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Negotiation theorists conceptualize negotiation strategy
from a behavioral or a motivational perspective and
negotiation researchers code transcripts or collect
negotiators' self-reports to operationalize it. This meta-
analysis evaluates the functional similarities and
differences between these different theoretical
perspectives and approaches to measuring negotiation
strategy as it predicts joint gains. We analyzed 3,899
unigue negotiations from 76 independent samples and
46 different papers. Our results reveal that motivational
and behavioral theories and self-report and behavioral
coding measurements yield similar predictions and are
functionally equivalent, significant predictors of joint
gains. On the other hand, our analysis testing culture
(Western versus East Asian, South Asian and Middle
Eastern samples) as moderator reveals that the current
theories and methods of measuring negotiation strategy
are only significant predictors of joint gains in Western
culture samples.
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Negotiation is a social process by which two or more interdependent parties make decisions,
allocate resources, or resolve disputes (Brett, 2014). Negotiation strategy represents the way that
people negotiate—the goal-directed behaviors they use to reach agreement (Weingart et al., 1990).
“Strategies embody middle-range goals that organize a negotiator's approach, such as ‘identify
opportunities for mutual gain™ (Weingart et al., 1999, p. 367). In contrast, tactics are the specific
behaviors that negotiators use to implement their strategies. Strategies are middle-range goals that
organize a negotiator's approach, such as identifying opportunities for mutual gain (Weingart et al.,
1990, p. 4). Strategy is an important construct in negotiation because researchers use strategy as a
mechanism to explain contextual effects and individual differences on negotiation outcomes. Joint
gains, the total value created in a negotiation (Raiffa, 1982), is a particularly important outcome (Pruitt
& Rubin, 1986), because negotiators receive more of their high priority interests, which implies that
they should be satisfied with their individual outcomes and more likely to implement their agreements
(Raiffa, 1982).

Although negotiation scholars agree that strategy is important for negotiation outcomes, how
to conceptualize negotiation strategy divides scholars. Behavioral theorists (e.g., Walton & McKersie,
1965) focus on what negotiators do - how they use strategy to share information about interests and
priorities to find tradeoffs to generate joint gains (i.e., integrative strategies), or to provide information
about power, alternatives, and comparisons to try to influence concessions (i.e., distributive
strategies). Motivational theorists (e.g., Deutsch, 1949a; 1973; Blake & Mouton, 1964; Pruitt & Rubin,
1986) focus on negotiators’ goals -what they are trying to do, e.g., cooperate versus compete, contend
versus problem solve. Deutsch (1949a) reviewed the conceptual literature on cooperation and
competition concluding that the differences between the two concepts “lies in the difference in the
nature of the two goal regions in the two social situations” (Deutsch, 1949a, p. 131). He went on to say
that in the cooperative situation, an individual can enter into his/her goal region only if all other
individuals “under consideration” can also enter into their respective goal regions. In contrast, in the
competitive situation, an individual who enters into his/her goal region does so at some expense to
the others in the social situation (Deutsch, 1949a, pp. 131-132). These conceptual differences between
behavioral and motivational theories lead to our first research question: What are the theories’
functional differences in predicting joint gains?

How to measure negotiation strategy also divides negotiation scholars and sets up our second
research question. Researchers use three different methods: behavioral coding of negotiation
transcripts (e.g., Weingart et al., 1990); self-reports collected after the negotiation (e.g., DeDreu et al.,
2001); and electronic coding of transcripts (e.g., Friedman et al., 2004). Thus, our second research
question concerned the functional differences among methods of measuring negotiation strategy.

Our third research question is whether culture matters to the strategy-joint gains relationship.
Do the theories and methods developed and validated in Western cultures generalize to non-Western
cultures? Negotiators in different cultures do use strategy differently (Brett et al., 2017) raising the
question of whether the strategy-joint gains model may be Western culture bound. We assess these
three research questions using meta-analysis.

Comparison of Behavioral and Motivational Negotiation Theory

Van de Vliert (1997) pointed out that conflict management strategy is about what people
intend to do as well as what they actually do. This distinction captures the difference between
behavioral and motivational theories of negotiation strategy. Both theoretical perspectives have
important conceptual similarities. Both view strategy as goal-related behavior and ultimately
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conceptualize two different types of strategy, but the theories differ in their emphasis on what
negotiators intend to do - their motivation and what negotiators actually do - their behavior. Our
research question is whether these conceptual differences matter for studying the negotiation
strategy-joint gains relationship.

Behavioral theory conceptualizes two types of strategy in terms of what negotiators do during
the negotiation. Most behavioral researchers rely on the theorizing of Walton and McKersie that
conceptualizes distributive strategy as the tactics negotiators use to understand and modify their
counterparts’ utilities for outcomes, e.g.; threats, emotional tactics (putdowns, demands), appeals to
logic, and persuasive arguments, and integrative strategy as the tactics negotiators use to define the
problem and search for solutions that benefit both parties, or at least do not represent “equal
sacrifices” (Walton & McKersie, 1965, p. 9). Negotiators using integrative strategy seek information
about a counterpart’s interests and priorities, e.g., by asking and answering questions, and then
integrate those interests with the negotiator's own (Weingart et al., 1990).

Some behavioral researchers rely on the theorizing and research by Pennebaker (Pennebaker
& Graybeal, 2001) (LIWC the Linguistic Inquiry Word Count) concerning categories of words that
people use in social interaction, particularly categories of cognitive processes and mechanisms, such
as causation, discrepancy, insight and categories of affect such as positive and negative emotion. (See
also Elfenbein et al., 2010.)

Motivational theories, both competitive-cooperative theory (Deutsch, 1949a; 1973; Johnson &
Johnson, 2005; 2011) and dual concern theory (Pruitt & Rubin, 1986; Rahim, 1983; Ruble & Thomas,
1976) conceptualize strategy in terms of negotiators’ motives - what negotiators are trying to do, that
is, cooperate or problem solve to try to reach a jointly beneficial agreement or compete or contend to
reach an individually beneficial agreement. Dual concern theory identifies four distinct strategies, but
empirical studies using this theoretical perspective frequently focus on just two: problem solving and
contending, also labeled forcing (e.g., Beersma & De Dreu, 2005). Contending focuses on imposing
one's will on others. It involves threats, bluffs, persuasive arguments, and positional commitments
(DeDreu et al., 2001). Problem solving in contrast, is oriented toward “an agreement that satisfies own
and others' aspirations as much as possible” (DeDreu et al., 2001, p 646).

To avoid confusion in referring to the two different types of strategy proposed by behavioral
and motivational theories, we use the Lax and Sebenius’ (1986) terms value creation to refer to
integrative, cooperative or problem solving strategy, and value claiming to refer to distributive,
competitive and contending strategy. Empirically, the relationship between strategy and outcome has
not been tested in a meta analysis. Past work has focused on the relationship between trust and
strategy (Kong et al., 2014) or on the relationship between strategy and individual outcomes
(Huffmeier et al., 2018). We propose that strategy has direct effects on joint gains in negotiation.
Therefore:

H1. Value creation strategy will have a positive relationship with joint gains and value claiming
strategy will have a negative relationship with joint gains.

The underlying structure of joint gains may cause behavioral theory to be a stronger predictor
of joint gains than motivational theory. To negotiate joint gains, negotiators need to develop relative
insight (Pruitt, 1981; Thompson & Hastie, 1990); that is, they need to learn what issues are of higher
priority to their counterparts than to themselves so that they can propose trade-offs (Pruitt, 1981).
Sharing and reciprocating information about interests and priorities is a key strategy for gaining
insight (Gunia et al., 2011; Kimmel et al., 1980). Behavioral theorists conceptualize (Walton & McKersie,
1965) and operationalize (Weingart et al., 1990) integrative strategy as the exchange of information
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aboutinterests and priorities. In contrast, motivational theorists conceptualize (Deutsch, 1949b; 1973;
Pruitt & Rubin, 1986) and operationalize (De Dreu et al., 2001) problem solving strategy as the nature
of the process of searching for an agreement that meets self and other's interests. That process may
reveal issue priorities, but negotiators, in considering alternative solutions, may land on one that is
satisfactory to both without understanding why. It is also possible that the motivational perspective is
more vulnerable to satisficing (Raiffa, 1982) than the behavioral perspective, because the implication
of a satisfactory outcome is that it meets a minimum threshold, not that it maximizes trade-offs. The
empirical research documents positive and significant correlations between integrative strategy and
joint gains (e.g. Kong et al., 2014) and between problem solving and joint gains (e.g., Beersma &
DeDreu, 1999). Still, we hypothesize that value creation as conceptualized by behavioral theory will
have a stronger relationship with joint gains than value creation as conceptualized by motivational
theory.

H2. Value creation as conceptualized by behavioral theory will have a stronger relationship
with joint gains than value creation as conceptualized by motivational theory.

Measurement Methods of Strategy

Researchers primarily use two different methods to measure negotiation strategy. One is
behavioral coding of transcripts of the negotiations either by trained coders (e.g., Weingart et al., 1990)
or by computer programs (e.g., Kern et al., 2012). The other is self-reports collected immediately after
the negotiation (e.g., DeDreu et al., 2001). Many books and articles discuss the strengths and
weaknesses of different methods of measurement (e.g., Manusov, 2005). However, the negotiation
measurement articles do not compare strengths, weaknesses, or expected outcomes across different
types of measurement. Thus, our research question is whether self-report versus behavioral coding
of strategy makes a difference in predicting joint gains.

Behavioral and Computer Coding

Researchers can measure strategy by coding negotiators’ email, chat, audio or video
exchanges. Typically, highly trained third parties who are not privy to the study’'s hypotheses, or the
outcome of the negotiations they are coding, code transcriptions of these files (Weingart et al., 2005).
Occasionally, coders categorize small slices of strategy (Curhan & Pentland, 2007) directly from audio
or video recordings. There are several published behavioral coding schemes for negotiation strategy
(e.g., Brettetal., 2018; Weingart et al., 2007; Weingart et al., 1990).

An alternative to having people do the coding is to have a computer program count words in
predetermined categories. Some negotiation researchers (e.g., Elfenbein et al, 2010) use the
categories of content (e.g., positive and negative emotions, cognitive mechanisms, such as cause,
insight, discrepancy, negations, etc.) in the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) (Pennebaker &
Graybeal, 2001). Others use LIWC to develop content categories based on theory (e.g., Gelfand et al.,
2015).

Because behavioral coding does not capture negotiators’ perceptions, the social meaning of
their behaviors, it may not predict interaction outcomes as well as self-report (Bakeman & Gottman,
1997). Still, behavioral coding, if done reliably, is relatively objective, allows for very rich data, can take
into account timing and sequences (e.g., Weingart et al., 1999) and changes in behavior over time
(Bakeman & Gottman, 1997).
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Self-Report

Early examples of research using self-report to measure strategy are in Rahim (1983) and
Pruitt & Carnevale (1993). Building on prior work by Van de Vliert (1997), De Dreu and colleagues
(2001) developed the DUTCH questionnaire. A strength of self-reports is that they capture the social
meaning underlying negotiators’ behaviors. Self-reports measure what negotiators think of their own
and the other party's behaviors during social interaction. Self-report data also is less expensive to
collect and prepare for analysis than behaviorally coded data.

The primary critique of self-report measurement is that self-serving biases and inaccuracies
in describing one’s own behavior or the social interaction will affect reliability and validity (White &
Sargent, 2005). Because of the post-negotiation timing of measurement, negotiators are likely to know
their own outcomes prior to completing their individual questionnaires and they may craft their
answers to justify their outcomes.

Measurement Comparison

Because behavioral coding and self-report vary with respect to the underlying nature of
measurement, the two methods may have different predictive validity with respect to joint gains.
Behavioral coding may not be as robust a predictor of joint gains as self-report if the motivational
orientation of the negotiator is a stronger predictor of joint gains than the actual tactics that
negotiators engage in. Self-report should be a more valid measure of the motivational orientation of
the negotiator than behavioral coding. Behavioral coding, especially when done by computer, can
count use of positive and negative affect words, but it cannot pick up the motivational meaning
underlying the use of those words which self-report can. Behavioral coding also may not be as reliable
a method of measuring strategy as self-report despite care in developing and maintaining intercoder
reliability. Self-report measures typically use multiple items to measure each construct. These items
are grounded in theory, but their measurement is developed using standard psychometric techniques
that produce reliable and valid scales. See for example the development of the DUTCH measure of
the dual concern model (DeDreu et al., 2001). In contrast, training people to code behavior reliably is
a challenge, especially when code categories are narrow and coding is fine grained at the thought unit
level within each speaking turn. See for example Weingart and colleagues’ study (2007) in which a
single person coded approximately 32,000 thought units contained within approximately 19,000
speaking turns. For reliability, which was .80 across all 33 categories, a second person coded a subset
of approximately 500 units across different negotiations. The 33 codes were then reduced to six using
correspondence analysis. In addition, self-reporting negotiators may tailor self-reports of their
motivations to be consistent with their own outcomes. For reasons of capturing sematic meaning and
motivational intention, reliability, and self-consistency, we predict that self-report measurement of
negotiation strategy will outperform behavioral coding in predicting joint gains.

H3. Self-report measurement of negotiation strategy will have a stronger relationship with
joint gains than behavioral coding.

Culture: A Theoretical Moderator
Our third research question is whether culture matters to the strategy-joint gains relationship.

Do the theories and methods developed and validated in Western cultures generalize to non-Western
cultures? There is both theoretical and empirical evidence that negotiators in different cultures use
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strategy differently (Brett et al., 2017) raising the question of whether the strategy-joint gains
relationship may be limited to Western culture. In Western culture, use of value creation strategy is
widespread and generally effective in generating joint gains (Kong et al., 2014). In East Asia, the Middle
East and South Asia, value claiming appears to be more normative than value creating (Brett et al.,
2017). Joint gains tend to be lower in non-Western than Western cultures, but not always significantly
so (Aslani et al., 2016). Kong et al.'s (2014) meta-analysis reported a significant negative relationship
between value claiming strategy and joint gains.

Culture and communication theory describes Western cultures as low context, because norms
in those cultures emphasize direct communication. In contrast, East Asian cultures are labeled high
context, because norms emphasize indirect communication (Gibson, 1998; Hall, 1976). Low-context
communication is more explicit, with meaning clearly contained in the words or on the surface of a
message. High-context communication is more implicit, with subtle meaning embedded behind and
around the spoken or written words. Pruitt (1981) theorized that sharing information about interests
and prioritiesin a give and take of questions and answers between negotiators (value creating strategy)
is a direct means of gaining the knowledge about differences that negotiators need to understand to
propose trade-offs. He also theorized that there is indirect information embedded in negotiators’
influence attempts (that is, their use of value claiming strategy) that negotiators could use to acquire
that same information. He pointed out that negotiators do not try to influence each other to make
concessions on issues that are unimportant to them, although he conceded that drawing inferences
about interests and priorities from influence attempts is indirect and may require second order
processing. Adair and Brett (2005) contrasted the use of negotiation strategy by negotiators from high
and low context cultures, concluding that high context culture negotiators were using influence and
offers to negotiate joint gains indirectly whereas low context culture negotiators were exchanging
information via questions and answers to negotiate joint gains directly.

Thus, there is both theory and empirical evidence suggesting that negotiators from Western
and East Asian, or low and high context cultures may use value creating and value claiming strategy
differently to negotiate joint gains. However, the patten of East-West differences may not extend to
Middle Eastern (Aslani et al., 2016; Gelfand et al., 2015) and South Asian negotiators (Gunia etal., 2011).
Studies from these cultures report that use of value claiming strategy is strongly and negatively related
to joint gains, in contrast to studies from East Asia. In fact, Gelfand and colleagues (2015: 967)
concluded, “the same language that predicts integrative agreements [joint gains] in the United States,
namely, that which is rational and logical (cognitive mechanisms, LIWC), actually backfires and hinders
agreements in Egypt.”

H4a. The relationship between value creating strategy and joint gains will be more positive in
Western than in non-Western cultures.

H4b. The relationship between value claiming strategy and joint gains will be more negative in
Western than in non-Western cultures.

Method

Literature Search

To develop a database of studies, we searched Psychinfo, Google Scholar, ProQuest, and
SCOPUS for keywords: negotiation, integrative strategy, integrative tactics, distributive strategy,
distributive tactics, and DUTCH (DeDreu et al., 2001). We forward and backward searched the
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references in several key papers (Huffmeier et al., 2014; Kong et al., 2014; Weingart et al., 1990). A
separate literature search using the same target keywords across ProQuest and Web of Science
seeking dissertations identified 18 dissertations. Overall this search yielded 110 papers. We sought
additional papers by trying to contact the 189 authors of the 110 papers. We could get no email
addresses for 31; one was deceased; and we received no reply from 86 authors. We received 52
additional papers from authors who responded to our email.

Inclusion Criteria and Selection of Studies

Working together, two authors developed and applied the following inclusion criteria: 1) At
least two parties from an undergraduate, MBA, executive, or mixed educational-level population
completed a simulated multi-issue negotiation either in person or virtually. 2) Researchers measured
value claiming and/or value creating strategy using behavioral coding, self-report, or computer coding.
Pre-negotiation surveys indicating participants’ intent to use strategies did not meet inclusion criteria.
3) Data were available to compute a correlation between value claiming and/or value creating strategy
and joint gains. We sought correlational data from authors whose published papers did not report
the correlations we required, but whose methods sections suggested that appropriate data existed.
We received data from 14 authors. 4) The negotiation context was deal making, not dispute resolution.
5) The manuscript was in English.

Figure 1 and Table 1 in the supplemental materials summarize our search process and the
results of our decisions on inclusion (46 papers) and exclusion (134 papers). Citations of the 134
excluded papers categorized by the reason for their exclusion are available from the authors.

Coding

Two authors, working separately, read each paper to categorize it by theory and measurement.

We classified two theoretical perspectives as behavioral: those that followed the theoretical model in
Walton and McKersie (1965) and those that followed the theoretical model in Pennebaker and
Graybeal (2001). We classified three approaches to measurement as self-report, behavioral coding,
computer coding. There were no disagreements between coders regarding the classification by theory
or measurement.

To code the dependent variable, joint gains, two authors working separately identified the
dependent variable used in the study. Joint gains and Pareto optimality are very highly correlated
(Tripp & Sondak, 1992). The meta-analysis includes studies reporting one or the other outcome.

To code the independent variables, value creating and value claiming, we used the strategic
classifications provided by the author of the paper. If a motivational theory paper measured multiple
indicators, for example, multiple dimensions of the DUTCH measure, we followed the lead of DeDreu
and colleagues (2001) coding problem solving as value creating and forcing as value claiming. If a
behavioral theory paper measured multiple tactics and classified them into strategies, we used the
paper's classification assigning tactics identified by the author as integrative to value creating and
those identified by the author as distributive to value claiming. When a behavioral theory paper
measured multiple tactics and did not classify the tactics into strategies (four papers), two coders
working together followed the lead of two key behavioral papers (Weingart et al., 1990; Weingart et
al., 2007) to assign tactics to strategies. For behavioral theory papers based on word count categories
(Pennebaker & Grayhbill, 2001), we followed the lead of Elfenbein et al., (2010), because this paper used
multiple measures of tactics - behavioral and computer coding, and self-report and assigned them to
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strategies. Table 1 summarizes the decision rules for coding independent variables and notes the
papers on which the decision rules were based.

Table 1
Variable Coding

Value Creating strategies Value Claiming strategies
Information sharing and seeking, questionsand Emotional tactics, appeals to logic, influence
answers about information and priorities tactics (putdowns, demands, threats) (Weingart
(Weingart et al., 1990) et al,, 1990)

Problem solving (DeDreu et al., 2001) Punishment; contending, avoiding, forcing,

contentious behavior, and concession making
(DeDreu et al., 2001; Pruitt, 1981)
Collaborating and cooperating (Deutsch, 1973)  Competing and contending acts (Deutsch, 1973)
Discrepancy (Elfenbein et al., 2010) Optimism (Elfenbein et al., 2010)

We recorded the reliability of each indicator of strategy. When a paper reported multiple
tactics assigned to the same strategy, we averaged their correlations with joint gains - a procedure
recommended by Hunter and Schmidt (2004) for multiple indicators. We also averaged the reliabilities
of the tactics that were averaged.

Additional coding included recording of the national origin of each sample to operationalize
culture as a moderator. We used World Bank's regions of economic activity (World Bank Annual Report,
2016) (e.g., Brett et al., 2017) to assign nations to regions: East Asia, Middle East and South Asia, and
the West.

We recorded methodological moderators including publication status: published vs.
unpublished; setting: field vs. laboratory; subject population: undergraduate, MBA, executive or mixed;
negotiation method: one-on-one, team-on-team, or multi-party; percent of male participants; and
average age of participants. We recorded four control variables: paper number (“paper”), the number
of independent studies included in each paper (two papers had two studies each), number of
negotiations in the study (sample size of dyadic, team-on-team or multiparty groups in the study), and
number of methods used to measure strategy.

Meta-Analytic Procedures

We conducted all meta- and moderator analyses using the Metafor package (Viechtbauer,
2010) in R (R Core Team, 2016) with mixed effects models. Mixed effects models allowed us to meet
the assumption of effect size statistical independence (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004), and to account for
variability between effect sizes attributable to sampling error. To control for the dependence of
observations when studies used multiple measurement methods or theories, we modeled paper
effects, sample effects, study effects, and pair (an indicator of whether both value creating and value
claiming coefficients were measured within the same negotiation) as random effects, and strategy,
theory, measurement method, and additional moderators of interest as fixed effects. This approach
partitioned variance explained by identifiable factors (controls and moderators) and by random,
unidentifiable sources (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001).
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We conducted the meta-analysis using Pearson'’s r as the effect size measure. Because ris not
normally distributed, we transformed each rinto Fisher's z, after correcting for measurement error. A
Fisher's z transformation also controls for sample size. We used transformed Fisher's z values in all
analyses. We computed confidence intervals around transformed Fisher's z using the Metaphor
package. All tables report Pearson’s r correlations that were un-transformed from the Fisher's z after
the analysis. The full meta-analysis plan, explanations of correction techniques, power analysis, and
publication bias are in the supplemental materials.

Results

The purpose of this meta-analysis was to evaluate hypotheses concerning the functional
similarity and differences in predicting joint gains between theories for conceptualizing and methods
for measuring negotiation strategy across Western and non-Western cultures. We analyzed 46 papers
that produced 62 independent samples and 76 total observations.

Value Creating and Value Claiming Negotiation Strategy on Joint Gains

H1 tested the strategy only model against an intercept only model. The meta-analytic results
reported in Table 2 show that value-creating strategy had a significant, positive relationship with joint
gains; value-claiming strategy had a significant negative relationship with joint gains. A deviation test
comparing the log likelihoods from the strategy model to the intercept only model shows that the
strategy model fit the data better than the intercept only model (Model fit = (AG*(1) = 44.07, p < .001,
AP = 8.13%).

Table 2
Effects of Negotiation Strategy on Joint Gains

Joint Full Model Outliers Removed
Gains (k =133; 6,801 negotiations; 3,899 unique) (k =125; 6,377 negotiations; 3,687 unique)
n 7 z 95% CI I n p z 95% CI I
Creating 70 .29 7.30%** [.22;.38] 78.55% 66 .25 7.06%** [.18;.32] 72.72%
Claiming 63 -14  -3.20%* [-.22; -.05] 59 -10  -270**  [-.18,-.03]
Model Fit: AG%(1) = 44.07, p < .001, A =8.13% Model Fit: AG%(1) =38.11, p <.001, A = 9.88%
QE(131)=610.76, p < .001 QE(123) = 450.85, p < .001
QM(2) = 63.51, p <.001 QM(2) =57.23, p < .001

Note. z computed on corrected, and Fisher's z transformed correlations. ¥ and p are reverted
transformations from Fisher's z-values (and can be interpreted as correlations). Confidence intervals
computed around transformed Fisher's z. Unique counts for observations that report both creating
and claiming coefficients. Model fit statistics compared against intercept-only models. Heterogeneity
analyses (/) were conducted on corrected effect sizes.

p<.1,*p<.05**p<.01, *** p <.001
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A Guide to Reading Results Tables

Observation is our meta-analysis unit of analysis. Within each observation, there were
multiple negotiations. Most observations measured both value creating and value claiming
strategies and reported the correlation between each strategy and joint gains. The meta-analysis
treats each correlation between value creating and joint gains and value claiming and joint gains as
a separate negotiation. Our tables report both this total number of negotiations on which an
analysis was run, as well as, the number of those negotiations that were unique, that is value
claiming and value creating were measured on the same negotiation. All analyses include a random
effect of observation pair to control for the dependency due to measuring both value creating and
value claiming strategy in the same negotiation. The column labeled n shows how many effect sizes
were included in each analysis. We computed the z test-statistics on the Fisher's z transformed
correlations used in the analysis; 7 and p values are correlation estimates untransformed from the
Fisher's z used in the analysis for ease of interpretation. In Table 2 the 7, the estimated Pearson’s r
correlation between creating value and joint gains in the full model is .29, and p in the model
excluding outliers is .25. The estimated Pearson’s r correlation between creating value and
satisfaction in the full model is .33, and in the model excluding outliers is .30. We computed the
confidence interval around the transformed Fisher's z used in the meta-analysis. For this reason,
confidence intervals may not appear symmetric around 7 and p, especially for estimates at extreme
values of these coefficients, which is where the Fisher's z transformation makes the greatest
difference. The reader who is interested in verifying whether the confidence interval is symmetric,
can retransform the estimated correlation coefficient 7 or p into Fisher's z using the
formula: .5(log((1+r)/(1-r))), the confidence interval will be symmetric around that transformed value.
The model fit statistic (AGX(df)) includes the observed change in fit given the differences in degrees of
freedom. The p-value is computed from the deviation test of this value against the chi-square
distribution. The change in /2 in the strategy model is the percentage point difference between the /?
of the intercept-only model and the strategy only model. In tables reporting results for theory and
measurement models, the change in # is the percentage difference between the /? of the strategy
only model, and the model for which the results are being reported.

Testing for Outliers

Next, we tested for outliers using a funnel plot to examine each observation’s studentized
residuals in relation to its standard error. Our criterion was an absolute studentized residual higher
than 1.96 (Viechtbauer & Cheung, 2010). The funnel plot in Figure 1 shows seven outliers. Three of the
outliers (two from the same study) had a common profile: they were three-person negotiations, the
theory was dual concern (motivational), but the measurement was not self-report of own use of
strategy, but the average of the average of two negotiators’ reports on the use of strategy by the third
negotiator. Thus, there were substantive and theoretical reasons why these observations might be
outliers. In subsequent analyses, we excluded these three empirical outliers, plus a fourth paper that
used the same method: Beersma and DeDreu (1999); Beersma and DeDreu (2005, Study 1 and Study
2) and Beersma and DeDreu (2002). Results including outliers are available from the authors.
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Figure 1
Funnel Plot for the Effect of Negotiation Strategy on Joint Gains with Outliers Labeled
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coded. z computed on corrected and Fisher's z transformed correlations. rand p are reverted
transformations from Fisher's z-values (and can be interpreted as correlations). Confidence intervals
computed around transformed Fisher's z. Unique negotiations account for studies that report both
creating and claiming coefficients. Model fit statistics compared against strategy-only models.
Heterogeneity analyses (12) were conducted on corrected effect sizes.

p <.10, *p < .05, **p< .01, ***p < .001

After removing outliers, the value creating-joint gains estimate was significant, positive, and
above average in magnitude (estimate = .25); the value claiming-joint gains estimate was significant,
negative, and below average in magnitude (estimate = -.10). These results support H1. We used
Paterson and colleagues’ (2016) average effect size of .278 based on 690 corrected effect sizes in
micro-managerial meta-analytic research to interpret magnitude. The strategy model with outliers
removed fit better than the intercept only model (Model fit = (AG%(1) = 38.11, p <.001, Al? = 9.88%). All
subsequent analyses remove these four outliers.

Including Theory as a Predictor of Joint Gains

H2 predicted that value creation as conceptualized by behavioral theory would have a
stronger relationship with joint gains than value creation as conceptualized by motivational theory.
The results of testing H2 are reported in Table 3. These results indicate that for both creating and
claiming value, behavioral (¥ =.26; ¥ =-.08) and dual-concern (7 =.31; ¥ =-.26) theories replicated the
result of the strategy only model prediction of joint gains. The estimate for competitive-cooperative
theory was not significant for creating value (7 = .17), but it was significant for claiming value (¥ =-.35).
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The effect size estimates based on the LIWC conceptualization of behavioral theory were not
significant.

To further test H2 we performed simple contrasts on the estimated coefficients using the
pooled standard error calculated off the diagonal of the estimated variance-covariance matrix
produced by the meta-analysis. Thus, all contrasts control for non-independence. There were no
significant differences between the estimated effect sizes for value creating (motivational, dual
concern (MDCQ)) = .31 vs. behavioral (B) = .26), t{(117) = .52, p = .60 or for value claiming, (DC =-.26 vs. B
=-.08), t(117)=1.33, p=.19. However, note the low magnitude of the behavioral theory, value claiming
effect sizes (behavioral = -.08; behavioral (LIWC) = -.02) relative to the higher magnitude of the
motivational theories of dual concern (MDC = -.26) and competitive-cooperative (MCC = -.35) value
claiming effect sizes.

The model fit statistic in Table 3 shows that the theory model fit the data as well, but no better
than the strategy-only model (Model Fit: AG%(6) = 5.86, p = .439, A = .60%). Overall, these results
suggest that despite theoretical differences, behavioral and motivational theories are not fully
distinguishable when using strategy to predict joint gains. These results indicate that in contrast to
the H2 prediction, motivational and behavioral theories converge on similar estimates of the
relationships between value creating and value claiming strategy and joint gains. The results also
suggest that more studies are needed to assess whether the behavioral theory use of LIWC
conceptualization of value creating and value claiming is a valid indicator of negotiation strategy as it
relates to joint gains.

Table 3
Effects of Strategy and Theory on joint Gains

Outliers Removed

Joint Gains (k =125; 6,377 negotiations; 3,687 unique)
Creating n 7 z 95% CI I
Behavioral 53 .26 6.74*** [.19; .34] 72.12%
Dual Concern 5 31 2.85%% [.10; .55]
Comp-coop 2 A7 .98 [-.17;.52]
LIWC 6 A1 .83 [-.15;.36]
Claiming
Behavioral 49 -.08 -1.97* [-.16;-.00]
Dual Concern 4 -.26 -2.00%** [-.51;-.01]
Comp-coop 2 -.35 -2.02* [-.70; -.01]
LIWC 4 -.02 =11 [-.33;.29]

Model Fit: AG%(6)= 5.86, p < .439, A = .60%
QE(117)=419.68, p <.001
QM(8)=67.16, p < .001
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Note. Dual concern and comp-coop are motivational theories. LIWC = Linguistic Inquiry and Word
Count is a behavioral theory. z computed on corrected and Fisher's z transformed correlations. 7 and
p are reverted transformations from Fisher's z-values (and can be interpreted as correlations).
Confidence intervals computed around transformed Fisher's z. Unique negotiations account for
studies that report both creating and claiming coefficients. Model fit statistics compared against
strategy-only models. Heterogeneity analyses (/) were conducted on corrected effect sizes.
p<.10,* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p < .001

Including Measurement Method as a Predictor of Joint Gains

Table 4 reports the results of testing H3 that predicted that the self-report method of
measuring negotiation strategy would have a stronger relationship with joint gains than behavioral
coding. For value creating and value claiming, both behavioral coding (¥ = .25; ¥ =-.09) and self-report
measurement methods (7 = .31; 7 = -.13) produced significant estimates of the strategy - joint gains
relationship. The computer coding method, perhaps due to large heterogeneity across a very limited
number of observations (n’s <= 8), produced no significant estimates of the relationship between value
creating or value claiming strategy and joint gains.

The measurement-method model fit the data no better than the strategy only model (Model
Fit: AG%(4)= 5.12, p =.28, AI” = .19%), indicating that different measurement methods were converging
on similar estimates of relationships between negotiation strategy and joint gains. Simple contrasts,
testing H3, were consistent with this interpretation. The self-report (SR) effect size estimate was not
significantly greater than behavioral coding (BC) effect size estimate either for value creation (SR 7
=.31; BC #=.25) or for value claiming (SR 7 = -.13; BC 7 = -.09) (all p's > .33). Both behavioral coding
and self-report measurement methods converged on largely the same estimated effect size between
strategy and joint gains.

Table 4
Effects of Strategy and Measurement Type on Joint Gains

Outliers Removed

Joint Gains (k =125; 6,377 negotiations; 3,687 unique)
n 7 z 95% Cl I
Cre;;'“g 38 .25 5.28*** [.16; .34] 72.:53%
SR 20 31 5.37*%%* [.20; .44]
LIWC 8 .04 .36 [-.18;.27]
Claiming
BC 38 -.09 -2.01* [-.18;-.00]
SR 17 -13 -2.03* [-.26; -.00]
LIWC 4 -.02 =11 [-.33;.30]

Model Fit: AG2(4)= 5.12, p =.275, A2 = .19%
QE(119) = 433.23, p < .001
QM(6) = 64.94, p < .001
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Theory, Measurement Method, and Strategy as Predictors of Joint Gains

The theory plus measurement model (results fully reported in supplemental materials) fit the
data equally as well as the theory model (Model Fitrheory: AG%(2) = 4.12, p = .13, A = .06%) and equally
well as the measurement model (Model Fityeasure: AG%(4) = 4.86, p = .302, A = .47%). There were no
significant differences between estimates of the relationships between value creating and joint gains
when conceptualized as motivational and measured via self-report: (MDC 7 = .31) versus
conceptualized as behavioral theory and measured via self-report (B 7 =.34), t(115) =.16, p = .88. There
also were no significant differences in the estimates of the relationship between value claiming and
joint gains (MDC 7 = -.26 vs. B 7 = -.03), t(115) = -1.49, p = .14. The behavioral theory self-report
estimated effect size (¥ =-.03) was not significant and its magnitude was very small in contrast to the
magnitude of both the motivational theories’ self-reports estimated effect sizes for the relationship
between value claiming and joint gains (MDC 7 = -.26) and (MCC 7 = -.35). Estimates for computer
coding of value creating and value claiming were not significant.

Results of the analysis of the interaction between theory and method (reported in a bar chart
inthe supplemental materials) showed no significant differences for value creating between estimates
of behavioral theory, behavioral coding (¥ =.25) and behavioral theory, self-report (¥ = .34) effect sizes
(([1151=-1.12, p = .26). There also were no significant differences for value claiming between estimates
of behavioral theory, behavioral coding (7 =-.09) and the behavioral theory, self-report (¥ =-.03) effect
sizes (t[115]=-.65, p =.52). Overall, these results support the interpretation that all measurement types
and theoretical perspectives provide functionally equivalent estimates of the relationship between
negotiation strategy and joint gains.

Culture as a Theoretical Moderator

Culture was a significant moderator of the strategy-joint gains model. Supporting Hypotheses
4a and 4b, which predicted Western culture hegemony, results in Table 5 show that the effects of
value creating and value claiming negotiation strategy on joint gains were only significant in Western
culture samples: value creating effect size (7 = .31) and value claiming effect size (¥ =-.15)." The simple
contrast results reported in Table 6 show a significant difference between cultures for value creating
(([1171 = 3.17, p = .002) and a marginal difference for value claiming (t[117] = -1.98, p = .058). There
were no significant differences between East Asian, or Middle Eastern and South Asian cultures for
value creating (t[117] = -.29, p = .77) or value claiming (t[117] = .47, p = .64). Designating the region of
the observation in the model had a significant effect on model fit compared to the strategy only model
(Model Fit: AG%(4) = 13.52, p = .009, A? = 3.35%). These results suggest that the validity of using current
theory and measurement of value creating and value claiming strategies to predict joint gains may be
limited to Western cultures.

! Given that all analyses resulted in non-significant differences in model fit for all models of joint gains beyond the
strategy-only model, for the sake of parsimony and ease of interpretation, we ran moderator analyses by adding
the moderator to the strategy only model.
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Table 5
Effects of Culture on the Relationship between Negotiation Strategy and Joint Gains

Outliers Removed

Joint Gains (k =123; 6,305 negotiations; 3,651 unique)
n 7 z 95% Cl I
(\:/\;::tt;?f 45 31 8.08*** [.24; .40] 69.69%
East Asian 11 .06 74 [-.11;.24]
Middle East & South Asian 9 10 1.09 [-.08; .29]
Claiming
Western 40 -.15 -3.57%%* [-.23; -.07]
East Asian 10 .04 .39 [-.14; .21]
Middle East & South Asian 8 -.03 -.28 [-.22;.16]

Model Fit: AG%(4) = 13.52, p = .009, A = 3.35%
QE(117) = 386.04, p < .001
QM(6) = 79.94, p < .001

Note. z computed on corrected and Fisher's z transformed correlations. 7 and p are reverted
transformations from Fisher's z-values (and can be interpreted as correlations). Confidence
intervals computed around transformed Fisher's z. Unique negotiations account for studies that
report both creating and claiming coefficients. Model fit statistics compared against strategy-
only models. Heterogeneity analyses (/?) were conducted on corrected effect sizes.

p<.1,*p<.05 *p<.01, *** p<.001

Coefficient Comparisons Outliers Excluded:

Creating: Western vs. Non-Western: t{(117) = 3.17, p = .002; East Asian vs. Middle East & South
Asian: t(117)=-.29, p= .77

Claiming: Western vs. Non-Western: t(117) = -1.98, p = .048; East Asian vs. Middle East & South
Asian: t(117) = .47, p= .64

Methodological Moderators’

The Supplemental Materials present detailed results of testing the effects of the
methodological moderators. Here we summarize those results.

Publication

There were no significant differences in the effect sizes for published (p = .28) versus
unpublished (p = .16) observations for the relationship between value creating and joint gains t(121)
=1.33, p = .18 or published (p = -.09) versus unpublished (p = -.17) observations for the relationship
between value claiming and joint gains t(121) = -.88, p = .38. The model including publication status as
amoderator did not fit the data significantly better than the strategy only model (AG?[2] = 2.52, p = .28).
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The estimates for value creating in unpublished data were smaller in magnitude than the estimates
for value claiming in unpublished data, but these differences were not significant. The funnel plot
showed substantial symmetry with only a small gap in lower left where two published observations
were outliers.

Setting

The setting of the observation, as an experiment or a non-experimental study, was a
significant moderator of the relationship between strategy and joint gains. The modelincluding setting
fit the data significantly better than the model including strategy only (AG?(2) = 12.81, p = .002).
Experiments consistently produced higher estimates of the relationship between strategy and joint
gains. The difference was significant for value creating strategies (experiment (E) p = .37, non-
experiment (NE) p =.16 (t[121] = 3.28, p = .001), but not for value claiming strategies (E p =-.16; NE p
= -.05) ({[121] = -1.66, p = .097). The relationship between value claiming and joint gains was not
significant in a non-experimental setting.

Negotiation Type
The moderator, negotiation type (one-on-one, team-on-team, multiparty), did not improve
model fit over the strategy-only model (AG?[4] = 2.36, p = .67).

Population Type

Population type (undergraduate, MBA, executive, or mixed) was a not a significant moderator
as demonstrated by the only marginally better fit over the model including strategy-only (AG(6) =
11.23, p =.08). Although not significantly different from mixed population types (p = .21), the executive
population (p = .03) produced significantly lower estimates of the relationship between value creating
and joint gains than both MBA (p = .24), ({[117]1=-2.03, p =.04) and undergraduate populations (p = .33)
(t[1171=-3.29, p <.001).

Discussion

This meta-analysis addresses the functionality of different theoretical conceptualizations and
methods of measuring negotiation strategy to predict joint gains with startling findings. First, given
current data, negotiation strategy theory, whether behavioral or motivational, and negotiation
strategy measurement, whether behavioral coding or self-report, are essentially functionally
equivalent when predicting joint gains, with the caveat that LIWC computer behavioral coding, at least
as it has been used to date, is not. Second, negotiation strategy theory is culturally bound to Western
culture samples. The positive relationship between value creation and joint gains characteristic of
Western cultures samples is not significant in non-Western culture samples. The negative relationship
between value claiming and joint gains characteristic of Western culture samples is not significant in
non-Western culture samples. As meta-analytic results reveal how to make negotiation strategy
research easier to do - use self-reports, they also reveal that current theory is insufficient to address
how to study the strategy-joint gains relationship in non-Western cultures.

Theoretical Implications

Three theoretical implications of this research reveal opportunities for future research: 1) the
theory of negotiation strategy is Western-culture bound; 2) the differences between behavioral and
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motivational perspectives, although conceptually distinct, are functionally equivalent, empirically; 3)
what observers can describe of negotiators’ behaviors and what negotiators self-report are
functionally equivalent, empirically,

The theory of negotiation strategy predicting joint gains appears to be culture bound. But,
because the meta-analysis does not reveal why, this research identifies an opportunity for future
research to understand how non-Western culture negotiators are using negotiation strategy to
negotiate joint gains. There is a hint in the meta-analytic results showing that value claiming is less
negatively related to joint gains in non-Western than Western cultures that some non-Western culture
negotiators may be using the information embedded in value claiming strategy to infer information
needed to generate trade-offs and joint gains.

The fundamental difference between the motivational and behavioral perspectives on
negotiation strategy is that motivational theories capture what the negotiators intended to do
whereas behavioral approaches capture what negotiators actually did. Researchers from both
theoretical traditions aim to predict negotiation outcomes from strategy and use strategy as an
explanatory mechanism to account for the effects of independent variables on outcomes. Our meta-
analysis shows that the behavioral and motivational theories generate functionally equivalent
estimates predicting the relationship between strategy and joint gains. Still, the conceptualizations of
these two theories are different. Motivational theory focuses on the importance of self-and-other’s
interests and information sharing, which we define broadly as interests and priorities for value
creating and influence for value claiming. Behavioral theory, in contrast, focuses squarely on
information sharing. However, our results indicate that in the context of understanding the
relationship between negotiation strategy and joint gains, the two foci are highly interrelated. That
the theory of cooperation and competition did not generate significant estimates for value creating
strategy, suggests that the information-sharing element, which is part of both motivational and
behavioral theory, may be a key component of negotiation strategy. However, we caution that we had
few motivational theory, competition-cooperation observations. The implication for future
researchers is that they should select their theoretical perspective based on the nature of their
research questions.

Two of the three operationalizations of strategy in our meta-analysis (behavioral coding and
self-report) provided functionally equivalent estimates of the relationship between negotiation
strategy and joint gains. The implication for future researchers is that so long as they are studying
value claiming and value creating strategy, self-report is as valid a method of measurement as
behavioral coding and much more efficient. Thus, despite the strong differences in the methods of
behavioral coding versus self-report, the meta-analysis results suggest that negotiators can report
how they are using strategy in negotiation with validity thatis similar to the validity of observers coding
the use of negotiation strategy. These self-report measures captured the negotiator's own view of the
use of strategy in the negotiation. The studies in which negotiators reported on their counterparts’
behaviors were outliers in the meta-analysis. In future research using self-reports to measure use of
strategy, researchers may wish to consider the differences between self-reports of own use of strategy
versus of counterpart's use of strategy.

Computer coding using LIWC categories of social interaction words did not provide significant
estimates for the strategy-joint gains relationship. We had few LIWC data sets and their estimates of
the strategy-joint gains relationships were extremely heterogeneous. However, it is possible that the
categories of social interaction that the LIWC system counts are too conceptually distant from the
behaviors and motives of the value creating and value claiming strategies that are central to
negotiation theory. This may indicate that we do not yet have appropriate categories for using
computer coding to measure negotiation strategy. Alternatively, the results may indicate that counting
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words in categories does not generate as much insight into latent semantic meaning as coding
behavior in context or asking negotiators about their motives and behaviors. Future research using
computer coding that is based on theoretically developed categories, such as reported by Gelfand
and colleagues (2015) may generate more valid indicators.

Limitations and Opportunities for Future Research

As with all research, this meta-analysis has certain limitations. First, although we acquired
some unpublished data sets and our publication bias analysis implied no publication bias, effects in
data sets that we did access might be more robust than effects in the data sets we did not access. It
is possible that our estimates are upwardly biased, because of our meta-analytic database. Second,
we carefully followed authors own operationalizations of their measures into strategies of value
creating and value claiming. Authors using behavioral coding operationalized strategy as the relative
frequency of the content of the interaction; however, we note that some behavioral studies expand
beyond the frequency of process and study reciprocity and or complementarity of content (Weingart
et al., 2007). Future research may wish to take a comparative process approach to study the
relationship between negotiation strategy and joint gains. Third, four studies required that we
categorize multiple negotiation behaviors into value claiming and value creating strategy. We did so
based on theory and papers that provided an empirical categorization for example using
correspondence analysis (Weingart et al., 2007). However, we recognize that our categorization of
behaviors into strategies may have introduced heterogeneity into the strategy effects.

Finally, we offer two cautions to readers who may be new to meta-analysis. First, one should
not interpret non-significant or smaller effect sizes as less correct than larger or significant effect sizes.
Our meta-analysis provided an accurate assessment of the true effect size for each measurement
method and theory given the data available. Even though our meta-analysis revealed consistently
significant effects of value creating and value claiming on joint gains, the relative size of the effect is
not indicative of a “truer” estimate of the effect of negotiation strategy on joint gains. In other words,
confidence in an estimate of an effect size should be based on the size of the standard error (where
smaller is more confident) rather than the size of the effect. Second, the estimates reported in the
meta-analysis are accurate to the data available to date. As scholars continue to study negotiation
strategy, particularly across cultures, it is likely that a deeper understanding will emerge explaining
why, given data available, theory and methods are functionally equivalent, but the strategy-joint gains
relationship in Western culture does not generalize to non-Western culture.

Conclusion

Results of our meta-analysis showed that different theoretical perspectives and measurement
methods were functionally equivalent in accounting for the relationship between creating and
claiming value and joint gains. The effect of value creating on joint gains was positive and the effect
of value claiming on joint gains was negative. However, these results only held in Western culture
samples. We conclude that the theory of value creating and value claiming negotiation strategy as it
relates to joint gains is Western culture bound.
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Appendix
Supplemental Materials

Figure 1
Search Flow Diagram

Data Bases Searched

Google Scholar
Psycho Info — > 189 Author Requests Web of Science
ProQuest dissertations
Papers citing Weingart, 1990 Yield 52 papers
Kong et al, 2014 Yield 18 papers
Hiiffmeier et al, 2014

134 Papers Excluded

23 Not same culture, deal making negotiation
simulation data (scenario, confederate, dispute)

44 No joint gains (individual gains, impasse)

/

46 Papers Included

Yield 110 papers \
180 Papers g 6 Not Empirical (theory, method, literature review)

Figure Methods — 1 34 No strategy measures (manipulations, social

Search, inclusion and exclusion motives, individual differences)

134 15 No strategy joint gains correlations (beta
weights, mean differences, not reported, not
available)

12 Data included in another paper
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Table 1

Papers in the Meta-Analysis

Exp
Method x Pop Vs
No Citation P/U | #S | Method | Theory Theory # Methods 1\ Culture Region #N Parties Age % male Type Field
Ramirez-
Marin et al., BC & BC-B; W;
1| 2014, U 2 LIWC B LIWC 2 Pair M SA&ME 37,29 ONE 20; 21 32; 50 U F
Beersma &
De Dreu,
8 | 1999. P 1 SR DC SR-DC 1 Pair S W 22 MULTI U E
Beersma &
De Dreu,
9 | 2002. P 1 SR DC SR -DC 1 Pair S 0 91 MULTI U E
Beersma &
De Dreu,
11 | 2005. P 2 SR DC SR-DC 1 Pair S w 30;69 MULTI 41,31 U E
De Dreu, et
22 | al., 2006. P 1 SR DC SR-DC 1 Pair S W 50 ONE 20 U E
Elfenbein, et BC; BC-B;
27 | al., 2010 U 1 LIWC B LIWC 2 Pair S W 26 ONE 30 70 MBA F
Gunia, et al., BC-B; SR- W; 25;25;2 38;46; 77;92;
39 | 2011. P 4 BC; SR B B 2 Pair M SAKME 8;39 ONE 41;38 98,78 EXEC F
Han, et al.,
40 | 2012. P 1 SR B SR-B 1 Pair S EA 53 ONE 20 64 U E
Hyder, et al.,
46 | 2000. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Pair S W 61 ONE 69 U F
Lugger, et al.,
67 | 2014. P 2 BC B BC-B 1 Pair M EA; W 46;48 ONE 50;52 U F
Moore, et al.,
73 | 1999. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Pair S W 97 ONE MBA E
Morris, et al., Vv
76 | 2002. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Claim S W 39 ONE MBA E
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Olekalns &
84 | Smith, 2013. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Pair S w 62 ONE 19 23 U
Olekalns, et Vv
85 | al., 2014. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Claim S w 60 ONE MIXED
Olekalns &
86 | Smith, 2000. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Pair S ' 64 ONE 22 50 U
Rockmann &
Northcraft, \Y
103 | 2010. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Claim S w 32 MULTI U
Schei &
Rognes,
106 | 2003. P 1 SR B SR-B 1 Pair S w 81 ONE 25 57 MBA
Schei et al.,
107 | 2008. P 1 SR B SR-B 1 Pair S w 76 MULTI 21 65 U
Schei et al.,
108 | 2011. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Pair S ' 48 ONE 25 63 MBA
Schei et al., Vv
109 | 2006. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Create S 0 17 ONE 25 58 MBA
SR-B; SR- \Y
110 | Schei, 2013. P 1 SR B; DC DC 2 Create S w 116 ONE 25 55 MBA
Sinaceur, \Y
116 | 2010. P 1 SR B SR-B 1 Create S w 32 ONE U
Ten Velden et
129 | al., 2007. P 1 SR DC SR-DC 1 Pair S 2 97 MULTI 21 26 U
Ten Velden et \Y
130 | al., 2010. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Create S 2 83 ONE 21 56 U
Tinsley et al.,
133 | 2002. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Pair S w 60 ONE 29 65 MBA
Volkema et Vv
136 | al, 2010. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Claim S w 33 ONE 26 61 MBA
Weingart et
137 | al., 1996. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Pair S w 90 ONE 63 U
Weingart et
138 | al., 2007. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Pair S ' 36 MULTI 75 MBA
Weingart et
142 | al., 1990. P 1 BC B BC-B 1 Pair S w 22 ONE MBA

Negotiation Strategy: A Cross-Cultural Meta-Analytic Evaluation of Theory and Measurement




Brett, Ramirez-Marin, and Galoni

Wilken et al.,
144 | 2013. 1 BC B BC Pair S w 58 TEAM 46 MBA
150 | Liu, 2011. 2 BC B BC-B Pair M W; EA 32,35 ONE 20;26 50;48 MIXED
155 | Butt, 2005. 1 SR DC SR-C&C Pair S SA&ME 104 ONE 30 74 MIXED
BC-B; SR-
156 | Choi, 2003. 1 BC; SR | B; C&C C&C Pair S 0 125 ONE 20 49 U
Gelfand,
164 | 1996. 1 SR C&C SR-C&C Pair S w 82 TEAM 52 U
Zerres et al., Vv
171 | 2013. 1 BC B BC-B Create S w 180 ONE 24 61 U
172 | Geiger, 2014. 1 BC B BC-B Pair S w 52 TEAM 25 63 MBA
Harinck & De
176 | Dreu, 2011. 1 SR DC SR-DC; Pair S W 51 ONE 22 33 U
Yao et al., BC-B; SR-
178 | 2017. 1 BC, SR B B Pair S EA 50 ONE 41 80 EXEC
Aaldering &
Ten Velden, BC-B; SR-
179 | 2016. 1 BC; SR B; DC DC Pair S w 82 ONE 23 28 U
Aslani et al. EA
2016. ' ME&SA; | 438;68; 19;21; | 47;50;
180 3 SR B SR-B Pair M w 63 ONE 20 32 U
Olekalns et \Y
181 | al., 2014. 1 BC B BC-B Claim S W 35 ONE 19 34 U
Nandkeolyar LIWC; LIWC BC-
182 | & Brett, 2012. 1 BC B B Pair S SA&ME 66 ONE 24 59 MBA
Ramirez-
Marin & SR; SR-B; 44,37,
186 | Brett, 2012. 2 LIwWC B LIWC Pair M W; W 20;20 ONE 22;21 37; 28 U
Kern et al., BC; BC-B; Vv
187 | 2012. 2 LIwWC B LIWC Create M EA, W 15,16 ONE 24,20 38,34 Mixed
De Dreu et
189 | al., 1998. 1 BC B BC-B Pair S 2 45 ONE U
Adair & Brett, W, EA;
5149 | 2005. 8 BC B BC-B Pair M ME&SA 201 ONE 32 75 Mixed
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Table 1 Notes: These abbreviations are used in the heading row of the table: PU -
Published/Unpublished. #S - the number of the study in the paper. Method - B=Behavioral coding,
SR= Self Report, LIWC = Linguistic Word Inquiry Count. Theory B = Behavioral, DC=Dual Concern, C&C
= Cooperative & Competitive; Method xTheory - indicates which method was used to measure which
theoretical perspective. #Methods - indicates the number of methods reported in the same sample.
IV- refers to whether value claiming, value creating or both (indicated by term pair) variables were
measured in the same sample. Culture indicates whether the sample was Single or Multi-cultural.
Region - W=West; EA=East Asia, ME&SA=Middle East and South Asia. #N indicates the number of
negotiations in the sample; multiple numbers here refer to separate intra-cultural samples in this
study. Parties - ONE - one on one negotiation, MULTI - multiparty negotiation, TEAM - team on team
negotiation; Age - average age reported. % male - percent of the sample reported as male. Pop type:
type of sample: MBA, U-undergrad, EXEC - executive education, MIXED - a mixture of populations.
Exp vs Field - an experimental study or a non-experimental study.

Correction Techniques

We followed Hunter and Schmidt's (2004) approach to correct correlations between joint gains
and value creating and value claiming for measurement error by dividing all effect sizes by the square
root of the reliability estimates of the correlated variables. In the absence of a reliability coefficient,
we used the average reliability of that variable (value creating, value claiming) in the data set. We
replaced 5/70 missing reliability coefficients for value creating (a = .76). We replaced 10/63 missing
reliability coefficients for value claiming (a = .77). We assigned joint gains a reliability coefficient of
1.00. (See De Wit, Greer, &Jehn, 2012; Greer, de Jong, Schouten, & Dannals, 2018, for precedent.)

Power Analysis

Given that the meta-analyses reported in this paper are mixed-effect multivariate meta-
analyses and that the studies used for the meta-analysis represent, to the best of our knowledge, the
entire body of work to date, a priori power analyses were inappropriate (McShane & Béckenholt, 2016).
Instead, we computed post-hoc, power-calibrated effect size estimates for each correlation estimate
in all of our models. We provide the sample size required for 80% power should a researcher be
interested in detecting the effect in a future single-sample study. (See table providing Power Analysis
Details below.)

Table 2
Details of the Power Analysis

. Value Creating Value Claiming
Outliers Removed — —
7 (V) N2 (V) Ny2
Overall .25 (.001) 133 -.10 (.001) 1,057
Measurement Type
Behavioral Coding .25(.002) 144 -.09 (.002) 1,614
Self-Report .31 (.004) 87 -.13 (.004) 800
Computer Coding .04 (.013) - -.02 (.025) -
Theory
Behavioral Theory .26 (.002) 124 -.08 (.002) 2,311

Negotiation Strategy: A Cross-Cultural Meta-Analytic Evaluation of Theory and Measurement




Brett, Ramirez-Marin, and Galoni

Dual Concern .31 (.013) 103 -.26 (.017) 214
Cooperation-Competition .17 (.031) 6.827 -.35(.031) 112
Computer Coding .11 (.017) - -.02 (.025) -
Theory x Measurement
Behavioral Theory BC .25 (.002) 142 -.09 (.002) 1,578
Behavioral Theory SR .34 (.006) 77 -.03 (.007) -
Dual Concern SR .31 (.013) 102 -.26 (.016) 211
Cooperation-Competition SR .17 (.030) 5,580 -.35(.030) 110
Computer Coding .04 (.013) - -.02 (.024) -
Moderators - Outliers Value Creating Value Claiming
Removed 7 (V) N,z 7(v?) N,z
Culture
Western .31 (.002) 65 -.15(.002) 324
East Asian .06 (.008) - .04 (.008) -
Middle Eastern .10 (.009) 5,394 -.03 (.009) -
Publication
Published .28 (.001) 87 -.09 (.002) 1,416
Unpublished .16 (.006) 360 -.17 (.007) 378
Setting
Experiment .37 (.003) 47 -.16 (.003) 276
Field .16 (.002) 283 -.05 (.002) 36,602
Type
Team-on-Team .13 (.024) - -.22 (.024) 414
One-on-One .27 (.001) 95 -.09 (.002) 1,323
Multi-Party .15 (.024) 8,797 -.19(.019) 523
Population
Undergraduates .33 (.002) 58 -.10 (.003) 1,088
MBA .24 (.005) 126 -.14 (.005) 614
Executive .03 (.007) - -.10 (.007) 4,355
Mixes .21 (.013) 286 -.02 (.014) -
Table 2 Notes:

1. Prospective power-calibrated sample requirements given meta-analytic estimates of effect size,
and heterogeneity within- and across- estimates (one-sided a = .05, power = .80).

2. The sample size values represent the number of participants required to detect a particular effect
if the correlation and variance uncovered in the meta-analysis were the true effect size and variance
in the population. For each correlation, we provide a sample size estimate (N,2) that represents the
sample size required to detect an effect (at power = .80 and one-sided alpha = .05) after correcting for
the variance in the effect size estimate for the particular correlation. We computed the power-
calibrated effect sizes using procedures described in McShane and B&ckenholt (2016). We used the
diagonal of the variance-covariance matrix from the meta-analysis as the value for v2. Although we
used custom code on unrounded values, our results can be replicated approximately using the online
calculator available at https://blakemcshane.shinyapps.io/pces/. Researchers should select Type of
Test = “Test of a Correlation Coefficient,” power = .80, alpha = .05 (one-sided), p = ¥ from the tables, v2
= from the tables.
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Meta-Analysis Plan

We first calculated the mean effect sizes for the association between creating and claiming
value with joint gains across theory and across measurement method. We used deviance tests based
on log likelihoods to compare the fit of these strategy only models to intercept-only models. To check
for outliers, we used a funnel plot to examine each observation’s studentized residuals in relation to
its standard errors. Kepes, Bushman and Anderson (2017) suggest a set of analyses to evaluate
publication bias, all of which we used. We calculated the mean effect sizes for the association between
creating and claiming value strategy with joint gains by the theory and measurement method
interaction. We compared the fit of this model to the strategy only and measurement method only
models. All models controlled for whether an observation used multiple methods of measurement,
and whether the same observation reported both value creating and value claiming.

We calculated /> to compare heterogeneity accounted for in each model. /? describes the
variation across observations attributable to heterogeneity between observations rather than chance.
We were not interested in the absolute values of /%, because we presumed there would be a high
degree of heterogeneity between observations in the data set. Instead, we compared the difference
in 2 between models to evaluate whether theory or measurement method or their interaction
explained a significantly greater portion of heterogeneity in results (Higgins & Thompson, 2002).

Moderator analyses used multivariate meta-regression to evaluate the implication of study
characteristics and theoretical moderators on effect sizes (c.f., Greer et al., 2018).

Publication Bias

The publication bias analyses suggested that publication bias may have led to an
underestimate of the magnitude of the effects of value creating, and perhaps value claiming, on joint
gains. The Trim & Fill results (Duval & Tweedie, 2000) showed the effect size for value creation as
positive and significant and perhaps an underestimate with the number of missing studies estimated
by the Egger's test as 13 on the right (positive estimates missing). The effect size for value claiming
was negative and significant with no missing studies. The cumulative value CMA of the top five most
precise estimates (Kepes, Banks, McDaniel, & Whetzel, 2012) results were stronger than both our meta
analytic results and the Trim & Fill results for value creation (meta =.25; T&F = .34; CMA = .44) and
value claiming (meta -.10; T&F = -.10; CMA -.26). The Selection analysis (Vevea & Hedges, 1995) which
weighs the observation by its contribution to the estimate (a probability of observing its p-value in the
data set) estimates the value creation effect (.31) and the value claiming effect (-.08). The Fail-Safe N
results (Rosenberg, 2005) estimating the number of additional null effect file drawer studies that
would need to exist to nullify our estimates are 6861 for value creation and 1050 for value claiming.
These results provide no evidence that publication bias led to an overestimate of effect sizes; if
anything, the value-creation effect size may be an underestimate.

Outlier Analysis

To test for outliers, we used a funnel plot to examine each observation’s studentized residuals
in relation to its standard error. Our criterion was an absolute studentized residual higher than 1.96
(Viechtbauer & Cheung, 2010). The funnel plot (in Figure 2 in the paper) identified seven outliers. Three
of the outliers (two from the same study) had a common profile; they were three-person negotiations,
the theory was dual concern, but the measurement was not self-report of own use of strategy, but
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the average of two negotiators' reports on the use of strategy by the third negotiator. Thus, there are
substantive and theoretical reasons why these observations might be outliers. In subsequent analyses,
we excluded these three empirically identified outliers, plus a fourth paper that used the same
methods: Beersma & DeDreu (1999); Beersma & DeDreu (2005, Study 1 and Study 2) and Beersma &
DeDreu (2002). Results including outliers are available from the authors.

Figure 2
Meta-analytic Coefficients Regressing Joint Gains on Theory and Measurement Type by Strategy
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Dual Concern SR = Behavioral SR:
Claiming: t(115) = -1.49, p = .136
Creating: t(115)= .16, p = .875
Behavioral BC = Behavioral SR:
Claiming: t(115) = -.65, p = .519
Creating: t(115) =-1.12, p = .264
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Table 3
Effects of Strategy, Theory and Measurement Type on Joint Gains

Outliers Removed

Joint Gains (k =125; 6,377 negotiations; 3,687 unique)
n 7 z 95% CI I
Beﬁ;i?:::fB c 38 25 5.43%%* [14; .34] 72.06%
Behavioral SR 13 34 4.66*** [.20; .49]
Dual Concern SR 5 31 2.90*** [.11;.54]
Comp-coop SR 2 a7 1.00 [-.17; .51]
LIWC CC 8 .04 37 [-.18;.26]
Claiming
Behavioral BC 38 -.09 -2.05* [-.18;-.00]
Behavioral SR 11 -.03 -42 [-.19; .13]
Dual concern SR 4 -.26 -2.02* [-.51;-.01]
Comp-coop SR 2 -35 -2.06%*, [-.70;-.02]
LIWC CC 4 -.02 -1 [-.32;.29]

Model Fityeasure: AGX(4) = 4.86, p = .302, AP = .47%

Model Fitrheory: AGX(2) = 4.12, p =.127, AP = .06%
Note. BC = Behavioral Coding; SR = Self-Report; CC = Computer Coding. z computed on
corrected and Fisher's z transformed correlations. 7 and p are reverted transformations
from Fisher's z-values (and can be interpreted as correlations). Confidence intervals
computed around transformed Fisher's z. Unique negotiations account for studies that
report both creating and claiming coefficients. Model fit statistics compared against
strategy-only models. Heterogeneity analyses (/?) were conducted on corrected effect
sizes.

p<.10,* p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p <.001
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Table 4
Effects of Moderators on the Relationship between Strategy and joint Gains

Outliers Removed Creating Claiming
n p Z 95% CI n p z 95% Cl ? Fit Bonferroni
Publication
Published 51 .28  6.93***  [20;.36] 48 -09  -2.06*  [-17;-01] 72.61% AGX(2)=  p=1.00
Not Published 15 .16 2.19*% [.02; .31] 11 -17  -2.00*  [-.33;-.00] ) 3'223
Setting
Experiment 23 .37  7.34%%*  [28;.49] 23 -16  -3.15%  [-27;-06] 69.92% AG(2)=  p=.016
Field 43 .16  3.65%**  [08;.25] 36 -.05 -1.03 [-.14; .04] plzf,gz
Type
Team-on-Team 3 .13 83 [-.18; .43] 3 -2 -1.41 [-52;.00] 72.80% AG(4)=  p=1.00
One-on-One 60 27 7.13%%* [.19; .34] 52 -.09 -2.17* [-.16; -.01] p 3..36%9
Multi-Party 3 .15 96 [-.16; .45] 4 -19 1.41 [-.46; .08]
Population
Undergraduate 30 .33 7.09%**  [25:.44] 25  -.10 -1.93. [20;.00] 71.05% AGA6)=  p=.656
MBA 16 24  361**  [11;.38] 15 -14  -1.92. [-.27; .00] p1=1 :322
Executive 13 .03 31 [-14; .19] 13 -10 -1.16 [-.26; .07]
Mixed 7 .21 1.77. [-.02; .44] 6 -02 -18 [-.25; .21]

Note. z computed on corrected and Fisher's z transformed correlations. Model fit statistics compared against strategy-only models.
Heterogeneity analyses (/?) were conducted on corrected effect sizes. Bonferroni corrections run to account for the 8 additional post-hoc
analyses on the data. p<.1, * p<.05, ** p <.01, *** p < .001
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