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ent or unique in a virtual organization environment. There are many dif-
ferent ways to understand negotiation. In this chapter, we present several
guiding principles that should facilitate an understanding of some of the
unique ways that the nature of virtual organizations can shape or modify
negotiation processes and outcomes. First, we describe several key ele-
ments of the negotiation process that are fundamental to any negotiation
situation. Second, we review key principles of traditional negotiations,
including context, negotiating dynamics, communications, and individual
differences. Next, we discuss these areas from the standpoint of virtual
negotiations, describing relevant research and highlighting points of simi-
larity and difference. Finally, we use this review to make some prescriptive
statements about how to negotiate more effectively in a virtual context.

FUNDAMENTAL ELEMENTS OF NEGOTIATION

We begin by reviewing some basic elements of negotiation that are com-
mon to all organizational settings. While many readers may be familiar
with the negotiation process, others may be reading about negotiation for
the first time. It is therefore appropriate for us to review some fundamental
negotiation elements before we discuss the ways that virtual organizations
may affect and change negotiation process and dynamics.

Negotiation is a very complex social process. Two or more parties, each
with different preferences or priorities, are interacting with each other to
achieve some agreement about those preferences and priorities. Lewicki
and colleagues (1999) define the negotiation process as having several fun-

damental elements:

e Two or more parties: individuals, groups, or organizations.

e A conflict of interest. Each wants different things, and the parties
must find a way to manage those differences.

e A voluntary process. The parties choose to negotiate vs. pursuing
alternative ways to achieve their objectives—i.e., going it alone or
pursuing a less satisfactory agreement.

o Expectation of “give and take.” Each expects that they, and the other,
will have to modify their objective or make concessions in order to
reach an agreement.

e The pursuit of both tangible and intangible goals. Tangible goals
relate to the specific “discernable” objectives of the parties—a partic-
ular price, or rate, or terms of the agreement. However, the parties
often have intangible, or psychological goals—to win, to beat the
other, to protect or defend “a principle,” to look good to the people
whom they report to or are accountable to. As frequently noted,
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other to make sure that the opening of a new warehouse proceeds
smoothly. Purchasing agents represent their organizations to negotiate the
price and delivery of new supplies of raw material. A customer requests a
price discount and free delivery on a very large order. Labor and manage-
ment periodically sit down to discuss the terms and conditions of the
employment relationship—how will workers be paid, what other benefits
will they receive, and what jobs and duties are they expected to perform.
And organizations themselves frequently negotiate with their environ-
ments, as when companies decide to acquire another company, merge
together, or form a joint venture or alliance in order to improve their stra-
tegic position in the broader marketplace.

Negotiation is used to make strategic choices and decisions when parties
have different preferences and priorities (Lax & Sebenius, 1986; Raiffa,
1982); it is used to coordinate actions when parties have motivations to
both compete and cooperate (Rubin & Brown, 1975; Walton & McKersie,
1965); it is used as a proactive process by which organizations deal with
their environments (Murray, 1983). As a result, managers need to know
“how negotiation works,” and how to make it work more effectively to
achieve their strategic position in the broader marketplace.

THE NATURE OF NEGOTIATION IN ORGANIZATIONS

There are two major aspects to negotiations that we will discuss when
examining the negotiating process. First, the parties have several different
options for managing conflict, and negotiation is only one of the options.
Second, when engaged in negotiation in organizations, parties clearly have
to decide on the importance of the specific outcome and ALSO the impor-
tance of the future relationship with the other party. This choice clearly
dictates the strategy they pursue.

1. There are variations in the strategies used to manage conflict. Negotiation
is a process of conflict management. Like negotiation, conflict is
inevitable in organizations (George & Jones, 1999; Kochan & Verma,
1983). In studying the true nature of managerial work, Mintzberg
(1975) pointed out that of the ten most common roles filled by man-
agers, three of them—resource allocator, negotiator, and distur-
bance handler—are clearly related to the management of conflict.
When conflict occurs in an organization, there are three primary
ways that the disputing parties can resolve it:

e They can try to work it out themselves. Researchers have identi-
fied five fundamental styles of handling interpersonal conflict:
Avoiding, Accommodating, Competing, Compromising and Col-
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referred to as Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) (for an
excellent review, see Costantino & Merchant, 1996).

9. Parties differ in their preferences for obtaining tangible outcomes and main-
taining the relationship with the other party. 'There are two major forms
of outcomes one can pursue in a negotiation. The first is a substan-
tive outcome. These are outcomes you want to achieve on specific
issues. Each clerk wants to make sure that he or she does not receive
more than a fair share of the work. The purchasing agent wants to
receive a favorable price and delivery schedule for the raw material.
Workers want to receive a pay increase and a better benefit package

from the company.

The second major outcome is a relationship outcome. Most research
on negotiation has studied the give-and-take process as though it was
an isolated event, occurring between parties who do not know each
other and who have no past or future relationship. However, most
actual negotiations in the workplace occur between people who DO
know each other, negotiate frequently with each other, and have
some past or future relationship. This reality has several important

consequences:

o Preparing for negotiation will require an analysis of the relative
importance of the outcome and relationship goals. In some
negotiations, the substantive outcome is the most important ele-
ment; but in other negotiations, the quality of the ongoing rela-
tionship is the most important element.

e Maintaining the relationship will be a critical goal when the par-
ties have to work together repeatedly over a period of time. If one
party ignores the relationship and only pursues outcome goals,
he or she may achieve an extremely favorable outcome, but the
other party may feel angry, upset or even betrayed. As a result, in
the future, the “loser” is likely to engage in behaviors that are
designed more to punish the other for the past defeat than to
seek success on current strategic goals. In organizations, the
long-term consequences for both parties can seriously hamper

their ability to agree and work together.

e Thus, there are times when maintaining the relationship may be
MORE important than the substantive outcome, since parties
who negotiate continually with each other need to find a way to
achieve their objectives, but not at the expense of the other.

Therefore, in Figure 2, we can represent a negotiator’s strategic
alternatives in a two-dimensional matrix, reflecting the degree to
which a negotiator is concerned about achieving specific outcomes,
and or maintaining/enhancing the relationship with the other party.

AR
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many other levels at which negotiation occurs. First, we sometimes
negotiate “with ourselves,” in that the conflict over different prefer-
ences and priorities is often inside us, rather than between another
party and us. Thus, how we make choices among conflicting or com-
peting alternative courses of action can be viewed as a negotiation
(cf. Bazerman, Tenbrunsel, & Wade-Benzoni, 1998). Second, there
can be more than two parties at the negotiation table. There can be
conflicting preferences or priorities among groups of three or more,
each of them arguing for their own point of view. For example, if a
group of office workers is discussing where to hold the office Holiday
Party, each may prefer a different location or choice of menu. In
these situations, group negotiations often resemble group decision
making processes (Bazerman, Mannix, & Thompson, 1988; Brett,
1991), as parties debate the alternatives and then find ways to make a
decision about what they will do. Multiple party negotiations also
often lead to “coalitions,” as some parties agree to band together to
support each other’s preferences. Particularly if groups are going to
use some form of voting or “majority rule” as the process for making
decisions, parties negotiate with each other to create a set of com-
mon views and a subgroup that is large enough to carry the decision.

Third, there are times when negotiators are not representing their
own views in the deliberations, but instead are representing the views
of others. In our earlier example, the purchasing agent is negotiat-
ing on behalf of the organization that employs him. His job is to get
a cheaper price on raw materials so that the company can make the
product more inexpensively and save more money on each sale. The
organization will evaluate the purchasing agent based on how well
he does this job, and hence he is accountable to that organization to
understand and achieve his employer’s objectives. As we will point
out, when one negotiates as an agent, representing the interests of
other parties (rather than one’s own interests), the strategy and tac-
tics are often different. Agents often pursue their own interests, as
opposed to strongly representing the interests of those who employ
them. Lastly, and most complexly, negotiations can be a mixture of
multiple parties representing multiple groups and organizations.
Mergers, alliances and joint ventures, community disputes, regula-
tory negotiations, policy making deliberations and complex interna-
tional conflicts often include multiple parties representing their own
interests and/or the interests of others, and offer us an opportunity
to see negotiations in their most complex and interesting forms.

2. Prevailing norms. Most negotiations are governed by informal
“norms”™——expectations that the parties have of how the process will
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competitive one is more likely to damage the relationship in the
long term.

Negotiation Dynamics

A second area of negotiation that has received much attention is the
“give and take” or dynamics of negotiation. In this section, we briefly
review two aspects of negotiation dynamics: how the parties manage e€mo-
tionality in negotiations, and how the parties define the boundaries for
what is acceptable (“ethical”) vs. unacceptable (“unethica ”) conduct.

1. Management of emotions. 'The literature on the role of emotions in
negotiation is quite mixed. For example, some have minimized the
role of emotion in negotiation (e.g., Raiffa, 1982). Others have sug-
gested that the expression of emotion is inevitable, but that the par-
ties should strive toward only expressing positive emotions (Kumar,
1997), since positive feelings are more likely to lead the parties
toward more integrative processes, create a positive attitude about
the other side, and promote more persistence (cf. Lewicki et al.,
1999). However, appropriately expressed negative emotions (fear,
anger) may have a powerful impact, and positive emotions can also
“blind” a negotiator to the issues and make that individual more sus-
ceptible to deceptive tactics.

9. Ethical issues. Another aspect of negotiation strategy has to do with
the extent to which actors will “bend the truth” to achieve their aims.
Because negotiation is a strategic interaction, and parties are often
intent on a competitive strategy in which they are attempting to win
only for themselves, communications often become distorted as par-
ties overemphasize their preferred outcomes, attack the other’s pre-
ferred outcomes, and employ misleading, deceptive or outright false
statements in an effort to trick the other, throw the other off track or
secure undeserved concessions. In short, some negotiators may
resort to “unethical” conduct in order to achieve their objectives.
Recent research on the “ethics of negotiation” reveals that a certain

amount of bluffing is actually seen as ethically acceptable in negotia-
tion (Lewicki & Robinson, 1998; Robinson, Lewicki, & Donahue,
2001). Because a negotiator is expected to advocate for the best out-
comes he or she would like to receive, and expects to make conces-
sions away from that most-desired objective, negotiators don’t expect
the other to tell “the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the
truth.” In fact, hiding one’s own real “bottom line” from the other
party, making an opening offer far higher than one hopes to actually
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achieve, and tactics such as stalling for time are actually seen as ethi-
cally. acceptable and appropriate in a negotiation context (Lewicki &
I.{oblnson, 1998; Robinson et al., 2001). On the other hand, outright
lies, falsehoods, deceptions and “spying” on the other to ol;tain c%'t'
cal‘information are seen as very ethically inappropriate. While suclhl_
actions may be likely to benefit the user in the short term—and can
I?e continued if the actions remain undiscovered—they are also ve
l%kel)'f to lead the other to be angry and retributive when the dece )
tion is discovered. Later in the chapter, we will specifically addres?
whether the “virtual” context of an organization is more or less likel
to encourage unethical negotiating behavior. ’

Communication and Perception Processes

A third pljinciple of negotiations is that it is a process of communication
an(.i persuasion. Each party is trying to convince the other to accept th
vahdlt'y <?f one’s own requests and arguments. Thus, the effectivenesi f .
neg.otlatlon strategy is directly tied to how well one “sells” one’s own oint
of view to the other party. In addition, how we perceive the other EOII}t
arguments and persuasiveness will affect their success in achievin ptflty's
objectlx{es. In this section, we will briefly consider how communi% ti .
persuasion and perception can affect negotiation outcomes. e

1. Persuas%ve‘ communication. Thus far, we have discussed negotiations
as consisting of parties pursuing strategies to achieve objectives
These strategies are executed by parties exchanging informatio.n
facts, rationales, offers and demands. Thus, negotiation is also Ve,
much a communication and persuasion process (cf. Putnam & K
Roloff, 1992). One party structures persuasive communications in
order to “sell” the other side that his/her views or perspectives
should dominate over theirs, and they respond with coﬁnter argu-
ments and different facts to support their position. Thus, negotgia—
tion processes can be actively studied by examining the words people
use, the way that words are assembled into arguments, and thIe) rei)a—
tfve effectiveness of particular arguments in persuadir;g the other
side to accept one’s own perspective.

MOI‘COVCI‘”, those who have studied negotiation have learned that
commumcgtion changes over time in a negotiation (e.g., Holmes
1992)'. Parties move from initial introductions and statements of ,er-
specFlves, to a process of explaining one’s own preferences and cflal—
lenging the preferences of others, to a process of “give and take” as
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offers and counteroffers are exchanged, and finally to a process of
determining and confirming the agreement with each other.
Finally, communication processes have the potential to offer many
different kinds of information about the other’s preferences and pri-
orities. Not only do parties receive the words of the message, but
they are also able to receive voice intonation, emphasis, emotional-
ity, facial gestures and body movements, all of which put the words in
context and communicate the negotiator’s intensity, strength of feel-
ings, deeper emotional state, etc. As we will note in our discussion of
negotiation in a virtual environment, whether parties have access to
“information-rich” communication tools (the words, the body ges-
tures, the voice and intonation, etc.) or “information—poor” commu-
nication tools (words only) can make a significant difference in how
the message is received, understood and responded to.

9. Perceptual biases. People are imperfect communicators by nature
and are prone to perceptual biases or distortions when negotiating.
Specifically, a perceiver’s personal needs, desires, motivations, and
personal experiences may create a predisposition about the other
party, which can result in biases and errors in perception and com-
munication (Lewicki et al., 1999). These biases can take one of two
forms: generalization distortions, by which small amounts of informa-
tion are used to draw large conclusions about individuals, and antici-
pation, by which a person distorts by anticipating certain attributes in
another person. For example, stereotyping, a generalization, occurs
when a person assigns attributes to another solely on the basis of
membership (real or purported) in a certain social or demographic
group. Halo effects occur when people generalize about a variety of
attributes based on knowledge of a single or limited set of attributes

(Cooper, 1981). Selective perception, an anticipatory error, is
enacted when a person singles out certain information that supports
a prior pelief, and filters information that disconfirms that belief.
Finally, projection occurs when people ascribe characteristics to oth-
ers that they themselves possess.

These and other related perceptual biases infiltrate the negotiation pro-
cess to varying degrees. Other characteristics of the negotiation, including
context, communication medium, or negotiating actors’ experience with
one another can either enhance or attenuate these biases. These character-
istics make perceptual biases relevant to a discussion of virtual negotia-
tions, and they will be addressed from that standpoint later in the chapter.
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NEGOTIATING VIRTUALLY

The‘ r{n(.)dern day business world is a dynamic environment that de d
ﬂfinblhty anfi maximum efficiency in all facets of operation. Man cr(r)lan S
gles are realizing the' necessity of expanding operations be};ond 1}(’)%1“11)}())3:
Eersl, . an? are seeking glqbal expansion and interfirm partnerships.
volving from these trends is the concept of the virtual organization. Vi
tuaI. Organizations have been defined in various ways, but center o . Illr-
notion of people using electronic technology to work’and relate atz (ti'e
tance to accomplish goals. For example, Snow, Lipnack, and Stamls.
.(1999) discuss some key factors that set a virtual organization’ apart, incl I::ls
ing members working across space, time, and organizational b(}))un(,iarie;1 -
. ThFC.re are a number of factors driving the move toward virtual organi‘za-
er(:lni irst, flatter, more horizontal organizational structures are spreading
mployees out, both structurally and physically. As a result, there is 1
hierarchy; but the absence of hierarchy creates a greater reqt,lirement ﬂ:;i
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people at the same level learn to cooperate and work together in lateral
relationships. Second, many new work environments require greater inter-
organizational cooperation as well as competition. Organizations are more
likely to acquire new expertise, competencies or speed to market by part-
nering together with another firm in a partnership, joint venture or strate-
gic alliance. Third, there is an increasing globalization of trade. More and
more transactions with other firms occur across cultural and international
boundaries. Finally, there is a continued shift from production to service/
knowledge work environments with less need for co-located employees
(Townsend, DeMarie, & Hendrickson, 1998). These employees have to
effectively share and coordinate information with each other, but do not
necessarily have to be in the same room (or even in the same city) with
each other to complete that work effectively. Combined, these trends have
changed many business operations from local, face-to-face transactions to
more distributed exchanges. Also facilitating this transition is the growing
availability of technology that allows people separated by distance to con-
nect electronically. In particular, more recent advances in electronic mail
and internet discussion forums have furthered our ability to connect, and
these forums are growing in use. The nature of virtual organizations
demands that members of such organizations communicate and work elec-
tronically.

In virtual organizations, negotiation between members is an important
facet of daily operations. As noted in the first half of this chapter, negotia-
tion has been traditionally viewed (and dominantly researched) as a face-
toface encounter, with known participants and fairly well established
norms of behavior. In fact, most of the research and writing addresses the
process from this perspective. With the changes in the business landscape
described above, however, corresponding changes in some of the dynamics
of negotiation are to be expected. As the electronic world has expanded,
we see more negotiations being conducted “at a distance”—by telephone,
videoconference, email or chat room—and less face-toface. In this section,
we will review the small amount of research that been performed on virtual
negotiations, and draw implications for the practitioner negotiating in
\ these new contexts.

As noted above, some research has examined the benefits and draw-
backs of face-to-face vs. virtual negotiations. However, many of these studies
have tended to simply focus on the impact of a more limited number of
communication channels on negotiation process and outcomes (e.g., the
consequences of not being able to see or hear the other). For example,
studies have generally demonstrated a higher impasse rate in written or
email negotiations (e.g., Barsness & Tenbrunsel, 1998; Valley, Moag, & Baz-
erman, 1998). Also, non face-to-face negotiations have generally led to less
efficient outcomes, less mutually beneficial outcomes, but equally integra-

Virtual Negotiation 277

tive agreements, compared to face-to-face negotiations (Purdy, Nye, & Bal-
akrishnan, 2000; Rangaswamy & Shell, 1997; Valley et al., 1998). Earlier
studies using face-to-face versus isolated negotiators tended to demonstrate
mixed results with regards to integrativeness (Carnevale & Isen, 1986;
Carnevale, Pruitt, & Seilheimer, 1981; Lewis & Fry, 1977; Wichman, 1970).
For example, Carnevale and colleagues reported less integrative outcomes
among face-to-face than separated negotiators who were still able to speak.
Results from Lewis and Fry (1977) also suggest that a lack of visual access
may increase the integrativeness of outcomes, although their subjects also
were allowed to speak to one another. On the other hand, Wichman
(1970) reported the most integrative outcomes when subjects negotiated
face-to-face, and the least integrative when subjects were completely iso-
lated (i.e., couldn’t see or hear each other). So, as the reader can see, the
early results are mixed and often contradictory.

Although these findings are important, we, along with others (e.g., Grif-
feth & Northcraft, 1994), believe that the question of whether virtual nego-
tiations are different from face to face negotiations needs to be examined
more closely. Specifically, earlier studies tended to simply study the impact
of limiting the number and type of communication channels on processes
and outcomes (e.g., the consequences of not being able to see or hear the
other). While the communication channel is a central characteristic of vir-
tual versus face-to-face negotiations, there are a number of other psycholog-
ical dynamics and contextual issues that are useful and important to study.

The following discussion will highlight some of these key elements. Spe-
cifically, we follow our earlier framework in highlighting four main areas of
interest. These principles are illustrated in the model presented in Figure
3. First, beyond the obvious difference in channel, other aspects of the
negotiation context are likely to differ in a virtual organization as com-
pared to a traditional organization. Second, certain aspects of the “give
and take” of negotiation are likely to differ. Third, communication dynam-
ics in face-to-face versus virtual environments have received considerable
research attention, and we will discuss their relevance to virtual negotia-
tions. Finally, individual differences among negotiators are likely to affect
virtual negotiations. We examine some of these differences, noting why the
virtual nature of the negotiation makes them potentially important. We
conclude the chapter with some implications for practitioners.

Context of Virtual Negotiations

As discussed earlier, negotiations occur in a rich and complex context
that has a significant impact on how parties interact and how the process
evolves (Lewicki et al., 1999). We turn now to a discussion of how some of
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these contextual factors are likely to differ in a virtual (vs. face-to-face)
environment.

L. Prior and future relationship between parties. Prior relationship between
parties is a particularly important contextual element affecting virtual
negotiations. In particular, research has suggested that in a virtual
negotiation, a prior face-to-face encounter may be beneficial to avoid-
ing impasse and negotiating higher joint gains (Drolet & Morris, 2000;
Maruca, 2000; Moore, Kurtzberg, Thompson, & Morris, 1999). The
increased importance of a prior relationship is clear when one consid-
ers the fundamental difference between the two types of encounters.

Party B
Individual Differences
o distributive vs. integrative

e sensitivity to non-verbals
e comfort with technology
¢ personal disclosure

¢ entrenchment

* flaming

e ethics

s personality
Negotiation Dynamics

First, in a face-to-face situation, negotiators immediately establish
some sort of interpersonal contact during the first few minutes. They
gather preliminary information about the other from reading facial
expression, eye contact, body position, clothing and tone of voice.
Even simple demographic information—age, gender, race, socioeco-
nomic status—can be discerned immediately and used to make
assumptions and inferences. The consequences of not having had a
prior meeting may fade quickly. For example, a negotiator may have
a preconceived notion that her counterpart is a peer, only to find out
upon meeting him that he is quite a bit older.

Possible
Third Party

In a virtual negotiation, on the other hand, parties may never see
each other. Therefore, preconceived notions such as a counterpart’s
age may prevail throughout the negotiation given no prior relation-
ship—or, these notions may be absent, allowing the negotiator to
focus on the specific issues at stake. So, whereas there may be differ-
ences between face-to-face negotiations in which (a) parties have
met previously and (b) parties have not met, these differences are
not likely to be as substantial as those in which virtual negotiators do
or do not have a prior face-to-face meeting.

° message misinterpretation

* message content

e information richness

e synchronicity

Communication Media

Although a prior meeting between virtual negotiators may be benefi-
cial, such a meeting is not always feasible. Further, some have argued
that the benefits of a previous meeting may not be as great as previ-
ously thought (e.g., Nunamaker, Dennis, Valacich, & Vogel, 1991).
When virtual negotiators have never met, certain types of informa-
tion remain veiled. The degree of anonymity between the parties of
a virtual negotiation has received a fair amount of research atten-
tion. For example, Nunamaker et al. (1991) found that anonymity
allowed personalities to be separated from issues, promoting more
objective evaluation of issues and interests, and generation of
options for settlement. Others have suggested that virtual negotia-
tions “level the playing field” by eradicating status differences
(Croson, 1999; Kiesler & Sproull, 1992; Poole, Shannon, & DeSanc-

Party A
Individual Differences
e distributive vs. integrative

e sensitivity to non-verbals
e comfort with technology
e personal disclosure

¢ entrenchment

e personality
o flaming
o ethics

Negotiation Dynamics

¢ Past and future relationship between parties

* Number of actors and the audience

¢ Prevailing norms

Negotiation Context

Figufe 3. ‘A model of virtual negotiation characteristics.
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tis, 1992), which in turn can promote more objective evaluation of
issues and increased option generation (Nunamaker et al., 1991).

However, while anonymity may allow for more equal participation, it
may not necessarily lead to equal influence (e.g., McLeod, Baron,
Marﬁ, & Yoon, 1997). And, although both face-to-face and virtual
actors tend to enact stereotypical representations of counterparts that
suit their needs or wishes, and match those representations to particu-
Iar strategies, (Landry, 2000), virtual stereotypes are more likely to be
retained in the absence of visually disconfirming evidence. Therefore,
stereotypes enacted in a virtual environment may be even more detri-
mental to the negotiation than face-to-face stereotypes.

Finally, it is important to remember that anonymity should be
thought of as a continuous variable (Nunamaker et al., 1991). That
is, a person is not just “anonymous or non-anonymous,” but rather
can be anonymous on some characteristics (e.g., age, height) but
not as anonymous on others (e.g., gender, race, socioeconomic sta-
tus). There is greater probability of experiencing varying levels of
anonymity in a virtual negotiation. However, the particular features
of anonymity that are salient and important in a particular negotia-
tion will vary from case to case.

. Audience knowledge. Earlier in the chapter, we noted that many
negotiations are conducted in front of “audiences”—constituents
who the negotiator may report to, and who are either directly or
indirectly impacted by the outcomes of the negotiation. In a virtual
negotiation, knowledge about the audience can be more difficult to
ascertain. While the audience is usually fairly apparent in a face-to-
face situation, in electronic deal-making, the specific audience may
be more unknown (i.e., you may not know how many other members
of the other party are listening in, or their rank, seniority, priorities,
etc.) (Carnevale & Probst, 1997; Martovani, 1994). This may take
away from any additional benefits gained from the effects of a “level
playing field” described previously.

. Negotiation norms. Negotiation norms are an important contextual
factor likely to differ considerably in a virtual negotiation. Some have
even considered norms to be more important in a virtual environment
(e.g., Martovani, 1994). This may likely be the case because norms are

largely still in their formative stages with regards to electronic interac-

tion. For example, Carnevale and Probst (1997) have highlighted the
fact that norms for new technology such as email have yet to be fully
worked out. This evolving “ethos” of how people should or should not
behave and act electronically will likely continue to yield wide variance
in behavior for the foreseeable future as norms develop. Also, there
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exist fairly established ways of expressing emotions (such as discon-
tent) in a face-to-face negotiating context, whereas expressing discon-
tent online may take on a different meaning to both the sender and
receiver of a message. Finally, norms of reciprocity are somewhat more
rigid in an electronic environment (e.g., Maruca, 2000). For example,
among two people negotiating via email, there is a strong tendency to
“wait until you receive a reply” before making your next point or coun-
teroffer, whereas in a face-to-face situation, “turn-taking” is not as
rigid. That is, in a face-to-face negotiation, negotiators are more likely
to communicate information “on the fly,” whenever there is a lull in
the conversation, or whether the other does not respond favorably,
rather than religiously waiting their turn.

Negotiation Dynamics in the Virtual Environment

Some of the fundamental dynamics and means of interacting between
negotiators are likely to differ in the virtual situation. We focus on four
such characteristics that appear to be most relevant: degree of personal dis-
closure, position entrenchment, use of “flaming” (i.e., intimidating or
menacing use of words or phrases), and the use of unethical and/or
deceptive techniques.

1. Degree of personal disclosure. A number of researchers have noted a
tendency toward less inhibition when a person communicates elec-
tronically. In particular, Poole et al. (1992) noted that more self-dis-
closure is likely. This makes sense, given the “level playing field”
effect described earlier. When people feel that they are on equal
footing with a negotiating counterpart, they may exhibit more of a
tendency to self-disclose. Also, the existence and nature of a prior
relationship might influence a negotiator’s willingness to self-dis-
close. In a negotiation context, it is likely that increased self-disclo-
sure will facilitate issue identification and lead to more integrative
outcomes or less incidence of impasse (Moore et al., 1999).

However, as Landry (2000) notes, more extreme position entrench-
ment may result from the tendency toward “disinhibition” in a vir-
tual context. That is, virtual negotiators may feel more confident in
standing by their positions, may be less likely to “back down,” and
less likely to give in to pressure during negotiations because they are
not subject to the direct, evaluative scrutiny of the other party in the
face-to-face context, This suggests that virtual environments could be
particularly problematic for distributive negotiations. We continue
below by developing this idea of position entrenchment further.
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2. Position entrenchment. Position entrenchment, or rigidity, refers to

unwillingness on the part of negotiating parties to back down from a
stated position. Past research has recognized many factors that lead
to increased position rigidity, such as when positions are put in writ-
ing (cf. Poole et al., 1992). Since virtual negotiations are usually text-
based, and can be archived, this may be a valid concern; it may sim-
ply be harder to back down from a prior written statement, and
there may be an increased tendency to try to “trap” the other in their
earlier words. Also, as we note in the next section, virtual negotia-
tions often occur in an asynchronous manner—that is, the “turn tak-
ing” between offers and counteroffers is not as regularly paced as
face-to-face deliberations.

Thus, virtual negotiations may lead to entrenchment due to the “lag
time” between correspondence. Specifically, a person may become
more attached to a position and have more time to internalize that
position as time elapses between contacts with a counterpart. If there
is a delay in the other responding—simply because of electronic traf-
fic or the other’s unavailability to respond, entrenchment may grow.
Perhaps this might help explain the prevalence of findings indicat-
ing higher rates of impasse in virtual negotiation (e.g., Barsness &
Tenbrunsel, 1999). On the other hand, though, it is possible that a
Jack of face-toface contact could decrease rigidity (Poole et al., 1992).
For example, it may be easier to “save face” when backing down from
a position if one’s counterpart is not physically present; if embarrass-
ment and loss of face increases entrenchment (Brown, 1968), mini-
mizing embarrassment may be able to reduce it.

. Use of flaming tactics. Another consequence of disinhibition may be
the increased propensity toward “flaming,” or “rude, compulsive
behavior and the expression of extreme views in an electronic net-
work” (Kiesler & Sproull, 1992). Considerable evidence points
toward an increased likelihood of flaming in a virtual environment
(e.g., Kiesler & Sproull, 1992; Poole et al., 1992)-—although some
disagree (Martovani, 1994). Moreover, these findings are likely to be
understated, given that they came from research studies in a labora-
tory context with parties who were role playing a dispute and proba-
bly lacked the level of emotional investment often found in real-life
negotiations with real-life outcomes. As a negotiating strategy in a
virtual environment, flaming could be used as a form of intimidation
to push for one’s preferred alternative, or to rebut and demean the
other’s offer. Although a similar strategy could also be used in a face-
to-face context, its prevalence is enhanced in a virtual environment
because the party is protected from the negative disapproval one
may encounter face-toface.
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4. Ethical issues. Finally, researchers have begun to examine the differ-
ent uses and effects of deception in a face-to-face and virtual negoti-
ating environment. For example, Fortune and Brodt (2000) found
that an email negotiation led to less post-negotiation trust and more
suspicion of deception than a face-to-face negotiation. Prior experi-
ence with the other party decreased, but did not eliminate, these lev-
els of deception. This result is probably due to the tendency for
people to think that they can “tell when someone is lying” in a face-
to-face situation, whereas these judgments are harder to make virtu-
ally. Also, as Valley et al. (1998) and Thompson (1998) note, face-to-
face situations seem to compel negotiators to be honest and cooper-
ative to a greater degree than non face-to-face situations.

However, Schweitzer, Brett and Croson (2000) argue that negotiators
exhibit more of a propensity to lie in face-to-face situations. They
claim that this is due to a need to monitor the counterpart’s reaction
to ensure that the lie is “having its intended effect.” Indeed, deceiving
in a virtual environment can leave the deceiver wondering if his/her
counterpart is “buying into” the deception. A humorous example can
be provided from the senior author’s own experience. Earlier in his
career, Lewicki was working on an edited book of essays with another
co-author (Max Bazerman). They had not discussed the order of
authorship on the book, but needed to do so. Bazerman was in Massa-
chusetts, Lewicki in North Carolina. In a phone conversation, Bazer-
man suggested flipping a coin. Lewicki asked how they would verify
the outcome if only one could see the coin. Bazerman suggested that
Lewicki could be in charge of both flipping and verification. Lewicki
flipped the coin, and announced that he had lost (thereby making
Bazerman the first author). While Lewicki may have gained Bazer-
man’s trust by being honest, he also lost the opportunity to exploit the
situation and become first author because Bazerman could never ver-
ify the flip—but then forever wondered whether Bazerman would
really have believed the deception! (Bazerman & Lewicki, 1983, p. 9).

In sum, the evidence regarding deception tendencies in a face-to-face
versus virtual environment is mixed. At a minimum, negotiators should be
alert to the potential for “virtual deception” while also realizing that face-
to-face environments still are ripe for attempts to deceive.

Communication Processes in a Virtual Negotiation

Communication is at the heart of the negotiating process. Through
communication, other key parts of a negotiation such as strategizing, plan-
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ning, and preparing are enacted (Lewicki et al., 1999). Research on com-
munications in face-to-face versus electronic environments is multiplying,
yet more work needs to be done. We highlight some of the key communica-
tion dynamics that are likely to differentially affect a face-to-face versus a
virtual negotiation, including asynchronicity vs. synchronicity, message mis-
interpretation, message content, and information richness.

1. Synchronicity. By definition, face-to-face negotiation is a synchronous
process, with both parties sending and receiving information in “real
time.” Alternatively, virtual negotiation can take place in either a syn-

_chronous or asynchronous manner. A number of researchers have
examined the impact of each of these processes on various outcomes.
For example, negotiation using written communications (which are
generally asynchronous, in that the response may be seriously
delayed by thinking and writing it out) has been shown to lead to
higher rates of impasse (Valley et al., 1998). Asynchronous negotia-
tion also may have detrimental effects on coordination and solution
analysis, although it also may act to slow down the process, force
reflection, and prevent premature solutions (Poole et al., 1992).

Another possible effect of asynchronicity has to do with the asking of
questions/ clarifications during negotiation. Whereas a negotiator may
feel little hesitation in asking for clarification or extra information in
an ongoing, synchronous situation, the thought of crafting the ques-
tion, being clear about the specific ambiguity—especially to a seem-
ingly trivial clarification—and waiting for an answer may dissuade the
person from coming forth with the question (and incurring the associ-
ated “wait time”) in an asynchronous situation. This could have effects
on both the process and the ultimate outcome of a negotiation.

A final area of interest regarding the differences between synchro-
nous and asynchronous information exchange relates to what we
term feedback tracking. For the most part, in a synchronous interac-
tion, parties can actively track feedback from a counterpart, both
verbal and nonverbal (if face-to-face), and adjust their stance incre-
mentally as the interaction proceeds. In an asynchronous situation,
on the other hand, feedback is broken rather than continuous, with
no chance to adjust “midstream.” An example may better illustrate
this point. Consider a recruiter negotiating a salary offer with a
highly sought-after job candidate. In a synchronous situation, the
recruiter can monitor the candidate’s nonverbal reactions to the pay
and benefits offers, and possibly make quick adjustments to these
offers depending on whether the candidate’s reaction seems positive
or negative. In making a similar offer over email, however, the
recruiter loses the chance to make such “midstream” adjustments.
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Of course, there is a likelihood of misreading the reactions or feed-
back of a negotiating counterpart midstream, leading to misguided
adjustments. This relates to our next communication issue.

. Message misinterpretation. Message interpretation and misinterpreta-

tion is a major problem in virtual versus face-to-face situations.
Related to our preceding points regarding asynchronous versus syn-
chronous communication, a misinterpretation during an asynchro-
nous negotiation has the potential to “balloon” over time,
Specifically, when the misinterpretation is allowed to fester uncor-
rected, and the other party does not have a chance to quickly correct
it, an anchoring effect may occur whereby the person misinterpret-
ing the information begins to “anchor onto” a misunderstanding or
an incorrect attribution—an attribution that may be harder and
harder to change as time goes by. Hence, “failure to exchange infor-
mation may result in attributing extreme motives to the other party,
especially in the absence of corrective feedback” (Poole et al., 1992,
p- 57). This attribution offers another possible explanation for the
higher rates of impasse typically found in virtual negotiations.
Indeed, as Landry (2000) notes, impasse is often due more to failure
to reach closure than to failure to generate sufficient alternatives.
Also, as previously discussed, virtual negotiators may be more reti-
cent to ask clarification-type questions in the interest of time and
having to wait for an asynchronous response.

On the other hand, virtual negotiation does also hold some promise for
avoiding misinterpretation or even enhancing correct interpretations.
For example, it is harder to practice selective perception, or filtering of
disconfirming evidence, when all communication is documented, as is
often the case in virtual negotiations (e.g., email files). Also, research
has shown that people pay more attention to the substantive content of
electronic text messages than to message content communicated ver-
bally. This potentially holds promise for increasing problem solving and
thinking processes during virtual negotiation (Shell, 1995), and appears
to stem from people being more “on their toes” with regards to virtual
communications (Poole et al., 1992). In other words, the novelty of vir-
tual interaction raises the salience of the content of the communication,
causing parties to pay more attention to it.

. Message content. A number of researchers have noted that subtle, yet

potentially important, differences exist in the message content of vir-
tual versus face-to-face communication in general. These differences
likely extend to negotiating situations in particular. First, while par-
ties interacting face-to-face often spend some time getting to know
the other before negotiating, oftentimes parties to an electronic
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interaction refrain from these pleasantries (e.g., Maruca, 2000). For
example, the small talk that normally precedes a meeting or negotia-
tion session is often missing from email interaction, which decreases
the familiarity and attraction the parties may feel for each other. Fur-
thermore, the total amount of information transmitted tends to be
less in a virtual context (Poole et al., 1992). Also, since it is usually
text-based, virtual negotiation may have more of the tone of “stri-
dent demands” to it (Landry, 2000) and thus may be perceived as
more confrontational by some. Finally, emotionality is largely absent
in virtual communications (Barry & Oliver, 1996). This is primarily
due to a lack of nonverbal cues, and could alter the process and out-
comes of a negotiation. It would seem that whether the emotion is
positive or negative makes a difference. Thus, if the emotion is nega-
tive, replacing an emotional frame with a more impersonal frame
might lower inhibitions, foster directness and the expression of dif-
ferences, and ultimately lead to greater integration and rationality in
decisions (Poole et al., 1992). However, it is also likely that the emo-
tions surrounding a negotiation do not simply dissipate with the
introduction of a virtual context, but rather get misinterpreted or
misplaced.

4. Information richness. Information richness refers to the amount of
information that can be conveyed through a medium (Daft & Lengel,
1984). For the most part, virtual negotiation lacks the degree of infor-
mation richness found in face-to-face contexts. For example, speed of
information transfer largely favors face-to-face over electronic. Also,
problems may arise when the negotiation problem is complex and
requires use of supplemental material (such as product prototypes or
extensive charts and graphs). Although technology has come a long
way in facilitating transfer of material electronically, the ease of that
transfer and the prowess of negotiators to effectively employ it is far
from assured. Addressing this issue, Frohlich and Oppenheimer
(1998) note that the effects of email versus face-to-face negotiations
likely vary depending on the nature of the decision required, the
complexity and content of what needs to be communicated, and the
style employed. In a related vein, Purdy and colleagues (2000) found
that collaborating styles occured more in “rich” (face-to-face) negoti-
ation than in less rich media (e.g., telephone or computer chat).
Moreover, collaboration attempts were more correctly perceived in
the face-to-face condition. However, in a somewhat mixed finding, no
greater profits were realized in the face-to-face condition, but reduc-
tions in the inequity of profit distributions and greater time efficiency
were realized in the richer face-to-face media. In sum, greater infor-
mation richness does not necessarily translate directly into more or
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less optimal negotiations (Poole et al., 1992). Rather, outcomes are
more directly affected by style of communication, which tends to
evolve from the richness of the medium chosen. Therefore, although
not exerting direct effects, information richness remains one of many
important variables in need of consideration when approaching a vir-
tual negotiation situation.

Individual Differences Important to Virtual Negotiations

Although individual differences are a key element in any negotiation sit-
uation (Lewicki et al., 1999), there are a number of individual differences
among negotiators that may be particularly more or less important when
negotiating virtually. First, a number of personality characteristics might be
less important in a virtual environment. For example, extraversion is likely
to be veiled in a virtual environment—parties who speak a great deal and
dominate the verbal conversation may be more constrained, while intro-
verts—who often express themselves better in writing—may thrive. Second,
researchers have differentiated between the collaborative and competitive
orientations described earlier in this chapter. For example, Lewis and Fry
(1977) found that collaboratively oriented (“problem-solving”) people per-
formed the same when negotiating with and without a barrier between
them and the other, whereas competitively-oriented people did better
when a barrier was in place. Also, researchers have examined people’s sen-
sitivity to nonverbal signals. The PONS scale (Rosenthal, Hall, DiMatteo,
Rogers, & Archer, 1979) is a common assessment instrument used to gauge
this construct. Basically, some people depend on nonverbal signals more
than others in interpreting communication. Success in a negotiation may
hinge on the ability to “read” the other party, an ability that may be ham-
pered if sensitivity to nonverbal signals is high. Another set of individual
difference variables has to do with negotiators’ comfort with the technol-
ogy they are trying to use. Individual self-efficacy (Gist & Mitchell, 1992)
for using that technology could be important. For example, a negotiator
with a lower self-efficacy toward the technology may be distracted by trying
to operate the technology successfully instead of focusing on the negotia-
tion as it unfolds.

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION

A number of interesting implications can be drawn from our discussion of
the changes we may expect when negotiations become virtual. There are
clearly strong implications for practitioners who want to negotiate effec-
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tively in a virtual environment, and researchers who are interested in pur-
suing important questions and strengthening the quality of work that can
be done in this area. Because this book is primarily directed toward practi-
tioners, we will devote our attention to the implications for negotiation
practitioners.

In this section, we will try to summarize the major implications from the
research that we presented earlier. We will try to cover only the most impor-
tant principles, although more could be generated from the work already
done. We have decided to present this as a chart, so that the rules will stand
out clearly. Also, it is important to state that it is our assumption that the
negotiator intends to approach the negotiation collaboratively, or integratively That
is, the negotiator wants to establish a solid cooperative relationship with
the other and work toward an agreement that assures mutual gain. If the
negotiator intends to pursue a competitive strategy, then the “inverse” of
some of these principles would apply, because the negotiator should be
considering how to gain competitive advantage over the other, and maxi-
mize ONLY on his/her outcomes, rather than work toward joint gain. We
briefly describe these principles below, and list them in Table 1.

Table 1. The Top Ten Rules for Negotiating in a Virtual Environment

1. Create a relationship face-to-face before the process begins, or early in the negotiation.
Put a face or voice behind the email or faxes.

2. Be explicit about the normative process to be followed during the negotiation.

3. If there are other parties present in a virtual negotiation—either on your side of the
table or theirs—let the other know who is there and why.

4. Virtual negotiations may be particularly good for creating and clarifying the agenda,
and for getting new issues onto the table. Pick the medium (face-to-face, videophone,
voice, fax or email, etc) that is most effective at getting all the information and detail on
the table so that it can be fully considered by both sides.

5. Avoid virtual “flaming”; if you have to express emotion, label the emotion clearly so the
other knows what it is and what caused it.

6. Don’t assume turn-taking; but as much as possible, synchronize offers and counter-
offers, and ask questions of the other if it is not clear “whose turn it is.”

7. Check out any inferences and attributions you are making about the other’s offer,
demands, proposals or conduct. Ask questions. The less face-to-face information you
have about the other, the more likely it is that inferences will get you in trouble.

8. Be sensitive to “entrenchment” in virtual negotiations and talk about it if it is happening.

9. While it may be easier to use unethical tactics in a virtual negotiation, the consequences
of doing so may be more severe.

10. Try to understand how your own personal preference for a style (collaboration, compe-
tition, etc.) fits the communication medium you select.

1.
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Create a relationship face-to-face before the prrocess begins, or early in the nego-
tiation. Put a face and voice behind the email or faxes. 'This is a very
important principle. The more likely the other has established a per-
sonal relationship with you in the past, or will see you again person-
ally in the future, the less likely they will be to use the virtual
environment to exploit or take advantage of you in the diminished
communication context.

Be explicit about the normative process to be followed during the

negotiation. As noted by Kolb and Martin (2000), experienced
negotiators must be effective in keeping track of the substantive
issues under discussion as well as the process by which negotiation is
taking place. Failure to exert some direction and control over the
process will allow the other to take charge of the process (and adapt
it to their advantage), or the process will become subject to the con-
straints of the environment in which it is occurring. Not only should
you know how you would like the process to work, but you should
state these expectations very clearly to the other, get their consent
and agreement, and monitor whether these rules are being followed
as you actually negotiate the issues. Many of the other rules that fol-
low build off this principle.

. If there are other parties present in a virtual negotiation—either on your side

of the table or theirs—Ilet the other know who is there and why  In face to
face negotiation, we know who else is at the table, or who the oppo-
nent may be talking to in caucus sessions, etc. In virtual negotiations,
we may assume that all the communication is confidential, only to
discover that other people also have been reading, listening in, etc.,
without our knowledge. Moreover, hiding this information could be
viewed by the other as highly deceptive, and could cause them seri-
ous embarrassment if they said something without knowing who else
is present. Be clear to the other who else will see or hear the commu-
nications, and ask about these issues on their side as well.

. Virtual negotiations may be particularly good for creating and clarifying the

agenda, and for geiting new issues onto the table. Pick the medium (face-to-
face, videoconference, voice only, fax or email, etc. ) that is most effective at get-
ting all the information and detail on the table so that it can be fully consid-
ered by both sides. In the earlier review of research, we tried to be
clear about how a given medium presented certain advantages and
disadvantages. Negotiators should intentionally try to think through
what issues should be discussed face-to-face, what can be exchanged
by fax and memo, etc.

Avoid virtual “flaming”; if you have to express emotion, label the emotion
clearly so the other knows what it is and what caused it. Negotiations
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often get emotional. In virtual negotiations, particularly email, emo-
tion can be strongly expressed without the other party knowing what
caused it. Moreover, the emotion is rekindled every time one reads
the email. So there are two principles here. First, if you are emo-
tional, it is better to express it face-to-face or via telephone, where it
can be expressed and dealt with, and the parties can hopefully move
on. If you need to express it in fax or email, label what the emotion is
and what caused it. Thus, instead of sending another an email that
says “You jerk! %$#@"8&%”, a more appropriate response would be,
“The last line on your previous email made me very angry. I was
upset that you started talking about an issue I thought we had
resolved six months ago...”

Don’t assume turn-taking; but as much as possible, synchronize offers and
counter-offers, and ask questions of the other if it is not clear “whose turn it
is.”  We noted that in certain types of virtual negotiations, there can
be long periods of lack of communication between the parties.
When this happens face-to-face or over the telephone, we sense the
other thinking, crafting a response, etc. When it happens virtually,
we don’t know whether the other has gone out of town and won’t be
back in three days, or wants to think about it over night, or that his
mail server crashed and he didn’t even get the message. Don’t
assume that because you haven’t heard back from the other in a rea-
sonable period of time, that this means it is your turn to make
another concession! Ask questions, have them clarify their lack of
response, or try to call or meet face to face to clarify ambiguities.

. Check out any inferences and attributions you are making about the other’s

offer, demands, proposals or conduct. Ask questions. The less face-to-face
information you have about the other, the more likely it is that inferences will
get you in trouble. 'This is similar to the previous point. As you don’t
want to assume “synchronous” processes long distance, don’t assume
that they are angry, upset, delighted, or confused. Assumptions get
people into trouble in face-to-face encounters, and can cause even
more trouble in a virtual environment. Again, ask questions about
their reactions, mood, current mind state, etc. and offer them ample
time to respond.

. Be sensitive to “entrenchment” in virtual negotiations and talk about it if it is

happening. Because many offers are written out in detail, a competi-
tive negotiator might try to “nail” her opponent in either the ambig-
uous or incomplete language used to express those offers, or in the
exact wording of an initial bargaining position. Don’t let this happen
to you, and don’t treat the other in this manner. The parties should
discuss and clarify until all agree.
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9. While it may be easier to use unethical tactics in a virtual negotiation, the
consequences of doing so may be more severe. Because it is more difficult
to monitor events, the accuracy of communication, etc. in a virtual
environment, competitive negotiators may be more likely to try to
“get away with” statements, arguments, etc. that can’t be easily veri-
fied by the other. Like face-to-face negotiations, integrity and trust-
worthiness in the virtual environment are essential for open
communication. If one uses unethical tactics, one may be able to get
away with them in the short term, but may suffer the other’s revenge
if and when he discovers that he has been duped. Additionally, many
virtual negotiation exchanges are automatically documented (e.g.,
email files), thus providing potentially incriminating evidence of
unethical behavior.

10. Try to understand how your own personal preference for a style (collaboration,
competition, etc.) fits the communication medium you select.  Finally, as we
stated earlier, our assumption here is that you as the negotiator wish
to pursue a more collaborative negotiation approach, and that your
opponent wishes to do so as well. If you intend to be competitive, it
should be clear how you can adapt some of these principles and use
them to your advantage. But more importantly, if you suspect that
your opponent may be doing this, you should be ready to carefully
monitor his behavior and to actively “call him” on any actions or
behaviors which you consider suspicious and which are not in the
interest of joint gain.

REFERENCES

Barsness, Z., & Tenbrunsel, A. (1998). Technologically mediated communication and
negotiation: Do relationships matter? Paper presented at the International Associa-
tion of Conflict Management Conference, College Park, MD.

Barry, B., & Oliver, R.L. (1996). Affect in dyadic negotiation: A model and proposi-
tions. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 67, 127-143.

Bazerman, M., & Lewicki, R. (Eds.). (1983). Negotiating in organizations. Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

Bazerman, M.H., Mannix, E.A., & Thompson, L.L. (1988). Groups as mixed motive
negotiations. In E.J. Lawler & B. Markovsky (Eds.), Advances in group processes
(Vol. 5, pp.195-216). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Bazerman, M., Tenbrunsel, A., & Wade-Benzoni, K. (1998). Negotiating with your-
self and losing: Making decisions with competing internal preferences. Acad-
emy of Management Review, 23, 225-241.

Brett, J. (1991). Negotiating group decisions. Negotiation Journal, 7, 291-310.

Brown, B.R. (1968). The effects of need to maintain face on interpersonal bargain-
ing. Journal of Experimental and Social Psychology, 4, 107-122.




292 R.J. LEWICKI and B.R. DINEEN

Carnevale, PJ., & Isen, A.M. (1986). The influence of positive affect and visual
access on the discovery of integrative solutions in bilateral negotiation. Organi-
zational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 37, 1-13.

Carnevale, PJ., & Probst, TM. (1997). Conflict on the internet. In 8. Kiesler (Ed.),
Culture of the internet (pp. 233-255). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associ-
ates.

Carnevale, PJ., Pruitt, D.G., & Seilheimer, S.D. (1981). Looking and competing:
accountability and visual access in integrative bargaining. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 4, 111-120.

Cooper, W. (1981). Ubiquitous halo. Psychological Bulletin, 90, 218-244.

Costantino, C., & Merchant, C.S. (1996). Designing conflict management systems. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Croson, R'T.A. (1999). Look at me when you say that: An electronic negotiation
simulation. Simulation and Gaming, 30, 25-37.

Daft, R.L., & Lengel, R.H. (1984). Information richness: A new approach to mana-
gerial behavior and organizational design. In L.L. Cummings & B. Staw (Eds.),
Research in organizational behavior (Vol. 6, pp. 191-233). Greenwich, CT: JAI
Press.

Drolet, A.L., & Morris, M.W. (2000). Rapport in conflict resolution: Accounting for
how face-to-face contact fosters mutual cooperation in mixed-motive conflicts.

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 36, 26-50.

Fisher, R., Ury, W,, & Patton, B. (1991). Getting to yes: Negotiating agreement without
giving in (2nd ed.). New York: Penguin.

Fortune, A., & Brodt, S.E. (2000). Face to face or virtually, for the second time around:
The influence of task, past experience, and media on trust and deception in negotiation.
Paper presented at the Academy of Management Conference, Toronto, Can-
ada.

Frohlich, N., & Oppenheimer, J. (1998). Some consequences of e-mail vs. face-to-
face communication in experiment. journal of Economic Behavior and Organiza-
tion, 35, 389-403.

George, ]. M., & Jones, G.R. (1999). Understanding and managing organizational behav-
ior. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Gist, M.E., & Mitcheli, T.R. (1992). Self-efficacy: A theoretical analysis of its deter-
minants and malleability. Academy of Management Review, 17, 185-211.

Griffith, T.L., & Northcraft, G.B. (1994). Distinguishing between the forest and the
trees: media, features, and methodology in electronic communication
research. Organizational Science, 5, 272~285.

Holmes, M. (1992). Phase structures in negotiation. In L.L. Putnam & M.L. Roloff
(Eds.), Communication and negotiation (pp. 83-105). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Kiesler, S., & Sproull, L. (1992). Group decision making and communication tech-
nology. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 52, 96-123.

Kilmann, & Thomas (1977). Developing a forced choice measure of conflict han-
dling behavior: The MODE instrument. Educational and Psychological Measure-
ment, 37, 309-325.

Kochan, T., & Verma, A. (1983). Negodating in organizations: Blending Industrial
Relations and Organizational Behavior approaches. In M. Bazerman & R.
Lewicki (Eds.) Negotiating in organizations. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

Virtual Negotiation 293

Kolb, D., & Martin, J. (2000). The shadow negotiation. New York: Simon & Shuster.

Kumar, R. (1997). The role of affect in negotiations: An integrative overview. Jour-
nal of Applied Behavioral Science, 3(1), 84-100.

Landry, E.M. (2000). Scrolling around the new organization: The potential for con-
flict in the on-line environment. Negotiation Journal, 16, 133-142.

Lax, D., & Sebenius, J. (1986). The manager as negotiator. New York Free Press.

Lewicki, RJ., Hiam, A., & Olander, K. (1996). Think before you speak: A complete guide
to strategic negotiations. New York: John Wiley.

Lewicki, R}J., & Robinson, R. (1998). A factor-analytic study of negotiator ethics:
Journal of Business Ethics, 18, 211-228.

Lewicki, RJ., Saunders, D., & Minton, J.M. (1999). Negotiation (3rd ed.). Boston:
McGraw Hill.

Lewis, S., & Fry, W. (1977). Effects of visual access and orientation on the discovery
of integrative bargaining alternatives. Organizational Behavior and Human Perfor-
mance, 20, 75-92. ‘

Mantovani, G. (1994). Is computer-mediated communication intrinsically apt to
enhance democracy in organizations? Human Relations, 47, 45—-62.

Maruca, R. (2000, January-February). The electronic negotiator. Harvard Business
Review, 16-17.

McLeod, P.L., Baron, R.S., Marti, M.W.,, & Yoon, K. (1997). The eyes have it: Minor-
ity influence in face-toface and computer-mediated group discussion. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 82, 706-718.

Mintzberg, H. (1975, July/August). The manager’s job: Folklore and fact. Harvard
Business Review.

Moore, D.A., Kurtzberg, T.R., Thompson, L.L., & Morris, M.W. (1999). Long and
short routes to success in electronically mediated negotiations: Group affilia-
tions and good vibrations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
77, 22-43.

Murray, E.A. (1983). Negotiation as an escape from strategic stalemate. In M. Baz-
erman & R J. Lewicki (Eds.), Negotiating in organizations. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage
Publications.

Nunamaker, J.F. Jr., Dennis, A.R., Valacich, J.S., & Vogel, D.R. (1991). Information
technology for negotiating groups: Generating options for mutual gain. Man-
agement Science, 37, 1325-1346.

Poole, M.S., Shannon, D.L., & DeSanctis, G. (1992). Communication media and
negotiation processes. In L.L. Putnam & M.L. Roloff (Eds.) Communication and
negotiation (pp. 46-66), Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Purdy, ] M., Nye, & Balakrishnan, P.V. (2000). The impact of communication media
on negotiation outcomes. The International Journal of Conflict Management, 11,
162-187.

Putnam, L.L., & Roloff. M.L. (1992). Communication and Negotiation. Newbury Park,
CA: Sage.

Raiffa, H. (1982). The Art and Science of Negotiation. Cambridge, MA: Harvard/
Belknap Press.

Rangaswamy, A., & Shell, G.R. (1997). Using computers to realize joint gains in
negotiations: Toward an “elettronic bargaining table.” Management Science, 43,
1147-1163.




294 R.J. LEWICK! and B.R. DINEEN

Robinson, R.J., Lewicki, R.J., & Donahue, E.M. (2001). Extending and testing a five-
factor model of ethical and unethical bargaining tactics: Introducing the SINS
scale. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21, 649-664.

Rosenthal, R., Hall, J., DiMatteo, M., Rogers, P., & Archer, D. (1979). Sensitivity to
nonverbal communication: The PONS test. Baltimore, MD: The John Hopkins Uni-
versity Press.

Rowe, MLP. (1995). Options, functions, and skills: What an organizational ombud-
sperson might want to know. Negotiation Journal, 11, 103-114.,

Rubin, J.Z., & Brown, B.R. (1975). The Social Psychology of Bargaining and Negotiation.
New York: Academic Press.

Schweitzer, M., Brodt, S., & Croson, R. (????). Visual access and context-dependent lies:
The use of deception in videoconference and telephone mediated negotiations. Wharton
School OPIM Working Paper #99-07-02. Philadelphia: The Wharton School.

Shell, G.R. (1995). Computer-assisted negotiation and mediation: Where we are
and where we are going. Negotiation Journal, 11, 117-122.

Sheppard, B.H. (1984). Third party conflict intervention: A procedural framework.
In B.M. Staw & L.L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organizational behavior (Vol.
6, pp. 141-190). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Snow, C.C., Lipnack, J., & Stamps, J. (1999). The virtual organization: Promises and
payoffs, large and small. In C.L. Cooper & D.M. Rousseau (Eds.), Trends in
organizational behavior (Vol. 6, pp. 156-30). Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.

Thompson, L. (1998). The mind and heart of the negotiator. Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.

Thompson, L., Peterson, E., & Kray, L. (1995). Social context in negotiation: An
information processing perspective. In R. Kramer & D. Messick (Eds.) Negotia-
tion as a social process (pp. 5-36). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Townsend, A.M., DeMarie, S.M., & Hendrickson, A.R. (1998). Virtual teams: Tech-
nology and the workplace of the future. Academy of Management Executive, 12,
17-29.

Valley, K.L., Moag, J., & Bazerman, M.H. (1998). “A matter of trust”: Effects of com-
munication on the efficiency and distribution of outcomes. Journal of Economic
Behavior and Organization, 34, 211-238.

Walton, R., & McKersie, R. (1965). A behavioral theory of labor negotiation. New York:
McGraw Hill.

Wichman, H. (1970). Effects of isolation and communication on cooperation in a
two-person game. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 16, 114-120.

Part IV

CASE STUDIES

Ithough cases of human resource management practices in virtual
organizations have been presented throughout the book, this part of
the book provides some more detailed case studies. Wang (Chapter
12) examines how E-commerce has impacted organizational structures are
HRM practices in the banking industry in China. Crandall and Wallace
(Chapter 13) describe how the creation of a virtual organization structure
for the orthopedic division of Smith and Nephew led to the need and cre-
ation of new HRM systems to support the virtual organization structure.
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