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Negotiations continue to have consequences after an agree-
ment or impasse. When parties reach a deal, value is often 
created only later, as they implement commitments, adapt to 
uncertainty, or decide whether to negotiate again. This review 

introduces post-negotiation perceptual alignment, how accu-
rately a negotiator understands the counterpart’s post-
negotiation experience. Integrating research on subjective 
value, interpersonal perception, and post-agreement out-
comes, I distinguish four states: recognized satisfaction, 
recognized dissatisfaction, overestimated dissatisfaction, and 
hidden dissatisfaction. Hidden dissatisfaction is consequential 
because it creates a false sense of success where one party 
treats agreement as evidence that the negotiation went well 
while the counterpart carries forward negative appraisals that 
remain unrecognized and unaddressed. Recent research 
suggests tactics that appear successful at agreement can 
impose unrecognized social and relational costs. I review why 
misalignment arises, emphasizing how negotiators’ imperfect 
inferences about counterparts’ experiences can combine with 
social pressures that discourage dissatisfied parties from 

speaking up. I conclude by outlining directions for measuring 
alignment and testing how negotiators can recognize and 
respond to dissatisfaction after negotiations.
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Negotiation research has long focused on treating nego-

tiations as discrete exchanges that end in agreement, with 
deal terms serving as the primary outcome. Yet an agree-

ment often marks the beginning rather than the end of a 
negotiation’s economic and relational consequences. 
Accordingly, a recent review identifies post-negotiation

behavior as a distinct and understudied phase [1], while 
contemporary accounts characterize negotiation as a 
complex social interaction embedded in contexts, re-

lationships, and past exchanges [2]. This broader view is 
important when agreements require implementation, 
discretionary effort, trust, repeated exchange, or adapta-

tion to uncertain future conditions [3—7]. In these set-

tings, a deal can appear successful even when one party 
remains dissatisfied, and the other fails to recognize it. 
This hidden dissatisfaction may undermine imple-

mentation and erode the agreement’s longer-term value.

Post-negotiation perceptual alignment describes how 
accurately one negotiator understands the counterpart’s 
experience after a negotiation. Put simply, it asks whether 
each party accurately understands how the other feels 
about the negotiation process and its outcome. For 
example, a client may sign a service agreement while 
feeling dissatisfied with the process, even as the provider 
interprets the signature as evidence that the client is 
satisfied. This is hidden dissatisfaction. The construct 
applies after either agreement or impasse, although its 
consequences may be especially important after agree-

ment when parties must implement commitments. The 
construct builds on subjective value research, which shows 
that negotiators evaluate outcomes by deal terms as well as 
process, self, and relationship value [8—10], and meta-

perception research, which distinguishes people’s beliefs 
about how others see them from how others actually see 
them [11,12].

Alignment matters because agreement on deal terms 
does not mean that negotiators share the same under-

standing of what happened. A negotiator may be satis-

fied with the negotiated agreement while feeling 
alienated by the process or doubtful about the rela-

tionship. Subjective value research provides tools for 
measuring these perceptions [8], but perceptual align-

ment is about whether negotiators accurately under-

stand each other’s experiences. Hidden dissatisfaction 
can therefore leave one party believing the agreement is 
secure while the other privately withdraws support, 
reducing cooperation, and jeopardizing implementation 
and the long-term value of the agreement.

Alignment can vary across post-negotiation dimensions.

For example, a counterpart may feel fairly treated but 
disappointed by the outcome or economically satisfied

Current Opinion in Psychology 2027, 73:102413

This review comes from a themed issue on VSI: Current Directions and 
New Horizons in Negotiation Research

Edited by Maurice Schweitzer, Brian Gunia and Nazli M. Bhatia

For complete overview about the section, refer Current Directions and 
New Horizons in Negotiation Research

Available online 27 August 2026 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2026.102413

2352-250X/© 2026 Elsevier Ltd. All rights are reserved, including those 
for text and data mining, AI training, and similar technologies.

Available online at www.sciencedirect.com

ScienceDirect

www.sciencedirect.com Current Opinion in Psychology 2027, 73:102413

mailto:mislin@american.edu
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/18796257/vol/issue
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/18796257/vol/issue
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2026.102413
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/2352250X
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/2352250X


but relationally alienated. A negotiator may also be ac-

curate about one dimension and inaccurate about 
another. This matters theoretically because different 
dimensions may lead to different post-agreement 
problems. Misreading instrumental dissatisfaction 
could lead to disputes over implementation, while 
misreading process dissatisfaction may lead to avoidance 
of future negotiation. The framework therefore com-

plements subjective value by considering whether the 
negotiation experience of each party is mutually un-

derstood. I argue that negotiators are better positioned 
to manage post-agreement consequences when they 
know whether the counterpart is generally satisfied or 
dissatisfied because this recognition can guide negotia-

tors toward more effective post-negotiation behavior.

Related literature has explored concepts adjacent to 
dyadic alignment. Interactional justice congruence 
research shows that dyads can benefit when both parties 
similarly perceive whether they treated one another 
with respect and honesty, especially face to face [13]. 
Research on conflict asymmetry and conflict accuracy 
shows that people embedded in the same social episode 
can disagree about whether conflict exists and how 
intense it is [14,15]. Organizational justice and proce-

dural fairness research similarly show that reactions 
depend not only on distributive outcomes, but on 
respectful, truthful, and fair treatment [16,17]. Post-

negotiation perceptual alignment brings these insights 
into a post-negotiation context. Table 1 summarizes four 
post-negotiation states.

Four post-negotiation states
Recognized satisfaction occurs when the counterpart leaves 
satisfied and the focal negotiator accurately recognizes 
this satisfaction. This state supports post-negotiation 
cooperation because the counterpart’s experience and 
the focal negotiator’s belief are consistent. Evidence on 
implementation, communication, and trust shows that 
relational signals before and during contracting can in-

fluence later willingness to follow through with agree-

ments [3,4,18]. Recognized satisfaction gives parties a 
stable starting point for implementation and 
future exchange.

Recognized dissatisfaction occurs when the counterpart 
leaves dissatisfied and the focal negotiator recognizes it. 
This visible dissatisfaction can be uncomfortable and 
may compel the focal negotiator to ask questions, try to 
clarify tradeoffs, or attempt to repair relations. Trust 
repair research shows that repair depends not only on 
whether parties offer words or deeds, but also on 
whether their responses signal responsibility, shared 
values, and respect for the person harmed [19]. 
Research comparing forced and voluntary apologies 
further suggests that repair is more effective when 
apologies appear voluntary and value-consistent rather 
than demanded [20]. Specific explanations after rejec-

tion can also preserve people’s willingness to speak up 
again [21]. Recognition can therefore convert dissatis-

faction from a latent threat into a problem that parties 
can address.

Overestimated dissatisfaction occurs when the counterpart 
is satisfied but the focal negotiator believes the coun-

terpart is dissatisfied. This false alarm can lead to un-

necessary avoidance, inaccurate learning, and excessive 
relational caution. Job-offer negotiators, for example, 
overestimate the likelihood that negotiating will cause 
the offer to be withdrawn [22]. Research on the liking 
gap offers adjacent evidence; after conversations, people 
have been found to systematically underestimate how 
much their partners like them [23]. More broadly, many 
people choose not to negotiate even when negotiation 
could benefit them [24]. Negotiators often perceive 
social and psychological costs to engaging in negotiations 
even when there are economic consequences to avoiding 
[25]. Overestimated dissatisfaction may therefore sup-

press future negotiation even when an interaction feels 
acceptable to the counterpart.

Hidden dissatisfaction occurs when the counterpart leaves 
dissatisfied but the focal negotiator believes the coun-

terpart is satisfied. This state is especially consequential 
after agreement because it creates a false sense of suc-

cess. The focal negotiator may leave the interaction 
believing things went well, while the counterpart carries 
forward unspoken negative appraisals that go unrecog-

nized and unrepaired. Several recent lines of work shed 
light on this dynamic. Ambitious first offers improve

Table 1

Post-negotiation perceptual alignment states.

Counterpart leaves satisfied Counterpart leaves dissatisfied

Focal negotiator believes counterpart left satisfied Recognized satisfaction Hidden dissatisfaction 
Focal negotiator believes counterpart left dissatisfied Overestimated dissatisfaction Recognized dissatisfaction
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negotiator value when agreement occurs but also in-

crease impasse and reduce recipients’ subjective value 
[26]. Emotional misrepresentation and anger tactics can 
generate short-term concessions while creating blow-

back, guilt, low felt trust, or weaker implementation 
[27,28]. Related work distinguishes exaggerating or 
fabricating emotion from suppressing genuinely felt 
emotion and finds that suppression is judged as less 
harmful and more ethical than exaggeration or fabrica-

tion [29]. This asymmetry may help explain how 
dissatisfaction remains concealed and why counterparts 
may mistake emotional restraint for satisfaction. Nego-

tiation can also increase perceived relational conflict and 
thereby reduce post-agreement effort and performance 
[30], showing that comparable deal terms can produce 
different implementation value depending on how the 
agreement was reached. Although these studies do not 
directly measure hidden dissatisfaction, they show how 
negotiation processes and tactics can generate social and 
subjective-value costs that remain unrecognized at 
agreement but matter after the deal [31].

Why misalignment happens
One source of misalignment is inaccurate perception of 
the counterpart. Negotiators often assume a fixed pie 
between their own and the counterpart’s interests and 
can misread situationally induced bargaining behavior as 
stable personality [32]. The prevalence of win-lose 
frames in real-world conflict reinforces the idea that 
negotiators may enter and leave negotiations with overly 
competitive schemas for interpreting others [33]. 
Perspective taking can improve discovery of hidden 
agreements and integrative outcomes [34]. Psychologi-

cal contract research suggests perceptual incongruence 
is especially likely when obligations are complex or 
ambiguous, parties bring different interpretive schemas 
to the exchange, and communication is insufficient to 
establish a shared understanding [35,36]. Individual 
differences and dyadic fit may also matter [37]. The 
ability to recognize emotions, a component of emotional 
intelligence, predicts negotiation outcomes and 
perceived cooperativeness [38], making it a plausible 
antecedent of alignment. Power is another candidate, as 
high-power individuals take others’ perspectives less 
and are less accurate in reading emotion [39]. Virtual 
channels may compound these problems by reducing 
cues that help parties interpret counterpart percep-

tions [13].

Misalignment can also arise because dissatisfaction is 
not expressed. Negotiation can involve face threats, 
impression management, politeness concerns, and fear 
of offending the counterpart [40,41]. The act of reach-

ing agreement itself can carry psychological value, and 
people sometimes accept poor agreements in part 
because agreement feels better than impasse [42]. In 
hierarchical or repeat-exchange settings, low-power

dissatisfied parties may also remain silent because 
voice can feel unsafe or futile [43]. These pressures can 
make agreement look like satisfaction and block op-

portunities for repair.

Changes in alignment and boundary 
conditions
The value of alignment should vary by context. It should 
matter most when a counterpart’s post-negotiation 
effort or cooperation affects the total value of the 
negotiated agreement, as in employment, service, part-

nership, supply agreements, and other contexts with 
high economic relevance of relational outcomes [44]. 
More broadly, negotiations embedded in ongoing re-

lationships are dyadic processes in which relational ori-

entations influence the accumulation of economic and 
relational capital [37,45]. Alignment should also matter 
when agreements contain ambiguous obligations, 
informal promises, psychological contracts, idiosyncratic 
terms, or ongoing labor relations [35,36,46,47]. 
Misalignment can even harm parties with formal power, 
by eroding post-agreement value long after terms are 
settled, in situations where implementation depends on 
a lower-power party’s effort and cooperation [43,44]. 
After impasse, alignment may affect whether parties 
reengage and what they learn, but it should matter less 
when there is no future interaction.

Post-negotiation perceptual alignment is dynamic. 
Hidden dissatisfaction may become recognized dissat-

isfaction when a party voices concerns, withholds 
cooperation, or resists implementation. Recognized 
dissatisfaction may shift toward recognized satisfaction 
when repair efforts clarify misunderstandings and repair 
trust. Overestimated dissatisfaction may also be 
corrected when new information reveals the counterpart 
is more satisfied than initially believed. Conversely, 
recognized satisfaction may deteriorate into recognized 
or hidden dissatisfaction if parties later discover unfa-

vorable information about the agreement, the process, or 
the counterpart’s conduct [48,49]. Alignment can 
therefore change form after agreement or impasse, 
during implementation, or in future interaction.

Future research
Future research should measure post-negotiation 
perceptual alignment directly. One approach is to 
assess each negotiator’s subjective value and ask coun-

terparts to estimate one another’s experiences. This 
design would identify awareness gaps, including over-

estimated counterpart satisfaction and unrecognized 
dissatisfaction [11,12]. Researchers could then test 
whether alignment predicts implementation challenges, 
trust erosion, and future cooperation beyond the effects 
of subjective value, and whether perspective taking, 
ability to recognize emotions, power, or negotiation 
experience predicts alignment [34,38,39]. Designs
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comparing agreements and impasses, as well as multi-

stage and group designs, may be especially valuable 
because perceptions may evolve as parties observe 
subsequent behavior and outcomes [50].

Future research should also identify behavioral cues that 
reveal or conceal dissatisfaction. New process methods 
make this increasingly feasible. NegotiAct offers a 
comprehensive coding scheme for temporal interaction 
patterns [51], while behavioral-dynamics research shows 
how apologies, procedural suggestions, and other verbal 
behaviors become embedded in agreement and non-

agreement processes [52]. Active listening often fol-

lows multi-issue offers and can support integrative se-

quences, although it may not automatically increase 
understanding or rapport [53]. Together, these ap-

proaches can test whether specific behaviors help ne-

gotiators accurately recognize counterpart satisfaction 
or dissatisfaction.

Finally, interventions designed to improve alignment 
should be evaluated. For example, post-negotiation 
check-ins, debriefs, or meetings at implementation 
may help surface concerns that would otherwise remain 
hidden. For interventions to be effective, negotiators 
may need to understand how their counterparts expe-

rienced the negotiation and respond to concerns as 
they arise.

Conclusion
Negotiations do not end when parties reach agreement 
or impasse. They move parties into a post-negotiation 
period where perceptions continue to influence imple-

mentation, relationships, and future interaction. This 
review introduces post-negotiation perceptual align-

ment, shifting attention from negotiators’ individual 
evaluations to whether those evaluations are accurately 
understood by their counterparts. Hidden dissatisfac-

tion may matter most after agreement because it creates 
the appearance of success while limiting opportunities 
for repair. Studying perceptual alignment connects 
negotiation processes with their longer-term conse-

quences and helps explain why some agreements endure 
while others fail.
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