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Interorganizational conflict: a labor-

management bargaining experiment:

WILLIAM M. EVAN

Departments of Sociology and Industry, University of Pennsylvania

and
TOHN A. MacDOUGALL

Department of Social Relations, Harvard University

The recent growth of research on conflict
has been stimulated principally by the work
of game theorists and psychologists.* Rela-
tively few recent contributions have been
made by sociclogists whase interest in con-
fliet is of long standing {cf. Bermard,
1965). One outstanding
Caoser’s work in codifying Simmel’s analysis

exception  is

of conflict and in advancing the thesis that
conflict often has positive functions in social
systems (Coser, 1956). Anocther exception
is Lipset's work on the importance of con-
flict for democracy and societal integration
(Lipset, 1960, pp. 1-2, 27-28, 428ff).
Several decades ago, Ross formulated the
propaesition  that nencoincident multiple
lines of cleavage have a stabilizing function

1 The authors are indehted to a Ford Foun-
dation grant to the Sloan School of Manage-
ment at MIT which made this experiment pos-
sible. They also wish to thank Douglass V.
Brown far his helpful advice in constructing
some of the research instruments, and to Karen
Al-Aidroos and Earl Yaffe for their invaluable
assistance in running the experiment.

? See, for example, Rapoport {1960}); Schel-
ling {1960); Siegel and Fouraker (1960);
Fouraker and Siegel (1963); Bishop (1963);
Deutsch and Krauss {19680 and 1962}; Kelley
{1965, Joseph and Willis {1963 ).

in society. “A society . .. which is ridden
by a dozen oppositions along lines running
in every direction may actually be in Jess
danger of being torn with violence or falling
to pieces than one split just along one line.
For each new cleavage contributes to nar-
row the cross clefts, so that one might say
that society is sewn fogsether by its inner
confliets” {Ross, 1920, p. 165).

This proposition is not only of great value
in understanding the dynamics of stahility
and change at the level of a society, but
also at a higher level of aggregation,
namely, at the level of intersocietal rela-
tions. It may be relevant as well at lower
levels of aggregation, as in the relations he-
tween organizations. When conflicts arise
between or within societies or organizations
and the parties share an interest that tran-
scends the immediate conflict at hand,
there is a disposition to engage in bargain-
ing as a means of resolving the conflict.

The purpose of this paper is to report
the results of a laboratory experiment in
which lines of cleavage are reflected in
alternative bargaining strategies, each hav-
ing different predicted effects on the resolu-
tion of the conflict. The specific organiza-
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LABOR-MANAGEMENT BARGAINING EXPERIMENT 399

tional setting chosen for the experiment
involved a dispute hetween labor and
managemetit.

Alternative Bargaining Strategies
and Conflict Resolution

Conflicts arise when transactions, eco-
nomic Or neneconomic, ooclr amoeng nations,
organizations, or subunits of organizations
{ef. Evan, 1965a, 1965h, and 1966). One
mode of conflict resolution employed by sach
social units is bargaining. The prevailing
strategy in bargaining, whether in the field
of labor-management relations, international
relations, or even at suborganizational levels,
is guided by what we might call the prin-
ciple of unanimity. According to this prin-
ciple, each party must in its own best
interest present a united front to the oppos-
ing party. Both parties appear typically to
be guided by concepts underlying a mode
of conflict referred to by Rapoport (1960,
pp. 2-5, 107242} as a “game,” in which
each party seeks to out-maneuver the other
in order to achieve victory. The folk ratio-
nale for this bargaining strategy is that if
one publicly airs intrateam conflicts, one’s
adversary will exploit them to his advantage.

However, the principle of unanimity
tends to generate a “self-fulfilling prophecy”
mechanism {Merton, 1957, pp. 421-36) in
the course of negotiations. Each side may
hecome convinced of the intransigence and
unreasonableness of the other side and then
defensively act similarly. This in tum pro-

duces unfeigned intransigence and unreason-

ableness on the part of the adversary. Thus
bilateral employment of the principle of
unanimity appears conducive to recurrent
stalemates when stalemates are possible, as
in the international realm. In labor-manage-
ment negotiations, in which societal pres-
sures and the supervening interests of the
parties generally promote a higher rate of

some conflict resolution than in the inter-
national realm, hilateral employment of
the unanimity principle probably leads to
either mutual compromise ar to a victory
by one of the parties,

An opposite bargaining strategy is guided
by what we might call the principle of
dissent. According to this principle, each
party airs its internal differences in the
course of negotiations with its adwversary.
Negotiations governed entirely hy the
principle of dissent tend to approximate
what Rapoport (1960, pp. 5-12, 245-309)
conceptualizes as a “debate,” in which an
exchange of genuinely-held views accurs,
rather than as 2 “game,” in which such
views may be deliberately camouflaged.
Although it is not uncommon for negotiat-
ing teams to be internally divided, it is
wncommon for them to air their disputes
publicly in the presence of their adversaries.

If the bargaining strategies of both nego-
tiating teams are guided by the principle
of dissent, there may well be a greater
prabability not only of a resclution of the
conflict but also of a “creative” or an
“integrative” type of resolution than if
negotiations are guided by the principle of
unanimity. Among the possible outcomes
of bargaining, the three discussed by Mary
Parker Follett several decades ago still
appear useful: domination occurs when ane
party wins all and the other party loses all;
compromise, when each side wing some
points bhut loses others; and integration,
when both sides, in effect, win and neither
side lgses any points due to the achieve-
ment of a new, mutually beneficial set of
terms.®

3 For Follett’s work, see Metecalf and Urwick
{1941, pp. 30-48). See also North et al
{1960}.
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The principal hypothesis tested in this
experiment was that the airing of inéra-
organizational conflicts would not impede
but would promote the resolution of inter-
organizational conflict. More particularly,
when negotiations are governed by the
hilateral employment of the principle of
dissent rather than by the bilateral employ-
ment of the principle of unanimity, not
only would more conflict resolution occur
but also integrative outcomes would occur
mare frequently than domination or com-
promise outcomes.

One mechanism which would possibly
produce these effects is an internally in-
duced effort at mediating the dispute, In
any triad, as Simmel has shown (see Wolff,
1960, pp. 145-69), the third member can
benefit from the conflict of the other two
members; he ean aid one of the parties;
he can remam an inactive neutral, or he
can act as a mediator in an effort to bring
the two conflicting parties closer together,
If the bargaining strategy employed triggers

2 mediation mechanism, the probability of

an integrative conflict resolution would in-
crease.

In order to test the principal hypethesis,
a laboratory experiment simulating a labor-
management bargaining process {cf. Zel-
ditch and Evan, 1962), was designed using,
for simplicity, a dyadic team on each side,
Three negotiating sitnations were of major
interest.

The first negotiating situation is guided
entirely by the principle of unanimity.
Fach pair of negotiators presents z unani-
mous and, in peneral, an extremist position.
We predicted that the negotiations would
remain effectively dyadic in nature; the
four-man bargaining situation is not likely
to decompose into triads. Hence no media-
tion mechanism is likely to be activated,
since there are no structural factors facilitat-

ing a change to moderation by an extremist.
We shall refer to this condition as bilateral
CONSENsYSs.

In the second negotiating situation, each
dyadic team of negotiators is intemally
divided in its bargaining positions, one
negotiator advancing an extremist position
and the other a moderate one. This four-
man situation can effectively decompose
inta four overlapping triads, in two of
which the moderate finds himself mediating
between his fellow extremist and one of the
opposing extremists, and in two of which
the two moderates, one from each side, may
seek to persnade one extremist to alter his
views. We shall refer to this second con-
dition as bilateral dissensus.

A third negotiating situation can occur
if one negotiating team uses a strategy of
consensus and the other a strategy of dis-
sensus. This four-man bargaining situation
can effectively decompose into three triads,
in two of which the moderate is likely to
mediate between his fellow extremist and
one of the extremist negotiators on the other
team. In the third triad, the moderate is
confronted with the two extremists of the
other team, between whom he is not likely
to succeed as a mediator. The purpose of
the third condition, in fact, is to test the
folk theory of bargaining that the team
which exposes its internal differences to an
adversary that remains united will be dom-
inated. We shall refer to the third condition
as unilateral dissensus.

The mediation mechanism — presump-
tively triggered in the four triadic coalition
formations in the bilateral dissensus condi-
tion—may involve a relatively high degree
of information exchange among the parties
through the larger number of channels of
receptive communication. In turn, more
empathy may be generated among the
parties. The combination of a greater
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amount of information and empathy may
produce more new ideas, some of which
could directly comprise a creative-integra-
tive resolution of the conflict.

In summary, then, the principal hypoth-
eses tested in this experiment were that
a bargaining strategy of bilateral dissensus,
veflecting intracrganizational conflicts, will
more frequently promote a resolution of the
interorganizational conflict, and will more
frequently promete integrative types of
resolution, since only through bilateral use
of a strategy of dissensus can effective
mediation occur. We shall also test the folk
theory of bargaining that unilateral dis-
sensus is associated with a domination type
of conflict resolution.

Design of the Experiment
COMPOSITION OF NEGOTIATING TEAMS

The pessonnel of each negotiating team
consisted of two labor and two management
representatives. There was a further dis-
tinction between the interests which each
negotiatar represented, so that henest artic-
ulation of these interests would require in
some cases a moderate negotiating position
and in others an extreme negotiating posi-
tion.

Whenever two extremists were placed on
the same team, hoth were given instructions
to maintain a negotiating strategy of con-
sensus between themselves. Whenever an
extremist and a moderate were placed on
the same team, hoth were given instructions
to maintain a negotiating strategy of dis-
sensus between themselves.

Combining consensus—dissensus bargain-
ing strategies with moderate—extremist posi-
tion intensities in composing negotiating
teams for two organizations yielded six
possible patterns of bargaining (Table 1).

TABLE 1
Possiare PATTERNS OF BARGAINING BETWEEN
Two ORGANIZATIONS

Negotiating
team of
Organization 2

Negotiating
team of Natation
Organization 1

Consensus strategy, CeCyr Consensus strategy,
twao extremists two extrermnists
Consensus strategy, CuyCy Consensus strategy,
two moderates two moderates
Consensus strategy, CeCi Consensus strategy,
two extremists two moderates
Dissensus strategy, DD Dissensus strategy,
one extremist, one one extremist, one
moderate maoderate
Consensus strategy, CgD Dissensus strategy,
two extremists one extremist, one
moderate
Dissensus stvategy,
ane extremist, one
moderate

Consensus strategy, CuD
two maderates

From the standpoint of strategy alone, the
first three combinations in Table 1 can be
described as bilateral consensus treatments;
the fourth combination, a bilateral dissensus
treatment; and the last two combinations,
unilateral dissensus treatments.

Only three of the six possible treatments
were run in this experiment: bilateral con-
sensus among extremists, bilateral dissensus,
and unilateral dissensus against twa extrem-
ists in consensus. These treatments will
henceforth be abbreviated CzCy (consensus
between extremists on both sides), DD
{dissensus on both sides), and CgzD {(con-
sensus between extremists on one side,
dissensus on the other).

CxzCp was selected since it probably
occurs more frequently than the other five
patterns of bargaining. DD was selected
since it was essential for the testing of the
principal hypothesis of this study, that
bilateral dissensus would facilitate a cre-
ative-integrative type of agreement. CgpD
was chosen to test the folk theory of the
disadvantageous effects of employing a dis-
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sensus strategy in a situation when only
one side used the strategy. As an internal
control for labor and management roles in
the CyxD treatment, in one-half of the trials,
labor was in dissensus, and in the other
half, management.

Each of the treatments was replicated ten
times for a total of thirty sets of negotia-
tions. Ten veplications were judged to be
the minimal number in which the effects
of the independent wvariables could he
shown to be statistically significant. If our
resources had not been so limited we would
have run at least fifteen replications of each
treatment.

SUBJECT SELECTION

The 120 subjects required for thirty pairs
of negotiating teams were recruited from
universities in the Boston-Cambridge area.
Within each university, the experimental
sample was restricted almaost entirely to the
junior and senior classes, in which presum-
ably the more knowledgeable students
would be found. Two kinds of background
information were gathered on the volunteer
forms to provide a basis for inferences
regarding the familiarity of prospective
subjects with labor-management relations.
These included (1) course background and
{2} a brief labor-management knewledge
test. The latter was used as a screening
device to “flunk™ or “pass” students for
participation in the experiment,
social-
psychological realism in the experiment, a
deliberate effort was made to match sub-
jects having pro-management sympathies

In the interest of promoting

with experimental management roles and
subjects having pro-labar sympathies with
experimental labor roles. A further effort
was made to place subjects in extremist or
moderate positions within their roles de-
pending upon their degree of commitment

to labor or management values. The vehicle
for this matching operation was a composite
labor-management preference index.

The final criterion for selecting subjects
was their score on a dominance—submission
scale (Shaw, 1960). Overly submissive
persons would presumably not be chosen
as actual negotiatars for fear of their yield-
ing too easily to pressures by their adver-
saries. Similarly, overly dominant persons
might not be selected for fear of unneces-
sarily antageonizing an opposition from
whom concessions were scught. Students
scoring beyand specified limits on the scale
were thus disqualified from participating in
the experiment.

EXPERIMENTAL TASK

The subjects were asked to negotiate a
dispute between labor and management
which had arisen from the proposed in-
troduction of automated equipment. The
same automation problem was presented to
all negotiators in all treatments. An auto-
mation dispute was chosen since it seemed
to lend itself to a wide variety of resolutions,
whether of a domination, compromise, or
integration type.
certain that one of these types of conflict

It is impossible to be

resolution was not intrinsically favaored by
the nature of the problem, but the expected
diversity of agreements did materialize,
indicating that the selection of the problem
was, in all likelthood, a good one. The
problem itself was fictional, but this was
not told to the subjects.
realized immediately that this was the case,

Some subjects

but some wished to know after the experi-
mental session how the dispute was really
resolved. This was a reassuring indication
of the realism implicit in the statement of
the bargaining problem and of the ego-
invalvement in the simulated bargaining.

CONFLICT RESOLUTION VOLUME XI NUMBER 4
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Subjects were also instructed not to hold
secret discussions with their negotiating
partners. All intratearn discussions were
suppased to be over the table. This pro-
cedure was resorted to so that all remarks
of the negotiatars would be audible and
hence recorded on tape by a coder using
Bales™ (1951) Interaction Process Analysis
Recorder in an adjoining room behind a
one~-way mirror. Another reason for this
procedure was that caucusing among nego-
tiators was found in a pretest to encourage
a convergence of views within a team,
hence impeding the induction of the bilat-
eral dissensus condition.

INDUCTION OF THE
INDEFENDENT VARIABLES

Ta create de facto facsimiles of the three
experimental conditions, subjects had to
learn three crucial items of mformation
beyond the facts of the dispute. They had
to know (1} whether they were to play
labor or management roles, (2) whether
they were to argue extremist or moderate
positions, and (3) whether they were to
employ a consensus or dissensus negotiat-
ing strategy.

The induction of the organizational role
was relatively simple. Upon entering the
experimental room, subjects were asked to
find seats opposite a nameplate bearing
their name and organizational title. The
nameplate of each was visible to all. The
two labor representatives were seated on
one side of the tahle, and the two manage-
ment representatives on the other. A state-
ment was distributed to all negotiators stat-
ing the facts of the dispute and making
references to each role in the dispute. This
statement reinforced the perception of the
organizational rele each subject was to per-
form. In addition, references to office titles
by the negotiators themselves during the

negotiations further strengthened this induc-
tion, as did the procedure of having the
negotiators write memoranda to  their
“superiors” after each negotiating session.

The induction of the bargaining position,
whether extremist or moderate, as required
by the experimental design, invalved (1}
2 description of the organizational pressures
bmpinging upon each negotiator, (2} a
series of “quotes” from the press supposedly
reporting each negotiator's position prior to
the negotiations, and (3} direct injunctions
by each negotiator's “superior” to take
extremist or moderate positions.

The induction of the negotiating strategy
of dissensus proved more difficult than the
induction of either the organizational role
or the bargaining position. To nduce the
members of a negotiating team to disagree
publicly with one another in the presence
of their adversaries appeared to entail
viclating what may appear to the average
person as a compelling social law: “In the
presence of outgroup adversaries, ingroup
conflicts are suppressed” (cf. Coser, 1958,
p. 73; Mack and Snyder, 1957, pp. 228-
34). This problem was solved by building
a conflict of interest into each neggtiating
team whenever the dissensus strategy was
called for. On the management side, one
of the subjects played the role of a cost-
conscious assistant vice-president of produe-
tion who took an extreme position on the
automation issue. His partner played the
role of an assistant vice-president of per-
sonnel concerned with maintaining har-
monious labor-management relations, and
thus took a moderate stand. On the labor
side, it praved necessary to have twa busi-
ness representatives of two different unions,
the United Automobile Workers (UAW)
and the International Association of Ma-
chinists {IAM). The business representative
of the aggressive industrial union, the UAW,
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was disposed to an extreme view of the
issue because some of the members of his
union were to be displaced by the projected
program of automation. His fellow-negotia-
tar, representing the craft union, the 1AM,
was inclined toward a moderate position an
this issue, especially since its members were
not affected by the planned program of
automatiorn.

Whenever a consensus  strategy  was
called for, identical constituency interests
were formulated. On the management side,
a comsensus strategy was ulilized by fico
assistant vice-presidents of production. On
the labar side, a consensus strategy was
utilized by two business representatives of
the UAW.

Two additional procedures were used to
reinforce the strategy inductiom: (1} a
message from the negotiator’s iminediate
“superior” concerning the negotiating strat-
egy he wished the bargaining representa-
tive to employ, and (2) a reaffirmative
memorandum  from that same “superior”
during the course of the negotiation.

PROCEDURE

When the four subjects for each trial of
the experiment arrived, they were escorted
itg the experimental room and asked to
seat themselves in front of nameplates
The experimenter then

began the first of a series of remarks.

around a table,

Gentlemen, tonight we would like vou to
imagine vourselves to be representatives of
labar end management meeting to negotiate a
problen: which has arisen between vour com-
pany and your unionf{s). The rales whiclh wou
will play in these negotiations are noted an the
cards in front of vou. The problem about which
vou will be negotiating is explained in this
statement, which I would like you tg read at
this point.

The description of the automation problem

was then distributed with appended state-
ments designed to induce “mmoderate” and
“extreme” bargaining positions.

The experimenter next distributed a one-
page prebargaining questiounaire contain-
ing items for ascertaining the subjects’
perceptions of the organizational rale, bar-
gaining strategy, and bargaining position
intensity they had been designated to play
in the negotiations. A limit of five sixteen-
minute negatiating sessions was set for the
If the
dispute was resolved hefore the end of the

overall length of the negotiations.

fifth negotiating session, subjects
asked to fill out a guestionnaire containing
items on the negotiators’ perception of the
terms of any agreement reached, whether

Were

partial or total, as well as wvarious other
guestions. The same questionnaire was
distribruted at the end of the fifth negotiat-
ing session if no final agreement had been
reached. After this postexperimental ques-
tionnaire had been completed, the subjects
were given an explanation of the purpose
of the experiment and paid their fee for
participating {n the experimnent.

Results

VALIDATION OQF INDUCTION OTF
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ag described above, it was necessary {o
manipulate three variables: (1) a particular
negotiator role, whether labor or manage-
ment; {2) a particular bargaining position,
whether an  extremist labor position, a
maoderate labar position, an extremist man-
agement paosition, or a moderate manage-
ment position; and (3) a bargaining strat-
egy, whether dissensus or consensus.

Validation of the first manipulation was
achieved by experimenter ohservation. It
was clear from the beginming of the first

CONFLICT RESOLUTION VOLUME XI NUMBER 4
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TABLE 2
A Cosparmsony or REgumen Hore ORIENTATIONS AND ACTUALLY AVAILABLE ROLE QRIENTATIONS
Management Managewent Labaor Labor
extremist maoderate wmaderate sxtremist
Number of required subjects 45 15 15 45
with role orientations
Nuwther of subjects actually 21 53 39 7

having rale orientations

negotiating session that every negotiator
knew whether he was to play a labor or
management role. The nameplates bearing
the names and organizational titles of each
subject induced the role from the moment
he entered the experimental room.

Validation of the second manipulation,
bargaining position intensity, proved morve
difficult. Table 2 compares the number of
subijects with role arientations theoretically
reriived by the experimental design and
the actual number of subjects with role
orientations finally selected as the most
qualified available. This table reveals, fivst
of all, that of the 120 subjects, 74 were
actually pro-management and 48 pro-labor,
whereas the design called for equal nunbers
(60 of each}.

The extent of mismatching of roles was
due not only to the relative unavailability
of subjects with certain role orientations,
but also to the exigencies of conducting an
experiment in which four individuals were
required to participate at one and the same
time. At the eleventh hour, with ane subject
missing, it was sometimes necessary to com-
plete the cast with a subject from the pool
of available volunteers, who often did not
have the attributes precisely required by
the experimental design. The alternative to
this mismatching of roles was to forfeit
three subjects plus the subject fees, neither
of which was feasible at the time.

The postexperiment questionnaire in-
cluded a list of 100 adjectives from which
each negotiator was asked to choose those
descriptive of both members of the oppasite
team, taken one at a time {Gough, 1860}.
Fifty of these adjectives were chosen for
their hypothetical association with extrem-
ism, the remaining 50 for their presumed
association with moderation,

As shown in Table 3, the difference in
the number of extremism-linked adjectives
between the experimentally-assigned extrem-
ists and the experimentally-assigned moder-
ates in condition DD is significant beyond
the 0005 level (X® = 197.0, 1 d.f, cne-
tailed}; as expected, more extremism-linked
adjectives were applied to extremists. The
same situation obtains in condition C.D,
with more extremism-linked adjectives ap-
plied to experimentally-assigned extremists
than to experimentally-assigned moderates.
The difference is significant beyond the
0005 level (X* = 344.2, 1 d.f,, one-tailed}.

There is no statistically significant differ-
ence in the number of extremism-hnked
adjectives applied to experimentally-as-
sipned extremists between DD and CgD,
DD and CpCg, or CgD and CCp, a be-

tween-treatment comparability which we

sought to achieve. These results suggest a
successful validation, although the question
remains open whether the impact of the
bargaining-position induction was strong
enough.
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TABLE 3

AmsorurE NumsiER oF EXTREMISM-LINKED
ADTECTIVES ( CORRECTED FOR SAMPLE STZE)

TABLE 4

NuMBER OF AcTS OF INTRATEAM DhsAGnee-
MENTY FOR THE TEN REPLICATES IN EacH

By TREATMENT® TREATMENT
Experimentally- Experimentally- CpCp CyD DD
Treatment assigned assigned
raaderates extremists Team 1 replicates 18 22 279
DD 249, 866 Team 2 replicates 13 158 183
CiD 108 603 * As measured by Bales' Inmteraction Process Analysis,
CeCe - 626 category 10,

% Intratreatment differences are significant {p =2 .0005).

Equally indeterminate is the compara-
bility of bargaining positions for all repli-
cates of a particular condition and for
similar bargaining positions in the different
conditions. In other words, it is uncertain
whether we succeeded in inducing a similar
degree of extremism on the labor and
management sides in the CgCg condition,
a similar difference in position between the
extremists and moderates on hoth sides in
the DD condition, and similar bargaining
positions for extremists in CgCg, DD, and
CrD.

The third variable that was manipulated,
bargaining strategy, unlike the first tweo
variables, refers to an attribute of a team
and not an individual. T'o measure whether,
in fact, the members of a team evidence
disagreement with one another in the course
of the negotiations, we analyzed the Inter-
action Process Analysis (IPA) data for
behavioral evidence of disagreement within
each team. Using Bales’ IPA category 10,
which refers to disagreement, we present
in Table 4 the number of acts of disagree-
ment for each dyadic team within each
experimental condition, summed across all
10 tvials or replicates. Using a nonpara-
metric test, the Link and Wallace method
of allowances (see Mosteller and Bush,
1954, pp. 304-307}), no significant differ-
ence in intrateam disagreement was found

batween sides in CgCg or in DD. Within
CgD, the dissensus side showed more disa-
greement than the consensus side, a result
significant at the .025 level, one-tailed. No
difference in intrateam disagreement was
found between the dissensus side in CyD
and either dissensus side in DD, nor was
there any difference between the consensus
side in CgD and either consensus side in
CgCp. In other words, between-treatment
camparahility in amount of intrateam disa-
greement for dissensus and consensus was
also achieved, pointing toward a successful
induction of the dissensus strategy.

A second measure of the effectiveness of
the induction of the bargaining strategy
variable, which is attitudinal in nature,
raises some douht about the strength of the
perception of the bargaining strategy by the
negotiators. In the postexperiment ques-
tionnaire, a guestion was asked to ascertain
the subjects’ perception of the overall use
by the other side of a dissensus or a eon-
sensus strategy. In Table 3 we see that
CgCg had a higher proportion of consensus
answers and a lower praportion of dissensus
answers than DD (X? = 11.7, 1 d.f., signif-
icant beyond the 0005 level, one-tailed}.
However, anly 14 of the 40 subjects in the
DD condition were aware of the dissensus
bargaining strategy, which raises a question
of the extent of impact of the induction.
CxCy; also had a higher proportion of con-
sensus answers and a lower proportion of

CONFLICT RESOGLUTION VOLUME X1 NUMBER 4
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TABLE 5
PERCEIVED [MPACT OF BARGAINING STRATEGY
BY TREATMENT

Congensus Dissensus
Treatmant answay answer
CeCr (N =39) 38 1
CeD (N = 40) a0 10
DD (N =40} 28 14

CiuCr and DD: X?=117, 1 df, p < .0005
CECE and CED X7 = 65, 1 d<f‘, P < 01
CeD and DD: X* not significant

dissensus answers than CgD (X® = 6.52,
1 d.f., significant beyond the .01 level, one-
tailed). However, CgxD did not have a sig-
nificantly higher proportion of consensus an-
swers or a lower proportion of dissensus
answers than DD, although the trend as
shown in Tahle 5 was in the expected direc-
tion.

In short, the experimental manipulations
for position intensity and bargaining strat-
egy, while statistically successful in general,
may not have made strong enough percep-
tual impacts on the subjects to produce the
predicted effects. Accordingly, in analyzing
the data, it seemed important to select only
thaose replicates in which the inductions
were successful and compare them with alf
the replicates in each treatment. If the
findings for all the replicates in the treat-
ment were consistent with those for the
closely matched replicates in the treatment,
we would have more confidence in the
results. If, however, the findings for all the
replicates were not consistent with those for
the matched replicates in the treatment, it
would diminish our confidence in the re-
sults.

NUMBER OF POINTS OF AGREEMENT

Our original hypothesis suggested that
the number of points on which a set of
negotiators agreed would he higher in the

DD condition than in either the CpCg or
CgD conditions. To test this hypothesis, it
was necessary to measure the number of
points of agreement achieved in each repli-
cate. Since negotiators in their reports did
not always agree on whether a given term
had been formally agreed upon during
negotiations, a special scoring procedure
was necessary in order to arrive at the most
veridical measure of the number of terms
actually agreed upan.,

Two sources of raw data on terms of
agreement were utilized: (1) the enumera-
tion of these terms by one of the experi-
menters who observed all of the negotia-
tions, and (2) the enumeration of these
terms by the four negotiators. Since the
chserver had an oppertunity to list agreed-
upan terms as the negotiations progressed,
while the negotiators usually did not, the
observer’s enumeration was given a some-
what higher probability of being accurate
and inclusive. Terms mentioned by more
than one of the five parties (i.e., the four
negotiators and the observer) were also
presumed to have a greater probability of
actually having been agreed upon.

A chi-square test revealed no difference
in number of terms of agreement among the
three treatments (X2 = 4.38, 2 d.f.). Ewven
the rank order turned out differently from
what had been expected, with CzCp and
not DB achieving the most terms of agree-
ment. On the basis of the total sample of
replicates, the hypothesis was not con-
firmed. However, an analysis of the re-
duced sample of matched replicates yields
diffevent results. As may be seen in Table
6, while for all replicates CgCp scored
highest in points of agreement and DD
second, the order is reversed in the case of
the matched and reduced sample. While
no definitive conclusions can be drawn on
the basis of a simple rank order, the dis-
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TABLE 6
Mean NumBER oF POINTS OF ACREEMENT PER
Rerricars by TREATMENT

TABLE 7

QuarLity oF MEanw Numers or TERMs ow
ACREEMENT BY TREATMENT®

Heduced sample Entire

Treatment af matched sample of
replicates replicates
DD a7 2.9
CeCr 2.5 3.4
CeD) 1.8 1.9

confirmatory results on the hasis of the
entire sample of replicates are at least cast
in doubt,

TYPE OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION

Our original hypotheses regarding the
quality of the agreement were that DD
would be more productive of integrative
outcomes than CgCy or CpD, and that CyD
would be more productive of domination
outcomes than DD or CgCg To test these
hypotheses, we had to devise a technique
for classifying terms of agreement.

Each term of agreement was classified
as reflecting domination, compromise, or
integration elements. Domination was coded
if the term reflected unilateral satisfaction
for one side apd unilateral dissatisfaction
for the other; compromise, if the term
reflected both hilateral satisfaction and
bilateral dissatisfaction; and integration, if
the term reflected anly bilateral satisfaction.
Two coders discussed every term to decide
in which category it ought best to be placed.
Whether other coders wauld have made
different choices is an open question; but
a reliability test, which yielded a correlation
coefficient of .54, revealed that at least the
two coders who scored the data jointly
were fairly consistent with themselves over
time,

After the quality of each term of agree-
ment was coded, the term was then given
a weight of 1 {low), 2 {medium}, or 3

Type of quality CpCy CD jala]

Integration 12.2(12.5) 3.4 (5.0) 15.2(23.3)
Compromnise 25.2(15.0) 10.6(11.0} 11.2(16.7)
Domination 20.4 (7.5) 20.6(17.0) 13.2(18.0)

* The nmmbers in parentheses refer to the reduced

sample of matched replicates, the other numhbers to the
entire sanple of replicates.

{high}, in accordance with the degree to
which the classified element was present.
Table 7 reveals the mean amount per
replicate of a given type of agreement for
each treatment. Using the Link and Wal-
lace method of allowances for all the follow-
ing analyses, DD yielded a greater amount
of integrative terms of agreement than C,.D,
this result being significant at the .05 level,
one-tailed. DD did not yield, however, a
significantly greater amount of integrative
terms of agreement than CgCg, though it
did vield somewhat more. The hypothesis,
on the hasis of the total sample of replicates,
may thus be said to be partially confirmed.

An analysis of the results from the re-
duced sample strengthens the confirmation
of this hypothesis. As may be seen in
Table 7, the rank order on amount of
integration is the same for the reduced
sample as for the total sample. The supe-
riority of DD to CzCpg as far as amount of
integrative terms of agreement is concerned
appears even more strongly in the reduced
sample.

No prediction was made that any of the
three treatments would be peculiarly asso-
ciated with compromise. In fact, no signif-
icant differences in mean number of
compromise terms of agreement occurs
between any two treatments. However, a
trend does seem to appear, since CrCpy
vields more than twice as many compromise

CONFLIGT RESOLUTION VvOoLUME X1 NuUmMBER 4
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TABLE §
MEAN Number oF Mepiative Acts 1v DD Basen on LanpsnercEr’'s MuoiarioNn PrOFILE®

Managemeant Management Lahor Labar
moderate extramist maderate extremist
Landsberger’s
Profile Categories:
Gives suggestion—
IPAY category 4 247 (35.3) 17.3 (25.0) 254 (34.3) 279 (40.0)
Asks orientation-—
IPA category 7 4.2 (1.7 34 (5.0} 33 (8.3) 2.9 (47)
Remarks to group as
whaole, irrespective
of IPA category 37.0 {987} 327 (57.0) 81.9 (58.0) 39.0 (60.7)
Pozitive sacioemotional '
behavior—IFPA categories
1, 2, and 3 27.0 (35.3) 27.5 (17.3) 315 (313 26.1 (24.3)
Negative socioemotional
behavior—IPA categories
10, 11, and 12 59.0 (34.7) 1382 (77.0) 100.7 (33.3) SL.3 (84.3)

# The numbers in parentheses refer to the reduced sample of matched replicates, the other onumbers to the tatal

sample af replicates.
+ Interaction Frocess Analysis,

terms of agreement than DD or CpD. But
when the reduced sample is examined, no
such trend appears. Thus it seems unlikely
that compromise outcomes are peculiarly
associated with any of the three treatments.

The hypothesis that unilateral dissensus
is conducive to a domination type of con-
flict resolution was not confirmed. Hence
our data did not confirm the folk theory of
bargaining that unilateral dissensus leads to
defeat by an adversary.

MEDIATION MECHANISM

The presumed mechanism by which
hilateral dissensus was to reach more agree-
ment and more integrative terms of agree-
ment was through mediatien, The evidence
supporting the hypothesis that DD produces
more terms of agreement than the other
treatments is only suggestive because it is
based only on the reduced sample of
matched replicates and not on all the
replicates. On the other hand, the evidence

for the relationship between DD and inte-

grative terms of agreement is based on the
reduced sample of matched replicates as
well as on the entire sample of replicates.
It thus became useful to examine our data
for evidence of a mediation effect.
Landsberger (1855), in one of the few
observational studies by a social scientist
of actual labor-management mediation ses-
sions, was able te derive empirically an
Interaction Process Analysis (IPA) profile
distinguishing the behavior of mediators
from other negotiators. His findings re-
vealed that mediators (1) gave more sug-
gestions {IFA category 4}, (2) asked more
for orientation {IPA category 7), {3)
addressed more remarks to the group as
a whole irrespective of IPA . category, {4)
interacted more in a positive socioemotional
manner {IPA categories 1, 2, 3}, and (5)
interacted less in a negative socicemotional
manner {IPA categories 10, 11, 12}. Ad-
mittedly, Landsherger is studying the
mediative behavior of a third party, whereas
in this study we are focusing on mediative
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behavior manifested by the parties them-
selves, The analogue, however, seems close
enough to warrant an analysis of our data
madeled after that of Landsberger.

Since we obtained an IPA recording of
the entire negotiation process, it was pos-
sible to use Landsberger’s findings as a

madel of mediative behavior and to examine’

our data to discover whether there was an
approximation to it in either the DI or the
CgD treatment in which subjects perform-
ing moderate bargaining roles were present.
In Table 8, we compare the four bargaining
positions in DD on Landsherger’s five
categories. If management moderates were
acting as mediators on the first of Lands-
herger’s profile categories, i.e., giving sug-
gestions, then they should be higher on
this category than management extrernists,
Similarly, we would predict that labor
maderates would be higher than labor
extremists. Analogously, labor moderates
should he higher than management extrem-
ists, and management maoderates higher
than labor extremists. When the moderates
are compared with the extremists on the
five categories suggested by Landsherger,
the results are in the expected direction:
15 of the 20 times that such comparisons
are possible, an outcome significant at the
0253 level, one-tailed, by a sign test. Along
every ane of the five dimensions, the direc-
tion is as predicted 3 out of 4 times. Results
for the reduced sample are given in paren-
theses in Table 8. Here 16 of 20 predictions
are correct, which is also significant at the
025 level, one-tailed, by a sign test. When
the data are further analyzed using the indli-
vidual replicate, not the treatment, as a
unit of analysis, the findings on all five
categories of Landsberger’s
significant only at-the .07 level, ane-tailed,
by a sign test, for the entire sample of rep-

profile are

licates, and significant at the .025 level for
the reduced sample of replicates.

A comparable analysis patterned after the
Landsberger model of mediation was per-
formed on the CgD treatment to ascertain
whether the moderates manifested any
mediative behavior. In both the original
sample and in the reduced sample, mno
significant results were obtained.

Another measure of the presence of a
mediation effect which we analyzed was
attitudinal rather than behavioral in nature.
In the postexperiment questionnaire, sub-
jects were asked whether at any time in
the course of the negotiations they found
themselves “either trying to bring a proposal
of your partner closer to a proposal made
by a member of the ather side, or to bring
a proposal made by a member of the other
side closer to a proposal made by youwr
partuer.” No significant differences were
found in the amount of perceived media-
tion among the three treatments or hetween
any two treatments.

Although we might be inclined to lend
more credence to the hehavioral than to the
attitfudinal data, the lack of significant find-
ings with respect to the latter, as well as
the borderline significance of some of the
findings concerning the behavioral mea-
sures, makes us cautious about suggesting
the operation of a mediation mechanism in
These
somewhat inconsistent results suggest an
alternative explanation of the finding that
more terms of agreement are reached under
bilateral dissensus bargaining than under

a2 bilateral bhargaining situation.

bitateral cansensus: When each negotiation
team has an advocate of an extremist and
a moderate position, the average position
of the two teams is closer than when both
teams have only advocates of an extremist
position.

GONFLICT RESOLUTION VOLUME XI NUMBER 4
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Summary and Conclusion

An analysis of alternative bargaining
strategies employed in resolving interorga-
nizational conflicts resulted in the testing
of the following principal hypotheses: (1)
a bhargaining strategy of bilateral dissensus
reflecting infraorganizational conflicts will
maore frequently promote a resolution of
interorganizational conflicts and will more
frequently promote an integrative tvpe of
resolution than bargaining strategies of
bilateral consensus or unilateral dissensus;
{2} in accordance with the folk theary of
hargaining, unilateral dissensus tends to
generate a domination type of conflict
resolution.

Inadequacies in the induction of two of
the major variables manipulated, bargaining
strategy and intensity of bargaining posi-
tion, led us to test the hypotheses on the
hasis of results from two overlapping sets
of replicates: {1} the entire sample of the
replicates in the experiment and (2) a
reduced sample of anly those replicates in
which the induction of bargaining strategy
and bargaining position was unquestionably
successful. When a hypothesis was con-
firmed in both cases, or disconfiimed
both, confidence would he had in either
autcame. However, when a hypothesis held
for the reduced sample but not for the
entire sample, we provisionally accorded
some weight to the evidence. Our econ-
clusions, though only provisional and sug-
gestive, are as follows:

(1} A bhilateral dissensus strategy tends
to produce more terms of agreement among
the parties than does bilateral cansensus or
unilateral dissensus.

{2} A bilateral dissensus strategy tends
to produce more integrative terms of
agreement than unilateral dissensus, but the
evidence is unclear as to whether it pro-

duces more such terms than bilateral con-
Sensus.

{3) In the bilateral dissensus treatment,
we have same provisional evidence for the
operation of a mediation mechanism which
may have been a factor in generating
integrative terms of agreement. No evi-
dence of mediation was found in the uni-
lateral dissensus treatment.

f4) The folk theory of bargaining, that
a unilateral dissensus hargaining strategy
is more conducive to a domination type of
conflict resolution than is a bilateral con-
sensus bargaining strategy, was not con-
firmed.

The bilateral dissensus strategy simulated
in this experiment has an appearance of
unreality. It is indeed difficult to find
actual bargaining relationships in which
bilateral dissensus is exhibited. It would
almost appear as though the “institution-
alization of dissent” (Lipset et 4l., 1956, pp.
13-18, 403-18) in bhoth trade unions and
business organizations is a prerequisite for
the emergence of a bilateral dissensus
strategy. Another possible prerequisite is
the “maturation” of a bargaining relation-
ship in which both labor and management
negotiators employ in the early stages a
consensus strategy of extremist nature -which
is superseded first by a moderate consensus
strategy and then by a dissensus strategy
{cf. Stevens, 1963, pp. 4-5). In other
words, the evolution of bargaining strategies
between the two parties may exhibit the
fallowing pattern:

CeCr » CuCu DD
A historical analysis of documentary mate-

rials on the bargaining relationships among
a sample of labor-management parties could
test this hypathesis,

If we distinguish hilateral dissensus as
a mode of bargaining strategy to resolve a
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conflict from bilateral dissensus as 2 mode
of conflict, we may, however, observe at
least one reasonably close approximation
to our hilateral dissensus strategy madel.
In the current internal political schism
within the two-party system in the United
States, bilateral conflict exists, with liberals
and canservatives represented in the Demo-
cratic as well as in the Republican party.
After the 1964 election, a proposal was
advanced for the realignment of the party
structure such that all conservatives, whether
presently within the Republican party
or within the Demacratic party, would join
a newly-formed Republican party. Sim-
ilarly, all liberals, whether presently in the
Demacratic or in the Republican party,
would join the newly formed Demoacratic
party. This proposal was criticized on the
ground that it would encourage the develop-
ment of an ideclogical and class-oriented
party structure akin to that found in some
European countries { New York Times, Nov.
16, 1964, p. 1).

The fact that bilateral conflict does exist
in our political party structure has en-
cowraged—in the legislative process—an
approximation to the bilateral use of dis-
sensus bargaining strategies. An analysis of
the content of legislation, both in historical
periods in which bilateral dissensus was
approximated and in periods in which it
was not approximated in American political
party structures, would vield evidence on
whether a bilateral dissensus situation pro-
duces an integrative type of legislation.

Apart from the need to test the effect
of ather combinations of bargaining strat-
egies. listed in Table 1, particularly of
bilateral consensus at the moderate bargain-
ing level, it would be important to replicate
the experiment, using a larger sample of
four-man groups, in two different settings
—an intraorganizational problem (eg., 2

production department versus an engineer-
ing or a marketing department} as well as
an international relations problem (Snyder,
1963: Guetzkow, 1963} to insure that the
findings are not task-specific, i.e., a function
of the particular labar-management bargain-
ing problem used in this experiment. In
short, further research on the hargaining
strategies simulated in this experiment may
shed light on the processes of conflict and
conflict resolution not enly in interorganiza-
tional velations, such as those involving labor
and management, but also in intracrganiza-
tional relations and in international relations
a3 well.
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