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The Effects of Cczmunication Apprehensi-n znd .t vorsv 177

to Communicate on Humar Bargainirz Behz w3

The study of human bargaining behz—ior hz s=xsrz :d con-
sidefable-rgsearch inxfécent Years,,mucn of wi 11z -zen sum-
marized in Schellihga(1960), Walton and McKer: .. {-.-=- , Rubin

and Brown (1975), Tedeschi, et al. (1973) zad "mumax (1977)
A certain amount of this research has been cc . e with the
effects of various communication variables or ™s-Z=iniag behav-

ior (Tedeschi and Rosenfeld, 1980). /The pres:n. sStidy examines

s

three aspects of the bargaining'sit@ation wh. vcive,'eithef
direc%iy of indirectly, cqmmunicatioh behavi: 2 number of,
oppoftunities fp communicate s ﬁhe degree of :n:i:n/coﬁpeti—
tiveﬁess shown by an oppqnent, and the degre: . ~vmuxication

apprehension poésessed by subjectss

ngortun%fz to “Communicate
Tedeschi and'Rbsenfeldv(l980) kave obss - that ”ccmmuni~
cations serve critical functions in bargaini—:z (p. 246). Many
- researchers have found a direct relationshir == ween .the effec-

“iveness of bargaining behavior and the exte=t —» which parties
" hune, 1968; Voissem and Sistrunk, 1971; Cole, 1%72). One of the
'paradigms frequentl&;used to’examine such commun;pafion involves
making communication possible only a% certain times. Such

approaches have been described as "frsquently ihtegrai parts of

: . . . ' ’ -
the research design used to study harzaining behaviorv(Rubin,and
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ey 1975; p. 116). Terhune -77%), 3. instance, utilized a
= ~ps:son-301trial rcTisoner’'s Ziirmms --ue in which the fwo
T. 37T= were able to Ireely commur.czfe I writing) with each

\ :
et Zuring trials, Such pairs tezis¢ o =2 more cooperative

Leis _,1rs who were not allowed su2 ¢ mmrmication. Bixenstine
- ~Douglas (1967) found 1n~6—perso: -riscner's dilemma games \ -
=z t when subjects were glVén 15-2C minute verhal communication
s2zortunities during a recess in tis game - thgmspbjects tended :
Tt e more coogerative than if not :ixgn such a‘chande to com-
. Zicate., Although there is rese"*“h whlch suggests that the

P =Zence of communlcation in é,b**valnlng 31tuatlon leads to

\

= 2 cooperation than does a cbm;lete absence of communication
:(lozmis, 1959; Radlow and-Weidne—, 1966), the‘authors weré uhable
to Ziscover any published reséar:: which sfudiedithe,effects of
various amounts of»communication “pon cooperation/competitivehess
in_bargaihihg. Given the concluzions of.existing”résearch,.it is .

hypothesized that:

Hi-ﬂhe amoun% of communicati:z-i is negatively related to

competitiveness in bargaining. -

Cooperativeness/Compe titiven=:s of Opponent

_ Rubin.and Brown have concluded thac{ in bargaining, "coopera-
tihn:bégets céoperation; and; conve:éely; noncooperation begets
noncobperatioh" (p. 270), Although there is a modest amount of

ﬂ///ﬁresearch which would contradlct tais (such as that conducied by
_ uéhagan and Tedeschi, 1968 and Lindskold and Tedeschi, 1971) the
eat maJorlty of studles done in this area supports the observa~

tlon that when playlng aga? nst ;,51mulated other in a‘bargaln%ng

\
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siﬁuat; . the level c_ cooperation of su - cis tends t reflect
the*éoc;ar:tién evidenced by the opponent surrsnt res=—ch in
this ar== | -~  not been plentiful—mthegmbst:racent regear-n was
perforr-.: - the Sixties and early Seventiz= (as in *he ~“2llow-
.ing, al> ¢ f-~hich subport.Rubin ahd Brown's conclusion: Gahagan,
Long and r:rzi, 1969; Gruder and Duslak, 1973; Lave, 1965 and
Wyer, 1677 . All of the above-mentioned research utili-z=d pri-
soner’'s ¢ :ama games similar to the one utilized in this study.
In each the games were designed.for Eyoapeople, wish one
person's sponses beling artifiqially'gg;perative Or noncoopersg-
tiﬁe; Iz~ zany cases the responées‘were siﬁulated for t:ze sﬁbject-
parﬁicipifing_in the s‘tudy. In ordér-to provide a more recent
test of ‘he relationship be%Ween opponents' cooperation znd Ss'
cooperaton, We.h&pothesize that:

- Hé;Ihe level of coopergtion evidenced by simulated opponents

in bargaining is negatively related to the level of competitive-

ness shown by gsubjects, - , _ . _ f

| :

Effects of Communication Apprehensiorn -

Several'personalify characteristics have been shown t; haive~
an'influeﬁce on an individual's bargaining behavior, such as risk-
taking propensity (Dolbear and Lave, 1966; Sherman, 1967; and
Harnett, Cummings and Hughes, 1968), perceived locus of control
(Rotter,\l9§6; Condry, 1967); authoritarianism (Hermann and
Kogen, 1977; Smith. 1967), and machiavellianism (0'Brien, 1970;
Uejio and Wrightsman, 1967, and Wahlin, 1967). As far as a dili-
gent search by the_authors has~been able to mﬁermine;-howeéer, no

l

™~



L
~published fesearch exists ‘whic:: :xamines the -zle of cdmmuhica—
tion apprehension in hefgaining xhavior. 4lt-ough, strictly
_ speaking, commuhicatibn appreiz..sicn may not itself be a per~
sonallty tra;t, it has been 1l::.2d to severszl personallty tralts,
1nclud1ng several listed above ﬂcCroskey, et al., 1976). Given’
the vast amount of literaturs wrich the study of communlcatlon
apprehen31on has generated (' :Croskey, 1977, the authors felt
this lapse to be.unusual. S..nce the_typica; "high communicatien
i apprehensive"” person is like_.y <to be; among other thihgs, "a
/ follower, subm1331ve, conforming and obedledt;" (McCroskey, et ales

K\_,gy/378) ‘the authors hypothesized that:

HB_Ihg_gggree of communicgtion apprehension reported by an

individual is negatively related %o co. »-»ritiveness in bargaining.

In additien, in order'to allow for full_enalysis of'the'
effect, if any, of communication apprehension on bargeining,ﬁwe-
'pesited the foliowing research questions:

1. Is there a significant interaction be tween commuhidation-
apprehension and the numbef'of communications permitted in bar-
galnlng such that the relatlonshlp between communlcatlon appre-
hension and cooperatlon x1il dlffer across the number of communi-

-l : _ ; - VA
catlons° '

2. Is there -a significent interaction be tween communication

4

aﬁprehen31on and the cooperatlve competltlve condition such that o
the relatlonshlp be tween communlcatlon apprehen31on and COOpera—
tion will be dlfferent in the cocperatlve condition than in the

/ .
~compe titive condetlon?_: . N




METHOD

y &
Instruments
M@J The paradigm used for the bargaining situa-

tion in this study was the non-zero sum prlsoner s dilemma game
(Rubin and Brown, 1975): The game con81sts of two players who
choose a partlcular color for- each trial of the game. In th1s
’study, the subjects 1nd1v1dually played agalnst a confederate

and each’chose either red‘or black for each of twenty-one total
trials. The results}of each trial was revealed be fore the-next
trial was started. Subjects'would receiye points as follows:

if both players chose black, both rece1ved ocne’ polnt, if both
players chose red, both rece1ved negatlve one polnt, 1f one

chose red and the other black, the player choos1ng black recelved
negatlve two polnts and the player choos1ng red Treceived plus two
polnts.l Therefore, a red choice was cons1dered competltlve s1nce
'p01nts could be galned only at the expense of\xhe other player; o
_and a black ch01ce was c0ns1dered cooperatlve since points could
be gained only w1th cooperatlon from the other player. The’con-
_vfederate was played by !the experlmenters° o | f

.

'Dep ndent Variable, The dependent Varlable was/a measure

of éach subJect s competltlveness as assessed by tﬁ\\number of
red cho1ces made during the game° Thus chooslng/dj reds in 21
trlals would be scored as 13. | |
Communlcatlve Messagg s. As will be explalned below, ohe’ of
the varlables assessed was the number of communlcatlons durlng

the game. It was necessary to generate approprlate messages for .

<
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the subjects to send'to _the confederate and vice versa. It was
.declded to use- wrltten messages from which the subjects could
make cholces 1n order’ td have the max1mum control over the com-
munlcatlon between players. 1The authors generated elght coopera—i‘
tive messages and eight competitite messages and. two neutral.
messages wh1ch were then rated by flve communlcatlon graduate
students. The top five cooperative messages and the top five
’competltlve messages were selecteds; along with the two neutral
ones. Appendlx A gives the results of these ratings.

Q mm n;cat;og Apprehens1on. Communlcatlon Apprehens1on
was assessed by use of the PRCA for college developed by‘/
McCroskey (l970)

Independent Varlables

Each of the fellowing independent variables were used as a
‘result of the three hypotheses given earlier. The Research ques-
tions were asked to insure a full 1nvest1gatlon of the effect of

' communlcatlon apprehens1on in the assessment of the data collected.

Number of,Gommunlcatlons. Each subJect was 1in one of three \

' possible'communicative conditions. The first 1nvolved no, communlf

R
)

catlon e tween players durlng the prisoner's dilemma game. The .
‘second 1nvolved one communlcatlon after the tenth tr1al. The
third condltlon 1nvolved three communlcatlons after the 31xth,\
'eleventh, and s1xteenth trials, For each communlcatlonh/the sgb-

above

_Jects would choose one of the twelve messages d1scusse
(and found in Appendlx A) to befsent to the confeder te, and then:
“the confederate would r*spond with one of the messages. In the-

competltlve condltlon, ‘the confederate always re tirned a competl-

g
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tive message; llkew1se in the cooperative condition the confeder-

o {

ate always gave a cooperative message in return.

Bargaining Condition Each subject was .in ohe of two pos-

sible bargaining situations.’ The first was labeled cooperative
and was one in which the confederate responded with 18 black
choices and 3&red choices (trials 59 9, 16)., The second was
labeled the'competitive condition and was one in which t?e con-

federate responded with 18 red choices and 3 black choices

(trials 5, 9, 16) ' | B '/-

|
These flrst two 1ndependent variables represent a total of

six possible- comblnatlons for any partlcular subject to recelveo
These six combinations were randomly put into a block of six and

'

then assigned tovthe subjects in the‘erder they parficipated.
Qommun;catlog pprenen ion, Each subaect complebed the
PRCA. ThlS is not a true experlmental variable since the sub-
Jects were not randomly assigned (and could not be) to varlous
levels of communlcatlon apprehens1on. ‘However, 1t is possible

to éxamine the effect of this varlabre w1th1n an experlmental

approaph.s _
Qutline_of Erogegure

Subjects.: A total of 72 subJects wetre analyzed out 'of 74
pa.tlclpatlng undergraduate students enrolled in Speech courses -
at a mldwestern un1vers1ty. Such partlclpatlonfls_requlred in
the speech_courses at.thls uniVersity. Two subjects were elimin-
aﬁed from fhevstud& because‘the‘debriefiné indieated‘that their
color selection Was’made on a random basis.

L
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Experiment: Each subject followed this format: first, the
" subject was'asked to fill out the PRCA. Then one experimenter
read 1nstructlons concerning the nature of playlng the prlsoner 's

dllemma game.. The other experlmenter was 1in an adgolnlng room
‘serv1ng as the-conf’ederate0 The subject was theﬁ assigned to
/.'one of the six conditions. After answerlng questlons covcernlng
the nature of the game, the. experlmenter started the game. The .
- subject had 30 seconds to ¢ oose each color at the start of each\
trial. In conditions requiring communicefions, the subject was |
glven up to two minutes to choose one of the twelve’ pre-wr1t+en \i‘
messages. The exoerlmenter would g0 from room to room to report
the cholces made, for each trlal, and to dellver the messages ex~
changed between the playersa ‘A score sheet was kept by the .
experimenter to record color choices and message choices as well
as the score of the game. .AfterAcompletion of the expefimeht,

- the subject was debriefed. . v

e : " RESULTS

| - ‘ - ‘ . .
_nsjzymen__ﬁeliabi;ixx, The rellablllty of the PRCA was

assessed by use of the alpha statlstlc and was found to be 9?
The rellablllty of the .dependent varlable, compexltlveness, was
assessed using the KR-20 statistic (an alpha statlstlc for:‘ -
dicho tomous measures) and.was found to be .83.\fBoth rellablli?
. ‘ I

ties were considered acceptable.

Anal?sis of Variance-Results. ‘A three way ANOVA d:sign was

used to assess. the resulzs of the experlmen . The three inde-

pendent~var1ables servednas the factors, thu \making a2zx2zx3
. ) 4 . - - . ) . ‘i ' -

ERithf ;E/'A ) s- ‘}f'_-L(;' L f\.\ | . “‘ 
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design (communicat{on apprehensdon was analyzed using a,regres-
lsion approach utilizing one vecfor in the regressicn equation,
equivalent to a two-ievel~design). Table One gives the results
“of the ANOVA. ~These results will be discussed in terﬁs of the \
hypotheses and research huestions.

Hypotﬁesis one was confirmed as tﬁe number of communications
was. a significant effect\ The means“afe:: for no communication--
14,58, for one communicaeion--ljdcy} and for three commuhications—-
11.96. Thiﬁ;indicates that as the number of communications in~ |
creases, the competdtiveness ofqthe fesponses by the subjects
: decreases.‘f o \ | L o _[

\

Hypothés1s two was cdnﬂlrmed as the bargalhlng s1tuatlon was
a s1gn1f1cant effect. The means are. for .the competltlve condl-.~
tion-“16. 06 and for the cooperatlve condition--10,75. This in-

\

" dicates that, the subjects reSponded more comPeil'ltlvEly in the

\

compet tlve bargalnlng sltuatlon than in the cooperatlve bargaln— |
ing situation. . = x\. e '

Hypothesis three was not sup?orted,

The first research question, an interaction be tween communi-
'-catlon apprehens1on and the number\bf communlcatlons, did not
receive any s1gn1f1cant results° |

- The second research questlon, ad\lnteractlon be tween communi-
catlon apprehens1on and the bargalndn% 31tuatlon, was slgnlflcant.i
'One approprlate 1nterpretatlon of this result is that the corre-. |
latlon between communlcatlon apprehenslon and competltlveness

;(D V.) dlffers between the two bargalnnvg 51tuatlons.. Table Two

glves these correlatlons. One 1mmed1ate observatlon is that the
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Analysis of Variznce Results
r ss af . MS JF P
P ' ‘ e
No. of Communi- - . ' . :
cations S ‘86.6h3 2 . 43.321 - 3.45 £.,05
Bargaihing Situa- . . . o .
tion | 496.760 1 496.760° 39,60 & £ .001
Communication \ - =« - = - ' o '
Apprehension 3 3414 1 3414 - 27 n.s.
No. of Comm. x ' a ’ o/
Barg. Sit. ?5._’4—25 2 37.712 .01 NS,
No. of Comm. x ' ' / S "
Comm. App. . 11.438 2 5.719 U6 n.s.
Barg. Sit. x -° ‘ , . D
Comm. App. . . 55.334 1 '55.334 4,41 £ .05
Three Way Inter- - o ’ ’ o
action - 91.:394 2 L5.697 3.64 £..05
! : L © ;
"Error 752.613 60 ° 12.544
Total .. - 1573.319 71
\\\.\ \ \\ ) \\. i
N o A\
i a \\ ~
\ \
. \
Table Two )
Correlations of Communication App. . ae.Sion with N
Compe titiveness ing§ach Bargaining Situation
. ‘ - ’ “i} N ’ ' . .
/. : Cooperative Situation Compe titive Situation
Correlations - . - .05 | .18 W36
\ )
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correlation is positive inbthe cooperative situation but negaf'

, tive in the competitive situation. ‘However, no conceptual inter-
pretation‘snould be made_without first investigating the signi-
ficant threelway interaction.

The three—way interaction would seem to present some inter-
' pretatlonal problems, as hlgher 1nteract10ns tend to do. One
appropriate way to view the 1nteractlon is' to look at the corre-
latlons be tween communlcatlon apprehens1on and competltlveness
(D.V.) for all s1x cells representlng the comblnatlon of the

three communlcatlons levels and two bargalnlng situations. Table

Three glves,these correlatlons.. It can be readlly seen that the

i

\

-Correlatlons of Communlcatlon Apprehens1on w1th Competltlveness .
‘in Each Bargalnlng Situation Within Each 'of the No: of: -
- Communication Condltlons ‘ 1

A i.;Qooperatlve Sltuatlon "Competitive Situation
i O(Comnunioations;“‘.,~ J '.“-.26j l, fip e v—.35_" | ¢
.,..\-l;‘\”Conununication: »- —42 o ‘,-.64,
'3 Communications ° \ 65 e Cols8 N=12
. - . . :\\. A - . .-

lnteractlon occurred because of - the cooperatlve three connunica—
~tions cell hav1ng the only pos;\}ve' and largest) correlatlon,f‘
as all other cells have negatlve correlatlons. Also, this fact
| clearly polnts out. the reason for the s1gn§f1cant two-way lnter—
L actlon, as the approprlate average of th% correlatlons\igr\each
: bargalnlng s1tuatlon would glve the results 1n Table Two‘. Tﬁéfa>\;;;;\
\fore, the two—way 1nteractlon has no - conceptual meanlng, but the\.‘
'three-way 1nteractlon can be - conceptually 1nterpreted.

R
o
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The negative correlations in five of the six cells‘of the
three-way interactionpcan be interpreted as follows: the more
communication apprehensionva subject reports,'the less compe ti-~
tive he responds in thetprisoner’s dilemma game.. This supports
“the third hypothesis. The positive correlation‘in the'coopera—

: / /.r"' . o
tive—three communioations\cell indicatés that the more communica-

tlon apprehens1on a subgect reports, the more compe tive'he plays
!

the game.. ‘Thus the results 1ndlcate elther the one cell has a
meanlngful non1ntu1t1ve 1nterpretat10n, or;, 1f it is to be v1ewed.
as 'a sampllng error, then the other five cells would 1nd1cate the
true nature of the effect of communication apprehens1on, whlch

% is that the hlgher coﬁﬁﬂnlcatlon apprehension a subgect has leads

to lower competltlve hehaV1or in bargalnlng c1tuat10ns. .

DISCUSS]_ION I |

-

ThlS sectlon is d1v1ded 1nto two parts, the first wh1ch will

Ad1scuss the results of the hypotheses and research questlons, and

a

the second w1ll dlscuss future research in the alea of bargalnlng.

Inte pretatlon of Results. /The f1rst two hypotheses were_“
?1mportant because of their value 1n determlnlng the valldlty of
,the study as a bargalnlng s1tuatlon. Research has indicated that
.both the number of communlcatlons and the type[of bargalnlng

Ve s1tuatlon are 1mportant varlables in bargaining. This study found
. such results in the f1rst two hypotheses, and also conflrmed the:
d1rectlon in Wthh the varlables were. predlcted to occun.' Tnat
'the” hlgher number of communlcatlons was related with more

'cooperatlve behav1or, and the cooperatlve s1tuatlon had more
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\
cooperative behavior than the competitive situation.. Any study
which purports to relatevcommunlcation variables to other sallent »

varlables in a bargalnlng situation (as thrs one does) must

demonstrate to some degree that a bargalnlng 31tuatlon existed.

The results of thls study 1n\terms of communlcatlon apprehens1on

can now be approprlately discussed pertinent to a bargalnlng 1 T
s1tuatlon. \
The third hypothesis suggested that there would be a rela—

tlonshlp between communlcatlon apprehens1on and competltlveness/_’/

T

such that the person reportlng hlgher communrcatlon apprehen 1on
would respond more\cooperatlvely in the bargalnlng S1tuatlon..,”
Inltiallv thLS hypothes1s had to be unsupported based upon the .

analys1s of varlance results. However, upon analys1s of the

. 1nteractlon effect (research questlons) 1t was found that com~
|
: munlcatlon apprehens1on had a s1gn1f1cant 1nteractlon effect w1th

" the other variables of ‘the study. Post hoc analys:.s revealed

that the subg cts in- cne of the ooss1ble s1x cells relatlng the

nu:ber of com:unlcatlons to the type of bargalnlng sltuatlon

’] respondeo dlf-erently in. competltlveness 1n relatlon to communl-h

3

catlon apprehens1on than the other f1ve cells. The flve cells

supported the third. hypothes1s, thus supportlng the 1ntuy%1ve

'notlon that person_ who are anx1ous over communlcatlon with others

RO

b

' would uend to want to - be more cooperatlve 1n thelr behav1ors in a

- &

ébargalnlng °1tuatlon to poss1blv avoid confllct or anulclpated

.

futurﬁ”communlcatlons. ‘The 1nterpretatlon of the s1xth cell be-
comes troublesome, because it suggests Just the oppos1te, that

«l

peOple with anxiety to communlcatlons would increase the1r
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compe titive behaViors} Two possihle reasons can be given for
this resultv The flrst 1s that- perhaps due. to the sigze of the
sample (n—12 per cell) the resultsvare due to some sort of
" sampling error or subject bias. If this is the case, then the
authors argue that the other five cells are representative of
the populatlon and support/the third hypothes1sa' The se cond \\\//
jjjir;;son is thatﬂthe effect is real, and that.an‘lnteraction can
be conceptually Valid'in‘relating communication apprehensiongto,
other‘variables in a bargaining-situation. : The results, in this
case, would suggest there is'at least one bargalnlng s1tuat10n
' (1n thls study, the s1tuatlon was: a cooperatlve s1tuat10n w1th

!

~ three- opportunltles for communlcatmon) in Wthh a more communlca—,

1

“tive apprehens1ve person would tend to be more competitlve. ThlS o
Nresult would be 1mportant 1n that it may, suggest that certa1n

. &gbargalnlng s1+uatlons may be useful 1n helplng a more anx1ous
'communlcator to become more competltlve, Whether to he morehcomfﬁ.
petltlve 1s des1rable or not 1s not the concern. of this study.‘

'-\That there are Klnds of s1tuatlons whlch may help anx1ous P om- °

munlcators to want to communlcate in a more anx1ous free sltua-

-~ \ ‘] .

_tlon is 1mportant, and should perhaps fe pursueda N ,;% :
good

jﬁgggg;_aggga;ghj Rubln ;hd Brown (1975) have a very
v'collectlon of many of the salient varlables ‘which affec% various
bangalnlng s1tuatlons., Most of these varlables can be seen asﬁa
e personallty varlables or s1tuatlonal varaables but not’necessarlly
. as communlcatlon varlables. Questlons may be asked such as¢ Whatf
is the nature of the relatlonshlp be tween partlclpants 1n a bar-

.galnlng s1that10n wh1ch allow these salient varlables to be known
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and/or have an effect upon,that situation? This question may be

best answered by looking at communication variables. This etudy .

s

looks atwpne such-variable, which is the anxiety a person may

“have in'communicating in particularAWays in the situation. This"

gtudy indicates that by lookingﬁat such variables, then the natuie

of the bargaining situation may be come more apparent, and hence

‘ the effects of the Salient variables as mentioned by Rubin and .

.

Brown (1975) can be assessed more adequately. It is pOSited that

perhaps the communication variables can be viewed as mediating

_ variables: between the'personality variables-andltne behaviorscdis-_'

played within'a bargaining Situation4‘ This ctudy suggests that

_the behaVior displayed by persons in a bargaining Situation can,

'differ in differing bargaining Situations as the effect. of a

bcommunication variable--communication apprehenSion. It is Sug-,

'gested that further research utiliZing communication variables in 31*.

f'bargaining Situations may produc= fruitful results for those

a

scholars who have an interest in the effects and behaviors preSent;,

/
/

" in bargaining Situations. Forvexample, the persona_;ty variables

discussed by Rubin and Brown (l975) could be evalua::d in bargain-

ing SituationS along With a mediating communication va_iable Such

‘as Self-disclosure. Certainly the degree and type cf self-
\disclosures made in a bargaining Situatizn/Would affect the way in
- which berceived personality variables affect human bargaining be—‘

havior. However, research in bargaining doeS not addrsss this

affect but Singly relates a set of personality variables with

~outcomeS in bargaining Situationso By investigating communication,

,variables, Such as self-disclosure and communication apprehenSion,

T

SO I
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an interactive process analysis c- made of bargaining situa-
tions which would add to existing knowledge which relate per-

. sonality variables to outcome variables in bargaining‘situations.
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. ’ 'Rating*
1. I.think I can do better if I do this by myself. 2.4
2., The way I see this game, 1t s everyone for hlmself.'..l.o**,
3. I'l1l° glve a little 1f you give a llttle. | 6,2**
L, We re only going to get somewhere w1th th1s game s e
if we get together. 7. 0%
5. ;We can both earn p01nts 1f we" agree to make the o .
-hrlght cholces., _ . . 6o Lt ; ~‘_:/’
© 6. uCan t hélp you. Sorry. ' N P '230** - :/.'
.\-7-» IF we both play black. we both w1nJ What.qo youfsay?r=6iu** _ Q%:
8. I m 1n th1° for" myself. e i ,l,b*f:':ﬂ
:9eh'I see no polnt i oooperatlng. P flio*% ﬂﬂ
10. Iet's help each other. ., | [ RN o
’-ll. I thlnk we should both try to reach an agreement A ft#f.t;
on cholce of ‘colors, , 5.8 7~
“.,12. I agree wlth you. , vv . “% /7» . ﬁs 6A,M’; S
"15; I will not glve you any guarantees about my ch01ces.; 2.6 // -ff"
2’14. Competltlon is what th1s ‘game is all about."' l sz i
‘ feas. No message to send. ;" zih ;jf y‘='ﬁy231.~§' 4 9*** ;
_ 'lé.ﬂNo message in reply. __r"yl : ;3.:-1_‘, :/' .>3 8*** .
. 17. We should reach some sort“ofhagreementbon our . '&‘ﬂ
. cholces. | ' o L . ;'5;4 ~
. :ié; I dlsagree with. you.- B o “/"k' ﬁﬁé.o
#Mean ratlng w1th l'. most competltlveoand ?éﬂmostﬂcootératiye.
Messages selected for use in- the game:";. L /

‘*i * -J.;v._\_ v <
Messages authors 1ntended to’ 1nclude, and dld.

taken to verlfy thelr neutrallty, L o
s 5 . . I . ‘ ] by g ...‘ » . u ¢ i ...‘ :
B ;. ) i — N e 22 . ...L” . ")\ //J M

APPENDIX A

Rating of MesSages

Messagé
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