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This study examines the effects of 4 factors in a mediated transfer-pricing negotiation: 
(a) the mediator’s suggestion that negotiators have concern for the other (opposing) nego- 
tiator; (b) the mediator’s proposal of moderate goals; (c) negotiator power; and (d) culture. 
In the simulated negotiations that were mediated by a corporate official, participants were 
374 subjects from Hong Kong and the United States. Negotiators obtained lower joint out- 
comes when urged by the mediator to show concern for the other than when not given this 
admonition. When the mediator proposed moderate (vs. high) goals, the negotiators 
received lower joint outcomes but had a higher opinion of the mediator. While we 
expected negotiator power (equal vs. unequal) to interact with suggested concern for the 
other, it did so only for the negotiators’ individual outcomes. Finally, culture produced a 
main effect: Hong Kong negotiators obtained higher joint outcomes than did their U S .  
counterparts. 

In recent years, researchers and practitioners have recognized the role(s) of 
mediation in organizations. For instance, it has been noted that managers 
intervene to resolve conflicts among subordinates (Conlon & Ross, 1993; 
Karambayya & Brett, 1989; Ross & Weiland, 1996), ombudsmen mediate dis- 
putes between managers and employees (Kolb, 1989), internal mediators are 
used to facilitate interdivisional negotiations (Kaplan & Atkinson, 1989), and 
human resource managers mediate disputes among employees (Blum & Wall, 
1997). As mediation has been utilized in organizations, research on the process 
has supplied guidelines for its effective application. Currently, we know about 
steps that mediators can employ, the effectiveness of a number of mediator 
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techniques, and some moderators of their effectiveness (Kressel & Pruitt, 1989; 
Pruitt & Camevale, 1993; Wall & Lynn, 1993). 

And we know that mediation is not invariably effective (Albert & Howard, 
1985; Bercovitch, 1996; Goschen, 1995; LaFree, 1996; Modavi, 1996). In 
emphasizing this last point, Rubin (1 994) notes that third-party interventions- 
including mediation-can be flawed because the third party may apply tech- 
niques that are inadvertently detrimental to the negotiation (or poorly time them). 
Such an observation is relevant to managers because they currently mediate 
(Conlon & Ross, 1993), and they are apt to do so quite frequently in the future, as 
the increased use of teams, flatter organizational structures, and heightened inter- 
national diversity increase interactions and negotiations in organizations. 

In the present study, we examine two mediator techniques that may have 
costly effects: (a) suggestions that each negotiator show concern for the other, 
and (b) proposals for moderate goals. While well intended, these techniques can 
reduce the joint payoffs from the negotiation. We also investigate whether or not 
the first technique-suggested concern for other-interacts with the negotiators’ 
power or their culture. 

Mediator’s Suggested Concern for the Other 

The background for this mediation technique is somewhat extensive. As van 
de Vliert and Prein (1989) point out, researchers and practitioners initially 
viewed the negotiator-other negotiator relationship as one-dimensional. Along 
this dimension, cooperation and competition designated the opposite poles 
(Deutsch, 1949). Subsequently, Blake and Mouton (1964, 1970) developed a 
two-dimensional grid, with one dimension being concern for production and the 
other being concern for people. Over time, this grid has been used by various 
authors to analyze conflict (Blake & Mouton, 1970; Filley, 1975; Rahim, 1986; 
Ruble & Thomas, 1976; Thomas, 1976). When doing so, researchers have 
labeled the grid’s two dimensions in various ways, such as assertiveness versus 
cooperativeness, or concern for self versus concern for the other. 

Relying on the last labeling of the dimensions, Pruitt (1983) proposed a dual- 
concern model. According to this model, when the concern for self is strong, the 
negotiator strives for outcomes that are favorable to himself or herself. When it is 
weak, the negotiator is willing to decrease personal outcomes. On the other axis, 
when concern for the other negotiator’s interests are high, the negotiator strives 
to increase the other’s outcomes. When it is low, the negotiator is willing for the 
other’s outcomes to be low. 

The two athwart axes delineate four cells: (a) high concern for both self and 
other, (b) high concern for self but low concern for other, (c) low concern for self 
and high concern for other, and (d) low concern for both one’s own interest and 
those of the other. Consider two of the cells. A negotiator might find himself or 
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herself in the first one because a mediator has emphasized that mutually high 
payoffs are necessary for the survival of the negotiator’s and other’s departments. 
By contrast, the negotiator may be in the last situation (i.e., Cell 4) because of a 
long, hurting stalemate with the other. 

Two aspects of this model deserve mention. First, this model does not view 
self-concern (concern about one’s own interests) as a constant that is maintained 
at a high level. Rather, the concern can move from high to low (e.g., a negotiator 
may reduce his goals and demands if he feels that their current level will lead to a 
costly stalemate). Second, the model indicates that a negotiator can increase (or 
decrease) concern for the other without decreasing concern for self. In other 
words, the two-party negotiation can be win-win (i.e., both other and self can 
have high outcomes). Recent research, as well as some popular literature (e.g., 
Fisher & Ury, 198 I) ,  has viewed two-party negotiations in this manner. That is, 
each negotiator can show concern for the other without sacrificing his own self- 
interests and, thereby, the negotiation can be win-win. 

One implication of this model for mediators is rather straightforward: They 
can request that each negotiator show a high concern for the other ( e g ,  with a 
request that the negotiator show concern for the other or not push him so hard). 
Currently, there is evidence that mediators can and do employ this tactic (Blades, 
1984; Davis & Salem, 1984; Jackson, 1952; Peters, 1952; Princen, 1992; Shaw, 
1985; Silbey & Merry, 1986; Simkin & Fidandis, 1986; Stevens, 1963; Stulburg, 
198 1). For example, Carnevale and Henry (1989) found that integrating (offering 
suggestions that demonstrated a concern for both sides’ outcomes) was widely 
used across a variety of situations. Yet, is this tactic effective? 

We feel that there can be a down side. For the approach to be effective, the 
negotiators receiving the suggestions of high concern for the other must view the 
negotiation as potentially win-win. That is, they must perceive that they can 
(a) show concern for the other without having (b) to show less concern for them- 
selves. However, there is evidence that negotiators, especially in the United 
States, do not view negotiations in this fashion. Rather, they view it as a win-lose 
(Johnson & Johnson, 1996; Rubin & Brown, 1973, and thereby assume that 
showing higher concern for the other also means showing lower concern for 
themselves. 

Therefore, when negotiators are urged by a mediator to show high concern 
for the other, many will perceive the dictate as a tandem call to: (a) show more 
concern for the other, and (b) show less concern for themselves. That is, they will 
view it as a call to concede to and compromise with the opponent (even when the 
negotiation task has integrative potential), rather than to engage in a win-win 
approach. Because they do concede and compromise, negotiators who are urged 
to have a concern for the other negotiator will have lower joint outcomes in their 
interactions than will negotiators who are not asked to show concern for the 
other. This leads to the first hypothesis. 
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Hypothesis 1. Negotiators who are urged by a mediator to show 
concern for the other (opposing) negotiator will have lower joint 
outcomes than will negotiators who have not received such counsel. 

Mediator’s Proposed Goals 

As Kressel and Pruitt (1 989) note, mediators are a primary source of propos- 
als, and the literature supports this observation. It reveals that mediators do make 
proposals (Fisher, 1972; Simkin & Fidandis, 1986; Taylor, 1988; Walton, 1969) 
that range from bold to moderate (Forsythe, 1985; Jackson, 1952; Kolb, 1983; 
Lentz, 1986; Peters, 1952; Prein, 1987; Stevens, 1963). What is the proper level 
for these proposals? Currently the mediation literature does not offer an answer; 
however, negotiation research does provide some guidance. 

Research on the effects of a superior’s communicated goals in negotiations 
(Ben-Yoav & Pruitt, 1984) has shown that high aspirations can prove beneficial 
for the negotiators. Specifically, these researchers found that sending negotiators 
a private communication from their companies to reach a moderately difficult 
goal led to higher outcomes than did not communicating a goal. 

While the mediator’s relationship with the negotiators is quite different from 
the supervisor-negotiator relationship and while a mediation differs significantly 
from a negotiation (McEwen & Maiman, 1984), it seems reasonable to predict 
that high (vs. moderate) goals proposed by the mediator would produce effects 
similar to those generated by a simulated superior. Specifically, when the media- 
tor proposes high goals to both negotiators, the two will concomitantly have high 
aspirations. When they bargain, the two high-aspiration negotiators are apt to 
procure high joint outcomes. They do so because each, having high goals, will 
probably not compromise. Furthermore, the tenacity of each negotiator may force 
the other to seek and propose options that will yield high payoffs to the negotia- 
tor. In addition, the two negotiators may recognize that they both have high goals 
and jointly probe for agreements that yield high outcomes for both. When the 
mediator proffers moderate goals (e.g., at a level well below the negotiator’s and 
opponent’s maximum payoffs), the aspirations of the negotiator and opponent 
will be lower; therefore, the two can easily find agreement points that satisfy the 
goals of each but that have low joint outcomes. 

Given this discussion, we hypothesize that moderate goals from a mediator 
will lead to lower aspirations than will high goals, and consequently will lead to 
lower joint payoffs for the two sides. 

Hypothesis 2. Moderate goals proposed by a mediator will produce 
lower joint outcomes than will the proposal of high goals. 

The mediators’ proposed goals also influence the negotiators’ perceptions of 
the other and the mediator. Our reasoning here is as follows: Moderate (vs. high) 
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goals allow the negotiators to agree easily with the other at a point that satisfies 
the goals of both negotiators, or to hastily accept a prominent solution. Because 
the negotiatiodinteraction is a pleasant, productive one, the negotiator thereby 
tends to view the other in a positive light. Also because the mediator is a party to 
and a facilitator of this painless, productive exchange, she is likewise viewed 
very positively (even though she is actually less effective). 

Negotiators’ Power 

As we probed the effects of the two aforementioned factors-the mediator’s 
suggested concern for the other negotiator and the mediator’s proposed goals- 
we concluded that the former would produce interactive as well as main effects. 
Specifically, we felt that the “suggested concern” would interact with (a) the 
negotiator’s power, and (b) the negotiator’s culture. Consider first the Concern x 

Power interaction. 
When the negotiators (i.e., negotiator and other) have equal power, they are 

expected to behave as previously described (Hypothesis 1). That is, both negotia- 
tors are expected to be receptive to the mediator’s admonition. Consequently, 
they will compromise, raising the other’s outcomes at a sacrifice to their own. 
This compromise yields a lower joint outcome than that in the control condition 
(i.e., when the mediator does not urge concern for the other). 

In contrast, when the negotiators have unequal power, the aforementioned 
effect will be less pronounced. Here, the low-power negotiator, when asked to 
show concern for the other, will not be receptive to the mediator’s request. To do 
so would further weaken her position. Rather than following the mediator’s 
request, the low-power (weak) negotiator is apt to be miffed and will not concede 
to the other (powerful) negotiator. This line of reasoning is supported by the liter- 
ature that holds that weak negotiators are hesitant to yield (e.g., Bacharach & 
Lawler, 1993; Deutsch, 1973; Emerson, 1962; Pruitt, 198 I ;  Schelling, 1975; 
Wall, 1985). 

When the powerful negotiator (in the unequal power condition) receives a 
call to have concern for the weak negotiator, she will initially acquiesce to the 
mediator’s urging and concede to the other. However, when this concession mak- 
ing is met with low concessions from the other negotiator, she, in time, responds 
accordingly. Therefore, the powerful and weak negotiator will drift into head-to- 
head negotiations, with both negotiators serving their own interests (Bacharach 
& Lawler, 1981). This type of bargaining will not differ significantly from the 
condition in which the mediator makes no call for concern for the other. There- 
fore, there will be a small difference in joint outcomes between these two condi- 
tions. Consequently, the difference in joint outcomes between the concern and 
no-concern conditions will be lower when the negotiators’ power is unequal (vs. 
when it is equal). 
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Hypothesis 3 .  In the equal-power condition, negotiators urged to 
show high concern for the other negotiator will have lower joint 
outcomes than will negotiators who have not received such coun- 
sel. In the unequal-power condition, this difference in joint out- 
comes will be smaller. 

The preceding discussion also leads to predictions about the negotiators’ indi- 
vidual outcomes. In the unequal-power condition, the powerful negotiator (as 
posited earlier) will initially respond to the mediator’s call for concern for the 
other and will make significant concessions to the (weak) other. As a conse- 
quence, her own outcomes will be lower than those of the powerful negotiator 
who has not been asked to show concern for the other (weak) negotiator. The 
weak negotiator (as noted earlier) will be unreceptive to the mediator’s request to 
show concern for the other. Consequently, she will not concede; rather, she will 
look after her own interests, seeking to obtain high outcomess-outcomes higher 
than those of the weak negotiator who has not been requested to show concern 
for other. In the equal-power condition, neither negotiator will be as unreceptive 
to the mediator’s call for concern. Additionally, neither will concede generously. 

Hypothesis 4 .  Under unequal power, the powerful negotiator’s 
individual outcomes in the concern condition will be lower than 
those of the powerful negotiator in the no-concern condition. The 
weak negotiator’s individual outcomes in the concern condition 
will be higher than those of the weak negotiator in the no-concern 
condition. 

United States-Hong Kong Differences 

Like power, culture is expected to interact with the mediator’s call for con- 
cern. One of the primary advocates of the mediator’s behest for concern is Cloke 
(1987), who studied mediation in China. There, in the collectivistic society, he 
noted that mediators emphasized a concern for the other because they felt that 
conflict is generated, in part, by selfishness; seeking personal gain at the other’s 
expense. Cloke’s observation of the technique is consistent with Wall and Blum’s 
(1991) findings. Likewise, his reflections on its role in the collectivistic society is 
consistent with Augsburger’s ( 1992) observation that mediators in collectivist 
societies emphasize caring for others. 

Having observed Chinese mediation, Cloke (1987) advocated that U.S. medi- 
ators modify their approaches, and one of his suggestions was that mediators 
encourage a concern for the other. His suggestion spawns a question as to 
whether the mediator’s call for concern would have different effects in a collec- 
tivist (e.g., Hong Kong) versus an individualistic society (e.g., United States). A 
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related question is whether or not the Hong Kong (collectivistic) negotiators will, 
in general, negotiate in the same manner as the U.S. (individualistic) negotiators. 

Consider the first question: Will a mediator’s urging to show concern for the 
other have a different effect on Hong Kong versus U.S. negotiations? As collec- 
tivists, Hong Kong residents are expected by their society (and they accept this 
obligation) to sacrifice personal interest for the interest of others. Having been 
schooled to sacrifice personal interests in interactions, Hong Kong negotiators, 
when urged to have concern for the other negotiator, will translate the suggestion 
into one that reads “Help the other at a sacrifice to my own outcomes.” 

As noted earlier, U.S. negotiators have a different perspective, but a similar 
reaction. Viewing the negotiation as win-lose (Johnson & Johnson, 1996; Rubin 
& Brown, 1975), they interpret the mediator’s call for concern of the other as an 
admonition to show more concern for the other and less concern for self. 

These two logical avenues converge on a pivotal question: Given that the 
mediator’s call for the other’s concern is expected to have an effect in both Hong 
Kong and U.S. negotiations, will the effect be greater in either set? Our tentative 
proposition is that the effect will be greater for the Hong Kong negotiators, 
because this collectivistic orientation/obligation to sacrifice personal interests for 
others is quite strong and rather well accepted. Therefore, when called upon to 
show concern for the other, Hong Kong negotiators will vigorously concede to 
and compromise with the other. As a consequence, Hong Kong negotiators who 
are urged to have a concern for the other negotiator will have lower joint out- 
comes than will negotiators who are not asked to show concern for the other. 

The same “concern” effect is expected to occur for U.S. negotiators, but it is 
expected to be of less magnitude. When called upon to show concern for other, 
the U.S. negotiators-with a win-lose orientation-will interpret this admonition 
as a call to show more concern for the other and less concern for self. To a limited 
extent, they will be swayed by the advice, but will not embrace it, because they 
do not have a collectivistic orientation. Consequently, they will concede to and 
compromise to the other, but without the vigor of the Hong Kong negotiators 
who receive similar advice. 

Hypothesis 5. For Hong Kong negotiators, those urged to show 
high concern for the other negotiator will have lower joint out- 
comes than will those who have not received such counsel. For 
U.S. negotiators, this difference in joint outcomes will be smaller. 

Turning to the second question-as to whether Hong Kong negotiations will 
differ from those of U.S. negotiations-we proffer an affirmative response. It has 
been determined that Hong Kong residents, with their Chinese background, score 
high on collectivism (Chinese Culture Connection, 1987; Gudykunst & Ting- 
Toomey, 1988; Hofstede, 1984, 199 1 ; Hui & Triandis, 1986; Triandis, 1988). As 
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members of a collectivistic culture, Hong Kong residents generally value group 
goals more than their own. Likewise, they emphasize group concerns and har- 
mony over individual concerns (Cox, Lobel, & McLeod, 199 1 ; Diaz-Guerrero, 
1984; Earley, 1989, 1993). Since collectivists value group success and wish to 
maintain group harmony (Leung, 1987), they will seek and obtain high joint out- 
comes. Individuals who are low in collectivism (i.e., U.S. negotiators), by con- 
trast, will pursue higher individual outcomes. Thereby, we propose the following 
hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 6. Hong Kong negotiators will obtain higher joint out- 
comes than will U.S. negotiators. 

Method 

Subjects 

A total of 374 undergraduate students, 138 from a large midwestern univer- 
sity in the United States and 236 from a large university in Hong Kong, partici- 
pated in the negotiations. This allowed for a total of 187 negotiator groups: 69 
from the United States and 11 8 from Hong Kong. Participants from both coun- 
tries received course credit as well as an opportunity to win a cash prize of $250 
for participating in the study. 

Design Overview 

The study employed a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 between-subjects factorial design with 
two levels of (a) concern for other (called for vs. not called for), (b) proposed 
goals by the mediator (moderate vs. high), (c) negotiator power (equal vs. 
unequal), and (d) culture (United States vs. Hong Kong). Each participant was 
randomly assigned to a three-person group (two negotiators and a trained third 
party) in all experimental conditions. Each group completed two negotiation ses- 
sions. For both negotiation sessions, each group was mediated in the same fash- 
ion; additionally, participants negotiated in the same role, but with different 
payoff schedules across the two sessions. 

Task 

The negotiation task (transfer pricing) was one that is realistic and easily 
understood by both U.S. and Hong Kong students. When a division of a firm sells 
a product or service to another division within the firm, it becomes necessary to 
set an internal selling price, or transfer price, for the items or services involved in 
the exchange. Since transfer prices influence outcomes for the divisions, they 
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A. Negotiator’s profit schedule for Period 1 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 

Component 1 

-5KpXt 
1,200 
1,800 
3,000 

600 
2,400 

4,800 
6,000 
3,600 
1,200 
2,400 

BATNA = 0 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 

Component 2 

1,200 
1,500 

300 
900 
600 

Price I Profit 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 

600 A 2,400 A 2,400 A 300 
300 B 1,800 B 1,200 B 100 
900 C 600 C 6,000 C 200 

1,500 D 3,000 D 3,600 D 400 
1,200 E 1,200 E 4,800 E 500 

Component 3 

Price I Profit 

Maximum total points (D, D, C, E) = 1 1,000 
Compromise point value (C, B, D, A) = 6,600 
Integrative solution (9, B, C, E) = 8,600 

Component4 I 

400 
500 

B. Opposing negotiator’s profit schedule for Period 1 

typically generate conflict (Kaplan & Atkinson, 1989). Negotiation is one pos- 
sible mechanism for resolving such conflicts when no unique transfer price is 
obviously correct (Spicer, 1988; Watson & Baumler, 1975). In these negotiations, 
the division representatives are motivated to obtain high outcomes, but there is 
also the integrative aspect: Since the divisions are housed in the same firm, high 
joint (firm) outcomes are also desirable objectives. 

Such transfer-pricing negotiations are conducted in Hong Kong as well as in 
US. firms, and for these negotiations, the parent firm, since it wants the pricing 
negotiation to unfold smoothly, may send a third party to oversee the negotiation. 
In these negotiations, the third party is present, and the representatives are 
expected to heed his advice. 

In the current study, the transfer-pricing task involved negotiations between 
two division managers over the product transfer price for four components. As 
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Component3 I Component4 1 
Price I Profit I Price 1 Profit I 

Component 1 Component 2 

Price I Profit I Price I Profit I 
A 7,200 
B 9,000 
C 5,400 
D 1,800 
E 3,600 

BATNA = 6,600 
Maximum total points (D, D, C, E) = 16,500 
Compromise point value (C, B, D, A) = 9,900 
Integrative solution (B, B, C, E) = 12,900 

B. Opposing negotiator’s profit schedule for Period I 

A 1,800 
B 2,700 
C 4,500 
D 900 
E 3,600 

450 3 00 3,000 100 
D 200 

600 600 2,400 250 

Component 1 

Price Profit 

A 7,200 
B 9,000 
C 5,400 
D 1,800 
E 3,600 

BATNA = 0 
Maximum total points (D, D, C. E) = 5,500 
Compromise point value (C, B, D, A) = 3,300 
Integrative solution (B, B, C, E) = 4,300 

Figure 2. Sample profit schedules for unequal outcome scale condition. 

Component 2 Component 3 Component 4 

Price Profit Price Profit Price Profit 

A 1,800 A 1,800 A 450 
B 2,700 B 2,250 B 150 
C 4,500 C 450 C 300 
D 900 D 1,350 D 600 
E 3,600 E 900 E 750 

noted in Figures 1 and 2, each component had five alternative levels of consider- 
ation. These alternative levels reflected the non-zero sum nature of a pricing 
negotiation, as well as the integrative potential inherent in it. The task had an 
integrative solution, whereby tradeoffs across components could increase negoti- 
ators’ total outcomes, relevant to compromise at the midpoint of each compo- 
nent. Specifically, for the four components, two were of differing priorities to the 
two negotiators and two were of equal priority. This presented logrolling poten- 
tial and provided an opportunity for distributive compromise as well as integra- 
tive agreement. 

Procedure 

All participants received general instructions about transfer-pricing nego- 
tiations and a role description before the exercise began. Subsequently, each 

A 1,800 
B 2,250 
C 450 
D 1,350 
E 900 

A 450 
B 150 
C 300 
D 600 
E 750 
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participant was randomly assigned to be one of the two negotiators. Trained third 
parties (undergraduates, who were the same nationality as the participants) 
served as mediators. The two negotiators were informed that if they failed to 
reach agreement in a given round, they would each receive their Best Alternative 
to a Negotiated Agreement (BATNA) value. They were informed that either of 
them could take advantage of this outside market opportunity (BATNA) at any 
time during the negotiation. After a practice round to orient them to the task, 
each group participated in two negotiation sessions. To prevent end-period 
gaming effects, participants were not told how many negotiations they would 
have, only that the exercise would entail more than one negotiation. If a negotia- 
tor knows that a given negotiation session is the last one, he or she might be 
tempted to behave noncooperatively (Friedman, 1990; Rapoport & Chammah, 
1965). 

At the beginning of each negotiation session, the two negotiators received 
information about their own (and only their own) outcomes and BATNAs, and 
the mediators received directions pertaining to the concern and goal conditions. 
If a negotiator did not wish to negotiate or could not reach agreement, he or she 
received this BATNA value (zero in the case of no BATNA). Each negotiator was 
also informed that for every 5,000 points of his or her own profits earned in the 
negotiations, he or she would receive one ticket in a $250 lottery. The negotiators 
were allowed 20 min within which to come to agreement. 

The payoff schedules were different across the two negotiation sessions. To 
maintain the independence of observations over time, scalar transformations 
were applied to them for each session, and packages of transfer-pricing terms 
(i.e., rows) were randomly interchanged. At the end of each session, negotiators 
recorded their agreement in a Decision Record Sheet and also indicated the 
number of points that they had aspired to achieve for that session. After the 
negotiators bargained for two sessions (20 min each), they totaled their 
profits, completed their postnegotiation questionnaires, and received their 
debriefing. 

Independent Variables 

Given that the two principal independent variables were manipulated by the 
mediators, it seems worthwhile to delineate their role more precisely: The media- 
tors were hired undergraduate student accomplices who arrived with the subjects 
and who appeared to be randomly selected for the mediator role. In the negotia- 
tion sessions, the mediators were seated at the bargaining table with the two 
negotiators. There, they (as they had been trained) studied their own copies of the 
negotiators’ profit schedules, and (as scripted) they, on written notes, suggested 
concern for the other (or not) and proposed goals to the negotiators. The 
mediators were also trained (for about 3 hr) to act as natural as possible; that is, 
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they were not only to send messages as scripted, but also to respond if asked a 
question by a negotiator. In addition, they were trained not to send messages 
simultaneously and not to send a message if it was inconsistent with the nego- 
tiation. 

Suggested concern for other: In the concern-for-other condition, the mediator 
sent the following handwritten message to both sides 1 min after the negotiation 
had started (i.e., 1 min after the goal suggestion): “In these negotiations, consider 
the other side’s interests.” After I more min, the mediator sent this message to 
both sides: “Show more concern for the other side.” A minute later, the following 
message was sent: “Don’t push the other side so hard.” A similar procedure was 
followed in the second negotiation session, with the messages reading: “Allow 
the other side to have a reasonable profit,” “Let the other side have a higher pay- 
off,” and “Give more consideration to the other side’s interests.” 

It should be noted that these messages indicated only that the negotiators 
should have a high concern for the other negotiator’s interests. They did not indi- 
cate that the negotiators should show concern for the other at the expense of less 
concern to themselves. That is, they did not call for concessions to or compro- 
mises with the other. Nor did the mediator call for high mutual concern (i.e., a 
concern for both self and other). Rather, the messages called only for a concern 
for other. Also, it should be noted that the manipulation focused on a concern for 
the other’s interests or outcomes, rather than on concerns with the other’s emo- 
tional state or on the relationship with him or her. 

In the control condition (no concern), the mediator’s messages in the first 
negotiation session were: “I have no more suggestions at this time,” “You two 
seem to be doing OK,” and “Keep moving along at about this rate.” In the second 
negotiation session, the messages were: “No suggestions right now,” “Right now, 
I am happy to watch,” and “You’re doing all right.” These messages are quite 
similar to the inactive messages in previous mediation studies (e.g., Ross & 
Wieland, 1996). 

Negotiators ’power To obtain an adequate manipulation, power was estab- 
lished by means of BATNA (market alternatives) and outcome scales (ratios of 
the outcomes on the two negotiators’ profit schedules). This procedure is consis- 
tent with those in other studies wherein a factor is manipulated simultaneously 
in two or more ways ( e g ,  Carnevale & Henry, 1989; Conlon, Camevale, & 
Murnighan, 1994; Laskewitz, van de Vliert, & de Dreu, 1994; Shapiro & Bies, 
1994; Weingart, Bennett, & Brett, 1993). 

In the equal-power condition, neither negotiator had a BATNA in the two 
negotiation sessions, and both knew that the other (opponent) had no BATNA. 
Both negotiators also had equal outcome scales (i.e., the payoffs for their four 
components were approximately equal). In the unequal power condition, the 
powerful negotiator had a BATNA of 6,600 points in one negotiation session and 
8,250 points in the other. Both negotiators knew that she had this BATNA and 
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that the other negotiator (opponent) had no BATNA. Also, the powerful nego- 
tiator had payoffs that were 1.5 times the outcomes of the negotiators in the 
equal-power condition; the weak negotiator had payoffs that were 0.5 times the 
outcomes of those in the equal-power condition. Both negotiators had the same 
power condition across both negotiations. On their payoff sheets, both negotia- 
tors were informed that the powerful negotiator had payoff points that were 
higher than the other negotiator’s payoff points. 

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the power manipulation. In Figure 1 ,  illustrating the 
equal-power condition, the negotiator and her opponent had equal payoffs overall 
(e.g., a solution could yield similar payoffs to each negotiator) and no BATNA. 
In Figure 2 ,  illustrating the unequal-power condition, the negotiator’s payoffs 
were 1.5 times those of a negotiator’s payoffs in the equal scale condition; the 
opponent’s payoffs were 0.5 times a negotiator’s payoffs in the equal scale condi- 
tion. 

Proposed goals. Prior to each negotiation session, the mediator allowed the 
two negotiators to look over their payoff sheets, and as they did so, the mediator 
perused his copies of these. After 1 min, the mediator sent a message to each 
negotiator. The message indicated that the mediator had looked over both payoff 
sheets and that the negotiator should try to reach the recommended payoff. In the 
moderate goal condition under equal power, the mediator recommended an indi- 
vidual goal of 4,800 to each negotiator for one negotiation session and 6,100 for 
the other negotiation session. In the high goal condition under equal power, the 
mediator recommended 9,700 to each negotiator for one negotiation session and 
12,100 for the other session. In the unequal power condition, the moderate rec- 
ommendations to the powerful negotiator were 7,300 and 9,100 for the two nego- 
tiation sessions. The weak negotiator received moderate recommendations of 
2,400 and 3,000 for the two negotiation sessions. In the high goal condition under 
unequal power, the powerful negotiator received goals of 14,500 and 18,200, 
while the weak negotiator received goals of 4,800 and 6,100. 

Culture. In the United States, male and female U.S. students played the three 
roles within each group (two negotiators and a mediator). In Hong Kong, male 
and female Hong Kong students played the three roles. 

Dependent Variables and Analyses 

The dependent variables included the negotiators’ individual and joint out- 
comes in the two sessions, as well as the postexperimental questionnaire 
responses. The dependent variables included: (a) the negotiators’ individual out- 
comes (to test Hypothesis 4); (b) joint outcomes (to test Hypotheses 1,2, 3, 5, 
and 6) in the two sessions; and (c) individual postexperimental questionnaire 
responses. Examining individual responses is appropriate because the messages 
to each negotiator were written. Consequently, one negotiator did not know what 
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was communicated to the other. If the mediator had used spoken directives, dyad- 
level analyses would have been more appropriate. 

The individual outcome was each individual negotiator’s profits at the 
agreed-upon price levels across the four components for each of the two negotia- 
tion sessions. The joint outcome for the negotiators was the sum of the negotia- 
tor’s and opposing negotiator’s profits summed across the four components for 
each of the two negotiation sessions. Repeated-measures ANOVA (Bock, 1975) 
with suggested concern, goals, power, and culture as between-subjects variables 
and negotiation session as a repeated measure was used to test the experimental 
hypotheses.3 Consistent with the suggestions of Tripp and Sondak (1992), we 
included in our analyses observations where impasses occurred.4 In such cases, 
the negotiators received their BATNA. 

Results 

Manipulation Checks 

Suggested concern for other. As a manipulation check for the suggested con- 
cern for other variable, negotiators were asked at the end of the negotiation to 
indicate the extent to which the mediator instructed them to have concern for the 
opponent. On a 7-point bipolar scale ranging from 1 (not very much) to 7 (very 
much so), negotiators in the concern condition indicated higher levels than did 
those in the no-concern condition (A4 = 4.5 1 vs. 2.59), F( 1, 344) = 137.07, p < 
.ooo 1. 

Proposed goals. To check on the goal manipulation, negotiators were asked 
after each negotiation session to indicate how many points they had aimed for in 
that session. The responses from the negotiators who had high goals proposed by 
the mediators were higher on average than were those of the negotiators provided 
with moderate goals: Session 1, M = 8,903 vs. 6,625 points, F(1, 362) = 41.75, 
p < .0001; Session 2, M =  8,809 vs. 6,275 points, F(1,362) = 5 4 . 8 0 , ~  < .0001. 

Negotiators ’power. As a manipulation check for power, negotiators were 
asked in the postexperimental questionnaire to indicate the power relationship 
between themselves and their opponent on a 7-point bipolar scale ranging from 
1 (My opponent was in a stronger position) through 4 (We had equal power) to 
7 ( I  was in a stronger position). The perceived differences in power were highly 
significant, F(2.343) = 85.86, p < .0001, with the powerful negotiators indicating 
that they were in a stronger position ( M  = 5.19); the weak negotiators indicating 

3No significant within-subject effects were obtained for either individual or joint outcomes. 
4There were only two groups in the entire analysis that reached impasse. Both occurred in the 

first negotiation session, and the negotiators were assigned their BATNA values (zero) as their out- 
comes for this session. Analyses were conducted both including and excluding these groups. but the 
results were not significantly different. 
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that the opponent was in a stronger position ( M  = 3.23); and the negotiators in 
the equal-power condition indicating that they had power equal to the opponent 
( M =  4.12). 

Collectivism measurement. As Leung and Bond (1 984) indicated, we felt that 
the difference between Hong Kong and the United States on collectivism was 
already reliably demonstrated (e.g., Hofstede, 1984; Hsu, 1970; Jones & Bock, 
1960) and did not need to be replicated. Yet, realizing that cultural dimensions do 
change, we were willing to check this assumption. Therefore, we administered a 
collectivism/individualism instrument (Triandis, 1995) to the Hong Kong and 
U.S. participants. These samples were approximately matched on age and gen- 
der; t tests indicated no significant differences for any of these variables (age, p = 
.54; gender, p = .43). The participants’ scores on the instrument supported our 
assumption: Hong Kong participants scored higher on the collectivism measure 
than did their U.S. counterparts ( M =  61.44 vs. 53.26), F(1, 371) = 7.03, p < 
.0096. 

Hypothesis Tests 

As Tables 1 ,  2 ,  and 3 indicate, the hypotheses were supported generally. To 
test Hypothesis 1 that negotiators who were asked to show concern for the other 
would obtain lower joint outcomes than would negotiators who were not pro- 
vided such counsel, mean joint outcomes were compared (Table 1) .  The results 
provide support for this prediction, F(1, 182) = 6.04, p < .015. The average joint 
outcome of negotiators asked to show concern (1 5,160 points) was significantly 
lower than that of those not asked to show concern (1 5,828 points). 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that negotiators with proposed moderate goals would 
obtain lower joint outcomes than would those receiving proposals of high goals. 
The results support this prediction, F(1, 182) = 7.54, p < .0067, with negotiators 
in the proposed moderate goals condition obtaining lower joint outcomes ( M  = 

I 5,111 points) than their counterparts in the proposed high goal condition ( M  = 

15,853 points). 
In Hypothesis 3, an interaction was predicted: Under equal power, negotiators 

urged to show high concern for the other negotiator would have lower joint out- 
comes than would negotiators who did not receive such counsel; under unequal 
power, this difference in joint outcomes would be smaller. While the difference 
was in the proper direction, it was not large enough to provide adequate support 
for the prediction, F( 1, 18 1) = 1.34, p < .2486. 

Hypothesis 4 posited that the mediator’s call for concern (vs. no such admo- 
nition) would differentially affect the powerful and weak negotiators’ individual 
outcomes. The difference, as predicted, was significant, F( 1, 189) = 3.08, p < 
.047 1, such that the powerful negotiators obtained lower individual outcomes 
when asked to show concern (A4 = 10,927 points) than when not asked to show 
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Table I 

Mean Negotiator Joint Outcomes by Experimental Condition 

Equal power Unequal power 

gested gested gested gested 
concern concern concern concern Average 

Sug- Nosug- Sug- NoSUg- 

Hong Kong negotiations 
Proposed moderate goals 

Joint outcomes 15,550 

n= 12 
(1,797) 

Proposed high goals 
Joint outcomes 15,983 

(1,768) 
n =  17 

U.S. negotiations 
Proposed moderate goals 

Joint outcomes 14,083 
(2,107) 
n=9 

Proposed high goals 
Joint outcomes 14,833 

(1,936) 
n=9 

Average 15,289 
(1,950) 

16,178 

n =  12 
(1,847) 

17,397 

n =  15 
(1,244) 

14,350 

n=7 
(2,227) 

16,378 
( 1,046) 
n=9 
16,347 
(1,842) 

15,389 15,527 15,628 
(2,326) (1,687) (1,908) 
n=16 n = 1 8  

16,233 16,154 16,433 

n=13 n=15 
(832) (1,324) (1,447) 

14,447 13,928 14,202 
(2,345) (988) ( 1,916) 
n=9 n = 8  

13,242 15,086 14,885 
(2,366) (1,385) (2,026) 
n=9 n = 9  
15,031 15,380 
(2,24 1) (1,579) 

Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses 

concern ( M =  1 1,488 points), and the weak negotiators obtained higher individual 
outcomes in the concern condition ( M  = 4,113 points) than in the no-concern 
condition ( M  = 3,892 points). 

In addition to testing the Power x Concern interaction effects (Hypotheses 3 
and 4), we also investigated the main effects of power because we were well 
aware of the inconsistent findings of prior research about its effects on joint out- 
comes (McAlister, Bazerman, & Fader, 1986; Pinkley, Neale, & Bennett, 1994; 
Roloff & Dailey, 1987). Our analysis indicates that power had a significant effect 
on joint outcomes, F(1, 182) = 4.96, p < .0273, such that joint outcomes were 
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Table 2 

Mean Negotiator Individual Outcomes by Experimental Condition 

Equal power Unequal power 

gested gested gested gested 
concern concern concern concern Average 

Sug- Nosug- Sug- Nosug- 

Hong Kong negotiations 
Proposed moderate goals 

Individual outcomes 7,775 

n = 24 
(1,127) 

Proposed high goals 
Individual outcomes 7,991 

n = 34 
(1,255) 

U S .  negotiations 
Proposed moderate goals 

Individual outcomes 7,042 

n =  18 

Individual outcomes 7,417 

n =  18 
Average 7,644 

( 1,206) 

Proposed high goals 

(991) 

(1,203) 

8,089 

n = 24 
(1,317) 

8,698 

n = 30 
(694) 

7,175 

n =  14 

8,189 

n =  18 
8,174 

(1,427) 

(784) 

(1,154) 

7,694 7,764 7,814 
(4,176) (4,348) (3,328) 
n=32  n=36  

8,293 8,077 8,255 
(3,939) (4,349) (2,905) 
n = 2 6  n=30  

7,224 6,964 7,101 
(3,725) (3,370) (2,655) 
n=18  n=16  

6,621 7,543 7,442 
(2,945) (3,493) (2,386) 
n = 1 8  n=18  
7,556 7,690 

(3,799) (4,022) 

Note. Standard deviations are presented in parentheses. 

significantly higher under equal power (M = 15,795 points) than under unequal 
power (M = 15,2 1 1 points). This finding is consistent with the findings of Beriker 
and Druckman (1996) and McAlister et al., but presents an interesting contrast 
with the results of Roloff and Dailey and Pinkley et al. 

The difference we found could be attributed to demand effects. Since the 
negotiators knew that the power relationship was set by the experimenter, it is 
possible that the powerful negotiators sensed a demand to exercise their power, 
and the weak negotiators felt a demand to capitulate. The result would be hasty 
agreements for which there were low joint outcomes. 



968 ARUNACHAIAM ET AL. 

Table 3 

Between-Subjects Effects for Repeated-Measures A N 0  VA ofNegotiation 
Perform ance 

Dependent variable 

Joint outcomes Individual outcomes 

Source df F P d f F  P 
Concern (CON) 1 6.04 .0150 1 3.81 .0518 
Goal (G) 1 7.54 .0067 1 4.87 .0279 
Culture (CUL) 1 32.02 .0001 1 31.53 .0001 
Power (P) 1 4.96 .0273 2 701.06 .OOOl 
CON x G 1 3.90 ,0499 I 3.50 .0621 
CON x CUL I 0.24 .6279 1 0.52 .4725 
CON x P 1 1.34 .2486 2 3.08 .0471 
G x CUL 1 0.03 3545 1 0.36 S475 
G x P  1 1.99 .I603 2 1.49 .2267 
CUL x P 1 0.28 S948 2 13.45 .0001 
CON x G x CUL 1 2.08 .1512 1 2.97 .0858 
CON x G x P 1 0.01 .9691 2 1.02 .3602 
CON x CUL x P 1 0.49 .4836 2 0.37 ,6944 
G x C U L x P  1 1.54 .2165 2 1.38 .2541 
CON x G x CUL x P 1 0.96 .3285 2 1.14 3207 

As for Hypothesis 5 (Does the mediator’s suggested concern for the other 
negotiator have a different effect for Hong Kong vs. U.S. negotiations?), we 
found no evidence of an interaction. There was no significant difference in the 
reduction of average joint outcomes between the Hong Kong negotiations (a 
reduction of 496 points) and those in the U.S. negotiations (a reduction of 850 
points) as a result of suggested concern (vs. no suggested concern). 

To test Hypothesis 6, that negotiators from Hong Kong would obtain higher 
joint outcomes than would negotiators from the United States, mean joint out- 
comes from these conditions were compared. The results provide strong support 
for this prediction, F( 1 ,  182) = 32.02, p < .0001. The average joint outcome of 
Hong Kong dyads was 16,038 points versus 14,558 points for U.S. dyads. 

Postnegotiation Questionnaire Responses 

In  order to check our conclusions about negotiators’ perceptions in 
the suggested-concern and moderate-goal conditions, we asked negotiators in a 



MEDIATION TECHNIQUES 969 

postnegotiation questionnaire to describe the mediator and the other negotiator. 
The impact of suggested concern for the other on perceptions of the mediator’s 
suggestions was as expected. In the concern condition (vs. that of no concern), 
negotiators felt that they had been pressured by the mediator to make concessions 
to the other negotiator (M = 3.55 vs. 2.26), F( 1,344) = 59.89, p < .0001. Likewise, 
they felt that the mediator in the suggested-concern condition was calling for them 
to compromise with the other ( M  = 4.44 vs. 2.96), F( 1 ,  323) = 68.40, p < .0001. 

In their effects on negotiators’ perceptions of the mediator and the other 
negotiator, the proposed goals spawned the perceptions that we had predicted. 
Recall that we had held that negotiators in the proposed moderate-goal (vs. high- 
goal) condition would view the other negotiator and the mediator more positively 
because the negotiation here would be a pleasant one. This would be the case, we 
felt, even though their joint outcomes were lower. The negotiators’ perceptions 
were as predicted. Namely, in the proposed moderate-goal (vs. high-goal) condi- 
tion, negotiators viewed the other negotiator and the mediator more positively, 
but their joint outcomes were lower. Specifically, in the proposed moderate-goal 
condition, the mediator was viewed as more helpful (M = 4.43 vs. 3.88), F( 1,  
318)= 15.64,p<.0001;andfairer(M=4.87~~.4.61),F(l,318)=5.53,p<.02. 
The other negotiator was viewed as more cooperative (M = 4.94 vs. 4.63), F( 1 ,  
316) = 3.44,~ < .07; as well as fairer (M= 5.44 vs. 5.18), F(1, 316) = 7.48,~ < 
.007. This evaluation of the mediators is quite consistent with Conlon, Camevale, 
and Ross’s (1 994) finding that third parties who made compromise suggestions 
to negotiators received favorable evaluations from them. 

Yet, as noted earlier, the joint outcomes in the proposed moderate-goal condi- 
tion were lower (M= 15,111 points) than in the high-goal condition ( M =  15,853 
points), F( 1, 182) = 7.6 1 ,  p < .006. This discrepancy between the perceptions of 
the mediator and the outcomes of the negotiation seems to indicate that the nego- 
tiators did not perceive that the goals affected the outcomes. That is, they noted 
only that the high goals forced them to work hard and to engage in thoughtful and 
strenuous negotiations, but they did not realize that the high goals for the negoti- 
ations led to high outcomes. 

A similar explanation for the discrepancy is that negotiators-even if they 
realize that there is a cause and effect-valuate both the process and outcomes 
of a negotiation (Wall, 1985). In the high-goal condition, negotiators found the 
process to be arduous and gave the participants within it low marks, even though 
they had received high outcomes. By contrast, in the moderate-goal condition, 
negotiators felt that the process itself was of high value, even though the out- 
comes from the negotiations were low. 

Supplementary Analyses 

Having found that the mediator’s proposed goals affected negotiators’ out- 
comes (Hypothesis 2) and that negotiators’ aspirations were also significantly 
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Table 4 

Correlations Between Negotiator Aspirations and Performance Measures 

Session 1 Session 2 

Aspirations Outcomes Aspirations Outcomes 

Group (joint) measuresa 
Aspirations: Session 1 - 

Outcomes: Session 1 .37 
Aspirations: Session 2 .90 2 4  
Outcomes: Session 2 .26 .61 .27 

Aspirations: Session 1 - 

Outcomes: Session 1 .72 - 
Aspirations: Session 2 .92 6 7  
Outcomes: Session 2 .69 .86 .72 - 

- 

- 

Individual measuresa 

- 

aAiI correlations are significant at p < .OOOi 

related @ < .0001) to their outcomes (Table 4), we wanted to investigate the role 
of negotiators’ aspirations in this link between mediator’s proposed goals and 
negotiators’ outcomes. More specifically, given the literature on the effects of 
aspirations (e.g., Pinkley et al., 1994; White & Neale, 1994), we felt that it was 
worthwhile to check the theoretical model that goal setting affects joint outcomes 
by causing changes in negotiator aspirations. To this end, we conducted analyses 
to determine whether: (a) proposed goals affect negotiators’ aspirations (mea- 
sured in each negotiation session as the number of points that each negotiator had 
aspired to achieve for that session); (b) proposed goals affect negotiation out- 
comes; and (c) the effects of proposed goals on negotiation outcomes are elimi- 
nated or reduced if aspirations are included in the analysis (Baron & Kenny, 
1986). If all three of these conditions hold, then there is evidence that aspirations 
(i.e., the amount that negotiators said they aimed for in the negotiation) have a 
role in the goal’s effects on outcomes. 

A test of the first condition was conducted by regressing aspirations on pro- 
posed goals. Results indicate that goal setting significantly affected aspirations 
( t  = 9.1 1, p < ,000 1)  and accounted for 32% of the variance in aspirations, F( 1, 
178) = 83.00, p < ,0001 (adjusted R2 = .3 154). The second condition was tested 
with a regression model of outcomes on proposed goals. There was a significant 
effect of goals on outcomes, F( I ,  1 78) = 7.482, p < .0069 (adjusted R2 = .04), and 
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the coefficient was significant and in the predicted direction ( t  = 2.735, p < 
.0069). The third condition of whether the effect of the goal-setting manipulation 
on negotiation outcomes is eliminated or reduced if aspirations are included was 
tested by reanalyzing the performance measures. Using multiple regression, out- 
comes were regressed on the linear combination of goal setting and aspirations. 
The equation containing these two variables accounted for 11% of the variance in 
outcomes, F(2, 178) = 10.561, p < .0001 (adjusted R2 = .lo). Beta weights and 
uniqueness indexes were reviewed to assess the relative importance of the two 
variables in the prediction of outcomes. Results indicate that only aspirations dis- 
played a significant beta weight at .3 1 (p < .0004); the effects of goal setting were 
no longer significant (p < .7753). The findings regarding uniqueness indexes 
matched those for beta weights in that only aspirations displayed a significant 
index. Aspirations accounted for approximately 7% of the variance in outcomes 
beyond the variance accounted for by goals alone, F(1, 178) = 13.03, p < .001. 
The unique variance in outcomes accounted for by goals was not significant. 
These results indicate that aspirations do play a role in mediating the effects of 
goals on outcomes, and that including aspirations in the model strengthens the 
link between goals and outcomes. In sum, it was found that goals affect aspira- 
tions, which in turn affect outcomes. 

Discussion 

In summary, we were successful in predicting the main effects: (a) The medi- 
ators’ suggestion to show high concern for the other did lead to low joint out- 
comes; (b) a proposal of moderate (vs. high) goals led to lower joint outcomes; 
and (c) Hong Kong dyads attained higher joint outcomes than did their U.S. 
counterparts. On the other hand, we were less successful in predicting the interac- 
tions; here we hit only one out of three. We did find that the suggestion for con- 
cern had the predicted effects on the powerful (vs. weak) negotiators’ individual 
outcomes. For the powerful negotiators, the suggestion reduced their individual 
outcomes, and for the weak negotiators, it increased them. However, we did not 
find a Concern x Power interaction effect on negotiators’ joint outcomes. Given 
the finding for individual outcomes, one explanation for this result is that 
increases accruing to one negotiator may have been offset by decreases accruing 
to the other negotiator, resulting in insignificant differences at the group (i.e., 
joint outcome) level. Finally, the call for concern did not interact with culture. 
Rather, the effect was similar in Hong Kong and the United States. 

In addition to finding support for our two primary predictions-the effects of 
recommended concern for other and moderate goals-we gleaned evidence from 
the negotiators’ questionnaires that the negotiators’ assumptions and perceptions 
were as expected. Specifically, when the mediator suggested concern for the 
other, the negotiators interpreted this is as an admonition to concede and to 
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compromise with the other. Therefore, the negotiators did so, and perhaps the 
mediators’ messages to the other (e.g., “You’re doing all right”) reinforced this 
compromising. As a result, the negotiators who were asked to show concern for 
the other obtained lower joint outcomes than did negotiators who were not 
requested to show concern. 

As for the effects of the goals, when the mediator proposed moderate goals, 
negotiators earned lower joint outcomes. However, they (ironically) perceived 
the mediator more favorably in this (vs. the high goal) condition. That is, the 
mediator was perceived more favorably when he or she was less effective. Like- 
wise, the opposing negotiator was viewed more favorably in the moderate-goal 
condition-where the negotiation was easier but the outcomes were less favor- 
able. 

When considering our findings, it should be noted that support for our last 
hypothesis-that Hong Kong negotiators would attain higher joint outcomes than 
would their U.S. counterparts-does differ from the results of the Brett et al. 
(1998) study. Our finding, and that of another study (Arunachalam, Wall, & 
Chan, 1998), is that Hong Kong negotiators had higher joint outcomes than did 
their U.S. counterparts. By contrast, the Hong Kong negotiators’ joint outcomes 
in the Brett et al. study were lower than were those for the U.S. negotiators. 

A close reading of the two studies suggests two explanations for the differ- 
ence. First, in the current study, a mediator was present, whereas this was not the 
case in the Brett et al. (1  998) study. This presence could have enhanced our Hong 
Kong negotiators’ responsibility to seek harmony in the negotiation and to pursue 
group success. As a result, the Hong Kong negotiators attained higher joint out- 
comes than did the U.S. dyads. Without mediators present, the Hong Kong nego- 
tiators in the Brett et al. study perhaps did not strongly feel the harmony 
obligation and did not seek high joint outcomes. 

A second, equally valid explanation is that the Hong Kong participants in the 
Brett et al. { 1998) study took a distributive, zero-sum approach to the negotia- 
tions and thereby did not reach high (integrative) outcomes because they consid- 
ered the other to be outside of their in-group. Perhaps this perspective was held 
because they and the other were new members in an MBA course. Evidence that 
Brett et al.’s Hong Kong negotiators viewed the other in this manner is also to be 
seen in their disinterest in sharing information with the other, as well as in their 
failure to bring a second (compatible) issue into their negotiation. Our Hong 
Kong subjects, by contrast, were pupils who had been in the same class for a con- 
siderable time; thereby, they were less apt to view each other as outsiders and to 
bargain competitively with them. 

Turning from the current study to future research, we feel that it would be 
fruitful to conduct a study in which the concem-for-other conditions (i.e., con- 
cern for other vs. no concern for other) are accompanied by one in which the 
mediator calls for mutual concern. In the current study, the concem-for-other 
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manipulation involved statements calling only for a concern for other’s interests 
or outcomes, but there was no mention of the negotiator’s own interests. Our 
objective in manipulating only one concern was to show that when a mediator 
mistakenly mentions only the concern for other, perhaps assuming that the nego- 
tiator will automatically look after himself, the negotiator will compromise rather 
than engaging in integrative negotiation. Integrative behavior, we predict, is more 
apt to occur in the mutual-concern condition. 

It would also be productive, we believe, to study the effects of additional 
mediation techniques, such as imposing time constraints, pressing both sides to 
agree, claiming expertise, or encouraging the parties to blow off steam. Each of 
these, we feel, could have deleterious results. Consider the first technique: 
imposing time constraints. While it may move the disputants toward agreement, 
this constraint has its drawbacks, From decision theory, we learn that time con- 
straints place boundaries around the decision maker, limiting the alternatives 
considered and to what depth they are considered. As a result, the faster resolu- 
tions are often inferior ones (Bettman, Johnson, & Payne, 1990; Janis & Mann, 
1977; Lipshitz & Strauss, 1997; Paquette & Kida, 1988; Payne, Bettman, & 
Johnson, 1988). Time constraints also foster inconsistent decisions from parties 
(Benson & Beach, 1996), as well as decreased confidence in their solutions 
(Christensen-Szalanski, 1978), and thereby an opting for short-term versus long- 
term solutions to the problem/dispute. 

This logic is also consistent with Druckman and Robinson’s (1998) argument 
that insufficient time spent in negotiations can often constrain the parties’ 
information searches. These can lead to a kind of “winner’s curse” in which a 
bargaineddisputant thinks that he or she obtained the deserved outcome, when in 
fact the agreement was suboptimal. 

While studying these and other mediation techniques, researchers, we feel, 
should adopt a modest tack in their approaches. Currently, one underlying theme 
in the literature is that mediation techniques are effective if applied under the cor- 
rect conditions. This assumption encourages researchers to compare the effec- 
tiveness of the mediation technique (vs. a control) under these conditions, and to 
select/measure only the dependent variables that are likely to reflect the advanta- 
geous effects. As a result, a base of support for a technique is developed. 

We propose a slight but useful modification to this approach: Whenever 
researchers propose a beneficial effect of a mediation technique (e.g., mediator 
time constraints lead to quick agreements), they should also consider and propose 
what a tandem, unwanted effect might be (e.g., mediator time constraints lead to 
poorer agreements). Subsequently, in their studies, researchers would measure 
both sets of dependent variables (e.g., speed of agreement and agreement quality) 
and then attempt to gauge an appropriate net contribution for the technique. We 
feel that this tandem approach to theory building and testing would yield a more 
objective base for evaluating mediation techniques and guiding their utilization. 
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Shifting from research to practice, we note first that our findings indicate 
practicing mediators should not assume that a technique is invariably helpful. 
Rather, they should keep in mind that effects are frequently mixed. Second, 
mediators such as managers, ombudsmen, human resource managers, and peers 
should be cognizant of and adaptive to unwanted effects. For example, if a medi- 
ator observes that his or her suggestion to have a high concern for the other is 
leading to negotiator compromises, he or she could adapt by pointing out which 
issues allow the negotiators to have a high concern for the other without sacrific- 
ing self-interests. 

Third, mediators must be willing to abandon a technique when its negative 
effects continually outweigh the positive. At first blush, this prescription may 
seem obvious; however, in ongoing mediations, it may not be so evident. In the 
heat of mediation, third parties can invest so extensively in a technique that they 
overrate the payoffs or downplay the shortcomings, thereby committing them- 
selves to a technique. 

A final implication for practitioners comes from what we did not find. Recall 
that neither of our mediation techniques--calls for concern and suggested moder- 
ate goals-interacted with culture (Table 3). That is, each technique had about 
the same effect in the Hong Kong and U.S. negotiations. The implication for 
practicing mediators is tentative, but rather straightforward: Eschew both 
approaches in negotiations involving collectivistic or individualistic participants. 

In closing, we would like to emphasize that in proposing and claiming support 
for our two primary predictions (i.e., calls for concern and moderate goals reduce 
joint outcomes), we do not intend to denigrate mediation. Rather we, as others 
(e.g., Albert & Howard, 1985; Bercovitch, 1996; Goschen, 1995; LaFree, 1996; 
Modavi, 1996; Rubin, 1994; Zubek, Pruitt, Pierce, McGillicuddy, & Syna, 1992), 
seek to emphasize that mediation is not invariably effective. Often techniques that 
have intuitive appeal can reduce negotiator outcomes and should therefore be 
used with caution. 
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