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o Abstract

The present study compared the effects of content, process,‘aﬁd passive R
t 5\ N .

types of .third party intervention on the bargaining behavior of pairs of
> ] .
n . . .\ ’
group representatives. - The setting was a simulated school board - teachers'
union dispute over a new contract. Each side was represented by one person

who was instructed to bargain tcenaciously and obtain as much as possible.

i

The jbb of the ‘reprdsentatives was cither in;joopardy (High Accountability) -

. s

or not (Low Accountability). In the content intervention condition a

. I -
reasonable csettlement was suggested to the representatives by the third

-

party. In the process {ntervention condition he taught them how to pafaphrase.

‘

In the passive condition he had them take a break from their negotiations.

For the high accountable representatives, as predicted, the order of effectiveness
. s “ g‘
of the interventi%ns (number' of agraemcnts, average joint profit, and speed

of reéoiution), from most to ieast, was conteuf, process, and passive.

Contrary to expectations, the process.intefvontion did not.produce the highest'
O average joint profit for the lpow accountability representatives. The

representaqives who did reach apgreement im the low accountability- process

| 4nd .content conditions, however, did achieve higher joint profits than the

\
representatives in the passive cqndition.
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Third.Party Intervention Style and Intergroup Bargaining

Jean M.  Bartunek, Alan A. Benton, and Christopher B. Keys

* University of Illinois at Chicago Circle

The role of the third party mediator is a™traditional one in labor
management disputes. In récent years the number and kinds of People and
gFoups.who have actea in this rele ﬁave.increased, as have the  types of
disputes in which some form of third party intervention has Beén attempted.
The various intervention techniques used by those taking this role can be .

classlfied in one of two broaa cétegories, content and process. Content
interventions emphasize the third party's sugges;ions to the disputants of
x specific settlements for their dispute. Process interventions aré primarily

intended to facilitate the development of a relationship between the disputants
J .

in which they are able to work out their own solution. The present study

™

. was designed primérily to compare the effects of a content and process

) type of intervention on the bargaining behavior of pairs of group representatives
under high and low negotiator accountability. It was predicted tha; when the
pairs of represerttatives were highi;»accountable to their constitutents
the content interyentidn would lead to more, faster, and higher average agreements
than the process inFervention. On the other hand, under low negotiator
accountability, the process intervention was expected to be more effective in

. "helping*fgiarepresentatives réach good outcomes than thé contenteintefvention.

<

A passive intervention, which consisted primarily of a short "bteak' from

the negotiations, was expected to be less effectiveAthan the content and
—

process interventions under both accountability levels.

The findings obtained in a number of studie$ concerning the effects

of accountability on the behavior of group represcntatives (e.g. Benton, 1972,

-~

Klimoski, 1972) indicate that the rélatiqﬂship»between the representatives

& b1
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and theiy constituents is likely gbe the primary concern of the high.

\

2 2

. - ,
accountable representatives in the present study. . They can not afford to be

weak, but must appear to obtaih‘as much as bossible for their groups. Their
, . . r

’ problem is how to safely reduce their negotiation demands and also reach

an agreement aéceptable to tﬁeir,réspective(xnnstituencies. A third party's
proposed resolution of the conflict,‘i.é. a content intervention, provides
‘these negotiators with a good potential solution to this bargaining problem.
It can help the representatives séve face with their ﬁonstituencies by en-
abling them to shift responsibility for the#; con-essions to the mediator.
.In addition, when the substantive recommendation is a good profitdle settle-

ment for both sides, as it was in this study, it enables the negotiators to
satisfy their constituents' goals. T s
Although the representatiyﬁ - constituent relationship is likely -to be

pof primary concern to the high accountable negotiators, the representative - | .W\\

P representative relationship is also important %o‘}hem. Inaccurate or in-

«
’

correctly received communication Eptween the representatives can lead to

.

misperception and inappropriate responses and thus reduce the probability of

successful negotiation outcomes. Several authors have proposed that para-

3

phrasing by negotiators, that is, their repeating the other's message in

their own words, can assist them in maintaining accurate communication. It @

réducés the probability of m;sunderstandings and consequent inappropriate
responses. It may also help to create a more positivé and gooperative
relégionship between the parties. Paraphrasing was used as the process inter- - -
vention in the present study.

There are constraints which should limit the high accountable negotiators'
use of paraphrasing. Cdmpetitive bargaining is expected of them by their
constituengies. This expectation, and their congtituents' power sver them,
should 1imit their freedom to communicate completely. Thus, paraphrasing
should not ;lways be used ih this situation, and, consequently, the process

s
- intervention should not be as beneficial here as the content intervention.

ERIC | 1 * /
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The low accountable rgpresentatives are not under the me constituent
7. : . ’
.pressure as the high accountable répresentatives. They are freer to act

- f
as they choose durin% the negotiations. Walton (1969) and Fisher (1972) have

‘suggested that it is under -this greater freedom that a process form of

: N
intervention is most likely to be effective. Thus, it was anticipated that in

e low accountability condition the protess intervention would be the most

4
-~

effective intervention style. o ’ N ]
. Method . !

Subjects and Design

\

144 male introductory psychology students at the University of Illinois
at Chicago Circle served as negotiators. - / "

The experimental design was a 3 x 2 factorial. The first factor was

intervention style: process, content, and passive interventions. The second

<

factor was degree of accountability, high or low. The unit of analysis was
‘the bargaining dyad.
Task -

The multi-issue barga{ning task, which was adapted from Kelley (1966)

- .

and from Lewis and Pruit (19715 was a simulated school bogrd - teqphers' union

. -

gontract dispute. Each bargaining representative was given a profit - loss
."-
sheet and a position paper relevant to his rolg.,  The profit - loss sheet,

which is shown in Figure 1, lists the averaééﬁamounts of money pef&

4 .
___________ o e e e o e A et s G s e e ot e

N : . “Insert Figure 1 about here
teacher that would be gained or 1osp;ét 9 potential levels on each of 3 issues:
PR

o
number of students per class,.émountgof clerigcal work done by teachers, and

extra duties by teachers. As éaﬂ‘be seen in Figure 1, the issue providing T
. . 4 R
the highest. potential gain for épe school board was extra duties., For the

teachers' uhion the issue proviﬁi@g the highest poteptial gain was number of

students per class. Class size was least important for the school board,

¢ L
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while extra duties was legst~Important for the teacher?' union,

In addition to a rolk description, the position papers contained infor-

.

mation defining the low andshigh acsountability condition. In the low
accountability condition the subjects were told that thei; contract recently
had been renewéd for three years and,Eha; the result of the negotiations
would not affect job tenure. In the high accountability condition subjects
were told that their contracts as representatives would be considered for

renewal the following month. In deciding whether to select them again,

their constituency would carefully examine the results of the present,

negotiations. (It should be noted that in this condition additional subjects

Pd

acted as. "constituents.: The representatives expected to be evaluated by
these constituents at the end of the negotiation session.)

Thq position papers informed the representatives that bécause of previous

unprdductive sessions and the need to reach agreement they had both agreed

o
to engage a third party. This person would intervene for about 5 minutes out ;,

of their 25 minute session. The representatives wb{e also told that in order

to sign a contract agrecment was .required on all 3 issues. They could, however,
I .

choose a different level on _each issue. -

Procedures

+

As the beginning of the experimental session the roles were briefly ex-
plained. The roles of negotiator and, when necessary, constituent, were
randomly assigned using a card selection procedure. Although there was no.

‘mediator card, the confederate always reported that he had selected the :‘y

-

Tk

mediator role. R

The experimenter then gave the two representatives the appropriate;bfofit -
v S

loss sheets and position papers and sent them to separate rooms to study their

4 -
T4

situation and plan future actions. v

i

After 10 minutes to learn their.roles, the two representatives ware brought
. . ¥

to the negotiation room, ‘and the experimenter officially endorsed and intro?uced

the third patty and reviewed the bargaining procedure. The third_Pérty

S 6
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br}efly'indicated the way he would intervene, and the two representatives

-

then negotiated for five minutes. At this point the third party stopped them.
He asked for their profit - loss sheets and studied them briefly. 1In.

- l}
the passive condition he had the representatives return to their room for

a five minute break. In the content condition he also asked the negotiators

4

to return to their room while he studied their profit - loss sheets. After

S . >
about 4 minutes he recalled them and sufigested a solution. He told the

;epresentatives each other's order of prf§§ities, and syggested ihat each’
one give the other his highest priori;y and split the diffetence on clerical
work. In'the process condition he taught them how té paraphrase3 and gave
them a brief pfactice period using this tdchnique. The bargainers }hen

.o -
continued their negotiations until they r%achéd an agrecement on all three
issues or time ran‘éut. |

Resuﬁts

Measures of paraphrasing were obLainéd through content analysis of
the bargaining -tapes by two raters. As expected, prior to the interveﬂtion,
there\(ere almost no instances of paraphrasing. After the intervention,
analysis indicated that subjects in the high accountability process intervention
cell paraphrased significantly more than subjects in any of the other cells.

?

There were no significant differences betwceniimtervention conditions in the
I‘.

low accountability condition.

" Bargaining outcome measures Three measurcs were used to examine the

outcomes of the bargaining for the various dyadéf agreement, tﬁ% proportion

of dyads in each cell which reached an agreemeng)'amodht, the total amount

of money gaingd by each dyad, ana speed, the speéd with which the agreement

was reached. The mean values of the three depcndent variables for the different

<

conditiong are presented in Table 1. Also included in the table are




v B - o el
the mean amount values for ju§t thoss\iz7ds whichktﬁached agreements.
The experimental predictions were tested by»meaﬁs kf several planned

« \ 5

comparisons which, along with their results; are presented in Table 2. The '

e = o . U A e e e e T e

~ A S
predictions which are presePted in that téblé represent the specific contrgijs
1mpiied for .the experimental hypotheses %éscribed earlier. In addition,

a main\effect.for éccountability and a deviation contrast, described in
Table é. were also tested.
the results indicated that‘;ontrast~l approachedigtatistiFal significance.
Tﬂe effect was contfibuted to by the aﬁount and speed measures. &h; dyads
o

in the high accountability condition reached higher agfeements and bargained

for shorter periods of time than did the dyads /in the high accountabilityﬂ
]

/ .
, 4
process condition.

- There were no significant effects for contrasts 2‘or 3 or for that test-
ing an accountability effect. A significant effect, however, was obtained
for the deviatiop contrast which was due to all 3 dependent variables.

. Analysis by means of Scheffe tests indicaged that the signifidnt effects
for this contrast occurred fgr the agreement, ‘speed, and amount variablés ih

the high- accountability condition and for the speed variabie in the low
) .

accountability condition. In the high accountability condition the process
.- Y ) . | :
.and content interventions led to more “agreements, higher amounts, and briefer.
¢ o : '

negotiations ‘than the passive intervention. T?sfe were no significant differences
in agreeﬁents or aﬁounts between -the various interwention gtyles in the low
accountability pondition. In this condition, however; the passive condition
( dyads bargained for a shorter period of éime than did those in thé process

!
and content intervention conditions.

>

The mean amounts for those dyads which reached agreement are presented

in Table 1. ‘As can be seen, the dyads in the lew accountability - passive

intervention cordition made a larger number of rapid agreements than the dyads

-




significantly less often than did those in the other two

in the other two loi_ﬁchountability conditions, but these agreements were
of relatively pbor quality. The dyads in the low accohntability process

condition, on the other hand, did not reach a large number of agreements, but
- e - N

‘tended to achieve high amounts when they.did agree. In the high accountability

é ’ .

-condition the dyads in the passive intervention condition(;eached agreements

ntervention conditions

and when they did agree, tha amounts were comparatively low.

T

- S

Discussion
As noted earlier, one of the third party's functions is to suggest
coﬂ{é§sions neither of the disputants is free to make. Acceeding to the third

party's suggestions permits the Tepresentatives to save face with thetr
) .

constituents, since the thitd party 1is considered a respectablé ai¥t imparfial

P

source of proposals. Such a mechanism was apparently operating in the high \

accountability conditkon here. Subjects in the process intervention - high - r

»

accountability condition paraphrased significantly more than any of the other

subject;“ Subjects in the high accountability content condition accepted the

’

third party's.suggestion of a proposed so]ution.more often than did the

low accountability content intervention subjects.' And fog; of the dyads in

the high accountability passive intervention condition argucdwith the third
party during their,brgak time; they wanted him to %e'morg helpful.

It is a plausible interpretation of these findings Ehat the high accountability
condition increased the face saving préblem fbr the representatives. They

-t /

were happy when the third party made a reasonable suggestion and were

-

quick to accept it.
. ~ :
One reason the content intervention led to higher amounts and faster
settlements than the process intervention in the high accountability condition
may have been that during the relatively brief experiwlental bargaining session .

task rPelevant information was more helpful than the use of process skills.

Recent studies in both the bargaining and counseli}g literature (e.g. those

of Kahn and Kohls, 1972, and Payne and Gralinski, 1968) have demonstrated

9
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that in simiygr short term sessions in which subjects lack complete

v information about their task, task relevant information tends to be more o . ‘ "

'

helpful.

Although‘use of the "cooling - off" period is a time honored tactic¢ of

third parties in labor - management disputes, the high accountability - passive

.

intervention eondition in .the preéent study prﬁaucéd relatively. poor s
outcomes. The results suggest that use of a cooling - Jff period, to be

successful, should, at least sometimes, "be accompanied ‘By some substantive ~

. third party recommendation. \ ’ .

A N ’

\ The low accountability findings differed somewhat from those predicted.

I

It hppgérs that the rbprcsentatiVes in thg pagsive condition were mgre con-
: re
cerned with terminating Cheif negotiatigns than obtaining high amounts. More. .
central to the present investigatior, however, was the fact that the low
i L ‘
accountability process intervention was not more effective than the low

accountabilit; content intervention. It is certainly the casec that for
paraphrasing to be helpful it must be used well and at appropriapé times. In

this study the third party did not give instructions regdrding when thgsc times

ﬁight be. It ma§ be that the HMigh accountable représentatives, who were

experienchﬁ% greater constituent pressurc, made more attempts than the low

h ) - @v , ° )

accountable process representatives to use appropriately the third party's
g ' |

. suggestion that they paraphrase. N\
Under what conditions are particular tvoes of interyentioﬁ effective? .

The resulis here suggest that for an interQenﬁionvto be effective the
negotiators must be-motivated to reach agreement. In addition, a content in-
tervention seems to be moét beneficial when the negotiators ;re under pressure
to reach agreement quickiy and the third party introduces gséfgl task -
relevant information and proposes a reasonable settlement based on that
information. It may be hypothesized that for process interventions to be

effective the process skills suggested by the intermediary must be adequately

learned, used, and given time to have an impact.

RIC . e | 1
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Table (1

Values of the Outcomec Measures for the Experimental Conditions

P
" High Accountability ° Low Accountability °
[
Variable ‘ | ' T :
N aria Process content Passive ' Process Content  Passive
Agrecment® .67 . .92 .25 42 - .67. - .83
Speed”  /2x28.82 17.79 65.36 38.31  28.41  20.20
* ~ rJ i ‘ .
Amount;C ' 68.33 118.33 23.33 . 53.33 86.67 76 .67
" Amount ) .
for dyads . .
‘ reaching 10250 129.09 93.32 . 127.99 130.01 92.00 ¥
//~\\3greements ’ ' ’
, a. O\ 4
- Proportion of agrecments in each cell. n/cell = 12

.
4

[}

Harmonic mean times (low values indicate comparatively fast agrcements). :

¢

N

®Mean amount of money gained by eac$ dyad (if no agreement k@s rcached the

!
i

. amount was zero). ' ( -

<

,dFor'all measures the unit of analykis was the bargdining dyad. )
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