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2.1.1 (Fixed-Pie Assumption)
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2.2 (Ego defensiveness)
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2.2.1 (Self-serving evaluation)

WHP RSB /7 EP oL EX”
(Egocentrism) —— ANy 73 x5 [ A F
FiF5FS, A FEAY ik, 5
WS WHIE, AR B O AL W AR
B, R DRI 2 RR, AIMAEA T
Ak S A ATTIE 2 B 2 2R B S R
TR RS 7 (R R PR SR o Xk B B IR & =X 1]
12, S3BAMGHEEL PR IR AT, RAFH R 2
(K)3 ¥ S5, 1 AR ph S ] g,
2.2.2

WA Z R B ORI ] Be S St s BB
FIWr w2 . AT INARE S T RIS, B
RIEFR XTI A WA ST AR ik
FIBLIE BN, RFIE A T3 B CAES 3 # s
R ILEAT I o SO S, X RN T
PO T e, M HSTHOREE NS,
B2 PEAT A M, AT Bk %
FIM IG5 03 B A5 (KR 5 2 A
B SRS A R 5 AfE BB SR AE
TS A Rt NS5 7, S IRl A 2
1, AWM. B R R B
2.3
2.3.1 (social motivation)

o FL, B ALE A C 50 T BEAT 45 300
BCH s, —REERML . g MAEXL F
YESIHLES, MR IR phos, H MBI
K FH B3 1 — Ay vE——R 2 5 At S EhpLPT 4k
SHHL, FTREFAR TN N ZE 5, (R AT DL 3 ik
it Clr: F54 RIS Bk 0R (s xR
SR A AT SR D10 500 55D TR -

ERMIRAIF G & B . SIS &
BRI R

FICHIRAE , RS RHAE W UBEA A
NHEF A ST 52 K TERAMEAT . BUSEE .
SR NG, A BERPERIE 4. Bl RN



-514- BRI

2007 4

SR I BCARIA B H P, St Sk, R
KIBEAT > 7 O A AR S dse KA, B S R A F
BREA ST R SRR 5 4 S A AR, T
JEAF AT IETH AL S 500 BEAT - BRI A5 B AL
oo VT 5500 BRI IEIN SL Y, ARATSE R B
A5 PG A TE RO AE T fE, 2 B AU
PP,

LR RS AR VA WP SR
IAGTICH L S Z LB R . SRS g A
Sy IRl AEGES B 2 (1 5 A AR KA S AR, Rl ik
I 2% 5y In| RELES B 22 11 b5 58 4 AR DR IR A R0,
FRESUAGT 1) AN B3 A2 R0 T O PEAR IS, R L R 2
Ty V) SE TR ARSI TR0 L, SR Ak 23 R TR 3 5 o )
B VA A S 1)
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2.3.3

( Motivated information processing model of
conflict and negotiation)
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2.4.2 (Regulatory Focus)
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Negotiation Behavior: Empirical Evidence and Theoretical Issues
in Cold and Hot Perspectives
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Abstract: Negotiation -- a discussion between two or more parties about differences of interest, is one of main

procedures for dealing with opposing preferences and conflict. Cognitive, motivational and affective factors

influence information processing, judgment and inference of negotiators. These factors may both bias or

improve decision making in negotiation. The cognition perspective dominated within negotiation research of

social psychology in last two decades although a growing number of social psychologists argued that “human

behavior is better understood when cognition and motivation are considered together”. As a basic step to further

the understanding of the interplay of cognition and motivation in negotiation, this paper presented an overview

of the recent literature of cognition and motivation (including affect) perspective on negotiation behavior.
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