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. h . Abstract
- . [

Participants who confronted a collaborative compéred'to a controlling
bargainer more often reached an aﬁreemeng,:felt more accepted, perceived a

more cooperative relationship, and were méie attracted to the other bargaiﬁér.
. ) ) »

?ar;icipants whogse group member indicated that they were egually as effective

* ratgéé than less effectiveor more effecrive than the conffolling éargainer
more often reached an agreeWent. Resultg were interpreted as suggesting that

persons,resis;jﬁonthol influence attempts j; & way of asserting that they are

) a
independent, d;pable persons and that pgisons arg more motivated to appear
we . . 3\

'superiot or to avoid apptaring inferior yhen their relationship is competitive

' . L L b
rather than cooperative, . - .
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. control them resist being influéﬁbed.

to it.

. / 5 ' 2 -
- ’ L / .

While this control orientation has been documented, its coﬁgequences on school

Control.Strategies

E

Control Strategies and Social Face in Confiict -
For many educators; maintaining discipline and control are central to

effective schooling. Indeed, pbservers (e.g., Waller, 1932; Willower &

Jones, 1967% have’ commented that edunators are preoccupied, even obsessed,

with the control oE students. Educators have been found to become more

committed to control with experience,_perhaps because the adoption of

control attitudes is a prerequisite for peer acceptance (Hoy, 1968; 196%).

life have not been clarified. This value on control may directly affect how -

administrators, teachers, and students resolvé theiy differences. This study
explores the effects of contrblling inflﬁence attempts' on social face and »
In a&dition, this study investigates the

r9le of social face in how persons .respond to eoaluations by’ their peers.’

constructive confIict resolutidn.

This control orientation may.predispose educators and students fo try to

Séveral theoretical

resolve théir conflicts by attempting to control each other.
analyses suggest that targets who believe that the other negotiator 1ntends to. b

Deutsch (1973) argued that cont?olling
stratasies {e.g., threat) often escalate conflicts in that- fhey aEErOnt the

social face of the target. Persons typically want’ to maintain social faoe
» " 13 - .
4in that they wish to appear strong and égpable to others, A conttolling

E

strategy can challenge the ‘success of these efforts fo maintain face attriputed

It is likely that '"tough"” strategies like threats convey digferent

iotentions depending upon the conditions under which they are made (Pruitt & o

Kimmel, 1977). ‘One purpose’ of this study is to suggest. that the intention

s bl

the target attributes to'the other bargainer affects substantially -how he
: PR

responds to the %ﬁher's strategy.

~

&

In particular, the extent to which 4 target
. i

L )

& . _ )
4 ' R
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+ believes that the other intends to control him--whether this intention is . -
+

conveyed by a threat or gome other "tough" bargaining strategy-~is expected
. . . } .
to affect his willingness to being influenced.

The targets of thege strategies feel that to yield to intimidaiion is
to confirm that they are depen&ent, weakipérsdns. Consequently, they defy

the other's demands to demonstrate that they are not the kind of persons who
. y, .

can be coﬁtrolled, even though defiance may cost them tangible outcomes
(Tjosvold, 1974). Reactgnce‘theory (Brehm, 1966) has similar impliéations: \ -
Strigegies that convey an intent to c;ntrol mdy be experienced as jeopardizing 1

" the target's freedom to decide whether to comply and thug provoke the target
to defy .the pthe}'s demands as a w;y of ?ssertigé this freedom, Straiegi?s
that indicate the.influencer intends to collaborate by’ recoghizing that the
target and influencer should jointly make decisions may not create resistance :

. to Being influenced. ) >

&

In addition to affecting how they respond to controlling strategies, the+

efforts of negqtiétors to present a face of stremgth and competénce may;affect

" how they react to their group's evaluatioﬁ of their negotiating performance,
* Ll . ’t

§argainers whose audience indicated "that they had lost fage by appearing
ineffective were found to retaliéte against the other baArgainer, perhaps as

a way of trying to'appegr strong and capable (Browm, 965). Evidence suggegts
- J -

!

that ba7gainers who are told by the other negotiatof that they appear ineffective

»

resist teaching an agreement because they fear ing concessions would éonfirm_

-

. . ~
. ', that they are weak persons (Tjosvold,. X974). Wever, an affirmation that .thé

rep£; enthttve has appeafed very strgng and pable may also create resistance.

A &

. Repgesentafives’whose group iﬁ&ica ed thag hey gppeared very strong and

L4

capable were found to resist rea ing an Agreement, perhaps becauge thef did

oo
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not wish té6 tarnish this image By making concessions (Tjosvold, in press). .
These studies when taken together suggest t?et.representatives who beljeve

their group member vidis them as less effective than the other bargainer may

» ] .
refuse to mdke conCéssions in order to regain a measure of social face whereas-

representatives who beliéie tireir group member views them as more effective

than the other bargainer may.refuse to make concessions in order to meintain a
superior:image. "e - . . ' ’ : 4
Resistance tb compromising.due to the group’s comparatiye eyaluation may,
‘however, éé mi 'gateo when the other bargainer has a collaborative'stance«'
‘Because the representatives %elieye their relationship ;ith the coilaborative

bargainer is, largely cooperative, they may be less interested in their standing

/“1\5‘ ' { »

relative to the otber bargainer. Argyris (1970) has proposed that the value of

.
.

‘gomparative and evaluative feedback is rooted in closed, competitive social

milieus. Persons 1w competition are worried about their relative\performance:

They wish to "win" by performing more effectz;ely rLan others and to avoid '~ .

®losing" by performifg less effectively. In cooperative relationships,\persons

[} . o Fed

may be less motivated to appear superior (as a sign of winning) or to avoid

appearing inferior (as a sign of losing). ' Bargainers who have developed a
. - B !
cooperative relationship may not be enticed by their group's superiority ’

L
- . “

or inferiority feedback away from reaching an agreement that increases their
)

» yor ]

group s tangible outcomes. uThe segond hypothesis is that representatives
.reach an agreement when their group membesx believes they are performing\equally

as effective, rather than more or less effective than the oqper bargainer,
. v . M F - "

' when this bargainer has indicated an intention to control them.—When the

» .
.

other bargainer has indicated @ collaborative intention; the group member's
. W o ., - M ‘ » -8, T
evaluation does not affeét~the'representatives' willipgness to reach an

. ' #

. . . . ' - +

* agreememt. = . . T .
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. the negoriatioﬁs.
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Subjects and Design

¥inety male and femade volunteers were recruited from an undergraduate
course at The Penosylvaﬁia State University and were randomly assiéned:to six
conditions, ‘The overalzzdesign of the study ioplied alzx 3“Tactoria1 analysis
of variérce. The granTs evaluation of the repreairtative's'relative‘effectivp-

ness (more effective, equally as effectiVe, or less' effective) was orthogonalry

crofged with the ?;tentions of the other representative {control or collaborative)

+
-

to form six treatment conditions. . ' ," ) . .

\

Procedure’ ) ' '

+ -s
The experimental session had a planning stage (phase 1) and a negotiation
The purposes of phase 1 were (a) to inform the participant

; ~
of the bargaining situation, (b) to gain his commitment to his group's

position, and (c) to give the participant an individualistic orientation to

In order tg accomplish these purposes, two groops, each

consisting of a participant and a confedérate (posing as a participant) were
P

placed in separate rooms. Each dyad was told cpdf it representés the mgnage~

ment of the Packrite Company and that the other group rnna:?énted the workérs .

. \

of Pacﬁrite. Each group was given the same instructions. The instructions

Y
informed the participants that the Packrite Company produces packing machines

for vegetable and fruit canneries and dairy creameries. The workers have T
become dissatigfied with their pay_ and have organized into an 1nforma1 group

.

to press their demands for higher wages. As the group is not a union, it

cannot strike, but the workers have threatened to slowdown and-tower their’

-

produttivity if a new centract for the next Year is not reached. '%he issue of

the wage increase would bé negotiated by the representatives from the manage-

ment and the workers in the second phase of -the experiment.

- .
- . -
4

Cpd




_its position in éne negotiations. .
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Each group redeived a list of profits. that indicated the six possible

Pev agreements along with the expected company profits assogiated with each
. .
of these pqséible agreements. The list of profits also included the

company 8 profits if %;’new egreement was reached and the workers did slow-

-

down, So that the” par icipants would have personal and tangible incentives .o
corresponding to_}he cempany's profite, tney were told that they could earn

chances to win $20 in a lottery and that ; e number of chances dependee upon

what (if any) agreement they reached with She other negotiator. For tne
participants’ group (the management), the hﬂgher the wage increase, the

lower would be the company's profits and the;fewer the number of chances to

win $20 the participants would ‘earn for tbeméeives.' With five of the possible

’J,(\‘
]
new agf@Emente gfckrite would receive more Profits and its repreggntatives
F A

-

more chances than if no new agreement was reached. If the new agreemeht

——

. - .
least advantageous to the management (an agreement at $12 a week wage increase)

was reacﬁed, the company's profits and chances would be equal to its outcomes

-

if no new agreement was made. Participants did not know the worker group's

: +*
outcomes for these six possible new agreements.
Briefing sheets that outlined five arguments supporting the management's
L ¥
position were also given to each group to help the group prepare to defend
The instructions ;ﬁakinfotmed the participant that either ne or his

group member would be chosen by chance to negotiate with.the other group's
—

representatiﬁe and that the other person would observe and evaluate the # X

L]
-

negotiator's performance. Both the observer and negptiator would receive

< " * - -

the same number of chances depending upon what, if any, new agreement was
L}

reached. The participant also believed that the obseérver would share his g
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evaluation with’;be bargainer in the third phase of the experiment. A

- .
drawiEg was arranfed so that all participants were chosen to be the

negotiator. (The confederates did not, in fact, observe nor share their

_ > »
The work of Blake and Mouton (1962) and Ferguson and Kelley (1964)

evéludcions'with the participants.)

indicates that the intergroup procedure used in this study would accomplish
. ‘ . -‘

the purposes of phase 1. The results of a questionh@ire administered at the .

erdd of the prenegotiation induction period indicate that pérticiﬁhnts felt

- .

that the issue was personally impdrtang td chem, that they were satisfied

with their group and its position, and that their position was somewhat
incompatible, dissimilar, and superior to the other, group's position. Data
.also indicate that*the participants were motivated to make aé much money for

their group as,they could (individualistic oriencafioni rather- than to ‘make

L] .
- s .

. more money than the other group (competitive orientation). As expected,

1Y
@ '

an @naiysis of variance, yielded no siénificant main or interaction effeqﬁs.
on these inductions.

To begin the ﬁegotiation portion of the experimént (phade 2),.the
Qpnfederaces exchanged rooms with one another; eacb confederate was

introduced to the participant as a representative from khe worker group.

r . 3

The experimenter told the participant and the canfederate to predent their

opening p?b%tions in about three minutes and that they shoﬁld¢negotiate

freely for the rest Bf the eight-minute period. The experimenter explained
that after completing a short questionnaire they would have twefve additional

minutes in which to ﬁegotiate. The participant wasldifectqﬁ to present

‘his opening position first.

N 4
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At the end of their opening presentation, the’confederates in all
conditions indicated that they would a%;ee to a $10 a week increase.: They.

negotiated in a way that indicated that they were trying éither to control or .

to collaborate with the participants. The¥ communitated these intentions

by comﬁleting a qﬁestidnnaire {described beldw) and by the manner in which

they nefotiated. In the control condition, the cgnfederates told the ‘e .

, participant to submit to their demands. They argued that the participants

had to agree to these demands. Confedera;és in the collaborative condition .

told the ;articipant that they were notrsttying. to force him to agree, that
an agreement should be reached th;t benefited both groups, and that he ) ':
shquld decide fo; himsélf whether to agree or not. _‘ ' .
After eight minutes of bargainidg, thé experimen;er gave to both the’
participant'and the confederate 2 midway evaluation that was suppodedly ]
" their group member's evaluation of their negotiating performance. The question-
nairé clearly indicated that the groué m;mber was evaluating the representative's
performance and not his position. Participants in the superior condition
read Ehat their grou€ mémber had checked the most favorable of seven possible
reqbonseé;‘“very muchﬂgtroﬂétr and much more capablp than the other nggotiator,"
- and that thi-group member had ﬁ&it;;n, "I fhink'that (name of participant) is
‘doing a much better job neg?tiafing than’ the other person® He seems to be a
mpch stronger negotiator than the one representing the workers.”" Participants

L]

in the equal condition read that their-group member had checked the fourth

]
most favorable response, "their performance is about equally strong and
cggable," and had written, "I think (name of participaht) is doing about .
as 8ood a job negotiating as the other person. He seems to be abouf as ®
. / )

strong a negotiator as the one representing the workers." Participants in

10
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- . . . 9
the inferior condition read that their group metber had chegked the

. .
gixth most favorable response, '‘much weaker amd less capable than’ the other
b} - ! - -
negotiator,” and had written, "I think that (name of par{icipant) is

"doing a much worse job negotiating than the other person. He seems to

"\ " be a much weaker negotiator than the other person. He .seems to be a
" much weaker negotiator than the one repreSenting the workers."

1
H »

-

directed the confederate and'participant to

The experimenter .then
- ’ .

I . .
complete a questionnaire that asked them to indicate their primary intention

"

'

in the negotiatiofs,

For participants in.the control condition, the

»

-
»
confederate wrote, "I am®rying to pressure him to agree to my position,

I want to force him to give in to my side." For.participants in the

cgllaborative‘cohdition, the confederate wrote, "I am trying to'preseﬁt,/
wy érgument and to listen to Sname of participant) so that we can reéch
a gbod agreement. I don't want to pressure or force him to agtee to ﬁy '

Y v
position, byt I want us bath to freely agree to a seftlement that we both
can benéfituf;ont" To the surprise of the participants, ;he questionnaire
was then exchanged in order; the experimenter explained, ro increase the
communication between them. This questionnaire‘procedure was adopted
because to test the-hypothesis of this-study the participants had to believe

that the othg;'s actual intention was to collaborate or to control. Previous

research suggests that various forms of positive eva

tions are often
. b

suspected when persons are dependent upen each othér (Mattee & Aronson,

19?4).‘ Bargainers then may some%imes view overt collabonative behavior

as disguising actual contrel intentions, This'questionnaire procedure was,
< ' : - .
thought to assure that the participants would belleve that the confederates'
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P .
would believe that the confederates overt collaborative or controlling

behavior was congruent. with their actual intentions.
Four minutes into the next session, confederates in all'conditions

indicated that they would agree to an $8.2 week increase. Two minutes

later,'confederates clearly told the participants that they would not

h -

After 12 minutes, the experimenter told ;3

the-pérticipant and the confedérate that the negotiatiﬁ, sessior was
. 'R L3

_make any concessions below $8.

.completed.and directed them to complete 2 Form indichting what agreement |, ¢

. ‘ -
Since the confederategawould only Egreetto an
. M ,
$8 a week increase, the participants had to bé willing tq concede to 58

if any they had reached.
‘ ¥

They wer® then separaﬂﬁd and the, participant

‘- L]

in order to reach an agreement.

» .

completed a quqstionnaire that measured the effectiveness of the inductions
"4

and measured the dependent variables of perceived cooperetive relﬂtionship, "
- -
\

accepiance, and attraction. . <

- »
. E

, .
Four female and three male urldergraduate students wer& trained in an

extensive pilot study to induce the participants to_be committed to their

L]
position in the first phase and to bargain with the participants in aﬁstandard

N v \
manner in the second phase. The’ confederates were unaware of the participant's

group member feedback condition. They were not informed Q%QEZ%JhyPOtheses \

1

: and an informal discussion aftor the experiment suggestedm&zagt‘ﬁhey were E

unaware of them. . . , .
‘l‘ - r .I

. Results o //{

' wi . .
Participants were given the role of their group's representative and

A PR - LN

negotiated with a bargainer who expressed an intenéiqn either to contrpPl
v ’ .

o
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or t& coXlaborate with' them. Their groudp member also evaluated their

+-. " negotiating performante as more effedtive, equally as effective,. or less

. - . ! . I -
effective than the other bargainer. Tgo seven-point questions were ¥

L]
-

. included in the postnegotiation questionnaite to check the effectiveness o
e ! ] ’ .-Q

of, l;hese inductions. Participants,inm&&ntrol condition of =, l 42y

indicated that they. believed that the other bargainer was trying to force
‘ " L S
thém compared to participants in the collaborative:condition (M f'3.00), I

bl

Ja .
.+ E(1,84) = 36 23 p < .01, #n analysis yielded a significant main effect -
* .for patpicipants percepU!Un of their group membet s feedback f%Z 84) =

- - 205.63, B 5 .01, Follow-up tests indicate that_partiaﬁbants in the : -
T superiority feedback condition M= 1. 63), compared to participants in* . Y
N ey - il LD

- ﬁ;wequality c5ndition (M = 3 67), rated that their group member believed
th

-

ﬁ L )

o were more effective than the othey nagotiator,.t(%ﬁ) = 5.90, g_< 01. S
. A - : . e ..:! .

- . . %3‘ s . . ’ SR

, Participants in the equality f%edbac éghbared to pafti&ipants in thevc -

L
M

~ L
(™ e1nferiority feedback condition (M = 6.56) rated that their group he&her .. %@?

. considered their performance motre positively, t(28) = 8.36, 2_< . l.' It
., I . Ll .
can be concluded, therefoge, that the inductionsonecessary to test the’ -
: ) ) - w - . - N

hypotheses were successful.

, " ) Because several vardables were measured, the, following significance

. o T o
u® . level procegure was usged. A .05 significance level was adopted for the

- - -

agreement variable because 6his is Ghe major dependent'variﬁble for which

rpe moge statistical power is @sired. To reduce the possibility of Type I !
i by A
“ _.*étror, Q‘ 01 significance level was adopted for the remaining varihbles ‘of ;

- -
v - -

acceptance, cooperativeness, and;Pttractlon.

T According to the first hypothesis, bakgainers who negotiate with a ~ - . I
- . A . .
bargainer who attempts to collaboratc_with them, ‘rather than to cohtrol o
. p .

- - o e T "B
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them, weré expected to reach an agreement. The data (Summarized in - o

ﬂ%ble 1) su] port this hypothesis. More.participants (47 per cent agreed)-
1 3 . Kl 1] i
reached an agrbement with..the collaborative bargaiﬂa; than participanés
' ¥ -v.‘ »ﬁ“ . . r _—
(24 per cent %greed) _with the contfblling bargainer, F(1,84) & 5,12, B.< : '

4

.05.1 Particrpants felt ‘more accepted by the coXlaborative than by t§ ! b

controlling bargainer,‘?(l 84) = 27, 63, p <..01, Participants ptrcei .

-
-

their relationshié%with Ehe collabor%fije bargalner as more cooperative ~ "'
. _ ' N
ﬁ? éﬁ%n did participants with the ifntrolling bargainer, F(l 84) = 13.09, p <

.01, Participauts were also more attracted to the collaborative than to i ) ,}

' . ¢ _

fthe controlling bargaiqer,_§(1,84j = 15.17, p < .01, ? /

& ]

: —5-- - : RN

Insert. Table 1 about here

-4 ) ' v
* The'secopd hypothesis suggests that a repregsentative's willingness to 3 '
L[] . ’ . " - ) \

reach an’agreement depends upon his group member's feedback when he has

a largely competitive rélationshdp with the otﬁer baréainer. As expécted,
- when particibants.neéetiated with d’earga%nei who intended to eontrol them, .

participants (13 per cent egreed) whose group member fold them they had

appeared less effective than é?e other bargainer more ‘often refused Lo

reach an agreement than did participants (47 per cent agreed) whose group

,member informed them they appfhred equally as effective, t(28) = 2,19,

p < .05. Particiggnts (13 per cént agrEed) who confronFed the controlling

Largainer and*believed“theif grezh;memben thought their performance was

. ' iy *
more effective moré;ﬁften-refused to reach an aggeement then'did

pérticipaqtihaﬁbqweée told that'they were equally as effective as the . ,

controliing bargainer, t(28) = 2.19, p < .05, It is clear fy&h the data
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that'there are no significant or nearly significant differences due to
thg group member's Eeedbﬂgk when the other bargainer indicated an intent

to collaborate. upport the second hypoq%ggisk
’ !“f hniane o

L
Ly
]

Discussion Ll

4
1 L3

These resul
N

. . . - -, ' - " \I' - L

_Resuffs cfijiﬂﬁ support the argument that bargaining strategies that

. ' - ' . . L

indicate an intent to control create resistance to agreement and escalate
4 d'

Pata on the attit.udes of the particibants toward the other

L

conilicts-

bargainer suggest insights into the dynamics of show contﬂglling and

-collaborative strategies &vesult in differing bargaining outcomes .

- “
A

_Participants indicated that they felt rejected by the controlling bargainerx

and ‘belitved‘their relationship was largely competitive and neé?tive.
PR
These results suggest that the controllifg bargain;ng strategy may have

-
[

affronted the sociad face, of tlte targets by indicating that the other

¢

persons.

'did not accept them as combetent As suggested by previous

< \
research {(Tjosvold, 1974), an affront to social Eace can frustrate '
l .

targets, induce them to perceive their relationship as competitive, and

provoke them to refuse to 35mply with the other s demand in o;der to

reassert that they are strong and capable persons. The collaborative
strategy, on the other hand, appeared to have conveyed acceptance ‘of the ",/ .

other’s social face and, therefore, gained compliance.

1

Qn a'more general

level, the negative attitudes_toward the con

%roliing bargainer and the

refusa] to comply with his demand support a central proposition of

-

" reactance theory (Brehm, 1966) that persons resent restrictions of thei.r__

freedoms and act tgr aSsert those that have been jeopardized.

&

Thése results suggest a way torresolve the apparently contradictory’ S

find{ngs on' threat and other “rough" strategies. Pryitt and Kimmel (¥977)°

'I.‘

s
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have argued that researchers in conflict dftenrfail to identify the
q L] 4

background conditions of their research methods and, as a result, aref “
-~ " A}

’ hnclear as' to the sltuations for which the1r findings are likely to ¢e ! .?
[ - 1’

valid an invalid Accordiug to Pruitt and Kimmel,\mOSt of the researeh }'
YR
methods used in conflict’ have placed the participants in strategic “ g;’f/
. . 1] ’ v
- environments » ,In these envirodbents; bargainers focus on gaining tangible

L4 ul

outcomes while being relatively disinterested in their relationshzﬂliith
LA S

-

+ the other barghiner. Perhaps studies_(e.g., Tedeschi, Bonoma, ﬂ'Brown,
1971; Michener & Cohen, 1973) that round that ts do not escalate’
conflicts placed the participants in st-rategic effvironments. Th'g
threatenediiérticipants may have been relatively unconcerned about .their

) relationship\fith the thréatener and, .in particular, whether the oéher

inﬁended to control them. They then complied with the threat when that

appeared to increase :hé&: rangible outcomes. T ' . s .

Certainl¥:bargainers are often interested in their relatiqnship with «
each S;Setkas well as‘in'gaininé oanéible outcomes. An examination\of the
comﬁun_cacioh betveenlthe participants in Peutsch and Krauss' (lé62) studyi

'JSuggests that ttky were concerned abcfutl the ir relationship with ‘eaeh'c}ther; '

they also apheaer;ta have hErsonally‘resented the other's threats. The .

ne oda used in thq present gtudy were expected to place.tha partic¢ipants

ﬁn an interperaonally mriented environmentg, 'Ihe participants negotiated
/face to-face with the other bargainer and received their gronp member s

/f evaluation of their performance relative to the other bargainer. Evidence
- - . i
*

auggeststhey had strong relatigyship concerns in ¢hat they developed
oy ' * x . R

different attitudes and feelinés to?ard the other depending upon his

+ - " , L

actions. These participants were also found to resist the othet’s intentiom
[ ) . -

LY

.

g

(Rl ' f




-

- . . o ;a .
* o - li . 1 1 '

Control Scra;egies

T 'a‘ - . Y 15 )
‘coﬁconcrol them. Bargainers who ‘alre in relationship oriented environments,
compared to scrategic ones, may then I{e more sensicive and_t_'es;;onsive to’

indications that the other inceni;’c; ccncrol.qhem: Research that directly

Al

induces interperdonal and strategic environments could clarify chis

argument, , R - .
The approach to reseaxch on bargaining’ scrategies psed in chis study

[ "‘

he; more traditlona! approacﬁ Typically, a strategy hds been

. €

hypothesiz vey specified -’in‘tencions, attitudes, or expectations on

the paft of the

‘épactioﬁs.in the rar

= .

nce:; which are é’xpecced in curlb to induce certain

for example, are thought to conve injent to control that affronts the

social face of the target which in turn increases reaiscance CDeucsch, 1§73).
b

In this sgudy, stracegies were investlgaced chat directly indicaced the

intention Df the influence;. This approach tQ research on bargaining

-

trategied appears to ,,have two advantages. Since there is 1likely to be
!

less variance due ®o differences in how the target interprets and experiences

L) i ]

] -

these strategies, research using !*is approach may find more consistent

effects chan the more traditional approach. Second, more confidence can be
glven'tQ the’ hypotheaized explanacion of the relationship between the
3cracegy and its consequenc becauﬁg&%ﬁe attitudes, incenciona, and

.Y

expectations.the strategy convgys to the jgrget need not be assumed. As a
ALt . R
/bnseqlﬁncé, the number of reasonable alternative iffterpretations is

-

usually reduced. -

The finding chac a bargaining scracegy that conveys an attempt £o.
~

ccmcrol creacee reeiscance to compromis'ing has considerable practical as,
LA

well as cheorecical imporcancef Organtzational climates and interpersonal

that affect his resistance ro cpmpromisings Threats,
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theories often emphasize that effective inﬁluence'&téeﬁpts are those that‘
unilaterally control the target (Argyris & Schon, 1974). Students,.for
example, may quickly learmn/ to rely on this method of influencing others

p _ . .

(Argyris, 1974). Respits:of this study imply that reliaacé on collaborative

H

: . . . L ~ . "~
inflqence attempts rather than on contro%ling omes may contribute substantially

to an organi;at#on’s cagpbilities to resolve its conflitts comstructively,
"I, - -.t

A cqﬁtroIJing bargaining strategy was also found to increase a

's respbnéiveness £o his group's evaluative feedback: When
»
- - \d F - v "

» L.
the opposing/negotiator intended to control, participants who believed they

L

representativ

- .

apbeared fh erior oT superior to the other negotiator -significantly more

' gften refuged fb reach an agreement than participant: who believed they.
appearéd qually as efﬁeé;ive. Howegg;; when Fhe oather %;;gaingr was
Eollabor tive, no sigpificant or nearly signifi:;nt difference was attributable
to theiy group member's: feedback.

Thfse™results give ;uﬁpgrt to-Argyris"’ (1970) proposition that the

;%aiue ldced on comparative evaluation is héightened in clbséd, competitive
social/milieus. According to Argyris, in open, cooperative relationships, :
/Pers want aescript}ve inférmaqion about théir behavior that can help them,

act re effectiqely rathér than compdrative evaluations. The rqsuits'of .

2

this |

a

tudy support this argumert by suggesting that bargainers who perceive
. M .
theiz{relationship with the other bargainer as competitive may be so

L ' - ®

deterpined to appear superior ("winnipg") and to avoid appearing inferior

-~

("losing") tbaghghey fail to act in ways that increase their tangible
. . A .
'Uutcoﬁ@h. ] ;- ? / - ’

'he results of thig study shed’sdme-light oy the(consequences of the

a

contrdl orieﬂtatiJQ of many sghools. DeCecco and,Riéhardé (1974) argued

‘ 1

© . . . )

- . “ -




U

/ . ) o
f
f

[ ,
[ )
I

that unilateral atﬁempts to stop school conflicts are &ysfunptional

control atfempts ﬁay suppress conflicts, these conflicts are inevitably
L " ] .

Control Strategies
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While

expressed in alternative and-often destructive ways. Results of this study

_provide experimental support for this argument by suggesting that educators

and students resent’. d feéist att¢mpts to control them,'even though this
t S
3

resistance may hé‘gogtly%

A
H

¥ |
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Footnotes

f

1 i ~. \
As suggested by Hsu and Feldt (1969), the analysis of variance was

used on the dichotomous<«qariable of agreement.

2As suggested by McHemar (1962), the t test fof proportion was used
L4 -

to compare two jroups on the dichotomous variable ‘of agreement.

—




-

Table 1

-
Comparison Among Conditions on Dependent Variables

F

., Significant
Collaborative . Codtrol . ' Comparisons
Variable Superior Equal Inferior Superior Equal Inferior \
Cooperation . 3.13 3,93 '3.60 4.53 4.87 5,20 Coll. ve. Controli
Acceptance . 2.40 2.93 2.47 4.40  4.13 © 4,33 °  Coll. va. Controlk*
Attraction to ' J -
Bargainer 2.07 1,93 2.40 Y 2.47 3.87 3.47 Coll, vs. Control*#
r .
Agreement ;.53 47 .40 / 13 47 13 Coll. vs. Control#
— \
*p < .05 ‘ : ~
L . “ i '
Fp <L . ”

0

- " . . o,
Agreement was scored a8 1} no agreement as 0, The lower the sc‘re the greater the &ope:atibn,

”

acceptance, and attraction, These questions had 7-point scales. ¥ = 90, 15 in each cell. Lo

zT
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