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Abstrad

To uncerstand why e-mail negatiations break down, we investigated two dstinct elements of
negatiators' relationships with ead ather: shared membership in asocial group,and mutual self-
disclosure. In an experiment, some participants negotiated with a member of an ougroup (a
student at a competitor university), whereas others negatiated with a member of aningroup(a
student at the same university). In addition, some negatiators exchanged personal information
with their counterpart, whereas others did nd. When neither common ingroup status nor a
personali zed relationship existed between negatiators, negatiations were more likely to endin
impass. Theseresults are dtributable to the positive influence of mutual self-disclosure and

common goup membership on regatiation processes and rappart between negatiators.
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Longand Short Routes to Successin Eledronicdl y-Mediated Negatiations:

GroupAffili ations and Good Vibrations

Aswe pproac the 21° century, organizaional dedsions areincreasingly made through
negoatiations over techndogicd media such as eledronic mail (e-mail), the telephore, and the fax
madhine. Thischangeisdriven bytwo fads: transadions and ali ances increasingly read aaoss
the globe, and flatter organizaional structures and flexible forms of contrading recesstate
negotiation ketween dedsion makers. Becaise managers gend an increasing amourt of their
time coommunicating Matecdndogies sich as e-mail, theimpad of these ammmunicaion media
on regatiation processes and oucomesis an important issue for organizaional scholarsto
address particularly from a prescriptive standpant (seeMcKersie & Fonstad, 1997.

Organizationa reseachers have long ndiced that managers prefer faceto-face
communicaion ower written communication when handling sensitive or complex joint dedsions
(Mintzberg, 1973. Faceto-face ommunicaion dfers a more immediate two-way flow of
information and accessto nonwerbal cues, making misunderstandings easier to avoid and easier
to corred than in textual communicaion. The persona contad of afaceto-faceinteradion can
strengthen abasisfor trust. Thisisespedally important in mixed-motive interadions, such as
negatiations, where the expresson d oppaing cemands and keliefs can easily lead to a spiral of
increasing corflict. Indeed, theorists have speaulated that conflict resolution via email i s
charaderized by misunderstandings that escdate because of the dsenceof abasisfor trust in the
e-mail i nteradion (Carnevale & Probst, 1997. Compared to a persond, faceto-face @courter,
e-mail contad leares agap between the two negatiators, a gap that renders them vulnerable to

mistrust and kreekdowns of negatiation. Consistent with these aguments, initial negatiation
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studies comparing e-mail to condtions that all ow visual and aural accessreved that e-mail
negatiators take longer, fed less stisfadion, and perceive lessfairness(Purdy, Nye, &
Balakrishnan, 1997. In sum, dthoughe-mail i s beaming more important as a medium for
negatiation, its advantages must be weighed against some distinct shortcomings.

The present study pases the question: Is there away to successully bridgethe gap in e-
mail negatiations? Spedficdly, we examine two elements of arelationship between negatiators
that may provide patential routes toward success Oneis $ared membership in asocia caegory,
which shoud creae ingrouptrust and favoritism (Brewer, 198]). Thisisalongroute to success
becaise it would need to be establi shed well before the adual conversation ketween negatiators.
A patentially shorter route to successis personalized exchange before an e-mail conversation;
negatiators can engage in mutual self-disclosure even if they never med faceto-face and
disclosure may foster rappart that can enable moperative interadion (Drolet & Morris, 1997.

How Does E-mail Impad Negcatiation?

The dfeds of eledronic communication media, such as e-mail, onsocial interadion and
joint dedsion making have been studied for sometime. Eledronic communicaion has been
investigated by reseachers of brainstorming and goup dedsion making. For example, groups
using eledronic techndogies to generate solutions are more productive than groups interading in
traditional, faceto-face ommunicaion (Gallupe, Bastianutti, & Cooper, 199]). However, group
dedsion making viatechndogicdly-mediated dscussonresultsin agreaer tendency toward
outspoken advocagy and dscord that ultimately resultsin delays and in more extreme,
unconventional, or risky dedsions (Kiesler & Sproull, 1992. These two reseach aress are

relevant to ou present concern becaise negatiation involves both processes of solution
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generation and dedsion making. From these findings we might exped that the difficulty in e-
mail negatiations may lie nat so much in negatiators ability to generate aedive solutionsbut in
their ability to read an agreement.

Negatiators are lesslikely to coordinate on coll edively efficient solutions when
exchanging written ndes than in faceto-face ommunication, in part because faceto-face
negatiators are more likely to reved truthful information (Valley, Moag, & Bazeman, in press.
Negatiators are more likely to engage in mutual revelation d interests when communicating
faceto-face lesslikely to doso when communicaing bytelephore, and least likely to doso
when communicaing bywritten naes (Bazeman, Gibbors, Thompson, & Valley, 199§.

The impad of communication medium occurs even when the mmmunicaion precales
the joint dedsion making task. For example, people moperate more in a Prisoner's Dilemma
game dter they med their opporents faceto-facethan when they have only talked owver the
telephore (Drolet & Morris, 1995. Presumably, visual accessto emotional cuesin faceto-face
medings creae more rappat (a state of shared pasitive dfed and mutual interest in the dyad).
And, indedl, cooperationis mediated bythe level of rappat during theinitial conversation
between negatiators (Drolet & Morris, 1995. Thesefindings suggest areason why e-mail
communicaionis more blunt and hersh than isfaceto-face ommunicaion (Sproull & Keider,
1991). For these reasons, we believe that e-mail communication, like that of written ndes,
shoud result in more strained and regative communication between parties and lessrappart
between them.'

In e-mail negatiations, a spedfic misunderstanding can lead to adownward spiral of

mistrust and eventual impasse. Thereislessinterpersonal rappart to cushionthe dfed of a
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spedfic misunderstanding. Thisanaysis su1ggests that e-mail negatiation might be less
vulnerable to impasse when suppated by some basis for trust and rappart between the
negatiators.
Improving the Quality of Eledronicdly-Mediated Negatiation
Given that abstinencefrom e-mail i s not aviable option for most businesspeople, what
steps can be taken to improve the quality of negatiated interadion and, Utimately, the likelihood
of mutually beneficial outcomes? We &plore two methods: shared group membership and
mutual self-disclosure. Below, we ague that these two methods engender distinct cognitive-
motivational mechanisms. Spedficdly, common gooup membership may instigate coperation
that isrational and dHliberate. In contrast, we ague that rappart built throughmutual self-
disclosure is more eanotional and reconscious.

Shared Group Affili ation and Ingroup Trust

A well -establi shed principle of socia psychology isthat people trea members of their
own groups more favorably than members of outgroups, even when group caegorizaions are
based onsuperficial fadors (Oakes & Turner, 1987. This principle becomes particularly
important when group members are separated physicdly and have fewer other cuesto rely on
other than their group membership. In asituation such as e-mail communication,individuals
have fewer cues to interpret the adions, behaviors, and motivations of their partner, and may rely
even more heavily onthe assumptions provided by common goup membership. When engaging
in an e-mail exchange, ore of the only definite fads known abou the opporent is the other

person’s e-mail address which can serve as adired cueto their groupaffili ation.



E-Mail Negatiations
7

People evaluate members of their own group more favorably than athers (Rabbie &
Horowitz, 1969 Tajfel, 1989, seledively remember favorable information abou ingroups
(Howard & Rothbart, 1980, and all ocate rewards give more to members of their ingroupthan to
members of outgroups, (Tajfel, Billi g, Bundy,& Flament, 197). Evidence suggests that
ingroupfavoritism occurs even in negatiation (Thompson, Valey, & Kramer, 1995. People ae
lesscooperative when deding with ougroup members than with ingroup members, bah in social
dilemmas (Kramer & Brewer, 1984 andin utimatum bargaining (Robert & Carnevale, 1997.
Peopl€e s pasitive expedations or trust of ingroupmembers ansto be the flip-side of their
negative expedations or distrust of outgroup members (Brewer, 1981). For these reasons, shared
group membership may lead to mutual cooperation through i berate rational judgment.
Althoughthe medanism of positive expedations has been stressed by aimost all reseachers of
ingroupfavoritism, other, lesscognitive mecdhanisms sich as maintaining social identity may
also result in greaer cooperation among members of ingroups (Tajfel & Turner, 1979 Turner,
1987).

In eledronicdly-mediated negatiation, individuals are seaching for clues which will give
them insight abou the opporent’ s goals and intentions, sincethe most common ingroup
communicaion signals and symbals are dsent. For thisreason, knavledge of ingroup status
may be particularly important in determining the nature of subsequent interadion. A
communications medium which highlights the group membership o the participants as a sali ent
fedure may encourage these dfedsto surface @en more strongy. We predict that shared group
membership will i ncrease the positi ve perceptions and trust between perties, and that this will

lead to agreder likelihood d agreement between ingroup members.
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GoodVibrations: Mutual Self-Disclosure and Rappart

In many instances, people ae not members of the same group, bu are neverthelessable
to establish alevel of rappat. Thiswould sean to be a citicd skill for the trans-national
negatiator, or for that matter, the modern manager who changes jobs frequently. How do people
who are members of different groups build afoundition for their relationship? A general
principle of socia psychoogy isthat self-disclosure between individuals leads to attradion and
liking (Jourard, 1959. Infad, even superficial encourtersin which peoplereved relatively littl e
abou themselves can immediately lead to greder liking (Worthy, Gary, & Kahn, 1969. Positive
fedings, in turn, lead to more coperative agreementsin negatiation (Baron, 1990 Carnevale &
Isen, 1986 Kramer, Newton, & Pommerenke, 1993. Positive moodincreases negaotiators
intentions to cooperate with opporents, and deaeases their intentions to compete (Forgas, 1998.
Barry and Oliver (1996 argue that negatiators who experience positive dfed toward the
courterpart are particularly likely to make more concessons.

Disclosure signifies the basis for a positive relationship. Not only does disclosure by
othersleal to greaer liking for them, but self-disclosure leads to greaer liking for thase to whom
one has disclosed (Collins & Miller, 1994. Furthermore, disclosureis rewarding and represents
something d value. Disclosure triggers redprocity norms that encourage mutual self-disclosure
between parties (Collins & Miller, 1994. However, redprocaion d disclosure need na consist
of immediate redprocaionin kind,and may, in fad, more gpropriately manifest itself in ather
ads of consideration a generosity (Berg & Archer, 19829.

We hypahesizethat disclosure leadsto greaer rappart, more moperation, and a higher

probability of settlement in negatiation. Rappart isadyad- or group-level affedive state that
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arises from an entrainment of displays of affed, particularly nonwerbal displays (Tickle-Degnon
& Rosenthal, 199Q. Dyadic rappat islike an affedive feadbadk loop ketween two peoplein a
conversation, and days a aucia rolein enabling cooperative solutions in negatiation. In a
simulated labor-management strike, condtions differing solely in the aility of participants to
exchange fadal expressons of emotionresulted in dffering rates of costly delay in conflict
resolution (Drolet & Morris 1997 Exp. 1). Ancther study foundthat measures of dyadic rappart
mediated the relationship between cooperation and communicaion medium (Drolet & Morris
1997 Exp. 2. Furthermore, measures of rappart predict the cooperativenessin multiple-issue
negatiation d both professonal (Morris & Drolet, 1997 Exp. 1) and novcenegatiators (Morris
& Drolet, 1997 EXp. 2).

Although puely written communication media severely limit the oppatunities for
affedive displays, oppatunities for mutually reinforcing dsplays of emotion are nat eiminated.
Indeed, such dsplays, where they occur, may take on heightened importancein an impoverished
medium like email. We predict that mutual self-disclosure will | ead to pasitive fedings and
greder rappat between negoatiators and that thiswill | ead to a greder likelihood d agreement
between them.

Overview of Experiment

In summary, we have described two medanisms, shared group membership and mutual
self-disclosure, which are hypahesized to lead to successin e-mail negaotiation. The purpose of
our experiment was to examine how these two fadors affed the processand oucomes of e-mail
negatiations. We manipulated disclosure by providing participants, in ore @ndtion, personal

information about the wurterpart including a picture and bographicd information, aswell as
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providing instructions to begin their interadion by having anontask related conversation, and
instructions on the written expresson d emotion wsing “emoticons.” (Emoticons are charader
strings such as;-) or :-( that convey emotionwithin an e-mail message.) The “ingroug’
manipulation involved the following: Participants negatiated with someone in their own ingroup
or organization; whereas others negatiated with someone from arival organization (outgroup
condtion). Inall condtions participants communicated exclusively by e-mail. We expeded that
personali zing self-disclosure and common ingroup membership would ead serve to provide a
basis for a positive relationship between negatiators and thereby reducethe rate of impas. In
summary, we hypahesize
Hypathesis 1. Common ingroup membership will reduceimpasse rates relative to negatiators
from rival groups.
Further, we hypahesizethat:
Hypathesis 2: Mutual self-disclosure between negatiators prior to negatiation will reduce

impasse rates relative to negatiators who dd na share personal information.

Based onthe prior evidence, we predicted that ead ingroupfavoritism and mutual self-
disclosure may have their effeds through dff erent mediating processes. The simple model
pictured in Figure 1 oulines the relationships we expeded to find in the data. In sum, we
expeded there to be two routes to successul performancein eledronicdly-mediated
negatiations: one, based uponcommon ingroup membership that may be mediated by paitive
expedations abou the oppaing party; and ancther, based onmutual self-disclosure that may be

mediated by aff edive rappart.
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INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

Method

Participants. A total of 194 students participated in the study. All were full-time masters
studentsin business £hod. Of the participants, 126were students at Stanford University’s
Graduate Schod of Businessand 68were students at the J.L. Kellogg Graduate Schod of
Management at Northwestern University. The students participated in fulfillment of a dass
assgnment in a negatiations course.

Design. Thedesignwasa?2 x 2 GroupAffili ation (same/competitor university) and
Mutual Disclosure (high/low). A total of 68 Kell ogg students were paired with 68randamly
seleded Stanford students to form the outgroup condtion, and the remaining Stanford students
were randamly paired with ather Stanford students to form the ingroup condtion. Gender was
balanced aaossroles and condtions. Participants were first randamly assgned to a same-sex
negatiation partner. Followingthis, in amatched randam assgnment process participants were
assgned ore of the two rolesin the negatiation simulation so that ead role was equally
represented with Kell oggand Stanford students. Excluding two dyads who were dropped from
the analyses due to incomplete data, there were 68 dyads in which the two negotiators were from
different schods (outgroup) and 29 dyds in which the two negatiators were from the same
schod (ingroup). Dyads from the same schod were not from the same dass sgon, bu were
common members of a whart of 350students. Finaly, dyads were randamly assgned to ore of

the two disclosure andtions. personalized (high dsclosure) or depersonali zed (low disclosure).
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RougHy half of al dyads (34 ougroupand 14ingroup) werein the personalized condtion. The
other half (34 ougroupand 15ingroup) were in the depersonali zed condtion.

Procedure. Participants were instructed to condict a two-party negatiation exclusively
via dedronic mail. Each student recaved a padet of materials that contained: a page of general
confidential instructions and gudelines; role information; an e-mail addressfor the opporent;
pre-and pct-negatiation questionraires; and in the personalized disclosure andtion, additional
personal information about the opporent.”

Participants in the personalized disclosure condtionreceved threespedal instructions.
First, in additionto their negatiating partner’ s name and e-mail address ead participant receved
asmall, bladk-and-white facebook phdograph d their partner, acampanied by standard
biographicd information (i.e., dma mater, undcergraduate major, and interests or hobhies). These
participants were dso gven alist of 11 “emoticons’, or symbols commonly used to express
emotion over eledronic mail alongwith their definitions, e.g. ;-) for awinking smiley faceor :-I
for indifference (seeThompson, 1998, p. 280 Finaly, participantsin the personalized condtion
were eplicitly instructed to have aninitial “gettingto know ead ather” communication with
their partner before they began negatiating. This dhort exchange was to take placeonly via e
mail. Diredions gedfied that participants soud na talk abou business(i.e., the negatiation)
in thisinitial conversation, ensuring that it was a strictly social conversation. The goal was to
have participants “bregk theice” Thus, all communicaion ketween partiesin bah the
personalized and depersondli zed condtions took dacevia email.

Participants were given their materials on aMonday and were instructed to compl ete the

negatiation and all questionraires and transcripts by Saturday.’
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Negatiation Task. Participants engaged in a negatiation invaving two managers within

the same company, concerning the transfer of rights to a new techndogy (Bazeman & Brett,
1997. The negatiation contained bah dstributive and integrative dements. Whereas both
parties were motivated to claim as much value for themselves as possble, parties had dffering
priorities guch that concesson by ore party onagiven issue muld be traded for larger gains on
ancther isaue of more importance (seeFroman & Cohen, 1970for an elaboration o logrolli ng).
Thistype of logrolli ng increases the joint value of the agreement, creaing more profit that can be
alocaed between the two perties. The two parties had their payoffs explicitly defined. The
maximum joint outcome was $15.1milli on. This represents the Pareto-optimal agreement. Both
parties also had explicitly defined aternatives, shoud they fail to come to agreament. In case of
impas<, the seller would oktain $5milli on, and the buyer would oktain $0.

Dependent Measures. There werethreemain data sources. The first was the acud

negatiated oucome, whether negatiations ended in impasse or mutual agreement, and what
agreement was readed. Seaond,all participants completed questionraires prior to and just after
the negatiation, assessng participants perceptions of and fedings toward their opporents. Third,
complete transcripts of al e-mail messages snt between negatiators were wlleded and coded,
using atednique described below.

Questionraire data. To assessparticipants' fedings of rappat with their opporents, we

included appropriate items from amood measure (Carnevale & Isen, 1986 and an empathic
feding measure (Batson, Batson, Todd,& Brummett, 1995. To assessparticipants perceptions

their courterparts, we included measures of liking (Gruen & Mendelsohn, 1986 and trust



E-Mail Negatiations
14
(Butler, 199). Insum, we assesd participants rappat-relevant fedings abou the interadion
andtheir perceptions or expedations of their opporent.

The pre-negatiation questionreire was completed after reading the negatiations case
materials, bu prior to contad with the opporent. Participants responded to the questionraire in
an anticipatory fashion regarding the upcoming regatiation (" To what extent do youexped your
partner may attempt to deceve you?'). The post-negatiation questionraire was distributed with
the padkage of materials, bu was ®ded separately. Participants were instructed na to open the
sed onthe post-negatiation questionraire prior to completion d the negatiation. The post-
negatiation questionraire included the same items as the pre-negatiation qlestionraire, bu
guestions were phrased in aretrospedive fashion ("To what extent do you l&lieve your partner
attempted to deceve you?').

The post-negatiation glestionnaire dso contained a measure of the social outcome of the
negatiation. Two questions were intended to gauge the quality of the relationship establi shed
between the two negatiating parties. Thefirst question asked, “Imagine that, in the future, you
arein avulnerable bargaining paitionin adispute with company X. Imagine you can chocse
whether to negatiate the matter with the person who was your counterpart in this exercise or with
an average exeautive from the company. Would youchoaose to negatiate with the person who
was your courterpart today over an average exeautive from the company?” The seand question
asked, “If you had to work onancther projed together, do yousense that it would gosmoothly?”

Process Measures of Negatiation Behaviors. The transcripts of ead e-mail exchange

were @ded to examine the processof the negatiation. The mding unt was the thougtt (usualy

eadt sentencewas coded as one though, unessthe sentencewas longand complex). Our coding
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scheme @ntained 26codes grouped into seven caegories: 1) information sharing statements, 2)
guestions or information seeking statements, 3) arguments or persuasive remarks, 4) goal
statements, 5) offers, 6) relationship statements, and 7) procedural statements.* In addition, ead
message was given an overall code for aff ed—either positive, negative, or neutral. Thiswasa
measure of expressed affed, which isto be distinguished from self-reported affed included on
the questionraires. All coding was acaomplished bytwo trained judges, and dsagreaments were
settled through dscusson urtil consensus was readed. Coders were naive to the experiment's
purpose and hypdheses. In the personalized condtion, thefirst, strictly social exchange between
negatiators was not coded, because this was part of the manipulation rather than pert of the
negatiation per se. Two dyads in the ingroup/depersonali zed condtionfail ed to submit
transcripts of their negatiations. These dyads were excluded from all subsequent analyses. The
number of linesin eat message was also courted as a measure of the total volume of
communication.
Results

Scde Construction

Based onthe questionnaire data, we cdculated composite measures of both negatiators
fedings of rappart and their perceptions of their negatiating oppomnts. The analysiswas run
using the post-negatiation questionraire data, and tested against the pre-negatiation guestionraire
data. Thefador structure produced by the questionnaire was not meaningfully different for the
two dfferent data sources. To construct the scdes, we performed afador analysison ead o the
two sets of items. For bath sets of questions, the first fador acoournted for abou 30 per cent of

thevariance All itemswith fador loadings onthe first fador above .6 in magnitude were



E-Mail Negatiations
16
included in the scaes. The spedfic items that then went into the dfedive rappat and perceptions
of opporent scdesarelisted in Table 1. Reliabiliti es (Cronbad' s apha) for the resulting
measures are satisfadory, bah before and after negatiation, ranging from .84to .94. Reliability

for the post-negatiation measure of relationship established is .82.

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Manipulation Chedks

The pre-negatiation questionreire served as a manipulation ched for the picture and
biographicd information. This part of the disclosure manipulation hed a significant influence
bath onself-reported affed as well as on perceptions of opporent. Self-reported aff ed was more
pasitive in the personali zed condti on where participants who hed seen a picture of their
opporents (M=4.11,SD=.69) than amongthase in the depersonali zed condtion (M=3.45,
D=.70), F(1,90=7.84,p<.01. Likewise, reported perceptions of the other side were more
positive when participants had seen a picture of their opporents (M=4.41,9D=.31), than when
they had na (M=4.10,9D=.35), F(1,90=17.18,p<.01. By contrast, the group status of opporent
failed to show asignificant influence on either self-reported affed or perceptions of opporent.

All participantsin the personalized condtion dd complete the social conversation grior
to the start of their negatiation.

Negatiated Outcomes

To test the hypahesis that negatiated outcomes were afunction d the experimental

manipulations, we mmpared impasse rates acossexperimental condtions. A dispropartionate
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number of impasses occurred in the outgroup/depersonali zed condtion: of the 14 impasses
amongthe 95 dyads, 10(71 per cent of impasses) occurred in the outgroup/depersonali zed
condtion (seeTable 2), and this pattern deviates sgnificantly from the null hypahesis of

propartional distribution d impassesin al condtions, x*(1)=8.15,p<.01.

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

To test the significance of the impas<e rate in the outgroup/depersonali zed condtion, we
used a ztest to test the diff erence between the observed and the expeded propartions. Fifteen
percent of al dyadsfailed to read agreement. The 29 per cent impas< rate in the
outgroup/depersondlized condtionis sgnificantly above this 15 per cent baseline rate, z=3.33,
p<.01. Nonre of the other three cd sdiffer significantly from the 15 per cent baseline. At first
glance the higher rate of impasses in the outgroup/depersondli zed condti on than in the other
three ondtionslooks like an interadion effed between the independent variables, in which the
two fadors combine in a sub-additive manner in reducing impasse rates. However, this pattern
amost certainly refleds a celing effed. The rate of agreement isvirtually 100 ger cent in the
three cdl swhere one of the two bases of arelationship is present, hencethereis noroom for the
ingroup/personali zed cdl to be higher than the two cdl s with solely one fador present. Although
the result leares ambiguous predsely how the two fadors combine in reducing impasses, the
pattern dces suppat the general expedation that both of the fadors sufficeto mitigate impasse

rates.
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We then examined the value of the joint outcomes in those dyads that came to
agreament. Thejoint value of the negoatiated agreement averages $14.48MM (SD=.80) for the
81 dyads who came to agreement (recdl that the maximum joint score was $15.1MM). Because
the greaest deviations from efficient agreements occurred in cases of impasse, adummy variable
for impasse acourtsfor 96 per cent of the variancein joint outcomes. The pattern of joint

outcome acosscondtions, then, rougHy mirrors that of impasse rates (seeTable 2).

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Questionraire and Process Measures

The means, standard deviations, and inter-correl ations among the dependent variables are
shown in Table 3. To investigate the dynamics that produced outcome diff erences, we first
compared the questionraire and processdata & the dyad level acossall four experimental
condtions. Theresults of the overall MANOVA are significant (p<.05). This MANOVA
includes all the pre- and past-negatiation questionraire items and all 26 coding categories. These
analysesreved amain effed for ingroup/outgroup status of opporent, F(47,43=2.65,p<.01,and
amain effed for the disclosure manipulation, F(47,43=2.07,p<.01. The disclosure by group
status interadion effed is not significant, F(47,43=.83,ns.

To asessthe question d whether Stanford students diff ered from Kell ogg students, a
second MANOVA was run onindividual-level data. Thisanaysis again reveds main effedsfor

disclosure and ingroup/outgroup manipulations, bu no significant effed for schod,
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F(40,112)=1.217,ns. There ae nosignificant diff erences between students from the two
schods, controlli ng for condtion. None of the interadion eff eds are significant.

Questionraire data. Based onthe significant overall MANOVA described above, we

examined spedfic diff erences between condtions. All remaining effeds were cdculated at the
dyad level. First, we analyzed the social outcome of negatiations with a measure of whether
negatiators felt that arelationship had been established. A 2 x 2ANOVA onthe post-negatiation
measure of relationship establi shed reveds marginaly significant main effeds for the
independent variables of disclosure F(1,91)=3.04,p=.09,and goupstatus F(1,91)=3.72,p=.06.
Theinteradionterm is nat significant, F(1,91)=.07,ns. These measures, of course, are not
affeded bythe caling effed that affeded the impasse rate results. The finding d main effeds of
the manipulation suppat the interpretation o the impas< rate results in terms of two
independent effeds.

Repeaed-measures ANOVA s were used to analyzethe questionraire measures. These
analyses reved a between-subjeds effed of the disclosure manipulation: participantsin the
personalized condtion reported bah more pasitive fedings toward and perceptions of their
opporents both before and after negatiation than did perticipants in the depersonali zed condtion
(F values (1,90>7, p values<.01). Neither the main effed for group status of opporent nor its
interadionwith dsclosureis sgnificant. In addition, within-subjeds contrasts reved that
perceptions of opporent grew significantly more favorable over the aurse of the negatiationin
al condtions, F(1,90=10.42,p<.01. However, affedive measures of rappart significantly

worsened over the @murse of the negatiation, F(1,90=10.10,p<.01.
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Transcript analysis. Recdl that the coding processused 26codes in seven coding

caegories: (1) information sharing; (2) information seeking; (3) arguments; (4) goal statements;
(5) offers; (6) relationship statements; and (7) procedura statements. Each message dso
receved an owerall code for expressed affed. A 2 x 2fadorial ANOVA analysis of total number
of lines of communicaion reveds that participants who regatiated with the outgroupwrote
significantly more to ead ather before coming to agreement than dd thase who regatiated with
theingroup. Ingroup dyads snt an average of 129.48lines (SD=60.58 over the curse of the
negatiation, compared with 163.9lines for the outgroup (SD=74.73, F(1,91)=4.65,p<.05.
Further analyses all were run controlli ng for total number of lines written to avoid
confoundngthe charader of the interadion with the volume of communicaion. These analyses
reved asmall number of other processvariables that were influenced by the independent
variables. (SeeTable 4 for an overview of processdata.) Dyadsin the personalized condtion
made more relationship statements over the aurse of their negatiations (M=.28 per line sent,
SD=.18) than dd dyadsin the depersonalized condtion (M=.21 per line sent, SD=.097),
F(1,90=6.01,p<.05. Note that this difference only includes communication foll owing the first,
strictly socia conversation. The gredest diff erence between the two conditions occurred in
relationship statements that personali zed the self by offering personal detail s (one of four types
of relationship statements). This ansto have been a dea consequence of participantsin the
personalized condtion keginning their negatiation with asocia conversation. They had aready

exchanged personal detail s, so making referenceto them again may have been natural.
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INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

Anaysesreved anumber of differences between ingroupand ougroup dyads. Relative
to those who regatiated with the outgroup,thase who regatiated with theingroup (1) reveded
more preferences for negatiable issues (M=.063 g line sent, SD=.03, \s. M=.039 p&r line sent,
D=.021), F(1,90=11.57,p<.05; (2) asked more information-seeking questions (M=.046 r line
sent, SD=.038, \s. M=.032 per line sent, SD=.29), F(1,90=4.43,p<.05; and (3) made fewer
procedural statements (M=.10 per line sent, SD=.05, \s. M=.26 p&r line sent, SD=.17),
F(1,90=6.98,p<.05. This pattern of results uggests that ingroup dyads sared more
asuumptions and foundit easier to exchange information than dd ougroup dyads. There are no
significant disclosure by group status interadion effeds.

Mediational Analyses

In an attempt to understand the dynamics that led dyads to impasse, we conducted logistic
regresson equations to assesswhether the dfed of the manipulations onimpasse was mediated
by ou measures of two dff erent motives for cooperation. Asmay beseenin Table 5, aterm
contrasting the depersonali zed/outgroup cdl with the other three cdisisasignificant predictor of
impasse (Table 5, modd 1). Likewise, the depersonali zed/outgroupterm is correlated with
aff ed-based rappart (r=-.29,p<.01). Post-negatiation measures of aff ed-based rappart show a
strongrelationship with impasse (Table 5, model 2). When rappart is added to the logistic
regresson wsing the independent variables to predict impass, it reduces the dfed of the

independent variablesto insignificance (Table 5, modd 3). Rappart, then, satisfies Baronand



E-Mail Negatiations
22

Kenny s (19869 criteriafor avariable that statisticaly mediates the dfed of independent
variables on a dependent variable. The same relationship daes nat hold for measures of
perception d opporent (Table 5, model 4). Perception o opporent does not mediate the
relationship between the independent variables and impas< (seeTable 5). Hence, the results
suggest that the tendency toward impasse in negatiations that took dacein the ésenceof either
group-based or dyad-based basis for the relationship is more amatter of affed than cogntion and
more adeficiency of goodfedings abou the counterpart than a deficiency of paositive

perceptions.

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

To uncerstand the negatiation kehaviors that contributed to dfferent levels of rappart,
ancther series of regresson equations was cdculated predicting past-negatiation reports of
affediverappat. Threeprocessvariables correlate significantly with post-negatiation measures
of aeffedive rappat, after downward adjustment of the aiticd value of p for the 26 correlations
cdculated (p crit. =.002). These threepredictors of rappart are; expressons of positive dfed,
ultimatums, and threds. Positive dfed expressed duing the negatiationis correlated with
outcome measures of rappart (r=.44,p<.002. Ultimatums were offers guch as, “$8 millionis my
last offer. Takeit or leaveit.” Ultimatums reduced rappart (r=-.36,p<.002. Finadly, threas
were references to ore's alternative to negatiation, such as, "If you can't give methe ded I'm
looking for, | can always producethis product withou your help and make $5 million." The

occurrence of threas was negatively correlated with rappart (r=-.40,p<.002. However, the
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independent variables only predict one of these processvariables, expressed affed. Infad,
expressed affed, as measured by the tone expressed in written messages, mediates the dfed of
the independent variables on pat-negatiation measures of affedive rappat (seeTable 6). When
expressed affed isincluded in the eguation, the independent variables nolonger predict affedive
rappat (model 3). Thisrelationship hdds, even after controlli ng for the other processmeasures

(mode 4).

INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE

Discussion

Personal disclosure and ingroupaffili ation pasitively affeded negatiators ability to read
agreement in eledronic negatiations. Despite the informationall y-impoverished medium of
eledronic mail, people who regatiated with members of their own ingroupand/or engaged in
mutual self-disclosure with their opporents were more likely to come to agreanent. However,
negatiations between people who had na engaged in dsclosure and who dd na share the same
ingroupfaced communicaion and rappart difficulties that were associated with significantly
higher impas< rates.

We hypahesized that both shared ingroup status and self-disclosure would increese rates
of agreament, and indeed, bah reduced impasse rates relative to the outgroup/depersonali zed
condtion. Infad, bah methods virtually eliminated the likelihood d impass. Recdl that we
had ariginally predicted two main effeds, one for group status and ore for disclosure. The

results suppat our hypaheses, bu reved an interadion, which we had na predicted. We would
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have predicted that agreements rates would have been higher in the personali zed/ingroup
condtionthan in any ather condtion. However, sincethe rate of impasseis nealy zero in bah
the personali zed/outgroup and depersonali zed/ingroup condtions, it is not possble for the rate of
agreement to be higher than 100 r cent in the personalized/ingroup condtion. One explanation
for the observed pattern in resultsisthat a celing effed in rates of agreament turned two main
effedsinto what appeasto be an interadion.

Althoughthe data suppat our main hypdheses, the mediating processes were not
consistent with ou expedations. Both the ingroup status and mutual self-disclosure gopea to
influence negoatiated outcomes via df ed-based rappart. In addition, the expresson d positive
affed isa aiticd mediating fador essential to the development of rappat. The observed pattern,
then, is simmarized in Figure 2. People negatiating with an ougroup member andin the
absence of personalized exchange expressed more negative dfed during the negatiation and

developed lessrappart.

INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

Because we measured rappart foll owing regatiation, the causa diredion between rappart
andimpass isindeterminate. However, there ae reasons to think that rappart isa caise, and nd
a onsequence, of impase. First, the wnstruct of rappat islogicdly related to the important
processvariables that were wrrelated with impasse, namely expressons of affed, ultimatums,
andthreas. Andinfad, the processmeasures are crrelated with rappart more strongy than

they are correlated with impasse, suggesting that they share more underlying variance. Send,
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these processmeasures precaled the adual occurrenceof impasse. Third, rappart statisticdly
mediates the relationship between the processvariables and impasse. However, these aguments
aside, the rappart-impasse relationship necesstates further testing.

The results of our study suppat and extend those of Drolet and Morris (1997, who
documented the causal priority of rappart in enabling coordination onsolutions to mixed-motive
conflicts. The present study extends this line of research in two important ways. First, it
documents the importance of rappart in avery different communicaion medium, in which
emotional exchanges take aquite different form. Faceto-face ontad between negatiatorsis not
always necessary to buld rappat. Some social, personalizing contad between negatiators
communicaing viawritten media can buld rappat, as can common ingroup membership. There
appeasto be more than ore path to rappart.

Seond, the present study pants to the importance of rappart between negatiatorsin the
ability to come to agreament. Negatiatorsin the present study hed awide bargaining zone, and
impasse was a highly inefficient outcome. Nevertheless nealy orethird of dyadsin the
outgroup/low disclosure andtionfailed to reat agreement. Whereas Drolet and Morris (1997
documented the relationship between rappart and integrative outcomes, the present study
contained so many impasses that they overwhelmed what modest variance there was in the joint
value of succesful agreanents.

Increasesin the likelihood d impasse notwithstanding, we might exped that when
agreement does occur, negatiations that take placevia email can be aintegrative as those that
take placefaceto-face E-mail negatiations have some distinct advantages: E-mail all ows

negatiators as much time between messages as they need to cdculate the values of various
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outcomes and to consider the best courter-off ers, and complete transcript of the dmmmunicaion
allow for more caeful information aaquisition. Indeed, some recent experimentation has found
no dfferencein the integrativenessof outcomes achieved in e-mail versus faceto-face
negatiations (Barsness& Tenbrunsel, 1998 Croson, in press Purdy et al., 1997%.

Our results are dso consistent with prior evidenceon pre-play contad between partiesin
socia dilemmas. For example, Kerr, Garst, Lewandowski and Harris (1997 demonstrate that
communicaion between parties leals to the development of social identity that promotes
cooperation. Furthermore, they demonstrate that it isthe enotional social asped of
communicaionthat isimportant, na simply the formation d social contrads or the
consequences of violating socia contrads. Thus, contrary to rational expedations theory, the
emotional asped of communicaioniskey in affeding behavior, na the rational-contractual
asped.

Our investigation dauments ome of the pitfall s for negatiations in which thereis very
littl e contad between parties. This reseach took dace &the bottom end d the spedrum of
mediarichness We caana conclude that personal contad between negatiators will always
improve their chances of agreament. Our manipulation d mutual self-disclosure, consisting d a
picture, small biography, and get-acquainted exchange, was rather minimal, yet it had powerful
effeds. Furthermore, it ispossble that an even small er amourt of mutual self-disclosure than
that used in the present investigation would be sufficient.

Affed aso paysan important rolein the present findings. Expressed affed in the
negatiation was asociated with lower aff ed-based questionraire measures of rappat and with

impass. Negative moods precaded impas. Thisfindingindiredly suppats and extends the
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body d reseach indicaing the strongrelationship between pasitive dfed and regatiated
outcomes. For example, Carnevale and Isen (1986 foundthat positive dfed increased the
integrative quality of agreements. Even when negotiators do nd engage in the @mntentious
behaviors that appea to be one amnsequence of negatiating faceto-face(Carnevale & Isen,
1986, al negatiations include a ompetitive comporent, and regatiation can trigger both arousal
and regative eanotions. Thereis evidencethat negative anotions combined with arousal lead
people to engage in risky and self-destructive behavior (Leith & Baumeister, 1996. Inthe
present experiment, those negatiators in the outgroup/low disclosure @ndtion engaged in risky
negatiation strategies, such as off ering threas and utimatums, with lower expeded values.

The present findings hald ou hope for the potential of eledronicdly-mediated
negatiations. As organizations respondto the globali zaion d markets by expanding aroundthe
world, faceto-face ommunicaions will haveto gve way to techndogicdly-mediated
communicaions. Where those interadions occur between representatives from diff erent groups
who knaw very littl e doou ead ather, the evidence presented here suggests that building rappart

and pasitive dfed between negatiators may increase their chances of coming to agreement.
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Footnotes

' Interestingly, advocates of eledronic communicationtechindogyin negotiation have drawn on
studies of cases where the fail ure to transmit aff edive aies and personal detail sis advantageous.
For example, a cae study d a potentially contentious contrad negatiation ketween labor and
management representatives argued that communication via dedronic media helped parties

consider the issues sparately from the personditi es (Carmel, Herniter, & Nunamaker, 1993.

? For clarity of exposition, we use the term ‘opporent’ to refer to the person with whom a given

party negotiated. We did na use thisterm in any of the experimental materials.

° One dassat Stanford was not given their materials until Tuesday.

* The oomplete mding scheme is avail able on request from the authors.



Table 1. Questionraire measures.

* indicaes item which was reversed-scored
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Affedive rappat items

Perception items

(Describe sdlf) (Describe other)
Angry* Irritating*
Annoyed* Likable
Cold* Positive
Disappanted* Seqetive*
Friendy Selfish*
Frustrated* Sincere
Pleasant Trustworthy
Positive Sense of shared trust
Compasdonate Deceptive*
Sengitive Fair

Warm
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Table2. Number of impasses and mean value of joint outcome (in millions of dallars) asa

function d intergroupand interpersonal relationship.

N
# Impasses Personali zed Depersondized Totals
Joint outcome (MM )
N=14 N=13 N=27
Ingroup 1 Impasse (7%) 1 Impas< (8%) 2 Impase (7%)
$13.89 (SD=2.61) |$13.31(sD=2.71) |$13.61(SD=2.62
N=34 N=34 N=68
Outgroup 2 Impasses (6%) 10 Impasses (29%) | 12 Impasses (18%)
$13.93 (D=2.42) |$11.83 (D=4.49 |$12.88(D=3.73
N=48 N=47 N=95
Totals 3 Impasses (4%) 11Impasses (22%) | 14 Impasses (15%)

$13.92(D=2.45

$12.24(SD=4.11)

$13.08(SD=3.46)

a and bsuperscripted means are significantly different from ead ather by t-test (p<.10, ore-

tail ed).
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Table4. An owerview of processdata, by condtion. Numbers listed are mean number of
statements for every 100lines of written communicaion (standard deviationsin
parentheses).
Persondli zed Depersondlized | ANOVA results
Variable In- Out- In- Out- | Personal- Group Pers. by
group | group | group | group |[izdion Status Grp. Status
Argument/ | 13.8 14.8 12.4 15.6 | F(1,90=.05, | F(1,90=2.2, | F(1,90)=.61,
Persuasion
(7.9 (7.0 4.9 (5.1 ns ns ns
Information| 11.9 11.3 11.3 14.4 | F(1,90=.90, | F(1,90=.91, | F(1,90)=2.0,
Sharing
(6.6 (5.9 (5.9 (6.9 ns ns ns
Goal 2.0 1.0 2.2 1.7 F(1,90=2.0, | F(1,99=6.0, | F(1,91)=.16,
Statements
.7 (2.0 .7 2.2 ns p<.05 ns
Questions/ 5.0 3.1 3.7 3.1 F(1,99)=1.2, | F(1,90)=4.5, | F(1,9)=1.4,
Information
Se«king| (2.9 (2.2 (2.9 (2.5 ns p<.05 ns
Offers| 6.5 4.1 4.9 5.6 F(1,9)=2.6, | F(1,90)=2.6, | F(1,91)=8.5,
(3.3 (1.8 (2.2 (2.9 ns ns p<.01
Procedural | 10.7 14.5 9.2 13.2 | F(1,90=.90, | F(1,90=6.8, | F(1,91)=.01,
Remarks
(5.5 (6.9 (3.9 (7.3 ns p<.05 ns
Relationship | 25.5 30.1 24.5 21.6 | F(1,90)=3.5,| F(1,9D)=.11, | F(1,9)=2.2,
Statements
(9. (11.7 (13.5 (10.1 p=.06 ns ns
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Table5. Logistic regresson equations predicting impasse, showing the beta-weights for the

various predictors.

Predictor Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Depersondized by Outgroup  1.79*** 1.39 1.58*
Affed-Based Rappart -1.76** -1.72%*

Perceptions of Opporent -.99
Model Chi-square 8.72** 25.87*** 29.57*** 10.42**
*p<.05

**n<.01

**k p< 001
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Table 6. Regresson equations predicting past-negatiation aff edive rappart, showing beta-values

for the various predictors.

Predictor Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Depersondized by Outgroup  -.29** -.16 -.14
Expres=d affed 445 39%* .30**
Ultimatums -.20*
Threds -.22*%
Model R-squared .083** 9% 22%* 33***
Overal F 8.39** 22.31%** 12.80*** 11.27%**
*p<.05

** n<.01

**k p<.001
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Figure Captions

Figure 1. Hypothesized model.

Figure 2. The observed pettern in relationships between variables.
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