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Table 2 Analysis of subjects’ behavior characters
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Table 3 Results of descriptive statistics
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Table 4 Analysis of regression on B’ s acceptance/rejection decision
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Table 5 Analysis of regression on B’ s allocation decision
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Fig. 1 Impact of angry emotion on decisions
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Anger improving cooperation in competition: Clues effects based on ultima-
tum games

LI Juan', WEI Fei’, XU Hong-li'

1. School of Management and Engineering, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210008, China;
2. Business School, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210008, China

Abstract; The paper investigates a two-stage ultimatum game and analyzes how expression of anger influences
members’ profits and allocation decisions to explore how angry emotion affects competitive members’ coopeti-
tion. By means of a between-subject experiment design, the paper finds that decision makers’ strategically ex-
pressing angry emotion could enhance cooperation in the competitive setting and could increase the decision
makers’ profits. Specifically, compared with that in the anger-reporting group, in the anger-pretending group,
the receivers of angry emotion provide the same allocations to its competitors. While the expressers of emotion
report a higher level of angry emotion, that is, the expressers pretend to be angry,and give lower allocation to
their rivals,the relatively higher level of angry emotion makes the receivers of emotion more likely to accept the
offers from the expressers of emotion. Our paper argues that decision makers’ pretending angry emotions would
promote acceptances of allocations rules. The results provide managerial insights on how angry emotion affects
the design of coordination contracts in competitive settings.

Key words: angry emotion; emotion masking; ultimatum game; cooperation



