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Summary 
 

Purpose – Heuristics and biases are simplifying strategies that people (in the analysed issue – 
negotiators) use in the decision-making process, even when they can take advantage of supporting 
tools (e.g. Negotiation Support System), which will allow them to make the optimal choice [Wacho-
wicz, 2006]. Many empirical studies have found that decision makers use heuristics and are biased 
[Bateman, Zeithaml, 1989; Jackson, Dutton, 1988; Kahneman et al. 1982; Zajac, Bazerman, 1991]. 
Therefore, the question should be asked: are negotiators, like managers (whose decisions were 
examined), instead of consciously and intentionally using tools supporting decision-making during 
negotiations, subject to heuristics and cognitive errors? As a consequence of this general question one 
may ask the specific research questions: (1) What heuristics do the negotiators undergo? (2) How do 
heuristics influence the decision-making process? (3) How can the impact of heuristics and biases be 
minimized by taking advantage of negotiation support tools? 

Research methods – The article is a review of psychological, sociological and management sciences 
theories, concepts and empirical researches on heuristics and biases. The review was made according to 
the following categories: (a) theories that recognize the inevitability of heuristics in the decision-making 
process, (b) theories that attempt to identify opportunities to minimize or even reduce the impact of 
heuristics on decisions, and (c) those that offer alternative solutions.  

Results – The summary highlights those heuristics which might occur in the decision-making 
process in the pre-negotiation phase. 

Originality/value – There is no research exploring the role of specific heuristics and biases in parti-
cular stages of negotiations. 
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Introduction 
 
Since the Enlightenment, it has been assumed that a person is a rational being, 

which has been so far the principal for scientific researches in social sciences as well 
as decision-making theories. However, since Herbert Simon’s [1955, 1982] theory of 
bounded rationality was published, research on the decision making process has of-
ten involved deviations from rational choice, regardless of whether they are defined 
as shortcomings in human reasoning or as adaptive strategies. The research and the-
ory of Tversky and Kahneman [1974] regarding human judgments made under un-
certainty focused on understanding heuristics and biases in assessing the likelihood 
of a particular phenomenon. Since that time, studies on this issue have covered 
fields such as behavioural economics and management sciences. 

Cognitive tendencies are systematic deviations from rational decision-making re-
sulting from the use of one or more heuristics. The term ‘heuristics’ is used to de-
scribe simplifying strategies [Gigerenzer et al., 1999] that people (in this case – nego-
tiators) use to make decisions, even when they can use supportive tools (e.g., Nego-
tiation Support System). Many empirical studies have found that most managers use 
heuristics and biases for a significant amount of time [Bateman, Zeithaml, 1989; 
Jackson, Dutton, 1988; Kahneman et al. 1982; Zajac, Bazerman 1991]. Therefore, 
the question may be asked: are the negotiators, like the managers (whose decisions 
were examined) instead of using the tools supporting the decision-making process 
available in the pre-negotiation phase, subject to heuristics and through their influ-
ence make mistakes not achieving the most optimal solution at the moment of the 
negotiation? 

Heuristics were called ‘the rules of thumb’ by the Nobel laureate Richard H. 
Thaler [2018, p. 42], which help people assess the situation. These are informal, 
speculative, simplified methods of problem solving and decision making [Nęcka et 
al., 2006, p. 440] allowing for quick and effective judicial decisions [Aronson et al., 
1997, p. 148]. Their main features are that they are unreliable and also increase the 
risk that results from the use of simplifications and schemes. Algorithms are an al-
ternative to heuristics, i.e. unambiguous and reliable rules of operation, containing 
a finite sequence of operations to be undertaken to achieve a specific goal [Nęcka et 
al., 2006, p. 439]. The problem of heuristics and biases seems much more complex 
when one analyses the relationship of thinking and other cognitive processes, such 
as reasoning, problem solving or decision making. There are many recognised heu-
ristics in human thinking such as solving heuristics (difference heuristics, a method 
of moving backwards, goals decomposition heuristics), judgment heuristics (repre-
sentativeness heuristics, accessibility heuristics, anchoring and adjustment heuris-
tics), decision making heuristics (satisficing strategy, elimination by aspect, heuristics 
“take the best”, “take the last”). Thanks to them, the human mind adapts to the re-
quirements [Nęcka et al., 2006, p. 578]. 

The use of schemes and heuristics in each of the processes: implication, judg-
ments, decision making or problem-solving leads to mistakes, but it is functional 
and convenient for the human mind, so eliminating them is a challenge. However, 
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it must be emphasised that heuristics are cognitive errors, which – knowing their 
features, origins, and triggers – can be predicted. 

The purpose of the presented analysis is to review known and researched heuris-
tics that may occur in the pre-negotiation phase and thus affect the negotiator’s de-
cision-making process and result in errors and simplifications. 

Negotiation is an interactive decision-making process characterized by mutual 
dependence of partners, communication between them, and exchange of value 
[Kozina, 2015, p. 32]. The issue of heuristics’ impact on negotiation is not widely 
analysed in the literature, it can even be said that there is a certain research gap re-
garding the issue of cognitive simplifications occurring in negotiation processes  
[Caputo, 2013, p. 375]. 

 
1. Heuristics and cognitive errors in decision making – a review 

 
Assessing, reasoning, making decisions, solving problems in situations of uncer-

tainty are complicated tasks for human cognition [Gilovich, Griffin, 2002]. That is 
why the human mind uses simplified thinking methods, thanks to which people 
make generalizations, assess others, make judgments or make comparisons. 

The three heuristics – availability, representativeness, anchoring and adjustment 
– examined by Tversky and Kahneman are the main examples of sources of human 
cognitive errors that are very difficult to eliminate. While getting to know the sur-
rounding world people use schemas – organized and simplified fragments of 
knowledge about people, situations, organizations and things, as well as methods 
that allow them to quickly and efficiently form judgments about the surrounding 
world and people – in order to facilitate this process. Some characteristic features of 
these processes are their usefulness and practicality, but as a consequence also the 
falsity of opinions and judgments based on them. Tversky and Kahneman said that 
these three heuristics explain the assessments of the probability and/or frequency of 
a given phenomenon that people make. These cognitive biases are not random mis-
takes, but they result from certain patterns. They have empirically proven that un-
limited rationality does not work in practice. Empirical studies have shown that 
there is no perfect model for rational decision making. 

Other heuristics featured in numerous psychologists’ studies include [Caputo, 
2013]: 

– heuristics of recognition that occurs when people use selective data to con-
firm that a variable is present [Baron et al., 1988; Klayman, Ha, 1987]; 

– affect heuristics which are based on the fact that the judgments are 
grounded mainly in the emotional evaluation that takes place before the ra-
tional analysis [Kahneman, 2003]; 

– bounded awareness affects the information selection process: in order to 
avoid information overload people often filter it unconsciously [Bazerman, 
Chung, 2005]; 

– risk aversion relates to the fact that individuals treat profit-related risk gains 
differently from risk related to perceived losses [Tversky, Kahneman, 1979]; 
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– the emotions of the individual can lead to biases and prejudices in connec-
tion with positive and negative moods. Studies show that good mood and 
happiness increases the role of heuristics [Alloy, Abramson, 1979; Boden-
hausen et al., 1994], while negative mood reduces the dependence on stere-
otypes or heuristics [Park, Banaji, 2000]. 

The Nobel laureates met with criticism of their approach. One of their critics is 
Gigerenzer [1996], who assumes that the human mind can effectively use heuristics 
to draw conclusions, because simple heuristics also lead to correct and valuable 
findings. This is a positive approach to heuristics, in contrast to the approaches of 
Tversky and Kahneman, for whom heuristics are rather a burden on thinking 
[Gigerenzer et.al., 1999]. Heuristics are an indispensable tool of cognition, which lets 
a person not only orientate themselves in the huge amount of information that 
flows into the human mind and to adapt to the environment, but also to make deci-
sions that can be called ‘reasonable’. As a result of heuristic thinking, people make 
also correct or partially correct judgments, and that is why they accept it [Bazerman, 
Moore, 2009]. 

 
 
2. Heuristics and cognitive biases – methods of elimination or reduction 
 
The scientific literature distinguishes two systems that interact with and influence 

peoples’ behaviours and thoughts: (1) thinking and (2) feeling [Jung, 1969, p. 117] or 
(1) analytical-rational and (2) intuitive-experiential [Epstein et al., 1996] or (1) intui-
tive and automatic and (2) reflective and rational [Thaler, Sunstein, 2017, p. 34] or, 
in other words, – (1) systematic (meaning: purposeful, conscious, methodical) and 
(2) heuristic (meaning: automatic, unconscious, disorganized), or in other words: 
System 1 (fast thinking) and System 2 (slow thinking) – names proposed by Sta-
novich and West [2008], and used by Kahneman [Kahneman, 2012, p. 31]. In gen-
eral, both processes differ significantly, but they are not mutually exclusive. Fast, 
automatic and effortless thinking is obviously contrasted with slow, sequential and 
controlled thinking. The theory of two types of thinking emphasizes that these two 
processes are independent sources of control of behaviour that may interfere with 
each other. These two modes of thinking are named by researchers and simultane-
ously analysed in a variety of ways. And so, Epstein [1994] defines them as empiri-
cal-rational cognitive processes, Evans [1989] – heuristic-analytical, Chen and 
Chaiken [1999] – heuristic-systematic, Stanovich [1999] as system 1 and system 2, 
and Kahneman [2012] – fast thinking and slow thinking. The duality in distinguish-
ing types of human thinking is characteristic for the history of psychological 
thought. Berlyne [1969] distinguished autistic and realistic thinking, the first loose 
and free, the second – focused on a specific goal. Selz [1922] divided the human 
thinking into productive one – creating new intellectual content and reproductive – 
reconstructing past experience. The theory of persuasion recognizes that heuristic 
thinking takes place primarily in situations where people are unmotivated or other-
wise unable to think logically; in contrast to systematic thinking, which can occur in 
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situations where people are motivated and able to analyse information [Chaiken, 
1987; Reimer, Hoffrage, 2012]. Chaiken’s concept – heuristic-systematic model 
(HSM) – assumes that a person’s need for accurate and complete information to 
achieve a high level of trust is a sufficient motivator to prefer systematic thinking 
[Eagly, Chaiken, 1993]. What is more, this concept assumes that heuristic processing 
of information requires less effort, and that is why many people make judgments 
and make decisions by using superficial guidelines, such as the message length, sta-
tistical data, or the use of a popular person. However, as emphasized by Bazerman 
and Moore [2009, p. 4], even when the individual uses only System 2, the intuitive 
System 1 affects the process of rational thinking through certain mental shortcuts 
[Evans, Stanovich, 2013]. As a result, both systems often work simultaneously af-
fecting each other. 

Thaler and Sunstein [2017, p. 33] argue that we use cognitive biases systemati-
cally, and our behaviour can be improved by realizing which ones and under what 
circumstances we use. Today, there are many tools supporting negotiators in the de-
cision-making process. As studies show, however, they do not sufficiently support 
this process and negotiators still make mistakes resulting from their heuristic think-
ing [Wachowicz, Roszkowska, 2019]. Negotiation analysts are looking for factors 
determining the decision-making process that may affect heuristic thinking [Wacho-
wicz et al., 2019]. That is why, it is so important to recognize all possible cognitive 
biases [Bazerman, Moore, 2009] to analyse the circumstances when they dominate 
and thus, formulate recommendations that will let us eliminate them, or at least 
minimize their negative impact on the decision-making process. 

 
 

3. The model of minimizing the negative impact of heuristics  
on the pre-negotiation phase 

 
Probabilistic theories and behavioural economics have introduced into psycho-

logical considerations the belief that by using equations (algorithms) one can not 
only rearrange, but also in a particular sense ‘program’ people’s behaviour [Gigeren-
zer et al., 1999]. This led to the theory of bounded rationality, which assumes that 
we are able to behave in a rational manner, which can be simply defined using 
mathematical formulas and models. However, Simon [1995] saw at least two factors 
that favour bounded rationality rather than help its boundlessness. These are: the 
limitations of the human mind and the structure of the environment in which this 
mind is located. The theory of rationality is to provide the basis for the theory of 
human behaviour or of the social group who makes decisions. Economic theories 
and administration theories try to deal with human behaviour in situations where 
such behaviour is intentionally rational. However, when you replace a rational man 
with a person with limited knowledge and abilities, another concept arises revealing 
the discrepancy between the simplified model of rationality and reality. As Simon 
[1990] writes, because of the limitations of the human mind, people generalise to 
deal with daily routines. Our rationality is limited and in order to overcome its limi-
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tations, it is necessary to build the theory of process systems and describe the envi-
ronments to which it adapts [Simon, 1990, p. 7]. Given these assumptions, Gigeren-
zer and et. al [1999] proposed a research project analysing the rational limitation of 
heuristics. It consists of: (a) designing computational models, (b) analysing the envi-
ronmental structure, (c) testing results in the real world, (d) determining when and 
where people use these heuristics. This model is consistent. However, it requires the 
preparation of a data set, its development and indication of the possibilities of use. 

Negotiators, like all people, are subject to heuristics, as highlighted above, but 
also to the processes of using heuristics in the negotiation process by their oppo-
nents. According to research [Gigerenzer, 1996], heuristics do not have to have 
a negative impact on the decisions made, although so far, most studies underline this 
aspect. Simplifications and mental shortcuts are useful in some situations. However, 
it is extremely difficult to determine the conditions for the positive use of heuristics. 
That is why, in the analysis of heuristics in the pre-negotiation phase, a hypothetical 
assumption resulting from previous experiments [Kersten et al., 2017, p. 216] was 
adopted stating that heuristics determine making mistakes despite the provided ne-
gotiation support system. 

The pre-negotiation phase consists of three stages [Michnik, Wachowicz, 2016, 
p. 49]: 

(1)  inal preparation, 
(2)  joint preparation, 
(3)  individual analysis of the common vision of the problem (individual re-

preparationdividu 
In the first stage (1), during which the negotiators organize the available infor-

mation individually and create a vision of the negotiation process, there occurs the 
strongest influence of heuristics, because this stage is strongly dependent on per-
sonal characteristics (temperament, IQ, EQ, personality, past experience, willpower) 
of the negotiators , and they are important for the level of susceptibility to heuristics 
[Bazerman, Moore, 2009]. Therefore, during the period of individual preparation for 
negotiations, the negotiators, similarly to managers assessing their employees, rely 
primarily on their memory, which recalls above all common, previously experienced 
and repetitive cases [Bazerman, Moore, 2009, p. 19]. Hence at this stage studies on 
the susceptibility to heuristics is required, because hypothetically one can only as-
sume its strong influence. Risk aversion is another simplification that should be con-
sidered at this stage of pre-negotiation and it results from the negotiators’ personal 
characteristics. We know from the research of Tversky and Kahneman that individ-
uals are guided by risk aversion in the area of profit, while in the area of loss they are 
characterized by risk propensity. Empirical studies also show that there are differ-
ences in risk tendency between women and men [Piktus, Czerwonka, 2018]. It can, 
therefore, be assumed that the analysis of risk and possible losses will depend on the 
negotiator’s inclination to succumb to this cognitive error. 

In the second stage (2), there occur interactions between the negotiators, which 
have mutual influence resulting from: the overlap of each negotiator’s social systems 
[Luhman, 1996], the impact of differences in personal characteristics and differences 
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in the approach to the previously developed vision of the negotiation process. Heu-
ristics of representativeness will have an important role at this stage, because negoti-
ators need to organize knowledge about themselves, to make joint arrangements, 
consciously or unconsciously affecting each other. When there are no precise de-
scriptions of the members of a negotiating group, people tend to assign a given per-
son to a larger group because they have one or two characteristics of such a group. 
Studies have shown that in such a situation we ignore individual features, even when 
information about them is available [Bazerman, Moore, 2009, p. 22], and we give in 
to representativeness heuristics by classifying a particular person as belonging to 
a group known to have similar features. Working together with other people means 
that we are more often subject to anchoring and adjustment heuristics, because in 
order to evaluate an issue we reach for information (anchor) we previously had on 
this topic, and then are guided by the information in the selection of the new in-
coming data [Epley, Gilovich, 2006]. At this stage of negotiation, the first offer is 
prepared, which through the anchoring effect affects the final result of the negotia-
tions [Roszkowska, 2016, p. 147]. When new information provided by others is in-
consistent with the previous one, this heuristic causes us to reject it, only because of 
incompatibility, but not because of assessing its credibility. 

 
CHART 1 

Types of heuristics at particular stages of the pre-negotiation phase 

 
Source: author’s own work. 

 
In the third stage (3), during which the negotiating problem is revised, and an in-

dividual system of preferences is developed, an analysis of the environmental struc-
ture in which the negotiations take place will play an important role [Bazerman, 
Neale, 1983]. It can be assumed that this is a stage in which emotions play a special 
role due to the need to choose the negotiator’s preferences, and preferences arouse 
emotions. Simon [1983, p. 30] has already written about the importance of emotions 
in the decision-making process, stating that emotions cannot be separated from 
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human thinking, nor can their influence on the decision-making process be under-
estimated. When making decisions, people refer to a certain set of affects containing 
positive and negative references related to the subject of the decision [Slovic et al., 
2007, p. 1335]. Empirical studies have shown that affect heuristics determine per-
ception of risk and perception of benefits [Alhakami, Slovic, 1994]. The revision of 
the negotiating problem is also associated with the need to select arguments. At this 
point, it should be noted that recognition heuristic will have an impact, which means 
that the decision maker considers the fact he/she already knows as more important 
[Goldstein, Gigerenzer, 2002], and reduces the importance of the new, less known 
arguments. 

The indicated heuristics are only examples of those that occur in the decision-
making process and it has been hypothetically accepted that at particular stages of 
the pre-negotiation phase they can have an impact on cognitive biases made by ne-
gotiators. Taking into account Thaler’s thesis, the first step to reduce the negative 
impact of heuristics on negotiators will be to indicate where and when there is 
a likelihood of heuristics having a negative impact on their job (chart 1). The model 
shown results from psychosocial conditions relevant to the pre-negotiation phase. 
This is a preliminary model that requires enhancement, testing and verification. 

 
 

4. Conclusions 
 

The choice of heuristics presented above, which can determine the negotiators’ 
decision-making process in the pre-negotiation phase, is selective because it results 
only from a review of theoretical and empirical literature. The presented considera-
tions discuss only a few heuristics; however, further theoretical, empirical and ex-
perimental research might reveal the influence of other heuristics. For example, in 
experimental studies, the tendency to use round numbers heuristics in the recon-
struction of the principals’ preference values has been identified [Kersten et al., 
2018]. As heuristics researchers explain, they can have both positive and negative 
impact on the negotiating decision-making process. Positive, because they speed up 
this process, negative, because they can lead people to wrong decisions. Negotiators 
are likely to succumb to all cognitive errors, but the specificity of the various stages 
of negotiation affects the importance of some heuristics, and the invalidity of others. 
No method has been found so far to eliminate the influence of heuristics. Neither 
the negotiator’s intelligence, nor his/her competent knowledge will protect them 
from their influence. However, this does not mean that one should abandon re-
search and look for a way to eliminate those that have a particularly negative impact 
on the negotiator. That is why, it is so important to recognize heuristics and to de-
termine the negotiator’s predisposition to succumb to heuristics, in order to provide 
such tools that will optimize the decision-making process. Reducing the impact of 
heuristics in the pre-negotiation phase will result in better negotiation in the phase 
of the direct contact with opponents. 
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