high cultural intelligence, are measured in Model 1. These variables account for a significant 

amount of variance in the negotiation outcome, R² = .33. This means that 33% of variance 

in the negotiation outcome is explained by high EI and high CI. The results indicate that with 

the increase of one standard deviation in higher EI the individuals score -.01 standard 

deviation lower in the negotiation outcome keeping higher CI constant, ß = -.01, t(84) = -

.09, p = .93.  Furthermore, every increase in standard deviation of higher CI leads to -.15 

standard deviation decrease in the negotiation outcome holding higher EI constant, ß = -.15, 

t(84) = -1.66, p = .10. However, both variables are not significant.  

In Model 2 the interaction term is added to the regression. To prevent potentially high 

multicollinearity with the interaction term, the independent variables are centred and an 

interaction term between high emotional intelligence and high cultural intelligence is 

generated. Afterwards, the interaction term is added to the regression model. The interaction 

term in Model 2 accounts for a significant proportion of the variance in the negotiation 

outcome of the negotiation with 38% and has a significant effect on the final score, ΔR2 = 

.05, ΔF(1,82) = 6.53, p < .05.  Additionally, the interaction term of higher EI and higher CI 

is influencing the negotiation outcome positively and is statistically significant, ß = .39, t(82) 

= 2.56, p < .05. Individuals higher on EI and CI score .39 standard deviations higher in the 

negotiation outcome. This is indicating that there is a significant moderation between higher 

emotional intelligence and higher cultural intelligence on the negotiation outcome, which 

means that an interaction effect exists.  

To investigate the interaction effect, an interaction plot is designed (Figure 21). This plot 

aids with understanding the presence or absence of the interaction effect among the 

independent variables (higher EI and higher CI). It can be observed that there is an 

interaction effect between EI and CI on the negotiation outcome. The negotiation outcome 

increases positively with the interaction of higher CI and higher EI. However, if an 

individual possesses higher CI combined with lower EI, a lower negotiation outcome is 

achieved. 
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Table 15: Model Summaryc Higher EI, Higher CI and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square Change F Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .57a .33 .30 8.91 .33 13.48 3 83 .00 

2 .61b .38 .35 8.62 .05 6.53 1 82 .01 

a. Predictors: (Constant), HighCI_c, HighEI_c, Competition 

b. Predictors: (Constant), HighCI_c, HighEI_c, Interaction_HighEI_HighCI, Competition 

c. Dependent Variable: Total 

 
Table 16: ANOVAa Higher EI, Higher CI and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 3206.81 3 1068.94 13.48 .00b 

Residual 6582.48 83 79.31   

Total 9789.29 86    

2 Regression 3692.41 4 923.10 12.42 .00c 

Residual 6096.88 82 74.35   

Total 9789.29 86    

a. Dependent Variable: Total 

b. Predictors: (Constant), HighCI_c, HighEI_c, Competition 

c. Predictors: (Constant), HighCI_c, HighEI_c, Interaction_HighEI_HighCI, Competition 

 

 

Table 17: Coefficientsa Higher EI, Higher CI and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 32.77 1.75  18.68 .00 

Competition 11.91 1.99 .55 6.00 .00 

HighEI_c -.17 1.98 -.01 -.09 .93 

HighCI_c -3.94 2.37 -.15 -1.66 .10 

2 (Constant) 33.71 1.76  19.31 .00 

Competition 11.62 1.93 .53 6.04 .00 

HighEI_c -2.70 2.16 -.13 -1.25 .22 

HighCI_c -10.81 3.54 -.42 -3.06 .00 

Interaction_HighEI     

_HighCI 

11.86 4.64 .39 2.56 .01 

a. Dependent Variable: Total 
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Figure 21: Interaction plot between EI and CI on Negotiation Outcome. 

 

5.6 Higher negotiation and high work experience have different effects on the 

negotiation outcome  

Negotiation experience 

To test the hypothesis that the relationship between higher emotional intelligence and 

negotiation outcome is positively influenced by the moderation of individuals with higher 

negotiation experience, a multiple linear regression analysis is performed as well. In Model 

1, the control variable competition and the two independent variables high emotional 

intelligence and high negotiation experience, are measured. Here, 37% variance of the 

negotiation outcome is explained by higher EI and higher negotiation experience R² = .37, 

F(3,83) = 16.36, p < .01. The negotiation outcome decreases with one increase in standard 

deviation of individuals with higher EI holding higher negotiation experience constant, ß = 

-.08, t(83) = -.88, p = .38. However, this is statistically not significant. Contrary, the 

negotiation outcome increases with one standard deviation with .26 points for individuals 

with higher negotiation experience holding higher EI constant, ß = .26, t(83) = 2.96, p < .01. 

Therefore, high negotiation experience contributes statistically significant to the regression 

model after the effect of high EI is taken into account. High EI is not contributing 

significantly to the regression model after high negotiation experience is considered. 
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To prevent potentially high multicollinearity with the interaction term, the independent 

variables are centred and an interaction term between high emotional intelligence and high 

negotiation experience is generated. Afterwards, the interaction term is added to the 

regression model. The interaction term does not account for a significant proportion of the 

variance in the negotiation outcome of the negotiation, ΔR² = .00, ΔF(1,82) = .54, p = .47, 

and does not significantly improve the prediction, ß = .11, t(82) = .74, p = .47. This is 

indicating that no significant interaction effect exists between higher emotional intelligence 

and higher negotiation experience on the negotiation outcome.  

An interaction plot is designed to exhibit the findings of the interaction effect (Figure 22). 

In the plot, it can be observed that there is no significant interaction effect between higher 

EI and higher negotiation experience on the negotiation outcome.  

 

Table 18: Model Summaryc Higher EI, Higher Negotiation Experience and Negotiation 

Outcome. 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square Change F Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .61a .37 .35 8.61 .37 16.36 3 83 .00 

2 .61b .38 .35 8.63 .00 .54 1 82 .47 

a. Predictors: (Constant), HighNeg_c, HighEI_c, Competition 

b. Predictors: (Constant), HighNeg_c, HighEI_c, Interaction_HighEI_HighNeg, Competition 

c. Dependent Variable: Total 

 
Table 19: ANOVAa Higher EI, Higher Negotiation Experience and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 3637.60 3 1212.53 16.36 .00b 

Residual 6151.70 83 74.12   

Total 9789.29 86    

2 Regression 3677.82 4 919.46 12.34 .00c 

Residual 6111.47 82 74.53   

Total 9789.29 86    

a. Dependent Variable: Total 

b. Predictors: (Constant), HighNeg_c, HighEI_c, Competition 

c. Predictors: (Constant), HighNeg_c, HighEI_c, Interaction_HighEI_HighNeg, Competition 
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Table 20: Coefficientsa Higher EI, Higher Negotiation Experience and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 30.45 1.74  17.54 .00 

Competition 11.92 1.92 .55 6.22 .00 

HighEI_c -1.66 1.89 -.08 -.88 .38 

HighNeg_c 5.73 1.94 .26 2.96 .00 

2 (Constant) 30.71 1.78  17.29 .00 

Competition 12.21 1.96 .56 6.22 .00 

HighEI_c -2.80 2.45 -.13 -1.14 .26 

HighNeg_c 4.34 2.72 .20 1.60 .11 

Interaction_HighEI_Hi

ghNeg 

2.91 3.97 .11 .74 .47 

a. Dependent Variable: Total 

 

 

 

Figure 22: Interaction plot between EI and Negotiation Experience on Negotiation Outcome. 

 

Work experience 

To test the hypothesis that the relationship between higher emotional intelligence and 

negotiation outcome is positively influenced by the moderation of individuals with higher 

work experience, another multiple linear regression analysis is conducted. The two 

independent variables, high emotional intelligence and high work experience, are measured 

in Model 1, together with the control variable competition. These variables account for a 

significant amount of variance in the negotiation outcome, R² = .31, F(3,83) = 12.48, p < 
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.01. Work experience increases the negotiation outcome by .08 with every one increase 

standard deviation in the negotiation outcome, ß = .08, t(83) = .82, p = .42. Higher work 

experience does not contribute significantly to the regression model after the effect of high 

EI is taken into account. Furthermore, the negotiation outcome is lower for individuals with 

higher EI and statistically not significant, ß = -.05, t(83) = -.55, p = .59. Therefore, higher EI 

is not contributing significantly to the regression model after high work experience is 

considered.  

To prevent potentially high multicollinearity with the interaction term, the independent 

variables are centred and an interaction term between high emotional intelligence and high 

work experience is generated. Afterwards, the interaction term is added to the regression 

model. The interaction term in Model 2 does not account for a significant proportion of the 

variance in the negotiation outcome of the negotiation, ΔR² = .01, ΔF(1,82) = 1.28, p = .26, 

and does not significantly improve the prediction ß = -.17, t(82) = -1.13, p = .26. This is 

indicating that there is no significant interaction effect between higher emotional intelligence 

and higher work experience on the negotiation outcome.  

An interaction plot is designed to illustrate the results of the interaction between the two 

independent variables (Figure 23). In the plot, it can be observed that there is no significant 

interaction effect between higher EI and higher work experience on the negotiation outcome.  

 

Table 21: Model Summaryc Higher EI, Higher Work Experience and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change F Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .56a .31 .29 9.02 .31 12.48 3 83 .00 

2 .57b .32 .29 9.00 .01 1.28 1 82 .26 

a. Predictors: (Constant), HighWork_c, HighEI_c, Competition 

b. Predictors: (Constant), HighWork_c, HighEI_c, Interaction_HighEI_HighWork, Competition 

c. Dependent Variable: Total 
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Table 22: ANOVAa Higher EI, Higher Work Experience and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 3042.47 3 1014.16 12.48 .00b 

Residual 6746.82 83 81.29   

Total 9789.29 86    

2 Regression 3146.42 4 786.61 9.71 .00c 

Residual 6642.87 82 81.01   

Total 9789.29 86    

a. Dependent Variable: Total 

b. Predictors: (Constant), HighWork_c, HighEI_c, Competition 

c. Predictors: (Constant), HighWork_c, HighEI_c, Interaction_HighEI_HighWork, Competition 

 
Table 23: Coefficientsa Higher EI, Higher Work Experience and Negotiation Outcome. 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 32.02 1.73  18.56 .00 

Competition 11.72 2.07 .54 5.65 .00 

HighEI_c -1.08 1.98 -.05 -.55 .59 

HighWork_c 2.09 2.55 .08 .82 .42 

2 (Constant) 31.60 1.76  17.93 .00 

Competition 11.68 2.07 .53 5.64 .00 

HighEI_c .03 2.20 .00 .01 .99 

HighWork_c 5.19 3.74 .19 1.39 .17 

Interaction_HighEI_Hi

ghWork 

-5.61 4.95 -.17 -1.13 .26 

a. Dependent Variable: Total 
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Figure 23: Interaction plot between EI and Work Experience on Negotiation Outcome. 

 

6 Discussion 

6.1 Revealing skills that are beneficial for a negotiator to possess 

This study was conducted to investigate if emotional intelligence, negotiation behaviour, 

cultural intelligence, and experience have an effect on the negotiation outcome. A 

quantitative research study was conducted to answer the research question: What is the effect 

of a higher level of emotional intelligence on negotiation behaviour and the overall 

negotiation outcome in a cross-cultural environment? It attempts to reveal skills a negotiator 

should possess in order to achieve successful negotiation outcomes and to help negotiators 

in the future to identify and improve their negotiation skills. 

As negotiations can be charged with emotions and reflect how we feel about the 

negotiation, it was examined if individuals scoring higher on EI attain a higher negotiation 

outcome.150 It was expected that these individuals have a better understanding of the needs 

and feelings of their counterparts, which leads to a higher negotiation outcome. Through 

adopting a mixed negotiation behaviour, negotiators with higher EI were anticipated to 

create value through an integrative behaviour and to claim a share of the created value for 

themselves through distributive behaviour which results in a higher negotiation outcome. 

                                                           
150 See Kumar (1997), p.97. 
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Furthermore, in intercultural negotiation settings, a cultural understanding is important to 

understand and adjust to the behaviour of the counterpart. This is important because 

organizations and individuals have to deal with an increase in cultural diversity. The effect 

of CI in negotiations involving multiple cultures is still unexplored. It was expected that 

cultural intelligence leads to higher negotiation outcomes. Moreover, the negotiation and 

work experience a negotiator gained in the past was expected to influence the negotiation 

outcome positively. The purpose was to determine whether the level of work or negotiation 

experience enhances the negotiation outcome. 

Previous studies highlighted that emotions can directly impact the negotiation outcome.151 

Furthermore, individuals that possess emotional intelligence understand their counterpart 

better and have the ability to assess- and, express emotions, and to maintain more personal 

satisfying relationships which can lead to increased economic value.152 Negotiators with 

higher EI create integrative solutions, however, they have difficulties to secure the value 

they created for themselves.153 This study corresponds with the study of Der Foo et al. (2004) 

and revealed that individuals scoring higher on emotional intelligence have no significant 

effect on the negotiation outcome and, therefore, negotiators scoring higher on EI is not a 

good predictor for the outcome variable. These results indicate that individuals scoring 

higher on EI are having problems in claiming value for themselves, therefore, their 

negotiation outcome is not significantly influenced by higher EI. Overall, the 

aforementioned studies confirm that it is beneficial to possess higher EI for building 

relationships, to create integrative solutions, and to achieve mutual beneficial negotiation 

outcomes.  

Due to that, it was investigated if individuals with higher EI that use a combination of 

integrative and distributive negotiation behaviours score better in the negotiation outcome. 

The effectiveness of negotiation is relying on the capabilities of both negotiating parties to 

combine both integrative and distributive behaviours in order to be most effective in securing 

their share of the value on the table.154 It was expected that individuals with higher EI apply 

a mixed negotiation behaviour to achieve better results in the negotiation outcome. However, 

the combined negotiation behaviour was not significantly mediating the relationship 

                                                           
151 See Barry, Van Kleef & Fulmer (2004), p.83. 
152 See Mayer, DiPaolo & Salovey (1990), p.778; Law, Wong & Song (2004), p.486; Gelfand et al. (2006), p. 

431,441-442. 
153 See Der Foo et al. (2004), p.414-415,423. 
154 See Kumar (1997), p.87-88; Brett et al. (1998), p.80; Craver (2003), p.4; Sigurdardottir, Candi & Kesting 

(2019), p.24. 
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between high emotional intelligence and the negotiation outcome in this study. It indicates 

that negotiators with higher EI did not apply a mixed negotiation behaviour, and also that 

the mixed behaviour did not have an influence on the negotiation outcome.  

Cultures can have a substantial role in business negotiations and, therefore, another focus 

was set on negotiators that possess higher cultural intelligence. Negotiators with CI have the 

ability to adjust their behaviour to an intercultural setting. However, if negotiators adjust 

their behaviour too much towards the culture of their counterparts, it might come over 

insincerely, whereas a mild adjustment of the culture leads to a positive effect.155  This study 

expected that higher CI positively affects cross-cultural negotiations and the negotiation 

outcome. The two international negotiation competitions gave the opportunity to investigate 

27 different nationalities negotiating with each other. Through the culturally diverse 

negotiation environment, it was expected that CI facilitates the negotiation outcome. This 

study found that the interaction of higher EI and higher CI negotiators is indeed having a 

statistically significant positive effect on the negotiation outcome. CI alone has no significant 

effect on the negotiation outcome. In point of fact, negotiators with higher CI combined with 

lower EI score lower on the negotiation outcome. This indicates that it is beneficial if a 

negotiator has the ability to apply both cultural and emotional knowledge during a 

negotiation. Thus, the increased understanding and awareness of one’s own emotions, and 

that of others, in addition to understanding and acting accordingly to the counterpart’s 

culture can lead to an increase in negotiation outcome.  

As discussed previously, literature is debating whether experience has an impact on the 

negotiation outcome. This study measured experience based on work and negotiation 

experience that was gained by the individual in the past. It is claimed that negotiation 

experience enhances the performance and outcome of a negotiation through the knowledge 

and experience gained during past negotiations.156 This study supports that higher 

negotiation experience leads to increased negotiation outcomes. However, the interaction 

effect of negotiation experience and higher EI is not significant and indicates that higher EI 

and negotiation experience have no combined effect on the negotiation outcome. The more 

experience negotiators acquired, the more opportunities they had to practice and to 

understand how to conduct negotiations in the best way to achieve better outcomes. It can 

be assumed that negotiators recognize the same pattern in negotiations, and apply what they 

                                                           
155 See Francis (1991), p.422. 
156 See Neale & Northcraft (1986), p.316; Montgomery & Benedict (1989), p.391; Thompson, Gentner & 

Loewenstein (2000), p.70; Ghauri (2003), p.6. 
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have learned from previous negotiations to new circumstances. The findings of this study 

prove that negotiators with negotiation expertise achieve better negotiation outcomes. This 

can be due to having the experience of knowing what strategies can lead to better outcomes 

and to apply these skills from one situation to another. Therefore, it can be beneficial to 

receive negotiation training to learn about the different negotiation behaviours and 

influential factors to prevent difficulties that would lead to poor negotiation outcomes.   

Nevertheless, this study does not confirm that higher work experience positively 

influences the negotiation outcome. Higher EI and work experience show no significant 

interaction effect on the negotiation outcome. It was expected that work experience can 

enhance the negotiation outcome due to the knowledge and experience gained throughout 

the career. For instance, individuals are exposed to deal with and understand customers or 

colleagues at work, deal with conflicts, work under pressure, or have to come up with 

creative solutions in certain situations. However, individuals of both competitions have 

different work backgrounds and did not necessarily gain work experience relevant for 

negotiations. Therefore, the work experience an individual gained is not influencing the 

negotiation outcome.  

7 Conclusion 

7.1 Cross-cultural intelligence moderates between emotional intelligence of the 

negotiator and the negotiation outcome 

In conclusion, the findings of this study indicate that a higher EI of negotiators does not 

necessarily directly influence their negotiation outcome. Negotiators with higher EI do not 

tend to apply a mixed negotiation behaviour and the mixed behaviour is also not significantly 

influencing the negotiation outcome. However, individuals with a higher understanding of 

CI in combination with higher EI influence the negotiation outcome positively and are, 

therewith, beneficial skills to possess for a negotiator. Additionally, negotiation experience 

affects the negotiation outcome positively irrespective of a higher EI. Nevertheless, work 

experience does not influence the negotiation outcome. Based on this result, it can be 

deduced that experienced negotiators perform better in negotiation and, hence, it is valuable 

to increase the level of experience through training and practical application. A graphical 

representation of the findings is shown in Figure 24.  
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Figure 24: Graphical representation of findings. 

 

8 Limitations & Future Directions 

8.1 Data collection was limited due to restrictions of competitions 

This research was performed to investigate which skills a negotiator requires to increase 

the negotiation outcome within cross-cultural negotiations. It provides insight to companies 

in order to select the appropriate candidates to perform better in future cross-cultural 

negotiations. Companies can use the findings of this study to provide their employees with 

the appropriate training to foster their skills. 

Data were collected at two international negotiation competitions where participants were 

required to possess adequate knowledge and training in the field of negotiation. Therefore, 

the participants of this study are expected to have sufficient negotiation experience. 

Furthermore, the validity of this research is increased by collecting data at two different 

locations with participants from around the world. 

Due to restrictions of the competitions and technical limitations, data collection was 

limited and triangulation could not be performed sufficiently. Triangulation refers to 

applying a variety of methods to collect data to assure the validity of this research.157 

Researchers were restricted in collecting data based on team members evaluation, for 

instance, the level of EI of their team members which would have facilitated triangulation 

                                                           
157 See Denzin (1978), p.28. 
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and validity of the data. This increases the risk of perception bias through the possibility of 

individuals having a wrong perception of their level of EI. Nevertheless, self-assessment is 

a beneficial measure for gaining insight into the individual negotiator’s perception. 

Furthermore, researchers were allowed to collect data in one round of the negotiation where 

the individual participant negotiated against two individuals from two other teams. 

The negotiation behaviour was measured in only one negotiation round. It is assumed that 

the behaviour changes in another round due to a new negotiation plot. The level of EI, CI, 

or experience would not change throughout the rounds. It is therefore recommended that the 

negotiation behaviour should be measured after each round. However, the negotiation 

behaviour was measured during a negotiation plot where the negotiator had to apply a mixed 

negotiation behaviour. This gives the advantage of measuring integrative and distributive 

negotiation behaviour together.  

Furthermore, the final score of the participant is based on the team performance 

throughout all rounds of the competition. Since this study was measuring the negotiation 

behaviour in a round where the individual team members had to negotiate alone, a bias might 

arise. Therefore, it is recommended to collect data from all rounds in order to depict a more 

comprehensive negotiation behaviour.  

For future research, a mixed research setup is recommended to ensure the correctness of 

the responses collected through surveys by observing participants during the negotiation or 

by video recording them. Furthermore, team members should be asked to evaluate their 

perception of the other members EI to ensure validity and to reduce response bias. 

Additionally, triangulation is necessary to consider in future research to ensure that 

individuals applied the negotiation strategy that they indicated in the survey. There is the 

risk that individuals had a wrong perception of what they did which could explain why the 

test results of the negotiation behaviour are statistically not significant.  

This study is based on students and professionals that decided to obtain an MBA degree. 

The competitions took place in a competitive environment since it is assumed that each team 

wanted to be the best team. This provides great circumstances to collect data. However, 

future research should consider collecting data with companies to test whether the regression 

models from this study are reproducible. Additionally, it could be tested with a two-sample 

longitudinal study if the suggested training leads to better deals and increased turnover for a 

company. One sample group could receive training on multiple topics to improve cultural, 
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emotional, communication, and negotiation skills, whereas the control group would not 

receive any training.  

Another aspect is that the negotiation outcome was measured on the final score the 

participants achieved at the end of the competitions and the judge’s evaluation, which 

increases the validity of this study. Future research could measure the satisfaction of the 

counterpart and include the relationship factor to receive a more detailed outcome variable 

that displays, in more detail, which negotiation behaviours are more adequate to foster the 

negotiation outcome. Furthermore, future research could investigate to what extent 

integrative and distributive negotiation behaviour should be mixed to achieve better 

negotiation outcomes. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A -   General Questions 

Name: ________________________  University: _____________________________ 

Nationality: _____________________  Opponent University: ____________________ 

Gender: ________________________  Age: __________________________________ 

Highest Completed Education & Field: _________________________________________________ 

Total estimated time of prior negotiation experience in hours (e.g. training, reading, practices): 

_______________________________    Months of Work Experience: ______________ 

 
 

Appendix B -   Questionnaire Negotiation Behavior 

The questions were taken from a study by Saorín-Iborraa & Cubillo (2018), measuring 

integrative and distributive negotiation behaviour.  

We ask you to recall the previous negotiation round against the opposite team and to reflect 

on your experience during the negotiation. Please indicate on the scale your level of 

satisfaction by marking the field that best matches your response.  

 

 

Tactics 

Frequency of usage 

Never Low Medium-

Low 

Medium Medium-

High 

High Very 

High 

1. Intentionally misrepresent factual information to your 
opponent when you know that he/she has already done 

this to you.  

       

2. Intentionally misrepresent factual information to your 
opponent in order to support your negotiating 

arguments or position.  

       

3. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating 
position and strategy by “asking around” in a network 

of your friends, associates, and contacts.  

       

4. Make an opening demand that is far greater than 
what one really hopes to settle for.  

       

5. Hide your real bottom line from your opponent.         

6. Convey a false impression that you are in absolutely 

no hurry to come to a negotiation agreement, thereby 

trying to put more time pressure on your opponent to 
concede quickly.  

       

7. Make an opening offer or demand so high (or low) 

that it seriously undermines your opponent's confidence 
in his/her own ability to negotiate a satisfactory 

settlement.  

       

8. Lead the other negotiator to believe that they can 
only get what they want by negotiating with you, when 

in fact they could go elsewhere and get what they want 

cheaper or faster.  

       

9. Promise that good things will happen to your 

opponent if he/she gives you what you want, even if 

you know that you can’t (or won’t) deliver those good 
things when the other's cooperation is obtained.  

       

10. Threaten to harm your opponent if he/she doesn’t 

give you what you want, even if you know you will 

never follow through to carry out that threat.  

       

11. Talk directly to the people who your opponent 

reports to, or is accountable to, and try to encourage 
them to defect your side.  
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12. Threaten to make your opponent look weak or 

foolish in front of a boss or others to whom he/she is 
accountable.  

       

13. Talk directly to the people who your opponent 

reports to, or is accountable to, and tell them things that 
will undermine their confidence in your opponent as 

negotiator.  

       

14. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating 
position by paying friends, associates, and contacts to 

get this information for you.  

       

15. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating 
position by cultivating his/her friendship through 

expensive gifts, entertaining, or “personal favors”. 

       

16. Ensure understanding of the counterpart's needs.        

17. Seek mutual satisfaction of negotiators.         

18. Ensure a positive and productive personal 

relationship. 
       

19. Free flow of information among negotiators.        

20. Trust the position and information of other 

negotiators. 
       

21. Participation of all parties in the decision making 

process.  
       

22. Questions (statement in which you asked the 
counterpart to reveal information about themselves). 

       

23. Explanations (statement in which you reveal 

information about any point required by the 
counterpart).  

       

24. Self- Disclosures (statement in which you revealed 

information about yourself).  
       

 

Appendix C -   Questionnaire Emotional Intelligence 

These questions stem from Wong & Law (2002) and measure EI based on SEA, UOE, 

ROE, and OEA.  

 

 

 

Questions 

Not likely 

at all 

     Extremely 

likely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. I have a good sense of why I have certain feelings most of the time.         

2. I have good understanding of my own emotions.         

3. I really understand what I feel.         

4. I always know whether or not I am happy.        

5. I always know my friends’ emotions from their behavior.        

6. I am a good observer of others’ emotions.         

7.  I am sensitive to the feelings and emotions of others.         

8. I have good understanding of the emotions of people around me.        

9. I always set goals for myself and then try my best to achieve them.         

10. I always tell myself I am a competent person.        

11. I am a self-motivated person.         

12. I would always encourage myself to try my best.        

13. I am able to control my temper and handle difficulties rationally.         

14. I am quite capable of controlling my own emotions.         

15. I can always calm down quickly when I am very angry.        

16. I have good control of my own emotions.        
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Appendix D -   Questionnaire Cultural Intelligence 

These questions were taken from Ang et al. (2007) and measure cultural intelligence based 

on Metacognitive CQ, Cognitive CQ, Motivational CQ, and Behavioral CQ questions. 

 

 
 

Questions 

Not likely 

at all 
     Extremely 

likely 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I use when interacting 
with people with different cultural backgrounds.  

       

2. I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I apply to cross-cultural 

interactions.  

       

3. I adjust my cultural knowledge as I interact with people from a 

culture that is unfamiliar to me.  

       

4. I check the accuracy of my cultural knowledge as I interact with 
people from different cultures.  

       

5. I know the legal and economic systems of other cultures.         

6. I know the religious beliefs of other cultures.         
7. I know the marriage systems of other cultures.         

8. I know the arts and crafts of other cultures.        

9. I know the rules (e.g., grammar) of other languages.         
10. I know the rules for expressing non-verbal behaviors in other 

cultures.  

       

11. I enjoy interacting with people from different cultures.        
12. I enjoy living in cultures that are unfamiliar to me.        

13. I am confident that I can socialize with locals in a culture that is 

unfamiliar to me.  

       

14. I am confident that I can get accustomed to the shopping conditions 

in a different culture. 

       

15. I am sure I can deal with the stresses of adjusting to a culture that 

is new to me.  

       

16. I change my verbal behavior (e.g., accent, tone) when a cross-

cultural interaction requires it.  

       

17. I change my non-verbal behavior when a cross-cultural situation 

requires it.  

       

18. I use pause and silence differently to suit different cross-cultural 
situations.  

       

19. I vary the rate of my speaking when a cross-cultural situation 
requires it.  

       

20. I alter my facial expressions when a cross-cultural interaction 

requires it. 

       

 
 

Appendix E -   Judge’s Evaluation Criteria   

Left out due to confidential reasons. 


