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Abstract

Negotiating about a larger number of issues may enhance the potential for integrative bargaining and win-win agreements. However, the enhanced complexity due to a larger number of issues may make negotiators more susceptible to bias, making it less likely for them to reach win-win agreements. We propose that epistemic motivation, the motivation to hold accurate perceptions of the world, can provide a solution for this paradox. 60 Students participated in a computer-based negotiation task. We manipulated complexity by having participants negotiate about 6 or 18 issues and we manipulated epistemic motivation by making participants process accountable or not. Whereas under low complexity, we found no differences in negotiation outcomes between participants with high versus low epistemic motivation, in highly complex negotiations, participants high in epistemic motivation used more of the integrative potential available and reached better outcomes than participants low in epistemic motivation. We found a similar effect for satisfaction with the negotiation. Thus, negotiating about larger numbers of issues was only beneficial for negotiators if they were motivated to think deeply and thoroughly.
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The More (Complex), the Better?

The Influence of Negotiation Complexity and Epistemic Motivation on Integrative Bargaining 

When two or more parties negotiate an agreement, there often are multiple issues at stake. When selling our car, we negotiate about the price, but often also include delivery time, and perhaps a warrantee period.  When negotiating a salary increase, we also talk about the amount of vacation days, office equipment and other secondary benefits. And when negotiating arms reduction, diplomats may include economic trade barriers and access to scarce resources such as oil and water. Interestingly, when multiple issues are involved, negotiators may achieve so-called integrative agreements, where the total sum of their individual outcomes exceeds the value of a fifty-fifty split on each issue. Such integrative potential exists when negotiators value issues differently (e.g., delivery time is less important to the seller than to the buyer, and warrantee period is more important to the seller than to the buyer). By making large concessions on issues of low importance, and small concessions on issues of high importance, negotiators trade-off and reach higher joint benefit than by splitting the difference on each issue (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993; Raiffa, 1982).

Reaching integrative agreements is key to economic prosperity, it increases satisfaction and a sense of self-efficacy among negotiators, it creates stability and harmony, and it reduces the likelihood of renewed conflict (Pruitt, Rubin & Kim, 1994). To enhance the probability of reaching integrative agreements, scholars and practitioners alike have proposed that negotiators should attempt to increase the number of issues at stake in the negotiation (e.g., Fisher & Ury, 1980; Pruitt, 1981; Raiffa, 1982). For example, Thompson (1998) states: "The more issues, the better. More issues provide negotiators with more opportunities to construct tradeoffs among issues" (p. 9). 

Although such advice makes sense, it runs counter to the notion that the greater the complexity decision makers face, the more likely it is that they reduce their complex environment through the use of decision heuristics – cognitive shortcuts to make information complexity and uncertainty manageable (cf. Kahneman & Tversky, 1973). One prominent decision heuristic used by negotiators is the "equal-split" rule, in which negotiators assume that an equal split on all or most issues leads to an acceptable outcome to all and thus provides an elegant and smooth way out of a seemingly complex situation (De Dreu, Beersma, Steinel & Van Kleef, 2007). In other words, the theoretically sound advice to add negotiation issues to the table creates a paradox: Increasing the number of issues will make it more likely that trade-offs can be made, leading to more integrative outcomes. At the same time, increasing the number of issues will add informational complexity and this can lead to reliance on simplifying heuristics and less integrative outcomes. 

The current study was designed to solve this conundrum. We investigated how increasing complexity, by adding issues, influences negotiation decision-making. Based on the motivated information-processing model of negotiation (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003) we argue that epistemic motivation provides a solution to the paradox described above. Epistemic motivation is defined as the willingness to expend effort to develop and hold accurate and well-informed conclusions about the world, including the negotiation task. We will argue and show that higher levels of complexity can lead to integrative negotiation when negotiators have high epistemic motivation, but not when negotiators have low epistemic motivation.

In the following, we will first discuss the motivated information processing model and previous research that has supported the model. We then apply its notions to understand how negotiators manage complexity in negotiation, and derive predictions about the interaction between task complexity, in terms of number of issues, and epistemic motivation. We tested these predictions in a laboratory experiment, which we report and discuss subsequently.

Motivated Information Processing in Negotiation


Negotiating agreement is cognitively complex and emotionally taxing. To develop agreement, people need to get a good understanding of their own preferences and priorities, to communicate those to their counterpart, and to integrate information about other's preferences and priorities into their own understanding of the problem at hand. They further need to place demands and formulate concessions to foster agreements that meet their own goals, while avoiding that the counterpart breaks off the negotiation, or becomes resentful.

To manage this difficult task, negotiators may be tempted to use cognitive shortcuts that allow them to make relatively good judgments and decisions fast and without much effort. Indeed, negotiators often rely on stereotypic information about their counterpart (De Dreu, 2003; Morris, Larrick & Su, 1999), they inadequately adjust to more or less irrelevant anchor information such as their counterpart's opening offer (Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001), and they often proceed on the basis of so-called fixed-pie perceptions – they assume that their counterpart's interests are diametrically opposed to their own (Thompson & Hastie, 1990). 

Unfortunately, reliance on decision heuristics often results in sub-optimal outcomes. Relying on stereotypes may result in self-fulfilling prophecies that produce exceedingly competitive behavior (De Dreu & Van Kleef, 2004), and basing one's choices in negotiation on the fixed-pie perception leads negotiators to overlook integrative potential, resulting in suboptimal compromises or even so-called lose-lose agreements (Thompson & Hrebec, 1996). 

Interestingly, however, negotiators sometimes do not rely on such cognitive shortcuts, and instead engage in deep and deliberate processing of all available and new information. Through this they come to a solid and accurate understanding of the task, including their counterpart's needs and desires. When the task has integrative potential, such more deliberate and systematic search for, and processing of information leads negotiators to realize integrative agreements to a much greater extent than effortless reliance on simplifying decision heuristics. According to the motivated information-processing model of negotiation (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003), such deep and deliberate processing of information is particularly likely when negotiators have high epistemic motivation. 

Epistemic motivation can be trait-based, or state-based (see De Dreu, Nijstad, & Van Knippenberg, in press, for an overview of variables that influence epistemic motivation). Work on lay epistemic theory (Kruglanski, 1989) revealed, for example, that negotiators with a low need for cognitive closure have a higher epistemic motivation. Accordingly they process information in a more systematic fashion, arrive at better understanding of the task, and achieve more integrative agreements (De Dreu, Koole, & Oldersma, 1999; De Grada, Kruglanski, Mannetti, & Pierro, 1999). Other work has shown that negotiators under mild time pressure, compared to those under severe time pressure, have a higher epistemic motivation and process information more systematically (De Dreu, 2003; Van Kleef, De Dreu & Manstead, 2004b). Furthermore, research has revealed that negotiators under process accountability develop pre-emptive self-criticism and search and process information more systematically. Under process accountability, individuals expect to be observed and evaluated by others with unknown views about the process of judgment and decision-making (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999; Tetlock, 1992). Compared to no accountability controls, negotiators under process accountability revise their inaccurate fixed-pie perceptions more readily, process new task-related information more thoroughly, and achieve more integrative agreements (De Dreu, Koole, & Steinel, 2000).


Taken together, the motivated information-processing model of negotiation, and its ensuing evidence, suggests that the higher one's epistemic motivation, the less likely one is to base judgments and decisions on readily available decision heuristics, and the more likely one is to engage in deep and deliberate processing of information. While such deliberate information processing may slow down the negotiation process, it also enables negotiators to develop a better understanding of the task, to uncover possibilities to trade-off issues and to come to integrative agreements.

When task complexity increases, for example because the number of issues at the table increases, negotiators with low epistemic motivation may be exceedingly tempted to rely on cognitive shortcuts to simplify their complex task. Decision shortcuts like fixed-pie perceptions are more likely to exert their detrimental influence, and integrative potential goes unrealized. When, however, epistemic motivation is high, negotiators may be tempted to put in extra effort to understand even complex task situations. Rather than relying on sub-optimal decision heuristics, continued processing of information leads to a better understanding of the task, and integrative potential more often will be turned into high joint outcomes. Put differently, when negotiators face many rather than few issues, joint outcomes will be lower when negotiators have low epistemic motivation, yet higher when negotiators have high epistemic motivation.

Summary and Overview of the Study
Whereas theorists and practitioners often propose promote integrative negotiation by increase the number of issues at the negotiation table, doing so may inadvertently render the negotiation task overly complex, resulting in a cognitive shutdown among the negotiators and concomitant sub-optimal agreements. However, according to the motivated information-processing model (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003), epistemic motivation may play a pivotal role in driving the effects of task complexity. Among negotiators with low epistemic motivation, increased task complexity will have a detrimental effect on the quality of negotiation processes and outcomes because they avoid systematic and deliberate processing of information, and are exceedingly likely to rely on inadequate decision heuristics such as the fixed-pie assumption and the "equal-split-is-fair" rule. Negotiators with high epistemic motivation, however, will be able to counter the added complexity because of their willingness to expend effort and to systematically process information. As a result, negotiators with high epistemic motivation will engage in more integrative negotiation and achieve better outcomes than those with low epistemic motivation especially when task complexity, in terms of the number of issues on the table, is high rather than low.

Method

Design and participants

We used a 2 (complexity: low versus high) x 2 (epistemic motivation: low versus high) between-participants factorial design, with negotiation outcomes, information search, and satisfaction with outcomes as dependent variables. Sixty undergraduate students (mean age = 21.4 years; 67 % female) participated for course credit, and were randomly assigned to experimental conditions. 

Procedure and Negotiation Task

Upon arrival in the laboratory, participants were seated behind a computer. They were told that they would engage in a computer-mediated negotiation during the experiment. Subsequently the negotiation task was introduced. Participants were shown a profit schedule (see Appendix A), which they could review on their computer screen at any time during the negotiation task, and they were told that they should try to earn as many points as possible in the negotiation. The negotiation task was an adapted version of those used in earlier studies (Pruitt & Lewis, 1975; Thompson & Hastie, 1990). It concerned a computerized negotiation about renting a student apartment. The participants were assigned the role of a student who was looking for a place to live. They had to negotiate with a representative of a housing agency. The negotiation involved a number of different issues such as rent, facilities, etc. (see Appendix A). They received a profit schedule that gave information about the value of the different issues and options on each issue for themselves, but not about the value of the different issues and options for the other party. The interests of the negotiating parties conflicted in such a way that for some of the issues the preferences for the available options were diametrically opposed (distributive issues). However, the task had integrative potential as well, since some of the issues that were valuable for the participant were less valuable for the counterpart, and vice versa (integrative issues). There were also some issues where the preferences of both parties were not opposed at all (compatible issues).

We explained how participants could question their counterpart (see below), that they could make up to three offers to their counterpart and that the negotiation would end as soon as an offer was accepted, or after three rounds in which case they would have reached an impasse and they would get zero points. At the end of the negotiation task, participants received information regarding the number of points they had scored. Subsequently they filled out a questionnaire measuring their satisfaction and containing manipulation checks. Finally, participants were debriefed, thanked for their cooperation and given their course credits. 

Experimental Manipulations

Task Complexity. We manipulated complexity by varying the number of issues in the negotiation task. In the high complexity condition participants negotiated about eighteen issues. In the low complexity condition participants negotiated about six issues. The proportion of the distributive, integrative and compatible issues was kept constant across conditions (i.e. one out of six issues was distributive, four out of six issues were integrative, and one out of six issues was compatible). 

Participants could search for information about the negotiation by asking their counterpart questions. The questions they could ask could be chosen from a list. Participants could select one question at a time. As the participants was playing against a pre-programmed other, all answers were preprogrammed and reflected the true values in the counterpart's profit schedule. Participants were free to ask as many questions as they liked and could end a session of information exchange at any time in order to make an offer. Some questions were general in nature (For example, "Are you willing to make concessions?"). There were 13 of these questions in total for both complexity conditions. Other questions were related to specific issues (For example, "How many points can you obtain for FACILITIES?"). There were 3 different questions of this type for each individual issue. Because the number of issues differed for the complexity conditions, the number of questions also differed for these conditions. In the low complexity conditions participants could choose out of 31 questions in total, in the high complexity condition they could choose out of 67 questions in total.

The response of the counterpart to an offer was based on the counterpart's profit schedule (see the second numbers in brackets in Appendix A). The counterpart only accepted an offer if the number of points to be gained was equal to, or higher than the number of points that a complete compromise (i.e. an equal split) on all issues would yield (i.e. 855 points in the low complexity condition and 2650 points in the high complexity condition). This made it possible for participants to reach a compromise agreement, but also enabled the possibility of reaching integrative solutions with higher joint outcomes. If the offer was accepted the negotiation stopped and the participant received the number of points that the agreement resulted in for him or her. When the offer was rejected, the negotiation continued. The participants could make up to three offers in total. If the third offer was rejected, they had reached an impasse and the participant scored zero points on the task. 

Epistemic Motivation. We manipulated epistemic motivation by varying process accountability, as was done in past research (e.g., De Dreu et al., 2000; De Dreu, Beersma, Stroebe, & Euwema, 2006; De Dreu & Van Knippenberg, 2005). Specifically, we told participants in the high epistemic motivation condition that the researchers were interested in "... the ways people negotiate, the decisions they make, the procedures they follow and why people pursue or drop particular strategies." Participants in the high epistemic motivation condition were informed that a quiz on the negotiation task would follow. They were told that most students perceived this quiz as difficult and that they would have to pay attention in order to do well. Participants in the low epistemic motivation condition did not read these instructions and were simply told that most students perceived the quiz at the end of the study as easy. Past work has shown that this process accountability manipulation raises the motivation to process information systematically (e.g., De Dreu et al., 2000; Scholten, Van Knippenberg, Nijstad & De Dreu, 2007; also see Lerner & Tetlock, 1999). All participants were told that a prize of 25 Euro would be raffled among the participants who answered at least five out of the eight questions on the quiz correctly. 

Dependent Variables

Manipulation Checks. We used two questions to check the adequacy of the manipulation of epistemic motivation ("I paid close attention to the task in order to do well on the quiz", and "Previous research has shown that the quiz is difficult" 1 = do not agree and 5 = agree). Ratings were correlated and averaged into one index (r = .66). We checked the adequacy of the manipulation of task complexity by asking whether the negotiation involved six issues or eighteen issues (both 1 = do not agree and 5 = agree). The scores on the first item were recoded and scores on both items were then averaged to construct a manipulation check for complexity, such that a higher score reflected higher complexity ratings (r = .79). 

Negotiation Outcomes. Several related indices were computed. Besides the total number of points an agreement yielded to the participant (henceforth total negotiation outcomes), we computed a value for outcomes on the distributive issues, the compatible issues, and on the integrative issues. These indices separately indicate whether variation in total negotiation outcomes is due to different performance on one or more of these different types of negotiation issues. Note that because of the different numbers of points that could be earned in the different complexity conditions, in all cases points scored were transformed into z-scores for each complexity condition separately. 

Information search. This was measured as the number of questions asked by the participant. Due to the nature of the information search procedure, the amount of information that could be searched varied across complexity conditions, and we therefore calculated a search measure by dividing the actual number of questions asked by the total number of questions that could be asked for each complexity condition. 

Satisfaction. For exploratory reasons, we measured participants' satisfaction with the negotiation with four items (examples are: "How satisfied are you with the outcome of the negotiation?" and "How satisfied are you with the way you negotiated?" (1 = not at all and 5 = very much). Ratings were averaged into one index for satisfaction (Cronbach's alpha = .83). 

Results

Manipulation Checks

A 2 x 2 ANOVA revealed that participants in the high complexity condition indicated to have negotiated about more issues (M = 4.48, SD = .84) than participants in the low complexity condition (M = 1.43, SD = .72), F (1, 56) = 230.50, p < .001. No other effects were significant.

A 2 x 2 ANOVA on the manipulation check for epistemic motivation revealed that participants in the high epistemic motivation condition indicated to have been process accountable to a higher extent (M = 4.03, SD = .22) than participants in the low epistemic motivation condition (M = 1.93, SD = .22), F (1, 56) = 47.55, p < .001. No other effects were significant. Thus, our manipulations were successful. 

Negotiation Outcomes

Scoring impasses as zero points can cause heterogeneity of variances (Tripp & Sondak, 1992). We therefore took the approach suggested by Pruitt (1981) and replaced the impasse value of 0 points with the lowest score that was obtained by a participant in the study (for a discussion of this approach, see Pruitt, 1981). Because the points that could be earned differed between complexity conditions this was done for both complexity conditions separately. In the low-complexity condition the lowest score that could be earned was 525 points. Within the low-complexity condition four participants in the low epistemic motivation condition reached an impasse, while six participants in the high epistemic motivation condition reached an impasse. In the high-complexity condition the lowest score that could be earned was 1800 points. Within the high-complexity condition, four participants in the low epistemic motivation condition reached an impasse, while two participants in the high epistemic motivation condition reached an impasse. Logistic regression showed that the number of impasses did not differ as a function of task complexity, epistemic motivation, or their interaction (all z-values < 1.399, all p-values > .24).

Table 1 shows the results for total negotiation outcomes. A 2 x 2 ANOVA only showed a significant interaction between complexity and epistemic motivation, F (1, 56) = 6.46, p = .014. Simple effects analysis, using the overall error term (Winer, 1981), revealed that in the low complexity condition epistemic motivation did not affect total negotiation outcomes, F (1, 56) = 2.06, p = .16. However, in the high complexity condition, participants with a high epistemic motivation reached higher outcomes than participants with a low epistemic motivation, F (1, 56) = 4.66, p = .035. 

Participants negotiated about different types of issues: Distributive, integrative, and compatible ones. To examine whether the results for total negotiation outcomes were the result of trade-offs between integrative issues, the outcomes on the different types of issues were analyzed. No significant effects were found on outcomes for the distributive or compatible issues. For outcomes on the integrative issues, however, we found a significant interaction effect between complexity and epistemic motivation, F (1, 56) = 6.24, p = .015 (no other effects were significant). Means are shown in Table 1. Simple effects analysis revealed the same pattern as for total negotiation outcomes: In the low complexity condition, the difference in outcomes between participants with low epistemic motivation and participants with high epistemic motivation was not significant, F (1, 56) = 1.21, p = .28. However, in the high complexity condition, participants with high epistemic motivation achieved higher outcomes than participants with low epistemic motivation, F (1, 56) = 5.93, p = .018. 

Together, these results support the hypothesis that epistemic motivation helps negotiators to be effective in complex tasks by enabling them to construct integrative agreements.


Information search. A 2 x 2 ANOVA on information search revealed a main effect for complexity, F (1, 56) = 5.05, p = .029. Participants in the high-complexity condition searched for less information (M = .08, SD = .07) than participants in the low-complexity condition (M = .13, SD = .11). In addition, we found a main effect for epistemic motivation, F (1, 56) = 4.67, p = .035. Somewhat surprisingly, participants with a high epistemic motivation searched for less information (M = .08, SD = .07) than participants with a low epistemic motivation (M = .13, SD = .11). We will return to this in the General Discussion


Satisfaction. The results for satisfaction are displayed in Table 1. A 2 x 2 ANOVA revealed a two-way interaction between complexity and epistemic motivation, F (1, 56) = 5.47, p = .023. Other effects were not significant. Simple effects analysis revealed that in the low complexity condition the difference in satisfaction between the participants in the low epistemic motivation condition and participants in the high epistemic motivation condition was not significant, F (1, 56) = 1.05, p = .31. However, in the high complexity condition, participants with a high epistemic motivation were more satisfied than participants with a low epistemic motivation, F (1, 56) = 5.22, p = .026.

Discussion

The starting point of this study was the discrepancy between the often heard call to increase the number of issues in negotiations so that the chances of finding opportunities for trade-offs are increased, and the idea that increased complexity of a negotiation will decrease the chance of reaching an integrative agreement. We argued that negotiating about more issues can indeed increase the chance of finding win-win agreements, but only if negotiators have high epistemic motivation. Results showed that, as predicted, in complex negotiations, negotiators with high epistemic motivation outperformed negotiators with low epistemic motivation. Furthermore, our data showed that this was due to the fact that negotiators with a high epistemic motivation reached more integrative agreements in complex negotiations, demonstrating that negotiators with a high epistemic motivation were better able to capitalize on opportunities for trade-offs. 

Our results show that negotiators high in epistemic motivation did not reach higher outcomes than negotiators low in epistemic motivation on the compatible issues. Interestingly, previous research has also shown that knowledge and use of integrative potential is unrelated to accurate perception of compatible issues (Thompson 1990a; 1990b). Further research should investigate how negotiators can be made more aware of compatible issues and how they can use this to improve their outcome. 


Another finding of the current study is that epistemic motivation caused negotiators to search for less rather than more information (i.e. to ask fewer questions). This is consistent with earlier theorizing and research on motivated information processing in negotiation (De Dreu et al., 2000). This research showed that it is not through increased exchange of information that negotiators high in epistemic motivation perform better, but rather through better encoding and processing of this information (cf. Scholten et al., 2007). This could explain why negotiators with a high epistemic motivation were able to reach more integrative outcomes even while asking fewer questions. Unfortunately, information encoding and processing was not directly measured or manipulated in the current study. Future studies on this topic should therefore address this issue in more detail to better understand how exactly integrative potential is encoded and processed, and how this helps negotiators in complex negotiations.

Finally, our results showed that the pattern for satisfaction with outcomes was highly similar to the pattern found for total outcomes. Thus, epistemic motivation is not only important for reaching more optimal solutions in complex negotiations, it also contributes to more satisfaction. 

A possible limitation of the current experiment is the fact that participants interacted with a preprogrammed computer, rather than with an actual counterpart. We were interested in the effects of epistemic motivation on negotiators’ ability to deal with situations that vary in complexity. Tightly controlling the counterparts’ responses enabled us to focus exclusively on the effects of the negotiators own epistemic motivation. Furthermore, past research has shown that negotiation behavior can successfully be simulated with computer-based paradigms (e.g., De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995; Van Kleef et al., 2004a and 2004b). Finally, previous research has shown that effects of epistemic motivation that are obtained in computer-based negotiation paradigms generalize to other settings as well (De Dreu et al., 2000; Van Kleef et al., 2004a and 2004b). 

Implications and conclusion

One implication of our findings is that differences in negotiator behavior and performance that remain obscured in simple negotiations may become apparent in more complex settings. But more importantly the results allow us to add an important aside to an advice often given by negotiation specialists; that negotiators should find ways to create more issues. As the current research shows, although adding issues may increase the chance of finding integrative potential, only negotiators motivated to process information systematically are able to effectively use the integrative potential that is created. So in addition to the advice to find more issues, the current study suggests that it is equally important to advise negotiators to think deeply and thoroughly.
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations for Total Negotiation Outcomes, Outcomes on the Integrative Issues, Information Search, and Satisfaction as a Function of Complexity and Epistemic Motivation.



	
	Low Complexity
	High Complexity

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	Total Negotiation Outcomes
	
	
	
	

	High epistemic motivation
	-.25
	.73
	.38
	.97

	Low epistemic motivation
	.25
	1.18
	-.38
	.91

	Outcomes on Integrative Issues
	
	
	
	

	High epistemic motivation
	-.19

	.81
	.43
	1.02

	Low epistemic motivation
	.19
	1.15
	-.43
	.80

	Information Search
	
	
	
	

	High epistemic motivation
	.11
	.07
	.05
	.05

	Low epistemic motivation
	.15
	.14
	.11
	.07

	Satisfaction
	
	
	
	

	High epistemic motivation
	3.17
	1.43
	4.45
	1.34

	Low epistemic motivation
	3.67
	1.15
	3.33
	1.41


Note. Outcome scores were z-transformed separately for the complexity conditions. In each of the four cells, n = 15.

Appendix A 

Profit Schedule for Participant in Low Complexity Condition

Rent




Number of 


Included






Square Meters


Facilities


   €  150,-   (540 ;     0)

6     m²   (0   ; 450)

None

(0     ; 240)

   €  175,-   (450 ;   90)

8     m²   (15 ; 375)

Energy

(30   ; 180)

   €  200,-   (360 ; 180)

10   m²   (30 ; 300)

Cable TV
(60   ; 120)

   €  225,-   (270 ; 270)

12   m²   (45 ; 225)

Telephone
(90   ;   60)

   €  250,-   (180 ; 360)

14   m²   (60 ; 150)

Internet
(120 ;     0)

   €  275,-   (90   ; 450)

16   m²   (75 ;   75)

   €  300,-   (0     ; 540)

18   m²   (90 ;     0)






Household



Location 

Commencing Date

Facilities






of Contract



-  None

(0     ; 120)
A 
(450 ;   0)
Immediately

(270 ; 270)

-  Cooker

(60   ;   90)
B
(375 ; 15)
Within one week
(225 ; 225)

-  Fridge

(120 ;   60)
C
(300 ; 30)
Within two weeks
(180 ; 180)

-  Washing machine
(180 ;   30)
D
(225 ; 45)
Within three weeks
(135 ; 135) 

-  Dishwasher

(240 ;     0)
E
(150 ; 60)
Within four weeks
(90   ;   90)


F
(75   ; 75)
Within five weeks
(45   ;   45)



G
(0     ; 90)
Within six weeks
(0     ;     0)

Note. The first number in brackets represents the points that the participant could score. The second number in brackets represents the amount of points that the counterpart could score. The points for the counterpart were not shown to the participant. Only the profit schedule for the low complexity condition is given. The profit schedule for participants in the high complexity condition was structurally similar to the one the one presented. It contained three times more issues and the proportion of distributive, integrative and compatible items was held constant. Distributive issues were: Rent, Shared Bathroom, and Shared Kitchen. Integrative issues were: Location, Square Meters, Maximal Duration of Contract, Shared Toilet, Neighborhood, and Included Facilities. Respectively these could be exchanged for Annual Indexation; Deposit; Minimal Duration of Contract; Shared Living Room, Maintenance, and Natural Light. Compatible issues were: Facilities, Furniture, and Commencing Date of Contract. In the low complexity condition the sum of all points was 1700, in the high complexity condition this was 5300.
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