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- This paper represents an interin report on a project being undertaken unoer

’ ithe auspices of the Pol tical Science Departnent and the Harold Scott Quigley ]

Center of International Stndies at the University of Hinnesota cn "'l‘he Bargaining 7

5 Jl’roceas in- International Arns Control Negotiations " 'lhe purposes of this overall

project are three-fold. - FL e ..

l?irst, theoretically, the project involves an atte.npt to develop a franevork

of inter-related hypotheses for the analysis of the bargaining process in inter-

- national arms control negotiations We are especially interested in identifying
some of the najor effects of the bargaining process on- negotiation outcones. In
the develop-ent oﬁ this fra-ework, we have integtated generalizations dravn fron

tne experinental literature on bargaining and conflict vith the theoretical per-:

spectives concepts,‘and insights to be found in the descriptive literature on wA

Second, nethodologically, this project vill involve the testing of procedures -

for analyzing bargaining interactions, while also test..n° the theoretical general-
izations just nentioned. Soecifically, we will be emnloying and refinino a system
for analyzing bargaining interactions called Bargaining Process Analysis (Halcott
and Hopmann, forthconing) ‘!his system enables us to code bargaining behavior 7
into thesretically neaningful categories, and it thus per-its us to test general-r 7
i zations about the bargaining process in settings which differ fron those conven-
tionally enployed in the*experimental study of bargaining and ccnf" ict, but which

also resenble mo.-.t clea*ly those settings .7hic.1 occur most- often in '"eal world"

negotiations. .

. fihird, we inter.d in this proje..t te begin a process of bz-dge-buf lu...ng he-’

=

tween laboratory stvdie., of bsrtainina and conflict and "real wor'd i arms control
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wards the development of parallel theoretical frameworks and methodological devices -

7 for analyzing sinultaneously experimental bargaining in the laboratory and arms

”ferenca and subsequently the Conference of the Comittee on Disarmament which have ‘

= '7 ) negotiations Our theoretical and mthodological efforts are thus directed to-

—control negotiations, specifically those in the Righteen Nation Disarmament Con-

- e =

:met continuously in Geneva since 1962. ) T

o In this paper we propose to do the following° 1) HEshall begin with a gen- 7

—eral overvieu of our theoretical franeuork suggesting independent, intervening,

-

and dependent variables of greatest interest to us and presenting some illustra-
tive hypotheses of the relationships among these sets of variables. 2) We shall
tben proceed to a short discussion of our methodology for coding bargaining be-

haviors in the laboratory and in the Geneva negotiations 3) Finally, we shall

sumarize briefly some of our major findings to date and indicate some major direc- o

tions for our future researcli.r o

.

In our theoretical framework ve have identifisd a set of independent variables, .

including factors external to the bargaining situation itself and other factors

ding affective and tatsk-oriented characl.eristics of behavior, and a set of depen-

dent variables, involving the outcomes of negotiations. We may procede to identify ;:

briefly each set of variables and to suggest some major hypotheses linking each
independent variable with outcomes, often including linkages involving the inter-

vening vatiables. He have nct, however, hypothesized all possib1e combinations of

relationships within this framework, but have rather tried to identify some examples )

of the most basic hypothcses to illustrr te our general orientation. Undoubtedly

ST _ ~ . T
- - -~ - (R




additional and more complex relationships will emerge from the actual empirical ";

“31”18- T f T e

A, INDEPENDENT VARIABLE‘ THE IﬂTERNATIONAL EN'JIRON‘!ENT

One of the classic issues in theoretical discussions relatin° to arms control,

and disarmament involves the interaction betwe;ni neghti?tions and tne sta.e of

L%

international tensions prevailing at the time of those negotiations In his sem-

inal study on this subject Singer (1962) notes that there are three approaches to -

this problen. 'Ihe "tensions-first" approach asserts that disarmament is not

-

likely to be achieved until international tensions ate resolved since nations are

not likely to trust each other to abide by any ams control or disarmament ag'ee-'

- = T

ments so long as severe tensions continue to exist.r As Singer notes, however, dis-

armamont nay not be readily achieved if oﬁé'} waits until tensions .are first resolved.

) R )
As long as each nation retains the capacity to wage aggressive .

- ewar, mutually perceived threat will continue to flourish, and
tensions vill be perpetuated and exacerbated not eliminated.

(Singer, l962, p. l76 ) o 7 AU 1.:{‘:,: 7

A second approach contends that political settlements n'usf' precede the at-

tainment of disarmament agreements, since armaments are only th» symptom >nd not

<

the cause of political conflict. As long as political conflicts threaten the se~

curity of some uations, according to the proponents of this position, nations w:Ul A

no" entei into disarmament. Disarmament, therefore, be"cmes possible and me:un-

ingful only when political settlements have been reached and securi*y for all a:.io,ns

has baen gua"anteed. '.l’he problem is, howevei, ..at armaments -may themgélves Ye a

threat to national security and may thus prevent political setti=ments o™ ue::.ng

7 -f

achievec. Thus one may be caught in a vic. ous’ v..le in which amaments pravent

'pol" tical sett ements and in whinh d‘.ﬂarm.ment cc,nno" bc ach-reved withox.t pricr

-

politx.cal 'settlements .
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’ !to political conflict based upon concern for national security. "ven though poli-

;position which contends that external tensions mey actually be functional for the

: may make to the attainment ofiag"ec.nnnt. Some evidence relevant o this latter

',7>' N i i oF T -
by -

'l‘he third approach called by Singer the amaments-first" approach, contnnd&

e

that armaments themselves contribute substar.t*' ally to international tensions and

-~ -

tical conflicts and international tensions may have preceded the giowth of arma- _‘ ’

ments t:.mporally, and even though their reduc.tion may indeed facilitate disarma~

ment agreements, it is not at all clear that they can be eliminnted first. While _

=

tensions and conflict create a perceived need for armaments, tnese armaments in

turn reinf.orce these tensions and conflicts. ] Recent systematic evidence even

suggests that armaments may be a direct link between tensions and the onset of

war (Wallace, 1972) In view -of this, Singer (1962, P. 180) concludes. , L

Arms control and disarmamenf may be extremely difficult in L . i -

this tension-ridden world but if we plan to wait for a signi- o
ficant reduction cof .hose tensions or a settlement of the -

major political isSues before we make a serious effort to

kY

negotiate arms reductions and controls, we shall be waiting : ) ;_t:;* .

for the millenium. S T R o o

: o In addition to these three approaches summarized bv Singer, there is a

- .-

-

attainment of agreements because it provides an incentive for an agreement and an -

1mplied threat of severe consequences if negotiations fail. This position logi-

cally parallels the argument on behalf of the contribution which "nargaining chips

approaﬂh is’ provided in a study by Hoomann u.97 2) w‘zich explored the relationship
,between international tensicns and negou ations ia the Eightet-n Natlon Dissrmamoni

Conference in 1962-1963 on the nucleai test baw :ssue. Hopwann .ound a positive

3

e, -.ationship between increaaes in cooperat ~on ﬂJLdidP the negotiatlms among the

)
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three nuclear powers and increased cooperation inside the negotiations anong the
same three powers, conversely, increased tensions were generally followed by de-

“

creasing cooperation within negoti ations. Uhiie the exact structure and time 1ags
’ of these relationships varied somewhat among the three countries, each conformed
to the basic pattern in which changes in the external environment preceded changes
in the behavior of negotiators, aud the direction of the relationship was consis-
tently the opposite of t.hat predicted by those who argue that tensions may be
functional for agreement. However, the picture ‘was confused somswhat by reciprocal
feedback‘ effects from the negotiations back into the environment. 'l'hus, these
findings cast doubt on the arguments that tensions contribute to agreement in ne-.
gotiations aud support the general stance taken by Singer, but the ambiguity with
-egard to the directionality of relationships frustrated attempts to choose among
the three alternative xapproaches summarized by Singer. Further complication is
introduced with regard to a study by Jensen (1962), who found a curvilinear rela-
. tionship between international tensions and agreem..nt in negotiations. Ile ccn..luded
7 that ..oncessions in Soviet-American negotiations fell off dtring pericds of bown

high and low international tensions. This finding ‘at lnast suggests that the

ac.tual relat onship may be more complicated than most existing models would sug;;cst.

H

In view of this array of plaus ble but largely untested theory and the con- o

f.t.icting and ambiguoua nature of most evidence broudlt to bear to date, we cannot
assume with confidence a clear-cut position on this issue. Howc.ver, for the pur-
poses of preliminary hypothesia-testing, we have hypothesized that increased con~
flict in the international environment between negotiating nations will have a
negative impact on their bargaining behavior, including componen*s such as an iu"v
crease in "hard-line" bar~aining strat.egies, sn incraase in 'ﬂegative affect, and

an,.m:tease in disagrecments. A3 we sna_-. ncte shorily, these aspectr of behzvior

k3
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A 7are also hypothesized to detract from the likelihood of achieving significant arms
,control agreements. Conversely, we hypothesize that improved interactions within
. the environment will be conducive to more cooperative bargaining behavior, inclu-

ding more "soft-line" bargaining strategies, more positive affect, and mnore:
agreement, leading to an increase in the likelihood of aehieving a negotiated sol-

_ -ution. This position is sumarized by Druckman (l97l, p. 112) as follows.

e e

- A high level of system tension is likely to lead to overreactions

. 7by any nation to another nation 'S provocations, causing a breakdown = ]

T ~
-

in the negotiations, ‘on the other hand a low level of system ten- -

sion leads to underreactions by any nation to another s provocations,

.

facilitating negotiations or leading pa'*ties to seek mediational

mechanisms for resolving their differences on such vital issues as

E 7 disarmament.

1

‘We may conelude with a summazy of our major hypotheses as follows.

llO 'I‘he more the intetnational environment changes towards a reduction of ten-

sions, the greater the probability of a solution in negotiations and the
higher the joint payoffs from a. solution, conversely, the more: the in..er-
. national system changes towards increased tensions, the lower: the probability ‘7
of a solution in negotiations and the less the joint- payoffs from a solu-
~tion. ' 7
l.ll: The more international tensions are reduced the more likeiy that “soit"
 cather than. "hard" bargaining strategies will be employed and vice
versa.
1.12: The more international tensions are reduced, )the move likely', that
actors willrsgree rather than disagree about specific issues under 7

. negotiations and-tvice versa.

¥
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1.13: 'i‘he more international tensions are reduced, the more likely that

actors will employ positive rather than negative affect, and vice

]

L 1.4 'fh- more international—tensions are reduced, the more likely that:

negotiations will be more task-oriented rather than affect-oriented, .

and v;lce versa. ) A
o {n. mnapmm VARIABLE: - nmsn.:n or ACTORS' GOALS
... A pecond issue which we have examined involvea the impact of the flexibility
and rigidity of national goals on the bargaining behavior and outcomes of the ne- -
gotiations. Specifically, e seek to. determine whether allowing the negotiators

considerable latitude will aid or hinder them in attaining’an agreement in contrast

) to restricting them o inflexible bargaining positions. Once again we are con-_

fronted with somewhat coatradictory hypotheses. On the one hand, considerab]e

infl -~ uity and specificity may contribute to agreement if 1¢ focuaes attention

on the most salient issues under negotiation and prevents digression > less

important topics of discussion (Sawyer and Guetzkw, 1965, p. 471; Druckman, 1971,

. p. 109) In other words, negotiators may make nore and stronger comitments under 7

this condition, and, if these can be communicated credibly, the range of availabl°
vargaining space" ’msy be rapidly defined, facilitating agreement. On the other '
hand flexibility may enable negotiators to arrive at agreement rapidly on some
issues, even if these are not central to the negotiations. While such agreements 7
mey not necessarily contribute directly to the solution of the primary issues

under discussion, they may cnahnce positive affect within the negotiations, facil:i-
tating agreement on primary issues. Although at present ‘we. know of no convincing-’

evidence to support either of these positions, in stating our hypotheses we haye

accepted the latter get. of assumptions rather than ‘the former.




: - 'l‘hese hypotheaes may be summarized as frllowa .

7 ; ll.“20°w Tbe ‘more’ actora have ‘lexible goals, the greater the probability of a solx -
r.ion in negotiations and. t:he greeter the joint payoffe from a solution' T
converaely, the more ectore have inflexlble goalo, the less the probability

of a solution in negotiatione and the less the joint paynffo from a solut.ion.

7‘1 21: The nore actors have flexible goals the more tbey will adopt: Vigofe" : -

rether then "herd" bergeining etretegiee end vice verse.

1t o T et it o i s

-1.22¢ 'n-ne more ectors have flexible goalc, ‘the -ore likely caey vill agree

rather then dingree ebout specific ioeuee under negotietion. end

vice verea. B o el T

o . 123 ‘l‘he more ectors heve flexible goele, the nore likely they uill employ
- R 7 positive rather chau uesetive effect, and vice versa. ‘ -
j: ,;1:.;24' The more ectora heve flexible goela, the more likely thet negotiations -
7 - ‘will be teek-oriented rather tban affect—oriented, and vice versa. SR
. mxrmm vamx.z' nom vmm.zs ) _
i:i‘In thia inscance, we propoae to conoider t:he Various rolee ‘performed by dif- ""
} ferent actors involved in ncgotietions Actors in nesotietiono nay be considered -
to f.all into either ‘the cetegory of "mjor" ector or "minor" actors. A "major"
ector ic defined as one vhooe aseent to any proposed egreeuent is eseentiel if the
— f oy agreenent is to be ueningful. In discussions concerning MIRV werbeedo for ex-
ample, the United Sutu and tbe Sovie'- Union my be consi¢. ‘red to be .the major
i actoro. A eignificant agreement conld be coucluded against the wishes of any actore
except these two, whcreae nonesreement by either of the najor ectore would. clearly
amount to effective nullification of the effect ofany. propooed agreenent. .
A "minor" actor ie simply any ector who ie not a major actor. This is a

heterogeneous category, sincluding actors whoae acsent might be deemed highly deeirable

though oot esgential (e.g., the Un’ ted Kin,,aom or the Chinese People 8 Republic in
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’r:ausguted that :l.uflexib:l.nty :l.tself :l.o dycfunctiond in mt mep. we’ lmve n*dc

i

,the above cnq»le). as vell as acton vhose assent :l.s: probably of little or no in—

fpo:t&nce (e.g.. Pottugal) Our major theoret:lcal. :l.ntetut here is focuud on. the

'7role vhich minor actors may play in medisting disputes between the major actora and
—cuggut:lng pou:l.blo mmds fot agteement. Whno uny udut:lng techn:lqm ate
pon:l.blc, ve gemtany bcl:l.evc that :ln thou mu uhen n:lnor actors play an- ac~
V:t:l.ve leaderah:l.p roh they are more ukcly to bo ablc to ned:l.atc cffcct:lvcly
"‘b-tmen major acton and holp thea reach colut:l.m nwufou, ve hypothecize.
.30. The more minor actorc :l.n mptiatim plly an act:lvo ludcuhip role the

greater the probab:ll:lty of a .olution nd the h:lghcr tae joiut payoffs

~from a. colut:lon. S o SR ‘
D. INDBPENDBM‘ VARIABL!° PBRSONALI‘I‘! WBACT!RISTICS ) -
Hoot mearch ou thc effect of pcroouuty varhblu on msot:l.at:lona hu

focused upon thc roh of mthoﬂtaﬂnin@*- In geuul. t!\:u hu bun fmd to

detract froa the uininpus m ruch amuent.r s-cyct and Gutiliov (1965) uu; o
“marize the findings 1n. this area by noting that authoritarisnien ney be fuuct:l.oul
7for negotutim, hounnt. :I.f thc a:l.tuct:l.on deundo hfhubﬂity. on the othe:
hand. 1f- thc utut:l.ou roquim cono:l.deuble ﬂtx:lbiuty. then authoritauan ne-~
;gotiatora -ay So dctrinntal to the attdnunt of object:l.m " Since we have

the nu uampt:lon about authoutarianiu :l.n fomhting our most geuenl hypo-
—thes:l.s.

sililar atguunt hu alco led us to aan-c that ncgotiators whose value
jsycteu ptmr:l.ly enphuiu natimliu uthet than mtemtionanu are also like-

1y to be less effective 1n mchins agremuts. 'nuu hypotheoo- may be auulutized
br:lefly.

H

1 41: The more author:l.taricn the personality of negot:lators, the less the proba-

bility of a solution to aegotiations and the less the jo:lnt payoffs of any




aoiudon.

7 e 1. lo2° 'Ihc more mtionalhtic the ncgot:laton, tln less the probability of a solu-
- t:l.on to ncgothtim and the lcu the jo:lnt payoffc of any aoluti.on.
'B. INDEPENDENT VARTABLE: BARGAINING STRATEGY
Rational Theorfes of Bargaining :
Y _ . Ve 7", bcg:ln our d:licuulon of this :l.ndtpendent varisble by examining sox. ;ren—-i .
f' 1;'7 eul models of the barga:lnhg ptocuc based upon ucunpti&u of rational choicé;
: we shall thcn proudc to evalutc cxpet:lnntu cvidencc conceming the elp:l.rical

k)

appl:l.ca::lou of tbuo lodch to an analylh of ba:gniuing bchavior. _
h . Ratiml thcor:l.n of the bat;aining procul proccdc fm the assumption that:
’ 7 aetpu mk to n:d.d.u tho:l.r ;u:lnc und lin:luu thc:l.r losses :ln a conflict of ;

: humt, so that the purpou of bargaining is to identify positions in which con- 7

?’“ -

; fncu of :I.ntcrut may be :uolvnd in such a way that o party receives an unac- .
R i ] ccpublc loss and.in which uch party ux:l-izu gnhu -to the greatest extent pos- g ;,;—,

p;blc cmutent,wuh the first principle. The central concept in such theor:lﬁg 7
10 "batggining space,” that area in which the nintmm acceptable positions of all
Ja’étrou ovirhp. This conccpt bu bun dcnlopcd most extensively by Boulding

kS kg el |
' B ' WM R

(1962. Chapter 1). As Boulding notes, ltatj.c models of bargaining identify the
. ninisum acceptable pAou.ti.on of two actors, and then they take the space between
—7t:h"en)e ‘two minimum poﬁu as the bargaining sp;cc within which agreement is poss:l.ble.
Such a simple model for two actors in a conflict of interast l:l.tuat:lon 1s depicted
1n Figure 1. m vertical axis repreunts the payoffs to each of the actots rela-
t.ive to no agreenent, these are represented as either gains (above the zero po:lnt)'
or louec (below the zero point). The horizontal axis represents solutions or
outcones on a particular issue or set of issues, which, for the purposes of this

:lilustrat:lon. are assumed to form a continuum, We mnay then draw curves represent-
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: ,ing the payoffs for each actor at any point along the solution line, namely the

. xlines A---A' and B-~~B', For actor A, point a' represents his most preferred posi-

tion' and point a represents his minimum position. Similarly, for B, point b'

. represents his preferred position while b represents his minimum acceptable nosi-

tion. Therefore, a solution is possible only if some points on the line a-—-a'

coincide with some pointo on the line b---b' If this is the case, as it is in

o Figure 1 then a solution is possible at any point along -the .ine b--a, since any

solution between these points represents some gain relative to no agreement for

both parties. Outside of this space no agreement is possible since at least one

of the actors would prefer no agreement to an agreement at any such point.

Within these limits point E may represent a temporary equilibrium point which

};is Pareto-optimal and which may represent some "fair" solution. llowever, this is

not likely to be- a stable equilibrium. ) 'lhis is so because each actor can move to’

E ward :'.ts preferred position, namely to the right for actor B ‘and to the left . for

actor A, and thereby increase its payoffs at the expense of the other actor. As’
;ir;‘long as A, for example, does not move to the left of point b it may be able to

. increase its payoffs and still achieve an agreenent, since B may still prefer some

, ; gain (though now a reduced gain) to no gains which woul’d result fromthe failur‘-’- to

- reach agreement. Therefore, A has an incentive to move to. the left as far as pos-

sible without passing point b, ‘-.vhile B has a similar incentive to move to the

right without passing point a. Thus barg'aining and conflict is likely to occuri

o even 1f a mutually profitable agreement is possible, since actors may still come

into conflict over the division of the oains. '.)f course, in many real bargaim.ng

o “ situations each actor may not be avare of the minimum position of the otner actar,

80 there may be some danger of stalemate if A, ’:'or example, miscalculates and N

- moves too far to the left, beyond point b ‘a0 tnat no aoreement may be reached.
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~the' class of negotiatious —diagrammed in Figure 1 as distinct from those which fall

_ into the situation depicted in Figure 2. ln"other words - this stage involves the

We,:shall discuss this point in more detail shortly.

7 of course, not all issues are susceptible to this kind of mutually profitable
solution. Figure 2 1ilustrates a ‘case where the intersection of the payoffs for
the two actors falls below the neutral point. In this case; A's minimum acceptable

position at point a represents a loss for actor B, and B s minimum acceptable solu-

ot won wonf ®

tion at point b represents a net loss for actor A. In other words, lines a-»--a
and b~--b* do not overlap in Figure 2,, Therefore, there are no solutior- in this
case where both parties can gain so no agaeement is likely to result.

On the basis of this reasoning, we may divide the bargaining process into two

aualytically distinct stages (though they are not necessarily sequentially distinct N

7 in all cases) ‘Ihe first of these may be called the "Issue Definition" ph e, and

this involves the identification of those issues or sets of issues which fall into

separation of those issues on which agreement is possible in principle from those

—on 'which agreement'is not possible wi‘thout a modification of utilities by at least

one of the parties. Once negotiable* issues have been separated from non-negotiable

issues, the second phase commences, called the "Bargaining" phase. This process

iuvolves maneuvering within the range of possible agreements on a11 issues falling

into the first class to identify a point of final solution. In both phases, of

course, the parameters of the bargaining space may be modified through a chaage in
utility for one or both actors. Therefore,ras Boulding emphasizes (1962, Chapters
2;14), in more dynamic models the range of possible agreement and the point of
equilibrium may change over time as a rasult of a variety of variables which af-
fect calculations ‘of gains and losses..

7 Our first independent variable, bargaining strategy, is thus primarily rele-

vant to our model as a tool wh.;.ch actors mcy employ to attempt to inﬁ.uence ard
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A modify the cost-gains calculus of other actors in negotiations. étrategic elements .,‘
: v may be used by individual actors‘ either*to bring about a convergence in bargaining
positions'fo‘t which there was previously no perceived—overiapping bargaining space
(during the “issue definition phase) and to improve their own position within

=

available bargaining space (during the "bargaining phase) The most, extensive

e

vtheoretical exploration of these strategic tools is found in Schelling's (19'60;’ |

. ‘: Chapters 2-5) classic work ca conflict and i:argainirié- Schelling particularly.em-
. | ; phasizes the role of three strategic tools, namely > comm:ltmentS, threats and pro=
= —V i A comitment 1s° 8enerally used bY an actor in negotiations to establish a
:

[ReL

" ;payo:}‘:’f in the bargai.’ning, In order to do—so,' ‘actor A may attempt ‘to commit hiﬁ-
SN 8 ) 'isje.lfito a ‘position which it believes is jnst‘inside of B's range of acceptability,

' " that 15 asclose to the right of point b as possible in Figure 1. This is difficult,'
- however, since A must make a subjective estimate of B s utilities in order to- esti-

. Amate the location of point b. Once such an'estimate has been made A will try to

cormit himself to the right of b and to ‘convince B that he caﬁgot retreat from

TR,

P

‘that solution without great loss. Thus, for example, he may try to convince B that

he is coninitted at his own minimum position, so that point a is just to the Fight

R ity

-of point b. 1If he is successfui in 'this, then he may persuade B that no agrezment
N is preferable to any further concessions, so that B will then have no choice but

to settle at that point, since it is preferable to no agreement for him too. If

B is not fully convinced of this, however, it may call A's bluff. Then A is forced

into a choice between a compromise, with the credibility and strength of his com~
mitments weakened, or he may have to settle for no agreement even though he would

" otherwise have been willing to accept a settlement at a position farther to the

] right with somiewhat less favorable pafroff.s to himgelf. In other words, an indiri-

\

[
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firm gosition beyond which he wi11 not compromise, in order to try to maximize his ‘
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dual actor's decision to maximize its .own gain requires the ability to convince the

ot:her actor that it is fully committed to its position and cannot comnromise under

- any circumstances. The paradox is that this firm commitment runs “the risk of

est:ablishing an immovable position that goes beyond the ability of the other to.con-

cede. and t:hereby provokes the iike ihood of st:alemet:e or breakdown (Schelling,

This may be part:icularly true if A misjudges B's minimum accept:able

’ posit:ion and commit:s itself to a position to the left of point: b, t:hat: is out:side

of t:he range of accept:able solut:ions. In t:his case, B in fact: prefers no agreement:

- t:o an agreement: at: t:he point: where A has- commit:ed it:self, 80- 1o agreement: is likely

t:o resu].t: even t:hough a solut:ion was t:heoret:ically available. In short:, commit:- T
ment:s may enable one act:or t:o maximize his payoffs, but: t:hey also entail t:he risk,
t:hat: no agreement may be achieved even though a mut:ually profitable agreement was

possible.

’ A second st:rat:egic element which comes into play in bargaining sit:uat:ions is

t:he uge of threats. ‘A threat may be used by an act:or to get another part:ic'lpant:

to accept: a solution favorable to himself t:hrough modifying his ut:ilit:ies. In

other words, the threatener at:t:empt:s to make the alternative of.no agreement less

at:t:ractive to the other party(ies) by threatening additional losses associated with

no 'agreemcnt:. In terms of the diagrams in Figure 1 and 2, A may threaten losses t:o

- B associat:ed with no. agreement:, it thereby moves t:he curve B~--B' in a nort:heaste 1y

direct:ion, and thereby widens the’ payoff possibilities for A, 'and reduces the
loases, relative to no agreement for B in reaching a aolntion in the left-hand seg-~
men%~of the diagram.

‘ 7'1'he paradox' of t:he't:hreat:'situat:ion is that the threatener must bind himself
t:o carry out the threat if the desired action on the part of the other actor is not
carried out, or else the threat will not be credible. Yet he‘must: also communicate

to t:he threatened party that the threat invalves some cost tolimself 55 that the thres =
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ener would have no i}_mediate cause to cacry ont the threat and would be likel-y to
refrain from ,doing so if the desired alternative were accepted. Thus, the'th{eat
requires that the initiator convince the recipient that, i1f he responds as desired,
there will he no execution of the threat; on the other hand, if he does not so re-
spond the threat will almost certainly be carried out (Schelling, ‘1960, pp. 35-36)
Promises are logically similar to threats in that they attempt to modify the
utilities of the recipient in order to increase the value attached to the position

favored by the promiser. ‘I‘hus, in terms of the diagrams in Figures 1 and 2 A may

promise B some reward associated with a particular point of aereement which would
increase B's gains relative to no agreement. Like the threat, this would ‘tend to
shift the curve Be==B' in a northeasterly direction, thereby increasing B's gams B
f°'r',;3 solution which was -otherwise more preferred by A, that is in the left segment"
ofithe diagran; Thus, a promise is an offer by one_ party that, if the other partv
(ies) behaves Ain the desired fashion, then it will receive some reward for’ doing
0. —I.ilce the threat situation, the initiator must convince the recipient that he “
will actusllp carry out his promigses if the desired ‘behavior ensues. He must. also

convince the recipient that the promises involve some loss to him so that he would

-not be likely to carry them'out anyway.

In addition to these three strategic tools . bargaining strategy may include a
variety of other possible moves along the solution line, which are not primarily
designed to nodify utilities. These include initiations, accomodations, and re-
tractions. An initiation is simply a prhposal by ore actor of a solution point
along the issue dimension line. This may have different effects, dependin’g on
whether or not it is accompanied by a coznmitment to that position. Assuming that

it does not imply a2 commitment, however,- it may have the effect of clarifying
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} issues and getting l;argaining under way on a pxarticular.issue.— An accomodation

' is a movement by one actor along the issue dimension toward a position preferred
by the other party(ies). Thus, in Figure 1, A could n_uake an' accomodation to B by
moviné its bargaininé position ‘toward the right along.the issue dinension axis,
This. kind of a move is Alikely to create an impression of flexibility and “good ;

will:" 3 though it may also be perceived as weakness which can be taken advantage

of. Finally, a retraction is a movement by one actor along the iseue dimension

from a previous position to a new position farther away from the position preferred )

by the other party(ies) In Figure l, a retraction by A would involve a movenent B

toward the left along the issue dimension axis. Since auch a retraction is likely

to reduce the gains or increase the losses relative to no agreenent for the other

party (party B in Figure l), this is likely to impede the process of agreeing on a

solution.

L3

We have identified six components of bargaining strategy. For some puxposcs
of conceptualization, we have collapsed these 4nto tWo broad categories of bar-
gaining strategy, although we alvays retain the capability to analyze each of these
conponents individually. First, "soft bargaining strategies" refer to strategies
which are characterized primarily by the use of initiations, accomodations, and
groni_'ses. In other words; these may be viewed as primarily positive movements in
wbich one actor seeks to incre‘ase the relative gains for other actors in order to
enhance the prospects of agreement. Second, “hard bargaining strategies" refer
to the prinary employment of retractions, threats, and copmitments. Unlike “goft"
strategic elements, t:hese conponents tend to increace losses for the party relative
to its more desired outcomes. This independent vsriable, therefnre, deals with the

degree to which actors erploy primarily “soft" versus "hard" bargaining strategies.

‘llaving defined these concepts theoretically in terms of a “rational™ model of-the

£
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: iti."cegm in leading to onteonee of agreement. ’kecent experimental findings,

Bargaining process, we may next turn to an examinati'on of some experimental studies

of interdependent decision-making under conditions of conflict, which have also

influenced the development of specific hypotheses.

Egerimenta Studies of Bargaining
The experimental literature on bargaining has become very large in recent
years and is difficult to aumari:e briefly. Therefore. ve will focus only on a

brief sumary of that literature which deals most directly with th:l.e independent

variable :

'l‘he literature -on bargaining atrategy tenda to be somewhat - confuaed due

largely t:o tbe different operational definitione of strategy wh:l.ch have been en-

7 ployed in the literature. uovever. most of the atudiea provide operationalizations

which can be loosely categorized in terms of our dichotomization of this variable '

,int';g “goft" and “hard" strategies. Ifuch of the debate in this literature has

centeréd around the preferability of one or other of these clusters of bargaie}ng

+

however. tend to augxeet that more complex relationahipa need to be examined and

that neither "hard" strateg:lee nor "sof:" atrategiee pursued consistently are

I

likely to produce successful outcomes. For example. etudies by Bixenatine and
Wi].son (1963) and Bixenatine. ‘Potach, and Wilson (1963) indicate that cooperative
as oppoaed to conpetitive behavior mvdgadic,mixed-uotge interactions is sensitive
to,;chang:..e in strategy. Specifically, they find that overall end-session coopera-
tiveness is enhanced by starting with a hard-line strategy and then softening it as

B

compared with either consistent softness or consistent hardness. Converaely,
;tarting in a cooperative mode, then turning conpetitive. producas more competition
than a purely couwpetitive strategy pursued consi igtently. Sirdlar findings:are reported
by Teger (1970). but eontradictory results are.reported Komorita and Mechling Q. 267) .

Druckman (1971) hassugeested that these apparently divergeat findings may be reconciled;

..
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yet it is evident that there is presently no consensus in this area of investiga-
tion. Nevertheless. the cumulative problem definitions and research findings in

this area are obviously important El.q; “the development of theories of. bargaining and

" need to be investigated further, within a more comprehensive theoretical framework

which enhances similarities vith the referent system, i.e., with the "real world.”

Hypotheses

- Our major hypothesis is based on the assumption that outcomes will be affected

,ftiy the émpioyngnt of ‘soft" and ‘hard" b_aréuining stfgtegies. Our general asQun-

tipn 1s th:nt. in the long rum, -oftcr!bgrséining,ctrategieo are more condicive to

;—,a,g,rcleuht"tlitan are io:e ‘hard-line strategies. m;lﬁs geﬁéral :bos;l.tibn is dﬁalif:led

however, by the Andication in so"pe ei:perimental research just noted that change

“in bargaining behavior may be m;t relevant, espe.ciauy that a change from ha;é to

‘soft bargaining strategies is most likely to enhance the prospects for agreement.

In these hypotheses, we shall also congider the effects of some of the compoﬁents of

‘these loosely aggregated categories of “hard" and "soft" strategy, namely the

" role of commitments, threats, and promises. These hypotheses may be summarized as

—followé :

2.10: The greater the degrce t;o which the trend in bargaining strategy over time
changes from "hard" (retractions, commitments, 'and threg‘;:}s) to "soft"
(initiations, acconodaiions, and promises) behaviors, the higher the proba-
bility of a solution at the end of negot:l.e.t:lbns and the greater the iaint
payoffs to all parties; ccnversely, tflg. grgater the degree to which the
trend in bargaining strategy ocver time changes from "soft" to "hard" be-
haviors, the lower the probability of a solution at the end of negot:l.at:l.c;ns
and the less the joint payoffp to all pavties.

2.111: The éteater the use of commiimants throughout negotiations, t:he_ less

the probability of a solutioa st the end of negotiations and the lese




the joint payoffs to all perties.

2.112: The greater the use of threats throughout negotiationg, the less the
probability of a solution at the end of negotiations and the less the.
joint payoffs to all parties.

2.113: The greater the use of promises. throughout negotiations, the higher the
p'robaﬁu:lty of a solution at the end of negotistions and the more the
joint payoffs to all parties. '

2,121; "Soft" bargaining strategies will tend to generate positive. affect.
converaely. "hard” otratee:les will tend to generate negative affect.

2.131 "Soft™- bargaining atrategies will tend to generate agreenent in task—

behavior, conversely, "hard” bargainiug otrategies will tend to gener-

.
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ate disagreement in task behavior.

AT

2.141: “"Soft" bargaining strategies will tend to make the bargaining process

more task-oriented; éonversely, "hard" bargsining strategies will tend

to make the bargaining process more affective-oriented.

F. INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: EF?ECTS 0!" SANCTIONS

Our uco;xd independent variable internal to the bargaining process is .the use
of ‘sanctions. This refers simply to whether or not actors are provided with the
means to carry out threats, one of the primary componentsof the "hard” bargaining
strategy.

The literature on the role of sanctions in the bargaining process is clearly
-extensive, although for the most ps~t the literature deals more with conflict of
:l.gceresc situations rather than a full bargaining process since the only forms of
éommications ordinarily permitted involve nonverbal sianalli;ngﬁ This creates
problems for generalizing much of the research -n sanctions to the “real world,"

as we shall discuss more extensively later. The seminal research on this topic was
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conducted by Deutsch and Krause‘(1960 and 1962). The:'.r» findings teuded ‘to indlcate
that the possession of the capability to inflict sanctions on one's opponent, and
therefore the possession of a capability to threaten credibly, decreased the prob-
ability of successful and mutually profitable conflict resolution.

Subeequ'_ent research in this general area has 'been prolific. 'redeoch:l and
Horai (cited in Druckman, 1971) note over 40 relevant experiments in their recent
review of the literature. However, as ig often the case, theoiet:lcal and opefa- )
tmnal d:l.ss:lm:llarities among the various studies inhibit the additive developmen®
of theo!'y. Recent work, guch as that of Tedesch:l, Bonoma, and Novineon (1970),
wingle and MacLean (1971), and uorr:lson et al (1971) either directly disputes or
sugges!:s additional, complex quelificetions to the original Deutsch and Krauss
f.'i'.nd;iogs. In short, no reliable consensus exists even at the level of the wost °

primative propositions. However, the question of threat and the ability to employ

sauctions 19 clearly central to any systematic investigation of bargaining, and

the proliferat:lon of hypo:heeee end operational representat:lons of the phencmenon
provide a rich source of insight and suggestion. These have thus been of some
limited assistauce in developing hypotheses about the impact of sanctions, &z orell
as the threat to impose sanctions, on the outcomes of the barge:ln:l..ns process, ‘
The literature concerning the effects on bargsining of the existence of a
capability to inflict sanctions tends to produce mixed results. In eutmé our
hypotheses we have relied wost heavily og}he findings of Deutsch and Krauss (196C
and 1962), although we are quite aware, u noted previously, that these results
have frequently been contradicted in the expe vivental literature and may not be ap-
plicable to bargaining where extene:lve verbal interaction takes place. Since
these hypotheaes have provided the foundation for most research in this arca, hcw-

ever, we have taken them as our starting point. We have not specified below the
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tolerof :lntemn:lné varisbles in interacting with the sanctions variable, largely
because we agsume that such interactions vwill be complex, including extensive
feedback relationships to the bargaining strategy variables dealt with above. We
have, therefore, hypoth’esiud‘that sanctionswill generally detract from agreement

in Satgainipg, upec:lan.y'.uhen they are possessed by all parties in' the negotiations.
We have further noted that the division of i:ayc;ffs will probably depend upon whether

. or not the abfl:l.ty to infnci sanctions is possessed by one or more actors. These

hypotheses may be stated as follous:

- 2,20: The possession by actors in a bargaining situation of the capability to in-

flict sanctions will reduce the probability of achieving a solution at the

" - end of mﬁoﬁiat:lm and reduce the joint payoffs to all actors.

2.21: The poosudon of the capability to inflict sanctions by one iactor
will slightly veduce the probability of achieving a ool;:tion at the
end of swgotiations and vill tend to create an mmrdhtribution‘of
nayoffs, with the actor possessing iho capability to inflict sanctions
meéiviug higryu)t payoffs.

2.22: The pocmc:l.;h of the capability to .mflict sanctions by all actors
will substantially reduce the probability of achieving a solution at
the end of negotiations and will reduce the joint psyoffs to sll actors.

In summary, the hypotheses presented above include a number of fairly simple

relationohips involving the effects of bargain:lgk behavior on negotiation outcomes,

- with affective and task-oriented behavior serving as interveing varisbles. These

hypotheses will guide our overall research effort by identifying rélavant variables
and specifying the basic relationshipe to be investigated. At present it is dif-
ficult to develop more complex hypothcses, largely becsuse there is little theoreti-
cal basis in the previous literature on wiich to develop ou:ch hypothesized rela-
tiqnsh:lps. Indeed, uwany of the hypotheses in:luded abc:vuE are based oa prior

¥ h
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feuatcix and are intended to clarify relationships vhere previous findings have
been e:lther‘ ambiguous or contradictory.
. G INTERVENING VARIABLES: TASK AND AFFECT

We.have also included a set Of intervening varisbles, which are hypothesized
to relate these independent variables to the outcomes. These intervening variables
include affcc;. task behavior, and "style," defined as the ratio of task-oriented
to affscted-oriented behavior. In previous sections vefhave considered some °£; 4
effects which our independent verisbles are likely to have on these intervening -
v;r:!.abl,u; in tl%{l.o. section, :herefqv."o, we will consider o;l.y the effect; of these
intervening varisbles oo outcomes, that is on the dependent varisble.

Belationships Batween Affect snd Behavior: liodels of Comitive Consistency sad

Dissonance . ‘

Throughout the bargaining process, changss in behavior are ltkely to have &
oy.tugt:lc impact on the atut@o of actors, which will in turn affect their
futuu behavior. Hofbh gf cognitive balance, consistency, and dissonance provide
a foundation for an nﬁ.y.:la of the role of attitudes in intervening between be-
haviors snd outcomes. These kinds of models may be divided into two categories,

those inwolving intra-personal consistency and dissonance and those mmlvihé

‘inter-personal balance.

The intra-personsl components of an individusl's sttitudes have been divided
into three citcgories (Rosenberg and Hovland, 1?60, P. 3): 1) affect, includiang
verbal statements of ‘feelings and snd emotions; 2) cognition, including verbal
statenents of belief; and 3) behavior, entailing verbal statements concerning
overt behavior. In most génatal te:mo,f the intra-personal models assume that there

will be spproximate consistency among thege three components, such that a change in

one will tend to produce a change in the others. Rosenberg (1960, pp. 50-51) has




fomd that inconsistency between affect and cognition renders attitudes unstable,
vhich in turn generates ccnsistent changes in either affective or cognitive com-
ponents. Inconsistency between these two components (ofm lumped together wnder
the t;n attitude) and bpluvﬁr has been found to preduce temsion or dis~onmce
(Pestinger, 1957; Brehm, 1960) for the individual which tends to lead to a change
u{m..i attitudes or bahaviors. Once again the theory does not specify which

9

.. component is most likely to change, only that a change in one component is 1ikely
to produce a changs in the other. When applisd to & bargaining situation, for

- equc. the thiory of cognitive diuounu would Suggest that conciliatory behavior
on thc mt of one nogothtor. even 4if uuudcd only as a propumda gesture to an
= ; ouu:l.do uudunu. might create over time puuu:c for thh actor to assums wore
pooit:lvc attitudes toward the other patty. If this happens for both actors so
that their attitudes tend to converge, in the long run one would expect their be-
lumr to be more conciliatory, with greater reciprocation 1n rvesponse to the conci-
u.my moves of the otbct. " Thet is, under thege eond:ltiou behavior may then be
eluucur:l.ud by increasing consensus ludins toward agresmsnt on a finsl oolut:lon.

:

;

iy

H
. %; connmly. of course, threatening behaviors may increass negative stfuct, which in.

! turn would tend to enhance retractions, thereby leading the negotiating parties

§ farther spart and -~ay from a solution. L

§ At the lewvel of inter-personsl relations thers are at least thre: variants of

z this consistency aud balance model which my be relevant te the bargaining situa-
3 tion. The first approach emphasizes a high degree of reciprocity in attitudes _
g among. actors within negotiations. This argument contends essentially that, if one
: Yputty pcmiﬁ itself as the object of hostility from another, #t will tend to
express hoﬂ;.ﬂ:lty towvard the other. Applierd to & dyadic yslationship, this implies

that, "if x expresscs hostility toward y, then y will express hostility toward

X..." (Zinnes, 1968, pp. 86-37). Hopmenn (1972, p..230) has found that such reci-
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procity tended to characterize attitudes in arms control negotiations leading up
to the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. ] -7
A second approach is taken by Beider (1946) who sm;geats than an individual'

attitndes towards other individuals w111 be a function of their common- -attitudes

- towards some third person or object. The relationships within such a triad may-be
Adefined essentially as positive or negative, ‘and balance within a triad is obtain°d
) when zero or two bonds connecting the actors are negative, as is the case in the
B tour possible balanced triads diagramed in Figure 3.ﬂ Therefore, 1f actor P likes
- 77 ) :object X and it also perceives that the other actor, 0, likes the sane object, then
71?. tends to feel positively towards the other actor. This relationship does not (
_;.':apply, however, to posaession relationships such as those where P and 0 both de-

: sire to possess x, so that they come into conflict. ’

Figure 3: Four Balanced Triads

X
0
Figure &4:
+ + + + + + + + + + + +
A-meo-u- B A= wneo B A--=-me-a B A-w-eeeo B

Conversel; if P perceives that their attitudes diverge, then its attitude toward
0 is likely to be negative._. This then suggests that actors'affect toward one

another will be a function of their jcint perce:)tions of their conmon orientations

toward third actors or events.
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- A third formulation involw;es an ector's prrceptions of dyadic relationships,
either between two other actors or between itself and another actor (Osgood 1960).
: In this model a distinction is made between attitudes which are properties of the

actors and the perceived relationship between two actors. The fundamental asser-

e 10 i, S TN Y TR

tion of the model is that there are pressures for consistency among these three
elements, that is the evaluation of A, the relationship between A and B‘, and the
evaluation of B. As in the 'Beidef model, a consistent ‘relationsl’iip is ‘defined as

one in which there are zero or two negative signs. Thus, if A and B are evaluated

P e L

alike, then the reldtiopsl_xip ;etween .the;n is likely to be perceived as positive;
conversely, if one 1is positive andithe other is negative, then the relationship is
likely to be negative. These consistent dy;ds are diagranned in Figure 4. This 7
formulation suggests tha an actor's perception of his relationship toward another

: will be a function of his -perception of properties of that other actor; if his be-
havior toward that actor is comsistent with his attitudes as predicted by the theory

of cognitive dissonance, then changes in behavior may result from changing evalua-

tions of properties of other actors or of perceptions of their behavior towards
the first actor. This 1s based on the assumption that attitudinal inconsistency
will tend over time to produce attitude change, and that attitude change will even-
tually influence: behavior cixange.

All of the above models of balance and consistency apply only when the follow-
ing scope conditions are met: 1) the cognitive relationship must be salient for

all actors involved; 2) when two or more actors are involved, the relationship

must be jointly relevant for all; and 3) all cognitive components must be inter-

Rl r"mrrr:'r- i

o

dependent and must remain in tact.
- If these conditions apply, then all of these simple models taken together
- suggest that various attitudinal and behavioral components of the bargaining process

are likely to be consistent in order for cognitive balance to be maintained and
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dissonaace to be reduced. In addition, these models suggest a basic mechanism

through which the attit;xcies and eventually the behavior of negotiators may change
within the bargaining process. These models will then provide linkages be?ween the
independent variables of ''soft" and "hard" bargaining strategies, positive and
negative affect, and eventually the outcomes of the negotiation process.

: ;rhere are, of couisé, limitations to these models. They are based upon a

number of simplifying assumptions and assume a variety of scope conditions noted

" above which may not always pertain in the "real world." Since these models have

primarily been testgd with small groups, their application outside of the laboratory

remains uncertain. Nevertheless, in a model of bar;ga:ln:lng based upon extensive
verbal communications, these attitudinal variables are clearly important components

of the process and musi be analyzed in any systematic attempt to develop and test‘

theorieg of bargaining.

Relationship Between Task-Oriented and Strategic Behavior

Task-oriented behavior has been defined by Verba (1961, p. 144) as instrumental,
gc;al-or:lented group activity "directly connected with the group's external task."
In the case of the bargaining situvation with a conflict of interest, the identifi-
cation of mutually acceptable sol_ut:lons becomes the primary external act:!.v:lt_y of
the group, as opposed to internal :ctivities such as maintaining group structure
and satisfaction of emotional needs of group members. Bales (1950, p. 351) has
suggested that task-oriented behavior consists of two general catcgories, namely

questions (asking for orientation, opinions, or siggestions) and answers (giving

suggestions, opinions, or orientations). W= huve modified the Bales categorization

somewhat by breaking out two sub-categeries of socio-emotional bahavior, namely

agreement and disagreement, and including thesz as components of task-oriented

behavior. This decision seems to be justified in a situation such as that with

which we are dealing where the group is essentially cheracterized by confiicts of




interest rather than as a cooperative, problem-solving group. In a conflict of
:!.ﬁi;.erest situation, agreement and disagreement are an essential aspect of dealing
with the central task, n‘amely finding acceptable solutions and eliminating
effectively and instrumentally unacceptable solutions. Furthermore, these two
sub-catego;:l.els seem quite diff;ar\ent from the other components of Bales' socio-
emotional categories. Bales' c::ztegor:l.zation of positive reactions includes shéwing
solidarity and tension release, as well as agreement; negative reactions include
showing tension and ang:agonism along with disagreement. It is our assertion that;.
at ieast in the bargaining context, factors like solidarity, antagonism, and ten-
sion -are more affective than agreement and disagreement and need to be distinguisheé °
conceptually. ’

Having made tﬁese distinctions, we assert theoretically that task-oriented
group behavior will be instrumental in identifying negotiable issues (i.e., bar-
gaining space) and in clarifying bargaining positions and utilities asAsigned to
various possible outcomes by all parties. As such, :!.t will mediate between the
strategies selected by the various actors end the attainment of final solutioms.

Relationship Between Task-Oriented and Affact-Oriented Rehavior

One final relationship which we propose to investigate is the relative pro-
portion of task-oriented versus affective-oriented beha\;j.or within the bargaining
pr;acess. The general finding of most small group research tends to suggest that
some overall balance between these twq categories will be most effective in
achieving group goals (Verba, 1961, p. 146). Hcwever, most of the experiments in
which this relation has been investigated have involved groups with essentially
cooperative tasics, gso that maintaining group member satisfaction through socio-
emotional behavior has been an importaftt ccmpon;nt of goal attainment. In a con-

flict of interest, bargaining situation, however, a good deal of affective behavior
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is likely to be negative in character, part:laliy as a result of the basic distrust
between actors and of the essentially inrdividual motivation of the participants.
In su;:h a case affective i:ehavi.or miabt.seem at best to be subst'antia:‘lly irrele-
;rant to the business at hand and at worat, especially when associated with the
employment of threats and ;anctim. to impede progress. COnvei'aely, we would -
expect a high proportion of tack-oriented behavior, where the actors remain rela-
tively impersonal towards one another, to be associated with progress towards a
solution. . ’ ‘ ) i
In genersl these interveninug variables are hypothesized to affect outcomes
of tl;‘e; neg-ot:lation process in the following manner:
3 10: The greater the agreement relative to disagreement in task behavior, the
greater tﬁé probability of achieving a soluticn to the negotiations and the
greater the jo:!.nt payoffs, and vice versa. -

The greater the positive relative to negative affect,the greater the proba-

bility of achieving a solution to the negotiations and the greater the

joint payoffs, and vice versa.

The greater the ratio of task-oriented behavior to affective-oriented be~
havior, the greater the prcbability of a solution to negotiations and the
greater the joint payoffs of any solution, and vice versa.
H. DEPENDENT VARIABLE: BARGAINING OUTCOMES
The dependent variable for ou: project involves an analysis of the outcomes
of the bargaining process. Conceptually ve will evalucte outciazes'in three dif-
ferent u.mnners. First, w: will deul with the d:l.chotox'nousr outcome of whether or
not the actors are able to identify end agrece upen basic soluticrs to the preblems
@der negotiation. In other words, cur concern here is with the question of

whether or not the actors can ideatify an cwirlepping Largeining space and agree
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upon a solution at some point within that bargaining space. Second, we will ;leal
with the level of payoff to each of thé oactors and therefore to the group as a
whole. Our concern here will be with whether or not the actors can mxﬁd.ze their
joint payoffs versus arriving at solutions based on a lowest common denominator
vhere neither profits oubat‘ntially. Third, we will snalyze the distribution of

T payoffs. Our interest here ew:u:l be in observing the condit:l.gns which tend to pro-
duce relatively equitable distributiﬁ of payoffs versus highly unequal outcomes.
£ Inv.the latter case we will also analyze those factors within the bargaining pro-
cess vhich will affect the digtr:lbution by permitting one player to ptgg:lt at the
expehae of another; in other words, we are' interested in determining what chaxgac-
uﬁus the bargaining behavior of highly succegsful individual negotiators versus
unsuccessful individuale. ’

I1I. METHODOLOGY
A. GENERAL METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

el

The research which we propose to undertake in this experiment builds on a
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good deal of experimental work done previcusly, primarily by social psychologists
interested in various aspects of the bargaining process. Since our primary in-
terest, however, is in theldevelopment of a theory of bargaining applicable to
political phenomena, especially phenomena such as mtevmtional negotiations, we

. must give careful attention to the dcvelopment of a methodology which will enable
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us to make some inferences from our experiments to the referent world of interest

to us. In this respect, there are several shortcomings of most of the research
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in experimental situations which we intend to try to overcome.
First, the operational definitions of various Sspects of bargaining strategy
have often been of dubious relevance to phenomena such as arms control negotia-

tions. For example, the variabies of "scft" and "hard” bargaining strategy have
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normally been measured by a process in which experimental subjects select a

!'cboperative" or "uncooperative” choice in a game 'setting characterized by a 2-x 2
matrix. of choices. A "hard" strategy thus ‘amounts to a sequence of uncooperative
plays by an actor, vhile a "soft" ’ti'ategy is the opposite, with numerous varig-'
tions possible between these extremes. This is not an intrinsically unreasonable
approach to operationalizing these variables. Bué one can justifiably wonder
whether they are closely analagous to the same éonceptp vhich are employed in the
literature on international negotiations. ‘

Second, the systems for providing payoffs are also quite different in these
experiments from those generally prev;?iling in "real- world" negotiations. In most
matrix games payoffs occur after each|interaction; ‘that is, each player wins or
loses something (e.g., money) after each choice in the game. But in the across-
the-table negotiating situation the pa'y.éff,' in !:he“fom of an agreement or no
agreement, occurs only after all the moves have l;een made and is a single distri-
bgt:ion of utilities reflecting the cumulative effect of all previous moves. It
would seem plausible to suggest that such a differeace in -the impact of a single
move could imply important differences in the ultimate impact of a sequence of _
such moves or strategies.

Third, commmications in the lpatrix game are quite different from those in a
Yface-tc-faqe situation. In fact in most matrix games commmication per se is not
permitted and all comruaications is presumed to be tacit. In other words, each
move may be construed by an adversary as indicating a predisposition or a reac-~
tion to prior moves. In the flace-to-face situation, 1n‘ contrast, the full spectrum
of verbal as well as non-verbal ;:ommicat:lon is poasib}e, thus permitting greater
precision and complexity and increased- opportunity for subtlety.

In short, we have developed a research design which attempts to develop a

full scale operationalization og\ the bargaiaing process where unrestricted verbal

~
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1) Initiations: Actor advances a substantially new proposal or states his
own substantive position for the first time.
2) Accomodations: Actor concedes & point.to another, retracts a proposal

in the face of resistance, or expresses a willingness to negotiate or com-

promise his own stated position. '

k) Ratg:act:lm: Actor retracts a previously made initiation or accomodation
or modifies a previously ot;r.ed position so as to make the position
clearly less agreeable to unotﬁet.

B) Strategic Behavior: Behavior designed to affect the behavior of other actors
- " 4n the negotiations, but not implyﬁxg a gubstantive change of pos:ltion on the
part of the ‘initiator. ! .
1) Commitments: Actor takes a position or reiterates it wit:-h a clear state~

ment that it will not change under any circumstances and/or declares his

¥

own position non-negotiable.

2) Threats: Actor offers or predicts negative consequences (sanctions or
w:l.thh‘old:l.ng of a ?otent::lal reward) if snother does not behave in a stated
manner.

3) Promises: Actor offers or predicts positive consequences (reward or with-

draval of sanction) if ano‘thet behaves in a stated manner. ,
C) Task Behavior: Behavior primarily designed to promote business-like discussion

and clarification of issues.

1) Agreements: Actors accepts another's proposal, accepts a retraction or
accomodation, or expresses substantive agreement with another's position.

2) Disagreements: Actor rejects another's proposal, refuscs a concession or
retraction; or-disputes a substantive (including factual) issue.

3) Questions: Actor requests information, inquires as to another's pcsition,
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communications are permitted and where payoffs are cumulative. This requires
primarily a capacity to code and analyze verbal communications taking place

. within the bargaining process. Therefore, we have developed a measuring mstru-
ment called "Bargaining Process Analysis" (Walcott and Hopmann, forthcoming),
wvhich teptesen;c a substantial -o:liﬁcat:lon of the system employed by Bales (1950)
for coding verbal interactions in a bargaining situation.

Bales' system for coding interactive behavior in groups, called Interaction
Process Analycis. inc}udes categories éuch as pos;l.tive and negat:l:ve socio-emotional
uaét:l,onc and task bchivior such as asking questions and providing answers. We
have concluded, however, that the Bales system does not adetiuately enable one

S to analyze explicitly political interactions involving bargaining in conflict

situations. The Bargaining Procu; Analysis System (BPA) thus Tepresents our

e e
e

% present attempt to measure the processes of bargaining and conflict in the context

?k of small group ﬁteractions. ‘The BPA is drawn from two major sources. The bar-

g ‘ gaining variables are taken primarily from the conceptual schemes of Scheli:lng

§ (1960) , with modification and elaboration reflect:lns. the influence of thematic

% content analysis instruments previously utilized in the study of arms control

; negotiations (Jensen, 1968, and !iopnann, 1972). The contextual variables, that

i: is the measure of everything that isn't coded as a bargaining variable, are mainly

? borrowed from Bales. The BPA is thus quice‘ob;dously a special pnrpo;e ingtrument,

? tailored directly to the theoz:etical variables identified previously. It is also

§ designed for 'use in performing thematic content analysis of written transcripts

§ of actual international negotiations in addition to its primary use in the labora-
i ; The operational definitions of the cctegorres in the system are as follows:

;{ A) ‘St;bstant:lve Behavior: Behaviors directly associated with the subject matter of

: ;f the negotiations.




reaction or intention, or requests clarification or justification of a

position.
4) Answers: Actor supplies information, reiterates a previously stated
position, or clarifies or justifies a position.

D) Affective Behavior: Behavior in which actors expres's their feelings or emotions

towards one another or toward a situation.

1) Positive Affect: Actor jokes or otherwise attempts to relieve tension,

attempts to create feelings of soiidarity in the group, or expresses

7aat:l_ofat:ti.m:.

S
N

approval or
2) Negative Affect: Actor becomes irritable or otherwise shows tension,
criticizes -another?ﬁ».}general. terms, expresses disapproval or dissatisfac-

tion with g;:oup per‘fémnce or with the situation.

1t

E) Procedural Behavior: Behavior designed to movc the discussion along, but
which does not fit into any of the above categories.

1) Subject Change: Attempts to divert discussion from one substantive topic

to another.

" e o W
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Each of these categories may require some explication. Category A includes
substantive behavior which refers to actions involving the substantive issues

under discussion, that is actions which represent the taking or woving of an

T R T

actor's position along the issue dimension in Figure 1. This includes making a
proposal on a specific issuz, backing down from a proposal or pesition (accomo-
dation), and toughening a position (vetraction). These differ from agraement
and disagreement in category C in that they involve cn actual taking or modifica-
tion of a position rather than the statement of position on an issue. Category A

% differs from category B, strategic behavior, in that it represents the statement

of a specific position of an actor rather than behavior intended to manipulate the
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utilities or the perceived probabilities of various outcomes of other actors.

In other words, substantive behavior represents the taking of a specific position
on an issue, vhereas strategic behavior involves the taking of actions to modify
the utilities and expected outcomes of the other actor. As noted previously,
however, these may be cosbined into one general category which t.aps the process
of arriving at positions and agreements with respect to specific issues under pe-
gotiation. Thus, the i:ndependcnt variable of "soft" versus "hard" b;ruining stra-
tegies is comprised of a copinium of utegorin’ A and B.

- Categories C and D, Task Behavior and Affective Behavior, It; :uuﬁthny |
borroved from the Bales .o‘yateg. with the modifications noted ggrne‘r. Thus they
do not have their basis in a theory specifically dealing with tthe bargaining
process. nouav;r. they do comprise an operationﬂ. -eunre’n\nt of the intervening
variables in our model of the effects of bargaining on n.ggbﬁation outcomes. '

Category E, Procedural Behavior, is simply a residual category. In previous
experiments we have found that interactions occasionally occur which cannot be
sensibly coded into any of the usual categories in the system. While there are
generally few such intexactions, it seems useful to catcgorize rhem as procedural,
especially if ‘thcy are intended to chenge the subject or to move negotiations
along.

The system of Bargaining Process Analysis has thus provid«ll_ﬁa*neans for
coding the interactions of actors bargaining with free verbal commmication. As
will be q:ucuued in more detail shortly, this has thus provided a technique for
measuring a gsubstantial porgion of the variables of theoretical interest to us in
this study. N

In short, the basic feature of our reéearc.’x has been to apply this device for

coding behaviors in several experimental studies of the bargaining process and to

o
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the verbatiam texts of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament ébnferanee - Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament from 1962-1971. This technique has enabled us to
measure all relevant aspects of the bargaining Process. Other variables have
been measured, very briefly, as follows:

1) The International Environment:

a) Experimentally, this change has been induced by the experimenters
in the form of a news bulletin, announcing a change towards reduced or increased
international tensions compared to the conditions prevailing in the original
"scenario.” '

b) In the real world, interactions among negotiating nations reported in
the pmi of all involved countries are scaled on a 30-point scale of action from
cooperation to conflict (Moses et al., 1967). ,

2) Flexibility of Actor Goals:

a) Experimentally, this has been controlled by an experimental confeder-
ate playing the role of a "Foreign Minister" who would enforce strict adherence
to goals (inflexible condition) or permit considerable deviation from basic goais
(flexibI; conditions).

b) In the real world, efforts are being made to get at this varisble
through in~depth interviews of negotiators, although this is often difficult to
tap reliably.

3) Role Variables:

a) Experimentally; rolcs are assigned by the "scenario" for the experi-
ment,

b) In the real world, these are simply coded by the authors according
to the importance of the actor in negutiaticns sn any given issuc.

4) Personality Variables:
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a) Experimentally, these are measured by brief pcnonihty tests admin-
istered to participants prior tc; their participation in the experimert.

b) In the real world, we have made no attenpf to date to measure this
variasble.

5) Outcomes: These are measured through a simple coding of whether or not
agreement was achieved, and the level of @mt is rated accoxding to scales
of importance dewloped by the authors; in some experimental ctudies financial
revards vill be manipulated to determine final payoffs.

1&. RESULTS TO DATE

In .this section we shall provide a brief summary éf some of our major findings
to date. None of these findings should be interpreted as definitive or as our
final conclusion on the subject. . utbgr they are presented here in summary form
only to illustrats some of the kinds of results which we hope to be sble to iden-
tify in more detail when we have completed our research.

A. RFFECTS OF THE INTERNATIONAL ENVIROIMENT.

Hopmenn's (1972) study of the Psrtial Test Ban rcgotiations has, as noted
above (pp. 4-5ﬁ) produced findings generally supportive of the hypotiieses we
have formulated. Specifically, he found that increased cooperation among negotia-

ting parties outside the negotiations led to (or at léut was associated with)
enhanced cooperation within the anegotiations:(1.10), and, conversely, that in-

creased conflict in the external environment tended to te follov;ed by increased

’du_agreeunt vithin the negotiations. In terus of the particular sub-hypotheses

stated above (pp. 6-7) Hopmann found evidence of a relationship between changes in
the external environment and incidence of agreement versus disagreement (1.12),

and, allowing for some differences in op-rationalization, "soft" versus "haxd"
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bargaining strategies (1.11).

Hopmann and Walcott's experimental study (1972), which in many salient
respects simulated the circumstances of the Partisl Test Bun negotiations, pro-
duced additional evidence tending in a similar divection. In this experiment, the
external environment was controlled, and three environmental conditions were

created via changes introduced midway in the negotiations: benign (ircreased

cooperation), malign (increased tension), and ncutr;al (no chauge). In general,

the malign condition tended to affect the megotiations to a significant extent,
in d:lreetionl eouuu'nt with cur hypotheses. Statistically significant differ-
ences emerged from cowparisons between tbcﬁ, malign condition and both the benign
and the neutral conditions. However, the benign and neutral conditions did not
produce effects that iiffered from one another to a statistically significant
degree.

Specifically, in the above experiment, the malign environmertal cor.dition was
seen to adversely affect the probability of a successful solution to the negotia-
ting "problea" (1.10), to produce '"harder' bargaining strategies (at least when
compared to the neutral condition) (1.11), toproduce increased proportions of
disagreemsnt to agreement (1.12), and to produce a greater ratio of negative to
yositive affect (1.13). Hypothesis 1.14, which predicts increasingly affective
interactions as the environment worsens, was not supported.

Thus our prelisinary investigation of the effects of the external eaviron-

ment has produced a highly consistent set of findings, with both the "real world"

v
(in Geneva) and the experimental laboratory revealing basically the patterns we
expected to find.

B. EFFECTS OF ACYORS' GOALS

Our laboratory experiment (Hopmann & Walcost, 1972) employed flexibility
ve. inflexibility of actor goals as a contrul wariable. Two conditions w2re
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created: mutual flexibility, and mutual inflexibilie‘y, in an attempt to maximize

the observable impact of this variable. The results obtained were somewhat dis-

appointing: only one of our hypotheses was confirmed. Goal flexibility did tend
to produce "soft" rather than "hard" bargaining strategies (1.21). However, the
results were non-significant with respect to all other predicted relationships.

C. ROLE VARIABLES

Both our "real world” and experimental studies have furnished some preliminary

* evidence regarding the effects of role, specifically the minor actor role. The

Test Ban study reveals an Antriguing pattern yherein the minor actor (Britain)

_ appears to be more responsive to both external and within-negotiation occurrences

than are the major actors. The theoretical status of this finding is, however,

ambiguous, and it does not bear directly upon any hypothesis we have formulated.

Our minor-actor hypothesis (1.30) does, however, receive impressive support

from data generated in the laboratory. It appears from these findings that the

conclusion of a satisfactoryagreement in negotiations involving two major actors

and one minor actor is heavily dependent upon the behavior of the minor actor.

Specifically, the minor actor must be active; and must generally secure the trust

and respect of the major actors. Our data suggest, as well, that the minor actor

will do well to maintain independence of either of the major actors.
D. PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS

Of the potentially hugz array of perso;xality characteristics that might be
investigated (and the two inciuded in our hypotheses), we have thus far dealt

with only one: nationalism/internationalism. Our ezperimental subjects were pre-

tested with a modified internationalism scale (Helfant, 1952), though they were

assigned to groups randomly, without regard to test scores. While a few rathér

weak relationships emerged between internationalism and other appects of the bar-
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gaining process, our overall conclusion must be that these variables mattered
rather less than expected. Indeed, they simply do not appear to have been import-
ant either to outcomes or to processes. Clearly, though, such a preliminary
finding' could be attributed either to faulty operationalization of the variables
involved, or to an unfortunate choice of variables. At present, we are really not
in a position to comment upon such possibilities.

E. BARGAINING STRATEGY

Both the Test Ban and the exper:lme:ntal studies provide support for the central

hypothesis, that "soft" strategies are conducive to agreement, whereas "hard"

S

ot

stragegies are not (2.10). The Test Ban study strongly points to the role of

B SOk PR
Coe

reciprocity: "'soft" strategies tend to beget "soft" strategies, and likewise

"hard" strategies. -

5; The laboratory experiment provides specific support for one additional hypo-
i thesis: the use of commitments is seen to impede successful negotiation (2.111).
Ei Data pertinent to the remaining hypotheses in this section have not yet been

ﬁ comietely analyzed.

; F. EFFECTS OF SANCTIONS

: Thus far, we have generated no data relevant to the hypotheses involving
sanctions. An examinatinn of this phenomenon is, in fact, our next project.

% Two of the hypotheses presented in this section are suisported by findings

i from the experimental study. Both high ratios of positive to negative affect

(3.20) and of agreement to disagreement (3.10) are found to be significantly re-

lated to negotiating success. Each of these findings is, additionally, consistent

LR shicivie

with the patterns whic: emerged from the Test Ban study.

& g

The relationship between attentign to task behavior and the probability of

success (3.30) was not found to be significant in the experimental study. A




Pt

Fo¥

1

0 A

b ot A
G AN

L

R
STV

*:

)
e ~<:7f*::

4

TR Y LA RN M oY
EX Bkt TR

|

FIRCSNIN

[l

e
i

o

5

62- ’ii:;
=

-41 -

possible explanation for this (apart from the possibility that there may simply be
no such relatlonship) is that all of our experimental runs were highly task-oriented
as compared to the results of most reported small group experiments. Thus there

was little variation in degree of task orientation, and little opportunity for a

relationship to eme¥ge.

CONCLUSIONS

Once again, it should be stressed that our results to date are of a preliminary
nature. While they may even“ually become part of a cumulation of evidence in which
we may have confidence, they do not occupy that status at present. Our research
to date has been exploratory, téntative, and unavoidably crude in both conceptual
and methodological particulars. However, we must ;dmit that these results are
extremely encouraging in at least two respects.

First, and perhaps most obvious, is the fact that our hypotheses have tended
to fare rather well under scrutiny. ‘This amounts to more than just the usual
preference for "positive" results over "negative" results (when in fact the latter
may at times be more important). At this stage of this type of project, it is
unusually impe;T .c to develop confidence that at leas: you are on the right track
theoretically. Thus far, our findings have tended to engender that kind of con~
fidence. .

Second, and probably more important, we have come to have comparable faith in

our methodology. On the one hand, the BPA has proven itself to be enormously

" productive of data: data, moreover, which tend to lie in patterns intelligible

within our conceptual and theoretical framework. Since a large part of the prob-
lem of studying bargaining processes is finding some way to record them systemati-
cally, this experience with BPA is highly encouvaging. At the same time, we have also

had success with what might be considered the niost dubilous aspect of our'methodology:
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the employment of laboratory experimentation to supplement our “real-world" data.
While the argument over the valid uses of laboratory findings is too long and in-
volved to occupy us here, suffice it to say that the tendency of our laboratory
findings to corroborate both our "real-world" findings and our hypothetical
speculations reinforces our confidence in the worthwhileness of this part of the
enterprise. At leasg the bridge we are trying to build hasn't collapsed as yet.
This is an ongoing project. Our immediate plans are (1) to look at the effect
of sanctions &as w_ell as strategy inadyadic laboratory exercise, and (2) to continue
analysis of "real-world" arms control negotiations, this time employing the BPA as
a content-analysis instrument. At the same time, we expect to continue the pro-
cess of refining and elaborating our theoretical framework end, as appropriate,

refining our methods as well. The Good Lord willing and.the grants don't stop,
that is.
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