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To date, negotiation research in two-party situations has largely focused on single
issues or on multiple issues bargained simuitaneously. In this paper, we develop,
from a behavioral perspective, a conceptual framework and an associated set of
propositions concerning the influence and interaction of a number of factors on
agenda setting. We examine the consequences of negotiating multiple issues se-
quentially as opposed to discussing them simuitaneously. Specifically, we posit (@)
conditions under which sequential versus simultaneous negotiations are advanta-
geous, (b) conditions that promote and inhibit integrative agreements between parties
invoived in sequential negotiations, and (c) conditions that foster greater utility and
timeliness to the negotiating parties. In addition, directions for future research and
methodological guidelines for testing the propositions are discussed.
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To date, negotiation research in two-party situations has largely focused on single
issues or on multiple issues bargained simultaneously. In this paper, we develop,
from a behavioral perspective, a conceptual framework and an associated set of
propositions concerning the influence and interaction of a number of factors on
agenda setting. We examine the consequences of negotiating multiple issues se-
quentially as opposed to discussing them simultaneously. Specifically, we posit (a)
conditions under which sequential versus simuitaneous negotiations are advanta-
geous, (b) conditions that promote and inhibit integrative agreements between parties
involved in sequential negotiations, and (c) conditions that foster greater utility and
timeliness to the negotiating parties. In addition, directions for future research and
methodological guidelines for testing the propositions are discussed.

After a reverse in Napoleon’s fortunes,
L’Empereur stated that he felt it was nec-
essary to win another battle quickly before
allowing his foreign minister, Talleyrand,
to attend an (already planned) conference
with the opposing allies. Talleyrand gently
pointed out to Napoleon that winning an-
other battle was not really necessary before
the meeting. The reason he gave was re-
corded by his secretary as follows: “Sire, it
is not necessary. They have allowed me to
set the agenda.” [Woolsey 1991, p. 105]

I nterest in the most fundamental of marketing pro-
cesses, face-to-face buyer-seller negotiations, is bur-
geoning among consumer researchers (Corfman and
Lehmann 1987; Dwyer 1984; Graham et al. 1988;
Schurr and Ozanne 1985). A review of the relevant bar-
gaining literature reveals that most research efforts in
negotiation have been directed toward the study of sin-
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gle-issue, two-party situations (Ochs and Roth 1989;
Trifon and Landau 1974; Yukl 1974).! While a few re-
searchers have also addressed other problems, such as
coalition formation in the context of single-issue, mul-
tiple-party situations (Kravitz 1981; Murnighan and
Roth 1980), negotiations involving multiple issues have
received far less attention. While single-issue bargaining,
perhaps in the form of bundled issues, deserves study,
negotiations over multiple issues are no less common
in buyer-seller contexts and equally warrant investi-
gation.

As Gupta (1989) observes, researchers in the diverse
buying contexts of industrial buying behavior, family
decision making, and marketing channels (e.g., Clopton
1984; Corfman and Lehmann 1987; and Dwyer and
Walker 1981; respectively), have recognized the need
to explicitly understand the nature of these negotiations,
which typically involve multiple issues. In this regard,
Jeuland and Shugan (1983), and McAlister, Bazerman,
and Fader (1986) note that even a firm’s profitability
can be significantly affected by the quality of individual
buyer-seller negotiations since these negotiations often
take place over virtually every element of the marketing
mix. Similarly, in consumer purchasing contexts such
as buying a house, numerous issues crop up, such as
price, financing, repainting, and availability.

'The term ‘“‘single issue” is used here to denote a sole topic or
multiple topics that are bargained contemporaneously, that is, bar-
gaining situations in which the issues are negotiated simultaneously
and their outcomes are not separated into discrete stages.
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AGENDA SETTING IN NEGOTIATIONS

issue (or set of issues) could be used as input for the
resolution of the second.

In contrast, agendas are a means of structuring dis-
cussions between individuals and groups, and their for-
mation focuses on the ordering of issues and the range
of issues to be discussed (Pruitt 1981). While Dobler,
Lamar, and Burt (1984, p. 223) note that “most au-
thorities feel that the issues should be discussed in the
order of their probable ease of solution,” this approach
is advanced as a means of fostering the overall negoti-
ation process rather than obtaining an advantage for
either side. In our exposition, we do not make such an
assumption but attempt to provide a cogent framework
for agenda setting that examines (a) the choice of se-
quential versus simultaneous negotiations and (b) the
ordering of issues within sequential negotiations.

The negotiation process can be represented as a series
of interrelated and interdependent steps (Fig. 1). A pre-
negotiation process establishes the domain of issues over
which the negotiations will take place. A decision must
then be made to negotiate the issues simultaneously or
sequentially. Negotiators’ power, issue importance, and
time constraints are posited to be important determi-
nants of whether sequential or simultaneous negotia-
tions are the most advantageous course of action to
pursue in terms of the potential utilities to the parties.
If a sequential agenda strategy is undertaken, time con-
straints, issue importance, and expectation of future
interaction provide further guidance in establishing the
most advantageous ordering of the issues. In this regard,
the strategic agenda considerations—power, time con-
straint, issue importance, and expectation of future in-
teraction—are likely to provide much of the basis for
determining whether the separate stages of the sequen-
tial negotiations, and the overall negotiations, will be
more integrative or distributive.

At the end of the first stage of sequential negotiations,
the parties’ comparisons of the results to their expec-
tations leads to levels of disconfirmation and percep-
tions of equity with regard to their negotiation coun-
terparts. Disconfirmation leads to a modification of
aspiration levels for the second stage of negotiations.
Concurrently, perceived inequity modifies each party’s
evaluation of the other party. These reevaluations affect
negotiators’ bargaining styles, which, in turn, influence
the likely outcomes of the second stage. Examination
of the strategic agenda considerations establishes the
likely outcomes of the negotiation stages and determines
the appropriate sequence of issues that form the basis
of the negotiations. However, the actual outcomes from
the first stage of negotiations will promote or inhibit
the expected second-stage outcomes and, perforce, the
overall outcomes.

It is important to note that the steps in the agenda-
setting process may not be established unilaterally. The
choice of agenda formats and the parameters placed on
the discussion of issues are usually the resuit of pre-
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negotiation between the negotiating parties (Ilich 1973).
However, as Neslin and Greenhalgh (1983, p. 370) state,
power provides ‘“‘the ability of one party to take the
initiative in a given situation and thus shape the issues
or agenda in a way that benefits that party.” Therefore,
the choice of a bargaining strategy—sequential versus
simultaneous—may in itself be the result of others’ in-
fluence (power).

Finally, although the proposed framework discusses
the interactions and outcomes of a number of factors
in the negotiation processes, it makes no systematic
predictions as to which of the various factors is likely
to be dominant; that is, it does not specify a hierarchy
of effects. Rather, it is believed that a number of the
factors may be operant at any time and that the specific
characteristics of the situation determine the dominance
of one factor over another. In this regard, each of the
propositions is presented ceteris paribus.

STRATEGIC AGENDA
CONSIDERATIONS

The limited studies that have compared the impo-
sition on subjects of a sequential consideration of issues
with a simultaneous consideration of issues have gen-
erally found that a simultaneous consideration of issues
results in the negotiating parties’ achieving more inte-
grative agreements and thereby receiving higher joint
profits (Mannix, Thompson, and Bazerman 1989; Pruitt
1981). This is not surprising, because sequential agendas
restrict the ability of negotiators to make trade-offs or
logroll, making integrative solutions more difficult to
achieve. In this regard. Mannix et al. (1989, p. 509)
comment that “sequential agendas limit the informa-
tion available to decision makers about the pattern of
preferences in the group . . . [and] constrain the abil-
ity of group members to make trade-offs.” Thus, in es-
tablishing a theory of agenda setting, it is important not
only to posit the conditions that dictate the order in
which issues should be addressed, but also to posit the
conditions that dictate whether negotiations should be
undertaken in a sequential or simultaneous manner.

The major factors that contribute to these conditions,
grouped under the aegis of strategic agenda consider-
ations, are clearly differentiated from the various in-
terpersonal influence “‘tactics” that negotiators employ
in their attempts to gain a bargaining advantage. Typical
of such tactics are argumentation, bluffing, and threats
(Bacharach and Lawler 1981). In contrast, strategic
agenda considerations are broader in scope and com-
prise factors that generalize across diverse negotiation
settings where such specific tactics may or may not be
employed.

The domain of potential strategic agenda consider-
ations was established by a broad review and integration
of the literature on social psychology, group decision
making, experimental economics, organizational buy-
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AGENDA SETTING IN NEGOTIATIONS

ing behavior, negotiations, conflict resolution, and
consumer buying behavior. Through this process, a
limited number of factors emerged that spanned the
range of the diverse literature and had theoretical and/
or empirical links to negotiation outcomes. The factors
were selected on the basis of (1) the frequency of their
occurrence in the literature, (2) our judgment as to
which of the potential factors appeared to be most sa-
lient in their impact on agenda structures and the related
sequential outcomes, and (3) our judgment concerning
the generalizability of each potential factor to the ex-
tensive range of negotiation contexts. In addition, it
should be noted that the domain is also found to be
largely summarized by a few “foundation” sources
within the negotiation literature (e.g.. Raiffa 1982:
Rubin and Brown 1975). Thus, strategic agenda con-
siderations encompass a number of diverse factors that
are both important in determining negotiated outcomes
and applicable to a broad range of bargaining contexts.
Each of these factors is explored in depth below.

Power

Power has been conceptualized in a number of ways.
but perhaps the most fundamental and commonly ac-
cepted is Emerson’s (1962, p. 33) characterization that
“the power of A over B is equal to and based upon the
dependence of B upon A.” In agreement with Emerson’s
conceptualization, Thibaut and Kelley (1959) posit that
power is related to the “comparison level for alterna-
tives” (CL) available to a party, and Chamberlain (1951,
p. 126) argues that “bargaining power must always be
expressed relative to another’s bargaining power.” In
this regard, Bonoma (1979) has developed a typology
of buyer-seller relationships founded on the relative
power of the parties. In the context of our framework,
power is examined on a relative basis between negoti-
ation parties. Thus, power is defined in a manner similar
to that of Corfman and Lehmann (1987) in describing
group decision making as the ability of one party to
change the other party’s behavior in an intended direc-
tion.

Using a laboratory setting, Dwyer (1984) and Dwyer
and Walker (1981) have shown that bargainers in po-
sitions of greater relative power earn more than those
in weaker positions. Mannix et al. (1989) have provided
a rationale for this outcome in unequal power situa-
tions. They suggest that negotiators ‘““focus on the norms
of distribution rather than on ways in which the joint
outcomes might be increased” (p. 510). Indeed, unequal
power fosters what Bazerman (1983, pp. 215-216) has
called “the mythical fixed-pie of negotiations,” in which
parties assume that negotiations are a zero-sum game
in which ““their interests directly conflict with the other
party’s interests.” When combined with a sequential
issue agenda, an unequal power balance should make
integrative agreements even less likely. In unequal
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power situations, the weaker party strives to make trade-
offs to minimize its overall disadvantageous position.
Sequential agenda negotiations, however, limit the
range of opportunities the weaker party has to gain more
advantageous outcomes. In this circumstance, the more
powerful party dominates each stage of the negotiations,
and few, if any, trade-offs are made. Recent empirical
evidence from Gupta (1989) seems to support the view-
point that the overall balance of power tends to be
maintained in multiple-issue bargaining. Thus, these
conditions lead to the following propositions:

PROPOSITION 1. Unequal power between negotiators
and the use of a sequential agenda will tend to re-
sult in less integrative overall agreements than
when a simultaneous agenda is used.

PROPOSITION 2. Unequal power between negotiators
and the use of a sequential agenda will tend to re-
sult in a more unequal distribution of resources
than when a simultaneous agenda is used.

COROLLARY 2a. In asymmetrical power relation-
ships, the negotiator with greater power will tend
to achieve higher utility by negotiating in a se-
quential manner than by negotiating in a simul-
taneous manner.

COROLLARY 2b. In asymmetrical power relation-
ships, the negotiator with less power will tend to
achieve higher utility by negotiating in a simulta-
neous manner than by negotiating in a sequential
manner.

Issue Importance

The term “issue importance” denotes the negotiation
parties” perceived utility of the negotiation issues (or
sets of issues). These perceptions may be similar, in-
dicating situations in which both the parties perceive
one of the issues to be more important than the other,
or dissimilar, indicating situations in which there is dis-
agreement by the parties over which of the issues is
more important. However, in the interests of simplicity,
the terms “‘issue importance,” ‘“more important,” and
“less important,” when used without further qualifi-
cation, denote situations in which there is agreement
between the parties on which of the two issues is more
important, that is, situations in which there are similar
priorities.

Similar Priorities. Anecdotal evidence (Cohen
1980; Nieremberg 1968) suggests a bargaining strategy
in which a less important issue is discussed first in order
to get the other party committed to the deal. Once a
certain amount of investment in time and money is
made. the sunk-cost fallacy affects the negotiators. That
is, people often feel obliged to pursue a course of action
to its logical conclusion even though the potential re-
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wards are not greater than their associated costs (Baz-
erman 1983). Supporting anecdotal evidence is also
provided by Graham and Sano (1984) and Raiffa ( 1982).
If this evidence is taken in conjunction with the view
that issues should be discussed in their order of probable
ease of solution in order to promote the negotiation
process (Dobler et al. 1984), it can be posited that

PROPOSITION 3. Negotiating over the less important
issue (or set of issues) first, followed by the more
important issue (or set of issues), creates a greater
likelihood that an agreement will be reached than
negotiating the important-unimportant sequence
of issues.

Negotiations themselves may be viewed as a learning
process in which, through the process of communica-
tion, the parties involved gain an understanding of their
relative priorities and aspirations and how they may
work to obtain more integrative agreements. Accord-
ingly, Pruitt and Drews (1969) found that, as time
elapsed in bargaining sessions, softer bargaining ap-
proaches were initiated, resulting in lower levels of de-
mand and less bluffing. Similarly, Walker (1971) found
that, as bargainers gained experience in negotiating with
their opposing parties, they submitted more reasonable
bids, tended to yield less profit, required less commu-
nication, and in general became more “‘efficient” in the
negotiation process itself. Less competitive positions
also increase the likelihood of what Pruitt (1981) terms
“coordinative behavior,” in which negotiators adopt a
problem-solving orientation. As Stephenson (1981, p.
173) notes, “Over time, by cooperation, (subjects)
achieve more than by pursuing jointly competitive and
exploitive strategies.” Therefore, negotiation in the
second stage should be marked by more integrative
outcomes than negotiation in the first stage. Coupled
with issue importance, this strongly suggests that

PROPOSITION 4. Negotiating over the less important
issue (or set of issues) first, followed by the more
important issue (or set of issues), will lead to more
integrative overall outcomes than negotiating over
the important-unimportant sequence of issues.

Dissimilar Priorities. Pruitt (1981, p. 153) has
noted that for trade-offs to be utilized to maximum ad-
vantage “the parties must have differing priorities across
the issues at hand.” When the two parties have the same
priorities, they will not be able to logroll and are de-
prived of the heuristic trial and error necessary to obtain
greater integrative agreement. In this regard, Mum-
power (1991), using simulations, demonstrated that the
maximum utilities obtained for equally valued settle-
ments were larger for situations in which different issues
were more important to each negotiator than for situ-
ations in which all issues had the same importance.
Moreover, he noted that the same issues were more im-
portant to each of the negotiators. When differing
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priorities are present under sequential agenda negoti-
ations, it follows that one party’s highest-priority issue
will be negotiated first, followed by the other party’s
highest-priority issue. Thus, even when the basic con-
dition that fosters a highly integrative negotiation cli-
mate, that is, different issue priorities, is present, the
use of sequential agenda negotiations is largely nullified
by limiting the opportunities for trade-offs. This implies
that

PROPOSITION 5. When negotiators have differing
priorities across the issues at hand, each will do
better in terms of total utility when the issues are
negotiated simultaneously than when they are ne-
gotiated sequentially.

Time Constraint

External constraints placed on the negotiation process
may also play a role in determining the influence of the
order in which issues are negotiated. Perhaps the most
frequent and important of these constraints is the lim-
ited time available to complete many negotiations
(Carnevale and Lawler 1986). Typical conditions that
generate such situations are when products are perish-
able, negotiations are in progress with other parties, or
contracts are due to expire. Walton and McKersie
(1965) posit that time constraints leave less time for
trade-offs and also lead to a greater propensity on the
part of negotiators to yield unilaterally on issues. These
conditions foster less integrative agreements.

In sequential agenda negotiations, time constraints
are likely to be more pronounced for the second issue
(or set of issues) as negotiators engage in posturing tac-
tics during the initial stage of the negotiations, which
diminish the proportionate time available for the second
stage; moreover, the psychological impact of the time
constraint is more immediate. In agreement with this
view, Stevens (1963) noted that, in the early stages of
collective bargaining sessions, when little time pressure
is present, concessions are usually viewed as a sign of
weakness and promote a tough bargaining position in
return. However, in the late stages of bargaining, when
time pressure becomes important, a concession by one
party frequently elicits concessions on the part of the
other party.

Time constraint situations may occur in the purchase
of major consumer appliances or products. Since many
salespeople work on commission, a bargaining session
with a customer that ends in no sale costs the salesperson
not only the commission but a considerable amount of
his or her limited time. Therefore, after a lengthy ne-
gotiation session to sell the customer a product at an
acceptable price, the salesperson may be more amenable
to accommodating the customer on issues such as de-
livery fee or price of the extended warranty coverage.
On the other hand, if the customer is under time con-
straint, say, shopping on a lunch hour, the salesperson
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may be able to increase his or her revenue from these
secondary issues since the customer is faced with the
alternative of incurring the cost of returning a second
time to conclude the purchase.

Empirical support for the influence of time pressure
is also provided by Pruitt and Drews (1969), who dem-
onstrated in a laboratory experiment that increased time
pressure produced lower aspiration levels and less bluff-
ing. Accordingly, negotiations conducted during the
second stage are more likely to be characterized by
compromise and a search for an acceptable distributive
agreement than by a search for a solution that maxi-
mizes joint utility. Therefore, time constraints, taken
in concert with the previous discussion of issue impor-
tance, suggest that

PROPOSITION 6. Under a time constraint, negotiating
over the less important issue (or set of issues) first,
followed by the more important issue (or set of
issues), promotes less integrative overall agree-
ments than negotiating over the important-un-
important sequence of issues.

COROLLARY 6a. Under a time constraint, negotiators
are likely to obtain more integrative agreements
over the first issue (or set of issues) than over the
second issue (or set of issues).

COROLLARY 6b. Under a time constraint, negotiators
are likely to obtain more equally distributed agree-
ments over the second issue (or set of issues) than
over the first issue (or set of issues).

However, when differing priorities are combined with
an asymmetric time constraint between the negotiating
parties, the selection of a negotiation strategy may sig-
nificantly affect the utility that each party finally re-
ceives. Under these conditions, the party with a less
pressing time constraint may desire to have its issue of
less importance negotiated first and to devote as much
time as possible to achieving the highest utility. In the
second session, during which the other party’s issue of
less importance is negotiated, the time pressure should
force that party to make larger concessions in order to
reach the agreement within the required time limita-
tions. Similarly, the party with the more pressing time
constraint should seek to have its issue of importance
discussed first in order to use the available time to max-
imum advantage. Alternatively, the party with the
greater time constraint should seek to conduct simul-
taneous negotiations in which the available time may
be used to make trade-offs and achieve the most inte-
grative outcome available. Under these conditions it
follows that

COROLLARY 6¢. Negotiators with a less (more)
pressing time constraint and different priorities
than the opposite party will obtain greater utility
if they negotiate their less (more) important issue
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first than if they negotiate their more (less) impor-
tant issue first.

COROLLARY 6d. Negotiators with a more pressing
time constraint and different priorities than the
opposite party will obtain greater utility negotiating
in a simultaneous manner than in a sequential
manner.

Note, however, that, under the same conditions, but
with the expectation of future interactions present, a
negotiator with the lesser time constraint would be in-
hibited from creating a competitive environment that
would negatively influence later relations. Conse-
quently, the scope of the influence of the expectations
of future interactions on sequential agenda negotiations
is discussed below.

Expectation of Future Interaction

As has been noted before, with few exceptions, bar-
gaining research has restricted itself to examining
ephemeral relationships. Essentially, these bargaining
encounters can be likened to the negotiations occurring
in a used-car dealer’s lot without the promise of an on-
going relationship. In other words, it is a once-only
transaction with a lack of expectation of future inter-
action. A prominent exception to this perspective in
the bargaining literature is the study by Roering,
Slusher, and Schooler (1975). They note that parties in
a “once-only transaction may stand in a psychologically
different relation to one another than do parties in an
enduring association. The difference in these psycho-
logical orientations is encompassed by the concept of
commitment to future interaction. Future interaction
may involve either bargaining or non-bargaining situ-
ations with either the same or a different person™ (p.
386). Another important exception is a study by Ben-
Yoav and Pruitt (1984) that investigates expectations
of future interaction. On the basis of the works of Reis
and Gruzen (1976) and Shapiro (1975), they note that
individuals anticipating cooperative future interaction
with an opposing party tend to act in a more accom-
modating fashion.

In a multiple-issue negotiation context that involves
an ongoing relationship, two stages of expectation of
future interaction exist. The bargaining encounter over
the second set of issues at the conclusion of the first can
be construed as the first-stage commitment to future
interaction. The second stage begins after agreement is
reached on all of the issues under consideration. In the
vast majority of buyer-seller contexts, this second stage
of expectations of future interaction marks a period
when the two parties find themselves working toward
a common goal (e.g., implementing the agreement) and
involved in a more or less cooperative relationship.
However, expectation of future interaction spans the
entire gamut of conceivable interchanges, which also
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includes the knowledge that a new series of negotiations
will take place in the future.?

The commitment to future bargaining, the first stage
of expectations of future interaction, has been described
by Roering et al. (1975) as involving two competing
pressures: first, the need to establish a strong bargaining
image to discourage future exploitation by the oppo-
nent, and, second, the risk of social disapproval and
the consequent retaliation for the violation of ““fairness”
norms. However, when future interaction is expected
to be cooperative, they suggest that there are no com-
peting pressures, and, therefore, there is no need to pro-
ject a strong bargaining image. In keeping with this view,
they found parties committed to future bargaining, as
opposed to those committed to future nonbargaining
encounters, made more extreme initial bids (i.e., had
higher aspiration levels) and achieved less equally dis-
tributed bargaining outcomes (i.e., were less accom-
modative). This suggests that negotiators are likely to
have higher aspirations over the first set of issues and
be less accommodative than they are over the second
set of issues. In these circumstances,

PROPOSITION 7. Negotiators committed to interac-
tion after the conclusion of the negotiations are
likely to obtain more integrative agreement over
the first set of issues than over the second set of
issues.

During the second stage of negotiations, the parties’
predisposition to end their negotiations on a positive
note and enter into the implementation phase of their
relationship in a trusting environment promotes
concessions on the part of the negotiators. Such actions
have been found by Corfman and Lehmann (1987) in
studying group decision making. They note that, when
spouses have different but equally intense preferences,
“the couple chooses the alternative preferred by the
spouse who has had his/her way less often in the past™
(p. 11). Choices are made in the interest of maintaining
the long-term harmony of a relationship at the expense
of potentially greater overall utility in the short-term.

PROPOSITION 8. Negotiators committed to interac-
tion after the conclusion of the negotiations are
likely to obtain a more equally distributed agree-
ment over the second issue (or set of issues) than
over the first issue (or set of issues).

4A reviewer has indicated the distinct differences that one-time vs.
repeat purchase situations are likely to have on the expectations of
future interactions. This is worthy of detailed investigation. especially
since recent empirical evidence suggests that transitory bargaining
may be more common than previously conjectured (Balakrishnan
1988). Nevertheless, expectations of future interactions should not
be considered a dichotomous situation. Rather. the myriad of possible
interactions dictates that expectations of future interactions is a con-
tinuum that ranges from nil to extensive.

JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH

In negotiations involving complex issues and large
financial stakes, buyers and sellers are often represented
in the negotiation process by teams of specialists. In-
deed. the term “team selling” (Shapiro 1979) was coined
to designate the group of specialists involved in making
sales (often concluding in extensive negotiations) with
their counterparts within a firm’s buying center. Thus,
it is sometimes the case that more than one person ne-
gotiates the entire package of issues. For instance, there
may be a product manager who negotiates the price and
an operations manager who negotiates the delivery date.
Similarly, when consumers are engaged in a major pur-
chase, they may bargain with a salesperson to establish
a price and then deal with a finance manager to set the
financing terms. In this context, Roering et al. (1975)
found that subjects committed to future interaction with
the same person, as opposed to a different person, had
significantly lower minimum acceptable profits (i.e.,
aspiration level) and achieved more equally distributed
bargaining outcomes. Essentially, when there is expec-
tation of future interaction with one person, the norms
of “fairness” are more salient than in the case of ex-
pectation of future interaction with different people.
Consequently,

PROPOSITION 9. A negotiator committed to future
interaction with the other party will achieve higher
utility when negotiating with different members of
the other party over the various issues than when
negotiating with the same person of the other party.

Thus. power, issue importance, issue priorities, time
constraints, and expectations of future interactions
serve to determine whether a sequential or simultaneous
agenda negotiation structure should be used. These fac-
tors also help to establish the appropriate ordering of
issues once the use of a sequential agenda has been se-
lected. However, a careful consideration of the influence
of the strategic agenda considerations prior to the ne-
gotiation sessions does not guarantee “successful’ ne-
gotiations. In this regard, negotiators must gain an un-
derstanding of how the outcomes from the initial stage
of negotiations are likely to influence the second-stage
outcomes. This knowledge not only provides a basis for
understanding the outcomes of the sequential agenda
negotiation process, but may also provide guidance as
to how a negotiation strategy might be modified after
the initial negotiation session.

THE INFLUENCE OF FIRST-STAGE
OUTCOMES: A THEORETICAL
FOUNDATION

The factors influencing negotiation outcomes and
their resultant impact on agenda setting are drawn from
a number of research areas. The following discussion
provides an overview of the relevant research in the
areas of expectancy disconfirmation, attribution of
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causality, aspiration levels, and equity theory. These
paradigms were selected for several reasons: their ex-
tensive investigation in the areas of consumer behavior,
buyer-seller interactions (expectancy disconfirmation),
and negotiation processes (aspiration levels); social sci-
entists’ recent rekindling of interest in these theories
(attribution of causality and equity theory); their sa-
lience to the sequential agenda negotiation process. To-
gether, these paradigms provide a theoretical basis for
understanding how the outcomes of the initial negoti-
ation session are likely to affect the second stage of ne-
gotiations. In this regard, the propositions based on
these theories provide focused perspectives that com-
plement the more global propositions involving the
strategic agenda considerations.

Expectancy Disconfirmation

Expectancy disconfirmation evolved out of research
conducted in social psychology and organizational be-
havior (Iigen 1971). As noted by Oliver (1977, 1980),
expectancy disconfirmation is the result of prior per-
formance expectations formed by the subject and the
disconfirmation of these expectations by means of sub-
sequent performance comparisons. Performance better
than the prior expectations is labeled *“positive discon-
firmation,” while performance worse than expected is
labeled ““negative disconfirmation.”

However, there is uncertainty concerning how ex-
pectations and outcomes combine to yield levels of dis-
confirmation. Initially, researchers posited that discon-
firmation was a function of the absolute discrepancies
between expectations and performance (e.g., Oliver
1977). That is, the sum of the attribute-specific discon-
firmations yields a level of overall disconfirmation.
However, Swan and Trawick (1981) suggested that the
sum of the attribute-specific (inferred) disconfirmations
generates an overall (perceived) disconfirmation level
that incorporates the perceptual distortion inherent in
individuals’ judgments. Oliver and Beardon (1985)
confirmed this hypothesis, while Tse and Wilton (1988)
have demonstrated that subjective evaluations of the
differences between performance and expectations ap-
pear to offer a better representation of disconfirmation
than “subtractive” evaluations that use algebraic dif-
ferences between performance and expectations.

In negotiation contexts, these findings suggest that
the issues and structure of the negotiation process, as
well as the individual nature of the negotiators, may
influence the resulting perceived disconfirmation.
However, while these fundamental issues concerning
the formation of expectations are of paramount im-
portance in empirical investigations, for the sake of
simplicity in our discussion we shall refer to disconfir-
mation as a difference (where the precise mathematical
function is undefined) between expectations and out-
comes.
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Attribution of Causality

Attribution theory grew out of “a number of con-
verging lines of inquiry in social psychology” (Jones et
al. 1972, p. ix) and the seminal works of Festinger (1954)
and Heider (1958). This research stream links together
a number of common assumptions about how individ-
uals make causal inferences. While this theory has seen
wide usage in areas of social psychology, Folkes (1988,
p. 548) observes that attribution theory has had “little
impact on the field of consumer behavior.” However,
in the past few years, attribution theory has begun to
receive increasing attention in research investigating
buyer behavior (e.g., Folkes and Kotsos 1986; Oliver
and DeSarbo 1988).

To date, most of the research involving buyer-seller
contexts has used the taxonomy developed by Weiner
et al. (1971). They have suggested that an individual’s
inferences of causality can be analyzed using a two-
dimensional classification based on locus of control and
stability. According to Weiner et al. (1971, p. 96), an
outcome is a function of ““ability,” “‘effort,” ““task dif-
ficulty,” and “luck.” The characteristics of ability and
effort were classified by Weiner and his colleagues as
internal to the attributor, while task difficulty and luck
were seen as external properties. Moreover, ability and
task difficulty were defined as stable properties, while
effort and luck were viewed as unstable properties. Later
findings (Lau and Russell 1980; Meyer 1980) have
tended to support the Weiner et al. (1971) taxonomy.

It has been noted that people tend to attribute failures
to external causes and successes to internal factors. In
other words, according to Weary (1980, p. 348), there
is ““a tendency for individuals to make greater self-at-
tributions for their own positive behaviors than for their
own negative behaviors.” Anderson and Jennings (1980,
p. 395) state that “‘people often believe that failures are
due to using the wrong technique.” The actual nature
of this attributional distortion has been the subject of
some debate. Arkin, Appleman, and Burger (1980, p.
23) state that self-serving, or hedonic, bias stems *“‘from
a motive to maintain or enhance self-esteem.” Others
(Bradley 1978; Harvey and Weary 1981; Weary 1979,
1980) have argued that individuals engage in self-serving
bias to increase self-esteem by increasing the esteem in
which they are held by others. The nonmotivational
explanation for self-serving bias “‘assumes that attri-
butions are determined by intentions, expectations, and
the perceived covariations between behavior and out-
comes” (Miller and Ross 1975, p. 216). Developed in-
dependently, expectancy disconfirmation and attribu-
tion theory are nonetheless related. As discussed by
Harvey and Weary (1984), expectancy disconfirmation
is one of three factors that seem to instigate explicit
attribution-type inquiries on the part of the attributor.
Wong and Weiner (1981, p. 661) provided evidence to
suggest that “frustration (failure) and expectancy dis-
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confirmation (unexpected outcomes) promote attri-
butional search.” In addition, they found that “attri-
butional search primarily is focused on the locus and
control dimensions of causality” (p. 662).

From these findings we conclude that success (posi-
tive disconfirmation) is generally attributed to some
function of the individual’s (the attributor’s) ability and
effort, while failure (negative disconfirmation) is attrib-
uted to some function of task difficulty, luck, or anoth-
er’s ability. It can be further argued that failure results
in more attribution-instigating activities. This imme-
diately suggests that negotiators experiencing negative
disconfirmation will tend to engage in more attribu-
tional activity. Further, negotiators experiencing suc-
cess, that is, positive disconfirmation in a bargaining
interaction, will tend to attribute it to internal factors,
such as strategy or skill. Conversely, negotiators expe-
riencing failure, that is, negative disconfirmation, will
tend to attribute it to external causes, such as the op-
ponents’ power or tactics.

Aspiration Level

Since the seminal work by Siegal and Fouraker
(1960), aspiration level has been one of the major par-
adigms employed on a widespread basis in the bargain-
ing literature. Unfortunately, a consequence of its use
in a number of diverse research areas, ranging from
social psychology (e.g., Rubin and Brown 1975) to ex-
perimental economics (e.g., Tietz 1983), is that it has
been operationalized in an inconsistent manner.

In experimental economics literature, aspiration lev-
els are seen as an internalized scale having a finite num-
ber of points with at least a weak ordering. That is, the
aspiration levels are a heuristic for reducing the com-
plexity of decision making in negotiations (Tietz 1983;
Werner and Tietz 1983). Tietz (as reported in Bartos,
Tietz, and McClean 1983; Werner and Tietz 1983) as-
sumes that negotiators enter a bargaining situation with
not one but five aspiration levels, placed in descending
order: P (planned goal), AT (agreement seen as attain-
able), AC (lowest acceptable agreement), T (planned
threat to break off negotiation), and L (planned break-
off of negotiation).

In social psychology, works by Ben-Yoav and Pruitt
(1982) and McAlister et al. (1986) have treated aspi-
ration levels of negotiation as externally set profitability
constraints. These externally imposed goals or limits
are the negotiators’ ultimate fallback position beyond
which the person will not concede. Alternatively, this
has been termed the “minimum necessary share” (Kel-
ley, Beckman, and Fischer 1967). Chertkoff and Esser
(1976, p. 470) view this as the zero profit point, “the
amount that must be exceeded in order to obtain a
profit,” and note that other terms used to refer to it are
“breakeven point,” “‘resistance point,” and “minimum
disposition.”
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Pruitt (1981) makes a distinction between limit and
level of aspiration. The level of aspiration, he notes, is
the amount of benefit or goal toward which the nego-
tiator is striving, and it is always greater than or equal
to his or her limit. Walton and McKersie (1965) use
the term ‘‘aspiration” to refer to both the negotiation
target and resistance points. Yukl (1974) operationalizes
the target point as the best settlement that one can ex-
pect to get from an opponent. His operationalization
of the resistance point, however, is not consistent with
(symmetric to) that of the target point. He views it as
an internally specified limit, rather than the worst (low-
est) settlement that one can expect to get from an op-
ponent.

In this article the use of the term “aspiration level”
is similar to that of Pruitt (1981) and Yukl (1974) and
corresponds to the P level of Tietz (1983). It is defined
only as the internally set scale points reflecting a ne-
gotiator’s urge for achievement. This precludes the
consideration of scale points at which a bargainer may
engage in strategic actions such as the breaking-off of
negotiations, as well as externally imposed constraints.
Therefore, in the context of our discussions, aspiration
levels are the levels of utility for which the negotiator
is striving, while expectations are the outcome levels
that the negotiator believes will most likely transpire
given the circumstances of the negotiations (the AT level
of Tietz [1983]). In general, expectations will always be
less than or equal to aspiration levels and the two con-
structs will move in concert with one another. That is,
higher aspiration levels foster higher expectations, while
a lowering of aspiration levels causes a corresponding
lowering of expectations.

On the basis of the investigations of Siegal and Four-
aker (1960; Fouraker and Siegal 1963), Bartos (1974)
notes that a person’s wants or aspirations depend on
the successes and failures in that person’s past. The suc-
cess or failure experienced by a negotiator is essentially
positive or negative disconfirmation, that is, people
doing better or worse than they expected. Success and
failure are not absolutes in negotiations; rather, they
are outcomes relative to one’s performance expectations
(i.e., expectancy disconfirmation). Thus, positive dis-
confirmation is viewed as the result of internal causes
and reaffirms negotiators’ confidence in themselves. In
contrast, negative disconfirmation is attributed to out-
side causes and does not correspondingly diminish ne-
gotiators’ perceptions of their abilities. Consequently,
one would expect that

PROPOSITION 10. Negotiators experiencing positive
disconfirmation over the first issue (or set of issues)
are likely to make a larger revision in the absolute
magnitude of their aspiration levels over the next
issue (or set of issues) than if they had experienced
negative disconfirmation.
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Since there is considerable research evidence to in-
dicate that higher aspiration levels result in larger profits
for the bargainer (see Chertkoff and Conley 1967; Pruitt
1981; Rubin and Brown 1975), we may also expect that

PROPOSITION 11. Negotiators experiencing positive
disconfirmation over the first issue (or set of issues)
will achieve higher utility over the second issue (or
set of issues) than if they had experienced negative
disconfirmation.

In contrast, Kahan (1968) has shown that high as-
piration levels have a negative aspect in that they can
result in longer times to reach agreements. This may
not be a drawback, however, especially as integrative
agreements (Walton and McKersie 1965) are usually
not obvious in bargaining encounters and require longer
negotiations and highly motivated negotiators. Pruitt
and Lewis (1975, 1977) suggest that a high aspiration
level is one important element leading to the develop-
ment of integrative solutions.

PROPOSITION 12a. If either negotiating party expe-
riences positive disconfirmation over the first issue
(or set of issues), negotiations over the second issue
(or set of issues) are likely to be more integrative
than if neither party had experienced positive dis-
confirmation.

PROPOSITION 12b. If either negotiating party expe-
riences positive disconfirmation over the first issue
(or set of issues), negotiations over the second issue
(or set of issues) are likely to require more time
than if neither party had experienced positive dis-
confirmation.

Ego Involvement
Sherif and Sherif (1967, p. 126) posit that the degree

- of ego involvement that an object has with an individual

corresponds to the extent to which an object has high
priority in an individual’s “‘self system.” In a comple-
mentary manner, Snyder, Stephan, and Rosenfield
(1976, p. 435) define egotism as those ‘‘attributional
biases that serve to protect and enhance self-esteem.”
Therefore, in terms of negotiation issues, ego involve-
ment may be defined as a bargainer’s perception of a
close association between certain issues and his or her
self-esteem. The concept of ego involvement may be
particularly relevant in the context of intergroup con-
sumption decisions and interorganizational buying and
selling where an individual member has championed a
specific part of a plan or purchase decision. Under these
circumstances, these individuals feel personally re-
sponsible for these issues when they are negotiated, and
the success or failure of the negotiations with respect
to these issues is perceived by them to reflect directly
on their self-esteem.
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Sherif and Hovland (1961) have suggested that in-
dividuals have narrower latitudes of acceptance when
dealing with issues that are more ego involving. Ac-
cording to Cooper and Fazio (1984), dissonance is
aroused when an individual feels personally responsible
for a behavioral outcome and when the focus of cau-
sation is attributed to internal factors. Thus, negotiators
experiencing negative disconfirmation over a relatively
more ego-involving issue would experience relatively
more psychological discomfort, or dissonance.

Weary (1980) and Lau and Russell (1980) have con-
cluded that failure is frequently attributed to external
causes. In this regard, and in agreement with Kelley’s
(1972) discounting principle, Cooper and Croyle (1984)
have noted that, in situations where attitude change is
not a viable possibility, unpleasant dissonance arousal
(failure) would be misattributed to members of the out-
group (i.e., the other negotiating party in this case).
These conditions mirror negotiation contexts where at-
titudinal change is usually less viable, particularly when
an issue has substantial ego involvement.

Steele and Liu (1983) noted that self-affirmation is a
dissonance reducer. They imply that people experienc-
ing cognitive dissonance may diminish the ego-threat-
ening dissonance by activities that affirm the self. Thus,
negotiators who experience failure could be expected
to misattribute their failure to a greater degree to the
other party when negotiating over the more ego-in-
volving issue first. The negotiator’s misattribution might
include accusations that the other party used unfair
tactics or pressured the negotiator. Such misattribution
would lead to a less favorable overall perception of the
other party.

Unfavorable evaluations of an opposing negotiator
have strong implications for the second stage of nego-
tiations. Foremost of these is the decrease in trust that
the evaluator places on the other party. In decision-
making contexts, it has been found that, when low levels
of trust are held by either party, these perceptions inhibit
the exchange of information, limit problem-solving ef-
forts, and lower goal clarification (Zand 1972). In ne-
gotiation contexts, both social psychologists (e.g., Pruitt
1981) and consumer researchers (e.g., Schurr and
Ozanne 1985) have found that low levels of trust are
associated with distributive behavior, while high levels
of trust are associated with integrative behavior. Under
these circumstances,

PROPOSITION 13. Negotiators negotiating over the
more ego-involving issue (or set of issues) first
whose expectancies are disconfirmed negatively
will evaluate the other party less favorably and are
likely to experience less integrative overall agree-
ments than if they had negotiated a less ego-in-
volving issue (or set of issues) first and had had
their expectancies similarly disconfirmed.
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Taylor and Fiske (1978) note that the salience of the
stimuli influences the attribution of causality. In ad-
dition, “people attempt to gain credit for positive out-
comes of behavior by claiming credit where credit was
not due”’ (Cooper and Croyle 1984, p. 407). Therefore,
more ego-involving issues, being more salient, would
strengthen the attribution of causality. In conjunction
with research (Lau and Russell 1980; Schlenker 1982;
Weary 1980) suggesting that negotiators would attribute
their successes to factors over which they have control,
one would expect to see a greater sense of confidence
manifest itself over the next issue when the negotiator
has had expectancies positively disconfirmed over a
more ego-involving first issue. Consequently,

PROPOSITION 14. Negotiators with expectancies pos-
itively disconfirmed negotiating over the more ego-
involving issue (or set of issues) first will have a
greater increase in their aspiration levels than if
they had negotiated a less ego-involving issue (or
set of issues) first and had their expectancies sim-
ilarly disconfirmed.

On the basis of the earlier discussions of the impact
of higher aspiration levels on negotiators’ utilities in
Proposition 11, that is, higher aspiration levels result
in larger profits for the bargainer (see, e.g., Chertkoff
and Conley 1967), we should also expect that

PROPOSITION 15. Negotiators with expectancies pos-
itively disconfirmed negotiating over the more ego-
involving issue (or set of issues) first will achieve
higher utility over the second issue (or set of issues)
than if they had negotiated a less ego-involving is-
sue (or set of issues) first and had their expectancies
similarly disconfirmed.

Equity Theory

While research into postpurchase buyer behavior has
been largely dominated by the expectancy-disconfir-
mation paradigm, a limited number of studies have in-
vestigated the impact of fairness or equity on exchange
relationships (Huppertz 1979; Huppertz, Arenson, and
Evans 1978; Mowen and Grove 1983; Oliver and
DeSarbo 1988; Swan and Mercer 1982; Tse and Wilton
1988). Recently, studies evaluating the perceived equity
of the parties in exchange relationships have shown that
disconfirmation and equity are separate dimensions of
posttransaction dispositions and should be jointly con-
sidered in evaluating the outcomes of buyer-seller re-
lationships (Oliver and Swan 1989). Equity is also likely
to have the strongest implications for buyer-seller con-
texts in which reference outcomes and/or norms of ex-
change allow the negotiators to compare their outcomes
with similar situations outside their specific bargaining
situation (see, e.g., Gupta and Livne 1989; Puto 1987).
Thus, a party that believes it has not received an eq-
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uitable first-stage outcome is likely to evaluate its ne-
gotiation partner unfavorably.

Equity theory (Adams 1963) posits that a party to an
exchange is satisfied in proportion to the ratio of its
inputs to its outputs relative to the ratio of inputs to
outputs of the other party. More specifically, a party’s
perceptions of equity are believed to follow an integra-
tion rule in which a party compares its outcomes to its
inputs, compares the other party’s outcomes to the other
party’s inputs, and then compares the two combinations
of outcomes and inputs (Farkas and Anderson 1979).
This comparison is made in accordance with a distri-
bution rule that results in a perception of equity (Cook
and Yamagishi 1983). The larger the inequity, the more
negative the evaluation of the negotiation partner is
likely to be. As in situations involving ego involvement
discussed above, a negative evaluation of an opposing
negotiator inhibits the exchange of information, limits
problem-solving efforts, and generally promotes a cli-
mate favoring distributive agreements.

Furthermore, the actor-observer phenomenon (Jones
and Nisbett 1972) suggests that a negotiator experienc-
ing an inequitable outcome of a positive nature will
attribute his or her gain to situational factors, while a
negotiator experiencing an inequitable outcome of a
negative nature will attribute the gain by the other party
to that party’s personal actions. Therefore, negotiators
are likely to modify their evaluations of their negotiation
partners in an asymmetric manner in response to pos-
itive or negative inequitable first-stage outcomes. Under
these circumstances it follows that

PROPOSITION 16. Negotiators who perceive first-stage
outcomes to be inequitable in a negative sense will
evaluate the other party less favorably and obtain
less integrative agreements in the second stage of
negotiations than if they had perceived the first-
stage outcome to be equitable or inequitable in a
positive sense.

DISCUSSION AND FUTURE
DIRECTIONS

Summary and Discussion

The propositions presented above hold significant
theoretical and behavioral implications for selecting an
overall bargaining strategy, creating an agenda and re-
sponding to negotiated outcomes. For the first of these
major decisions, an asymmetric power relationship of-
fers different options for the parties. The party with
greater power could choose a sequential agenda in an
attempt to dominate each phase of the negotiations.
The weaker party could select a simultaneous consid-
eration of the issues in order to make the most advan-
tageous trade-offs possible and achieve greater integra-
tive outcomes.
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When the parties have different priorities across issues
and there is the likelihood that major trade-offs can be
made, a simultaneous consideration of the issues offers
far greater utility to negotiators than sequential agenda
negotiations. Similarly, a simultaneous consideration
of issues also appears to be beneficial to parties that are
under greater time constraint and have different prior-
ities. In contrast, parties under less time pressure and
different priorities may opt for a sequential approach.

In sequential agenda negotiations, issue importance,
time constraints, and expectations of future interactions
help to shape the agenda by determining the appropriate
ordering of issues from the standpoint of the negotiating
parties. After the first stage of negotiations, comparison
of the results to expectations leads to levels of discon-
firmation. In turn, disconfirmation levels lead to mod-
ification of aspiration levels for the second stage of ne-
gotiations.

In situations of positive disconfirmation on the first
issue (or set of issues) negotiated, that party’s aspiration
levels are raised when the second stage of negotiations
begins. Positive disconfirmation is likely to lead to
higher utility for that party, more integrative agree-
ments, and a longer duration of the negotiation process.
When positive disconfirmation in the first negotiation
stage is coupled with a highly ego-involving issue, then
aspiration levels are raised even higher when the second
stage begins.

Conversely, expectations of future interaction serve
as a moderating variable on first-stage positive discon-
firmation and attenuate aspiration levels as individuals
forgo their desires to maximize immediate gains (sec-
ond-stage outcomes) in favor of more advantageous
long-term relationships. Thus, when second-stage ex-
pectations of future interaction are present, negotiated
outcomes over the first issue(s) are likely to be more
integrative but less equally distributed than the second-
stage outcomes. However, when different members of
the opposite party are present at each of the negotiation
stages, the effect of expectations of future interaction is
likely to be less pronounced and lead to less equally
distributed outcomes than if the same individuals had
been present at both sessions.

The relative importance of the issues being negotiated
also has considerable influence on the outcomes of a
sequential consideration of issues. The unimportant-
important ordering of issues appears to offer an oppor-
tunity for more equally distributed overall negotiations
and the greater likelihood that the negotiations will be
concluded. However, when time pressures affect the
negotiation process, the reverse ordering of issues (im-
portant-unimportant) is likely to lead to more integra-
tive agreements.

Finally, the perceived equity of the first-stage out-
comes to the parties will influence second-stage nego-
tiations. Perceptions of positive inequity are likely to
have little impact on a negotiator, as he or she will at-
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tribute such perceptions to outside circumstances.
However, perceived negative inequity promotes an un-
favorable evaluation of the other negotiating party,
which promotes an environment that inhibits integra-
tive agreements.

In summary, the structuring of sequential agenda ne-
gotiations should be viewed as a multistage process. In
the first stage, the viability of simultancous versus se-
quential agenda negotiations needs to be assessed on
the basis of a review of the strategic agenda consider-
ations. Given the decision to negotiate in a sequential
manner, strategic agenda considerations should be fur-
ther assessed to determine the most advantageous or-
dering of the issues. Through these steps an agenda that
1s most likely to promote the utility and timeliness of
the overall negotiated outcomes can be determined. At
the conclusion of the first stage of negotiations, an ex-
amination of the outcomes in concert with the strategic
agenda considerations may modify negotiators’ bar-
gaining positions in the second stage of negotiations.

Overall, this article extends the general understanding
of buyer-seller relationships in nonadministered con-
texts (Dwyer 1984). To this end, the propositions set
forth have broad applicability to both consumer and
industrial contexts, especially to situations such as the
purchase of major consumer durables and bargaining
within channels of distribution. On the other hand,
these propositions would appear to have less applica-
bility to joint decision making, such as husband-wife
contexts, that involve “fully cooperative partners”
where the bargainers are totally open to one another
and no strategic posturing takes place (Raiffa 1982, p.
18). Moreover, as with any article that addresses the
theoretical aspects of negotiations, our framework also
possesses potential application to the general area of
conflict resolution.

It is hoped that this exposition provides a better un-
derstanding of the role that each of the selected groups
of factors plays in determining the likely outcomes from
a chosen agenda and of the theoretical basis for their
roles. New findings in the areas of social psychology
and behavioral sciences evolve; they may extend and
modify the interrelationships that have been presented.
However, this conceptual framework must not be
viewed as a substitute for the work of others in the areas
of game theory, expert systems, or conflict resolution
(cf. Eliashberg et al. 1986; Neslin and Greenhalgh 1983;
Rangaswamy et al. 1989). Rather, this effort supple-
ments the work of others by providing a more specifi-
cally behavioral interpretation of the agenda-setting
process. It is the view of the authors that this framework
can be integrated into much of the existing work in the
field. Finally, this framework provides a much-needed
starting point for developing a more comprehensive
theory for viewing, understanding, and structuring the
negotiation processes over multiple issues in buyer-
seller interactions.
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Future Research Directions

The conceptual framework presented here suggests
specific directions for future research. The two distinct
avenues for future research relate to theoretical exten-
sions and empirical investigations of the proposed
framework. The focus of the theoretical stream should
be on incorporating additional constructs into the
framework. Specifically, we think that the generaliza-
bility of the model across different cross-cultural settings
deserves attention. This is of special interest, given the
heightened importance of international trade and the
evidence of current research that negotiation styles vary
across nationalities (Graham et al. 1988). By extension,
it is only appropriate that specific personality traits, such
as the need for cognition (Cacioppo and Petty 1982)
and self-monitoring (Snyder 1974), which may have an
effect on the choice of negotiation styles and conse-
quently the outcomes, be incorporated explicitly within
the framework. Finally, the generalizability of theoret-
ical frameworks regarding two-party, two-issue nego-
tiations should be extended to cover multiparty and
multi-issue negotiations.

However, it is clear that, prior to the development
of a comprehensive theory of agenda setting, additional
empirical evidence is needed. This need implies that
(1) systematic and rigorous testing of the propositions
and suggested interactions is required, (2) determination
of the general hierarchy of effects of the various strategic
agenda considerations (power, issue importance, ex-
pectation of future interaction, and time constraints)
must be established along with the conditions that foster
the dominance of one over the other, and (3) for further
theoretical extensions of the conceptual model, it is im-
perative that we have additional empirical research. For
instance, in order to incorporate various important
personality traits into the framework. it is necessary to
empirically examine the generalizability of current em-
pirical evidence on aspects such as the impact of dis-
confirmation on attributions and the resulting expec-
tation revision across diverse cross-cultural settings.

A large number of constructs have been considered
in this article that play an important theoretical role in
the understanding of the process of agenda setting.
Based on an examination of the framework advanced
here, it should be readily apparent that no single re-
search effort will be able to test all of the propositions
linking the various constructs. Instead, a number of re-
lated yet distinct studies must be designed in which one
or a small number of the propositions are examined.

Specifically, research approaches to test the theoret-
ical framework may be divided into two broad groups,
namely, (1) those examining the macro-level strategic
agenda considerations and (2) those examining the be-
havioral subprocesses of the impact of first-stage out-
comes. The research approaches that have been em-
ployed to investigate the effect of various buyer-seller
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interactions have been described in Rubin and Brown
(1975). The research paradigms, based on the Prisoner’s
Dilemma or the Acme-Bolt Trucking games, do not
easily lend themselves to investigating the propositional
inventory presented here. Of the various paradigms
employed by behavioral researchers, the Bilateral Mo-
nopoly game holds the most promise because of its close
resemblance to real-life bargaining encounters. Simu-
lation games, based on the paradigm initially proposed
by Kelley (1966), have been employed by Clopton
(1984), Graham et al. (1988), and Pruitt and Lewis
(1975). However, the negotiation games based on this
research paradigm need to be modified before they can
be employed for our purpose.

At a minimum, the current Bilateral Monopoly par-
adigm has to be expanded to permit the possibility of
two sets of issues. In addition, each set should comprise
at least two issues so that it is possible to attain inte-
grative agreements over each set. In order to test the
validity of the strategic agenda considerations frame-
work, we need to manipulate power, issue importance,
issue priorities, time constraints, and expectation of fu-
ture interaction. Moreover, in order to examine the rel-
ative merits of sequential and simultaneous agendas, it
will be necessary to manipulate the temporal order in
which the two sets of issues are discussed. Therefore,
at a minimum, if one considers only two levels of each
factor, the research design would be relatively large.
However, it is possible to study smaller subsets of the
comprehensive design for two reasons. First, at this stage
of theory development it is not necessary to investigate
empirically, nor have we postulated, all second-order
and higher interactions. Second. it is possible, because
of the “environmental correlation” between some of
the factors, to reduce the number of possible combi-
nations from those in a fully crossed design.

For example, the design for testing the propositions
and the associated corollaries dealing with power would
require manipulating, at the least, relative power bal-
ance, issue importance (i.e., important and unimpor-
tant), and the agenda employed (i.e., simultaneous vs.
sequential), keeping all other factors constant. However,
thanks to the environmental correlation between agen-
das and issue importance, the number of possible com-
binations would be limited to three. These would be
the two combinations of important-unimportant and
unimportant-important within the sequential format
where the order of discussion of the two sets of issues
of differing importance matter and the third combi-
nation where all of the important and unimportant is-
sues are discussed simultaneously. That is, in the se-
quential format, subjects would be asked to reach a
settlement over the first set of issues before going on to
discuss the second set.

On the other hand, studies aimed at testing the be-
havioral subprocess propositions present much greater
methodological challenges. For instance, consider the
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manipulation of a subject’s expectancy disconfirmation.
While there has been precedence for this in the con-
sumer behavior literature, it has typically been done at
an individual level (Oliver and DeSarbo 1988). The
manipulation of a subject’s expectancy disconfirmation
in an interactive, dyadic setting presents new and in-
teresting challenges to the researcher.

Foremost among these challenges is that any manip-
ulation of expectancy disconfirmation must be credible
to the subjects. Manipulating positive (negative) dis-
confirmation implies having the negotiator reach an
agreement that is better (worse) than his or her expec-
tations. Such manipulation becomes more difficult to
achieve in a context wherein the negotiated outcome
(performance) that results depends in part on the abil-
ities of the subjects. One possibility is to check retro-
spectively the performance relative to the initial expec-
tations and then classify the subjects as falling into the
two (i.e., positive and negative) disconfirmation groups.
Such a procedure, however, is clearly subject to the self-
selection bias problem. Another possibility may be to
employ a stooge for the negotiating partner. Based on
prior instructions, the stooge would try to achieve ne-
gotiated outcomes that disconfirm the subject’s expec-
tations either positively or negatively. The problem as-
sociated with such an approach, especially if not done
with the proper finesse, is that the subject may question
the very credibility of the stooge rather than engaging
in the intended self-attribution.

The task of empirically testing some of these prop-
ositions is clearly not an easy one. In order to fully
investigate them, a researcher must gain detailed
knowledge about individuals from both sides of a ne-
gotiation process prior to its commencement. However,
it should be possible to examine the individual com-
ponents of the framework (e.g., issue importance) in
laboratory settings. In this regard, the use of computer
simulations at executive seminars may offer a flexible
means of testing a number of the propositions with real-
life subjects. While this is, no doubt, a challenging task,
it is by no means an impossible one. It is only through
these empirical efforts that a better theoretical under-
standing of the behavioral aspects of agenda setting in
negotiations can be achieved.

[Received October 1991. Revised May 1992.]

REFERENCES

Adams, J. Stacy (1963), “Toward an Understanding of In-
equity.” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 67
(October), 422-436.

Anderson. Craig A. and Dennis L. Jennings (1980). “When
Experience of Failure Promotes Expectations of Success:
The Impact of Attributing Failure to Ineffective Strate-
gies,” Journal of Personality. 48 (September), 393-407.

Arkin. Robert M.. Alan J. Appleman, and Jerry M. Burger
(1980), “Social Anxiety. Self-Presentation, and Self-

651

serving Bias in Causal Attribution,”” Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 38 (January), 23-35.

Bacharach, Samuel B. and Edward J. Lawler (1981), Bar-
gaining: Power, Tactics and Outcomes, Jossey-Bass: San
Francisco.

Balakrishnan, P. V. (1988), “A New Analytical Process Model
of Two-Party Negotiation in Channels of Distribution,”
unpublished dissertation, Marketing Department,
Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, Philadel-
phia, PA 19104.

Bartos, Otomar J. (1974), Process and Outcome in Negotia-
tion, New York: Columbia University Press.

., Reinhard Tietz, and Carolyn McClean (1983),
“Toughness and Fairness in Negotiation,” in Lecture
Notes in Economics and Mathematical Systems, No. 213,
ed. Reinhard Tietz, New York: Springer, 35-51.

Bazerman, Max H. (1983), *“Negotiator Judgment: A Critical
Look at the Rationality Assumption,” American Behav-
ioral Scientist. 27 (November/December), 21 1-228.

Ben-Yoav, Orly and Dean G. Pruitt (1982), “Level of Aspi-
ration and Expectation of Future Interactions in Nego-
tiation,” paper presented at the Annual Convention of
the American Psychological Association, Washington,
DC.

and Dean G. Pruitt (1984), “‘Accountability to Con-
stituents: A Two-Edge Sword,” Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance, 34 (November), 283-295.

Bonoma, Thomas V. (1979), “A General Theory of Interac-
tion Applied to Sales Management,” Sales Management:
New Developments from Behavioral and Decision Model
Research. ed.. Richard P. Bagozzi, Cambridge, MA:
Marketing Science Institute, 143-173.

Bradley. Gifford W. (1978), “Self-serving Biases in the Attri-
bution Process: A Reexamination of the Fact or Fiction
Question,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology.
36 (January), 56-71.

Cacioppo, John T. and Richard E. Petty (1982), “The Need
for Cognition,” Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 42 (January), 116-131.

Carnevale, Peter J. and Edward J. Lawler (1986), “Time
Pressure and the Development of Integrative Agreements
in Bilateral Negotiations,” Journal of Conflict Resolution,
30 (December), 636-659.

Chamberlain, Neil W. (1951), Collective Bargaining, Mc-
Graw-Hill, New York.

Chertkoff, Jerome M. and Melinda Conley (1967), “Opening
Offer and Frequency of Concession as Bargaining Strat-
egies,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 7
(October), 181-185.

and James K. Esser (1976). *‘A Review of Experiments
in Explicit Bargaining,” Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 12 (September), 464-486.

Clopton, Stephen W. (1984), “Seller and Buying Firm Factors
Affecting Industrial Buyers’ Negotiation Behavior and
Outcomes.” Journal of Marketing Research, 21 (Febru-
ary), 39-53.

Cohen. Herb (1980), You Can Negotiate Anything, New York:
Bantam.

Cook. Karen S. and Toshio Yamagishi (1983), “Social De-
terminants of Equity Judgments: The Problem of Mul-
tidimensional Input,” Equity Theory: Psychological and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



re-

652

Sociological Perspectives, ed. David M. Messick and
Karen S. Cook, New York: Praeger, 95-126.

Cooper, Joel and Robert T. Croyle (1984), “*Attitudes and
Attitude Change,” in Annual Review of Psychology, Vol.
35, ed. Mark R. Rosenzweig and Lyman W. Porter, Palo
Alto, CA: Annual Reviews, 395-426.

and Russell H. Fazio (1984), ““A New Look at Dis-
sonance Theory,” in Advances in Experimental Social
Psychology, Vol. 17, ed. Leonard Berkowitz, Orlando,
FL: Academic Press, 229-265.

Corfman, Kim P. and Donald R. Lehmann (1987), “Models
of Cooperative Group Decision-Making and Relative In-
fluence: An Experimental Investigation of Family Pur-
chase Decisions,” Journal of Consumer Research, 14
(June), 1-13.

Dobler, Donald W., Lee Lamar, Jr., and David N. Burt (1984),
Purchasing and Materials Management, New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Druckman, Daniel (1977), Negotiations, Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage.

Dwyer, Robert F. (1984), “‘Are Two Better than One? Bar-
gaining Behavior and Outcomes in an Asymmetrical
Power Relationship,” Journal of Consumer Research, 11
(September), 680-693.

and Orville C. Walker, Jr. (1981), **Bargaining in an
Asymmetrical Power Structure,” Journal of Marketing,
45 (Winter), 104-115.

Eliashberg, Joshua, Stephen A. LaTour, Arvind Rangaswamy,
and Louis W. Stern (1986), “Assessing the Predictive Ac-
curacy of Two Utility-based Theories in a Marketing
Channel Negotiation Context,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 23 (May), 101-110.

Emerson. Richard M. (1962), “Power-Dependence Rela-
tions,” American Sociological Review, 27 (February), 31—
40.

Farkas, Authur J. and Norman H. Anderson (1979), **Mul-
tidimensional Input in Equity Theory,” Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 37 (December), §79-896.

Festinger, Leon (1954), “A Theory of Social Comparison
Processes,” Human Relations, 7 (2), 117-140.

Folkes, Valerie S. (1988), “Recent Attribution Research in
Consumer Behavior: A Review and New Directions,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 14 (March), 548-565.

and Barbara Kotsos (1986), ““‘Buyers’ and Sellers’ Ex-
planations for Product Failure: Who Done It?” Journal
of Marketing, 50 (April), 74-80.

Fouraker, Lawrence E. and Sidney Siegal (1963), Bargaining
Behavior, New York: McGraw-Hill.

Graham, John L. (1985), ““Cross-cultural Marketing Nego-
tiations: A Laboratory Experiment.” Marketing Science,
4 (Spring), 130-146.

, Dong Ki Kim. Chi-Yuan Lin, and Michael Robinson

(1988), “Buyer-Seller Negotiations around the Pacific

Rim: Differences in Fundamental Exchange Processes,”

Journal of Consumer Research, 15 (June), 48-54.

Business with the Japanese, Cambridge, MA: Ballinger.
Gupta, Sunil (1989), “Modeling Integrative, Multiple Issue

Bargaining,” Management Science, 35 (July), 788-798.
and Zvi Livne (1989), “Testing the Emergence and
Effect of Reference Outcome in an Integrative Bargaining
Situation,” Marketing Letters, 1 (June), 103-112.

and Yoshihiro Sano (1984), Smart Bargaining: Doing‘

JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH

Harvey, John H. and Gifford Weary (1981), Perspectives on
Attributional Processes, Dubuque, [A: Brown.

and Gifford Weary (1984), “Current Issues in Attri-
bution Theory and Research,”” Annual Review of Psy-
chology, Vol. 35, ed. Mark R. Rosenzweig and Lyman
W. Porter, Palo Alto, CA: Annual Reviews, 427-459.

Heider, Fritz (1958), The Psychology of Interpersonal Rela-
tions, New York: Wiley.

Huppertz, John W. (1979), “Measuring Components of Eg-
uity in the Marketplace: Perceptions of Inputs and Out-
comes by Satisfied and Dissatisfied Consumers,” in New
Dimensions of Consumer Satisfaction and Complaining
Behavior, ed. Ralph L. Day and H. Keith Hunt, Bloom-
ington: Indiana University, School of Business, 140-143.

. Sidney J. Arenson, and Richard H. Evans (1978),
“An Application of Equity to Buyer-Seller Exchange Sit-
uations,” Journal of Marketing Research, 15 (May), 250-
260.

Ilgen, Daniel R. (1971), “Satisfaction with Performance as a
Function of Initial Level of Expected Performance and
Deviation from Expectations,” Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance, 6 (May), 345-361.

Ilich, J. (1973), The Art and Skill of Successful Negotiation,
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Jeuland, Abel P. and Steven M. Shugan (1983), ““Managing
Channel Profits,” Marketing Science, 2 (Summer), 239-
272.

Jones, Edward E.. David E. Kanouse. Harold H. Keiley,
Richard E. Nisbett, Stuart Valins, and Bernard Weiner
(1972), “‘Preface.” in Attribution: Perceiving the Causes
of Behavior, ed. Edward E. Jones et al., Morristown, NJ:
General Learning, ix-xii.

and Richard E. Nisbett (1972), ““The Actor and the
Observer: Divergent Perceptions of the Causes of Behav-
ior,”” in Autribution: Perceiving the Causes of Behavior,
ed. Edward E. Jones et al., Morristown, NJ: General
Learning, 79-94.

Kahan, James P. (1968). ““Effects of Level of Aspiration in
an Experimental Bargaining Situation,” Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology. 8 (January), 154-159.

Kelley, Harold, H. (1966), ““A Classroom Study in the Dilem-
mas in Interpersonal Negotiation,” in Strategic Inter-
action and Conflict, ed. K. Archibald, Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California, Institute of International Studies.

(1972), **Attribution in Social Interaction,” in Artri-
bution: Perceiving the Causes of Behavior, ed. Edward
E. Jones et al., Morristown, NJ: General Learning, 1-
26.

. Linda L. Beckman, and Claude S. Fischer (1967),
“*Negotiating the Division of Reward under Incomplete
Information,” Journal of Experimental Social Psychol-
ogy. 3 (October), 361-398.

Kravitz, David A. (1981), ““Effects of Resources on Coalition
Formation,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 41 (1), 87-98.

Lau, Richard R. and Dan Russell (1980), ““Attribution in the
Sports Pages,” Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 39 (July), 29-38.

Lewicki, Roy and Joseph A. Litterer (1985), Negotiation,
Homewood, IL: Irwin.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



AGENDA SETTING IN NEGOTIATIONS

Manning, Alan (1987), “Collective Bargaining Institutions
and Efficiency: An Application of a Sequential Bargaining
Model,” European Economic Review, 31 (February/
March), 168-176.

Mannix, Elizabeth A., Leigh L. Thompson, and Max H. Baz-
erman (1989), “Negotiation in Small Groups,” Journal
of Applied Psychology, 74 (June), 508-517.

McAlister, Leigh, Max H. Bazerman, and Peter Fader (1986),
“power and Goal Setting in Channel Negotiations,”
Journal of Marketing Research, 23 (August), 228-236.

Meyer, John P. (1980), ““Causal Attribution for Success and
Failure: A Multivariate Investigation of Dimensionality
Formation and Consequences,” Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 38 (May), 704-718.

Miller, Dale T. and Michael Ross (1975), “Self-serving Biases
in the Attribution of Causality: Fact or Fiction?” Psy-
chological Bulletin, 82 (March), 213-225.

Mowen, John C. and Stephen J. Grove (1983), “‘Search Be-
havior, Price Paid and the ‘Comparison Other’: An Equity
Theory Analysis of Post Purchase Satisfaction,” in In-
ternational Fare in Consumer Satisfaction and Com-
plaining Behavior,” ed. Ralph L. Day and H. Keith Hunt,
Bloomington: Indiana University, School of Business,
57-63.

Mumpower, Jeryl L. (1991), “The Judgment Policies of Ne-
gotiators and the Structure of Negotiation Problems,”
Management Science, 37 (October), 1304-1324.

Murnighan, J. Keith and Alvin E. Roth (1980), ““Effects of
Group Size and Communication Availability on Coali-
tion Bargaining in a Veto Game,” Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 39 (1), 92-103.

Neslin, Scott A. and Leonard Greenhalgh (1983), “Nash’s
Theory of Cooperative Games as a Predictor of the Out-
comes of Buyer-Seller Negotiations: An Experiment in
Media Purchasing,” Journal of Marketing Research, 20
(November), 368-379.

Nieremberg, Gerard 1. (1968), The Art of Negotiating. New
York: Hawthorn.

Ochs, Jack and Alvin E. Roth (1989), “‘An Experimental Study
of Sequential Bargaining,” American Economic Review,
79 (June), 355-384.

Oliver, Richard L. (1977), “Effect of Expectation and Dis-
confirmation on Postexposure Product Evaluations: An
Alternative Interpretation,” Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy, 62 (August), 480-486.

(1980), *“A Cognitive Model of the Antecedents and

Consequences of Satisfaction Decisions,” Journal of

Marketing Research, 17 (November), 460-469.

and William O. Bearden (1985), “Disconfirmation

Processes and Consumer Evaluations in Product Usage,”

Journal of Business Research, 13, 235-246.

and Wayne S. DeSarbo (1988), “Response Determi-

nants in Satisfaction Judgments,” Journal of Consumer

Research, 14 (March), 495-507.

and John E. Swan (1989), “Equity and Disconfir-
mation Perceptions as Influences on Merchant and
Product Satisfaction,” Journal of Consumer Research,
16 (December), 372-383.

Pruitt, Dean G. (198 1), Negotiation Behavior, New York: Ac-
ademic Press.

and John L. Drews (1969), *“The Effect of Time Pres-

sure, Time Elapsed and the Opponent’s Concession Rate

653

on Behavior in Negotiation,” Journal of Experimental

Social Psychology, 5 (January), 43-60.

and Steven A. Lewis (1975), “Development of Inte-

grative Solutions in Bilateral Negotiation,” Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 31 (April), 621-630.

and Steven A. Lewis (1977), “The Psychology of In-
tegrative Bargaining,” in Negotiations: A Social-Psycho-
logical Perspective, ed. Daniel Druckman, New York:
Halstead, 161-192.

Puto, Christopher P. (1987), “The Framing of Buying Deci-
sions,” Journal of Consumer Research, 14 (December),
301-315.

Raiffa, Howard (1982), The Art and Science of Negotiation,
Cambridge, MA: Belknap.

Rangaswamy, Arvind, Joshua Eliashberg, Raymond R. Burke,
and Jerry Wind (1989), “‘Developing Marketing Expert
Systems: An Application to International Negotiations,”
Journal of Marketing, 53 (October), 24-39.

Reis, Harry T. and Joan Gruzen (1976), “On Mediating Eq-
uity, Equality, and Self-Interest: The Role of Self-Pre-
sentation in Social Exchange,” Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 12 (September), 487-503.

Roering, Kenneth J., E. Alien Slusher, and Robert D. Schooler
(1975), “Commitment to Future Interaction in Market-
ing Transactions,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 60
(June), 386-388.

Rubin, Jeffrey Z. and Bert R. Brown (1975), The Social Psy-
chology of Bargaining and Negotiation, New York: Ac-
ademic Press.

Schelling, Thomas (1960), The Strategy of Conflict, Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Schlenker, Barry R. (1982), “Translating Action into Atti-
tudes: An Identity-Analytic Approach to the Explanation
of Social Conduct,” in Advances in Experimental Social
Psvchology, Vol. 15, ed. Leonard Berkowitz, New York:
Academic Press, 193-247.

Schurr, Paul H. and Julie L. Ozanne (1985), “Influences on
Exchange Processes: Buyers’ Preconceptions of a Seller’s
Trustworthiness and Bargaining Toughness,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 11 (March), 939-953.

Shapiro, Benson P. (1979), *‘Account Management and Sales
Organization: New Developments in Practice,” in Sales
Management: New Developments from Behavioral and
Decision Model Research, ed. Richard P. Bagozzi, Cam-
bridge. MA: Marketing Science Institute, 265-294.

Shapiro, E. Gary (1975), “Effects of Expectation of Future
Interaction on Reward Allocation in Dyads: Equity or
Equality,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
31 (May), 873-880.

Sherif, Muzafer and Carl I. Hovland (1961), Social Judgment,
New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

and Carolyn W. Sherif (1967), “Attitude as the In-
dividual’s Own Categories: The Social Judgement-
Involvement Approach to Attitude and Attitude
Change.” in Attitude, Ego-Involvement, and Change, ed.
Carolyn W. Sherif and Muzafer Sherif, New York: Wiley.
105-139.

Siegal, Sidney and Lawrence Fouraker (1960), Bargaining
Behavior and Group Decision Making: Experiments in
Bilateral Monopoly, New York: McGraw-Hill.

Snyder, Mark (1974), “The Self-Monitoring of Expressive
Behavior,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology.
30 (4). 526-537.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



T

654

Snyder, Melvin L., Walter G. Stephan, and David Rosenfield
(1976), “Egotism and Attribution,” Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 33 (April), 435-441.

Steele, Claude M. and Thomas J. Liu (1983). “Dissonance
Processes as Self-Affirmation,” Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 45 (July), 5-19.

Stephenson, Geoffrey M. (1981). “Intergroup Bargaining and
Negotiation,” in Intergroup Behavior, ed. John C. Turner
and Howard Giles, Oxford: Blackwell, 168~198.

Stevens, Carl M. (1963), Strategy and Collective Bargaining
Negotiation, New York: McGraw-Hill.

Swan, John E. and Alice Atkins Mercer (1982), ““Consumer
Satisfaction as a Function of Equity and Disconfirma-
tion,” in Conceptual and Empirical Contributions to
Consumer Satisfaction and Complaining Behavior. ed.
H. Keith Hunt and Ralph L. Day, Bloomington: Indiana
University, School of Business, 2-8.

and 1. Frederick Trawick (1981), ““Disconfirmation
of Expectations and Satisfaction with a Retail Service,”
Journal of Retailing, 57 (Fall), 49-67.

Taylor, Shelley E. and Susan T. Fiske (1978), *‘Salience, At-
tention, and Attribution: Top of the Head Phenomena,”
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, Vol. 11,
ed. Leonard Berkowitz, New York: Academic Press, 249—
288.

Thibaut, John W. and Harold H. Kelley (1959), The Social
Psychology of Groups, New York: Wiley.

Tietz, Reinhard (1983), ““Aspiration Oriented Decision Mak-
ing,” in Lecture Notes in Economics and Mathematical
Systems, No. 213, ed. Reinhard Tietz, New York:
Springer, 1-7.

Trifon, Raphael and Moshe Landau (1974), “A Model of
Wage Bargaining Involving Negotiations and Sanctions,”
Management Science, 20 (February), 960-970.

Tse, David and Peter C. Wilton (1988), “Models of Consumer
Satisfaction Formation: An Extension,” Journal of Mar-
keting Research, 25 (May), 204-212.

JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH

Walker, Orville, C., Jr. (1971), “The Effects of Learning on
Bargaining Behavior,” in Combined Proceedings: Spring
and Fall Conferences, ed. Fred Allvine, Chicago: Amer-
ican Marketing Association, 194-199.

Walton, Richard E. and Robert B. McKersie (1965), 4 Be-
havioral Theory of Labor Negotiations: An Analysis of
Social Interaction Systems, New York: McGraw-Hill.

Weary, Gifford (1979), “Self-serving Attributional Biases:
Perceptive or Response Distortions?” Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 37 (August), 1418-1420.

(1980), *‘Examination of Affect and Egotism as Me-
diators of Bias in Causal Attribution,” Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 38 (February), 348-357.

Weiner, Bernard, Irene Frieze, Andy Kukla, Linda Reed,
Stanley Rest, and Robert M. Rosenaum (1971), “‘Per-
ceiving the Causes of Success and Failure,” in Attribution:
Perceiving the Causes of Behavior, ed. Edward E. Jones
et al., Morristown, NJ: General Learning, 95-120.

Werner, Thomas and Reinhard Tietz (1983), “The Search
Process in Bilateral Negotiation,” in Lecture Notes in
Economics and Mathematical Systems, No. 213, ed.
Richard Tietz, New York: Springer, 67-79.

Wong, Paul T. P. and Bernard B. Weiner (1981), “When Peo-
ple Ask *“Why' Questions, and the Heuristics of Attri-
butional Search,” Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology. 40 (April), 650-663.

Woolsey, Robert E. D. (1991), “*The Fifth Column: La Meth-
ode de Charles Maurice de Talleyrand or Maximized Ac-
ceptance with Optimized Agendas,” Interfaces, 21 (No-
vember/December). 103-105.

Yukl, Gary A. (1974), ““Effects of Situational Variables and
Opponent Concessions on a Bargainer’s Perception, As-
pirations and Concessions,” Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 29 (February), 227-236.

Zand, Dale E. (1972), “Trust and Managerial Problem Solv-
ing,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 17 (June), 229~
239.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



