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Introduction 

 

Globalization and technological progress increase the use of digital communication 

technologies in negotiations (Berger, 2013; Backus et al., 2020; Mazei & Hertel, 2016). In fact, 

computer-mediated communication has become the “new normal” in many workplace settings over 

the past years (Raghuram et al., 2019, p. 308). This development has further been accelerated by the 

global COVID-19 pandemic that has made digital communication a necessity in many fields overnight 

in order to handle travel restrictions or the need for physical distancing. At least part of these changes 

is quite likely to remain after the current pandemic (e.g., Rudolph et al., 2021).  

Despite this increasing prevalence of digital communication, computer-mediated negotiations 

(i.e., “negotiations using media other than face-to-face communication”; Stuhlmacher & Citera, 2005, 

p. 70) suffer from a rather bad reputation. Previous research suggests that computer-mediated 

negotiations lead to lower interpersonal trust than face-to-face settings (e.g., Geiger, 2020; Lu et al., 

2017; Naquin & Paulson, 2003), which in turn might cause more hostile behavior and inferior 

economic outcomes (e.g., Kong, et al., 2014; Stuhlmacher & Citera, 2005). Therefore, computer-

mediated negotiations seem not to be advisable despite potential benefits such as lower travel costs 

and higher scheduling flexibility.  

However, we argue that extant research might underestimate the potential of computer-

mediated negotiations by focusing on lean communication media. So far, existing frameworks on 

computer-mediated negotiation (e.g., Thompson & Nadler, 2002) as well as most primary studies 

predominantly considered email or text-based communication (see Geiger, 2020; Kersten & Lai, 2007; 

Lu et al., 2017; Stuhlmacher & Citera, 2005) with rather slow and/or restricted content transmission. 

In contrast, few research has explored effects of rich media in negotiations, such as 

videoconferencing, although this technology is increasingly standard in the last years (Ebner, 2017; 

Ebner, 2021; Geiger, 2020). Moreover, the strong focus on text-based media in research on computer-

mediated negotiations intertwines multiple aspects of social interactions, such as media richness, 

media synchronicity, and channel of communication (i.e., text vs. language). As a consequence, it is 

unclear which specific characteristics of computer-mediated negotiations might be responsible for 

differences in negotiations, and potential positive effects of computer-mediated communication 

(CMC) might be overlooked.  

The current study systematically investigates how and why negotiations are altered when 

digital communication technologies are used. In doing so, we revisit findings from the late 1990ies 

and early 2000s (e.g., Moore et al., 1999; Naquin & Paulson, 2003) given that communication 

technology has advanced considerably in the last two decades (e.g., Kurtzberg et al., 2018; Raghuram 

et al., 2019; Waytz & Gray, 2018). We detangle the various mechanisms that might cause differences 

between face-to-face and computer-mediated negotiations. Specifically, we compared face-to-face 

negotiations with video-based negotiations conducted via a modern video conferencing tool. In a 
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Table 2 
Descriptive statistics (M, SD) and intercorrelations for dependent, mediating and control variables 

Note. Numbers in the diagonal of the correlation matrix indicate Cronbach’s alpha. For single items there is no Cronbach’s alpha. Outcomes 
were divided by 1000. Pre = pre-negotiation; Post = post-negotiation; Psych. = Psychological; Neg. = Negotiation. 
*Holm-adjusted p < .05.

Intercorrelations 
Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. Trust (pre) 4.34 (.66) (.79) 
2. Trust (post) 4.74 (.81) .40* (.85) 
3. Social presence 5.12 (1.03) .02 .31* (.75) 
4. Psych. distance 3.77 (1.15) -.11 .-36* -.29* (.72) 
5. Perceived risk 3.71 (1.06) -.35* -.17 -.06 -.02 (.73) 
6. Dispositional
trust

2.73 (.51) .26* .12 .06 -.02 .02 (.61) 

7. Video call affinity 4.68 (1.27) -.03 -.01 -.04 -.10 -.08 -.01 (.79) 
8. Video experience 4.43 (1.43) -.02 -.13 .02 .03 -.09 .02 .43* (.48) 
9. Neg. experience 2.60 (1.33) 02 -.00 -.02 -.06 -.18 -.02 .19* .25* (.91) 
10. Perceived power 3.91 (1.18) -.02 -.31* -.16 .12 28* .02 -.01 -.00 -12 (.76)
11. Familiarity 1.34 (1.12) -.03 .01 .08 -.01 -.00 -.07 .05 .11 .00 .01 - 
12. Individual
outcome

13.03 (2.19) -.11 .21* .09 -.21* -.09 -.07 -.01 .05 .13 -.39* -.01 - 

13. Joint outcome 26.05 (2.23) -.10 .15 .14 -.17 -.03 -.01 .08 .11 .06 -.25* .01 .51* - 
14. Negotiation time 20.33 (6.70) -.10 -.26 -.12 .10 .05 -.01 .11 .16 .13 .06 .06 .00 -.01 - 
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effect of communication medium and information reprocessability was also not significant, thus not 

supporting Hypothesis 5. Stepwise model comparisons confirmed that none of the three predictors 

included in our LMMs explained a significant amount of variance (see Table 5). The variance explained 

by all three predictors was less than one percent. 

 

Table 3 
Results of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) checking construct distinctiveness of our dependent and 
mediating variables 

Model CFI RMSEA SRMR χ² df df-Difference χ²-Difference 

1-Factor .38 .17 .13 2378.80 230   
2-Factor  .63 .13 .13 1501.78 229 1 877.02*** 
4-Factor .82 .09 .12 863.50 224 5 638.28*** 
6-Factor .92 .06 .08 478.83 215 9 384.66*** 
7-Factor .97 .04 .05 317.24 209 6 161.59*** 

 

Table 4 

Results of the linear mixed model with our experimental factors as independent and trust as dependent 

variable 

Predictor bi SE(bi) 90%-CI 

Intercept 4.87* 0.10 [4.70; 5.04] 

Medium (M) -.24 0.15 [-.47; .00] 

Reprocessability (R) -.14 0.15 [-.38; .10] 

M x R .21 0.21 [-.13; .55] 

Note. Medium (0 = face-to-face, 1 = video conference), and Reprocessability (0 = not videotaped, 1 = 

videotaped) were entered as dummy-coded predictors. bi = unstandardized regression coefficients; 

CI = Confidence interval. 

*p < .05, two-tailed using Satterthwaite's method. 

 

Table 5 

Results of Stepwise Model Comparisons 

Model df AIC Deviance χ²-Diff. df-Diff p R²GLMM 

Baseline (only random intercept) 3 766.80 760.80    .287 

+ Medium (M) 4 767.15 759.15 1.65 1 .20 .290 

+ Reprocessability (R) 5 769.05 759.05 0.10 1 .75 .293 

+ M x R 6 769.99 757.99 1.05 1 .31 .296 

Note. We entered the predictors in a stepwise manner to test every predictor for significance. We 

report conditional R²GLMM (i.e., variance explained by the entire model calculated using the approach 

by Nakagawa et al. (2017). χ²-diff. = Chi²-Difference; df-diff = degrees of freedom for Chi²-Difference-Test. 

 

Our mediation analyses (see Table 6) revealed a significant negative indirect effect of 

communication medium on trust via social presence (supporting Hypothesis 2a). Negotiators in video 

negotiations perceived their counterpart as less present/salient, and social presence in turn positively 

predicted negotiator trust. In light of the lack of direct effect of communication medium on trust, our 

results point towards an inconsistent mediation. Additionally, we tested the two social presence 

subscales, mutual presence and mutual understanding, as mediators due to our findings in the 

conducted CFA. Results revealed a significant negative indirect effect of communication medium on 

trust via mutual presence, but no indirect effect via mutual understanding. The employed 
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communication medium only affected negotiators’ perception of co-presence, whereas the 

communication medium did not affect negotiators’ mutual understanding.  

Contrary to our hypotheses, we did not find mediation effects of perceived risk or 

psychological distance. Thus, our findings do not confirm Hypotheses 2b, 2c, and 4. However, all 

assumed mediators (including the social presence subscales) did significantly predict negotiator trust 

(i.e., all b-paths were significant and in the expected direction). Thus, our findings support the 

assumed importance of psychological distance and risk perceptions for trust emergence. 

 
Table 6 

Results of the conducted mediation analyses 

Predictor Mediator a-path b-path AB [CI] C’ C 

Medium 

Social presence -1.06** .23** -.24 [-.34; -.14] .14 -.13 

Mut. presence -2.23** .09** -.19 [-.30; -.08] .08 -.13 

Mut. understanding .10 .32** .03 [-.02; .09] -.17 -.13 

Psych. distance -.07 -.23** .02 [-.05; .08] -.15 -.13 

Perceived risk .05 -.13** -.01 [-.04; .03] -.13 -.13 

Reprocessability Perceived risk .09 -.13** -.01 [-.04; .02] -.02 -.03 

Note. We derived the coefficient of the a-path and b-path from calculated LMMs. The a-path 

shows the relationship between predictor and mediator, the b-path shows the relationship between 

mediator and trust as dependent variable. Rows in italics indicate explorative analyses for the social 

presence subscales. AB = indirect effect derived from the multiplication of a- and b-path; CI = 

bootstrapped 95%-confidence interval; C’ = direct effect of predictor when controlling for the 

respective mediator; C = main effect of predictor without controlling for the respective mediator; Mut.  

= Mutual; Psych. = Psychological. 

**p < .01, two-tailed using Satterthwaite's method. 

 

Supplementary Analyses 

 

In addition to our confirmatory analyses, we conducted several supplementary analyses that 

provide further insights beyond our confirmatory research. First, we examined how communication 

medium and information reprocessability affected objective negotiation outcomes as previous 

research found that video-based as compared to face-to-face negotiations require more negotiation 

time and lead to inferior objective negotiation outcomes (e.g., Purdy et al., 2000; Stuhlmacher & Citera, 

2005). The results of a LMM with individual negotiation outcome as dependent variable (see Table 7) 

showed no significant main effects of communication medium and information reprocessability, nor 

a significant interaction effect. Similarly, regression analyses (at the dyad level) with joint negotiation 

outcome and negotiation time as dependent variable did not show any significant effects (see Table 

8). Thus, communication medium and information reprocessability did not affect objective negotiation 

outcomes. 

 

Second, we explored whether communication media and information reprocessability already 

affect trust prior to the actual negotiation as previous theorizing suggests that negotiators anticipate 

the upcoming interaction and proactively form and regulate trust in their counterpart before the 

negotiation has even started (Naquin & Paulson, 2003; Van der Werff et al., 2019). Further, we explored 

whether potential trust differences prior to a negotiation become stronger through the actual 

negotiation due to restrictions and advantages of media characteristics that might hinder or facilitate 

social (exchange) processes and thereby affect trust as important socioemotional negotiation 
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outcome (Geiger, 2020). Therefore, we calculated a LMM with pre- and post-negotiation measurement 

(level 1) nested within negotiators (level 2) and negotiation dyads (level 3). The experimental factors 

and time served as dummy-coded predictors of negotiator trust. The results (see Table 9) revealed 

only a significant positive main effect of time. Trust between negotiators increased from pre- to post-

negotiation measurement. However, trust did not differ prior to the negotiation as a function of 

communication medium or information reprocessability. Moreover, neither communication medium 

nor information reprocessability interacted with time. Thus, trust increased over time regardless of 

our experimental manipulations.  

 

Table 7 

Results of the linear mixed model with our experimental factors as independent and individual negotiation 

outcome as dependent variable 

Predictor bi SE(bi) 95%-CI 

Intercept 13.19* 0.25 [12.71; 13.67] 

Medium (M) -.15 0.35 [-.83; .53] 

Reprocessability (R) -.37 0.35 [-1.04; .31] 

M x R .37 0.49 [-.59; 1.33] 

Note. The individual outcome was divided by 1000. Medium (0 = face-to-face, 1 = video conference), 

and Reprocessability (0 = not videotaped, 1 = videotaped) were entered as dummy-coded predictors.  

Bi = unstandardized regression coefficients. CI = Confidence interval 

*p < .05, two-tailed using Satterthwaite's method. 

 

Table 8 

Results of the multiple regression models with our experimental factors as independent and joint 

negotiation outcome and negotiation time as dependent variables 

 Joint outcome Negotiation time (in minutes) 

Predictor bi SE(bi) 95%-CI bi SE(bi) 95%-CI 

Intercept 26.39* 0.35 [25.68; 27.08] 19.33* 1.07 [17.22; 21.44] 

Medium (M) -.30 0.50 [-1.29; .69] 1.53 1.51 [-1.45; 4.51] 

Reprocessability (R) -.73 0.50 [-1.72; .26] 1.31 1.51 [-1.67; 4.29] 

M x R .74 0.71 [-.66; 2.14] -1.70 2.14 [-5.92; 2.52] 

Total  R² (f²) .01 (.01) .01 (.01) 

F-Test (p-value) .72 (.54) .41 (.75) 

Note. As both dyad members have the same joint negotiation outcome and negotiation time, we 

analyzed the data at the dyad level (n = 160). The joint outcome was divided by 1000.  Medium (0 = 

face-to-face, 1 = video conference), and Reprocessability (0 = not videotaped, 1 = videotaped) were 

entered as dummy-coded predictors. bi = unstandardized regression coefficients. CI = Confidence 

interval 

*p < .05, two-tailed. 
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Table 9 

Results of the 3-level linear mixed model with our experimental factors as independent and trust as 

dependent variable 

Predictor bi SE(bi) 95%-CI 

Intercept 4.44** 0.08 [4.28; 4.59] 

Time (T) .38** 0.08 [.23; .54] 

Medium (M) -.02 0.09 [-.20; .15] 

Reprocessability (R) -.17 0.09 [-.34; .01] 

T x M -.11 0.09 [-.29; .07] 

T x R .13 0.09 [-.04; .31] 

Note. Time (T), Medium (M), and Reprocessability (R) were entered as dummy-coded 

predictors. The factor levels pre-negotiation, face-to-face, and not videotaped served as reference group.  

bi = unstandardized regression coefficients; CI = Confidence interval. 

**p < .01, two-tailed using Satterthwaite's method. 

 

Discussion 
 

Building on Social Exchange Theory (e.g., Blau, 1967), strategic communication theories (e.g., 

Dennis et al., 2008; Short et al., 1976), trust theories (Mayer et al., 1995; Van der Werff et al., 2019) and 

literature on digitization of work processes (e.g., Hertel et al., 2017; Gefen et al., 2008; Thompson & 

Nadler, 2002), we revisited the current negative perspective on computer-mediated negotiations, and 

extended previous theorizing and empirical findings on trust and outcomes of computer-mediated 

negotiations. We compared face-to-face negotiations with video-based negotiations conducted via a 

modern video conferencing tool that were either reprocessable (i.e., videotaped), or not. In doing so, 

we addressed video-based negotiations as important but so far largely neglected research topic, and 

provided a systematic and contemporary comparison of computer-mediated vs. face-to-face 

negotiations that avoids confounds existing in prior research due to the comparison of media strongly 

differing in multiple media characteristics. In addition to the lack of negotiator co-presence as one 

important characteristic of CMC, we considered information reprocessability as a potential resource 

for trust-building.  

As expected, the results of our experiment showed that negotiator co-presence as difference 

between video-based and face-to-face negotiations affects negotiator trust. Specifically, video-based 

negotiations decreased negotiator trust indirectly through perceived social presence of the 

negotiation counterpart. Additional analyses showed that this effect was driven by negotiators’ 

perception of lower mutual presence in computer-mediated as compared to face-to-face negotiations. 

Additionally, the other proposed psychological processes, perceived risk and psychological distance, 

also predicted negotiator trust. These findings suggest that our experimental paradigm reflected 

relevant processes in a valid way. 

Importantly however, there were no significant overall effects of communication media, 

information reprocessability, or their interplay on trust in the dyadic negotiations. Similarly, neither 

economic negotiation outcomes nor negotiation time differed as function of communication media 

or information reprocessability. Further, negotiator trust increased from pre- to post-negotiation 

measurement independent of communication media and information reprocessability. With each 80 

dyads negotiating face-to-face and via video, our study had sufficient power to show even small-sized 

main effects of communication medium as we chose our sample size to detect the assumed 

interaction effect of communication medium and information reprocessability. The actual effect sizes 
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we found in our study (i.e., r = .08 or d = .16 when converted), indicate – if at all – a possible small effect 

of communication medium on trust. Thus, considering the very large negative effect of 

communication medium on negotiator trust found in Naquin and Paulson’s (2003) landmark study 

and the large correlation found in Lu et al.’s (2017) previous meta-analysis only including older studies, 

computer-mediated negotiation was not as bad as might have been expected based on prior research 

findings (also see Mazei & Hertel, 2016). The absence of a significant negative main effect of 

communication medium (i.e., when we did not control for social presence as mediator) indicates 

inconsistent mediation and suggests that a so far uncovered positive process counteracted the 

negative indirect effect of communication medium via social presence.  

Perceived risk and psychological distance were significantly related to negotiator trust. As 

expected, higher perceived risk and psychological distance were associated with less trust. Yet we 

found no evidence for the proposed mediation effects as the communication medium did not affect 

perceived risk and psychological distance. Overall, our findings support the assumption that perceived 

risk, psychological distance, social presence, and both dimensions of social presence are relevant 

psychological states with regard to trust emergence in dyadic negotiations. 

 

Theoretical Implications 

 

Our findings have several theoretical implications for negotiation and trust. Contrary to 

previous findings (e.g., Lu et al., 2017; Naquin & Paulson, 2003; Stuhlmacher & Citera, 2005), we found 

no support for a negative view on computer-mediated negotiations that is prevalent in the literature. 

So far, Naquin and Paulson (2003) showed an extraordinarily large negative effect of CMC on 

negotiator trust (d ≈ -3.5) in their landmark study (see Mazei & Hertel, 2016), and Lu et al. (2017) found 

a large correlation between communication medium and trust in their meta-analysis on trust 

determinants in negotiations (rcorrected = .57; i.e., face-to-face > CMC for three studies comparing email 

and face-to-face negotiations). In addition, previous research showed that video negotiations lead to 

lower economic negotiation outcomes (d = .22; Stuhlmacher & Citera, 2005) and require more 

negotiation time than face-to-face negotiations (e.g., Purdy et al., 2000). In contrast, our study showed 

no differences in negotiator trust, economic negotiation outcomes, and negotiation time depending 

on the employed communication medium. This is in line with the assumption of classical media 

theories (e.g., Daft & Lengel, 1986; Dennis et al., 2008) that face-to-face and modern video 

conferencing can have quite similar effects. The small differences in media characteristics between 

face-to-face and video conferencing resulting in almost equally high media richness and synchronicity 

for face-to-face and video negotiations thus may provide an explanation for our findings.  

Importantly, the present study does not question the validity of previous findings regarding 

computer-mediated negotiations. Rather, our study offers systematic and contemporary insights 

regarding the use of rich communication media in dyadic negotiations. Early studies on computer-

mediated negotiation consistently showed disadvantages of text-based and video negotiations (e.g., 

Citera et al, 2005; Naquin & Paulson, 2003; Stuhlmacher & Citera, 2005). More recent works showed 

that video negotiations lead to higher trust than text-based negotiations (Kurtzberg et al., 2018), and 

that the disadvantage of text-based negotiations might result from difficulties in emotion detection 

(Laubert & Parlamis, 2019). Yet, the specific media characteristics and subsequent psychological 

processes causing differences between face-to-face and various forms of computer-mediated 

negotiation remained largely unclear. 

In our study, we identified the lacking negotiator co-presence as media characteristic causing 

differences between face-to-face and video-based negotiations. Specifically, we found that social 

presence mediated the effect of the employed communication medium on negotiator trust. 
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Interestingly, however, the communication medium did not impair negotiators’ mutual 

understanding—a strong, positive predictor of negotiator trust. On average, the lacking physical co-

presence of the negotiation counterpart did only reduce negotiators’ mutual awareness, which in turn 

impaired trust emergence. This is in line with the assumption of Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1967) 

that context factors such as the communication medium can influence the exchange setting and 

subsequent exchange. 

Regarding perceived risk and psychological distance, we found no evidence for mediation. 

However, the fact that both the perception of risk and psychological distance predicted negotiator 

trust emphasizes the importance of negotiators’ psychological states for trust emergence in 

negotiations. Thus, our findings extend the present knowledge of trust determinants in negotiations 

(e.g., Lu et al., 2017). Future research in this field might identify contextual factors or supportive IT 

tools reducing negotiators’ perceptions of risk and psychological distance in negotiations. 

In the current study, we found no support that information reprocessability may serve as 

resource or as accountability mechanism reducing risk in an exchange situation (e.g., Gefen et al., 

2008; Hertel et al., 2017; Thompson & Nadler, 2002). Yet, further research investigating whether and 

how technological features serve as resources in computer-mediated but also face-to-face 

negotiations is necessary. Identifying helpful technology features or software tools might provide us 

with the means to counteract existing negative processes in negotiations (e.g., Gefen et al., 2008; 

Hertel et al., 2017; Lim & Benbasat, 1992). The inconsistent mediation pattern we found in our study 

suggests that benefits of computer-mediated negotiations exist and emphasizes the need for more 

studies taking a resource perspective on computer-mediated negotiations. 

Finally, our empirical findings challenge the conceptualization of risk as moderator of the 

trust–outcome link, as for instance proposed in the Model of Organizational Trust (Mayer et al., 1995). 

Instead, our results support recent theorizing in the trust literature assuming that situational risk 

perceptions may directly affect trust by reducing individuals’ motivation to trust a counterpart (Van 

der Werff et al., 2019). Although we did not assess the suggested motivational mechanism, our results 

are consistent with the proposition that perceived risk affects interpersonal trust aside from the 

traditionally investigated trustworthiness perceptions (Van der Werff et al., 2019). Therefore, future 

research might consider risk both as an antecedent of trust and as moderator of trust effects. 

 

Practical Implications 

 

Our findings have several implications for practice in the management field when it comes 

down to negotiations, trust-building, and long-term business relationships. Based on existing 

literature, computer-mediated negotiations had a rather bad reputation and did not seem advisable 

despite some suggested benefits such as saving travel costs. Now, our findings suggest that 

negotiators and companies can rely on rich communication media such as video conferencing in 

negotiations without worrying about strong negative side effects regarding interpersonal trust or 

profit. Importantly, negotiators’ mutual understanding does not suffer in video negotiations 

conducted via a contemporary video conferencing tool. Instead, the negative indirect effect of video 

negotiations on trust only resulted from decreased social presence perceptions. Therefore, 

negotiators might try to increase social presence in video negotiations by using larger, high-resolution 

video screens, high quality video and audio equipment or virtual reality devices. Additionally, one 

could try to reduce the amount of social cues that are filtered out or distorted by the communication 

medium by filming and transmitting negotiators’ full body instead of displaying only the head and 

parts of the upper body.  
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Further, in light of the absence of negative effects of information reprocessability, it seems to 

do no harm to record video negotiations, especially when this is facilitated by integrated recording 

options in modern video conferencing tools. Although we found no indications for direct benefits of 

information reprocessability, the video recordings might still be used for training purposes (e.g., to 

provide negotiators with feedback regarding their performance). 

 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 

The results of our study have to be interpreted in light of limitations that offer various further 

opportunities for future research. First, our decision for an experimental design comes with the 

commonly known benefits and downsides. However, we think that the adaption of a well-established 

negotiation task4 provided a good balance between internal and external validity with respect to our 

study goals and the difficulties of obtaining field data with sufficient statistical power. Nonetheless, it 

is important that future research replicates our findings in real world negotiation settings and with 

more experienced negotiators.  

Second, the average age of our participants was quite low with about 24 years, and experience 

with video as communication medium rather high. Therefore, it seems that our sample mostly 

consisted of so called “digital natives” (i.e., people that have grown up using advanced communication 

technology), which could at least partly account for our non-significant findings regarding 

communication medium. Specifically, comparing video-based and face-to-face negotiations in a 

sample of digital natives constitutes a rather conservative test of our hypotheses due to the probably 

higher technology acceptance and affinity of younger generations. Today, computer-mediated 

communication is the new normal (Raghuram et al., 2019): People establish and maintain (trusting) 

relationships with people around the world through mediated communication (e.g., chat, video calls), 

which constitutes a significant difference between our study and previous works on trust in computer-

mediated negotiations. Such positive attitudes towards CMC may have diminished media effects in 

our study. Yet, digital natives constitute the future workforce. Thus, the possibility of generational 

effects to us underlines the importance of updating previous research on computer-mediated 

negotiations.  

Third, the specific operationalization of our manipulations limits the generalizability of our 

findings. In our study, we informed participants about the negotiation setting they would be 

confronted with (i.e., online or in person, videotaped or not). In doing so, we explicitly highlighted the 

setting of the upcoming negotiation. On the one hand this was necessary to comply with ethical and 

transparency standards, on the other hand we also used the instructions to increase the salience of 

our manipulations. While this might have affected external validity as such a procedure would 

probably not occur in business or private settings, this also means that the small, almost significant 

disadvantage of video negotiations regarding trust would probably be even smaller in field settings 

due to less salience of the communication medium and information reprocessability.  

Fourth, we decided to use very direct and obvious manipulations. The participants in different 

experimental conditions used different communication media and were actually videotaped in the 

respective conditions. In the face-to-face condition with information reprocessability, the participants 

saw the cameras and heard a sound when the experimenters started the recordings. In the video 

condition, the participants saw that the video call was recorded, which was indicated by a red dot and 

 
4 The task we adapted from Olekalns and Smith (2009) originates from the New Recruit Task (Neale, 

1997). 

311



22 
 

Building Negotiator Trust Through Social Presence – Effects of Communication Media and Information 
Reprocessability on Trust in Negotiations 22 

Sondern & Hertel 

Building Negotiator Trust Through Social Presence –  

Effects of Communication Media and Information Reprocessability on Trust in Negotiations 

a permanent note on the display of their laptop saying that a recording was in progress. While we 

consider our manipulation of the communication medium as straight forward and realistic, we think 

our reprocessability manipulation could be improved by providing the negotiators with the possibility 

to make use of the recorded video. It is possible that we did not find the expected effect of information 

reprocessability because the video recording did not have (sufficient) practical relevance for the 

negotiators. Consequently, future studies might provide negotiators with opportunities to actually use 

the video in a way recordings of conducted negotiations could be used in business contexts (e.g., to 

check statements or commitments made by the other party, to control the terms of agreement). 

Another possibility to increase the effectiveness of our reprocessability manipulation, that probably 

is easier to implement in an experiment, would be to explain the value of being able to reprocess the 

negotiation in the instructions so that negotiators could internalize the given information and act 

accordingly while negotiating. 

Finally, the theoretical arguments we have used to derive our conceptual model lack 

theoretical parsimony to a certain degree. While we used Social Exchange Theory as overarching and 

integrating framework, we also integrate theoretical arguments from established strategic and social-

psychological communication theories, which unfortunately reflects the current state of theory 

building in the field of computer-mediated negotiations (see Geiger, 2020). While our study provides 

an empirical test of the employed theoretical perspectives and arguments, thereby contributing to 

the existing literature, it does not (intend to) contribute to the development of a unified theoretical 

framework that is desirable for the future. Nonetheless, we think that our approach of providing a 

focused test of specific media characteristics will be helpful for future theoretical works aiming to 

derive a unified and as parsimonious as possible framework for understanding computer-mediated 

negotiations. 

Overall, our study provided new and contemporary insights regarding computer-mediated 

negotiations. Yet, clearly more research is necessary to gain a profound understanding of the 

differences between face-to-face and video-based negotiations, as well as computer-mediated 

negotiations in general. We need more empirical studies in the field of computer-mediated 

negotiations that systematically vary specific media characteristics as such work could provide us with 

valuable insights regarding the impact of specific media characteristics. Such insights about factors 

causing differences between face-to-face and computer-mediated negotiations and the underlying 

processes may provide the knowledge that is necessary to create online negotiation environments 

supporting social exchange and thereby both economic and socioemotional negotiations outcomes. 

Moreover, future research might uncover the process(es) counteracting the negative 

mediation effect of social presence because this could reveal potentials that are inherent in video-

based negotiations. Based on some participants’ comments after the experiment, affect and/or 

experienced stress might explain parts of the inconsistent mediation we found. Specifically, some 

participants reported that being separated from the counterpart made it easier to use notes from the 

preparation phase, because the counterpart could not spy out their documents. In fact, this may even 

have reduced the risk inherent in the video condition to some degree. Additionally, not being in the 

same room during the negotiation may also have reduced stress caused by direct social interaction 

with the counterpart (e.g., Hertel et al, 2008). Therefore, negotiators in the video conditions may have 

experienced lower strain before and during the negotiation, which might have contributed to higher 

trust (Lu et al., 2017), and thus somewhat balanced more negative effects of distributed work on trust 

emergence. Future research might examine these potentially different effects of spatial distribution 

of negotiators.  

Further, the present findings already provide us with knowledge about one relevant 

psychological process in computer-mediated negotiations that can be subject to further research 
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investigating potential moderators of the revealed mediation process. For instance, it could be 

promising to increase the mutual awareness component of social presence (i.e., counteracting the 

negative effect of communication medium on social presence) in video-based negotiations. Yet, it is 

also important to note that contemporary video conferencing technology already allows to negotiate 

via video without constraints regarding negotiators’ mutual understanding. 

 

Conclusion 
 

This study revisited the predominantly negative view on computer-mediated negotiations, 

highlights potentials for future research on computer-mediated negotiations and contributes to a 

better understanding of how and why trust emerges in dyadic negotiations. We compared face-to-

face negotiations with computer-mediated negotiations conducted via a modern video conferencing 

tool. Thereby, we updated existing research on computer-mediated negotiations and addressed an 

important research gap with high practical relevance—video-based negotiations. In addition, we 

investigated how information reprocessability as feature inherent in many modern communication 

media affects negotiations, and which psychological processes underlying computer-mediation of 

negotiations.  

Our findings provide first empirical evidence that, nowadays, negotiators can use rich 

communication media such as video conferencing in negotiations without sacrificing interpersonal 

trust, a stable business relationship between negotiation parties, or economic profit. This is important 

as we live in an increasingly globalized world, which oftentimes forces individuals or companies to 

conduct business and negotiate via communication technology. Just now, the global COVID-19 

pandemic is making CMC and online interactions a necessity. As a consequence, the current crisis has 

put video as communication medium in the limelight due to the current rise of advanced video 

communication technologies. Yet, our review of existing negotiation literature shows that the most 

practical advice we can provide for video negotiations is based on email negotiation research. The 

finding that social presence is a central process in negotiations provides new avenues for how video 

negotiations might be improved. Yet, we want to encourage researchers to conduct further, 

systematic studies on computer-mediated negotiations and trust emergence in negotiations because 

many questions remain open in these two research fields that have the potential to provide us with 

knowledge how to negotiate more successfully and sustainably.  
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