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ABSTRACT

This study examlnes the reiationship betwsen Interaction Involvement; a

kInd of communlcatlon competence,; and communlication behavior In a
negotiation setting. Results li.dicate that persons who are higher In
Interaction Involvement use a significantly different negotlation strategy

than persons who are lower In Interaction Involvement. The high=Involved
subJects used a more thoughtful, reasoned, and persuasive negotlating style

than low-involved subjects. Even though this malght be true, past studles
have suggested that greater ieveis of Invoivement are not related to more
successful negotiation outcomes. This paoer suggests that the highest levels

of Involvement might actualiy inhibit the negotlator’'s chances for siiccess.



Commun Ication scholars and researchers have been Interested In the

that traditional views of persuasion and assumpt lons under |y Ing persuasion
research are no longer consistent with the views and Interests of
contemporary communication schoiars (Ml ller & Burgoon, 1978). This is not to
Recent publIshed research indicates that It Is once agaln captiuring the
Interests of scholars with a behavioral orlentation (e.g., Dlilard,

Hunter, & Burgoon, 1984; Smith; 1982a, 1982b, 1984; Tracy, Cralig; Smith, &
Spisak, 1984). Contemporary emphasis In persuasion research is especlaiiy
apparent In varlous areas of Interpersonal communlcation and smal | grotp
confllct, with bargaining and negotiation settings belng of particular

Putnam & Jones; 1982a; 1982b; Waiton & McKersls, 1965; zartman, 1978). The
focus of this study Is consistent with contemporary research In persuasion
as It Is concerned with identifying persuasion strategies ussd in a
negotiation setting. The study reported In this paper; however, differs
from most contemporary approaches In that It examines the role of a

communication competence tralt In determining persuasive strategy.

AR T i IIE il T T - Eir [
The connection between commun Icat lon competence and persuasion is; in one

sense; as old as the Communication fleld Itself. McCroskey (1982) and others
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have traced concarn about compstence in the flsld 4S far back as Aristotie’s
Rhetoric. Diez (1983) &nd Hymes (1871) also have made reference to a close
relatlonship between definitions of communication competsncs and persuasion:

While there Is no agreed upon definition of communication competence
(588 McCroskay; 1982; Splitzberg, 1983), many scholars appear to endorse a
view of competence that s consistent with the followlng definition offered
by Wiemann (1977):

---the abllity of an Interactant to choose among

avallable communicative behaviors In order that he may
successfully accomplish his own Interpersonal goals
during an encounter while maintalning the face and

IIne of his fellow Interactants within the constralints

of the situation (p: 198):
Taking this defInition as representative of current views of communication
competence, It Is ciear that there is a close connect Ioh between competence
and persuasion. Indeed, the paraliei between Wiemann‘'s definition of
commun I cat lor competence and Aristotie’s definition of rhetor |c is quite
obv lous.
current views of competence znd persuasion. First, most persuasion schoiars
treat persuasive communication as goal of lented (sss Cegala, 1984a). it Is
also apparent from that most scholars vlew communlcation competence as goal
or lented ¢see Wiemann, 1977). Second, persuasion has historicaiiy emphasized
the need to adapt to one's audience. Even discussions of cosrc've rhetoric
point out the transactional nature of the persuasion process (see Burgess;
1972). As evident In Wiemann's (1977) defInition, cofpatsnce Is aiso
concerned with audience adaptation. In particular; It Is expressed in terms
of Goffman’'s (1967) work on the concept of face and the riles of Social

order that guldes one’s conduct in Interpersonal soclety. in summary; then;




there appears to be considerable over|ap between views of communication
competence and persuasion. Also, there Is a concern for how traits
contribute to Individual differences with respect to competence and

Thore Is corslderable controversy In Interpersonal communication
Ilterature concerning how best to view competence (see Spitzberg & Hecht,

tralt of Individuals, while others treat competence as a phenomenon
determined by situation. It Is Ilkely, however, that competence is a
function of dispositional tendencies of Individuals; situation: and unlque
Interaction among Individuals. However, It Is very difficuit to sxamine ail

of these components simultaneocusly. Even so, some researchers are mak Ing an
attempt to Investigate selected conniunlcation tralts in var ious sltuations
to determine the role of these traits In human communication: One such

Following Is a brief description of Interaction invoivement and its
relationship to persuasion.
Ihe Concent of lnteraction involvement
Interaction Involvement Is a constrict that has been deve ioped and

Investigated by Cegala and others (Cega'a, 1981, 1982a, 1982b, 1984b;

Conversely, low-Involved Individuals are characteristically not so "tuned



In" to soclal Interactions. They are removed psychologically aad
or withdrawn from the Immediate social context.

The Interaction Invo:vement Scale (11S) is an operational definition of
the construct (Cegala, 1981; Cegala; et al:; 1982). The IIS Is 3 self-report
questionnalire consisting of elghteen Items which clustsr Into three related
factors. The first factor; "responsiveness,” Is an Index of an individual ‘s

certalnty about how to act In certain social sltuations. The second factor ;
"perceptiveness," Is a parson’s sensitivity to (1) what mean|ngs ought to be
applled to other’'s behavior. and (2) what meanings ought to be applied to
one’s own behavior. The perceptiveness concept |s derlved from Goffman's
been deflned as the extent to which one is cognlzant of and alert to the

cues In the Immediate soclal environment, especiaily ore’'s Inter |ocator .
The research undertaken In an effort to establish the constrict
valldity of the I1S has, to date; gone In three related dirsctlons. First; a

substantlal amount of research has been done in an sffort to rslats

Interaction Involve
Second, cognlitive and affective responses to two communlication sltuatlions
have been exafiined (see Cegala, 1985). Finally, effort has been made to
discover the overt behavioral manlifestations of Interactlion !nvolvement
Cegala & Sillars; 1984; Redmon, Eifert, & Gordon, 1983; Vil laume; 1984;

wal lace, 1985: 1986).



and Persuasion

A general model of Interpersonai persuasion should inciude three

strategles. In order to expllicate the relationship between persuaslion and
Interaction involvement, It Is necessary to examine the general persuasion

The persuasion goal Is what directs the persuasive effort, and the
behavior of the persuader Is based on It. Cegaia (1984b) suggests that
high-Involived people should have a clearer sense of their own as well as
others’ goals during Interaction and thus are more highiy motivated to to
engage In communication than low=Involved persons:

Information about the persuadee, the situation, and other goai-relevant
Items. Gathering this Information entails an attention to, and subseguent
awareness of , goal relevant detalls. In a face-to-face situation such as
Invoives constant reassessment of the persuadee such that the psrsuader
would be able to make the appropriate adjustments in strategy to compensate
for unanticipated responses of the persuadee. Gathering this information,
therefore, means being attentive and perceptive. By definition, iow-involved

shoulc not be as successful at gather Ing goai-reievant information as high-
Involved Individuals.

The third component Is a repertoire of rhetorical strategies to be used
In the persuasive effort. This Is & collection of behaviors that may be

employed at any tlne by the persiuader as a response to the requirements of




the situation (based on Information gathered during context analysis). The

was "In tune” with the situation, avalliable behavioral ziternatives would be

limited: Second; choosing an ipproprlate behavior to exhibit Is based on
the persuader’'s analysis of the sltuation. Since the icw-involved person |s

less Ilkely to make an accurate assessment of the situation, he/she should
be less Ilkely to make the approprlate behavioral choice: The low-Involved
person often finds himself/herself, therefore; "unsure how to respond."
Responsiveness Is defined as the abllity to react to one’s social
clrcumstance and adapt (wlth some approprlate behavior): Since the |low=
Involved Individual Is low In responsiveness, he/she shouid be iess
successful at Interpersonal persuasion.

In summary, the more attentive, perceptive, and responsive one Is, the
more llkely he/she Is to be able to Interpret accurateiy the bshavior of

the target; formulate effective strategles for goal attainment, andg
successfully exhIblt the approprlate behaviors to achieve the dasired goals.
The result should be more succcess In persuasive efforts: Since the high=

be more successful persuaders. While It has been reported by Wallace (1985;
1636) that level of Interaction Involvement does not necessariiy predict
significant differences In negotlation outcome, communicative behavior of

high-involived persuaders should sti'i dlffer from that of iow-involved

persuaders becausse of more acute attentlveness, percept |vensss, and




responsivensss In the high-invoived individual. This question Is the focus
of the research reported in this paper: in particular, glven a dyadic
negot lation sesslon, it |s asked:
RG1: WIlI the persuasive strategies employsd by high-
Involved Individuals be significantly different
than persuasive strategles used by low-Involved
Individualis?

o
Design

Three types of dyads were created for this study: iilxed dyads
contalning two high-Invoived subjects or two |ow=Involved subjects: As
results of previous research on Interaction Involveiisnt indicated the
existence of sex dlfferences (Cegaia, 1983; Cegala, et al., 1982), same-sex
dyads were used for thls study to reduce the chances of possible confounding
dus to sex.

The design of this study consists of a 2 (sex) by 2 (Invoivement

level) by 2 (mixed or same Involvement level) by 2 (negot lation role)
factoriai arrangement.
Subjects
A group of 120 subjects were chosen from an orlginal pool of 433
students enrolled In a muitiplie section, basic communicat ioh course at a

large, mid-western university: Because the course |s an option in the
Liberal Arts Educatlon core requirement of the university; It attracts
students from a Wide variety of majors.

subjects was selected If each Individual‘s |1S factor scores were +/- .5

10



standard deviations from the mean. A second group was selected |7 only one

selected If thelr responsiveness factor score and one other factor score was

+/- .5 standard deviations from the mean, and the remaining factor score wa
between +7/- .2 and +/- .4 standard devlatlons from the mean. The result was
an experImental sample with a range of responsiveness scores from —4.16 to
1:88, with seven scores less than +/- .5 standard deviations; a range of

perceptiveness scores from -2.55 to 2.84; wlth nine scores Iess than +7- .5
standard devlations; and a range of attentlveness scores -:275 to 2.07, wlth
thirty scores less than #/= .5 standard devlations.

The subjects were placed In dyads on the basis of same sex and same or

opposite Involvement level. The sample consisted of 120 subjects: 60 males

subjects were placed In mixed-level dyads, and 40 subjects were placed In
same-level dyads.
Procedures
The data gather Ing component of the study was divided into two phases.

Phase 1 Involved the orliginal total pool of subjects (n=433) completing the

ement Scale.

a video taping room to particlpate In the communication task: The video
taping room contalned two lounge-type chairs about three fest apart, faclng
ona another. Subjects were askéd to play the roies of attorneys who were

attempting to settle a lawsult out of court: Each subject was glven a

11



and a payoff scheduls of polnts awarded for various doliar settlements (sse
Appendix A). One subject was assigned the attorney for the plalntiff, the

other the defense attorney. Both were Instructed to nsgotizte for the fiost

points (l.e., to obtaln the best settiemant for their cllents). Subjects

were then taken to separate rooms and given five minutes to prepare

arguments. They were then returned to the taping room, seated, and told that
although they would have a maxImum of flfteen minutes to reach a settlement ;
they were not requlred to settle.

Transcr Ipts were made from the audio tapes of the negot iation

sesslons for use In this study.

Dependent variabies
As directed by the research question; one dependent var|able wWas
operationalized for this study: negotiaticn strategy. It was declded to
operationally define negotlation strategy In terms of a content analytic
scheme.
The transcripts of the negotlation Interaction wers divided Into

transcripts to an assistant for the purpose nf computing a re:labllity
estimate for codlng the content categories:

Although a number of coding schemes are avallabls for the contsnt
analysis of negotlatlion Interaction (ses Putnam & Jones, 1982a), Hopmann and

Walcott’'s (1976) Bargalning Process Analysis ii (I.s.. BPA |1) was

12



originally chosen for this study. A scheme developed by Donohue, et al.
(1984) was also considered, but preliminary testing resulted In 1lttie

Intercoder agreement:
Preliminary testing of the BPA || was done uslng several selectsd

time that the BPA Il did not adequately describe the data, It couid be used

more fully accommodate the data and remaln conslstent with the focus of the
study: Seiected transcripts of the negotlation sesslons were used in an

transcripts and created new categories |ndependently. The new scheme was
then tested and the results appear In Appendix B.

the data In an effort to obtaln an intercoder agreement estimate: The
assistant’s results were then compared with those of the investigator using

ANOVA was used to analyze the data followlng the desigh described

analyses.

Interactions with less than ten subjects per cell were ignored to avoid

Interpreting possibly less stable relatlonships. Also; only categories with

at least 50% usage Were examined. Those categories used by iess than 50% of

10
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the subjacts In the sample were Ignored to avold Interpreting data that were
possibly less representative of the experImental sample. in all, seven
categories are not reported: Commltments (43%); Role Dlstance (40%); Warhing
(16%); Threat (18%); sarcasm (40%); Argument of Empathy (41%); and Argument
of Fair Piay (12%X):

The results for each of the categor|es are presented separateiy:

Assertions: There were no sigriflicant maln effects for this category,
but there were two significant two-way Interactlons and one significant
three-way Interaction. Since the three-way Interaction subsumed the two-way
Interactions; only the former Is reported. The three-way interaction

(F=5.084, df=1/83, p<.03, .04 varlance). The cell means are reported in

Table 1. Follow-up t-tests Indlicate only one significant difference
Invoiving the means for plaintiffs In mlxed-ievel dyads. High-invoived
subjects used significantly more assertlions than low-Invoived subjects
(t=2.78, df=18; p<.01, two-talled).

. _Table 1
Cell Means and Standard Devlatlons For Assertions:

,,,,,,,,,,,,, Same Dyads Mlxed Dyads

Invoivement L
Level Plaintiff Defendant Plaintiff Defendant

) 19.00 13.55 21.10 12.90
High & -
{10:76) (6.33) (11.43) (8.6

o]

)

20.35 17.75 9.60 18.

[¢,]
(o}

ktow

(12:09) (7.05) (6.36) €7.82)

a P - - - - P
Numbers In ( ) = standard devlatlons

11
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Involvement level such that high-Involved subjects used signlficantiy more
argument assertions than low-Involved subjects (F=4.047, df=1/83; p<.05. :04
varlance).

p<:05; .03 varlance) and one Including Interaction Involvement ievel by dyad
type by negotiation role (F=5.130, df=1/83, p<.03, .04 variance). The cell
means for the first Interaction are reported Ih Table 2. Oniy two pairs of
means differed significantiy. High=Involved males used significantiy more

Interaction are reported In Table 3. Follow-up t=tests reveaied oniy two
slgnificant differences; high-involved subjects used signlficantiy more
argument assertions than low-Involved subjects when playing the defendant
role in same-level dyads and when playlng the plalntiff roie In mixed-ievei
dyads (t=3.10, df=38; p<.004, two-talled; t=2.24;, df=18; p<.04; two-taliied:

respectively):



~_Table2 _ B
Cell Means and Standard Devlatlons For Argument Assertions:
First Interactlion

o Male Female
Involvemsnt S
Level Plaintiff Defendant Plaintiff Dsfendant
- 4.87 5.40 6.00 3.73
High . a o 7
(2.90) (2.35) (4.12) (1.34)
o 4.13 3.40 3.40 4.33
Low - . o
(2.67) (1.64) ¢1.88) (4.08)

. _Tables
Cell Means and Standard Devlatlons For Argument Assertions:
Second Interactlon

o Same Dyad Mixed Dyad
Involvement o S
Level Plalintiff Déféﬁgéﬁt Plaintiff Defendant
- 5.00 4.85 6.30 4:00
High . -| _ o
(3.36) (1.95) (3.94) (2:26)
- 4.20 3.20 2.90 5.20
Low o o o
(1.99) (1.36) 2.73) (4.87)
a

Numbers In ( ) = standard devlatlions

Befutations. There were no significant maln effects for this category,
but there was one signliflcant three-way Interaction inciuding interaction
p<.04; .03 varlance). The cell means are reported In Tabie 4: Fol low-up t-

tests revealed no significant differences In the means of same-ievei dyads,




Table 4

Cell Means and Standard Deviations For Reiutatlons
Same Dyad Mixed Dyad

Level Plaintiff Defendant Plaintiff Defendant

6.30 5.95 7.30 5.30
Righ a - o o

(5.24) (4.65) (4.00) (3.80)
, 8.20 7:25 3.20 10.30
Low - o o

(4.87) (4.20) (1.93) (5.81)

Numbers In ( ) = standard deviations

but In mlxed-level dyads high-invoived subjects used signiflcantly more
refutations than low-in-: ived subjects when playing the plaintiff rols, but

low-Involved subjects used significantiy more refutations than hlgh=Involved

statements: There was one significant maln effect for

this category such that subjects pilaying the plaintiff role used fewsr
countersupport statements than sublects playing the defendant role (F=5.788,
df=1/83; p<.02; .05 variance): The cell means were 0.77 and 1.38,
respectively. There was aiso a significant three-way Interaction Including
p<.05; .03 varlance): Celi means are reported In Table 5. Follow=up t—tests
revealed only one significant difference, In mixed-level dyads hlgh=Iinvolved
females usud more countersupport statements than low=Involved feiia;es

(t=2.14;, df=18; p<.05, two-taiied):



Table 5

Cell Means and Standard Devliations

For Countersupport Statements

Same Dyads Mixed Dyads

Level Male Female Male Female

1.55 1.05 0.70 1.30
(1:73) (1:79) (0.95) (0.95)

1.00 0.95 1.30 0.50

(1.38) (1.28)  (1.42) (0.71)

Numbers In ( ) = standard deviations
Statements of blame. There were two significant maln effects for this
category. Subjects In same-leve! dyads used signiflicantly less statements of
blame than subjects In mixed-level dyads (F=4.357, df=1/83, p<.04, .03

variance; means: 1.11 and 1:65; respectiveiy), while subjacts playing the
plaintiff role used significantiy fewsr statements of blaiie than subjects
piaying the defendant role (F=4.201; df=1/83, p<.04, .03 varlance; means:
1.05 and 1.53 respectively).

There was one significant two-way Interactlon Including Interaction
Involvement level by sex (F=6.850; df=1/83, p<.01, .05 var lance). The cei
means are reported In Table 6. Follow-up t-tests revealed a significant
difference only for males such that high—invoived males ussd fewer
statements of biame than low-invoived males (t=2.00, df=38, p<.05, two-

talled).

wad |
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o o i . _Tabie 6 S
Csel |l Means and Standard Deviations For Statement of Blame

Level Male Female

High T a

Low -
(1.52) (1.42)

Numbers In ( ) = standard deviations
Restatements. There were no slignificant main effects for this category.
However, there was one signlflcant three-way interaction including
Interaction Involvement Ievel by dyad type by negotiation role (F=6.576,
df=1783, p<.01, .04 varlance). Cell means are reported in Tabie 7. Fol low=up

- o Table 7 S
Cell Means and Standard Devlatlions For Restatement

o ) Same Dyad Mixed Dyad
Invo!lvement o S
Level PlaintIff Defendant Plaintiff Defendant

o 5.05 3.40 7:50 2.90
High ... a - -
(4.76) (2.78) (8:59) (3.07)

o 5.65 4.95 2.10 4:90
Low I . A
(6.19)  (4.66) (1:73) (5.13)

a - - - - -
Numbers In ( ) = standard deviatlions

t-tests revealed no significant difference among the means, altho, In

mixed-level dyads, high-Involved subjects used neariy significantly me e




Of the strategy categories that revealed significant differences,
assertions, argumsnt assertlons, and refutations appear most descriptive of
the negotiation styles of high- and low-invoived subjects. Overall, hlgh-
Involved subjects used significantly iiore argument assertions than iow—
Involved subjects, suggesting that highs attempted to advance arguments for

The difference In negotlation styles of nigh- and low—invoived subjects
was especlally Illustrated by the resilts of how subjects piayed the mors
difficult plaintiff rols. Overall, high=involved subjects made more
assertions than low-Involved subjects when playing the piaintiff; and they
advanced more argument assertlons and refutatlons when playing the plalintiff
in mixed-level dyads. Simllariy, highs used more restatements than iows
overall In mixed-level dyads, suggesting that the highs were more persistent
In thelr attempt to advance a positlon.

The results concerning a composite category variable perhaps best

summar 1zes these trends. A ratlo was created by dividing the sum of

assertlons plus argument assertions advanced by persoh one by the sum of
disagreements plus refutatlions advanced by person two in each dyad, thus tne
higher the ratlo, the more the subject was abie to establish arguments

without challenge from tie dyad partner. The resuits of an ANOVA computed on



this ratlo Indicate a significant maln effect for Interaction involvement
level, such that high-Invoived subjects performed better than Iow-Involved

subjects (F=5:86!, df=1/83, p<.02, .05 varliance, means: 4.093 and 2.30,
able to advance arguments to sipport their case than iow-invoived subjects.
With regard to the research question, ths data suggest that high=

negotlating style than low Involved subjects.
While there were not differences In all categories. the exIsting

are more representative of the behavlors which shouid be exhibited by the
no observed differences.
CONCLUS ION

Results of the study suggest that there is a difference in negotiatlon
style between high- and low=Involved Individuals. The high-invoived subjects
demonstrated a more reasoned, logical, over-all superior style to that of
low-Involved subjects. Wallace (1985; 1986) has reported; however, that
high-involved subjects did not win the major ity of settiements or win larger

cash settliements than thelr Iow=Involved counterparts. The hlgh-Invo lved

“close the deal." The blg question, of course, Is "why?*

It could be that the natiire of the experimentai situation (l.e.,

contrived; role playing) caused Interference. The situation might have



allowed subjects to behave In an uncharacter|stic fanner (I.2.; iows
achleving greater outcomes and highs Iesser outcomes) achieving goais
Inconsistent with their persuasive abllitles. It could also be that the |ow-
Involved subjects were just too insensitive to the sltuation to know that

communicatlon competence: By definition, Individuals high In invoivement and
compe-ence are sensitive to the behavior of others as well as their own
Interpersonal goals as weil as their own. This all takes piace In the

context of what Goffman calls the "pollteness structure;" within which an

IndIvidual strives to maintain his/her own and other's face. As such; It
could be the heightened sensitivity of the high=1nvolved person that
prevents achlevement of interpersonal goals at a level which otherwise might
be expected.

In the case of the current study, the high=Invoived negotiator could be
less !lkely to try to out-perform the opponsnt. A “Wln" for the high-
Involved subject necessarily means a "loss* and a 1055 of face for the

opponent. Thus; it couid be Just those quallties that should make an
Individual a successful negotiator that prevent success. It couid bé that a
curvilinear relationship exists betwsen level of Involvement and success as
a persuader. The individual with super lor reasoning abiilty and who has

higher than average responsiveness and attentIveness, but who Is not tno

sensitive to the Interpersonal needs of the opponent; could well be the



super lor nsgotlator. The next §ta§é In this research wili Investigate this
question.

Future studles might yleld more accurate resuits If a more naturallistic
communication task Is used. While subjects seemed to take ser lously the task
used In this study, It was still a contrived situation and subjects knew
they had Iittle to losa In the case of falliure: A more realistic sltuatlon
with real potential galn and loss shouid provide more realistic data. The
potsntial of more real loss and galn shouid aiso motivate the apparentiy
more goal-or lented high-invoived subject to try harder to achlsve goals. The
Increased motlvation should cause the subject to display a fiors competent
persuasive strategy.

For almost 2000 years, research In persuasion has focused on the
persuasive message and/or the effects of a persuasive message on an
Individual or audlence. Contemporary persuasion research, however, has begun
to examine more closely the role of the persuader:. Accordingly, Instead of

look Ing at persuasive messages or their effects, this study has examined the

relationship between a personallty trait (i.e:, interaction Invo | vement) and
the communicative behavior of a persuader: The results of the study Indlcate
support for such a relatlionship. The data support the notion that

be pleased.
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NOTES
1 S 7
T’s are adjusted for nonhomogeniety of var lance.
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APPENDIX A
Allison vs: F & W Chemical Company

The F & W Chemical Company manufactures some very caustic chemicals for

construction purposes. In order to clean out thelr manufacturing equipment;

they use water which Is then pumped out to a settliing pond where It
evaporates. The water In the settling pond Is extermely caustic and will burn
the flesh of a human. The company has erected a 12 foot cyclone fence around

the pond and has posted warning signs:

SIx year old Bobby Allison; while piaying with some frlends near the tence,

scraped out an opening under the fence and accldentally fell Into the pond:
He suffered severe burns over 80% of his body, and while he has recovered

from the burns, he Is left with some very unsightly scars on his face and
arms.
The Alllsons have sued F & W Chemical Company for $500,000 for medisal

expenses and the paln and suffering Involved. Thelr attorney Is arguing that
by having such a dangerous pond the company accepts the Ilabllity for damage
It Inflicts on someone: Furthermore, the company was negligent Iin not
providing a more foolproof fence. The company Is argulng that they were not
negllgent In constructing the fence. Furthermore, since Bobby has compietely
recovered physically; the amount asked Is excessive even |f the coinpany had

been negligent. The judge has ordered the attorneys to settle out of court.

Attornev for the Defendant

Your success In negotlating a settiement to this case I5 Important in the

flgurative sense as your success as a lawyer and because It wlil determine
how many polnts you win In the game. Remember, as attorney for the defendant .

your objective Is to argue for the LOWEST dollar figure. Below Is a schedule

of polnts In accordance with specific dollar settlements:
if you settie for:

$400.100 and above; you will receive:

$300,100 to $400,000, you will receice
$200,100 to $300,000, you will recelve
$100,100 to $200,000; you will recelve

points
polint

polnts
polints
polnts
points
points

$75,100 to $100,000, you wlil receive
__ $75,000 or below, you will recelve
IF YOU FAIL TO SETTLE YOU WILL RECEIVE

ONIA WINI— O

Remember that your payoff schedule is not symmetrically reverssd from your

partner’s. Do not be concerned with how many polnts your partner may recelve
from a glven settiement. Just try to get as many points as you can. At no

time should you reveal how many points you will obtaln for a given settlement
figure.
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

Your success In negotiating a settiement to this case Is Important In the

figurative sense of your success &s a lawyer and because It wlll determine
how many polnts you win In the game. Remember, as attorney for the plaintiff,
your cbjective Is to argue for the HIGHEST dollar figure. Below Is a schedule

of polnts In accordance with specific dollar settlements:

1f you settie for:

777777 polnts
polint
points

$175;100 to $300,000; you will recelve:

$300,100 to $424,900, you will recelve: polnts
$425,000 to $450,000; you will recelve: polnts

$450,000 or above, you will recelve:
IF YOU FAIL TO SETTLE YOU WILL RECEIVE:

points
points

SN A WN =S

Remember that your payoff schedule Is not symmetrically reversed from your

partner‘s. Do not be concerned with how many polnts your partner may receive
from a glven settiement. At no time should you reveal how many polnts you
will obtain for a glven settiement figurs:
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APPEND'X B

FINAL CATEGORY SCHEME

Assertlon: Statement of position wlthout “backing
(reasoning or use of given facts; often Implies

_ that the speaker assumes It to be taken as a fact).
Example: Bobby !lIves right next to theﬁ°9ng,,”,,
Bobby dug under the fence with a shovel:

5Lgumen1 ahggzjign Statement of position with backlng or

ratlonale based on the facts of the case and/or

__reasonling.
Example: Bobby was playlng with frilends. -
! learned In chllid development that slix year

olds can read, so Bobby knew what he was doling.

Agreement: Acceptance of opponent’s position.
Example: | agree. That's correct.

Example: No! You're wrong!

ﬂeigiallgn Statement In dlrect response to opponent’s
posltlon/utterance that has a ratlionale; explanation;

or counterargument based on the facts of the case
‘and/or reasonlng.
Example: You couldn’t be right about that because
surgery costs $50,000.

Statement of Blame: Statement asserting fauit or blame;

ho ratlonale ls,offered.

Example: It’'s Bobby's parents’ fault. -
It’'s your company’'s fault that this happened.

Broposal: Services or a dollar flgure offered In an attempt
to settle. Proposal Is also coded If the subject

ralses the price after the Initlal offer.

Example: l'll settle thls case right now for $75,000:
We'll flll In the pond and fix the fence:

Concession: A statement of cofipllance; glving In to the

opponent (most often this will be a change In a doliar
~ proposal In favor of the opponent.
Example Ok, then 1’'I| come down to $400;000:

ngmilmgn_ Statement of posltlon Iindicating firmness or
‘a non-negotlable poslition.
Example: 1°11 glve you $50,000. No higher!
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Information,
or Justlflcatlon

Example: How much was your offer?

Question: Statesment requesting clarificatlion,

What Is your definl*ion of responsibliity?

ral Sta : Statements that focus on
whose rc.es are what,

task material (e:g:,
hose [ what Informatlon the case contains,; etc).
Example: OK you are the defendant right?
We really need to reach an agreement here.
Warning: Statement Impiying punlshment or averslve
conditlons that wil| occur from persons or agents
other than the speaker If compllance does not occur .
Example: If this case goes back to court, you could
lose quite a bit of money.

Ihreat: Statement Indicating punlshment or aversive actions that wiili
be taken by the speaker

_speaker If compllance does not occur.
Example: Glve me $500,000, or |°I]| go to the EPA.

Sarcasm: Statements that ars cutting, §neer|ng, or caustlc

(there Is usually a negative Impllcatlion about the
ggggnent or about the opponent ‘s posltlon)

Your cllient Is an Idlot!

Argument of Empathy: Statement which attempts to persuade
opponent to view another poslition.
Example: You know how It

was whan you were a kld.
what If It was your

Argument of EalL E;gxﬁ §tatement that opponent has been unjust
Example: You’'re not playing by the rules!
Countersupport Statement: Statements that volunteer
Information, facts, arguments, or Interpretations
which support the opponent‘s posltlon.
Example: | agree with you; | think the fence was not
constructed properly.

Bﬁs: t a.ﬁ t érl!éil IE :

A statement repeating the same polnts made
ea[jjegiwlth no attempt to extend them with further

out of
character.

Example: Are they watching us?

| wish | had your part. | know | won't win.

Other: Statements not conforming to any other content category.
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