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Motivation

On instinct, when it comes to negotiation, many people would say that it is better to negotiate with or 
buy from someone you like. In contradiction to this, e.g. Harvard researchers Fisher et al. (2011) in 
their seminal book on negotiation “Getting to yes – negotiating agreement without giving in” advocate 
negotiators ‘to separate the problem from the people’ (p. 47) if they wish to be successful. According 
to them, emotions are detrimental to negotiation success and, accordingly, should be avoided. 

In the scientific literature, this two perspectives are mirrored in numerous studies. Although the construct 
of emotional intelligence (EI) has been discussed for many years, its relationship with business 
negotiations performance is still unclear due to contradictory findings. 

One reason might be that the relationships of IQ, EI and negotiation performance (esp. in business 
settings) are not, as predominantly supposed, linear positive but follow a non-linear slope. 

A second possible reason for inconsistent results may be that interaction effects have not been 
controlled for and effects are blurred because variables that are seemingly unrelated show significant 
relationships when subgroups are inspected. 

A third reason might be that the outcome variable “performance” is hard to operationalize, and thus a lot 
of variance can be explained by methodological issues based on this variable.

This study works on both aspects with the aim to gain a better understanding of the role of EI in business 
bargaining and – more general – in transactional selling processes.
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State of the scientific discussion

Lawler (2001) in his ‚affect theory of social exchange‘ states that EI plays a role in performing sustainable 
exchange processes. Empirical publications investigate social and emotional competencies and their 
impact on various performance measures (Deeter-Schmelz und Sojka 2003; Zeidner et al. 2004; 
McClaren 2013; Evans et al. 2012; Erevelles und Fukawa 2013). 

Several studies have also researched the effect of emotions in seller-buyer constellations, marketing 
exchanges, and relationship development (Andersen und Kumar 2006; Kidwell et al. 2011)

The topic of negotiation has been studied from various perspectives: as an economic model (Lax and 
Sebenius 1986), within decision-making behavioral theory, or in social psychology (Bazerman et al. 
1985). Several studies show that positive emotions contribute to a better decision making process, 
facilitating problem solving and creative ideas (Carnevale und Isen 1986), win/win settlements 
(Hollingshead und Carnevale 1990), satisfaction of an opponent (Forgas 1998), and establishment of 
relationship (Lawler et al. 2000). 

Henning-Thurau et al. (2006) found that authentic emotional labor of service staff, rather than the extent 
of smiling, influences the customer's emotions and perceptions. Hasford et al.(2015) investigated the 
persuasive power of emotions on decisions. Lee and Ching Lim ( 2010) found that emotional receptivity 
and the level of emotional intensity displayed by the marketer leads to greater enjoyment and liking by the 
customer. 

However, direct and indirect effects of emotional intelligence on negotiations under the influence of 
interacting variables have been analyzed only scarcely. Still, there are only few empirical contributions on 
business related negotiations which isolate the effect of emotional intelligence as an independent 
variable.
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Research model and hypotheses

H1: There is a positive direct effect of EI on negotiation outcome. With increasing levels of EI, negotiation 
performance increases as well.

H2: A non-linear (quadratic) regression function approximates the effect of EI on negotiation outcome more 
precisely than a linear function, thus, with increasing levels of EI, negotiation performance first increases, and 
as of a certain level of EI, negotiation performance declines again.

H3: IQ moderates the effect of EI on negotiation performance in a way that lower IQ increases the effect of EI on 
negotiation outcome.

H4: Job experience moderates the effect of EI on negotiation performance in a way that the effect of EI on 
negotiation performance is stronger with experienced than with less experienced negotiators. 

H5: Gender moderates the effect of EI on negotiation performance in a way that the effect of EI on negotiation 
performance is stronger with male than with female negotiators.
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Method and Measures

Participants were 107 graduate business students from an international marketing and sales degree 
programme in Austria. Of those students, 61 were female, 46 were male. Mean experience was 2,8 
years. 

Two distributive bargaining games were designed, out of which one was a sales task concerning a 
business product (a welding aggregate) and the other one comprised a business service (a sales 
training). 

Negotiation performance was computed by comparing the negotiated price and three additional 
bargaining variables with the maximum possible gain, both for buyer and seller in both games. The 
average of both games was computed per participant. 

Cognitive intelligence was assessed by using the students‘ scores of their study entrance test, which is 
measured by the INSBAT Test (Arendasy et al. 2012). 

Emotional intelligence was assessed with the trait emotional intelligence questionnaire (TEIQUe) in its 
short version (30 items). The Trait Emotional Intelligence theory provides a self-report measure of 
emotional self-efficacy (Petrides et al. 2007), thus it measures the perception of an individual concerning 
their own emotional capabilities (Petrides 2011). 

Gender was assessed categorically within the EI questionnaire, and the same was true for job 
experience in years and month which was also provided by the students.

Regression analysis and multi-group analysis were performed to analyze the data.
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Findings
Coefficientsa

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients

t Sig.B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) .109 .277 .393 .695

Gender -.008 .177 -.004 -.045 .964
Job_Experience -.142 .094 -.143 -1.512 .134
IQ -.033 .089 -.033 -.376 .708
EI .580 .096 .557 6.059 .000
EI_SQUR -.081 .090 -.084 -.901 .370

a. Dependent Variable: Negotiation_Outcome (R² = .285)

Coefficientsa

Model
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients

t Sig.B Std. Error Beta
IQ LOW (Constant) -.070 .306 -.230 .820

Gender .124 .217 .068 .571 .571
Job_Experience -.358 .101 -.436 -3.562 .001
EI_SQUR -.015 .115 -.017 -.134 .894
EI .579 .108 .623 5.353 .000

IQ HIGH (Constant) .339 .455 .745 .460
Gender -.106 .275 -.049 -.384 .703
Job_Experience .154 .163 .124 .942 .351
EI_SQUR -.140 .138 -.141 -1.020 .313
EI .569 .160 .498 3.551 .001

a. Dependent Variable: Negotiation_Outcome (R² IQ LOW = .471; IQ HIGH = .263)

H3 predicted that lower IQ increases the effect of EI on negotiation outcome. The regression results show 
that with a lower level of IQ, EI explains a larger proportion of the variance of negation outcome (β = 
0.623; t = 5.353; p = .000) than the group with higher levels of IQ (β = 0.498; t = 3.551; p = .001). As such, 
H3 can be confirmed. 

As can be seen from table 2, there is a significant linear effect of EI on negotiation outcome (β = 0.557; t = 
6.059; p = .000) when controlled for gender, job experience, and IQ. Thus, H1 can be confirmed. H2, 
proposing a curvilinear effect, was analyzed by including a quadratic term of EI (EI_SQUR) into the 
regression equation. The effect is, as expected negative, but next to nil, and insignificant. Hence, H2 has 
to be rejected
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Findings
Coefficientsa

Experience_KL_2 Model
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients

t Sig.B Std. Error Beta
LOW EXP (Constant) .371 .452 .821 .416

Gender -.221 .300 -.097 -.736 .465
IQ -.048 .136 -.047 -.354 .725
EI .614 .166 .484 3.688 .001
EI_SQUR .041 .133 .040 .306 .761

HIGH EXP (Constant) -.067 .325 -.207 .837
Gender .225 .197 .132 1.142 .260
IQ .054 .110 .057 .485 .630
EI .553 .100 .676 5.534 .000
EI_SQUR -.272 .109 -.306 -2.490 .017

a. Dependent Variable: Negotiation_outcome (R² LOW EXP = .255; HIGH EXP = .419)

Coefficientsa

Gender Model
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients

t Sig.B Std. Error Beta
female (Constant) .138 .164 .843 .403

Job_experience -.192 .129 -.193 -1.488 .143
IQ -.033 .125 -.033 -.261 .795
EI .517 .147 .480 3.516 .001
EI_SQUR -.115 .132 -.123 -.869 .389

male (Constant) -.034 .189 -.181 .858
Job_experience -.107 .147 -.107 -.730 .470
IQ .054 .141 .054 .383 .704
EI .674 .141 .672 4.788 .000
EI_SQUR .047 .143 .046 .326 .746

a. Dependent Variable: Negotiation_outcome (R² female = .225; R² male = .393)

H4 stated that higher job experience increases the effect of EI on negotiation outcome. The regression 
results (see table 4) show that with a higher level of job experience, EI explains a larger proportion of the 
variance of negation outcome (β = 0.676; t = 5.534; p = .000) than the group with higher levels of IQ (β = 
0.484; t = 3.688; p = .001). As such, H4 is confirmed.

Regression results show that for male (β = .672; t = 7.788; p = .000) the effect of EI on negotiation 
outcome is stronger than for female negotiators (β = .480; t = 3.516; p = .001). H5 predicting this result 
is therefore confirmed.
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Findings
Coefficientsa

Experience_KL_2 Model
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients

t Sig.B Std. Error Beta
LOW EXP (Constant) .371 .452 .821 .416

Gender -.221 .300 -.097 -.736 .465
IQ -.048 .136 -.047 -.354 .725
EI .614 .166 .484 3.688 .001
EI_SQUR .041 .133 .040 .306 .761

HIGH EXP (Constant) -.067 .325 -.207 .837
Gender .225 .197 .132 1.142 .260
IQ .054 .110 .057 .485 .630
EI .553 .100 .676 5.534 .000
EI_SQUR -.272 .109 -.306 -2.490 .017

a. Dependent Variable: Negotiation_outcome (R² LOW EXP = .255; HIGH EXP = .419)

Interestingly, and not hypothesized, there is also a significant effect of the squared term of EI in the 
group with high job experience (β = -0.306; t = -2.490; p = .017). The β coefficient is negative 
which indicates that with increasing EI beyond a certain level, the negotiation outcome does not 
increase at the same level. Figure 2 presents this effect at three different levels of EI. 
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Discussion

Our research revealed that there is a relationship between EI and negotiation outcome and this 
relationship is rather linear than curvilinear. Higher levels of emotional intelligence lead to better 
negotiation results. This is in line with research conducted e.g. by Kidwell (2011) in a marketing 
exchange setting. 

When IQ as a moderating variable is introduced, is found that at lower levels of IQ the effect of EI 
becomes stronger. 

Job experience reinforces the effect of EI on negotiation outcome. May be because more 
experienced people can better exploit their emotional competencies to reach their achieved goals. 

Finally, and with respect to the moderating effect of gender on the EI – negotiation outcome 
relationship, it was found that, with male negotiators, EI explains a larger proportion of the 
variance of negotiation outcomes than with female test persons. 
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Limitations and avenues for future research

This study has of course several limitations. First, the research environment was more a “lab 
setting” than a “real-life constellation”. However, we tried to provide games that are as realistic as 
possible and the involved students tried hard to reach their desired goals. 

Future research might replicate the study in an even more realistic setting, and might invite sales 
people to participate. 

Secondly, we had students of different cultural backgrounds involved which we did not control for. 
Future research should definitely compare different cultural settings. 

Thirdly, the sample size was, with respect to analyzing subgroups, relatively small, and as such, 
some interesting combinations of interaction effects were not analyzed. Larger sample sizes might 
allow doing so in future. 

Fourthly, there are clearly more negotiation outcomes than only those monetary results which we 
have analyzed. Future research could enrich the set of dependent variables by behavioral 
outcomes, relationship oriented outcomes, or strategic outcomes. 

Finally, there was no distinction between the buyer and the seller role in our study. It would be of 
upmost interest to investigate into dyads of negotiators, e.g. how lower EI of a buyer interacts with 
higher EI of a seller, or vice versa, with respect to negotiation performance.
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Thank you.

Andreas Zehetner

Joerg Kraigher-Krainer


