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ABSTRACT
Although many negotiations affect external parties, prior research has often overlooked how negotiated agreements shape the
outcomes of those who are dependent on–but absent from–the bargaining table. Across one scenario and three interactive, face-to-
face negotiation experiments (N= 458), we investigated how, when and why negotiators consider the outcomes of external parties.
Using a novel experimental paradigm, we introduced the proximity effect–the tendency for negotiators to achieve higher joint
outcomes with their direct counterparts than for affected external parties. Experiments 1 and 2 provided consistent evidence for
this effect, even though improving outcomes for external parties did not come at a cost to negotiators’ own joint gains. Experiment 3
showed that the proximity effect was moderated by the interdependence structure: It disappeared under positive interdependence
but persisted under negative interdependence. In Experiment 4, prompting an interdependence mindset reduced the proximity
effect and improved outcomes for all involved parties. An internal meta-analysis confirmed the robustness of these findings,
offering theoretical and practical insights for future research on negotiations affecting external parties.

1 Introduction

In July 2021, the European Union accused Volkswagen and
BMW of having negotiated an agreement to delay the roll-out
of diesel emission-reducing technology. While this agreement
lowered production costs for the companies, it imposed sub-
stantial negative consequences on parties beyond the bargaining
table–such as increased public healthcare costs, reduced access
to cleaner vehicles and financial harm to competing firms (Riley
2019). This case exemplifies what we refer to as negotiation
externalities: indirect benefits or costs imposed on partieswho are
not involved in the negotiation but are structurally affected by its
outcomes (Buchanan 1971; Trötschel et al. 2022). In this example,

external parties–including competing manufacturers and the
public–were directly impacted by the agreement yet lacked
any representation in the negotiation process. More broadly,
many negotiations yield such consequential spillover effects on
stakeholders who are absent from the table but dependent on
its results. These dynamics arise across diverse domains–from
legal disputes (e.g., divorce settlements affecting child support
or custody), to business transactions (e.g., procurement contracts
disadvantaging excluded suppliers), and political decisions (e.g.,
school openings reducing enrollment in neighbouring districts).
Despite the prevalence of negotiations that affect external par-
ties, negotiation research has rarely examined whether–and
under what conditions–these parties are considered by the
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decision-makers at the table (Trötschel et al. 2022; van Treek et al.
2023; Zhang et al. 2021).

This omission is consequential. Understanding whether and how
negotiators account for externalities is crucial for capturing the
broader economic and social impact of negotiated agreements.
For example, in trade negotiations–where agreements shape
pricing, regulation andmarket access across borders–considering
external effects can lead to more stable, equitable, and forward-
looking outcomes (Jones and Baumgartner 2005; Urbig et al.
2012). Acknowledging such spillover effects also supports more
informed decisions about how to allocate resources and distribute
risks (Majer et al. 2022; Pigou 1920). Moreover, not only is
addressing externalities important for those affected external
parties, it can also serve negotiators’ long-term interests. Failure
to consider external consequences can result in reputational
damage, legal sanctions or future opposition, as seen in the fines
imposed on German automakers for neglecting societal impacts
(Jang et al. 2018; Trötschel et al. 2022).

While the importance of negotiations affecting external parties
has been conceptually acknowledged (Lax and Sebenius 1986;
Menkel-Meadow 2009), empirical research on how negotiators
perceive and respond to such externalities remains limited. In
this research, we examine negotiators’ perceptions, behaviours
and outcomes in situations where their agreements have conse-
quences for structurally affected external parties. Specifically, we
address three central questions: (1) To what extent do negotiators
consider the outcomes of affected external parties? (2) When and
how do they do so? and (3) Can an interdependence mindset
improve outcomes for both negotiating parties and external
stakeholders? To investigate these questions, we developed a
structured experimental paradigm that adapts and extends estab-
lished negotiation designs to include external parties whose
outcomes are shaped by–but who are not represented in–the
negotiation process (e.g., van Treek et al. 2023). This paradigm
enables a systematic examination of negotiations involving
externalities while preserving the core dynamics of joint decision-
making. Importantly, negotiators in this setting can create value
for both themselves and the external parties–yet they may also
disregard external outcomes without incurring any cost to their
own.

At first glance, it may seem self-evident that negotiators prioritize
agreements with their direct counterparts over the outcomes
of uninvolved external parties. Negotiations at the table offer
immediate incentives–such as favourable trade-offs and the
avoidance of impasse (Majer et al. 2022; Shalvi et al. 2013)–
while the consequences of externalities, including reputational
harm or regulatory penalties, may be uncertain, long-term or
easily discounted. However, research in stakeholder theory and
strategic management underscores the benefits of considering
external stakeholders: organizations that attend to the concerns
of those affected by their actions tend to achieve better perfor-
mance and reputational outcomes (Donaldson and Preston 1995;
Freeman 1984; Friede et al. 2015; Porter and Kramer 2006). In
this research, we examine whether–and under what conditions–
negotiators take external parties’ outcomes into account. We do
so under conservative conditions: our paradigm eliminates self-
interest as a constraint, allowing negotiators to accommodate
external parties’ positionswithout incurring any cost to their own.

By examining how negotiators respond to external parties–
stakeholders who are absent from the table but structurally
affected by negotiated agreements–this research sheds light
on a critical yet largely overlooked feature of many real-
world negotiations. Departing from predominantly economic
approaches, we adopt a psychological perspective that focuses
on how negotiators perceive and respond to non-represented
external parties. We extend negotiation research by revealing
and introducing the proximity effect: the tendency for nego-
tiators to neglect the outcomes of external parties, even when
accommodating them imposes no cost (Jang et al. 2018). The-
oretically, we bridge negotiation theory with interdependence
theory by introducing the characteristic features of the rela-
tionship between negotiation parties at the table (i.e., mutual
dependence) and external parties beyond the table (i.e., unilat-
eral dependence; Kelley and Thibaut 1978). We further identify
outcome interdependence–whether external parties are positively
or negatively affected by negotiators’ outcomes–as a critical
boundary condition of the proximity effect (Balliet et al. 2017;
Kelley and Thibaut 1978). Practically, we develop and test a
psychological intervention–the interdependence mindset–which
enables negotiators to improve outcomes not only for them-
selves and their counterparts but also for affected external
parties.

1.1 Externalities in Negotiations and New
Outcomes Measures

Externalities are present ‘whenever the behavior of a person
affects the situation of other persons without the explicit agree-
ment of that person or persons’ (Buchanan 1971, p.7). In societal
systems, they reflect a fundamental tension between individual
and collective interests (Biglan 2009; Dahlman 1979). In the
context of negotiations, externalities refer to indirect benefits or
costs imposed on external parties who are not directly involved
in the negotiation but whose outcomes are nonetheless shaped
by the resulting agreement (Trötschel et al. 2022). These effects
reflect a form of structural interdependence, where decisions
made at the table systematically influence the outcomes of
others–despite those external parties lacking representation or
voice in the process. Drawing on interdependence theory (Kelley
and Thibaut 1978), such external parties can be characterized
by unilateral dependence, in contrast to the mutual depen-
dence that typically defines the relationship between negotiating
parties.

Externalities can range from symbolic reputational spillovers
to tangible economic consequences. Our research focuses on a
subset of negotiations in which outcomes predictably affect spe-
cific, non-represented third parties–referred to here as external
parties. These actors are unilaterally affected by the agreement
yet excluded from participation, representation or advocacy in
the negotiation process. They are distinct from constituencies,
who are represented by negotiators (Aaldering and Ten Velden,
2018; Haccoun and Klimoski 1975); from third-party observers or
mediators, who may influence the process but do not experience
direct outcome consequences (Bazerman andNeale 1992; Gelfand
et al. 2011); and from passive onlookers who have no material
stake in the outcome (e.g., colleagues indirectly observing a
promotion negotiation).
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While not all real-world externalities can be precisely quantified,
many negotiation domains–such as joint ventures (e.g., pro-
duction rights affecting competitors), supplier contracting (e.g.,
pricing agreements disadvantaging smaller or excluded vendors)
and international treaties (e.g., emission targets increasing regu-
latory burdens for low-emission countries)–generate measurable
impacts on non-participating stakeholders. In these contexts,
externalities are not incidental; they can be systematically mod-
elled in terms of preferences and payoffs, as is common in
negotiation and game-theoretic research (Kelley 1984). To make
these consequences observable and experimentally testable, we
adopt point-based payoff structures to represent utility outcomes
for both negotiating and external parties (Kelley 1984; Weisel and
Böhm 2015). This abstraction enables a structured investigation
of how decision-makers respond to interdependence beyond the
table, and whether they account for external parties’ outcomes
when doing so carries no cost to their own.

Despite long-standing theoretical recognition of externalities in
negotiation (Lax and Sebenius 1986; Menkel-Meadow 2009),
empirical work has largely focused on proximal outcomes–such
as agreements, impasses, and gains for the parties at the table
(Schweinsberg et al. 2021; Curhan et al. 2009). As Menkel-
Meadow (2009, pp. 421–422) notes, ‘[. . . ] in many settings,
what seems like a ‘two-party’ problem is, in fact, much more
complicated and often affects many other parties. [. . . ] We can
almost never assume that a bilateral agreement of two parties
will be sufficient to solve anything but perhaps the most simple
buyer-seller agreement’. Yet the broader consequences of negoti-
ated agreements–how they affect non-represented stakeholders–
remain empirically underexplored.

We propose that in negotiations involving external parties,
outcomes should be assessed at three distinct levels. Proximal
outcomes refer to the results for the direct negotiating parties.
Distal outcomes capture the effects on unilaterally affected exter-
nal parties who are not present at the table. Inclusive outcomes
reflect the aggregate results across both internal and external
parties. In such settings, position misalignments–stemming from
differing preferences–may arise not only between negotiating
parties (proximal conflict) but also between negotiators and
affected external parties (distal conflict). These layered dynamics
complicate the conflict structure beyond that of conventional
dyadic or multiparty bargaining (Boothby et al. 2023; McGinn
et al. 2012), offering a novel lens for understandingwhen and how
negotiators account for external consequences.

1.2 Conflict Structure and Integrative Potential
in Negotiations With Externalities

Negotiation research traditionally distinguishes between dis-
tributive (zero-sum) and integrative (variable-sum) conflict struc-
tures (Bazerman et al. 1985; Walton and McKersie 1965). In
distributive negotiations, parties compete over a fixed resource–
one party’s gain is the other’s loss. By contrast, integrative negoti-
ations allow for mutually beneficial outcomes when parties differ
in their priorities across issues, enabling trade-offs that increase
joint value–a process known as logrolling (Froman and Cohen
1970). Realizing this potential requires negotiators to recognize
and strategically leverage differences in issue-level priorities.1

Importantly, in such negotiations, negotiators’ positions–that is,
the specific outcomes they appear to prefer on particular issues–
may seem to conflict, even though their underlying interests
are not necessarily opposed. As Fisher et al. (2012, 43) explain,
‘Interests motivate people; they are the silent movers behind the
hubbub of positions’. This distinction is critical: while positions
may diverge, differences in priorities often reveal deeper interests
and can serve as a basis for discovering creative, value-generating
agreements.

When negotiations affect external parties, the conflict structure
extends beyond the bargaining table, encompassing not only the
proximal level (between negotiating parties) but also the distal
level (between negotiators and external parties). These conflict
structures may differ: for instance, negotiating parties might
hold diametrically opposing positions on all issues–reflecting a
zero-sum structure at the proximal level–while external parties’
positions may appear similarly opposed but actually hold differ-
ing priorities across issues, allowing for value-creating trade-offs
consistent with a variable-sum structure at the distal level.
From a utility-maximization perspective, negotiators aiming to
optimize inclusive outcomes should identify and leverage inte-
grative potential at both levels. Doing so can enhance overall
efficiency and generate long-term strategic benefits–not only for
the parties at the table but also for those structurally affected by
the agreement (Curhan et al. 2010; Trötschel et al. 2022).

However, negotiating agreements that benefit both internal and
external stakeholders is cognitively and motivationally demand-
ing. Negotiators may overlook distal outcomes due to attentional
limitations (Dijksterhuis and Aarts 2010), low perceived self-
relevance (Tajfel and Billig 1974) and asymmetrical dependence–
where external parties are affected by the agreement but lack
influence over it (Van Lange et al. 2007). These dynamics reflect
deeper asymmetries in interdependence structure, salience and
voice, which we propose are key determinants of whether
negotiators consider outcomes beyond the table.

1.3 Consideration of the Outcomes of Parties at
and Beyond the Table

Existing theories underscore both the strategic and ethical impor-
tance of accounting for external parties’ outcomes. Cooperative
game theory suggests that doing so can foster coalitions and
improve overall efficiency (Admati and Perry 1987; Zeng and
Chen 2003). Stakeholder and resource dependence theories
emphasize the value of understanding interdependencies–not
only for managing risk and maintaining legitimacy but also for
sustaining relationships that may evolve into future partnerships
(Donaldson and Preston 1995; Hillman et al. 2009). Similarly,
research on strategic alliances and corporate social responsibility
shows that organizations that attend to broader stakeholder
positions tend to be more resilient and successful over time (Dyer
and Singh 1998; Porter and Kramer 2006). Despite these benefits,
we argue that negotiators are likely to prioritize resolving issues
at the table and may disregard external consequences.

One key reason for this neglect is the asymmetry of interdepen-
dence between negotiating parties and external parties. Nego-
tiators at the table rely on one another to reach an agreement,
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creating a structure of mutual dependence and reciprocal control
(Kelley et al. 2003; Majer et al. 2021). In contrast, external parties
typically lack decision rights, resulting in unilateral dependence
(Buchanan 1971; Laffont 2008; van Treek et al. 2023). This
imbalance diminishes the perceived responsibility to integrate
external perspectives and reduces the psychological salience of
their outcomes (Kelley and Thibaut 1978; Majer et al. 2021).
Because external parties cannot reciprocate in the moment,
negotiators tend to focus their attention on the more immediate,
outcome-relevant dynamics at the table.

Moreover, external parties lack voice and presence in the
negotiation process. Their positions are often less cognitively
accessible (Bogacki and Letmathe 2021), underrepresented in
deliberations (Ekeli 2005) and deprioritized relative to those
of direct counterparts (Bies and Shapiro 1988; Morrison 2011).
This reduced visibility contributes to the systematic neglect of
distal outcomes–even when accounting for them would not
compromise negotiators’ own outcomes. Thus:

Hypothesis 1. In negotiations, negotiating parties will achieve
more integrative outcomes with their counterparts at the proximal
level than for external parties at the distal level.

We refer to this phenomenon as the proximity effect. If this
pattern persists even when fulfilling external parties’ positions
incurs no cost to negotiators’ own outcomes, it becomes espe-
cially important to examine when–and under what conditions–
negotiators attend to these external outcomes. To this end, we
model interdependence between parties at and beyond the table,
proposing that the interdependence structure–whether positive
or negative–shapes the extent to which negotiators consider
external parties’ positions.

1.4 The Structure of Negative Versus Positive
Interdependence

Interdependence theory distinguishes between two types of out-
come dependence: positive interdependence, where parties’ posi-
tions align, and negative interdependence, where they diverge
(Balliet et al. 2017; Kelley and Thibaut 1978). Negotiation research
has historically emphasized forms of negative interdependence–
situations in which one party’s outcomes are perceived to come
at the expense of the other’s (Brett and Thompson 2016; Gelfand
et al. 2011; Pruitt and Carnevale 1993). This includes both strictly
zero-sumnegotiations,where parties hold diametrically opposing
positions and no differences in issue priorities (Hüffmeier et al.
2014), and variable-sumnegotiations, where parties have conflict-
ing positions but differ in their priorities across issues, allowing
for mutually beneficial trade-offs (De Dreu et al. 2006; Neale
1997). Indeed, multi-issue integrative negotiations–where parties
can expand the pie by making trade-offs across issues–have
become a pervasive paradigm in behavioural negotiation research
(Jang et al. 2018). Within such settings, many negotiations also
include issues characterized by positive interdependence–that
is, compatible issues where both parties benefit from the same
outcome (Loschelder et al. 2017; O’Connor and Carnevale 1997;
Thompson and Hrebec 1996).

In negotiations with externalities, external parties may be pos-
itively dependent on the negotiators’ outcomes (i.e., external

outcomes improve when negotiators achieve better results)
or negatively dependent (i.e., negotiators’ gains come at the
expense of external parties; Buchanan 1971). From a rational
choice perspective, negotiators should remain indifferent to these
dependencies as long as they do not affect their own utility
(Malhotra and Bazerman 2008; Raiffa et al. 2007). Since external
parties typically lack decision rights and cannot reciprocate
with benefits or impose costs, their positions–whether reflecting
aligned or opposed preferences–should not influence negotiators’
strategies. Game theory similarly asserts that if another party’s
outcomes do not affect one’s own payoffs, they should not
influence equilibrium behaviour (Camerer 2003; Nash 1950). In
short, rational negotiators should treat external dependencies as
irrelevant. However, we argue that negotiators deviate from this
logic and are influenced by the structure of dependence–even
when it has no impact on their own outcomes.

Drawing on social exchange theory, we argue that negotiators
are more likely to accommodate positively dependent external
parties because aligned outcomes signal potential for mutual
benefit and activate norms of reciprocity. Even in the absence of
direct exchange, outcome alignment may evoke expectations of
future benefit or relationship-building (Blau 1964; Cropanzano
et al. 2017; Gouldner 1960). In contrast, negatively dependent
external parties–whose outcomes conflict with the negotiators–
may be seen as adversarial or obstructive. This perception
can narrow negotiators’ focus toward maximizing outcomes for
themselves and their counterparts at the table, while neglecting
or even devaluing external parties’ positions (Ross and Stillinger
1991).

Empirical research supports this asymmetry: positive interde-
pendence fosters perspective-taking and cooperative behaviour
(Hertel et al. 2004; Janssen et al. 1999), whereas negative inter-
dependence often triggers competition and exclusion (Johnson
et al. 1981; Tjosvold 1986). These behavioural tendencies may
also be shaped by affective framing–negotiators may experience
a ‘warm-glow’ when assisting positively dependent parties, but
a ‘cold-prickle’ when their gain implies another’s loss (Andreoni
1995; Böhm and Theelen 2016). Thus, we expect negotiators to be
more responsive to positively dependent external parties than to
negatively dependent ones, even when their own outcomes are
unaffected.

Hypothesis 2a. When external parties are positively dependent
on the outcomes of negotiators, negotiators will achieve higher
outcomes for external parties (distal outcomes) than when external
parties are negatively dependent.

Building on this reasoning, we predict that the proximity effect
will be moderated by the structure of interdependence. When
external parties are positively dependent, negotiators are more
likely to acknowledge and incorporate their positions, reducing
the gap between proximal and distal outcomes. In contrast,
under conditions of negative dependence, the proximity effect
should remain more pronounced, as negotiators are less inclined
to accommodate external parties whose outcomes conflict with
their own.

Hypothesis 2b. The proximity effect will be reduced under con-
ditions of positive dependence compared to negative dependence.
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To test our hypotheses and rule out self-interest as an explanatory
factor, we modelled negotiators’ and external parties’ positions
using a symmetric payoff structure across both positive and
negative interdependence conditions. Regardless of the type
of interdependence, negotiators could improve outcomes for
external parties without compromising the quality of their own
agreement. For example, when negotiators faced a zero-sum
conflict with each other but a variable-sum structure with
external parties, no integrative potential existed between the
negotiating parties themselves. However, negotiators could still
enhance outcomes for external parties by engaging in issue-based
trade-offs–claiming more value on issues highly prioritized by
the external party and conceding on issues of lesser importance.
This form of logrolling enabled negotiators to shift value in ways
that benefited external parties without reducing joint outcomes
for themselves and their counterparts. Importantly, the same
trade-off logic is applied symmetrically across interdependence
conditions. Under positive interdependence, negotiators and
external parties shared similar positions, so conceding on issues
that were less important to external parties also led to losses for
negotiators themselves due to this alignment. In contrast, under
negative interdependence, negotiators and external parties held
opposing positions, meaning that claiming value on issues that
were more important to external parties inadvertently harmed
negotiators’ own outcomes due to this divergence. Despite
these differences in alignment, the underlying conflict structure
between negotiators at the table remained zero-sum, ensuring
that the total value of trade-offs was equivalent across conditions.
This allowed for a structurally symmetric comparison of positive
and negative interdependence effects (see Appendix Tables A4
and A6).

2 Experiment Overview and Data Transparency

We conducted four experiments using different conflict simula-
tions (negotiations affecting one or multiple external parties) and
methods (non-interactive, interactive, online and face-to-face)
to explore how and when negotiators consider external parties’
outcomes. All experiments used performance-based incentives
to motivate participants, with Amazon vouchers awarded based
on negotiation performance (Murnighan et al. 1999; Majer et al.
2022).

Across the four experiments, we varied the conflict structure at
the proximal level (between negotiating parties) and the distal
level (with external parties) to examine whether participants
more effectively explored integrative potential with their coun-
terparts or with affected external parties. Depending on the
condition, participants were assigned variable-sum structures
either at the proximal or at the distal level. This allowed us to
assess the extent to which negotiators considered the outcomes
of external parties relative to those of their direct negotiation
counterparts. To enhance generalizability, we manipulated the
conflict structure either as a between-subjects factor (Experi-
ments 1 and 3) or as a within-subjects factor (Experiments 2
and 4). In within-subject designs (Experiments 2 and 4), we
directly compared proximal and distal outcomes within the same
negotiating dyads. In between-subjects designs (Experiments 1
and 3), we compared inclusive outcomes across conditions that

varied in the location of integrative potential (i.e., variable-
sum structure at the proximal vs. distal level), as the outcome
ranges across levels were not directly comparable in these
cases. Table 1 summarizes the experiments, designs and key
variables.

We followed open science practices to ensure transparency and
reproducibility. All four experiments are reported in this arti-
cle, with two pre-registered (Experiment 1: https://aspredicted.
org/8B1_L4W; Experiment 4: https://aspredicted.org/IYP_NTP).
Materials, data, analysis code, and codebooks are publicly avail-
able on the Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/6qy8d/
?view_only=3ddceffda155422d88960764b5c64b57). We report all
conditions, exclusions, measures (Simmons et al. 2012), exact p-
values, effect sizes, descriptive statistics and correlation matrices
in the main text or Appendices. Sample sizes were determined
a priori based on the authors’ experience (Van Voorhis and
Morgan 2007), and sensitivity analyses were conducted post hoc
using G*Power (Faul et al. 2009) with α = 0.05 and power (1–
β) = 0.80. All participants provided informed consent, and all
studies were generally approved by the university’s ethics board
for non-deceptive research.

3 Experiment 1: Behavioural Intentions in
Negotiations Affecting External Parties

Experiment 1 investigated whether negotiators would focus more
on exploring the integrative potential with their negotiation
counterpart (proximal level) than with external parties (distal
level) in a non-interactive online experiment. Participants were
provided full information about their, their counterpart’s and
their external party’s payoffs, which allowed us to investigate
their exploration of the integrative potential in a non-interactive
scenario (e.g., Pinkley et al. 1995). In line with Hypothesis 1, we
predicted that even if participants were fully informed about the
integrative potential, they would still consider less the outcomes
of the external parties at the distal level than those of the
counterpart at the proximal level.

3.1 Method

3.1.1 Participants and Design

We recruited 92 students from a German university, offering
course credit and a chance to win one of six bonuses totalling
€50. To ensure data quality, we included seriousness-check items
(e.g., ‘I would discardmy data’; Aust et al. 2013) and excluded one
participant who failed a check and another who did not complete
the experiment. Additionally, 14 participants who spent less than
70,000 ms on instructions (over two standard deviations faster
than the average) were excluded, following prior research (Galak
et al. 2012). The results of Experiment 1 remained consistent even
when these participants were included.

The remaining sample consisted of 76 participants (Mage = 25.70,
SD = 9.98; 41 females, 30 males, 5 other). The experiment
included two between-subjects conditions with a variable-sum
conflict structure either at the proximal level with the negotiating
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TABLE 1 Overview of experimental designs and purposes.

Experiment Design Factors Main DVs Main Purpose

1 1 × 2
between-subjects

Conflict structure
(variable-sum at the
proximal vs. distal

level)

Outcomes at inclusive
level

Test the proximity
effect (H1)

2 1 × 2
within-subjects

Conflict structure
(variable-sum at the
proximal vs. distal

level)

Outcomes at proximal
vs. distal level

Replicate the proximity
effect in interactive

setting (H1)

3 2 × 2
between-subjects

Conflict structure
(variable-sum at the
proximal vs. distal

level)

Outcomes at inclusive
level and distal level

Test moderation of
proximity effect by
interdependence (H1,

H2a and H2b)
External parties’

dependence (positive
vs. negative)

4 2 × 2
mixed

Conflict structure
(variable-sum at the
proximal vs. distal

level)

Outcomes at inclusive
level and distal level

Test intervention to
reduce proximity effect

(H1 and H3)

Interdependence
mindset (yes vs. no)

counterpart or at the distal level with the external party (i.e.,
integrative potential available at the proximal level or distal level).
A sensitivity analysis (using G*Power 3.1.9.7; Faul et al. 2009)
revealed that our sample (N = 76) had 80% power to detect a
medium effect size of d = 0.58.

3.1.2 Negotiation Task and Procedure

Participants completed the negotiation task and post-task
measures online using Gorilla (Anwyl-Irvine et al. 2020). They
were instructed to imagine being managers of a trading post
(i.e., a settlement where goods are exchanged), negotiating
the delivery of eight resources with another post. They were
informed that any agreement would negatively impact a nearby
trading post–an external party whose outcomes would decrease
as their own increased.

Participants first received information about their own payoffs
and made an initial offer to familiarize themselves with the task
(Van Poucke and Buelens 2002). They then received the payoff
structures for their counterpart and the external party, followed
by an interim offer based on this complete information. Finally,
they made a final offer, which would be just acceptable to them
before walking away from the negotiation (Güth and Tietz 1990).
No actual back-and-forth negotiation occurred. Afterwards, par-
ticipants completed post-negotiation measures and demographic
questions and were then debriefed.

3.1.3 Manipulation of the Conflict Structure

The manipulation of the conflict structure was embedded in the
payoff tables for the three parties (see Appendix Tables A1 and
A 2). In the conditionwith a variable-sum conflict structure at the

proximal level, negotiators could infer from the payoff table how
to reach a mutually beneficial agreement with their counterparts
by making trade-offs aligned with issue-level priorities. Given
the zero-sum structure between the negotiator and the external
party, there was no opportunity to integrate preferences at the
distal level. Thus, the most optimal inclusive outcome could be
achieved by disregarding the external party’s outcomes. In the
conditionwith a variable-sum conflict structure at the distal level,
this structure was reversed. The negotiating parties’ positions
were diametrically opposed (zero-sum), leaving no room for inte-
grative agreements at the proximal level. However, value could be
created with the external party by identifying priority differences
and engaging in systematic logrolling. In this case, optimal
inclusive outcomes would be achieved by leveraging integrative
potential with the external party, while disregarding the interests
of the negotiation counterpart. In sum, if participants treat
the outcomes of negotiation counterparts and external parties
equally, there should be no difference in outcomes across the two
conditions. However, if–as predicted in Hypothesis 1–negotiators
prioritize proximal over distal outcomes, higher outcomes should
emerge when integrative potential lies with the negotiation
counterpart (proximal variable-sum condition) compared
to when it lies with the external party (distal variable-sum
condition).

3.1.4 Measures

3.1.4.1 Inclusive Outcomes Based on the Interim and
the Final Offers. We calculated participants’ outcomes at the
inclusive level by adding the respective profit points of the
participant, the negotiation counterpart and the external party
based on their interim and final offers, which ranged from 2560
to 3920 profit points.2 Given the dependency of the two offers on
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TABLE 2 Experiment 2: negotiation issues, options and profit points for the negotiation parties and the external parties.

 

Option Wood Amber Stone Iron Wine Flour Fish Salt Option Wood Amber Stone Iron Wine Flour Fish Salt
A 480 320 280 280 320 480 280 280 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
B 360 240 210 210 240 360 210 210 B 80 120 70 70 120 80 70 70
C 240 160 140 140 160 240 140 140 C 160 240 140 140 240 160 140 140
D 120 80 70 70 80 120 70 70 D 240 360 210 210 360 240 210 210
E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 E 320 480 280 280 480 320 280 280

Option Wood Amber Stone Iron Wine Flour Fish Salt Option Wood Amber Stone Iron Wine Flour Fish Salt
A 0 0 320 480 280 280 0 0 A 280 280 0 0 0 0 320 480
B 70 70 240 360 210 210 120 80 B 210 210 120 80 70 70 240 360
C 140 140 160 240 140 140 240 160 C 140 140 240 160 140 140 160 240
D 210 210 80 120 70 70 360 240 D 70 70 360 240 210 210 80 120
E 280 280 0 0 0 0 480 320 E 0 0 480 320 280 280 0 0

Negative & Positive (Inter)Dependence

Negotiating Parties at the Proximal Level

Negotiator Party A Negotiator Party B

External Party I External Party J
External Parties at the Distal Level

Among the eight resources, wood, amber, wine, and flour feature a variable-sum confl
structure at the proximal level. By contrast, stone, iron, fish, and salt feature a variable-s

conflict structure at the distal level.

External Party C External Party D External Party E External Party F External Party G External Party H

Negative & Positive (Inter)Dependence

Note: The values in bold indicate the integrative solution for all related parties.

each other, they were included as a within-subjects factor in the
analysis.

3.2 Results

The data supported the proximity effect hypothesis (H1): a 2
(Conflict structure: variable-sum at proximal level vs. distal level)
× 2 (Offer: interim vs. final offer; repeated measures) mixed
ANOVA revealed a main effect of conflict structure, F(1, 74) =
3.99, p= 0.049, η2p = 0.05. Participants achieved higher outcomes
when the variable-sumconflict structurewas at the proximal level
(M = 3441.22, SE = 38.44) than at the distal level (M = 3324.70, SE
= 43.88). Additionally, there was a main effect of the offer, F(1, 74)
= 24.10, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.25, which indicates that the quality of
participants’ offers significantly increased from the interim offer
(M = 3343.36, SD = 277.58) to the final offers (M = 3437.89, SD =
262.22; see Figure 1). The interaction effect was not significant,
F(1, 74) < 0.01, p = 0.978, pointing to a similar pattern for the
interim and the final offers.

3.3 Discussion

Experiment 1 provided initial evidence for the hypothesized
proximity effect: Negotiators achieved higher outcomes when
the variable-sum conflict structure was located at the proximal
level (with their negotiation counterpart) rather than at the distal
level (with the external party), supporting Hypothesis 1. While
this non-interactive design offered valuable initial insights, it did
not capture how negotiators perceive and decide when jointly
interactingwith their counterparts. Experiment 2 therefore aimed
to replicate the proximity effect in a face-to-face negotiation
setting and examine its interpersonal dynamics, again testing
Hypothesis 1.

4 Experiment 2: Actual Behaviours in
Negotiations Affecting External Parties

Experiment 2 pursued three major goals. First, it examined nego-
tiators’ perceived relationships with both their counterparts and
external parties, extending our understanding of the proximity
effect beyond economics (Curhan et al. 2006). Second, partic-
ipants had full information about external parties’ payoffs but
had to uncover their counterparts’ priorities through interaction,
creating information asymmetry favouring external parties–a
stricter test of the proximity effect (Bazerman et al. 1985). Finally,
we structured the negotiation to eliminate confounding factors,
ensuring one level had a variable-sum conflict and the other a
fixed, zero-sum structure, allowing negotiators to integrate exter-
nal parties’ positions without compromising their own outcomes
(see Table 2).

4.1 Method

4.1.1 Participants and Design

Sixty-two students from a German university participated in the
experiment, receiving compensation of €8.00 or course credit
(Mage = 22.53, SD = 3.33; 35 females, 24 males, 3 other). All partic-
ipants had a chance to win one of six performance-based bonuses
totalling €50. Unlike Experiment 1, this study employed a within-
subjects design, manipulating conflict structure at the proximal
versus distal level. Specifically, the negotiation task included
four issues with a variable-sum structure at the proximal level
(between negotiating parties) and four issues with a variable-
sum structure at the distal level (between external parties; see
Table 2). A sensitivity analysis indicated that our sample (N = 31
negotiating dyads) had 80% power to detect a medium effect size
of d = 0.46.
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FIGURE 1 Experiment 1: The quality of negotiation offers between the two conditions. Note: Error bars indicate ± 1 SEM.

4.1.2 Negotiation Task

In Experiment 2, we used the same negotiation scenario as in
Experiment 1 but increased realism by including four external
parties, reflecting real-world negotiations that impact multiple
stakeholders. Each external party was affected by only two of the
eight issues to balance the information load between proximal
and distal levels. To further enhance realism, participants were
told they might be invited to a follow-up study in six months,
where they would negotiate directly with the external parties.
External parties would be informed of the initial agreement
before the follow-up negotiation.

4.1.3 Procedure

Upon arriving, participants engaged in a 25-minute negotia-
tion task with another participant, seated across from each
other. They received instructions and a payoff table detailing
the eight negotiation issues and profit points for themselves
and external parties. Following standard negotiation research
methods (Bazerman et al. 1985), they explored their counterparts’
priorities through interactive bargaining. After the negotiation,
participants completed a questionnaire, were paid, thanked and
debriefed.3

4.1.4 Measures

4.1.4.1 Outcomes at Proximal Versus Distal Levels. To
test the proximity effect hypothesis (H1), we compared the
outcomes achieved at the proximal level (i.e., joint outcomes
of both negotiating parties) with those at the distal level (i.e.,
outcomes of all external parties beyond the table) based on dyads’
final agreements (ranging from 2400 to 3040 profit points). It
is important to note that inclusive outcomes (i.e., the sum of
proximal and distal outcomes) are not relevant measures in the
current experiment, given the within-subjects design and the
symmetric payoffs between the proximal and distal levels.

4.1.4.2 Perceived RelationshipWith Negotiation Coun-
terparts Versus External Parties. Participants were asked to

rate their agreement with two items regarding the perceived
relationship with the negotiation counterpart (α = 0.79) and the
external parties (α = 0.95), respectively. The items were adapted
from the subjective value inventory of Curhan and colleagues
(2006; i.e., ‘The negotiation builds a good foundation for the rela-
tionship with my negotiation counterpart/my external parties’;
‘The negotiation builds trust between me and my negotiation
counterpart/my external parties’.) using a scale ranging from 1
(‘not at all’) to 7 (‘verymuch’). The answers of the twoparticipants
within a negotiation dyadwere averaged to obtain an overall score
for each dyad.

4.2 Results

4.2.1 Outcomes at Proximal Versus Distal Levels

A paired-sample t-test validated the proximity effect hypothesis
(H1), t(30) = 5.24, p < 0.001, d = 0.94. Negotiating dyads achieved
higher outcomes for themselves at the proximal level (M =
2836.13, SD= 93.73) than for the external parties at the distal level
(M = 2,740.65, SD = 86.95).

4.2.2 Perceived RelationshipWith Negotiation
Counterparts Versus External Parties

A paired-sample t-test revealed that participants perceived a
closer relationship with their negotiation counterparts (M = 5.41,
SD = 0.79) than with external parties (M = 4.69, SD = 1.09), t(29)
= 2.75, p = 0.010, d = 0.50.4

4.3 Discussion

In Experiment 2, we found further support for the prediction that
negotiators are more likely to discover the integrative potential
with their counterparts than with the external parties (i.e.,
proximity effect). These results extend our previous findings
by demonstrating that overlooking external parties’ outcomes is
evident not only in intentions (as seen in the non-interactive
Experiment 1) but also in actual behaviour during interactive

European Journal of Social Psychology, 2025 1159



negotiations. This demonstrated effect is particularly noteworthy,
as the integrative potential at the distal level for the external
parties could have been realizedwithout any costs for negotiators’
joint outcomes at the proximal level. Moreover, in this exper-
iment, negotiators faced an information asymmetry–they had
complete information about the external parties’ positions and
priorities but incomplete information about their counterparts.
Even under these circumstances, where information about the
external parties was more explicit and salient, and understanding
their positions and priorities was easier, the proximity effect still
occurred.

5 Experiment 3: Positive Versus Negative
Dependence of External Parties

Experiment 3 pursued three main goals. First, we tested whether
negotiators disproportionately prioritize positively dependent
external parties over negatively dependent ones, evenwhen doing
so does not affect their own outcomes. We hypothesized that
positive dependence would lead to higher distal outcomes and a
reduced proximity effect (H2a and H2b). Second, we examined
the behavioural mechanisms underlying the proximity effect by
tracking participants’ logrolling behaviour (Trötschel et al. 2011).
Third, we explored whether negotiators possess the cognitive
capacity to account for external parties’ outcomes but lack the
motivation to do so unless positive dependence increases their
willingness to pursue integrative solutions

5.1 Method

5.1.1 Participants and Design

Two hundred and ten students from a German university partici-
pated in the experiment in exchange for a compensation of €8.00
or course credit (Mage = 22.23, SD = 3.54; 138 females, 72 males).
All participants had a chance to win one of 12 bonuses with a total
value of €100. The experiment employed a 2 (Conflict structure:
variable-sum at the proximal vs. distal level)× 2 (External parties’
dependence: positive vs. negative) between-subjects design. A
sensitivity analysis revealed that our sample (N = 105 dyads) had
80% power to detect a medium effect size of f = 0.28 for the
interaction effect.

5.1.2 Negotiation Task and Procedure

The negotiation task and procedure were identical to Experiment
2, except for changes in the payoff tables resulting from manip-
ulations of (1) the conflict structure between subjects instead
of within subjects, and (2) the dependence of external parties
(positive vs. negative).

5.1.3 Manipulation of the Conflict Structure

To test our hypotheses, we operationalized the conflict structure
(i.e., variable-sum at the proximal vs. distal level) as a between-
subjects factor (see Appendix Tables A3–A6). When the conflict
structure at the proximal level was variable-sum, all negotiation

issues allowed for integrative logrolling between the two negotiat-
ing parties, while the payoffs at the distal level were fixed-sum for
the external parties. Conversely, when the variable-sum structure
was assigned to the distal level, all issues allowed logrolling with
the external parties, while the payoffs between the negotiating
parties were fixed-sum. If positive dependence reduces the
proximity effect, then the difference in dyads’ outcomes between
conditions with variable-sum conflict structures at the proximal
versus distal level should be smaller when external parties are
positively (vs. negatively) dependent on the negotiators.

5.1.4 Manipulation of External Parties’ Dependence

Participants were informed that their negotiated agreements
would either positively or negatively affect the outcomes of
the external parties. The payoff tables objectively reflected the
nature of this dependence: as participants’ outcomes on each
issue increased, the corresponding outcomes of their external
parties either increased (positive-dependence condition; conver-
gent positions) or decreased (negative-dependence condition;
divergent positions; see Appendix Tables A3–A6). Importantly,
this manipulation of dependence did not alter the underlying
conflict structure; negotiators could experience either zero-sum
or variable-sum interdependence with external parties in both
dependence conditions. To ensure methodological validity, we
maintained a symmetric and comparable payoff structure across
conditions. Critically, negotiators could realize the integrative
potential at the distal level without compromising their joint
outcomes, regardless of the dependence structure.

5.1.5 Measures

5.1.5.1 Manipulation check. To assess the effectiveness
of the manipulation of dependence structure, participants were
asked to rate their agreements with two items (i.e., ‘The better
my negotiation outcomes, the better/worse the outcomes for the
external parties’) on a scale ranging from 1 (‘not at all’) to 7 (‘very
much’).

5.1.5.2 Dependent variables. Because we methodologi-
cally varied the conflict structure between rather than within
conditions, the range of profit points that participants can
achieve at the proximal versus distal level was not comparable
(cf. Experiment 1). Therefore, the inclusive outcomes based
on negotiating dyads’ final agreements were used as the main
dependent variable (ranging from 3440 to 4800 profit points).
We measured participants’ perceived relationships with their
negotiation counterparts (α= 0.74) and external parties (α= 0.93)
following the same procedure as in Experiment 2.

As an exploratory measure, we assessed participants’ logrolling
behaviour–the systematic exchange of concessions across issues.
To capture their logrolling behaviours throughout the negotia-
tion, participants were asked to make a negotiation proposal to
their counterparts every five minutes (a total of four proposals,
including an opening proposal). We calculated a logrolling score
based on the three interim proposals (i.e., the second to the
fourth proposals).5 Following the measure by Trötschel et al.
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FIGURE 2 Experiment 3: Inclusive outcomes as a function of the conflict structure and external parties’ dependence. Note: Error bars indicate ±1
SEM.

(2011; for details, see the Appendix, p. 58), the logrolling score
for each proposal ranged from −16 (all issues were exchanged
in a completely priority-inconsistent way) to +16 (all issues
were exchanged in a completely priority-consistent way). The
logrolling scores of the two negotiators within a dyad were
averaged to obtain an overall score for each dyad.

5.2 Results

5.2.1 Manipulation Check

Independent-sample t-tests on the twomanipulation check items
suggested that the manipulation of the dependence structure
was successful: participants in the positive-dependence condition
gave more affirmative answers to the positive-dependence item
(M = 5.33, SD = 1.88) than those in the negative-dependence
condition (M = 2.39, SD = 1.90), t(208) = 11.25, p < 0.001, d = 1.55.
Conversely, participants in the negative-dependence condition
gave more affirmative answers to the negative-dependence item
(M = 5.33, SD = 2.02) than those in the positive-dependence con-
dition (M = 2.25, SD = 1.77), t(207.72)6 = 11.75, p < 0.001, d = 1.61.

5.2.2 Inclusive Outcome

We predicted that when external parties are positively dependent
on negotiators’ outcomes, outcomes for external parties at the
distal level would be higher (H2a), and the proximity effect
should be less pronounced compared to when external parties
are negatively dependent on negotiators’ outcomes (H2b; a
moderation effect). The data supported our predictions: A 2
(Conflict structure) × 2 (External parties’ dependence) ANOVA
revealed the predicted interaction effect, F(1, 101) = 6.44, p
= 0.013, η2p = 0.06 (see Figure 2). Analyses revealed that when
external parties were negatively dependent on them, negotiating
dyads achieved significantly better inclusive outcomes when
there was a variable-sum conflict structure at the proximal
level (M = 4471.07, SD = 237.21) than at the distal level (M
= 4173.33, SD = 245.17), F(1, 101) = 21.72, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.18,

replicating the proximity effect. In contrast, when external parties
were positively dependent on negotiators, the proximity effect
vanished: dyads achieved comparable outcomes in situations
with a variable-sum structure at the proximal level (M = 4524.00,
SD = 214.36) versus at the distal level (M = 4461.20, SD = 248.53),
F(1, 101) = 0.88, p = 0.351, supporting H2b. From a different per-
spective, the structure of dependence did not affect the realization
of the integrative potential at the proximal level, F(1, 101) = 0.66,
p= 0.419. However, when the conflict structure was variable-sum
at the distal level, positive dependence of the external parties
led to more integrative outcomes than negative dependence, F(1,
101) = 19.17, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.16, supporting H2a.

Moreover, there was a main effect for the conflict structure, F(1,
101) = 15.17, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.13. Replicating the proximity effect
(H1), we again demonstrate that negotiators were generally more
successful in exploring the integrative potential at the proximal
level with the negotiating counterpart than at the distal level
with the external parties. This is reflected by the higher inclusive
outcomes in conditions with a variable-sum structure at the
proximal level (M = 4496.04, SD = 226.13) than at the distal level
(M = 4311.73, SD = 284.26). There was also a main effect for the
external parties’ dependence, F(1, 101) = 13.55, p < 0.001, η2p
= 0.12. Overall, positive (inter)dependence led to higher inclusive
outcomes (M = 4492.60, SD = 231.88) than negative dependence
(M = 4324.91, SD = 282.21).

5.2.3 Perceived Relationship with Negotiation
Counterparts Versus External Parties

A 2 (Conflict structure) × 2 (External parties’ dependence) × 2
(Relationship target: negotiation counterpart vs. external parties;
repeated measures) mixed ANOVA revealed significant main
effects for the relationship target, F(1, 101) = 63.71, p < 0.001,
η2p = 0.39; the conflict structure, F(1, 101) = 14.73, p < 0.001,
η2p = 0.13; and the structure of external parties’ dependence, F(1,
101) = 7.10, p = 0.009, η2p = 0.07. Overall, participants reported
feeling a closer relationship with their negotiation counterparts
(M = 5.58, SD = 0.89) than with the external parties (M = 4.65, SD
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= 1.18). Additionally, participants perceived a closer relationship
with both their counterparts and external parties the conflict
structure allowed for integrative potential at the distal level (i.e.,
variable-sum structure with the external parties; M = 5.41, SE
= 0.11) compared to when the integrative potential was present
at the proximal level (i.e., with the counterpart; M = 4.84, SE =
0.11). Similarly, participants reported closer relationships when
external parties were positively dependent on the negotiators (M
= 5.32, SE = 0.11) than when they were negatively dependent (M
= 4.92, SE = 0.10).

Moreover, we found an interaction between the structure of
external parties’ dependence and the relationship target, F(1, 101)
= 22.64, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.18 (other effects Fs < 0.45, ps > 0.504).
Post-hoc pairwise comparisons showed thatwhile the structure of
external parties’ dependence did not affect negotiators’ perceived
relationship with their counterpart (for positive vs. negative
dependence: M = 5.51, SD = 1.01 vs. M = 5.64, SD = 0.78), F(1,
101)= 0.69, p= 0.410, external parties’ positive dependence made
negotiators consider their relationship with the external parties
closer (M = 5.14, SD = 1.00) than when there was negative depen-
dence (M= 4.20, SD= 1.16), F(1, 101)= 21.09, p< 0.001, η2p = 0.17.

5.2.4 Logrolling During the Negotiation

A 2 (Conflict structure) × 2 (External parties’ dependence)
× 3 (Offer round: second vs. third vs. fourth offer; repeated
measures) mixed ANOVA revealed significant main effects of
conflict structure, F(1, 101) = 13.59, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.12; external
parties’ dependence, F(1, 101) = 17.04, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.14; and
offer round, F(1.52, 153.92)7 = 34.41, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.25. Overall,
negotiating dyads engaged in more logrolling behaviour when
the variable-sum structure was at the proximal level–between
negotiating parties–(M = 7.06, SE = 0.64) than at the distal level–
with external parties–(M = 3.73, SE = 0.64). Dyads also logrolled
more when external parties were positively dependent (M = 7.26,
SE= 0.65) rather than negatively dependent (M= 3.53, SE= 0.62)
on them. Additionally, logrolling increased over the course of the
negotiation (for the second, third and fourth offers, respectively:
M = 4.07, SD = 4.91;M = 5.55, SD = 5.94;M = 6.39, SD = 6.10).

Importantly, there was an interaction between the conflict struc-
ture and external parties’ dependence, F(1, 101)= 10.47, p= 0.002,
η2p = 0.09 (see Figure 3). Post-hoc pairwise comparisons revealed
that when the external parties were positively dependent on
the negotiators, the conflict structure did not affect negotiators’
logrolling behaviour (for conditionswith a variable-sum structure
at the proximal vs. distal level: M = 7.46, SE = 0.92 vs. M = 7.05,
SE= 0.92), F(1, 101)= 0.10, p= 0.756. However, when the external
parties were negatively dependent on them, participants engaged
in more logrolling when there was a variable-sum structure at
the proximal level (M = 6.66, SE = 0.87) than at the distal level
(M = 0.41, SE = 0.89), F(1, 101) = 25.15, p < 0.001, η2 p = 0.20.
These findingsmirror the above-reported interaction on inclusive
outcomes.

Finally, there was a significant interaction effect between the
conflict structure and offer round, F(1.52, 153.92)= 3.52, p= 0.044,
η2p = 0.03 (other effects: Fs < 2.54, ps > 0.096). Post-hoc pairwise
comparisons revealed that although parties’ logrolling behaviours
in the condition with a variable-sum structure at the proximal

level (vs. distal level) were already significantly more frequent
in the second offer, F(1, 101) = 8.38, p = 0.005, η2p = 0.08,
this difference became more pronounced as the negotiation
progressed (F[1, 101] = 14.90, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.13, and F[1, 101]
= 12.83, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.11, for the third and fourth offers,
respectively).

5.3 Discussion

In Experiment 3, we demonstrated that interdependence struc-
ture significantly shapes negotiation outcomes. Negotiators
achieved higher outcomes for external parties (distal outcomes),
and the proximity effect disappeared when external parties were
positively dependent (supporting H2a and H2b), highlighting the
role of motivation. These findings suggest that negotiators are
both willing and able to account for external outcomes when
interdependence is positive (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005).
In contrast to traditional economic models, negotiators allowed
external dependence to influence their decisions, thus deviating
from rational choice assumptions (Simon 1955; Thompson et al.
2010). Moreover, negotiators reported feeling a stronger relation-
ship with external parties when a variable-sum conflict structure
existed at the distal level, indicating that opportunities for integra-
tive trade-offs enhance perceived relational closeness (Balliet and
Van Lange 2013). Together, these findings support the idea that
neglecting external parties is driven more by motivational than
cognitive limitations. Building on these insights, Experiment 4
investigates whether a targeted intervention can help negotiators
improve outcomes at both proximal and distal levels.

6 Experiment 4: Interdependence Mindset and
the Proximity Effect

We propose that adopting an interdependence mindset can
motivate negotiators to consider external parties’ outcomes,
leading to better distal-level outcomes and more inclusive solu-
tions (Gollwitzer 1990; Gollwitzer and Keller 2016). A mindset
is a ‘psychological orientation that affects how information
is processed and drives evaluations, actions, and responses’
(Rucker and Galinsky 2016). Mindsets influence cognitive and
motivational processes, shaping behaviour in social contexts.
Research shows that mindsets can impact decision-making,
altering perceptions of incentives and motivations (Bénabou
and Tirole 2002; Dweck 2017). Even without direct financial
rewards, an interdependencemindset helps negotiators prioritize
inclusive outcomes over narrow self-interest, aligning strategies
with long-term gains (Thompson 1991). This approach fosters
problem-solving behaviours that integrate all parties’ positions,
enhancing negotiation outcomes (Galinsky et al. 2008; Ma et al.
2019). By fostering an interdependence mindset, negotiators
can create environments where the value of interdependence
with external parties enhances problem-solving behaviours that
integrate all parties’ positions. Therefore, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3. Adopting an interdependence mindset will result
in higher outcomes for external parties at the distal level and higher
outcomes at the overall inclusive level compared to the control
condition.
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FIGURE 3 Experiment 3: Participants’ logrolling behaviour throughout the negotiation. Note: Error bars indicate ±1 SEM.

6.1 Method

6.1.1 Participants and Design

One hundred and sixteen students from a German university
participated in the experiment for a compensation of €8.00 or
course credit. Three dyads were excluded due to procedural
mistakes during the experiment (e.g., they were provided with
the wrong payoff tables). The remaining sample included 110
participants (Mage = 22.10,SD= 3.21; 87 females, 21males, 2 other).
As in the previous experiments, all participants had a chance to
win one of six bonuses with a total value of €50. The experiment
employed a 2 (Interdependence mindset: yes vs. no; between-
subjects) × 2 (Conflict structure: variable-sum at the proximal vs.
distal level; within-subjects) mixed design. A sensitivity analysis
revealed that our sample (N = 55 dyads) had 80% power to detect
a medium effect size of f = 0.23 for the interaction effect, given
the observed correlation among repeated measures (r = 0.28).

6.1.2 Negotiation Task and Procedure

The negotiation task and procedure followed that of Experiments
2 and 3, except that all external parties were negatively dependent
on the negotiators’ outcomes (see Appendix Table A7).

6.1.3 Manipulation of the Conflict Structure

To test our hypothesis, we again methodologically varied the
conflict structure at the proximal and distal levelswithin subjects,
following the same procedure as in Experiment 2.

6.1.4 Manipulation of the Interdependence Mindset

After reading the negotiation instructions, participants in the
interdependence mindset condition were asked to reflect on and
answer four questions describing the potential future interactions
with external parties (e.g., ‘Please consider and describe to what
extent your decisions in the current negotiation may influence
the behavior of the external parties in your future interactions’;
‘In what way can the decisions of the external parties influence
the development of your trading post?’). In the control condition,
participants were asked to answer four questions describing the
negotiation background (e.g., ‘Please think about the other goods
you would like to receive in addition to the eight goods from
the current negotiation’; ‘Please think about the industrial goods
that could be produced using the eight goods from the current
negotiation’.).

6.1.5 Measures

6.1.5.1 Manipulation Check. To assess the success of the
interdependence mindset manipulation, participants were asked
to rate their agreements with two items (i.e., ‘Before the nego-
tiation, I was asked to think about the future interactions with
my external parties’; ‘Before the negotiation, I was asked to think
about the economic situations in the given negotiation context’)
on a scale ranging from 1 (‘not at all’) to 7 (‘very much’).

6.1.5.2 Dependent Variables. We utilized the same mea-
sures as in the previous experiments for the outcomes at the
proximal and distal levels and participants’ logrolling behaviour.
Additionally, to examine whether our manipulation increased
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FIGURE 4 Experiment 4: The achieved outcomes at the proximal versus distal level. Note: Error bars indicate ±1 SEM.

negotiators’ perceived interdependence with their external par-
ties, we employed 12 items adapted from the perceived interde-
pendence scales of Balliet et al. (2017) and Gerpott et al. (2018;
e.g., ‘In this negotiation, I felt that I was dependent on the
nearby cities’; ‘I felt that the nearby cities were dependent on
me’; ‘I felt that my decision in the current negotiation would have
consequences on my future outcomes’. α = 0.86; for all items,
see the Appendix, p. 84). The items were presented using a scale
ranging from 1 (‘not at all’) to 7 (‘very much’).

6.2 Results

6.2.1 Manipulation Check

Independent-sample t-tests indicated that the manipulation was
successful: participants in the interdependence mindset con-
dition gave more affirmative answers to the interdependence
mindset item (M= 6.20, SD= 1.56) than participants in the control
condition (M = 4.63, SD = 1.90), t(105.28) = 4.77, p < 0.001, d =
0.91. Conversely, participants in the control condition gave more
affirmative answers to the control item (M= 5.84, SD= 1.70) than
participants in the positive-dependence condition (M = 3.43, SD
= 2.14), t(101.11) = 6.53, p < 0.001, d = 1.25.

6.2.2 Outcomes at Proximal Versus Distal Levels

To test whether adopting an interdependence mindset increases
external parties’ outcomes at the distal level and reduces the
proximity effect, we conducted a 2 (Interdependence mindset)
× 2 (Conflict structure; repeated measures) mixed ANOVA. The
analysis revealed the predicted interaction effect, F(1, 53) = 5.03,
p = 0.029, η2p = 0.09 (see Figure 4). Supporting H3, pairwise
comparisons revealed that while adopting an interdependence
mindset did not improve outcomes at the proximal level between
negotiation parties (interdependence mindset vs. control condi-
tion: M = 2091.11, SD = 134.55 vs. M = 2079.29, SD = 121.17),
F(1, 53) = 0.12, p = 0.733, it effectively increased distal outcomes

for external parties (M = 1920.74, SD = 138.73) compared to the
control condition (M = 1813.57, SD = 133.45), F(1, 53) = 8.53, p
= 0.005, η2p = 0.14.

Further supporting H3, there was amain effect of the interdepen-
dence mindset, F(1, 53) = 4.34, p = 0.042, η2p = 0.08, suggesting
that adopting an interdependence mindset led to higher overall
outcomes across proximal and distal levels (M = 2005.93, SE =
20.39) than the control condition (M = 1946.43, SE = 20.02).
Finally, we found amain effect for the conflict structure,F(1, 53)=
105.13, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.67. Replicating the proximity effect (H1),
we again showed that, in general, negotiating dyads realizedmore
integrative potential at the proximal level and reached higher
outcomeswith their counterparts (M= 2085.09, SD= 126.86) than
those for the external parties at the distal level (M = 1866.18, SD =
145.24).

6.2.3 Logrolling Behaviour During the Negotiation

Dyads’ logrolling behaviour during the negotiation was analysed
with a 2 (Interdependence mindset) × 3 (Offer round: second vs.
third vs. fourth offer; repeated measures) mixed ANOVA. The
analysis revealed significantmain effects for the interdependence
mindset, F(1, 53) = 9.60, p = 0.003, η2 p = 0.15, and the offers,
F(1.79, 94.91) = 7.14, p = 0.002, η2p = 0.12. The interaction effect
was not significant, F(1.79, 94.91) = 1.52, p = 0.225. In general,
participants engaged in more logrolling when they adopted an
interdependence mindset (M = 6.49, SE = 0.73) than the control
condition (M = 3.34, SE = 0.71). Additionally, they engaged in
more logrolling as the negotiation progressed (M = 4.33, SD =
4.01; M = 4.96, SD = 4.44; M = 5.36, SD = 4.22, for the second,
third and fourth offers, respectively).

6.2.4 Perceived Interdependence with External Parties

An independent-sample t-test revealed that adopting an interde-
pendence mindset significantly increased negotiators’ perceived
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FIGURE 5 FIGURE5Experiment 5:Mediation analysis of negotiators’ logrolling behaviours and perceived interdependencewith external parties.
Note: The mediation model summarizes the effect of the interdependence mindset on the distal outcomes as mediated by dyads’ logrolling behaviours
and perceived interdependence with external parties. The numbers represent standardized regression coefficients. Standard errors are in parentheses (*
p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001).

interdependence with the external parties (M = 5.08, SD = 0.68)
compared to the control condition (M = 4.67, SD = 0.71), t(50) =
2.08, p = 0.042, d = 0.58.

6.2.5 Mediation Analysis

We explored whether participants’ logrolling behaviours and
perceived interdependence with the external parties accounted
for the effect of the interdependence mindset on the increased
distal outcomes. To this end, we conducted process analyses
using a bootstrapping procedure with 5000 iterations. The inter-
dependence mindset served as the predictor, achieved distal
outcomes as the dependent variable, and participants’ logrolling
behaviours and perceived interdependence with the external
parties as the mediators (Hayes 2015, Model 4). Bootstrapping
analyses corroborated that these two factors mediated the effect
of the interdependence mindset on the distal outcomes (indirect
effect: b = 0.68, BC 95% CI [0.27, 1.11]; see Figure 5).

6.3 Discussion

In addition to replicating the proximity effect, Experiment 4
uncovers a way to overcome this effect: An interdependence
mindset increases negotiators’ distal and inclusive outcomes.
We also demonstrated that an interdependence mindset led
to more frequent logrolling behaviours and greater perceived
interdependence with the external parties. These factors, in
turn, contributed to higher distal outcomes for the external
parties.

7 Internal Meta-Analysis

We conducted an internal meta-analysis (McShane and Böck-
enholt 2022) to quantify the proximity effect. To include all
experiments in the meta-analysis and to make the outcomes at
the proximal and distal levels comparable across experiments,

we standardized the negotiation outcomes by calculating the per-
centage of the maximum outcomes realized by negotiating dyads
(i.e., relative outcomes = mean achieved outcomes/maximum
outcomes × 100; see, e.g., Beersma and De Dreu 2002; Warsitzka
et al. 2023). Results revealed that negotiators explored 10% more
integrative potential at the proximal level than at the distal
level, given the same level of achievable outcomes. Specifically,
the internal meta-analysis estimated an effect of 4.92 relative
profit points (CI 95%: 1.75, 8.08) for the comparison between
proximal and distal outcomes with an integrative potential of
50 relative profit points in all experiments (for details, see the
Appendix, p. 87). These meta-analytic results suggest the robust-
ness of the proximity effect in negotiations affecting external
parties.

8 General Discussion

The existing literature has largely overlooked that many nego-
tiations involve externalities–outcomes that affect external par-
ties beyond the bargaining table. We conducted four exper-
iments to investigate how, when and why negotiators con-
sider the outcomes of these external parties. Across stud-
ies, we consistently observed a proximity effect: negotiators
prioritized achieving integrative outcomes with their direct
counterparts, while neglecting the outcomes of external par-
ties. Notably, this effect persisted even when attending to
external outcomes imposed no economic cost (Experiment
2), challenging classical rational models of negotiation that
assume utility-maximizing actors consider all relevant outcomes
(Raiffa 1982).

We also examined boundary conditions of the proximity effect.
When external parties were positively interdependent–that is,
their outcomes aligned with those of the negotiators–participants
were as willing to integrate external outcomes as they were
those of their counterparts (Experiment 3). In contrast, under
negative interdependence, negotiators continued to disregard
external parties, therebymissing opportunities for value creation.
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This finding contradicts rational choice models, which predict
that negotiators should remain indifferent to others’ dependence
as long as their own payoffs are unaffected (Rubinstein 1982).
To address this motivational gap, Experiment 4 introduced
an interdependence mindset–a psychological intervention high-
lighting potential connections with external parties. Thismindset
increased negotiators’ willingness to incorporate external posi-
tions, enabling more inclusive and integrative outcomes beyond
the table.

8.1 Theoretical Contributions

8.1.1 Extending the Scope of Negotiation Research

Our research addresses a critical gap in negotiation studies
by examining situations in which negotiated agreements affect
external parties–contexts that have been largely overlooked in
the literature (e.g., Menkel-Meadow 2009). We demonstrate that
while negotiators often neglect the outcomes of these external
parties, they can be motivated to consider their positions at
the distal level. This work complements research on represen-
tative negotiations (e.g., Aaldering and Ten Velden, 2018) and
underscores the importance of investigating negotiations that
involve stakeholders beyond those directly at the bargaining
table. Additionally, we introduce a novel experimental paradigm
that captures outcomes both at and beyond the table, directly
responding to calls for more empirical research on negotiation
externalities (Trötschel et al. 2022).

8.1.2 Understanding the Underlying Mechanisms of
the Proximity Effect

This research deepens our understanding of the proximity effect
by examining its cognitive and motivational roots. Negotiators
face the dual challenge of integrating the positions and pri-
orities of both their counterparts and external parties. Doing
so requires not only the cognitive capacity to process informa-
tion at both the proximal and distal levels but also sufficient
motivation to consider outcomes beyond the table. While the
proximity effect could stem from cognitive limitations or a lack
of motivation, our findings point primarily to the latter. In
Experiment 3, the proximity effect disappeared under conditions
of positive interdependence, indicating that negotiators are capa-
ble of integrating external parties’ positions when sufficiently
motivated.

One might argue that the greater salience of negotiating
counterparts–due to their presence and interaction–drew nego-
tiators’ attention away from external parties. However, our
findings do not support this explanation. In Experiment 1,
where no counterpart interaction occurred, participants still
prioritized their counterparts over external parties. In Experi-
ments 2–4, even though negotiators had full information about
external parties’ positions and priorities–and had to explore
their counterparts’ priorities through interaction–the proximity
effect persisted. These results suggest that attentional differences
alone do not explain the proximity effect; rather, it reflects a
motivational asymmetry in how negotiators treat proximal and
distal outcomes.

8.2 Practical Implications

Our findings offer valuable guidance for managers and organi-
zations navigating negotiations that may affect external parties.
This research shows that integrating the positions and priorities
of both negotiation counterparts and external stakeholders is
not only feasible but also beneficial. Managers are encouraged
to identify opportunities to integrate priority differences at and
beyond the table–even when external parties are negatively inter-
dependent. Overlooking these opportunities can result in missed
integrative potential and long-term costs, such as diminished
trust or the loss of future collaboration partners. One promis-
ing strategy for improving inclusive outcomes is fostering an
interdependence mindset. This can be achieved by emphasizing
potential interdependence in organizational culture (Mannix
et al. 1995), incorporating it into negotiation goals (Trötschel and
Gollwitzer 2007) or implementing targeted negotiation training
(Ade et al. 2018). Given today’s complex web of stakeholder
relationships, external parties in one negotiation may become
collaborators or decision-makers in future contexts (Mann et al.
2022). As such, managers should encourage employees to adopt a
long-term perspective and to proactively consider interdependen-
cies with external parties during negotiations.

8.3 Limitations and Future Research

Our research opens several avenues for future inquiry. First,
we focused on externalities involving positive outcomes (i.e.,
benefits), but negotiations can also generate burdens for external
parties, such as environmental harm or debt. Prior research
shows that negotiating over burdens triggers greater self-interest,
contentious behaviour and extreme demands (Majer et al. 2022;
Okhuysen et al. 2003). Future work should examine whether the
valence of externalities–benefits versus burdens–differentially
influences negotiators’ willingness to consider external out-
comes.

Second, we modelled external dependence as either aligned or
opposed to negotiators’ positions (positive vs. negative depen-
dence). In reality, external parties often differ in number, status
and influence. Majority stakeholders tend to exert stronger
influence due to their perceived legitimacy and power (Kelman
1958; Martin and Hewstone 2008), while minority voices can
promote deeper cognitive processing (Moscovici 1980). Future
studies should examine how majority versus minority status
shapes negotiators’ attention to external parties.

Third, while we focused on economic outcomes, relational
outcomes–such as trust and social capital–are also crucial.
Agreements that attend to external interests may strengthen
long-term relationships, while neglect may harm them (Croson
and Glick 2001; Fortgang et al. 2003; Thompson et al. 2010). In
Experiment 3, negotiators reported stronger relational ties with
external parties when their positions were integrated. Future
research should explore how attention to external outcomes
impacts social capital over time.

Finally, we examined a minimal social context in which exter-
nal parties had no prior relationship or foreseeable interaction
with negotiators. In many real-world settings, however, external
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parties may share social identities, pose future competition or
become collaborators. Future work should explore how social
identity and potential future interdependence influence negotia-
tors’ behaviour toward external stakeholders.

9 Conclusion

The existing literature has largely overlooked negotiation scenar-
ios that affect external parties beyond the bargaining table. This
research is the first to systematically examine how, when and
why negotiators consider the outcomes of these external parties
in their decision-making. Across four experiments, we show that
negotiators often irrationally neglect external parties’ positions
and priorities–even when integrating them would incur no eco-
nomic cost. However, this proximity effect can be reduced when
negotiators experience positive interdependence with external
parties or adopt an interdependence mindset. These findings
underscore the critical role of motivation and perspective-taking
in overcoming biases and achieving more inclusive negotiation
outcomes.
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Endnotes
1To realize the integrative potential, negotiators can also employ other
strategies, such as adding additional issues or negotiating parties and
unbundling negotiation issues (Lax and Sebenius 1986; Thompson 2014).
In the current research, we limit our focus to the strategy of integrative
logrolling.

2Participants’ first offers were not assessed because we used them to
accustom participants to the task. Moreover, because participants did
not receive information about the payoffs of their counterparts and the
external party when making the first proposal, it was not possible to
investigate their exploitation of the integrative potential at the proximal
versus distal level. The inclusive outcomes based on participants’ first
offers did not significantly differ between the two conditions, t(71) =
1.57, p = 0.121. Besides, three participants did not enter their interim
offers. Their interim offers were thus replaced by their final offers (e.g.,
Trötschel et al. 2011). Excluding these data yielded the same pattern of
results.

3 In this experiment, we instructed participants to record their negotiation
proposals and their counterparts’ proposals every five minutes during

the negotiation. This allowed us to gain insights into participants’
behaviours, such as logrolling, throughout the bargaining process. For
better readability, we reported the detailed analyses of these data in the
Appendix (p. 58).

4One participant did not answer the items on the perceived relationship.
This dyad was therefore excluded from the relevant analysis.

5We excluded dyads’ opening proposals from analysis because they did
not involve interaction with the negotiation counterpart and thus could
not reflect the exploration of integrative potential. Additionally, 89.3% of
participants reached an agreement before making their fifth proposal.
For thosewho did, the logrolling score for the fifth proposal was replaced
with the score from their final agreement. Since our primary aim was
to analyse behaviour during the bargaining process, we also excluded
data from the fifth proposal. Importantly, the pattern of results remained
consistent when these data were included.

6Due to heterogeneity in variances, we adjusted the degrees of freedom
for the t-test. In subsequent analyses, we adjusted the degrees of freedom
whenever variances were heterogeneous.

7For the within-subjects factor offers, Mauchly’s test indicated that the
assumption of sphericity was violated,𝛘2(2)= 37.45, p< 0.001. However,
since the calculated value of the Greenhouse–Geisser correction (ℇ =
0.762) is closer to the upper limit of 1 than the lower limit of 0.50,
the corrected values of F for the Greenhouse–Geisser adjustment will
be used. In subsequent analyses, we adjusted the degrees of freedom
whenever the assumption of sphericity was violated.
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