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ABSTRACT

Accurate first impression judgments require surprisingly little information,
such as a 30-second video clip or even a photograph (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993;
Rule & Ambady, 2008). Most of this research has measured accuracy by
comparing judgments to self- or other-ratings, though recent work has found that
first impressions also accurately predict real-world outcomes (e.g. Rule &
Ambady, 2008). In this dissertation, I extend research on the objective accuracy
of first impression judgments by examining the accuracy of judgments of based
on thin slices of nonverbal behavior of a dyadic negotiation with a measurable
outcome. In the first set of studies, participants viewed 20-second silent clips of a
videotaped role-played negotiation and judged “likelihood of winning”, self-
profitable traits, and other-profitable traits. “Likelihood of winning” and the self-
profitable trait composites (Dominance, Intelligence, Social Problem-Solving
Skills) predicted outcomes for high-power negotiators, while only the Dominance
composite predicted outcomes for low-power negotiators. The other-profitable
trait composite (Warmth) did not predict outcomes for either role. An
investigation of the indirect effects of first impressions on outcomes found that
offer tactics (sequential versus simultaneous offers) mediate effects between
displays of Intelligence and Social Problem-Solving Skills and outcomes. In the
second set of studies, I examined the variance component structure of thin slice
judgments using generalizability theory (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam,
1972). Specifically, these analyses measured the degree to which different

perceivers, different channels (face, verbal content, and tone of voice), different
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instances over time (first impression, second impression, and third impression),
and different roles (high-power versus low-power) contribute to the variability of
dominance, likeability, and competence judgments. Differences discovered in
temporal stability and consensus based on channel and role have implications for
future social judgment research. Integration of the structural and analytical
approaches, offers some new hypotheses on the impact of time, channel, and

target role on behavior and social perception.
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INTRODUCTION

Negotiators are often advised to “know your opponent.” Experimental
studies have somewhat supported this practical piece of advice: Knowledge of an
opponent’s priorities, motivations, feelings and intentions do indeed impact joint
and individual outcomes, though the direction of this effect is determined by the
type of information provided and the way it is processed (Galinsky, Maddux,
Gilin, & White, 2008; Thompson, 1991; van Kleef, De Dreu & Manstead, 2004).
These studies have manipulated the information available to negotiators about
their partners or have encouraged negotiators to understand what their partners
were thinking or feeling. In each of these studies, information sharing or
gathering occurred in a deliberate manner over the course of the entire
negotiation.

However, what we “know” about other individuals often does not come
from deliberate reflection, but from quick impressions formed in the first few
seconds of meeting someone. Impression formation is not only rapid and
automatic (Ross, 1977, Skowronski, Carlston, Mae, & Crawford, 1998; Uleman,
Newman, & Moskowitz, 1996), but it is often quite accurate with only limited
information (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993). Furthermore, initial impressions have
lasting consequences on both partners’ behaviors and perceptions in a social
interaction (Asch, 1946; Harris & Garris, 2008; Miller & Turnbull, 1986;
Rosenthal, 1994; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; Snyder, Tanke, & Berscheid,

1977)
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Is my partner trustworthy and honest? How competitive is he or she?
How does he or she feel about the current offer? Negotiators are often motivated
to consider questions such as these, and searching for the answers is an important
component of a negotiation (Pruitt & Lewis, 1975; Thompson, 1991). Several
studies have examined the effects of partners’ perceptions on negotiation
outcomes and processes. For example, perceiving one’s partner as cooperative
resulted in more cooperative behavior, while perceiving one’s partner as
competitive resulted in more competitive behavior (Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977).
Additionally, initial perceptions of trustworthiness promoted information sharing
in one study (Butler, 1999), and sellers perceived as trustworthy were more likely
to reach an agreement with buyers and received more concessions from buyers
(Schurr & Ozanne, 1985). Other researchers have focused on the impact of both
positive and negative emotional displays. For example, exhibiting anger
increased concessions from partners and increased outcomes (Sinecaur &
Tiedens, 2006; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004), while displaying a
positive expression increased the likelihood of reaching an agreement as well as
joint outcomes (Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Kopelman, Rosette, & Thompson,
2006). Thus, perception of a partner’s motivations, personality traits and
emotional states impact negotiation processes and outcomes.

Furthermore, negotiation outcomes are heavily influenced by the first
moments of the interaction. For example, opening offers have been found to
explain 57% of the variance of a negotiated outcome (Van Poucke & Buelens,

2002). Suppose in the first moments of a negotiation, a negotiator is perceived as
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highly competitive and dominant. The perceiver, or the opponent, may be fearful
to open with an offer that would anger the other negotiator and may resort to a
more compromising opening offer. On the other hand, the perception that a
negotiator is weak or passive may encourage an opponent to open with a more
aggressive offer. In these scenarios, first impressions provide information that
influence the tactics used by opponents and would, in turn, impact outcomes.

In this work, I investigated the impact of first impressions on negotiation
outcomes and processes using a role-played negotiation between a “parent” and
“teen.” First, I measured the direct effects of first impressions on negotiation
outcomes. How accurately can individuals predict negotiation outcomes based on
judgments of thin slices of nonverbal behavior? What types of judgments based
on this limited exposure predict final outcomes? And how does power moderate
the impact of impressions on behaviors and outcomes? Second, I analyzed the
indirect effects of first impressions, or the way first impressions impact
negotiation processes. How do first impressions of a negotiator influence the
perceiver’s (opponent’s) actions and how do these actions in turn impact
outcomes? Third, [ used generalizability theory (Cronbach, Glesser, Rajaratman,
1972) to analyze the structure of social judgments in a negotiation context. How
do variability over time, variability across channels, and variability between
judges contribute to the reliability of social judgments?

Predictive Accuracy of First Impressions
A sizeable and diverse set of studies have demonstrated the accuracy of

thin slice judgments (e.g. Ambady, Bernieri, & Richeson, 2000; Gray, 2008 for
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reviews), measured in a variety of ways. In some situations, consensus, or
agreement among judges, is the most valid measurement of accuracy (e.g.
Ambady, et al., 2000; Funder, 1995; Kenny, 1991; Kruglanski, 1989). Some
traits, such as hostility, warmth, and likeability, are defined by the perceptions of
others (Ambady, et al., 2000). For example, agreement that an individual is
likable, defines that person as likable. Other studies use other individuals, who
know the target better and/or over more time, as the measuring stick (e.g. Hall,
Roter, & Rand, 1981). Using “more informed” impressions as the criteria is valid
in certain situations, such as performance reviews, hiring decisions after an
interview or political elections (Ambady, Krabbenhoft, & Hogan, 2006; Ambady
& Rosenthal, 1993; Todorov, Mandisodza, Goren, & Hall, 2005). Other studies
use targets’ self-reports as the criterion (e.g. Carney, Colvin, & Hall, 2007), which
is most appropriate when the target has privileged knowledge of the criterion (e.g.
targets’ emotions or feelings).

These results are impressive and meaningful, though accuracy in each of
these scenarios is based on subjective judgments from other individuals.
However, in some cases, an objective criterion is more suitable. Suppose that first
impressions of potential employees during their interviews for sales positions
predict subsequent performance reviews by their managers. The fact that an
intuition based on only limited amount of information predicted outcomes from a
thoughtful review by a well-acquainted individual is remarkable. Yet, the true
measure of success of salespersons is how much they sell, not what superiors

think of them. Thus, the finding that first impressions based on their interviews
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predicts their sales performance would be more meaningful. A limited set of
research has demonstrated that first impression judgments also predict objective
outcomes, such as company profits and health outcomes (Ambady, Koo,
Rosenthal, & Winograd, 2002; Rule & Ambady, 2008). However, for many
research questions, a suitable objective criterion does not exist (e.g. do ratings of
warmth predict closeness to friends?).

Negotiations often have objective and measurable outcomes: a car is sold
for a certain price; new hires and employers agree to employment conditions; or a
couple agrees on how much spending money each should get each month. Other
negotiations may not be as measurable, such as negotiating household
responsibilities, where to take the family on vacation, or how to approach a
project at work. Experimental studies assign points to different levels of
negotiation outcomes, thereby creating measurable outcomes for all possible
agreements. Thus, one advantage of using a role-played negotiation is the ability
to create an objective outcome variable. Another advantage is the ability to
control outside influences that may confound results. Salespersons who give first
impressions of confidence may be successful because buyers may feel more
comfortable with confident sellers or because confident sellers may be more
likely to persist to gain new clients. Alternatively, supervisors may be impressed
with their confidence and assign them better clients, resulting in higher sales. In
both cases, first impressions are predictive of outcomes; however, in the first case,
there is a direct relationship between impressions and outcomes, and in the second

case, subjective judgments by a third party may mediate this relationship.
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Randomly assigning participants to roles allows us to directly study the
relationship between judgments and objective outcomes solely within the context
of the negotiation.
Importance of Nonverbal Behavior

Expression and perception of nonverbal behaviors, such as facial
expressions, gestures, voice, and body movements, are often revealing than the
words alone (e.g. Archer & Akert, 1977; Argyle, Alkema, & Gilmour, 1971;
DePaulo, 1992). In social interactions, actors use nonverbal cues to convey both
true and intended impressions, while it is the task of the observer to interpret their
nonverbal behavior. DePaulo (1992) identified some important properties of the
nonverbal channel: First, nonverbal channels are much harder to control than
verbal channels, so true feelings or intentions may be “leaked” through nonverbal
behaviors. Words can be thoughtfully chosen, while facial expressions are harder
to regulate. Second, nonverbal behaviors are more visible to observers than to
actors. For example, actors do not know how their faces appear or their voices
sound to others, making regulation of behavior difficult. Finally, nonverbal
expression is typically speedier than verbal expression. For example, when
attempting to hide an emotional reaction, such as anger, people may be able to
restrain their words, but their face may instantaneously display a flash of anger
before they can stop it. Thus, nonverbal channels convey unique and important
information in social interactions.

Nonverbal behavior may be particularly important in negotiations, which

require a delicate balance of information sharing and discretion. A successful
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negotiation requires that individuals understand each others’ preferences and
goals to problem solve and achieve optimal solutions (e.g. Thompson, 1991). The
accurate perception of nonverbal behavior may help negotiators understand one
another’s priorities and aid in the development of a mutually beneficial solution.
Yet, keeping some cards close to the vest can help maximize personal gains. For
example, revealing a reservation price, or bottom-line, bestows a considerable
advantage to one’s partner (Thompson, 1991) and straightforwardness in
negotiations leads to more concessions and lower outcomes (DeRue, Conlon,
Moon & Willaby, 2009). Negotiators will often keep this information to
themselves or even lie to keep an advantage and “claim value.” In a competitive
negotiation, individuals may attempt to hide true intentions or feelings in order to
improve their personal gains, yet they may be leaked out through their facial
expressions or tone of voice. In an environment where information may not be
readily shared, there is a greater reliance on nonverbal cues. Close attention to
nonverbal cues may provide insight into a partner’s true priorities, feelings, and
motivations, resulting in higher individual outcomes for the accurate perceiver.
Nonverbal behavior may also be used in a self-presentational manner to
signal motivations, intentions, or feeling. For example, direct eye gaze signals
intent to dominate and is linked to contentious tactics (Carnevale & Isen, 1986;
Lewis & Fry, 1977). Meanwhile, feigned positive affect enhances reputation as
rated by negotiating partners (Fulmer, Barry, & Long, 2009). Thus, over the

course of a negotiation, both the manipulation and perception of nonverbal cues
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influence processes and outcomes. Therefore, this set of studies focuses on first
impressions based on nonverbal behavior.
Impact of Power Imbalance

Power differentials are common in negotiations and have important
consequences on negotiation outcomes (e.g. Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). French &
Raven (1959) classified power into five types: coercive based on the ability to
punish; reward based on the ability to reward; legitimate based on the superior’s
“right” to control the subordinate; expert based on expertise; and referent based
on admiration by a subordinate. In negotiations, an appealing best alternative to a
negotiated agreement (BATNA) and the ability to form coalitions also create
power differentials (Beersma & DeDreu, 1995; Pinkley, 1995; Van Kleef, De
Dreu, Pietroni & Manstead, 2006). Negotiations are often characterized by
multiple types of power differentials, which may be recognized by some or all
negotiators. For example, imagine that a manager and employee are negotiating
deadlines for a big project. The manager may have reward power (through
performance reviews, raises, and promotions), coercive power (through
performance reviews) and legitimate power (through the hierarchical structure of
the organization). The manager could use these forms of power to push for earlier
deadlines. Meanwhile, the employee may have expert power if he or she has
relatively more expertise regarding this particular project. In this case, the
manager would rely on the employee’s knowledge of what is possible to complete
in a given amount of time. Thus, the manager and employee could use their

respective power to pressure the other into agreeing to his or her desired deadline.
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Power may deliberately be used to attain higher outcomes for one self, but
it also affects interpersonal interactions more subtly in that it influences the way
that individuals attend to others. Specifically, low-power individuals pay more
attention to and make more dispositional inferences about high-power individuals
than vice-versa (Depret & Fiske, 1999; Fiske, 1993). Fiske (1993) defines power
as control over another individual and argues that due to their dependence on
high-power individuals, low-power individuals attempt to seek individuating
information about the high-power individuals who control their outcomes. On
the other hand, high-power individuals do not need to pay attention to low-power
individuals because the low-power individuals have no power over their
outcomes. Neuberg & Fiske (1987) found this increased attention to high-power
individuals was mediated by a desire to obtain accurate information.

Power differences may be real or merely perceived, but the impact on
negotiation outcomes is real and measurable. High-power negotiators start with
higher opening offers (Pinkley, 1995), use more contentious tactics (Lawler,
1992), behave more action-oriented (Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003), and
most importantly, attain higher outcomes (Giebels, De Dreu, & Van de Vliert,
2000). Furthermore, negotiation researchers have experimentally manipulated
power to demonstrate that the information gathering patterns, demonstrated by
Fiske and colleagues, hold true in bargaining contexts. For example, De Dreu and
Van Kleef (2004) found that low- and high-power individuals gathered and
responded to information differently when faced with a competitive partner.

First, low-power negotiators asked more diagnostic questions, which were
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thought to yield more belief-incongruent information, than leading questions,
which were thought to yield belief-congruent information. This focus on
diagnostic questions resulted in a more accurate impression. Second, low-power
negotiators modified their behavior based on their high-power partner’s
expectations, which were communicated implicitly through leading questions.
Other studies have shown that power moderates the impact of nonverbal cues on
outcomes, with low-power negotiators more influenced by their partner’s
nonverbal behavior than high-power negotiators (Van Kleef, De Dreu, &
Manstead, 2004; Van Kleef, De Dreu, Pietroni & Manstead, 2006). Given the
importance of power in both negotiations and social perception, a power
imbalance was created in the simulated negotiation to explore how power
moderates the impact of first impressions on outcomes.
Structure of First Impressions: Applying generalizability theory to social
judgments

While first impression judgments are predictive of final outcomes, they
are not homogeneous for a given target. Judgments vary based on the judge, the
behaviors observed and situational factors. For example, Sue may perceive Karen
to be highly dominant, while Judy perceives her as relatively submissive (judge
variance). Karen may exhibit dominance more at the beginning of an interaction,
but less so once she warms up (temporal variance). Or, Karen may be very
dominant at work, but not at all with her family and friends (situational variance).
These sources of variance each contribute to the entire set of possible impressions

of Karen over judges, time, and situations. Furthermore, these sources of variance
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may interact with each other. For example, if time interacts with situation, Karen
may behave more dominant over time in heated work discussions, but less
dominant over time when meeting new people. In this example, the time and
situation interaction adds more variability to the set of possible impressions of
Karen. By measuring the contribution of each of these components to total
variability of a set of first impressions, we can describe the structure of first
impressions.

Classical Test Theory (CTT) methods provide reliability estimates for
each of these sources of variance. For example, Cronbach’s alpha quantifies
consensus, or inter-rater agreement. Reliability coefficients, which divide true
variance by total variance, may be used to measure temporal variance or
situational variance. The issue with CTT is that it can only account for one source
of error at a time; yet, it is clear that social judgments encompass several
important sources of variance. A researcher could conduct separate tests on each
source of variance, but there is no way to combine the tests to determine the
overall reliability of judgments. Furthermore, CTT ignores interactions between
these sources of variance, such as the interaction between time and situation
described above. Thus, reliabilities of social judgments are more appropriately
measured with methods that can accommodate more than one source of variance
at a time.

Generalizability Theory (g-theory; Cronbach, Glesser, Rajaratman, 1972)
simultaneously accounts for multiple sources of error and the interactions between

them. These methods are extensively used in educational testing (e.g. Erlich &
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Borich, 1979), and frequently in medicine (e.g. Coliver, Verhulst, Williams, &
Norcini, 1989), job performance (e.g. Shavelson, Mayberry, Li, & Web, 1990),
and marketing (e.g. Hughs & Garrett, 1990). Most applications focused on
obtaining more accurate reliability assessments than Classical Test Theory would
provide, and social perception research could similarly benefit. Yet, the potential
for g-theory goes far beyond reliability analyses and may be used to address
substantive questions in social perception research. G-theory’s partitioning of
observed variance into multiple sources and their interactions enables a deeper
evaluation of variation in targets’ behaviors and observers’ perceptions, as
described in the hypothetical time and situation interaction above. Indeed, the
widely-used Social Relations Model (SRM; Kenny & LaVoie, 1984), a
specialized form of g-theory, has proven the theoretical value of a “variance
component” approach in the analysis of social judgments (e.g. Kenny & Albright,
1987; Kenny, Albright, Malloy & Kashy, 1994; Mohr & Kenny, 2006). SRM
accounts for variance from target, judge, and their interaction (the relationship) in
round robin designs and may address substantive questions related to consensus,
self-other agreement, assumed similarity, target accuracy, and more (Kenny,
1994).

However, SRM limits analysis to variance from judges, targets and their
interaction although previous research has identified other sources of variance in
first impressions. For example, the channel(s) available to perceivers influences
social judgments (e.g. Bugental, Kaswan, and Love, 1970; Ekman, 1965; Noller,

1982) and reliability of judgments varies by channel (Scherer, Scherer, Hall, &
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Rosenthal, 1977). Additionally, the point in time from which the behavior is
sampled also influences judgments, as targets do not behave perfectly consistently
over time (e.g. Funder & Colvin, 1991). The general form of generalizability
theory can include variance from these additional sources, thereby expanding our
understanding of what drives variability in social judgments. A limited set of
studies illustrates how g-theory can be used to explore beyond targets and judges.
For example, Shrout (1993) used artificial data that included targets’ and raters’
gender to show how g-theory can add nuance to measurements of consensus —
much in the way multiple ANOV As can provide more nuanced findings than a
simple one-way ANOVA. Lakes & Hoyt (2008) illustrated g-theory’s capability
by assessing the role of situation in observer ratings of caregiver-child dyads.
This dissertation applies g-theory to first impressions, including variance
from points in time, the target’s role and the channel(s) available to the perceiver,
in addition to judges and targets. This analysis will provide a more
comprehensive and nuanced evaluation of the structure of first impressions, as
well as demonstrate g-theory’s potential to provide new insights into social
judgment research. First, we will compare different sources of variance in first
impressions, including temporal instability, channel inconsistency, non-
consensus, and variance from social roles. Second, we will measures interactions
between sources of variance. For example, does temporal stability contribute
more variance for some channels than others? Third, we will obtain more
generalizable reliability estimates, while will provide more accurate assessments

of the number of occasions and judges needed for reliable judgments. Over the
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course of these analyses, we will look at some substantive questions in social
judgment research. For example, how are consensus and temporal stability
impacted by variables such as trait judged or channels available? How does
social power impact temporal stability? At the end, we will integrate results from
the g-theory analyses with the accuracy studies with aim to provide deeper
insights into when and why social judgments predict outcomes.

Current Work: Thin Slices of Negotiations

The studies presented in the first two chapters use an experimental approach
to study the predictive accuracy of first impressions on objective outcomes.
Findings that judgments based on thin slices predict real-world outcomes (e.g.
company profits; Rule & Ambady, 2008) are powerful and highly relevant;
however, elucidating the processes by which these first impressions correlate to
outcomes is a challenge. By randomly assigning participants to roles within a
standardized procedure, we can verify causality of first impressions on outcomes.
Additionally, we will use this experiment to explore some of the intermediary
processes.

This approach also differs from previous experiments of social perception in
negotiations, which have directly manipulated first impressions by informing a
negotiator that their opponent is trustworthy or not (e.g. Schurr & Orzanne, 1985),
used a confederate or computer manipulation (e.g. VanKleef, DeDreu &
Manstead, 2006), or used self-reports to measure traits (e.g. Butler, 1995). By
employing a thin slice methodology (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993) in this set of

studies, participants may approach the negotiation in a more “natural” manner.
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For example, those who are high in dominance will likely display this trait both
verbally and nonverbally. On the other hand, instructing a negotiator to “display
dominance” may result in conflicting signals if that person is naturally low in
dominance. Furthermore, this approach allows for the measurement of a large set
of traits based on actual behavior, rather than a single trait based on information
provided by the experimenter. Thus, this methodology allows the study of
relatively “natural” behavior with many of the advantages of an experimental
design.

Participants played the roles of “parent” and “teen” in a competitive
negotiation with an objective outcome. Thin slices were created from the
videotaped negotiations and rated by naive judges on a variety of traits (e.g.
dominance, warmth, competence). The videotapes were also coded for specific
negotiation tactics. Chapter 1 examines the direct effects of impressions on
negotiation outcomes with predictive models based on judgments of traits and
“likelihood of winning the negotiation.” The role or power level of the negotiator
is considered as a moderator of these effects. Chapter 2 explores the indirect
effects of social judgments on negotiation outcomes through offer tactics in order
to gain an understanding of the processes by which impressions impact outcomes.

In Chapters 3 and 4, I use generalizability theory to dive into some of the
variance components that comprise first impressions. These chapters demonstrate
how g-theory may be applied to social judgment research and highlight how it can
inform substantive as well as methodological issues. The main benefit of g-

theory over other reliability analyses is the ability to measure several sources of
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variance at one time. This allows (1) comparisons between sources of variance,
(2) measurement of interactions of sources of variance, and (3) calculation of
reliability estimates that take several sources of variance into account.
Ultimately, g-theory can provide a fuller and more complete account of variation
in social judgments than other methods. Participants rated short video or audio
clips, taken from the beginning, middle, and end of each negotiation, on
dominance, likeability, and competence. Four different channel combinations
were included: the full channel, which included all verbal and nonverbal behavior;
silent video; audio without video; and tone of voice, or content-filtered audio.
Chapter 3 compares all sources of variance at once to determine the relative
contributions of non-consensus, temporal instability, channel inconsistency, and
role to variance of thin slice judgments. Results are compared across the three
traits. Chapter 4 presents separate g-studies, one for each role and channel, to
investigate the influence of target role and available channel on the componential
structure of thin slice judgments. Scenario analyses are presented to inform future
research on the number of judges and occasions necessary to achieve reliable
estimates for each combination of channel and role for each trait.
Role-Played Negotiation

As with many negotiations in real life, this negotiation was designed to be
variable-sum, in that there was an opportunity for participants to both claim value
and create value. Claiming value entails obtaining the highest possible outcome
for oneself at the expense of one’s opponent. Creating value entails finding

solutions that increase the total outcome summed across both negotiators. A
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simple example of creating value could be dividing Oreo cookies between two
friends. They could decide to split the bag in half between the pair, which would
be perfectly fair. Alternatively, if they discover that one friend likes the middle
frosting part the best, while the other friend likes the cookie part the best, they
could divide the bag as such by scraping off the frosting for one friend and
leaving the cookie for the other. With this solution, both friends get an entire bag
of their favorite part of the cookie, thereby “creating value.” In this negotiation,
since points are earned not only by claiming value but also by creating value,
successful negotiators cannot rely solely on dominating their partners.
Negotiators must also communicate and problem-solve adeptly to achieve the
highest outcomes.

Participants. Sixty-two participants (30 male; 32 female) took part in this
study, either in partial fulfillment of a course requirement or for $10. Participants
were randomly assigned to the role of parent or teen. Two dyads did not reach an
agreement; in two dyads, one or both participants did not consent the use of their
videos; and a camera failure prevented the capture of one participant. Thus, 26
complete dyads remained for use in the study, nine male-male dyads, 11 female-
female dyads, and six male-female dyads.

Negotiation exercise. Participants played the role of either a parent or a
teen and negotiated five issues: curfew, allowance, car privileges, chores, and cell
phone privileges. There were five levels for each issue (e.g. $10, $20, $30, $40
and $50 per month for allowance) and a different number of points were assigned

to each level. Figures 1 and 2 show point charts given to participants, which
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outline the issues and point values. The issues of allowance and curfew were
distributive, such that one partner’s loss is the other partner’s gain and the total
points between the two partners is fixed'. Car privileges and chores were
integrative, such that there was an optimal solution that increased the joint
number of points between the two partners. Specifically, if the teen gets his or
her own car, but agrees to do all the chores, both participants would attain 400
points. However, if they were to simply take the “middle” position, such that the
teen does the dishes and walks the dog and the parent gives personal use of their
car when available, they each would get 230 points. Therefore, there was an
opportunity to create value by identifying the optimal solution. The final issue of
phone privileges was an indifference issue and was intended to provide the parent
with greater power in the negotiation. Parents attained 100 points, regardless of
the agreement reached with the teen. Teens, on the other hand, could receive a
variable number of points from zero to 200 depending on the agreement. Thus,
parents could use this issue to reward or punish teens or persuade them to concede
on other issues. This tactic was included in a written list of “Common
Negotiation Tactics” given to both participants, so parents could learn how to use

this indifference issue to their advantage.

! The issue of “weekend curfew” is not exactly distributive since the sum of the individual
outcomes is not fixed for every possible solution. This was a trade-off to balance out the
parents’ indifference issue since teens have the opportunity to earn more points for
“communication”. With this structure, both parents and teens have the same maximum number
of points (1100) and almost the same number of points for the compromise position (straight
down the middle: 525 and 500, respectively).



Figure 1
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Point chart given to parents in role-played negotiation.

Chores Points Weekend Points Allowance Points Car Privileges Points Communication  Points
Curfew Per week with friends
Yard work, 400 10:00 PM = 300 $10 240 Pick up 60  Parties allowed once 100
dust/vacuum, siblings/ family a month, friends
dishes, walk errands only over all the time,
dog unlimited texts and
minutes
Dust/vacuum, = 300 11:00 PM 150 $20 180 Drive to part 45  Friends over any 100
dishes, walk time job/school day before curfew,
dog unlimited minutes
and 200 texts/month
Dishes and 200 12:00 AM' 75 $30 120 Personaluse of | 30  Friends over on 100
walk dog parents’ car weekends, 500
when available minutes and 100
texts/month
Walk dog 100 1:00 AM| 30 $40 60 Share car with 15 500 minutes a 100
sibling month, 50 texts,
friends over for
schoolwork
None 0 2:00AM 0 $50 0 Owncar 0 100 min/month and =~ 100
no texts on cell,
friends for studying
only
Figure 2
Point chart given to teens in role-played negotiation.
Chores Points Weekend ' Points Allowance Points Car Privileges Points Communication Points
Curfew Per week with friends
Yard work, 0 10:00PM 0 $10 0 Pickup 0  Parties allowed once. 0
dust/vacuum, siblings/ family a month, friends
dishes, walk errands only over all the time,
dog unlimited texts and
minutes
Dust/vacuum, = 15 11:00PM 25 $20 60 Drive to part 100 Friends over any 50
dishes, walk time job/school day before curfew,
dog unlimited minutes
and 200 texts/month
Dishes and 30 12:00 AM| 50 $30 120 Personaluse of = 200 Friends over on 100
walk dog parents’ car weekends, 500
when available minutes and 100
texts/month
Walk dog 45 1:00 AM| 100 $40 180 Share car with 300 500 minutes a 150
sibling month, 50 texts,
friends over for
schoolwork
None 60 2:00 AM| 200 $50 240 Own car 400 100 min/month and = 200

no texts on cell,
friends for studying
only
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The negotiation exercise was explained in a written document that
participants read before meeting. The packet included an explanation of each
partner’s role, a chart that outlined the points received at each level, and questions
regarding their starting offers and goals to ensure that they understood the point
chart and to help participants plan their strategy. The final page had descriptions
of “Common Negotiation Tactics,” to encourage participants to behave
competitively and to specifically encourage parents to use the indifference issue
to their advantage (see Appendix). Finally, the instructions informed participants
of a $20 prize that would be awarded to the negotiator with the highest number of
points throughout the entire study to further encourage competition.

Procedure. Participants were taken to individual rooms to complete a
questionnaire with items regarding the expected use of various negotiation tactics
and the packet that explained the negotiation. They were given as much time as
needed to read through the packet, answer the questions, and plan their strategy.
Once both partners were ready, they were brought to a room with a circular table
and two chairs positioned opposite from one another. They were reminded of the
$20 prize to encourage competition. Two video cameras were set up to look as
straight on each participant’s face as possible and to capture from the shoulders
up. Participants were given a maximum of 20 minutes to reach an agreement and
were told to start the negotiation when the experimenter left the room and shut the
door. When the participants were done with this task, they notified the
experimenter. Finally, they were debriefed and given course credit or $10 for

their participation.
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Negotiation Measures and Results

Pre-negotiation Questionnaire. Two questions from the pre-negotiation
questionnaire were fairly highly correlated (“How important is it to you to win the
negotiation?” and “How important is it to you to get more points than your
opponent?”’; r=.70, p<.0001). These two questions were combined to create a
single importance score as a measure of motivation to do well in the negotiation.

Negotiation Task. “Individual points ” is the sum of the points attained for
the five issues. Parents achieved significantly more points than teens (parents
M=783.08, teen M=636.4, t(50)=3.81, p=.0004). First, due to the structure of the
negotiation, parents would earn slightly more points than teens if they took the
compromise position. Second, participants likely translated real-life power
differences between parents and teens to this task. These assumed power
differences between parents and teens likely encouraged teens to yield more and
parents to push. Third, parents were able to use the indifference issue of phone
privileges to convince teens to concede on other issues. Thus, it was expected
that parents would earn more points than teens on average. Since all analyses
control for role and focus on differences between participants within a role, these
overall differences in total points are not an issue.

“Individual points” is the product of “joint points”, or the total number of
points attained by the dyad, and “proportion of points”, or the percentage of
points obtained by the individual. In other words, “joint points” is a measure of
the value created by the dyad, whereas “proportion of points” is a measure of the

value claimed by each individual. For example, if a dyad negotiates a solution
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that creates 1200 points for the dyad, and the parent claims 60% of the points, the
parent would receive 720 points, while the teen would receive 480 points.
Separating “individual points” into these two components reveals the degree to
which differences in points between participants may be attributed to differences
in value created or value claimed. The first two chapters examine the predictive
accuracy of first impressions based on each of these three metrics (individual

points, joint points, and proportion of points).
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CHAPTER 1: Direct Effects of First Impressions on Negotiation Outcomes

Chapter 1 presents the accuracy of thin slice judgments of nonverbal
behavior in predicting individuals’ negotiation outcomes. I analyzed accuracy
based on nonverbal behavior (as opposed to full behavior) because of its
importance in social interactions, in general, and specifically in negotiations, as
described in the introduction. This study will address two questions: 1) For what
types of traits do first impressions of negotiators predict outcomes? 2) How does
the negotiator’s power base influence the accuracy of these predictions?
Hypotheses regarding the first question are guided by an examination of the
expected social motives of participants in this negotiation.

Self- versus other-concern. According to the Dual-Concern Model,
negotiations can be characterized along the orthogonal dimensions of concern for
self and concern for other (Carnevale & Pruitt, 1992; Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994;
Van de Vliert, 1997). Concern for the self is driven by the importance of the
issues to oneself (Pruitt, 1983). Concern for the other may be driven by either a
genuine concern (e.g. based on attraction to opponent) or a strategic concern (e.g.
a dependence on opponent for rewards or to reach an agreement; Pruitt, 1983). It
is possible to be low or high on each dimension, and one’s position on these two
dimensions influences one’s negotiation tactics. For example, the highest level of
problem-solving should occur when a negotiator is high on both dimensions
(Pruitt, 1983). High concern for one’s own outcomes prevents one from yielding
or making concessions; high concern for one’s opponent’s outcomes encourages

finding solutions that satisfy both parties.
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Social judgments parallel this self- and other-concern in negotiations, as
they also tend to align on dimensions of “self-profitable” and “other-profitable”
(Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, Xu, 2002; Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007). Traits related to
competence, such as intelligence and dominance, can be characterized as a “self-
profitable,” in that they serve to directly impact one’s own outcomes. Traits
related to warmth, such as kindness and honesty, can be characterized as “other-
profitable,” in that they serve to impact the people who interact with the target
individual (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007). As with concern for self versus other
in negotiations, these two dimensions of social judgments are nearly orthogonal,
such that it is possible to be low or high on both.

Rule and Ambady (2008) found that judgments of CEO photographs
predicted company profits for competence-related traits, but not for warmth-
related traits. Similarly, I expected to find differences between the predictive
accuracy of these two dimensions for negotiations, with self-profitable traits more
predictive than other-profitable traits. Due to the competitive nature of this
particular negotiation, successful participants should have been high in self-
concern. Therefore, negotiators who possessed and displayed self-profitable
traits, such as competitiveness and dominance, should have been able to coerce
their partners to concede and claim more value for themselves. Other-concern
was also important in this negotiation in that the negotiators were mutually
dependent on each other to reach an agreement. However, concern for the other
party should be mostly limited to strategic concern, or satisfying the other

negotiator’s needs in order to further one’s own gain. Identifying the solution that
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creates value for the pair, thereby creating more value for oneself, requires
competence and intelligence. Furthermore, the ability to navigate social situations
and influence others should also facilitate agreement and improve one’s own
outcomes. Therefore, negotiators who possessed and displayed intelligence and
social problem-solving skills should have also fared better in the negotiation task.
On the other hand, given the one-time and competitive nature of this negotiation,
participants should not have been concerned about building an on-going
relationship with their partners. Genuine concern about the other negotiator was
not likely to improve one’s outcomes and should have been less important in this
negotiation. Therefore, the display of warmth or likeability (other-profitable
traits) should have only minimally impacted individual outcomes. The first
hypothesis predicted the relationship between social judgments and negotiation
outcomes on self- and other-profitable dimensions:

H1: Social judgments of self-profitable traits predict negotiation outcomes

more strongly than will judgments of other-profitable traits.

Second, I explored the impact of target power on thin slice accuracy. In
the introduction, I described some research that identified differences in the way
that low- and high-power negotiators attend to each other and behave towards one
another (De Dreu & Van Kleef, 2004; Van Kleef, De Dreu, Pietroni & Manstead,
2006). Low-power negotiators are more influenced by their high-power partners’
nonverbal cues than vice versa (Van Kleef, De Dreu, Pietroni & Manstead, 2006).
If the nonverbal behavior of high-power partners has a greater impact on the

negotiation process, then the nonverbal behavior of the high-power partner should
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also be more predictive of the final outcome than the low-power partner. For
example, dominant high-power negotiators should be able to influence low-power
partners and fare better in the negotiation than less dominant high-power
negotiators; however, the level of dominance displayed by low-power partners
should not impact the negotiation outcome because high-power negotiators do not
pay close attention to low-power partners’ nonverbal cues.

In this set of studies, a power differential was created in two ways. First,
the roles themselves signified a legitimate power difference with parents in a
high-power position and teens in a low-power position. Second, the parents had
one indifference issue, which was worth the same number of points to the parents
for each level, but varied for the teens. Parents could use this issue to persuade
their partners to concede on other issues or to reward (punish) their partners for
(lack of) compliance. Thus, the structure of the negotiation created a power base
differential to test the next hypothesis:

H2: Trait judgments are more predictive of actual outcomes for high-

power negotiators than for low-power negotiators.

The third hypothesis considers the predictive accuracy of judges’ direct
ratings of targets’ negotiation outcomes, or a judgment of likelihood of winning
the negotiation. When judges determined the likelihood of a target winning a
negotiation, they likely established some sort of criteria, and likely relied at least
partially on trait inferences. How might have the display of self- and other-
profitable traits affected these outcome judgments? Situational influences

determine the relative importance of the warmth and competence dimensions in



First Impressions in Negotiations 27

social perception, with individualistic orientations emphasizing competence traits
and collectivist orientations emphasizing warmth traits (Wojciszke, 1997). Since
the independent raters were aware that they were viewing a competitive
negotiation, | predicted that they would frame their judgments of likeliness to win
along the self-profitable dimension. In other words, judges used judgments of
dominance, competence, and social skills as criteria for their prediction of success
in a negotiation. The third hypothesis describes the relationship between
predicted outcomes, social judgments, and actual outcomes:

H3: Direct predictions of a negotiator’s success predict actual outcomes

and these judgments are correlated to ratings of self-profitable traits.

Each of these hypotheses was tested by predicting outcomes from thin
slices of negotiators’ nonverbal behavior. Ratings were obtained from
independent judges, as opposed to the negotiation partner, in order to isolate the
predictive accuracy of first impressions without confounds from interpersonal
interactions between the two partners. The thin slice judgments represent a
common perception of the target, which is assumed to be shared by the target’s
negotiation partner.
Method

Twenty-second clips were created from the videotaped negotiation,
consisting of 10 seconds from the first third of the negotiation and 10 seconds
from the final third of the negotiation. Three research assistants, who were
unaware of the negotiation outcomes, created the clips by identifying the first 10

seconds within each third in which the target was talking (i.e. not looking down at
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his or her point chart or listening to the other negotiator). Independent raters
directly predicted outcomes and made trait judgments based on the silently-
presented clips. Raters could view each clip only one time, and we wanted them
to make the ratings when the clip was still fresh in their minds. Therefore, the
number of traits for each rater was limited to six or less. Specifically, 14 raters
judged likelihood of winning, competitiveness, warmth, dominance; 12 raters
judged likelihood of winning, competence, likeability, masculinity, femininity,
and attractiveness; 12 raters judged skill at generating “win-win” solutions,
intelligence, creativity, math problem-solving ability, social problem-solving
ability, practical problem-solving ability. The Intra Class Correlation (2,k) was
computed for each trait and these are presented in Table 1. All traits reached
relatively high reliability. The mean rating for each trait was calculated for each
target. Since ratings for “likelihood of winning” were collected by two separate

sets of judges, these were combined into one mean score based on all 26 judges.
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Intraclass Correlation Coefficients and factor loadings for the final factor analysis

solution.

Trait # ICC Dominance Intelligence Social Warmth
Judges (2,k) Problem-

Solving

Likely to 26 .83  NA NA NA NA

Win

Competitive 14 86 .94 .03 .02 -.07

Dominant 14 .84 .95 .01 -.02 .05

Intelligent 12 g7 .06 91 .05 -.02

Math PS 12 74 0 97 -.03 .03

Social PS 12 g2 24 .09 58 .16

Creative 12 71 .05 14 .65 15

Warm 14 82 -.09 -.05 -.02 .88

Likeable 12 63 .11 .08 .03 .79

Competent 12 .83 excluded

Practical 12 .68 excluded

PS

Generates 12 81 excluded

“Win-Win”

Solutions

PS = Problem-Solving Skills

Factor Analysis. In order to determine the underlying structure of the rated

traits, a factor analysis with an oblique (promax) rotation was conducted on all of

the mean ratings except likely to win, masculinity, femininity, and attractiveness.



First Impressions in Negotiations 30

Extensive research proposes a two-factor solution of other-profitable (e.g.
warmth) and self-profitable (e.g. competence or dominance) traits (Fiske, Cuddy,
Glick, Xu, 2002; Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007). The data in this study also
supports this two-factor solution (competitiveness, dominance, intelligence, math
problem-solving, social problem-solving, competence, practical problem-solving,
and generating win-win solutions as the self-profitable factor; and warmth and
likeability as the other-profitable factor) . However, since self-profitable traits
were expected to be much more predictive than other-profitable traits, it was
valuable to tease apart different aspects of these traits. An oblique rotation
allowed correlation between the factors and the capacity to distinguish sub-
components of the self-profitable construct. A four-factor solution revealed that
self-profitable traits could be divided into traits related to dominance (dominance,
competitiveness), intelligence (competence, intelligence, math problem-solving
ability, practical problem-solving ability), and social problem-solving skills
(generating “win-win” solutions, social problem-solving ability, creativity). The
traits of generating “win-win” solutions, competence, and practical problem-
solving ability loaded highly on two or more factors, and were thus removed to
create more distinguishable factors. Thus, the four final factors were Warmth
(warmth, likeability), Dominance (dominance, competitiveness), Intelligence
(intelligence, math problem-solving ability), and Social Problem-Solving Skills

(social problem-solving ability, creativity)>. Factor loadings for this solution are

> The analyses presented in Chapters 1 and 2 were also conducted with the original 4-factor
solution, which included all traits, with minimal impact to results. The only difference is in the
test of Hypothesis 1, parents’ intelligence ratings significantly predicted joint outcomes for when
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presented in Table 1. These three composites align well with the hypothesized
helpful traits in this negotiation task described above, each addressing a different
functional component of a successful negotiation. Intercorrelations between the
four factors are presented in Table 2. The three self-profitable traits are highly
correlated, as expected; yet, they are distinct enough to provide valuable insights
into the unique effects each has on negotiation outcomes. The Social Problem-
Solving factor overlaps with the Warmth factor as well as the other two self-
profitable factors, suggesting that it lies at the intersection between self- and
other-profitability. Indeed, navigating social situations often requires considering
the needs of both the self and others. Even with the relatively high correlations
between this factor and others, it is still distinct enough to warrant a separate
factor.

Table 2

Intercorrelations between four trait composites.

Dominance Intelligence Social Problem- Warmth

Solving
Dominance S53* 62% 17
Intelligence .65%* 37*
Social PS .63*

*p<.05
Results and Discussion
Data Analysis. Raters’ judgments were averaged for each participant,

creating one score per trait. The trait scores were averaged to create the four

all traits were included; in the analysis presented here, this was only reached marginal
significance. No other effects gained or lost statistical significance with this change.
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composites identified in the factor analysis: warmth, dominance, competence, and
social problem-solving ability. Separate models were created for each of these
traits, as well as ratings for “likelihood to win,” with actual points obtained as the
outcome variable. Kashy and Kenny’s (2000) Actor-Partner Independence Model
accounted for the nonindependence between negotiators. Analysis was conducted
with proc MIXED in SAS using the methodology for the distinguishable case in
order to account for differences between the roles of parent and teen (Campbell &
Kashy, 2002; Gonzalez & Griffen, 1999; Kenny, 1996). Negotiators’ and
partners’ “importance” ratings from the pre-negotiation questionnaire and
negotiators’ and partners’ genders were included as covariates in each model.
Furthermore, an interaction term between role (parent or teen) and trait score was
included in each model to test for the moderating effect of role on outcomes. If
the interaction term was significant, a two-intercept model was created to measure
the effects separately for parents and teens.

Predictive Accuracy of Traits. In the interaction models, negotiators
perceived as high in Dominance and Social Problem-Solving composites
performed better in the negotiation, whereas negotiators rated high in the
Intelligence and Warmth composites did not (see Table 3). Thus, in partial
support of Hypothesis 1, naive observers accurately predicted performance in a
negotiation based on first impressions of two out of three of the self-profitable
traits. Role significantly moderated the effects of the Social Skills and Warmth
composites, and marginally moderated the effects of the Intelligence composite.

The subsequent two-intercept models demonstrated that Dominance, Intelligence
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and Social Skills were predictive of outcomes for parents, but not teens; however,
Warmth was not predictive of outcomes for either role (Table 3). These results
confirm Hypothesis 2, which predicted that first impressions of self-profitable
traits for high-power negotiators would have a greater influence on outcomes than
first impressions of low-power negotiators. As described above, each of these
traits directly relates to a skill hypothesized to be beneficial in this type of
negotiation: Dominance addresses the competitive nature of this negotiation and
the importance of claiming value; Intelligence addresses the requirement to
problem-solve and act rationally to create value; Social Problem-Solving Skills
addresses the benefit of influencing others and identifying creative solutions to
create value.

Table 3

Results of Actor-Partner Interdependence Models predicting individual

negotiation outcomes from thin slice judgments.

Interaction Model Two-Intercept Model
Main Effect  Interaction with Parents Teens
Role
Trait B t B t B t B t

Dominance 51.11 3.20** -11.07 -.56 62.18 2.66* 40.04 1.47

Intelligence 41.58 1.59 -53.88 -1.89" 9547 234* -1230 -34
Social PS 58.15 2.15* -57.50 -2.29*% 115.65 3.07** .66 .02
Warmth 521 .19 -57.09 -2.29* 6230 1.700 -51.88 -1.42

Likely to 4974 320*%* _38.08 -2.16* 87.83 4.00** 11.66 .48
Win

p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01
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Recall that an individual’s outcome is the product of the dyad’s joint
outcome (which represents value creation) and the individual’s proportion of
points (which represents value claimed). In order to distinguish value creation
and value claimed, separate regression models predicted joint points and
proportion of points. The models for joint points consisted of the control
variables (parent and teen ratings of importance and parent and teen genders) and
the parent trait composite and teen trait composite. Because there was one
outcome per dyad, simple linear regressions predicted joint outcomes. Effects of
first impressions on proportion of points were modeled separately for parents and
teens, again using simple linear regression with the same covariates. In general,
trait judgments predicted joint points (value created), but not proportion of points
(valued claimed). For parents, first impressions of Warmth, Dominance, and
Social Problem-Solving Skills predicted joint points (Table 4). For teens, only
first impressions of Dominance predicted joint points (Table 4).

While it would be expected that social problem-solving would be valuable
in finding mutually satisfying solutions, other results are surprising. Dominance
has sometimes been linked to contentious tactics, such as dishonesty or threats
(Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Lewis & Fry, 1977). Tactics such as these increase
value claimed by negotiators, but generally do not act to help negotiators discover
mutually satisfying solutions (Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006). Thus, it is surprising
that perceived dominance predicted joint outcomes for both parents and teens.
Perhaps displays of dominance in this study represented high self-concern, and

negotiators who did not concede easily spent more time seeking mutually
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satisfying solutions. Indeed, negotiators who were judged as highly dominant
spent more time negotiating (»=.37, p=.0067), while negotiating time was not
significantly correlated to any other trait judgment. Additionally, dominance was
correlated with self-ratings of “importance of maximizing points” (r=.32, p=.023),
but not self-ratings of “importance of winning” (r=.21, p=.13). The distinction
between these two is the motivation to do well for oneself versus the motivation
to do better than one’s opponent. Moreover, perceptions of dominance
significantly predicted joint outcomes, even with the combined “importance” self-
rating included as a covariate. Therefore, this significant relationship implies a
positive effect of displays of dominance above and beyond motivation to gain
points.

Secondly, intelligence or cognitive ability has been implicated in the
discovery of optimal joint solutions (Barry & Friedman, 1998), and at first blush,
it 1s surprising that this study found that the perception of intelligence did not
significantly predict joint outcomes (though there was a marginally significant
effect for parents, p=.097). Perceived intelligence did predict individual
outcomes for parents, and this effect must have been driven by a combination of
both creating and claiming value, though neither effect was strong enough to
reach significance. It appears that high-power negotiators perceived to be
intelligent simultaneously find optimal solutions and retain value for themselves,
resulting in higher individual outcomes.

Finally, perception of warmth was not expected to predict outcomes,

though it significantly predicted joint outcomes for parents. From a motivational
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perspective, this composite is likely related to the other-concern dimension of the
Dual-Concern Model (Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994), and perhaps this concern for
the other negotiator translates to the discovery of improved solutions for both
parties. However, since parents did not claim more value by displaying warmth,
it only marginally significantly increased their individual points.

Actual possession of these traits was not tested in this study; however, it is
notable that the mere perception of these traits in a negotiator predicts outcomes.
We did not measure the accuracy of raters’ perceptions against self-reports or
other-reports from well-acquainted individuals, as that question has been studied
elsewhere (e.g. Carney, Colvin, & Hall, 2007; Hall, Roter, & Rand, 1981). This
study assumes that the independent raters’ perceptions are similar to one’s
partner’s perceptions. An alternate approach might be to collect impressions from
the actual negotiators. However, obtaining these first impressions within a short
time of meeting would disrupt the negotiation and interaction. For example,
participants may behave differently when asked to consider and write down their

perceived “dominance” of their partners.
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Table 4
Results of linear regression models predicting joint outcomes and proportion of

points from thin slice judgments.

Parents Teens
Joint Outcomes  Proportion of Joint Proportion of
Points Outcomes Points
Trait B t B t B t B t

Dominance 84.71 3.13**  .006 35 81.52 2.29*%  .0035 15
Intelligence 84.27 1.74 042 1.55 2517 .51 -.026 -.93
Social PS 120.04 2.71* .031 1.12 30.75 .58  -.035 -1.20
Warmth 93,52 221* -0084 -33 -26.19 -52 -.048 -1.75"

Likely to 106.78 4.50**  .012 .65 5798 1.57 -.017 -.76
Win

p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01

Predictive Accuracy “Likelihood of Winning” Judgments. The predictive
accuracy of judgments of “likelihood of winning” was moderated by role, such
that it predicted individual outcomes for parents, but not for teens (Table 3). As
with the self-profitable traits, parents rated higher in “likely to win” judgments
achieved greater joint outcomes, thereby creating value for the dyad. These
judgments were not significantly predictive of the proportion of points obtained,
or value claimed (Table 4). To determine which trait judgments are associated
with this variable, all four composites were entered into a regression with “likely
to win” as the outcome variable. In this combined model, Dominance,
Intelligence, and Warmth significantly predicted this judgment for both parents

and teens (Table 5). Due to the multi-collinearity of these traits, each trait was
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correlated with “likely to win” judgments separately, and all four composites were
significantly correlated with the “likely to win” judgment (Table 5). Given that
ratings of Dominance, Intelligence, and Social Problem-Solving Skills predicted
actual outcomes in a test of Hypothesis 1, it was expected that these composites
would also correlate with “predictions” of outcomes.

Table 5
Results of linear regression model predicting “likely to win” judgments from trait

judgments and individual correlations between “likely to win” judgments and trait

judgments.
Trait Combined Model Individual
Correlations
B t r

Dominance .61 10.33*** J5H**
Intelligence 35 4.22%%* T4 A
Social PS .07 .65 L H**
Warmth 43 5.5]%** 57 F**

*p<.05, ¥*p<.01,*** p<.0001

Interestingly, Warmth also correlated with predicted outcomes, though it
did not predict actual outcomes. This finding may be, in part, an artifact of the
way the composites were constructed. Recall that some of the composites in this
study were highly correlated due to the oblique rotation in the factor analysis,
implying some overlap between the composites. In fact, the two most positive
self-profitable composites were correlated to the Warmth composite (7=.35,
p=-058 for Intelligence and Warmth; »=.61, p<.0001 for Social Problem-Solving

Skills and Warmth). This suggests that the correlation between the Warmth
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composite and “likely to win” judgments may be partly due to a shared meaning
between Warmth and the predictive composites of “Intelligence” and “Social
Problem-Solving Skills”. However, if shared meaning of the composites fully
explained this correlation, Warmth would also predict actual performance (which
it did not).

To further explore this correlation, we should also consider why judges
may mistakenly predict that negotiators perceived as warm would perform well in
the negotiation. Implicit Personality Theory, described by Cronbach (1955) as a
“lay theory of personality” may explain this misperception. Possibly, a halo
effect (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977) accounts for this correlation, such that judges
believe that negotiators who possess one positive trait necessarily possess other
positive traits. These composites consisted of trait ratings from three different sets
of judges, and examination of correlations within a single set of judges helps to
assess the halo effect explanation. If judgments of “likely to win” were correlated
with judgments of all positive traits, this would support a “halo effect”
explanation. In fact, within the same sets of judges, “likely to win” ratings were
highly correlated to both warmth ratings (r=.338, r=.014) and likeability ratings
(r=.589, p<.0001). However, attractiveness and “likely to win” ratings within the
same set of judges were not correlated (»=-.036, p=.80), suggesting that a simple
positivity bias may not be the only explanation.

Concurrently, observers may have specific hypotheses regarding warmth
and likelihood to win a negotiation and may mistakenly believe that the display of

warmth, along with dominance, intelligence, and social problem solving skills, is
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positively related to negotiation outcomes. In this explanation, judges’ implicit
personality theories specifically include each of these traits as related to
negotiation performance, rather than generally group all positive traits together.
These three explanations are not mutually exclusive: the correlation between
Warmth and predictions of performance may be simultaneously due to shared
meaning between the composites, a halo effect, and specific beliefs about warmth
and negotiation performance.
Conclusions

In summary, perceptions of negotiators’ dominance and social problem-
solving skills predicted individual outcomes based on only 20 seconds of
expressive behavior; perceptions of negotiators’ warmth did not predict outcomes.
The predictive accuracy of first impressions was moderated by power, such that
intelligence and social skills predicted outcomes for parents, but not teens. This
effect is driven by value creation, not value claimed, as parents who gave
impressions of higher dominance and social skills attained higher joint outcomes
for their dyad. Predicted outcomes were also predictive of actual outcomes.
Furthermore, all four composites were significantly correlated with predicted
outcomes. The correlation of the Warmth composite with predicted outcomes,
but not actual outcomes, suggests a mismatch between traits that individuals
believe to be beneficial in a negotiation and ones that actually are beneficial.

One advantage of this experimental study is the ability to delve into the
processes that underlie the effects of first impressions on outcomes. While

studies based on real-life data provide strong external validity to first impression
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effects, the mechanisms by which first impressions impact outcomes remain
unclear. In the current study, any relationships found between thin slice judgment
and outcomes signify (a) the translation of the trait into actions by the targets
and/or (b) partners’ reactions to the target based on perception of the trait. For
example, a target perceived as dominant may actually be dominant and demand
more in the negotiation; concurrently, the target’s partner may react to the
perceived dominance by conceding more or making fewer demands. In the next
chapter, I examine some of the indirect effects, or causal mechanisms, of first

impressions on negotiation outcomes.
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CHAPTER 2: Indirect Effects on Behaviors

Multi-issue negotiations are typically not fixed-sum, but include
opportunities to “grow the pie,” or create value. Integrative solutions are reached
when parties’ interests are reconciled to create greater joint outcomes (Pruitt,
1983). There are several methods available to achieve integrative solutions,
including increasing available resources, cost-cutting, and creating new options.
In the case of complex negotiations, one possible method is logrolling, in which
each party concedes on lower priority issues in order to gain value in higher
priority issues. A famous example of this involves two sisters who both want an
orange (Follett, 1940). Eventually, they agree to divide the orange in two equal
parts (a compromise). One sister squeezes the orange, drinks the juice and throws
away the peel. The other sister uses the zest from the peel in a cake and throws
away the juice. Obviously, both would have been better off if the first sister got
all of the juice and the second sister got all of the peel (a logrolling solution).
Integrative solutions are generally preferred when possible, since they result in
increased individual and joint gains. Yet, negotiators often fail to find these
opportunities, resulting in frequent impasses or lower joint and individual
outcomes. Why do negotiators so often miss these opportunities to create value?
Both social motivational and cognitive factors account for the types of tactics
used in negotiations and the level integrative solutions found (De Dreu, 2010;
Thompson, 1990).

Social Motivation. Recall that the Dual-Concern Model organizes

motivation in negotiations into four categories based on self- and other-concern
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(Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994). Furthermore, it predicts the approaches pursued by
negotiators based on their social motives. Low self- and low other-concern result
in inaction, or indifference towards the outcomes; low self- and high other-
concern result in yielding or compromising; high self- and low-other concern
result in contentious tactics; and high self- and high other-concern result in
problem-solving. In fact, a meta-analysis found that negotiators high in both self-
and other-concern are more likely to have a problem-solving orientation and reach
integrative solutions than negotiators who are low on either of those dimensions
(De Dreu, Weingart & Kwon, 2000). Building trust, sharing information about
one’s own preferences and priorities, and asking questions about the other party’s
preferences and priorities facilitate discovery of integrative solutions (Bazerman
& Neale, 1992). Negotiators who are mainly focused on their own outcomes are
less likely to engage in information sharing than cooperative negotiators (Pruitt &
Lewis, 1975), and therefore, miss opportunities to create value. These negotiators
may be occupied with contentious tactics, such as making threats, bluffing, and
forcing one’s position on to the other party (De Dreu, Weingart & Kwon, 2000).
On the other hand, negotiators who care too little about their own outcomes either
concede quickly to the other party or agree to a sub-optimal compromise solution
(e.g. splitting each issue 50-50).

Cognitive Ability. In order to reach an integrative solution, negotiators
must first be aware that there is an opportunity to create value. However, faulty
assumptions regarding partners’ preferences and priorities prevent many

negotiators from realizing that this opportunity exists. For example, negotiators
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sometimes assume that their preferences are directly opposed to their partners’
interests when in fact they may not be, known as the incompatability error
(Thompson & Hastie, 1990). Additionally, negotiators may mistakenly assume
that they prioritize their interests similarly to their partners, known as the fixed-pie
perception (Bazerman & Neale, 1983; Thompson & Hastie, 1990). Instead of
realizing they can concede a low-priority issue in exchange for a high-priority
issue, they focus on “dividing the pie,” or claiming value. Other cognitive
shortcomings in negotiations have been studied through the lens of the Behavioral
Decision Research tradition, focusing on predictable mistakes resulting from
cognitive heuristics (Bazerman, 1998; Bazerman, Curhan, Moore, Valley, 2000;
Neale & Bazerman, 1991; Thompson, 1990; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974).

Given the errors that negotiators are prone to making, how do some
negotiators discover integrative solutions? Work on individual differences has
found that some negotiators are better than others at creating value in complex
negotiations. Cognitive ability and creativity have both been linked to outcomes
in complex negotiations, and specifically to the discovery of integrative solutions
(Barry & Friedman, 1998; Elfenbein, Curhan, Eisenkraft, Shirako, Baccaro, 2008;
Fulmer & Barry, 2004; Kurtzberg, 1998). Other research has focused on training
negotiators to overcome these cognitive shortcomings. For example, educating
negotiators about useful tactics resulted in more integrative behaviors and higher
joint outcomes (Weingart, Hyder, Prietula, 1996).

Sequential versus Simultaneous Issue Consideration. The way in which

issues are considered influences the discovery of integrative solutions (Mannix,
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Thompson, Bazerman, 1989; Pruitt, 1981; Thompson, 2005). Simultaneous
consideration of issues, or making offers that involve multiple issues, lead to more
integrative solutions and higher outcomes (Mannix, Thompson, Bazerman, 1989;
Weingart, Bennet, & Brett, 1993). In contrast, sequential consideration of issues,
or single-issue offers, often results in missing opportunities to logroll or find
integrative solutions. Offers that include only one issue at a time prevent trade-
offs, in which negotiators concede on low-priority issues in exchange for gains on
high-priority issues. Instead, single-issue offers encourage compromising
separately on each issue, resulting in concessions on both high- and low-priority
issues for both negotiators.

Traits related to offer tactics. Based on motivational and cognitive
factors, what traits should induce simultaneous versus sequential issue
consideration? As described above, problem-solving behavior requires high
concern for self, high concern for the other and cognitive ability. These aspects
can be mapped onto two of the traits studied in the previous section. The
Intelligence composite measures perceptions of intelligence, or cognitive ability.
The traits that comprise the Social Problem-Solving Skills composite relate to
both the motivational and cognitive aspects of integrative bargaining. First, the
“social problem-solving” trait represents finding mutually-satisfying solutions,
which requires balancing concern for the self and a strategic concern for the other
party. Second, the “creativity” trait is an aspect of cognitive ability that has been
associated with success in complex negotiations (Barry & Friedman, 1998). One

could argue that the Warmth composite could also relate to “concern for the
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other.” However, as discussed previously, a genuine concern is likely less
important than a strategic concern for the other in this negotiation. Strategic
concern maps more closely onto solving social problems or influencing others,
while genuine concern maps more closely onto displays of warmth towards
others. Therefore, Intelligence and Social Problem-Solving Skills are the two
composites hypothesized to pertain to offer tactics in this negotiation.
Negotiation Tactics as Mediators. In this section, | test how specific
behaviors account in part for the relationships found between first impressions
and negotiation outcomes. Each member of the negotiation dyad gives a first
impression and each member has the opportunity to use different tactics in the
negotiation. Therefore, I examine four possible paths that could potentially help
explain the findings in Chapter 1 (see Figure 3). The first two paths entail a
partner-partner (P-P) relationship (West, Popp, & Kenny, 2008), such that first
impressions displayed by one negotiator may influence the other to use certain
tactics. For example, the display of intelligence may encourage one’s partner to
make more simultaneous than sequential offers, resulting in higher outcomes for
the negotiator. The other two paths signify an actor-actor (A-A) effect (West,
Popp, & Kenny, 2008), such that the underlying traits that are displayed in first
impressions manifest themselves in certain behaviors. For example, a high
display of intelligence may represent an underlying ability to develop more
complex solutions, resulting in the more simultaneous than sequential offers, also

resulting in higher outcomes for the negotiator.
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Figure 3

Possible indirect pathways for parents and teens.

First First
Impressions Impressions

Outcomes Outcomes

P=partner pathways, A=actor pathways

Due to the interactive nature of negotiations more complex pathways may
also in part explain the relationships found between first impressions and
outcomes. For example, a negotiator who displays intelligence may be more
inclined to approach issues simultaneously. The partner may counter with
simultaneous offers; thus, both negotiators take on a problem-solving stance.
These more complex pathways were investigated when necessary to explain

results of the tests of the P-P and A-A paths outlined in Tables 6 and 7.
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Hypothesized partner-partner effects tested in indirect models.

Hypothesis

Actor Trait

Partner Tactics

Actor Outcomes

H4a

Displays of intelligence

Decrease in
single-issue
offers

Higher outcomes

H4b Displays of social Decrease in Higher outcomes
problem-solving skills single-issue
offers
H4c Displays of intelligence  Increase in Higher outcomes
multiple-issue
offers
H4d Displays of social Increase in Higher outcomes
problem-solving skills multiple-issue
offers
Table 7

Hypothesized actor-actor effects tested in indirect models

Hypothesis

Actor Trait

Actor Tactics

Actor Outcomes

HS5a

Displays of intelligence

Decrease in
single-issue
offers

Higher outcomes

H5b Displays of social Decrease in Higher outcomes
problem-solving skills single-issue
offers
HS5c¢ Displays of intelligence ~ Increase in Higher outcomes
multiple-issue
offers
HS5d Displays of social Increase in Higher outcomes
problem-solving skills multiple-issue
offers
Method

The first three minutes and the last three minutes of each negotiation were

coded for single-issue and multiple-issue offers made. Five raters coded each



First Impressions in Negotiations 49

negotiation by listening to the audio portion only, so that they would not be
influenced by negotiator’s nonverbal behaviors (Cronbach’s 0=.80 for single-
issue offers made; Cronbach’s o=.86 for multiple-issue offers). Averages of the
coders’ scores were used to test direct relationships with outcomes, as well as the
specific indirect pathways described in the hypotheses above.
Results and Discussion

Direct Effects. Before testing the specific hypotheses regarding indirect
relationships between first impressions and negotiation outcomes, I analyzed the
direct effects of making offers on negotiation outcomes. Again, Actor-Partner
Interdependence Models were created to account for the lack of independence
between negotiators within dyads. The first model included an interaction term
for role and the type of offer. If the interaction term was significant, a two-
intercept model measured the effects of parents and teens individually. Consistent
with previous research, negotiators who made more single-issue offers attained
lower individual outcomes than those who made fewer single-issue offers (see
Table 8). Single-issue offers negatively impacted outcomes whether made by the
actor or partner. Power did not moderate this effect, as the interaction between
role and offers was non-significant. However, power did moderate the
relationship between making multiple-issue offers and negotiation outcomes.
Teens reached significantly higher outcomes both from making multiple-issue
offers or receiving multiple-issue offers from their partners. On the other hand,
there was not a significant effect for parents who made multiple issue offers or

received multiple-issue offers.
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Table 8
Results of Actor-Partner Interdependence Models predicting individual outcomes

from actors’ and partners’ offer tactics.

Tactic Interaction Model Two-Intercept Model

Main Effect Interaction Parents Teens

B t B t B ¢ B P

Actor -59.76  -2.75%  -24.35  -77 N/A N/A
Single-Issue

Offers

Partner -61.74 -2.93** -49.77 -1.58 N/A N/A
Single-Issue
Offers

Actor 3460 1.23 9253 3.08* -57.94 -146 127.1 2.99**
Multiple-
Issue Offers

Partner 53.08 1.75 70.11  2.12* -17.03 -35 123.2 3.04**
Multiple-
Issue Offers

*p<.05, **p<.01

What is driving these effects? When either parents or teens make single-
issue offers, the dyad achieves lower joint outcomes (see Table 9). In other
words, single-issue offers result in a failure to find integrative solutions and create
value. These types of offers have no effect on the proportion of points each
negotiator receives, or the value claimed. Previous research has found that
multiple-issue offers increase negotiation outcomes through the discovery of
integrative solutions. In the current study, dyads reached significantly higher
joint outcomes when teens made multiple-issue offers. In contrast, parents who
made multiple-issue offers did not create more value for the dyad, but instead

attained a significantly lower proportion of points for themselves.
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Table 9

Results of linear regression models predicting joint outcomes and proportion of

points from parents’ and teens’ offer tactics.

Tactic Parents Teens

Joint Outcomes  Proportion of ~ Joint Outcomes  Proportion

Points of Points
B t B t B t B t
Single- -94.82 -2.36* .028 1.19 - -2.58% - -.80
Issue
Offers 116.54 .024
Multiple- 36.59 72 -083 -3.97** 11459 2.30* .050 1.64
Issue
Offers

*p<.05, **p<.01

While previous research has demonstrated the value in simultaneous
offers, as a problem-solving approach to a negotiation, this research qualifies that
finding based on the power-level of the negotiator. In negotiations with unequal
power, the low-power negotiators benefit from multiple issue offers by 1) creating
more value when making these offers and 2) claiming more value when their
high-power partners make these offers (shown in Table 9 as a decrease in
proportion of points for parents). On the other hand, according to these results,
high-power negotiators do not benefit from simultaneous offers, and even give
away value to their low-power counterparts. Perhaps making this type of offer is
viewed as willingness to compromise or giving up control of the negotiation.
This is consistent with a previous study that found that low-power negotiators
drove the discovery of integrative solutions in dyads of unequal power (Mannix &

Neale, 1993). Therefore, it may be advantageous for high-power negotiators to
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respond to offers made by their partners, rather than generate solutions
themselves.

Indirect Effects Impressions of Intelligence. This section presents the
results of Sobel tests of Hypotheses 4a, 4c, 5a, and 5c, using Actor-Partner
Interdependence Models (Kenny & LaVoie, 1984) to control for
nonindependence.’ The same covariates as the previous section were included:
gender, partner gender, importance score, and partner importance score. The first
set of models tested Partner-Partner effects, or how the perception of intelligence
impacts partners’ offer-making tactics and in turn impact actors’ outcomes (see
Table 6).

The relationship between the Intelligence composite and negotiation
outcomes can be explained, in part, by a reduction in single-issue offers (Sobel
z=2.09, p=.018; see Figure 4), supporting Hypothesis 4a. Negotiators who
displayed intelligence nonverbally caused a reduction in the number of single-
issue offers made by their opponents (B=-.34, r=-3.23, p=.0027). A reduction in
single-issue offers, in turn, resulted in higher outcomes for the actor (f=-59.82,
t=-2.74, p=.03). The indirect effects were not moderated by role. Hypothesis 4¢
was not supported in that displays of intelligence did not increase partners’
multiple issue offers. The actor-actor tests examined whether displays of
intelligence represented actual offer tactics used in the negotiation. Neither

Hypothesis 5a nor 5S¢ were supported, such that displays of intelligence did not

3 Bootstrapping is the most advanced and preferred method for testing indirect effects; however,
bootstrapping techniques are still being developed for dyadic models, which require fixed slope
coefficients. Therefore, the recommended approach is a series of multi-level models to test the
“a” and “b” paths, testing significance with a Sobel test (Personal Communication with Dr.
Kristopher Preacher and Dr. Ed Lemay, 2011).
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decrease single-issue offers or increase multiple-issue offers. These effects were
not moderated by role.

Figure 4

Parameter estimates and (standard errors) for indirect model of indirect partner-

partner effects of impressions of Intelligence on negotiation outcomes.

Partner Single
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Possibly, the Intelligence composite manifests in fewer single-issue offers
by actors, which discourages single-issue offers from partners. In other words,
the perception of intelligence does not directly discourage single-issue offers from
partners, but this is a result of matching the actor’s behavior. This explanation is
not supported by these results. If this were true, the Actor-Actor indirect effects
should be significant, such that displays of intelligence by an actor signify fewer
single-issue offers by the actor, resulting in higher outcomes. However, this
indirect effect was not found in the data. Furthermore, judgments of actors’
intelligence do not predict actors’ single-issue or multiple-issue offers. Assuming
that these ratings from independent observers are representative of the actual
partners’ perception of actors’ intelligence, these data suggest that the mere

perception of negotiators’ intelligence discourages sequential offers. Interestingly,
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when it comes to making offers, nonverbal displays of intelligence impact others’
tactics more than it they are representative of one’s own tactics.

Indirect Effects of Impressions of Social Problem-Solving Skills. Displays
of social problem-solving skills did not impact partners’ offer tactics; thus, no
partner-partner indirect effects were discovered (Hypotheses 4b and 4d).
However, there were indirect actor-actor effects, such that displays of social
problem-solving skills indirectly impacted outcomes through one’s own multiple-
issue offers. Because multiple-issue offers significantly increased outcomes for
teens, but did not affect outcomes for parents, a moderated mediation model was
employed to test indirect effects involving multiple-issue offers. Moderated
mediation was tested in the following way. First, a multilevel model was run to
test the effect of the given trait on the multiple-issue offers, controlling for
negotiator and partner gender and negotiator and partner importance scores.

Next, both the trait and multiple-issue offers, as well as an interaction term
between multiple-issue offers and role, were entered into a multilevel regression
predicting negotiation outcomes, with the same control variables. If the
interaction variable was significant, a two-intercept multilevel model was created,
in which the effect of multiple-issue offers was measured for parents and teens
simultaneously.

In a test of the actor-actor model, the Social-Problem Solving Skills
composite significantly predicted making multiple-issue offers and was not
moderated by role (main effect f=.30, r=2.60, p=.014). In other words,

negotiators who displayed social problem-solving skills were also more likely to
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generate multiple-issue offers. Expected results were found for the test of the full
model on negotiation outcomes, such that making multiple-issue offers increased
outcomes for teens (f=112.63, =2.58, p=.014), but did not impact parents’
outcomes (B=-49.69, t=-1.27, p=21). Sobel tests established that the moderated
mediation was significant (Sobel z=1.85, p=.032) and the Sobel test of teens alone
was significant (Sobel z=1.83, p=.034; see Figure 5). Thus, in partial support of
Hypothesis 5d, displaying social problem-solving skills had a positive effect on
teens’ outcomes through making multiple-issue offers. There was not a
significant indirect effect with the Social Problem-Solving composite and single-
issue offers; thus Hypothesis 5Sb was not supported.

Figure 5

Parameter estimates and (standard errors) for indirect model of indirect actor-
actor effects of impressions of Social Problem-Solving Skills on negotiation

outcomes.
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Conclusions

This chapter presented two indirect effects of impressions of intelligence
and social problem-solving skills on negotiation outcomes, yet this work is only a
start. Neither of the indirect effects discovered explain the direct effects
presented in Chapter 1. For example, the positive indirect effect of social
problem-solving skills on teen outcomes does not explain the direct effects found
in Chapter 1, that displaying social problem-solving skills no effect on teens.
Since the indirect relationship identified in this work was positive, there must be
at least one other indirect effect that has a negative impact on outcomes.
Together, these two indirect effects create a “competitive mediation”, and would
cancel out each other, resulting in a non-significant direct effect (Zhou, Lynch, &
Chen, 2010). The indirect effects identified in this chapter provide insights into
the processes that underlie first impression effects, but they do not tell the whole
story. Future work should focus on identifying the other indirect relationships to

complete the model and explain the direct effects presented in Chapter 1.
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CHAPTER 3: Structure of Thin Slices of a Negotiation

In the following two Chapters, I examine the structure of thin slice
judgments using generalizability theory (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam,
1972). Generalizability theory is a method of analysis that (1) measures the
variance components of specified factors and their interactions and (2) quantifies
reliability based on all of the identified sources of variance. Specifically, this
analysis determines the degree to which power (low and high), different targets,
different perceivers, different channels (face, verbal, and tone of voice), and
different instances over time (first impression, second impression, and third
impression) contributed to the variability of thin slice judgments. Furthermore,
the analysis quantifies the contribution of the interactions between each source of
variance and makes comparisons between the factors. The results of this analysis
addresses questions regarding the structure and reliability of thin slice judgments
that cannot be answered completely with other methods that measure each source
of variability separately: 1) How do power, targets, perceivers, channels and time
interact to produce variability in first impressions? 2) What factors contribute the
most variability to first impressions (e.g. temporal inconsistency versus non-
consensus)? 3) What are the structural differences in judgments of low-power and
high-power negotiators and between different channels?

This type of analysis is a generalization of the commonly employed Social
Relations Model (SRM; Kenny & La Voie, 1984), which analyzes the structure of
first impressions, accounting for variance from judges, targets, and their

interaction. The SRM is designed to analyze round robin data, in which all
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members of a group judge everyone else in the group. Variance from targets
represents individual differences for a given trait. Variance from judge represents
average differences in perceptions between judges. For example, Ted tends to
perceive others as fairly likable, while Matt perceives others as less likable.
Variance from the interaction represents the unique relationship between each
target and judge. For example, Ted may perceive Alice to be more likable than
Eva, while Matt perceives Eva as more likeable than Alice. The SRM can be
used to determine how much each of these factors contributes to the variability of
judgments of likability across all targets and judges. By comparing the variability
from targets to that from judges, the relationship, and error, one can calculate a
measure of consensus. The greater the target variance relative to other sources,
the higher the consensus will be. Importantly, this analysis can also be used to
answer substantive questions at the individual and relationship levels, such as
assimilation, consensus, target accuracy, self-other agreement, among others (see
Kenny, 1988; Kenny, 1994).

Generalizability Theory offers some advantages to the more commonly
employed SRM analysis. The Social Relations Model only allows two
dimensions (e.g. target and judge) in a single analysis. Therefore, all other
unidentified sources of variance (e.g. time, power, and channel) would be
indistinguishable from error, whereas generalizability theory accounts for as many
sources of variance as the researcher specifies. First, the inclusion of these
additional sources of variance allows the measurement of many new interactions.

For example, perhaps power and channel interact, such that high-power
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individuals convey more dominance through their facial expressions, while low-
power individuals convey more dominance through their tone of voice. Second,
incorporating all of these sources of variance into a single analysis allows
comparison between components. For example, does temporal inconsistency or
channel inconsistency contribute more variance to first impressions? Third, the
reliability estimates are more widely generalizable. When only one dimension is
included, reliability only applies to that dimension. For example, when measuring
the reliability of judges, this measure only applies to the particular set of clips the
judges rated. However, when multiple dimensions are included (e.g. judges, time
and channel), the reliability estimate applies to all of them (across all judges, all
points in time, all channels).
Concepts and Terminology in G-Theory

Considering all of the possible judges in the world, all of the possible 10-
second samples that could be extracted from a negotiation, and the various
expressive channels (e.g. face, tone of voice, verbal content) that could be
perceived, there are an inordinate number of possible judgments for a particular
target in a particular situation. One goal of generalizability theory is to understand
the accuracy of generalizing a set of observed ratings to larger set of ratings
defined by the researcher. For example, due to variability across judges’
perceptions and expressive behavior over time and across channels, it is unlikely
that a single judge viewing a single sample of a single channel would provide a
rating that would accurately generalize over all samples and all channels.

However, with enough judges, it is possible estimate a rating that would be fairly
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reliable (generalizable) for that particular sample. On the other hand, if the
researcher is interested in obtaining a reliable estimate of a target, over all over
time and across perceivers, more points in time and judges would be needed.

Therefore, the first step in a g-theory analysis is to clearly define what
situations can and cannot be included in the study. G-theory estimates the extent
to which an observed score can be generalized to a defined set of situations, or
universe of generalization (Brennan, 2001; Chronbach, et al., 1972; Shavelson &
Webb, 1991). In our study, the universe of generalization includes social
judgments made by any individual and based on any point in time or any channel
from a sample of a dyadic negotiation between a low-power and high-power
individual. Any observations that meet these pre-defined criteria are considered
to be admissible, or interchangeable from the researcher’s perspective. Hence,
admissible judgments include those made from a brief sample of behavior
occurring during this type of role-played negotiation and we can generalize these
findings to similar dyadic interactions. Other types of interactions, such as a
group of friends meeting for drinks, would not be admissible, and we cannot
extend these findings to that type of interaction. Moreover, since all of our
judges are college students, our universe of generalization for judges also only
includes college students. For instance, older judges may use different criteria
than college-aged judges, and so we are not able to accurately generalize to this
population.

G-theory quantifies the contribution of each source of variance, in the way

that ANOVA identifies and quantifies the effects of independent variables on a
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dependent variable. Shavelson, Webb, & Rowley (1989) compare the relationship
between g-theory and Classical Test Theory (CTT) to the relationship between
factorial and simple ANOVA. Simple ANOVA partitions variance into systematic
(“between”) and random (“within”) variance. Similarly, CTT partitions variance
into true-score (T) and error variance (E). On the other hand, factorial ANOVA
includes several factors, the interactions between them, and random error to
explain the variance of the dependent variable. Similarly, g-theory partitions
variance into multiple sources of error (called “facets”), their interactions, and
unexplained variance. Both factorial ANOVA and g-theory provide researchers
with a fuller understanding of the sources of variance in their models, compared
to their simpler versions.

The object of measurement, or systematic variance, is the component of
interest. We are interested in how first impressions of a negotiator based on a
particular behavioral stream generalize to first impressions of the negotiator based
on all possible behavioral streams. Therefore, target is the object of measurement
in our study. The facets, or sources of error, are judge, occasion, and channel.
With ANOVA methods, we can calculate the variance component for each of
these facets, as well as their interactions. These variance components alone
provide a great deal of insight into the generalizability of social judgments.
Furthermore, they can be used to calculate generalizability coefficients to
determine how reliably a judgment generalizes across all sources of variance, as

defined by the researcher.
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Current Study

The g-studies presented in this chapter enable us to “look under the hood”
of first impressions by examining inconsistencies in the display and perception of
certain traits over the course of a negotiation. This exploratory study extends the
Social Relations Model beyond consensus by adding in three additional facets:
time, channel, and role. Temporal stability and channel consistency have also
been recognized as important sources of variance, but only generalizability theory
permits comparison between these three sources of variance. Role was also
included as a facet due to the differences in predictive accuracy between low- and
high-power negotiators found in the first part of this thesis.

Separate g-studies were conducted for judgments of likeability,
dominance, and competence. Likeability and dominance map directly onto two of
the composites from the analyses of predictive accuracy. Competence is related
to both the Social Problem-Solving Skills and Intelligence composites, and this
trait loaded highly on to both of these factors in the previous analysis. To
simplify the analysis, competence judgments represent both of these composites.

The g-studies presented in this chapter enable generalizations about
sources of error in first impression judgments, as well as comparisons between
traits. First, the factors that contribute to a lack of reliability of thin slice
judgments are identified. Specifically, error from non-consensus, temporal
instability, and channel inconsistency are quantified and compared. Second,
differences between the compositions of likeability, dominance, and competence

are examined.
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Method
Participants

Sixty-four participants took part in this study for partial fulfillment of a
course requirement. Four participants did not finish the experiment in the allotted
time, so their data were dropped from the analysis.
Materials

Three 10-second clips were extracted for each participant using the
following guidelines. The first clip was the first time a participant spoke for 10
consecutive seconds; the second clip was the first 10 seconds of consecutive
speaking in the second third of the negotiation; and the third clip was the first 10
seconds of consecutive speaking in the final third of the negotiation. For the full
channel and silent presentations, these clips were presented with the computer’s
sound on or muted, respectively. For the audio clips, Adobe Premiere was used to
extract only the audio. For the tone of voice clips, a low-pass filter in Adobe
Premiere was use to strip out all content, but keep the intonation. Three
researchers created the tone of voice clips. For each clip, one RA used the low-
pass filter to create the clip and a different researcher listened to it to ensure that it
was no understandable. If there were any understandable words, it was filtered
again to take out the content and a third researcher checked it again.

The video and audio clips from the negotiation were made into four
separate experiments, one for each channel (full channel, silent, audio only, and
tone of voice). Twelve videos did not have sound due to a camera malfunction in

the first half of the experiment. Thus, each experiment included 3 occasions for
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40 targets. This study is not measuring the negotiation outcome and analysis will
be at the individual level, not the dyad level; therefore, all eligible targets are
included, even if their partners do not have a usable video. Each experiment
presented a video (audio) clip and asked for six ratings: likelihood of winning,
dominance, likability, competence, warmth, and competitiveness.
Procedure

After consenting to the study, participants were told that they would be
watching (listening to) short clips of individuals negotiating and asked to rate
them. They were told to use their intuition and not take too long to rate each clip.
Presentation order of targets was randomized, but the order of occasions, or points
in time, was always the same, such that judges always viewed the clips in the
order in which they occurred. After finishing ratings of the third occasion,
participants completed a short unrelated task and then were debriefed and given
course credit.
Data Analysis

In this study, the object of measurement was targets; and judges,
occasions, channels, and role were included as facets. Perceivers were nested in
channels and targets were nested in power levels, creating a t(p) x j(c) x o design.
Table 10 presents the meaning of each main source of variance and all of the
interactions measured in this study. Variance components were estimated using
restricted maximum likelihood estimation (REML) with the MIXED procedure in
SAS. This method provides similar estimates as ANOVA procedures in balanced

designs; however it is preferred over ANOV A because it does not allow negative
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estimates (Shavelson, Webb & Rowley, 1989). The concept of random and fixed

facets in Generalizability theory is similar to that of random and fixed factors in

ANOVA. In this study, channel and power are considered to be fixed facets

because they both comprise the universe of channels and power levels as defined

by the researcher. Target (t), judge (j), and occasion (0) are all considered to be

random facets because random samples were drawn from a very large universe of

generalization. Because channel and power are fixed, two separate analyses, or g-

studies, need to be conducted (Shavelson & Webb, 1991). The first g-study will

measure the effect of channel and power and all of the interactions including

those fixed components. The purpose of this analysis is to measure any systematic

effects of channel and power as well as their interactions with time. All facets are

treated as random in this study and all of the effects listed in Table 10 are

included. The second set of studies accounts for the fixed nature of channel and

power and are presented in Chapter 4.

Table 10

Descriptions and examples of sources of variance included in the generalizability

study.

Source of variance

Description

Hypothetical Example

Target (role): t(r)

Role: r

Object of measurement —
Systematic differences
between targets,
confounded by interaction
between target and power

Average differences
between low versus high
power targets

Some targets are rated as
more dominant than
others, within the same
power level.

Low power targets are on
average rated as less
dominant than high
power targets.
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Source of variance

Description

Hypothetical Example

Judge (channel): j(c)

Channel: ¢

Occasion: o

Target (role) x Judge
(channel): t(r) x j(c)

Target (role) x
Occasion:

t(r)x o
Target (role) x Channel:

t(r)x o

Role x judge (channel): r
xj(c)

Role x occasion: r x o

Role x channel: r x ¢

Systematic differences
between judges,
confounded by interaction
between judge and
channel.

Average differences in
ratings between channels

Average differences
between first occasion,
second occasion and third
occasion.

Inconsistencies between
judges’ ratings of
particular targets

Temporal inconsistency:
inconsistencies in ratings
of targets over time

Channel inconsistency:
inconsistencies in ratings
of targets by channel

Inconsistencies between
judges’ ratings of power
levels

Variation in the average
ratings of high power
versus low power targets
over time

Variation in the average
ratings of low and high

Some judges rate targets
lower in dominance on
average than other
judges, within the same
channel.

On average, tone of voice
is rated as more dominant
than muted video.

Third occasion on
average rated as more
dominant than first
occasion.

Judges rank order targets
differently on dominance.

Some targets increase in
dominance over time;
other targets decrease in
dominance over time.

Some targets rated as
more dominant based on
tone of voice; other
targets rated as more
dominant based on muted
video.

Some judges rate high
power targets as more
dominant; other judges
rate low power targets as
more dominant

High power targets rated
as more dominant over
time; low power targets
rated as less dominant
over time

High power targets on
average rated as most
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Source of variance

Description

Hypothetical Example

Judge (channel) x
occasion

Channel x occasion: ¢ x
0

Role x judge (channel) x
occasion: r X j(¢) X o

Target (role) x occasion
X channel: t((r) x o x ¢

Role x occasion x
channel: rxoxc

Target (role) x judge
(channel) x occasion,
error

power targets in different
channels

Inconsistencies in average
ratings by judges over
time

Variation in the average
ratings of targets between
channels over time

Inconsistencies in average
differences between
judges ranking of targets
based on power and
occasion

Variation in temporal
inconsistency by channels

Variation in power by
occasion depending on
channel viewed

Inconsistencies in rank
ordering of targets by
judges over time plus
unmeasured facets or
random error

dominant based on tone
of voice; low power
targets rated as most
dominant based on muted
video.

Some judges rate targets
as more dominant over
time; other judges rate
targets as less dominant
over time

On average, tone of voice
is rated as more dominant
in third versus first
occasion; muted video
has opposite pattern.

The pattern of variation
from the power by judge
effect is different in the
first occasion versus the
third occasion.

Ratings based on full
audio are more temporal
inconsistent than ratings
based on muted video.

For some channels,
ratings of high- and low-
power targets
demonstrate one pattern
over time; for other
channels, there is a
different pattern.

Judges rank order targets
differently in first
occasion versus third
occasion + random error
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Results and Discussion

Variance components and proportion of variance of the target(role) x
judge(channel) x time g-study are reported in Table 11. These results may be
used to compare the relative contribution of sources of variance for each of the six
judgments. In order to make comparisons, it is most straightforward to examine
the percent contribution of sources of variance. Overall, error contributed the
most variance to each trait (ranging from 54% for dominance to 62% for
competence). This large portion of error accounts for random error, the three-way
interaction of target(role) x judge(channel) x time and any unidentified sources of
error. This large error variance is not surprising, and many other g-studies have
found high levels of error (e.g. Greguras & Robie, 1998; Shavelson & Webb,
1991). This indicates that other sources of variance not identified in this study
exist, but does not imply that acceptable reliability is unachievable. Instead, high
error requires a greater number of judges and occasions to reach acceptably

generalizable results.
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Variance estimates and (percent contribution) for dominance, likeability, and

competence ratings.

Source of Variance c Dominance Likeability Competence
Channel 0.05 (2%)  0.00 (0%)  0.01 (0%)
Role 0 (0%) 0.01 (0%)  0.01(1%)
Target(role) 0.26 (11%) 0.04 2%)  0.06 (3%)
Judge(channel) 0.13(6%)  0.17 (10%) 0.20 (11%)
Channel x target(role) 0.11 (5%) 0.08 (5%)  0.06 (3%)
Occasion 0.01 (0%)  0.00 (0%)  0.00 (0%)
Occasion x Target(role) 0.13 (6%) 0.02 (1%)  0.08 (4%)
Channel x occasion 0.01 (0%) 0.01 (0%)  0.00 (0%)
Occasion x judge(channel) 0.03 (1%) 0.03 (2%)  0.02 (1%)
Occasion x channel x 0.13 (6%) 0.06 3%)  0.06 (3%)
target(role)

Role x judge(channel) 0.00 (0%)  0.00 (0%)  0.01 (0%)
Role x occasion 0.00 (0%) 0.00 (0%)  0.00 (0%)
Target(role) x 022 (9%)  0.27 (16%) 0.17 (10%)
judge(channel)

Role x channel x occasion 0.00 (0%) 0.00 (0%)  0.00 (0%)
Role x occasion x 0.00 (0%)  0.00 (0%)  0.00 (0%)

judge(channel)

Target(role) x occasion
x judge(channel), Error

1.27 (54%)

1.03 (60%)

1.12 (62%)
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While there were 15 sources of variance, other than error, we can focus on

those that comprise the largest proportion of variance. Figure 6 shows the percent

contribution of each source of variance other than error. Across all three traits,

meaningful sources of variance included targets (main effect of target, averaged

over judges, channels and time), judge stringency (main effect of judge, averaged

over targets and time), judge consistency (judge x target interaction, averaged

over time), channel consistency (target x channel interaction, averaged over

judges), temporal stability (target x time interaction, averaged over channels) and

temporal stability over channels (target x time x channel interaction).

Figure 6. Percent contribution of non-error sources of variance.
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Figure 6 highlights some of the unique insights afforded by

generalizability theory. First, we are able to compare sources of variance. Across

all three traits, variance related to non-consensus (judge consistency and judge

stringency) and temporal instability supplied the largest sources of identified
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variance. Second, this analysis allows us to measure interactions. In this study,
there was meaningful variance from the target x time x channel interaction, which
measures temporal stability over channels. This indicates that targets are more
temporally stable in some channels than others. Third, this analysis allows us to
compare structural differences across traits. Figure 6 shows that temporal
instability contributed relatively more variance to dominance ratings than
likeability ratings. On the other hand, non-consensus contributed by far the most
variance to likeability ratings. Each of the primary variance components are
further explored below.

Non-Consensus. Non-consensus includes variance from judge stringency
(main effect of judge(channel)) and judge consistency (target(role) x
judge(channel) interaction). Together, these two sources contributed the largest
source of variance other than residual error, across all three measured traits (15%
of the variance for dominance, 26% for likeability, and 21% for competence).
Differences in judges’ stringency were sizeable across traits (62j;c=.13 (6%) for
dominance, and 67 =.17 (10%) for likeability and 6% =20 (11%) for
competence). This represents the portion of variance that arose from differences
in the way judges used the scale and may have resulted from mere measurement
artifact or from real differences in judges’ perceptions (Cronbach, 1955). In the
first case, judges may have simply used the Likert scales differently, regardless of
what they are rating. In other words, some judges gravitated towards the center of
the scale, while other judges tended to rate high on the scale. In the second case,

this variance represents differences in how judges perceived others. For example,
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some judges tended to view other individuals as generally competent, while other
judges tended to view individuals as generally incompetent. Notice that both the
absolute and proportion of variance from this component were smaller for
dominance than the other two traits. Because this component differed between
the three traits, this variance is likely not solely a measurement artifact, but also
reflects differences in the way that judges perceived the “average” individual.
Specifically, there was more variability in judges’ perceptions of likeability and
competence of the average negotiator than there was variability in judges’
perceptions of dominance of the average negotiator.

Differences in rank-ordering of targets contributed a sizeable proportion of
error for all three traits. There was slightly more variance for likeability (62tj;rc
=27 (16%)) than dominance and competence (62tj;rc =.22 (9%) and 62tj;rc =17
(10%), respectively). Thus, judges tended to higher agreement when judging
traits that were more relevant to the negotiation than a trait less relevant to a
negotiation. Perhaps, situational factors perhaps account for the high consensus
for dominance and competence relative to likeability, rather than inherent
properties of these traits. For example, dominant targets may have been more
inclined to demonstrate dominance in a negotiation versus a nondescript social
interaction, and thus, displayed dominant behaviors with more transparency in the
current study. On the other hand, dominant targets may have been more discrete
in the nondescript social interaction in the previous study. If this is the case,

dominant behaviors would be easier to interpret in a negotiation than an everyday
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interaction, resulting in higher agreement when rank ordering targets on this
dimension.

This finding could also be explained by differences in judges’ motivation
or attention in the task between the traits. Motivational or attentional factors
impact impression formation accuracy (e.g. Beisanz & Human, 2010; Beisanz,
Neuberg, Smith, Asher, Judice, 2001; Neuberg & Fiske, 1987) and outcome-
dependency decreases variance from rank ordering of targets (Flink & Park,
1991). Judges were aware that they were viewing clips of a negotiation and may
have paid closer attention to the more relevant traits or behaviors than the less
relevant ones, resulting in higher agreement for judgments of dominance and
competence than likeability.

Channel inconsistency. Channel inconsistency, as measured by
target(role) x channel, was also relatively small (62m =.107 for dominance, 62m
=.0798 for likeability, and 62Cm =.0609 for competence). Channel inconsistency
only accounted for 3%-5% of the total variance; thus, negotiators were very
consistent across the four channels studied. However, some of these channels had
some overlapping information. For example, audio and tone of voice both
contained the tone of voice and the full channel overlapped with all other
channels. To test “pure” channel consistency, two separate g-studies of non-
overlapping channels were run: one with video and audio and one with video and
tone of voice. Similar results were found in the g-studies with non-overlapping
channels, with the contribution of channel inconsistency ranging from 4%

(dominance and competence) to 8% (likeability) for the g-study of video and
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audio and a contribution of 6% for all traits for the g-study of video and tone of
voice. Thus, channel inconsistency was a bit higher when only non-overlapping
channels were included, but still only accounted for a moderate portion of the
variance overall. Therefore, in this study, negotiators tended to convey consistent
impressions through the face, voice, and verbal content.

Temporal instability. Overall, temporal instability, as measured by the
target(role) x time interaction, accounted for a small, but wide-ranging proportion
of variance (67 =.024 (1%) for likeability, 6% =.076 (4%) for competence,
and 67y =.13 (6%) for dominance). This small variance is consistent with
previous work demonstrating high temporal stability within similar situations
(e.g., Furr & Funder, 2004). However, the finding that temporal stability
contributed almost 6x the proportion of variance to dominance ratings compared
to likeability ratings is worth exploring. Results from Chapter 1 demonstrated that
displays of dominance and competence are associated with higher outcomes.
Since these are the most relevant traits for a negotiation, negotiators may have
adapted their expressions of dominance and competence as the negotiation
progressed. For example, negotiators may have displayed more dominance in
response to their opponents’ displays of dominance or in response to threats.
Likeability, which is not viewed as relevant for success, may have been less likely
to be manipulated. These findings may also signify the ease with which behaviors
can be manipulated. Individuals attempt to manage impressions in all aspects of
life and are differentially motivated depending on the situation (Baumeister, 1982;

Goffman, 1959, Jones & Pittman, 1982; Leary, 1996). Given the importance of
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dominance and competence in this type of negotiation, participants possibly tried
to control their behavior related to these traits and lapses in control translated into
temporal instability.

The occasion x target(role) x channel interaction reveals how some
channels have more temporal stability than others. This component contributes a
small portion of the variance for all three traits, but is again highest for dominance
(6% et =059 (3%) for likeability, 6% =.063 (3%) for competence, and 6%ocr
=.13 (6%) for dominance). This indicates that for dominance in particular, the
degree to which negotiators varied their behaviors over time depended on the
channel. This g-study, which averages across all channels, does not identify
which channels exhibit higher levels of temporal instability. In order to delve
deeper into this finding, Chapter 4 will present separate g-studies for each level of
channel.

Conclusions

This first g-study analyzed the variance components of thin slice
judgments averaged across all levels of the fixed effects of channel and role.

This initial study provided a few new insights and demonstrated some advantages
of g-theory:

Compare Sources of Variance: Other than residual error, a lack of
consensus contributed most of the variance, followed by variability over time and

then channel. Role contributed very little variance.
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Measure interactions: This analysis identified meaningful variance from
the target x time x channel interaction, indicating that temporal stability varied by
channel. This interaction will be explored further in Chapter 4.

Compare structural differences across traits: There were some
noteworthy differences in the variance composition between traits. For judgments
of dominance, judges tended to reach higher consensus, while negotiators varied
temporally in their display of dominance more than other traits. The opposite
pattern was found for likeability, and the pattern for competence was in between
those two traits. This is particularly interesting in light of the finding in Chapter 1
that the display of dominance and competence (as measured by Intelligence and
Social Problem-Solving Skills) are more relevant to performance in negotiation
than likeability. I speculated some of the reasons for these differences between
traits; however, with only this one set of g-studies, it is impossible to know the
degree to which whether these differences are inherent to these traits versus
specific to a negotiation. Further experimental negotiation studies and g-studies

on first impressions in other situations will clarify these results.
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CHAPTER 4: Structure of Thin Slice Judgments by Channel and Role
The random-effects g-study in the previous chapter established a general

componential structure of thin slice judgments and allowed some broad
comparisons between the traits of dominance, likeability, and competence. In
particular, treatment of the fixed facets of channel and role as random allowed
analysis of their interactions with other facets. Although conceptually
informative, this random-effects analysis does not provide accurate estimates of
variance components (Shavelson & Webb, 1991). Generalizabilty Theory
provides two approaches for fixed facets. One option is to simply average across
all levels of a fixed facet, thereby treating all levels as equal. This approach is not
valid for these data, both theoretically and mathematically. The presence of a
target x time x channel interaction in the fixed effects analysis implies that
temporal stability varies by channel. Averaging across channels would disregard
this finding and ignore differences in temporal stability by channel. Although the
main effect of role and its interactions did not contribute substantial variance in
the fixed effects analysis, low- and high-power targets should also be analyzed
separately for theoretical reasons. Previous research has demonstrated how power
differences impact negotiators’ behaviors and reactions (Galinsky, Gruenfeld, &
Magee, 2003; Lawler, 1992; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004; Van Kleef,
De Dreu, Pietroni & Manstead, 2006). Furthermore, results in the first part of this
thesis found differences between high- and low-power negotiators in the
predictive accuracy of first impression judgments. These differences in the

display and interpretation of behavior from high- and low-power individuals
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should not be discounted. Therefore, it is more informative to create separate g-
studies for every level of these two fixed facets. Separate g-studies may address
two new questions. First, how do the componential structures of high- and low-
power targets and different channels differ? Second, how many judges and
occasions are needed to accurately generalize judgments for each level of role and
channel?

Method

Thin Slice Judgments. The same ratings of video clips from Chapter 3
were used in this set of analyses.

Data Analysis. Three separate analyses were run in this section. The first
analysis accounts for the fixed nature of channel with separate g-studies for each
level of channel (full, video, audio, and tone of voice). By creating separate
studies for each channel, but averaging over role, general differences between
channels may be identified. Individual g-studies were created for each channel
and each trait to compare differences in componential structures between
dominance, likeability, and competence. Each of these 12 g-studies included all
of the sources of variance in the random-effects model, except those that contain
channel (see Table 10). Following the method outlined in Shavelson & Webb
(1991, pg 75), variance components were then averaged across role. The second
analysis accounts for the fixed nature of role. Following the same method as the
first analysis, individual g-studies were conducted for each role and trait, and the
variance components were then averaged over channel. For both sets of analyses,

the remaining sources of variance include the object of measurement (target),
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temporal instability (occasion, occasion x target) and non-consensus (judge, judge
x target) and their interaction (occasion x judge), and error (unidentified error plus
target X occasion X judge).

The third analysis determines reliability estimates for various
combinations of channel, role, and trait. G-theory distinguishes between
generalizability studies and decision studies (d-studies). G-studies measure
variance components and d-studies use these data to estimate reliability
coefficients for any number of different scenarios. Running these scenarios
before a study allows a researcher to estimate in advance the number of instances
needed for each facet. Generalizability theory offers two types of reliability
coefficients: the Generalizability Coefficient (g-coefficient) represents the
reliability of the rank ordering of targets, while the Dependability Estimate (d-
estimate) represents the reliability of the numerical rating. In this study, the
relative ratings of targets are more meaningful than the absolutes scores (i.e. a
rating of “5” for dominance has no meaning, but the fact that Phil is rated as more
dominant than Joe does). Therefore, the g-coefficient is the appropriate choice for
reliability estimates for this study. Shavelson & Webb (1991) provide formulas
for calculating both types of reliability coefficients. A separate g-study was
created for each combination of role, channel and trait for a total of 24 g-studies.
The resulting variance components were used in scenario analyses to determine g-

coefficients for different numbers of judges and occasion.
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Results and Discussion

The two fixed-effects analyses for channel and role confirmed many of the
trends found in the random analysis in Chapter 3. Tables 12-14 present variance
components and percent contribution for separate g-studies by channel for each of
the traits, averaged over role. Tables 15-17 present the data by role, averaged
over channel. As expected, variance in the judge, judge x target, and target x
occasion effects contributed the most error in all three traits, whereas occasion
and occasion x judge contributed almost no variance. Again, temporal instability,
measured by the target x occasion interaction, contributed more variance to
dominance than likability. Also similar to the random-effects analyses, non-
consensus contributed relatively more variance to dominance than to likeability.
Because most of the trends were similar in these fixed analyses as the random
analysis, this chapter focuses on three interesting trends: temporal instability by

channel, temporal instability by role, and non-consensus by channel.
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Variance estimates and (percent contribution) for dominance ratings for each

channel, averaged over role.

Source of o Full Silent Full Audio Tone of
Variance Channel Video Voice
Target 62t .68 (27%) 39 (19%) .28 (13%) .09 (4%)
Judge 62j .15 (6%) 12 (6%) .09 (4%) .14(6%)
Occasion 620 .01 (0%) .02 (1%) .02 (1%) .00 (0%)
Occasion x % 28 (11%) 17 (9%) .36 (16%) .24 (10%)
target

Target x judge 62tj 27 (11%) 34 (17%) .04 (2%) .20 (8%)
Occasion x 620j .03 (1%) .02 (1%) .05 (2%) .02 (1%)
judge

Error 62@,6 1.08 (43%) 96 (47%) 1.36 (62%) 1.69 (71%)
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Table 13
Variance estimates and (percent contribution) for likeability ratings for each

channel, averaged over role.

Source of o Full Silent Full Tone of
Variance Channel Video Audio Voice
Target 62t .18 (10%) .19 (12%) .09 (5%) .04 (2%)
Judge c?zj 27 (16%) A1 (7%) 17 (9%) .15 (8%)
Occasion 620 0.00 (0%) .04(2%) 0.00 (0%) .02 (1%)
Occasion x 6% .08 (5%) .04 (2%) .16 (9%) .04 (2%)
target

Target x judge 62tj .32 (18%) 43 (27%) 22 (13%)  .11(6%)
Occasion x 620j .05 (3%) .03 (2%) .01 (1%) .04 (2%)
judge

Error e B0 (48%)  TA(47%)  1.15(64%) 1.44(78%)




First Impressions in Negotiations 83

Table 14
Variance estimates and (percent contribution) for competence ratings for each

channel, averaged over role.

Source of o Full Silent Full Tone of
Variance Channel Video Audio Voice
Target 62t .20 (10%) 11 (8%) .07 (4%) .10 (5%)
Judge 62j .39 (20%) .07 (5%) .15 (9%) .18 (8%)
Occasion 620 .00 (0%) .00 (0%) .00 (0%) .00 (0%)
Occasion x 620t 17 (9%) .07 (5%) A7 (11%) .14 (7%)
target

Target x judge 62tj 22 (11%) 27 (20%) .06 (4%) .14 (6%)
Occasion x 620j .03 (1%) .02 (1%) .03 (2%) .02 (1%)
judge

Error 62@,6 .95 (49%) .84 (61%) 1.09 (70%) 1.60 (73%)
Table 15

Variance estimates (percent contribution) for dominance ratings for each role,

averaged over channel.

Source of Variance o Parents Teens
Target 6% 0.35(17%) 0.23 (10%)
Judge 6% 0.12(6%)  0.14 (7%)
Occasion 6% 0.0(0%)  0.02 (1%)

Occasion x target 6% 0.11(6%) 0.21 (10%)
Target x judge 6%  0.18(9%) 0.25(11%)
Occasion x judge 6%, 0.02(1%) 0.04 (2%)

Error 60je 125 (61%) 1.30 (60%)
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Variance estimates (percent contribution) for likeability ratings for each role,

averaged over channel.

Source of Variance

o Parents

Teens

Target

Judge

Occasion
Occasion x target
Target x judge
Occasion x judge

Error

6% 0.04 (3%)
6% 0.18 (11%)
6% 0.01 (0%)
6% 0.02 (1%)
6% 0.25(15%)
6% 0.03(2%)

6%0je  1.07 (67%)

0.08 (5%)
0.17 (10%)
0.01 (0%)
0.05 (3%)
0.29 (18%)
0.03 (2%)

1.01 (62%)

Table 17

Variance estimates (percent contribution) for competence ratings for each role,

averaged over channel.

Source of Variance

o Parents

Teens

Target

Judge

Occasion
Occasion x target
Target x judge
Occasion x judge

Error

6% 0.10 (6%)
6% 022(13%
6%, 0.00 (0%)
6% 0.07 (4%)
6% 0.15(9%)

6% 0.02(1%)

0.05 (3%)
0.19 (11%)
0.00 (0%)
0.11 (6%)
0.19 (11%)

0.03 (2%)

6o 1.09(66%) 1.16 (67%)
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Temporal Instability by Channel. In the random-effects analysis in Chapter
3, there was a moderate interaction for channel x occasion x target(role). This
indicated that temporal stability varied by channel, and the first analysis in this
chapter describes how each channel varies along this dimension. For each of the
three traits, temporal stability contributed relatively more variance in full audio
judgments (average 6,—=.23 (13%)) than tone of voice judgments (average oo =
.094 (6%)), and more for full channel judgments (average o, =.18 (10%)) than
silent video (average o = .14 (7%)) (see Figure 7). Interestingly, targets varied
more in channels that contain verbal behavior than those that include only
nonverbal cues. Other studies of behavioral consistency found that individuals
are more consistent through nonverbal channels than verbal channels, both over
time and across situations (Weisbuch, Slepian, Clarke, Ambady, Veenstra
Vander-Wheele, 2010). Therefore, this may be a result that generalizes across
many types of social interactions. Given differences in “leakiness” across
channels (DePaulo, 1992), individuals may find it less challenging to modify the
content of their speech over the course of an interaction than to modify their
nonverbal behaviors, which would account for differences in estimates of

temporal stability across channels.
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Figure 7

Differences in temporal instability by channel and trait
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Concurrently, this finding may be particular to a negotiation, as individuals
vary their approach as a negotiation progresses. From a self-presentation
perspective, individuals are motivated to control the way they are perceived by
others across many situations in daily life, including negotiations (Goffman, 1959,
Jones & Pittman, 1982; Leary, 1996). For example, in following a tit-for-tat
strategy, dominance conveyed in negotiators’ verbal tactics may vary over the
course of a negotiation in response to partners’ behaviors. If one’s partner is
taking a hardball approach, the negotiator may respond likewise by refusing offers
or making high demands. However, it may be more difficult for the negotiator to
alter expressions of dominance nonverbally through facial expressions or tone of
voice. Previous research demonstrates that negotiators do indeed alter verbal

strategies over the course of a negotiation. For example, negotiators’ tactics, such
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as asking for and sharing information, are influenced by their partners (Thompson
& Hastie, 1990). Other research has explored the dynamic nature of negotiations,
finding changes in strategies and tactics as the negotiation progresses (Adair &
Brett, 2005; Olekalns, Brett, Weingart, 2003; Olekalns, Smith, Walsh, 1996;
Sheldon, 1999; Thompson, 1990). While previous research has mainly focused
on the dynamic nature of verbal tactics, the current study suggests that
negotatiors’ nonverbal behaviors may be more consistent over time than their
verbal behaviors. In this study, the number of multiple offers made by negotiators
was significantly correlated to the number of multiple-issue offers made by their
partners (r=.321, p=.020) and the number of single-issue offers made by
negotiators was significantly correlated to the number of single-issue offers made
by their partners (r=.640, p<.0001). On the other hand, none of the thin slice trait
ratings were significantly correlated between partners, perhaps suggesting that
negotiators’ verbal tactics, but not their nonverbal behaviors, were influenced by
partners’ behaviors.

Temporal Instability by Role. Parents exhibited more temporal instability
than teens for each of the three traits, measured by both absolute and percent
contribution of occasion x target (see Tables 15-17 and Figure 8). Parents and
teens diverged most in their displays of dominance over time. Perhaps, as the
low-power negotiators, teens tried different approaches to convince the parents to
concede or compromise. For example, a teen might have started by asking for
permission for a later curfew, then pleaded his or her case, then threatened to

refuse to do chores — and each of these tactics would have exhibited different
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levels of dominance. Parents, on the other hand, may not have attempted so many
different tactics to convince teens since they held the power in the negotiation.
Alternatively, teens may have been more responsive to their partners’ nonverbal
behaviors than the parents. Previous research has demonstrated that low-power
individuals pay closer attention to high-power individuals than vice versa
(Neuberg & Fiske, 1987; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004; Van Kleef, De
Dreu, Pietroni & Manstead, 2006). In another negotiation study, low-power
individuals modified their tactics in response to their partners’ tactics more than
high-power individuals (DeDreu & VanKleef, 2004). Perhaps, teens paid closer
attention to variation in parents’ displays of dominance and modulated their
expressions of dominance accordingly. If parents put less effort into responding
to variation in teens’ displays of dominance, this would help explain the
differences in temporal instability observed here.

Figure 8

Percent Contribution of Temporal Instability by Role
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Non-consensus by Channel. As in the random-effects g-study, the judge
X target interaction contributed a sizeable proportion of variance across all
channels and all three traits. For all three traits, this interaction was largest in the
silent video channel, followed by the full channel (see Figure 9). Why might
judges have disagreed more when viewing nonverbal visual behavior than tone of
voice or verbal content? One possibility is the wide range of cues available in eye
gaze, facial expressions, posture and hand gestures. Judges may differentially pay
attention to all of the available cues, resulting in disagreement in judgments.
Verbal content and tone of voice, on the other hand, are less ambiguous, resulting
in agreement in judgments of dominance, likeability, and competence. The
slightly lower variability of the full channel compared to the silent video channel
for each trait may suggest that adding verbal content to nonverbal cues
disambiguates the multitude of potential interpretations.

Figure 9. Non-consensus by Channel.
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Reliability. Tables 18 and 19 show the g-coefficients for each level of role
and channel for the scenario of 15 judges and three occasions. This allows
comparisons in reliability between different traits, channels and roles, controlling
for the number of judges and occasions. Accounting for sources of error due to
judges and temporal effects, ratings of the full channel and silent video are more
reliable than those of audio and tone of voice. Ratings of parents tend to reach
higher reliability than those of teens, with the exception of likeability ratings in
the full and silent video channels.

Table 18
Generalizability-coefficients for parents by channel and trait for three occasions

and 15 judges.

Dominance Likeability Competence

Full (Video + Tone + Verbal) 0.86 0.48 0.74
Video Only 0.81 0.64 0.70
Audio (Tone + Verbal) 0.74 0.56 0.60

Tone Only 0.49 0.41 0.52
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Table 19

Generalizability-coefficients for teens by channel and trait for three occasions and

15 judges.

Dominance Likeability Competence
Full (Video + Tone + Verbal) 0.78 0.78 0.58
Video Only 0.75 0.80 0.50
Audio (Tone + Verbal) 0.45 0.35 0.26
Tone Only 0.26 0.29 0.44

Much like the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula, G-coefficients can also
estimate the number of judges and occasions needed to reach an acceptable
reliability of .70 (Nunnally, 1978, pg. 245; Greguras & Robie, 1998). Figures 10
and 11 present examples for the cases of judgments of dominance for low-power
targets based on audio thin slices and judgments of likeability for high-power
targets based on audio thin slices. The variance components analysis determined
that temporal instability contributes substantial variance to judgments of teens’
dominance based on audio, but that lack of consensus does not. Therefore, to
obtain reliable judgments, it is more helpful to increase the number of occasions
than to increase the number of judges. This is evident in Figure 10, which shows
considerable gains in reliability from adding occasions (the distance between the
lines), but not from adding judges (the slopes of the lines). In contrast, non-
consensus contributed more to variability in judgments of parents’ likeability than

did temporal instability; therefore, the number of judges impacts reliability more
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than the number of occasion. The graph of generalizability estimates for
judgments of parents’ likeability based on audio thin slices reveals that increases
in judges (slopes of the lines) increases reliability more than increases in
occasions (distance between the lines; Figure 11).

Figure 10

Generalizability coefficients for judgments of teens” dominance based on the

audio channel across 1, 3, 5, and 10 occasions and 10, 20, 30, and 40 judges.
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Figure 11
Generalizability coefficients for judgments of parents’ likeability based on the

audio channel across 1, 3, 5, and 10 occasions and 10, 20, 30, and 40 judges.
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In cases in which two or more facets contribute to reliability, there may be
several ways to reach a generalizability estimate of .70. For example, the graph
of g-estimates of judgments of parents’ likeability shows that reaching this level
may be accomplished with either 30 judges and five occasions or 40 judges and
three occasions. Researchers may choose between these two scenarios based on
efficiency or cost effectiveness (i.e. is it easier to obtain more occasions of targets
or more judges?)

Conclusions

This work demonstrated the application of generalizability theory to social
judgments. First, this research suggested some differences in temporal stability
and consensus of ratings across different channels and high- and low-power

individuals. Specifically lower temporal stability occurred in 1) perceptions of
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dominance; 2) the verbal channel; and 3) perceptions of low-power negotiators. [
speculated possibilities for each of these findings. First, negotiators may vary
their dominance-related behaviors more than likeability-related behaviors due to
their relative importance in a negotiation. Second, it may be easier to modify the
verbal channel than nonverbal channels, resulting in greater variance over time in
the verbal channel in response to one’s opponent and the current state of the
negotiation. Third, low-power negotiators may alter their approach more often
than high-power negotiators to seek out a successful strategy. Lower consensus
occurred in 1) perceptions of likeability and 2) nonverbal channels. Perhaps
judges agree more on dominance and competence ratings due to closer attention
to the more relevant aspects of a negotiation. Second, perhaps judges agree more
when rating verbal behavior because nonverbal channels are more complex and
words disambiguate potential multiple interpretations of nonverbal behavior.
Again, this is speculation, and the findings from these analyses have supplied a
new set of questions that may be addressed by further experimental studies. For
example, what specific behaviors cause high variability in the verbal channel?
Why is temporal instability particularly high for judgments of dominance and for
low-power negotiators? Are these findings specific to a negotiation or is this a
more general structure for thin slice judgments across situations?

Second, reliability estimates accounted for each of these sources of
variance, and future research can make use of these findings by determining the
number of judges and occasions required to reach acceptable reliability. Graphs

of reliability estimates over number of judges and occasions provide a visual
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representation of the relative contributions of judge and temporal variance.
Ratings with lower temporal stability require relatively more occasions to reach
acceptable reliability, while ratings with lower consensus require relatively more
judges.

Importantly, generalizability theory can not only measure the typical
sources of error, such as consensus, temporal stability, and cross-channel
consistency, but can also measure how a social category influences variance in
social judgments. This example examined how social role, or power-level,
impacted variability in behavior over time and across channels. This could be
extended to investigate other social categories, such as gender or race, of both
targets and judges. For example, a study could compare temporal stability and
cross-channel consistency in same-race versus mixed-race dyads. As
generalizability theory is extended to a variety of situations across a variety of
factors, we can further quantify how situational and social factors influence

variability in behavior and judgments.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

This work demonstrated that naive judges can predict negotiation
outcomes based on only 20-second clips of nonverbal behavior. Furthermore, it
identified what types of traits predict outcomes and how accuracy is impacted by
the role of the negotiator. Although social judgments are typically categorized
into other-profitable traits (e.g. power, competence) and self-profitable traits (e.g.
warmth), this set of studies differentiated three components of self-profitable
traits.

Dominance. In this study, displays dominance presumably represented
high self-concern or an unwillingness to concede. Impressions of dominance
predicted joint outcomes for both high- and low-power negotiators and correlated
with the amount of time spent negotiating and with self-ratings of “importance to
maximize points.” On the other hand, this composite did not predict the
proportion of points claimed nor did it correlate with self-ratings of “importance
of winning.” Together, this suggests that displays of dominance do not signify a
motivation to do better than one’s opponent, but to maximize outcomes for
oneself. Notably, perceived dominance predicted outcomes above and beyond
self-ratings of importance, which were included as covariates in the models.
Thus, although dominance was related to motivation to succeed, impressions of
dominance were significantly more influential than internal motivation alone.

Social Problem-Solving Skills. The social problem-solving composite
presumably represented a desire and ability to balance the needs of oneself and

one’s partner, strategic concern for others, and competence in solving problems.
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Other research has found that emotional intelligence, a related construct, helps
negotiators identify integrative solutions (Elfenbein, Curhan, Eisenkraft, Shirako,
Baccaro, 2008). In this work, impressions of social problem-solving skills
predicted both individual and joint outcomes, though only for high-power
negotiators. A mediation analysis found that negotiators perceived as skilled on
this dimension also made more simultaneous offers, and that simultaneous offers
resulted in higher outcomes for low-power negotiators. However, social problem-
solving skills did not predict individual or joint outcomes for low-power
negotiators. Therefore, some other unidentified effects cancelled out the
mediation path found. For example, displaying this social skill may have induced
behaviors from high-power negotiators that had a negative impact on low-power
negotiatiors’ outcomes. Or, displaying social problem-solving may correlate with
other unidentified behaviors that are detrimental to low-power negotiators’
outcomes. On the other hand, the specific behaviors that explain the significant
relationships between impressions of high-power negotiators and outcomes were
not identified. Although the model is incomplete, perceptions of social problem-
solving skills clearly impact both negotiation processes and outcomes. Further
research must identify the specific behaviors that explain the relationships
between impressions of social problem-solving skills and outcomes.

Intelligence. The Intelligence composite included judgments of
intelligence and math problem-solving ability and presumably represented
impressions of cognitive ability. Cognitive ability is thought to be an important

part of a negotiation in that it prevents negotiators from falling for common
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heuristic errors and it aids the discovery of an integrative solution (e.g. Barry &
Friedman, 1998; Fulmer & Barry, 2004; Kurtzberg, 1998). In this study,
impressions of intelligence impacted partners’ negotiation tactics. Displays of
intelligence indirectly improved outcomes through a decrease in single-issue
offers from partners. Surprisingly, displays of intelligence were not related to
one’s own offer tactics. Possibly, impressions of intelligence do not reflect the
specific cognitive skills helpful in a negotiation, yet the impression that a
negotiator is intelligent alters partner behavior. Alternatively, this study may
simply not have identified the behaviors associated with displays of intelligence.
Either way, this research demonstrates that merely giving an impression of
intelligence is adequate to alter one’s partner’s behavior in a way that results in
increased outcomes for both negotiators.

Warmth. Warmth included the two traits of warmth and likeability and
perhaps represented genuine concern for others. As expected, this other-
profitable composite was the only one that did not predict outcomes for either
high- or low-power negotiators, indicating that impressions of warmth are not
beneficial in a one-time competitive negotiation. Warmth would likely be more
important in a more cooperatively-framed negotiation, such as a discussion
between romantic partners, or if an ongoing relationship is expected in the future,
such as a salary negotiation between an employer and recruit.

Power. Power moderated the impact of both nonverbal and verbal
behavior on negotiation outcomes. Generally, high-power negotiators influenced

outcomes through their nonverbal behavior, while low-power negotiators
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influenced outcomes through verbal tactics. The moderation for first impressions
occurred only for the intelligence and social problem solving skills composites.
Mediation analysis did not identify specific behaviors or tactics to explain these
moderating relationships, but we can speculate a couple of general processes.
First, perceptions of high-power negotiators’ intelligence and social problem-
solving skills may influence low-power negotiators’ tactics, while perceptions of
low-power negotiators do not influence high-power negotiators’ tactics. This
explanation is consistent with previous research: Low-power individuals tend to
pay closer attention to cues from their high-power counterparts than vice versa
(Neuberg & Fiske, 1987; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004; Van Kleef, De
Dreu, Pietroni & Manstead, 2006). Thus, impressions made by high-power
individuals more greatly influence partners’ tactics than impressions made by
low-power individuals Second, perceptions of negotiators may influence
partners’ tactics, regardless of role; however, only tactics from the low-power
negotiators impact outcomes. This explanation is also supported by the finding
that low-power negotiators tend to drive the discovery of integrative solutions
(Mannix & Neale, 1993) and by the moderating effect of power on offer tactics in
this research. The search for mediating behaviors and tactics should continue in
order to explain the specific mechanisms that underlie the moderating effect of
power.
Integrating Accuracy and Structure of First Impressions

In the majority of studies on judgment accuracy, reliability across judges

or over time is calculated as a quick check before diving into the substantive
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results. Meanwhile, a componential approach, such as the Social Relations
Model, deeply examines sources of variance that impact reliability. Integrating
these two approaches offers new substantive and methodological insights, as we
can see in a closer look at temporal stability in this study. For example,
temporal instability played a relatively large role in the variance of traits
predictive of outcomes (dominance and competence), but not in the variance not
predictive of outcomes (warmth). In other words, negotiators varied the degree of
dominance and competence they displayed over the course of the negotiation;
however, negotiators were relatively consistent in the warmth they displayed.
Taken together, this suggests that negotiators vary the display of traits that matter
more than those that do not.

Other research has found that differences in temporal stability do exist
across traits, but most of this research has examined consistency across rather
than within situations (Vaidya, Gray, Haig, Watson, 2002). For example,
extraversion is slightly more stable than the other Big Five traits, while
Neuroticism is the least stable (Roberts & Del Vecchio, 2000). A study of
perceptions of traits found that people tend to perceive morality traits (related to
warmth) as more stable over time than competence traits (Wojciszke, Dowhyluk
& Jaworski, 1998). Yet, little is known about the stability of traits within
situations. Perhaps because behavior is generally more stable within situations
than across situations (Mischel & Peake, 1982), researchers have emphasized

stability over long periods of time than within situations. This research
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demonstrates that temporal effects differentially impact social judgments for self-
profitable and other-profitable traits over only a 20-minute time period.

Is this finding inherent to those traits across situations or is it specific to a
negotiation? Answering this question requires further studies across a variety of
situations, but arguments can be made for both cases. In a situation where
dominance and competence are important, such as a negotiation, individuals may
actively attempt to convey these traits. Perhaps in a situation in which warmth is
more important, such meeting a future roommate, individuals may more actively
attempt to convey warmth. Individuals manage their impressions through a
variety of verbal and nonverbal behaviors in order to influence others and achieve
goals (Baumeister, 1982; Goffman, 1959, Jones & Pittman, 1982; Leary, 1996).
Individuals who want to appear likeable exhibit ingratiating behaviors, such as
head nodding and verbal agreement, while individuals who want to appear
competent may self-promote by emphasizing achievements (Godfrey, Jones &
Lord, 1986; Wayne & Liden, 1995). Individuals change their impression
management strategies depending on the context; for example, individuals tend to
be less concerned with impression management when interacting with someone of
the same sex versus opposite sex (Leaery, Nezlek, Downs, Radford-Davenport,
Martin, McMullen, 1994) and focus on different impression motivations
depending on their relative power (Curhan & Overbeck, 2008). In negotiations,
individuals are likely concerned with displaying dominance and competence, and
therefore, would attempt to control related behaviors for these traits more than

others. Controlled behaviors are more likely to be inconsistent over time than
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automatic behaviors (Funder, 2006; Furr & Funder, 2004; Ten Berge & De Raad,
2002). Conceivably, the goal to manage partners’ perceptions of these self-
profitable traits translates into attempts to control behavior; thus, higher temporal
instability is observed. However, in other situations with different impression
motivations, higher temporal instability may be observed for other-profitable
traits.

The impression management explanation is further supported by the result
that temporal instability particularly impacted variance in the judgments of low-
power negotiators’ verbal behaviors. Individuals feel a greater motivation to
manage impressions when interacting with powerful individuals than with those
of equal or lower status (Gergen & Taylor, 1969; Pandey, 1981). To avoid unfair
treatment, low-power negotiators may feel greater pressure to convey impressions
of dominance and competence. Attempting to control related behaviors, in turn,
results in temporal instability.

Alternatively, temporal instability of dominance and competence may
represent purposeful changes in approach over time rather than lapses in
impression management. Low-power individuals modify their tactics in response
to their partners’ behaviors more than high-power individuals (DeDreu
&VanKleef, 2004). Low-power negotiators may test out different approaches
until they get their desired outcomes, and some approaches may convey more
dominance or competence than others.

Note that reliability impacts the statistical significance in models of

predictive accuracy, such that less reliable judgments mathematically shrink



First Impressions in Negotiations 103

parameter estimates in regression analyses. Thus, we should exercise caution
when drawing conclusions that relate variability to relevance. It is safer to draw
conclusions when highly predictive variables possess lower reliability, such as
this discussion on the temporal instability of the highly predictive traits of
dominance and competence.
Implications and Future Directions

A wealth of research has proven the accuracy of thin slice judgments in
predicting subjective outcomes (Ambady, Bernieri, & Richeson, 2000; Gray,
2008), and a limited number of studies have demonstrated their power in
predicting objective outcomes (Ambady, Koo, Rosenthal, & Winograd, 2002;
Rule & Ambady, 2008). This research expands evidence for the objective
accuracy of thin slice judgments and, by using role-played negotiation, eliminates
some potential confounds of some previous studies. Because participants were
assigned roles, the consequences of impressions conveyed by negotiators were
constrained to the actual negotiation. For example, differences found in temporal
stability of judgments of high- and low-power negotiators must be attributed to
influences of power on behavior and not the reverse. Had the same results been
found based on videotapes of actual negotiations been used, say between an
employee and employer, one could argue that individuals with more consistent
behavior reach higher levels in an organization. Thus, while most other studies
offer the enormous advantage of external validity, the experimental control in this

study can examine causality and specific mechanisms.
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This work demonstrated the application of Generalizability Theory to
social judgments. The popular Social Relations Model (Kenny & La Voie, 1984)
has offered many insights regarding variability from judges and targets, and g-
theory expands this approach to include any number of sources of variability. In
this study, variability from role, time, and channel were also analyzed, allowing
comparisons between consensus and temporal stability and across different roles
and channels. Future studies could include demographic variables, such as gender
or race, or experimental variables, such as situation or experimental condition.
This study presented a first look at the componential structure of thin slice
judgments; future g-studies can address some of the questions posed above (e.g.
situation specificity versus universality of these findings).

Finally, this research illustrates the value of integrating studies on the
accuracy and the structure of social judgments. In this set of studies, perceptions
of negotiators’ verbal behaviors varied over time for the most relevant traits of
dominance and competence, but varied little for the less relevant trait of warmth.
Thus, some tentative hypotheses may be formed about why negotiators’ behaviors
would be more variable for the most critical traits in a negotiation. Simultaneous
consideration of accuracy and structure of thin slice judgments enables a deeper
understanding of how different factors influence the predictive accuracy of social

judgments.
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Appendix
Negotiation tips provided to parents and teens
Here are some tips before you begin. Successful negotiators use a variety of
tactics to win a negotiation and a few of these are listed below. Feel free to apply
these as appropriate to help you get the highest number of points.
Highball: Ask for much more than you are willing to accept
Padding: Pretend that unimportant things are “essential” in order to win other
true priorities
Bluff: Assert things that are not true
Take it or leave it: Give only one option
Shotgun: Refuse to continue until a concession is gained

Better than that: Just say “You’ll have to do better than that...”
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