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ABSTRACT
FACE STRATEGIES IN NEGOTIATION:
CONSTRUCTING AND VALIDATING THE CODING SCHEME
FOR THE IMAGES OF FIRMNESS AND FLEXIBILITY
By
Kil Ho Kang

This study elaborated the conceptual definition of face in
negotiation by integrating the ideas of mutual interdependency from the
negotiation literature and the concept of face from the politeness
literature. Face as the images of firmness and flexibility was defined
as autonomy from both negotiators’ perspectives. Further, the coding
scheme for facework in negotiation was developed on the basis of this
new conceptualization. Then, this research empirically tested the
construct validity of this coding scheme.

This study examined the validity of the coding scheme by adopting
both nomological and multitrait-multimethod approaches. Based on the
prior findings about face strategies, task strategies, language
intensity, and lexical diversity, face strategies were hypothesized to
share moderate, positive associations with task strategies and language
intensity, while face strategies were expected to have no correlation
with lexical diversity.

Coders who were blind to the purpose of this study coded face
strategies, task strategies, language intensity, and lexical diversity
from two naturalistic negotiations; one from the private sector and the
other from the public sector. Judges also rated the degree to which
these variables were perceived in the data.
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The findings from the MTMM approach showed that the coding scheme
for face strategies had convergent and discriminant validity. The
perceptual measure of face strategies was strongly correlated with the
behavioral measure of face strategies, which evidenced the convergent
validity of the new coding scheme. The correlations of face strategies
between heteromethods (i.e., perceptual and behavioral measures) were
larger than most correlations of heteroconstruct-monomethods (HTMM) and
heteroconstruct-heteromethods (HTHM). These findings supported the
discriminant validity of the new coding schenme.

The results from the nomological approach also indicated that the
coding scheme for face strategies. The moderate correlations between
face strategies and similar constructs (i.e., task strategies and
language intensity) supported the validity of the coding scheme for face
strategies. Although face strategies were expected not to be correlated
with lexical diversity, there were some significant correlations between
these two variables. As a result, the overall results from the
nomological approach generally supported the construct validity of the
coding scheme for face strategies.

Further, the results showed that the negotiator’s own and
opponent’s dimensions are empirically as well as conceptually distinct.
This finding implies that the coding scheme for face strategies was well
conceptualized. Finally, the implications related to the findings and
future research were discussed. Further, the general implications for

the new coding scheme were suggested.
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Chapter One
A New Coding Scheme for Face Strategies in Negotiation:
Managing the Images of Firmness and Flexibility
INTRODUCTION

Negotiation is an essential process for resolving disputes at all
levels of society. It ranges from private matters to international
affairs. For example, husbands and wives negotiate where to go for
summer vacation; automobile salespeople negotiate with their potential
customers; diplomats negotiate about international problems, etc.

These negotiation situations share several common characteristics
(see Lewicki & Litterer, 1985; Putnam, 1989). First, at least two
parties are involved in the situations. 8econd, each party perceives
that their goals are incompatible with the other party’s goals. Third,
the parties are interdependent. That is, each party can influence the
other’s outcomes and their own outcomes can, in turn, be influenced by
the other. Fourth, in order to resolve their affairs, they exchange
positions and proposals. Thus, negotiation can be defined as a process
in which two or more interdependent parties resolve conflicting goals
through the exchange of arguments and proposals (Putnam, 1989).

Since the 19708, the study of negotiation has emerged as a concern
of communication scholars (for reviews, see Donohue, Dies, & Stahle,
1983; Putnam & Jones, 1982; Rubin, 1983). One of the primary topics for
communication scholars has been the relationship between negotiation
interaction and outcomes. Research has examined the effects of
bargaining strategies (Putnam & Wilson, 1988), argumentation (Putnam &

Geist, 1985; Putnam, Wilson, Waltman, & Turner, 1986), and information
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management strategies (Donohue & Diez, 1985) on the outcomes of
negotiation.

Recently, the importance of face strategies has been emphasigzed
(Pruitt & Smith, 1981). Negotiation is a process in which participants
pursue identity as well as instrumental and relational goals (Wilson &
Putnam, 1990). Regarding the former objectives, negotiators show much
concern about how they maintain their "face" or protect against loss of
face. Hence, strategies for maintaining or saving face can affect the
instrumental outcomes of negotiation. "In some instances, protecting
against loss of face "swamps" the importance of the tangible issues at
stake and generates intense conflicts that can impede progress toward
agreement and increase substantially the costs of conflict resolution"
(Brown, 1977, p.275). Accordingly, scholars often acknowledge the
importance of face strategies within negotiation (for example, see
Deutsch, 1969; Donohue & Diegz, 1985; Rubin & Brown, 1975; Stevens,
1963).

Previous studies, however, contain conceptual ambiguity in defining
face. Naturally, this conceptual ambiguity has limited the development
of systematic coding schemes for face strategies in negotiation. For
these reasons, little research on the use of face strategies has been
done.

The purpose of this study is to clarify the concept of face in
negotiation and to develop the conceptual rationale underlying a coding
scheme for face strategies in negotiation. In order to achieve this
purpose, a new conceptualization of face in negotiation will be

developed by integrating the concept of face from the literatures on
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negotiation and politeness. Based on the new conceptualization, a
coding scheme for face strategies will be developed. In the second
chapter, methods for evaluating the construct validity of the new coding

scheme will be proposed.

LITERATURE REVIEW
e : egotiagti erature

Negotiation studies on face have focused on several issues: what
images negotiators attempt to project, how concession-making affects
their images, what behaviors are associated with concern about face, and
what situational factors increase concern about face.

Valued identities in negotiation. Generally, face refers to
positive social values that persons claim for their public selves
(Goffman, 1967). This broad definition of face has two implications.
First, face is an image of self that persons want to be known to others
(Brown & Levinson, 1978; Lim, 1990). That is, face is a public image
that persons desire to be approved by others. Second, face is composed
of numerous identities or images. The specific qualities which are
perceived as socially desirable vary across situations (Tjosvold, 1977;
Tracy, 1990). For example, I might lose face if I appeared incompetent
to my students or disloyal to my wife. Face is socially situated on the
basis of what are desirable images in the specific situation.

In negotiation, the images of firmness and flexibility are two of
the most dominant or important appearances that participants try to
maintain (Pruitt & Smith, 1981). The images of firmness and flexibility
have been defined as the degree to which negotiators are willing to make

concessions. Put differently, the image of firmness is the appearance
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of being reluctant to make concessions, while the image of flexibility
is the appearance of being willing to make concessions (Pruitt & Smith,
1981). Thus, the former underlines competitive moves or distributive
bargaining, while the latter cooperative moves or integrative bargaining
(Walton & McKersie, 1965).

Negotiators attempt to manage the images of firmness and
flexibility, since they are directly related to the outcomes of
negotiation. In order to maximize their outcomes, negotiators maintain
the image of firmness, that is, of the reluctance to give ground. At
the same time, however, they should show the image of flexibility, that
is, of the willingness to cooperate, in order to prevent a deadlock
which would result in losses for both negotiators. Thus, the images of
firmness and flexibility are desirable images that megotiators seek to
cultivate.

Some negotiation scholars also emphasize the importance of looking
strong and tough (Brown, 1968, 1977; Tjosvold, 1977) and appearing
trustworthy (Wilson & Putnam, 1990). The images of firmness and
flexibility, however, are closely related with these ilagéa. Looking
tough is conceptually equivalent with the image of firmness. Appearing
trustworthy is tied to the image of flexibility, since negotiators need
to be perceived as sincere in order to appear genuinely ready to make
concessions and to bargain in good faith (i.e., to appear flexible). In
sum, the images of firmness and flexibility are two of the most
important appearances that negotiators attempt to manage. In the
remainder of this section, various findings related to negotiator’s

images of firmness and flexibility will be reviewed.
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Early studies on face. Students of negotiation have recognized
that face plays an important role in negotiation (Donohue & Diez, 1985;
Rubin, 1983; Tjosvold, 1983; Wilson, Meischke, & Kim, 1990). Rarly
studies (e.g., Deutsch & Krauss, 1962, Hornstein, 1965; Benton &
Druckman, 1973; Druckman & Bonoma, 1976) usually drew on the concept of
face post hoc in order to interpret their findings about negotiators’
behaviors. For example, Deutsch (1961) explained negotiators’ frequent
choice of competitive tactics in terms of their face-maintenance motive.
Although these interpretations are very suggestive, the studies do not
provide direct empirical evidence that concern about face influences the
process of negotiation.

Effects of concession-making on face. A few studies have attempted
to directly investigate the relationship between movement on
instrumental issues and perceptions of firmness/flexibility. For
example, Hiltrop and Rubin (1981) investigated the relationship between
position and image losses. In this study, subjects were asked to read a
story describing a dyadic bargaining episode and to take the role of one
of the disputants. They then rated the weak or strong images associated
with each of a series of offers. As expected, position loss and image
loss were found to be positively correlated. That is, the more
favorable a particular offer was to the buyer, the greater was the
buyer’s rated appearance of strength. However, beyond a certain point,
continued surrender of position was not associated with continued loss
of image. These results suggest that subjects perceived a threshold
point, that is, a point at which they had no more "face" to lose.

Pruitt and Johnson (1970) also found that bargainers expected to
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associate their own increased concessions with increased loss of face.
In this negotiation experiment, subjects who played a role as buyers
were given more money when they made an agreement than when they did
not. Confederates who were always sellers made concessions by
preprogrammed fashion. Then, various time pressure was imposed on
subjects in order to manipulate the degree to which they needed to make
a concession. In the high time pressure condition, the subjects were
told that they had very little time left to reach agreement and a loudly
ticking timer was set in motion. In the low time pressure condition,
they were told that they had plenty of time left to reach agreement. At
the end of the simulated negotiation, the subjects were asked to rate
their personal strength. The results showed that the subjects felt
weaker under high time pressure condition where more and larger
concessions were made than under low time pressure where fewer and
smaller concessions were produced. In sum, the findings on the
relationship between concession-making and face indicate that increasing
concession-making is associated with increasing loss of face. Although
these studies directly examine the relationship between negotiator’s
face and task-related behaviors, they do not specify what behaviors are
enacted when negotiators attempt to maintain/regain face.

eshavior. The first

effort to observe negotiators’ face-saving and face-restoring behaviors
was made by Brown (1977). Arguing that face-maintenance motives

. frequently induce negotiators to save or restore their face, Brown
enumerated verbal and nonverbal expressions which he believed were

related to face-saving and face-restoration. These behaviors are
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examples of what Goffman (1955) labelled facework: actions described to
help one or both parties save face. According to Brown, face-saving
behaviors reflect actions designed to hide or soften an appearance of
weakness, whereas face-restoring behaviors reflect actions designed to
reestablish negotiators’ strength after the negotiators feel that they
have been damaged. For example, 'avoiding discussion of specific

' and

issues,’ ’'credentialing disclaimers (e.g., I’m no expert, but ...),
'withholding certain information’ are regarded as face-saving behavior,
since these behaviors ward off anticipated damage to negotiator’s
personal image or reputation. ’Giving warnings of a future resistance
or noncooperativeness’ and ’'threatening an opponent’ are examples of
face-restoring behavior. These behaviors purport to reassert
negotiators’ strength. Although his analysis deserves much attention in
the sense that it directly identifies negotiators’ face-related
behaviors, it does not address why negotiators save or restore their
face.

Situational factors enhancing concern about face. Some studies
(Brown, 1968; Carnevale et als., 1979; Tjosvold, 1977) have been
designed to investigate situational factors which motivate negotiators
to maintain their face. These studies typically observe behaviors which
imply a concern for saving face such as threats or refusals to make
concessions/compromises under the presence and absence of certain
situational conditions. For example, Carnevale, Pruitt, and Britton
(1979) found that negotiators take tougher positions when their

constituents monitor their behaviors than when their constituents do

not.
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Other studies report that negotiators become more concerned about
their face when they believe that they: (a) have lost their face by
looking foolish to their audience (Brown, 1968), (b) have been affronted
by an opponent of lower status (Tjosvold, 1977), (c) are perceived as
weak by their opponents (Tjosvold & Huston, 1978), (d) represent ingroup
members rather than outgroup members (Breaugh & Klimoski, 1981), or (e)
are highly accountable to their constituents (Roloff & Campion, 1987).
In contrast, third party intervention can help negotiators reach
agreement, when they face tension between a need to make concessions and
a need to save face (Donohue, Allen, & Burrell, 1988; Pruitt & Johnson,
1970).

In sum, scholars of negotiation have examined the effects of
concession-making on negotiators’ face, the effects of concern about
face on negotiators’ behaviors, and situationﬁl factors_which motivate
negotiators to maintain their face. However, there is little research
on how negotiators employ message strategies to maintain or save their
own or their opponent’s face. This may be because the concept of face
in negotiation contains some limitations.

Criticism of negotiation studies. Studies on the role of face in
negotiation contain a number of conceptual and methodological problems.
Conceptually, the way in which face has been defined is problematic. As
argued above, face in negotiation can be regarded as the images of
firmness and flexibility (Pruitt & Smith, 1981). These authors,
however, fail to distinguish between qualitatively different ways of
being firm or flexible. They imply that if a negotiator is not willing

to concede his/her own proposal or prior position, then the negotiator’s
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image is firm. According to their view, the image of firmness and
flexibility is a unidimensional concept which lies on the continuum of
reluctance-willingness to make concessions.

Since negotiators are highly interdependent on each other to
achieve their goals, however, each negotiator’s image can affect the
opponent’s image. Since interdependence between negotiators creates a
need to manage both negotiators’ images of firmness and flexibility,
face strategies in negotiation contain information about both
negotiators’ face, that is, the images of ’I' and 'YOU'. For example,
negotiators can stand firm either by arguing that they won’'t concede
their prior position or by forcing their opponents to concede their
prior position. Additionally, a negotiator can be "firam" about both
negotiators’ images by introducing new alternatives which satisfy both
negotiators’ demands. In sum, while negotiators may enhance their
images of firmness or flexibility, they can also influence their
opponent’s images of firmness and flexibility. In this sense, the
images of firmness and flexibility are two dimensional. Thus, face
strategies in negotiation should take such qualitative differences into
account.

Methodologically, prior studies have not employed detailed measures
of facework. One limitation is that scholars have not developed
comprehensive coding schemes for coding facework present in all
negotiators’ behaviors. For example, studies of situational features
have focused on only a limited range of behaviors, such as threats or
refusals to make concessions. Brown (1977) also addresses only a few

face-saving and face-restoring behaviors. Accordingly, the face-related
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behaviors which appear in every turn cannot be coded with his analysis.
In addition, Brown’s categorizations of negotiator’s face-related
behaviors are not exhaustive. His scheme does not contain face-lowering
behaviors such as making concessions for avoiding deadlock. Finally,
Brown’s analysis does not consider how negotiators’ behaviors for
managing their own face influence their opponent’s face.

A second methodological limitation is that negotiation research has
not considered the relationship between the images of firmness and
flexibility and linguistic style. That is, studies have employed coding
schemes which analyze gross categories of talk without examining
linguistic variations in the range of messages which are members of
those categories (Jackson & Jacobs, 1983). For example, Longabaugh
(1963) has coded negotiators’ talk into ’accept,’ ’reject,’ ’'seek,’ and
‘offer’ categories. However, although a negotiator does not make any
concession, he/she still can be somewhat flexible by altering the
wording of his/her refusal (e.g., "I know what you mean, but I can’t
accept your proposal"”). Longabaugh’s system fails to distinguish
various forms of rejections (or other categories), which does not
provide a detailed description of how negotiators can be firm and
flexible. A more detailed conceptualization of face in negotiation,
i.e., the images of firmness and flexibility, can be drawn from the
literature on politeness theory.

e:

Politeness studies have focused on several issues. Specifically,

early studies examined the relationship between politeness and

expressions with various syntactic and lexical features and syntactic
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rules of politeness employed by language users. Recent studies have
developed a more comprehensive theory of politeness by taking a
functional approach.

tudi e. Traditionally, politeness studies have
tried to identify a hierarchical structure among expressions with
different syntactic and lexical features in terms of their degree of
politeness. For example, Jespersen (1964) and Quirk and Greenbaum
(1973) found that past tense of the modal was more polite than present
tense in requests. That is, the request "would you give me a book?" is
more polite than the request "will you give me a book?" Brown and
Gilman (1960) showed that an utterance with a minimal length was a less
polite request structure than an utterance with a more than the
necessary number of words. But, these studies also revealed
difficulties in explaining politeness phenomena, since they were not
‘based on any theoretic perspective.

Lakoff’s rule-based approach. A major effort to explain politeness
phenomena systematically was made by Lakoff (1973, 1975, 1977). She
tried to explain politeness in requests in terms of rules which dictated
to the speaker how to act towards the hearer. She proposed three rules
of politeness: "don’t impose,” "give options," and "make the listener
feel good." These were based on the assumption that increasing the
addressee’s freedom to refuse the request would correlate with an
increasing degree of politeness.

Lakoff applied her rules of politeness to differentiate the degree
of politeness in different syntactic strategies. For example, in making

requests imperatives are less polite than declaratives, since
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imperatives are more imposing than declaratives. And questions are more
polite than declaratives, since they offer more options. Even though
Lakoff’s rules of politeness successfully identify the various degrees
of politeness in requests in terms of syntactic features, they do not
seem to include the pragmatic aspects of politeness in communicative
interaction, i.e., how the rules relate to communicative goals or
intentions in interactive situations. Thus, while Lakoff’s efforts to
establish a theoretical perspective on the politeness of request deserve
much attention, the rules of politeness are so syntax-oriented that they
cannot comprehensively explicate the complex phenomena of politeness.

Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory. Brown and Levinson’s
(1978, 1987) work on politeness overcame many of these limitations. The
authors treat face as needs or goals that individuals attempt to attain
and maintain during interaction. Brown and Levinson (1978) suggest that
there are two types of face that can be found in many different
situations: approval and autonomy. Approval as face, which they call
positive face, refers to an individual’s desire for significant others
to recognize and positively evaluate his/her abilities or attributes.
Autonomy as face, which Brown and Levinson call negative face,
represents an individual’s desire to have others recognize that he/she
has rights to carry out behaviors or decisions free from interference.

Scholars have attempted to construct coding schemes with which the
degree of politeness contained in discourse can be effectively
identified (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Goffman, 1955, 1967;
Shimanoff, 1987; for a review, see Spradlin & Bhargava, 1989). For

instance, Goffman (1967) categorized politeness strategies into face-
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loss or "wrong face," face-saving, face-attack or "aggressive facework,"
and face-giving strategies. Face-loss occurs when "an information is
brought forth in some way about an individual’s social worth which
cannot be integrated into the line that is being sustained for him"
(Goffman, 1967, p. 8). Face-saving refers to "the process by which the
person sustains an impression for others that he has not lost face"
(Goffman, 1967, p. 9). Face-attack is used to "introduce information
favorable to himself and unfavorable to the others" (Goffman, 1967, p.
25). Finally, face-giving is to "arrange for another to take a better
line than he might otherwise have been able to take" (Goffman, 1967, p.
9).

Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987), building upon Goffman’s idea of
facework, proposed a more comprehensive and detailed coding scheme.
They assume that all people are concerned about their face, i.e., the
self-image they present to others, and that people recognize that other
individuals have similar face needs. Further, they argue that many
communicative acts inherently threaten the face needs of one or both
participants, especially the addressee. Thus, when a speaker performs a
face-threatening act (FTA), the speaker needs politeness strategies to
compensate for the hearer’s loss of face. In this sense, politeness
strategies are the elements of messages which provide hearers’ face
needs. Brown and Levinson divide politeness strategies into five
superstrategies: don’t-do-the-FTA, do the FTA off-the-record, do the FTA
with negative politeness, do the FTA with positive politeness, and do
the FTA baldly, on-record. Each superstrategy is instantiated by

numerous detailed "output strategies." For example, "be pessimistic,”
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' and "apologizing" are output strategies for

"minimizing the imposition,’
negative face, while "notice, attend to hearers," "intensifying interest
to hearers," and "avoiding disagreement" are those for positive face.

Several recent studies (e.g., Baxter, 1984; Lim, 1989; Shimanoff,
1987) have applied Brown and Levinson’s ideas in particular contexts.
For example, Baxter (1984) employed Brown and Levinson’s coding scheme
in a compliance-gaining context. She found that subjects use both
positive and negative face strategies in situations where they convince
others to perform desired actions.

Criticism i es ies. The politeness literature helps
address many of the conceptual and methodological limits of the
negotiation studies, but this literature is not without its own
limitations. Although Brown and Levinson and others acknowledge that a
speaker’s and the hearer’s face is interdependent, this insight is not
reflected in their coding schemes. That is, their categorical systems
of face strategies are mainly developed in terms of a hearer’s face.
Hence, these systems ignore how statements uttered by a speaker affect
the speaker’s own face. One typical coding scheme showing this
shortcoming is Shimanoff’s (1987) system which was constructed by
applying Brown and Levinson’s ideas. Shimanoff (1987) codes
conversations between married couples into face-honoring, face-
compensating, face-neutral, and face-threatening categories. The
underlying dimension of her coding scheme is the pleasant-unpleasant
emotional effects of messages on hearers. If a speaker’s discourse
arouses pleasant emotion in hearers, it is coded into face-honoring. If

a speaker’s conversation induces unpleasant emotion in hearers, it is



15
regarded as face-threatening. Face-compensating and face-neutral are
located between face-honoring and face-threatening. Consequently, her
coding scheme does not consider the effects of a speaker’s discourse on
his/her own face.

In sum, since the coding systems from the politeness literature
implicitly assume that a speaker’s discourse contains information only
about the hearer’s face, and not the speaker’s own face, they ignore the
interdependence between interactants which is dominant in negotiation
situations. By integrating concepts from the literatures on politeness
theory and negotiation, we can overcome the current problems of an
ambiguous conceptualization of the images of firmness and flexibility in
the negotiation literature, as well as a failure to explicitly recognize
interdependence between both parties’ facework in the politeness

literature.

A REVISED CONCEPTION OF FACE IN NEGOTIATION

The images of firmness and flexibility from work on face in
negotiation can be conceptualized in terms of Brown and Levinson’s
(1978) concept of autonomy. The image of firmness in negotiation
results from attempts to maintain or protect the rights to behave
independently and be unimpeded in pursuing a position, proposal, or
course of action. The image of flexibility is just the opposite. That
is, by giving up autonomy, negotiators cultivate the image of
flexibility. Since negotiators are highly interdependent, they can do
this in two ways. Specifically, the image of flexibility can be defined
as the degree to which negotiators concede their own autonomy and

protect their opponent’s autonomy. The image of firmness reflects the
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degree to which negotiators maintain their own autonomy and constrain
their opponent’s autonomy. In sum, the images of firmness and
flexibility can be managed through negotiator’s autonomy. The firmness
(flexibility) for a negotiator’s own dimension refers to greater (less)
attempts to maintain his/her own autonomy. On the other hand, the
firmness (flexibility) for the opponent’s dimension represents greater
(less) attempts by the negotiator to maintain the opponent’s autonomy.
Accordingly, in this study, the images of firmness and flexibility will
be used interchangebly with the term, "autonomy,” as a same construct.

This definition merits some attention. First, the new definition
emphasigzes the interdependent aspect of negotiation. The definition
highlights that a negotiator’s face can be managed through his/her
opponent’s as well as his/her own behavior. Second, this definition is
broad enough to reflect the usual sense of the images of firmness and
flexibility. Third, the new conceptualigzation encourages a focus on how
negotiators constantly create and sustain the images of firmness and
flexibility through the details of language use, since it adopts the
concept of autonomy from the literature on politeness. Based on this
conceptualization, a new coding scheme of face strategies in negotiation

is proposed.

FACE STRATEGIES IN NEGOTIATION: A NEW CODING SCHEME
In the context of negotiation, face strategies can be categorized
into three broad classes: face-saving, face-neutral, and face-
threatening. Face-saving strategies enhance autonomy, face-neutral
strategies sustain current levels of autonomy, and face-threatening

strategies lower autonomy. These three categories can exist along two
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dimensions which represent both negotiators’ perspectives. By crossing
these two dimensions, we can create nine face strategies (see Table 1).
As shown in this table, the coding scheme indicates that negotiators can
manage their own as well as their opponent’s facel. Specifically, while
increasing their own firmness, negotiators also may enhance, neutralize,
or lower their opponent’s face. Those three face strategies are named
as integrating, defending, and distributing strategies, respectively.
Likewise, without altering their current level of autonomy, negotiators
also enhance, neutralize, or lower their opponent’s face which are
called respecting, sidestepping, and attacking strategies. Finally,
while negotiators lower their own autonomy so as to show their
flexibility to their opponent, they can also enhance, neutralige, or
lower their opponent’s face. Those three strategies are labelled as
upgrading, disclosing, and discounting.

Further, for each strategy, several tactics were developed. These
tactics were partially elaborated from Brown and Levison’s (1978) and
Brown’s (1977) coding schemes for face strategies. As argued above,
however, these prior coding schemes are not comprehensive and
exhaustive, since they have conceptual problems. In order to overtake
these limitations, some tactics were constructed through actual
observations on naturalistic and simulated negotiations. Appendix A

summarizes the nine face strategies and tactics of each strategy.

CONCLUSION
As argued above, current research on face in negotiation has
conceptual and methodological limitations. Conceptually, negotiation

studies have not considered that interdependency between negotiators
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Table 1
Nine Face Strategies Based on the New Conceptualization
low constraint to self high
Opponent’'s Perspective Negotiator’s Perspective
Firmness Neutral Flexibility
low Firmness integrating respecting upgrading
constraint Neutral defending sidestepping disclosing
to other
Flexibility distributing attacking discounting
high

Note. The terms employed in this new coding scheme are technical terms
only for this coding scheme. Put differently, these terms are different

in meaning from the terms of everyday language.
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creates a need to manage both negotiators’ images of firmness and
flexibility. Methodologically, they have not developed comprehensive
schemes for coding facework present in all of a negotiator’s behaviors.
Further, they also ignore the relationship between the images of
firmness and flexibility and linguistic style. Although studies on face
from the politeness literature help address many of these limitations,
their coding systems do not consider the effects of a speaker’s
discourse on his/her own face, but only on the hearer’s face.

In order to overcome these limitations, a new conceptualization of
the images of firmness and flexibility was attempted. The images of
firmness and flexibility were defined as autonomy from both negotiators’
perspectives. This definition resolves the prior conceptual problems by
emphasizing the interdependent aspects of negotiation. A new coding
scheme for facework in negotiation also was developed on the basis of
the new conceptualization. The coding scheme reflects the
interdependent aspects of negotiation; hence, it captures both
negotiators’ perspective. In addition, the coding scheme is
comprehensive in coding every turn in the negotiation.

Since the new coding scheme supplements the prior limitations shown
in previous coding systems, the coding scheme is likely to suggest new
avenues for research on negotiation. For example, interaction patterns
in negotiation can be investigated through the new coding scheme in
terms of the images of firmness and flexibility. What patterns of
facework strategies negotiators employ in order to maximize their task
outcomes also can be examined. In addition, this coding scheme could be

used to investigate how negotiators’ discourse contributes their
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interpersonal relationship. In sum, the new coding scheme seems to have
several implications for future research. However, prior to examining
these topics as future research, it seems to be necessary that the new
coding scheme should be validated. Thus, in the next chapter, a study
investigating the construct validity of the new coding scheme will be

presented.



Chapter Two

ASSESSING THE CONSTRUCT VALIDITY: VALIDATION OF
THE NEW CODING SCHEME

In the previous chapter, the images of firmness and flexibility
were defined as a negotiator’s desire to keep his/her autonomy. This
definition integrated the concepts of mutual interdependency from the
negotiation literature and facework from the politeness literature.
Based on this new conceptualization, a new coding scheme which consists
of nine face strategies was presented. Each strategy is instantiated by
various tactics.

In considering this coding scheme, a key question must be raised:
does this new coding scheme measure accurately what it intends to
measure? This question of validity is central because its answer
determines the grounds on which one assigns codes to a message or makes
revisions in coding categories (Folger, Hewes, & Poole, 1984).

Construct validity is one of the most useful and significant
validity tests. Construct validity assesses the extent to which a
purported measure of a construct is associated with other measures
deduced from a theoretical framework. In other words, the validity of
the measure is assessed via other measures which tap theoretically
related or unrelated constructs (Nunally, 1968).

The purpose of this section is to test the construct validity of
the revised coding scheme of face strategies in negotiation. The
constructs of task strategy, language intensity, and lexical diversity
will be used to evaluate the construct validity of the new coding
scheme. 8pecifically, those constructs will be theoretically and
conceptually compared with the negotiator’s images of firmness and

21
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flexibility. Then, the relationships between the images of firmness and
flexibility and the other constructs will be empirically tested. Both
perceptual and behavioral measures of each construct will be employed.
Prior to predicting the relationships between the images of firmness and

flexibility and other constructs, the framework for testing construct

validity will be addressed.

FRAMEWORK FOR TESTING CONSTRUCT VALIDITY

As argued above, construct validity attempts to test the extent to
which the measure is associated with other measures deduced from a
theoretical framework. In general, there are two approaches to which
construct validity can be tested: the nomological approach and the
multi-trait multi-method (MTMM) approach. In this study, both
approaches will be combined to test the construct validity of facework
coding scheme.

According to the first approach, nomological network should be
considered in order to evaluate construct validity (Cronbach & Meehl,
1955). A nomological network refers to the predicted pattern of
relationships that would permit naming a construct. In other words, a
construct is defined implicitly by a network of associations.
Accordingly, the validity of a proposed measure of that construct can be
inferred from whether or not it produces the predicted relationships
with measures of other constructs within the nomological network (Cook &
Campbell, 1979; Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). If the relationships between
the construct of interest and other constructs which are predicted on
the basis of theory are empirically confirmed, then the proposed measure

of the construct is likely to be valid. Thus, the nomological approach
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demands theoretical consideration about whether the construct of
interest should be associated with other constructs.

According to the MTMM approach, construct validity can be
subdivided into convergent and discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske,
1959). Convergent validity is examined when we devise several different
measures of the same construct. A valid measure should be related to
other measures tapping the construct of interest. Discriminant validity
is examined when we compare the measure with measures of other unrelated
constructs. A valid measure should be unrelated to measures of
dissimilar constructs. To establish construct validity, both convergent
and discriminant validity are required.

The MTMM approach recommends a validation process utilizing a
matrix of intercorrelations among tests representing at least two
traits, each measured by at least two methods. For evaluating
convergent validity, the correlations between measures of the same
-construct should be significantly different from gero. For evidence of
discriminant validity, measures of the same construct should correlate
higher with each other than they do with measures of different
constructs which employ the same method (e.g., self report
questionnaires).

In this study, the nomological and MTMM approaches will be
integrated in order to evaluate the construct validity of the new coding
scheme. The underlying construct of the new coding scheme are the
images of firmness and flexibility. For the nomological approach, three
other constructs will be chosen: task-oriented behavior, language

intensity, and lexical diversity. Then, the relationships between the
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images of firmness and flexibility and these three constructs will be
theoretically predicted. Further, since the images of firmness and
flexibility are a two-dimensional construct, predictions will be made
for each dimension. For the MTMM approach, each construct will be
measured by two methods. That is, perceptual and behavior measures of

each construct will be employed.

PERCEPTUAL MEASURES OF THE SAME CONSTRUCT

The new coding scheme attempts to tap the images of firmness and
flexibility. In order to test convergent validity, the degree to which
the images of firmness and flexibility are perceived in negotiator’s
behaviors will be assessed. The behavioral and perceptual measures of
facework are expected to be highly correlated, since both measures
attempt to tap the same construct, i.e., the images of firmness and
flexibility. While the new coding scheme intends to measure
negotiators’ behaviors for managing the images of firmness and
flexibility embedded in their messages, the perceptual measure intends
to identify the degree to which those images are perceived in
negotiator’ behaviors. Since both measures attempt to tap the same
construct, the results from both measures are expected to be similar.
Prior studies of conflict styles have found positive associates between
behavioral and perceptual measures. For example, in order to assess the
construct validity of Sillars’ (1980) coding scheme for classifying
verbal behaviors in interpersonal conflict, Sillars, Coletti, Parry, and
Rogers (1982) had subjects watch discussions in which disputants
dominantly used one particular tactic of Sillars’ coding scheme. Then,

subjects were asked to rate how they perceived the discussions along
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theoretical underlying dimensions of the coding scheme. The results
showed that observers’ perceptions were highly correlated with the
coding schenme.

Theoretically, negotiation behaviors simultaneously have relevance
for both the negotiator’s and the opponent’s images of firmness and
flexibility. Each tactic of the new coding scheme integrates these two
dimensions. In order to test convergent validity, the perception of the
images of firmness and flexibility needs to be rated along these two
dimensions. If the new coding scheme is valid, the tactics of the new
coding scheme will also show high correlations with perceptual measures
of both the negotiator’s and his/her opponent’s autonomy.

Based on the above rationale, the following hypothesis is proposed.

HYPOTHESIS 1: Behavioral and perceptual measures of face

strategies will share a strong, positive association
for both the negotiator’s and opponent’s dimension.

MEASURES OF SIMILAR CONSTRUCTS

Task Strategies: Pruitt’s Dual Concern Model

Pruitt (1984) has developed a dual concern model for explaining
negotiators’ task-related behaviors. According to Pruitt, four basic
task strategies are available to negotiators: (a) problem solving, which
involves an effort to find an alternative that is acceptable to both
parties; (b) contending, which involves an effort to force one’s will on
the other party; (c) yielding, which involves a reduction in one’s basic
aspirations; and (d) inaction, which involves doing as little as
possible in the negotiation. Further, he argues that these strategies
are incompatible because they require different psychological

orientations.
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Pruitt’s dual concern model assumes that concern about both one’s
own and the opponent’s outcomes affects each negotiator’s strategic
behaviors. The dual concern model predicts that the: (1) problem-
solving strategy will be used when concern about both one’s own and the
opponent’s outcomes is high, (2) yielding strategy will be used when
concern about only the opponent’s outcomes is high, (3) contending
strategy will be used when concern about only one’s own outcomes is
high, and (4) inaction strategy will occur when concern about both one’s
own and the opponent’s outcomes is low.

As his dual concern model shows, Pruitt’s concern lies in what
motivational factors influence strategic choices. He does not, however,
specify what tactics can instantiate each strategy. Because of this,
none of his research testing the dual concern model has directly
analyzed negotiator’s tactics or verbal interactions. He only suggests
some examples of tactics for each strategy. If these examples can be
regarded as a coding scheme for his strategies, then his coding scheme
may be summariged as follows (Pruitt, 1984):

(a) problem-solving strategy - conceding with the expectation of
receiving a return concession; mentioning possible compromises as
talking points; revealing one’s interest (i.e., one’s goals and values);
sending disavowable intermediaries; talking in back channels;
communicating through a mediator; retracting a proposal in the face of
resistance; expressing a willingness to negotiate or compromise;
promiging reward if the opponent behaves in a stated manner; and
searching for a mutually beneficial proposal.

(b) contending strategy - making demands that far exceed what is
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actually acceptable (i.e., one’s resistant point); making commitments to
unalterable positions; making persuasive arguments aimed at convincing
the other that concessions are in his/her best interests; using threats;
demonstrating that there is more time pressure on the other than on
oneself; retracting a previously made concession so as to make the
position clearly less agreeable to the opponent; rejecting the
opponent’s proposal/position; demanding that the opponent makes
accommodations or concessions.
(c) yielding strategy: making non-reciprocal concessions; agreeing to
the opponent’s proposal/position.
(d) inaction strategy: taking no action (i.e., not having enough
motivation to negotiate.

In the next section, Pruitt’s coding scheme and the new coding

scheme will be compared in terms of orientation, strategies, and

tactics.

These two coding schemes can be compared with regard to
orientation, that is, the goals which motivate the behaviors assessed by
each coding scheme. Due to their differences in orientation, the
negotiation strategies and tactics of both coding schemes also are
contrasted.

Orientation. The underlying construct which Pruitt’s (1984) coding
scheme taps is negotiators’ strategic behaviors for accomplishing task
goals. Pruitt’s coding scheme is concerned with how negotiators resolve
conflict between their own and their opponent’s task goals with regard

to the outcomes of negotiation. Thus, his coding scheme is oriented to
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identify conflicting-resolving strategies for task issues.

In contrast, the new coding scheme taps the images of firmness and
flexibility, which are important components of each negotiator'’s face
wants. The new coding scheme attempts to identify how negotiators’
strategic behaviors continually influence their own as well as their
opponent’s autonomy. In sum, whereas Pruitt’s coding scheme identifies
strategic behaviors used to resolve conflicting task goals, the new
coding scheme examines strategic behaviors regarding the images of
firmness and flexibility, one of the most important negotiators’ face
goals.

These two goals should be moderately related. That is, task and
face goals can be consistent or inconsistent. Task goals are tied to
particular issues and future state of affairs that negotiators try to
attain. Face goals are present in varying degrees throughout the
negotiation of all task issues. Generally, since maintaining face goals
is necessary to attain future task goals, they are positively associated
with each other. For example, negotiators usually attempt to maintain
their face partly due to the structure of negotiation, which forces
participants to have mixed motives (Kelley, 1966; Podell & Knapp, 1969;
Stevens, 1963). Their primary goal is to maximize their outcomes in the
negotiation. In order to maximize their outcomes (task goal), they must
give a firm image to their opponent (face goal). However, to reach an
agreement with their opponent (task goal), they also have to show a
flexible image (face goal). As a result, to be effective, they must be
firm without appearing too strong and flexible without appearing too

conciliatory. In this sense, face goals seem to be related to task
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goals.

Under certain conditions, however, face goals may be pursued at the
expense of task goals (Brown, 1968, 1977; Folger & Poole, 1984;
Tjosvold, 1977). Face goals can be inconsistent with task goals when
negotiators become highly motivated to maintain their face. For
example, negotiators may refuse a proposal that meets their resistant
point (task goal) when they feel their opponent has been aggressive in
making demands (Tjosvold, 1977), when they are being monitored by their
constituents or a third party (Brown, 1968; Pruitt et als., 1986; Roloff
& Campion, 1987), when they are representatives of their group members
(Breaugh & Klimoski, 1981), or when their own prior actions jeoparditze
their face (Tjosvold & Huston, 1978). In sum, face goals generally are
related to task goals, but face goals can conflict with task goals when
negotiators feel weak or are motivated to maintain their face.

Strategies. Negotiation strategies refer to a game plan, or a set
of tactics which negotiators employ to achieve their goals. As argued
above, Pruitt’s coding scheme identifies four strategies for resolving
conflict between participants’ task goals: contending, problem-solving,
yielding, and inaction strategies. According to Pruitt, prior to or
early in the negotiation, motivational and contextual factors lead
negotiators to employ one specific strategy out of these four
strategies. In this sense, each strategy is concerned with global
behaviors which are performed consistently during the negotiation. It
seems to be difficult to examine negotiators’ behaviors as a process
with this perspective.

On the other hand, the new coding scheme is designed to code
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negotiators’ concrete behaviors regarding their images of flexibility
and firmness embedded in their interaction. The new coding scheme
divides negotiators’ image-related behaviors into nine categories
according to the degree to which negotiators show concern about their
own and their opponent’s autonomy. In contrast with Pruitt’s
strategies, these nine strategies are assumed to vary during
negotiation. Thus, negotiators’ behaviors can be examined as a process.

Tactics. Tactics refer to the communicative behaviors that
operationalize strategies. Since Pruitt intends to code negotiators’
global behaviors, he pays little attention to tactics. Pruitt just
suggests some examples of tactics of each strategy. For example,
demands that far exceed resistant point and commitments to unalterable
positions are tactics for the contending strategy, since those behaviors
are directly related to maximizing one’s own task goals at the expense
of the opponent’s task goals. Tactics from the new coding scheme focus
on negotiators’ communicative behaviors which are related to their own
and their opponent’s autonomy. For example, apologizing to an opponent,
or revealing one’s own weakness (without making a concession) are
tactics for disclosing, since those expressions directly lower a
negotiator’s own autonomy without altering the opponent’s autonomy.

When one compares tactics for the two coding schemes, it becomes
apparent that they are quite different. Most of Pruitt’s tactics do not
correspond directly to the tactics of the new coding scheme. That is,
depending on how or in what context information is communicated,
Pruitt’s tactics can be coded into various tactics from the new coding

scheme. For example, threat, a tactic in a contending strategy from
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Pruitt’s coding scheme, can be coded as a distributing strategy (e.g.,
"If you don’'t accept my proposal, we will strike"), or as an attacking
strategy (e.g., "If you don’t accept my proposal, you will have to take
losses by closing the company for the present time"). Persuasive
arguments, another tactic in Pruitt’s contending strategy, can be coded
as a distributing strategy (e.g., "The price I suggest is the bottom
price. You cannot find this product with this price anywhere"), or as a
depending strategy (e.g., "The price I suggest is the bottom price.
Actually, I have many customers who are looking for this product at this
price"). Pruitt’s other tactics such as revealing one’s interest,
demands that far exceed resistent points, and making concessions also do
not equate with any single face tactics. Depending on how to be
expressed, Pruitt’s tactics can be coded into various tactics from the
new coding schenme.

A few tactics from the new coding scheme, however, have moderately
positive relationships with Pruitt’s tactics. For example, making
concessions in Pruitt’s yielding strategy seems to be part of face
strategies which show a negotiator’s own flexible image, since making
concession is a behavior that lessens a negotiator’s autonomy by giving
up his/her prior position. Although concession-making might be coded
into strategies such as respecting, upgrading, or disclosing from the
new coding scheme, that tactic would not be coded into distributing,
attacking, or defending categories. Similarly, problem-solving strategy
can be coded into integrating or discounting strategies, but not into
distributing or upgrading categories. In sum, no one-to-one

relationships exist between tactics from Pruitt’s coding scheme and
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those from the new coding scheme, but moderate patterns of relationships
may occur. Thus, two coding schemes may share a moderate relationship.
As suggested above, perceptual measure of task strategies also will
be employed in order to evaluate validity through the MTMM approach.
Since the perceptual measure of task strategies taps the same construct
as Pruitt’s behavioral coding scheme, these two measures are expected to
be highly correlated. Further, the perceptual measure also is expected
to be moderately correlated with perceptions of face strategies.
Theoretically, task behaviors simultaneously have relevance for
concern about both the negotiator’s and the opponent’s outcomes. Each
tactic of the Pruitt’s coding scheme integrates these two dimensions.
In order to test convergent validity, the perception of negotiators’
task behaviors needs to be rated along these two dimensions. If the
Pruitt’s coding scheme is valid, the tactics of the Pruitt’s coding
scheme will also show high correlations with perceptual measures of
concern about both the negotiator’s and his/her opponent’s outcomes.
Based on this rationale, the following hypotheses are forwarded.
HYPOTHESIS 2: Behavioral and perceptual measures of task
strategies will share a strong, positive association
for both negotiator’s and opponent’s dimensions.
HYPOTHESIS 3: Behavioral measures of face and task strategies will
share a moderate, positive association. Perceptual
measures of these strategies also show a moderate,
positive association.
Specifically,

H3a: Pruitt’s concession strategy will be moderately
correlated with respecting, upgrading, and
disclosing strategies from the new coding scheme.

H3b: Pruitt’s problem-solving strategy will be moderately

correlated with integrating and discounting
strategies from the new coding scheme.
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H3c: Pruitt’s contending strategy will be moderately
correlated with defending, distributing, and
attacking strategies from the new coding scheme.
Language Intensity

Language intensity refers to the quality of language which
indicates the degree to which the speaker’s attitude toward a concept
deviates from neutrality (Bowers, 1963). If a speaker chooses language
which expresses more extreme positions towards an object, his/her
linguistic expressions are regarded as more intense. For example, the
statement, "It is very nice" is more intense than the statement, "It is
nice."

Although little research has examined the relationship between the
images of firmness and flexibility and language intensity, studies which
have examined the relationship between language intensity and aggressive
behaviors indirectly suggest that a negotiator’s firm image will be
positively associated with language intensity. A negotiator may foster
his/her own firm image by stating his/her position more aggressively,
advocating extreme positions without considering the opponent’s
position, or deviating from the opponent’s positions/arguments. Indeed,
prior studies (Greenberg, 1976; McEwen & Greenberg, 1970) indicate that
when speakers state their attitudinal positions, speakers who adopt more
intense language are perceived to be more aggressive than those who use
less intense language. Similarly, Donohue (in press) also found that
couples reaching agreement during divorce mediation significantly
reduced their language intensity over time, while nonagreement couples

became much more intense from the start and middle parts of the

interaction. Perhaps, agreement couples fostered their flexible image
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over time by using less intense language. Thus, negotiators’ own image
of firmness should be positively associated with their language
intensity.

In addition, a negotiator who attacks the opponent’s firm image in
order to lower the opponent’s face might use more intense language than
a negotiator who attempts to enhance the opponent’s face. Negotiators
can attack the opponent by disagreeing with the opponent’s positions,
criticizing the opponent’s arguments/positions with prejudice, or
deviating from what the opponent has said. Accordingly, the image of
"firmness" in upholding the opponent’s autonomy expected to be
negatively associated with language intensity.

As suggested above, perceptual measure of language intensity will
also be employed in order to evaluate validity through the MTMM
approach. 8ince the perceptual measure of language intensity taps the
same construct as the behavioral measure, the two measures should be
highly correlated. Further, the perceptual measure of language
intensity also is expected to be moderately correlated with perceptions
of face strategies.

Based on the above rationale, the following hypotheses will be
established.

HYPOTHESIS 4: Behavioral and perceptual measures of language
intensity will share a strong, positive association.

HYPOTHESIS 5: Behavioral measures of a negotiator’s own firmness

will share a moderate, positive association with the

negotiator’s language intensity.

HYPOTHESIS 6: Behavioral measures of a negotiator’s firmness

towards the opponent will share a moderate, negative

association with the negotiator’s language
intensity.
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MEASURES OF DISSIMILAR CONSTRUCT
Lexical Diversity

For evaluating discriminant validity, lexical diversity is chosen.
Lexical diversity refers to the manifest range of a source’s vocabulary
(Bradac, Bowers, & Courtright, 1979). This range is quantified in the
form of a type-token ratio: the number of different words in a message
(types) divided by the total number of words (tokens). Usually, lexical
diversity is operationalized as a mean segmental type-token ratio, for
instance, the average ratio of types to tokens in samples of 100 words.

Although both the new coding scheme and lexical diversity are
language variables, the nine face strategies from the new coding scheme
are conceptually and operationally different from lexical diversity.

The nine face strategies tap the degree to which the images of firmness
and flexibility are reflected in a message, whereas lexical diversity
taps a negotiator’s ability to command diverse vocabulary in a message.
In order to measure these underlying constructs, the nine face
strategies focus on both surface (i.e., linguistic expressions) and deep
structure (i.e., content) in a message, while lexical diversity centers
only on one linguistic component, vocabulary.

The nine face strategies should not be correlated with the lexical
diversity due to these conceptual and operational differences. Firm or
flexible images can be communicated regardless of the range of
vocabulary employed in a message. For example, in order to enhance a
negotiator’s own face, the negotiator can simply say, "I won’'t negotiate
this," or "I will argue vociferously until this proposal is accepted.”

Thus, the nine face strategies are expected to have little relationship
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with the lexical diversity.

As suggested above, a perceptual measure of lexical diversity will
also be employed in order to evaluate validity through the MTMM
approach. Again, the perceptual measure of lexical diversity is
expected to be highly correlated with the behavioral measure. Further,
that measure is also expected to be unrelated to perceptions of face
strategies. Thus:

HYPOTHESIS 7: Behavioral and perceptual measures of lexical
diversity will share a strong, positive association.

HYPOTHESIS 8: Behavioral measures of face strategies and lexical
diversity will be unrelated. Perceptual measures of
these constructs also will be unrelated.

GENERAL PREDICTIONS FROM THE MTMM APPROACH

The relationships between the images of firmness and flexibility
and three other variables have been addressed from the nomological
perspective. Further, the high predicted correlations between the
behavioral and perceptual measures of the same variables reflect the
MTMM perspective.

As argued above, the MTMM approach also demands discriminant
validity in testing construct validity. For discriminant validity,
monoconstruct-heteromethod correlations should be higher than
heteroconstruct-heteromethod correlations, as well as heteroconstruct-
monomethod correlations. Based on these conditions for discriminant
validity from the MTMM approach, two additional hypotheses are proposed.

HYPOTHESIS 9: Monoconstruct-heteromethod correlations, such as
correlations between the perceptual and behavioral
measures of the images of firmness and flexibility,
will be significantly larger than heteroconstruct-

heteromethod correlations, such as the perceptual
measure of the images of firmness and flexibility
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and the behavioral measure of lexical diversity.
HYPOTHESIS 10: Monoconstruct-heteromethod correlations, such as the
perceptual and behavioral measures of the images of
firmness and flexibility, should be significantly
larger than heteroconstruct-monomethod correlations,
such as the perceptual measures of the images of
firmness and flexibility and of lexical diversity.
Aside from these hypotheses, we also can inquire about the
relationships between being firm or flexible towards oneself versus
one’s opponent. There is little evidence about whether these two
dimensions, i.e., a negotiator’s and the opponent’s dimensions are
orthogonal or oblique. Put differently, there is no empirical evidence
about whether these two dimensions are correlated. In order to answer

this question, the following research question will be raised.

RESEARCH QUESTION 1: Are a negotiator’s and the opponent’s
dimensions of face strategies correlated?



Chapter Three
METHODS

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the construct validity of
the new coding scheme for negotiator’s facework. The relationships
between behavioral and perceptual measures of facework, Pruitt’s task
strategies, language intensity, and lexical diversity were discussed in
the previous chapter. In this chapter, methods for testing the
construct validity of the new coding scheme will be addressed. Sources
of data used and the unit of analysis for coding the data will be
described. Then, behavioral and perceptual measures of negotiator’'s
facework, Pruitt’s task strategies, language intensity, and lexical
diversity will be explicated.
Data Collection

Data were collected on naturalistic negotiations from various
published sources (e.g., negotiation books, articles, etc.).
Specifically, two negotiations were chosen: one from the public sector
and another from the private sector. As a matter of fact, the
negotiation from the public sector was a simulated negotiation from
expert negotiators, whereas the negotiation from the private sector was
a naturalistic negotiation. Since the simulated negotiation from the
public sector was conducted by the expert negotiators with several
issues which they usually encountered in real negotiations, the
negotiation was similar to a naturalistic negotiation. Both
negotiations cannot be necessarily regarded as a representation of
negotiations. However, given that both negotiations were naturalistic

and contained several topics which occurred in natural negotiations,
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they seem to be typical enough to validate the new coding scheme for
facework. In this sense, the data chosen have high external validity.
The transcript from the public sector has 501 turns and 488
observational units, while that of the private sector contains 632 turns
and 425 observational units. Consequently, a total of 913 observational
unit were used as the data for this study. To assist in understanding
the nature of these two negotiation situations, the following brief
background information is provided.

Negotiation from the private sector. The interaction from the
private sector is an informal grievance negotiation in a co-ownership
company (Morley & Stephenson, 1977). Three electricians participated in
this negotiation with three management representatives. One
representative from management had a six-year working relationship with
one of three electricians. The negotiation occurred according to the
electricians’ request.

The main topic of this negotiation was the callout procedure for
electrical fitters. Management’s position was that the electricians
should be on stand by during bank holidays in preparation for emergency
situations, while the electricians’ position was that they did not want
to be on stand by for callout during bank holidays. The parties reached
an agreement through this debate that management would increase the
number of electrical staff by one and rotate responsibility for
electrical coverage during bank holidays between the available staff.

Negotiation from the public sector. The interaction from the
public sector was a simulated negotiation conducted by professional

representatives of a Michigan school board for practice (Diez, 1983).
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This negotiation was a complete contract negotiation. The professional
negotiators were paired into school board and teacher negotiator teams.
Then, they practiced this negotiation.

The simulation contained twenty unresolved issues which included
binding arbitration of grievance, workload for teachers, evaluation of
teachers’ ability, and salary. After heated debate, both parties
reached agreements on a new contract.

Units of Analvsis

efinitio trategy. A strategy were employed as the unit of
analysis. A strategy is an abstract behavioral unit and provides
general guidelines for action (Berger, 1985). A strategy refers to a
sequence of actions or to a family of related actions (Wheeless,
Barraclough, & Stewart, 1983). For example, the following statement is
coded as a single strategy, since this statement consists of a sequence
of sentences confirming what was just said.

I’m not asking you if you’re a doctor. You just told me if

a doctor agrees that David Koss is sick that you being

management would agree to it. 1Is that not what you just

said.

The statement, "Well, I recognize that."” also is another example of a
strategy, since this statement can be a complete action of understanding
what was just said. As shown in these examples, a strategy can vary in
number of sentences.

The unit of strategy also can be distinguished from turn and
argument. A turn occurs each time that negotiators switch speaking

roles. A strategy is a subjective unit in the sense that it is an
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abstract behavioral unit that expresses intentions regarding face, while
a turn is an objective unit in the sense that it is determined without
reference to message content. Most often a single turn contains one and
only one strategy. Sometimes, however, longer turns are likely to
contain more than one strategy, since negotiators communicate various
intentions within one turn. For example, in the following example a
labor negotiator uses two strategies in a single turn,

An article 2G employee who is granted a sick leave shall be

paid for holidays following within the first 30 calendar

days of his approved sick leave. 2G was read in such a way

that its intent was to be interpreted. An article 2C is a

second one. To be eligible for a holiday pay, an employee

must work his last schedule day prior to his rescheduled

work day after a holiday. This paragraph was written as a

protection clause for the company. In other words, to keep

employees from taking undue advantage of the company and

prevent an excessive absenteeism around a holiday time.
This turn contains two strategies, i.e., one strategy regarding article
2G and another strategy regarding article 2C. In this study, one
constraint in coding units was established in order to avoid missing
strategy units in longer turns. That is, turns which were longer than
five sentences were automatically coded as containing two or more
strategies. A ten sentence turn, for example, could be coded as
containing two different instances of a discounting strategy, or one
discounting and one yielding strategy.

In contrast, multiple turns sometimes can include only one
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strategy, even if they are spoken by different people on the same side.
This would occur if one negotiator makes an argument to the opponent and
then, another negotiator from the same side supports his/her colleague’s
claim, as shown in the following of statements by two representatives
for the teachers at the negotiation table.

A: If you did ten percent across the board I think that

would have done it.

B: Ten percent across the board would have sold it.

Speakers from opposing sides, however, cannot jointly produce one
strategy.

Most often a single argument consists of one strategy, since it
usually expresses one intention. When negotiators attempt to transfer
their intentions, their face strategy contains an explicit or implicit
claim (i.e., what these negotiators believe) and evidence which supports
the claim. Accordingly, one negotiator’s argument (i.e.,a claim and its
supporting evidence) is regarded as one strategy. Negotiators, however,
sometimes can manage their face strategies without providing clear,
supportive evidence for their arguments. For example, negotiators may
simply make an assertion without explicit reason giving ( e.g., a
negotiator simply says, "I don’t want it"). Thus, a single argument or
assertion is usually correspondent to one strategy.

In sum, the coding scheme intends to code the extent to which
negotiators’ message content contains firmness and flexibility. Since
negotiators manage their images of firmness and flexibility through
strategies, a strategy seems to be appropriate for coding the extent to

which negotiators intend to show these images. In the next section, the
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coding procedure for unitizing the data and unitizing reliability is

addressed.
Unitizing reliability. For the behavioral measures, the author and

one coder who was familiar with the concept of strategy independently
unitized the entire data set. To enhance reliability, a codebook for
unitizing was developed, as shown in Appendix A. The codebook presents
the definition of a strategy, general rules for unitizing, comparisons
of other units to a strategy unit, rules for overlaps (i.e.,
simultaneous talk) and specific cues for unitizing.

Two training sessions were held before unitizing reliability was
satisfied. In the first training session, the content of the codebook
for unitizing was explained through examples. For both training
sessions, the coders practiced coding units with about fifty turns of
the actual data employed in this study. Following this training, the
coders independently unitigzed the entire data set (i.e., both
transcripts). To check unitizing reliability, Guetzkow’s U and unit-by-
unit agreement were calculated. Guetzkow’s (1950) U, which indicates
the degree to which two coders identify the same numbers of strategies
in the entire negotiation, was .03. Unit-by-unit agreement estimates
the degree of agreement between two coders in identifying specific
segments of the entire negotiation. For calculating unit-by-unit
agreement, sentences were used as an objective fixed unit. If both
coders agreed that a strategy occurred or that a strategy did not
occurred at the beginning or end of a sentence, this was counted as an
agreement. If they disagreed, that was regarded as a disagreement.

Following this procedure of calculation, the two coders showed 89.1 % of
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unit-by-unit agreement. When disagreement occurred, the number of units
was determined by discussion and consensus. These codings were used as
the unit of analysis for all of the variables in this study.

For the perceptual measures, a more global level of analysis was
employed. Specifically, perceptions of the images of firmness and
flexibility, task outcomes, language intensity, and lexical diversity
were rated by judges for every 20 strategy units. It would be very
difficult for judges to rate the degree of firmness, flexibility,
intensity, etc. for every unit, since this work is boring and tedious.
Further, such work may lower the reliabilities of the perceptual
measures. It appears to be reasonable to use a more global unit of
analysis for the perceptual measures than each strategy. Thus, 20
strategy units were employed as the global unit for the perceptual
measures in this study.

When the cutting point of the global units occurred within the same
negotiator’s turn, the whole turn was included in the end of current
global unit and in the first part of next global unit. Since the
private sector negotiation contained 425 strategy units, there were 22
global units in this sector. On the other hand, the public sector
negotiation contained 488 strategies and 25 global units. As a result,
the total number of global units in the data was 47 units. In the next
section, codings of the behavioral measures and ratings of the
perceptual measures will be addressed.

Behavioral Measures
Images of firmness and flexibility. For coding the images of

firmness and flexibility from the unitized data, two different coders
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who were blind to the purpose of this study were trained with the new
coding scheme (see Appendix A). Eight training sessions were held
before reliability was satisfied. In the first training session, the
definition of the images of firmness and flexibility which underlie the
new coding scheme was explained. In addition, the nine face strategies
also were explicated through examples. For each training session, each
coder practiced coding face strategies with about 50 strategy units of
the actual data used in this study. The coding results which were not
consistent between coders were discussed in order to clearly understand
the nine face strategies.

Training sessions in which coders practiced codings were continued
until their coding results were reliable. Then, both coders coded the
entire data set (i.e., 913 strategy units). After finishing codings,
both coders’ results for 913 strategy units were compared to check
reliability. Categorizing reliability, as checked with Cohen’s (1960)
kappa, was .83. When disagreement occurred, the final codings were
determined by discussion and consensus.

To compute the global behavioral indices, the values of one, two,
and three were assigned to lowering, neutralizing, and enhancing face
categories, respectively for the self and opponent dimensions (see Table
1). For example, the strategy of "disclosing" was scored as "1" on the
self dimension and "2" on the opponent dimension. Then all of the
values assigned to tactics were averaged for every 20 strategy units
which are one global unit. These average values were used as a

behavioral index of more global images of firmness and flexibility.
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Task strategies. Pruitt’s coding scheme consists of four task-
strategies. One of his strategies, the inaction strategy, cannot be
employed in coding interaction since it refers to strategically avoiding
negotiation with the opponent. In other words, the inaction strategy is
literally a "no-interaction" strategy. Verbal interactions between
negotiators already surpass the inaction strategy. Hence, it was not
analyzed in this study. Instead, an "other" category was included in
Pruitt’s task coding scheme, since acts such as procedural statements
and questions of clarification can be irrelevant to task strategies.
The codings of the "other" category were eliminated from statistical
analyses which contain task strategies, since this category did not
include any information about tasks.

Because Pruitt’s coding scheme does not clearly specify an
exhaustive set of tactics for each strategy, it had to be elaborated for
the present research. For clarifjing this coding scheme, examples of
tactics which Pruitt has used to illustrate each strategy were collected
and relevant tactics from other coding schemes were added.

Specifically, categories related to task goals from Putnam and Jones’
(1982), Sillars’ (1980), and Putnam and Wilson’s (1988) coding schemes
were chosen to supplement Pruitt’s coding scheme. The modified coding
scheme is shown in Appendix B.

Two additional coders were employed to analygze the data with this
elaborated version of Pruitt’s coding scheme. For increasing the
reliability of coding, four training sessions were held. For each
training session, both coders practiced coding task strategies with

about 50 strategy units of the actual data employed in this study.
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Categorizing reliability, as calculated by Cohen’s kappa, was .87. When
disagreement occurred, final codings were determined by two coders’
discussion and consensus.

Two global behavioral indices were created separately along two
dimensions which underlie Pruitt’s coding scheme: that is, concern about
a negotiator’s own outcome and concern about the opponent’s outcome.
One, two, and two were assigned to yielding, problem-solving, and
contending strategies for the negotiator’s own dimension, respectively.
Two, Two, and one were assigned to yielding, problem-solving, and
contending strategies for the opponent’s dimension. The dual concern
model suggests that the choice of these three strategies is determined
under consideration of two underlying dimensions, that is, the degree to
which a negotiator is concerned about the negotiator’s own and the
opponent’s outcomes. When negotiators are highly concerned about their
own outcome either contending or problem-solving strategies are chosen,
while the yielding strategy is selected when the negotiators are less
concerned about their own outcomes. Similarly, when negotiators are
highly concerned about their opponent’s outcomes they choose yielding or
problem-solving strategies, while when negotiators are less concerned
about their opponent’s outcomes they choose the contending strategy.
Thus, these weighted values differently assigned for negotiator’s own
and the opponent’s perspective seem to be meaningful.

For each dimension, all the values assigned to tactics were
averaged for every 20 units, i.e., a global unit. These average values

for each dimension were used as a global index of task behaviors.
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Language intensity. In this study, a language intensity coding
scheme was borrowed from the measure recently employed in Rogan’s (1990)
study of naturalistic hostage negotiation and Donohue’s (in press) work
on divorce mediation. The measure extends Bower’s (1964) typology of
intensity correlates. Using 482 sets of alternative words or phrases,
Bowers’ coding scheme sought to identify possible correlates of language
intensity. Judges rated each word or phrase of these sets as high or
low intense language by imagining that each term (i.e., word or phrase)
was to be inserted into a sentence. Mean intensity of each term was
correlated with various features such as number of syllables, presence
of qualifiers, and metaphorical quality possessed by each term. His
results showed five reliable correlates of intensity, including obscure
language, metaphors, qualifying adjectives, sex-based metaphors, and
death-based metaphors. Correlations of intensity for the five
predictors with the 482 terms were .59, .83, .89, 1.0, and 1.0
respectively.

Donohue (in press) used a slightly modified version of these
correlates by adding "profanity" as a predictor. In producing a
composite measure of language intensity for each utterance, he weighted
the frequency of each predictor within each utterance by Bower’s
correlations of intensity, summed across the six predictor categories,
and then divided by the number of words within the utterance.

In his recent study, Rogan (1990) argued that Bower’s definition of
qualifiers is inconsistent with his definition of language intensity.
Although Bower’s scheme focuses on the intensity of message, it focuses

on individual words as the unit of analysis. According to Bowers, "for
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a term to be classified as qualified, it was required that the
qualification be embodied in a separate word. "Greater height," for
example, is a gqualified term; "higher" is not." (Bowers, 1964, p.352).
Using Bowers’ definition of qualifiers to code the statements, "That is
a very nice sweater" and "No, I don’t want you to do that" would reveal
a lack of sensitivity to intensity in Bowers’ definition of what
constitutes a qualifier. For the first statement, "very" would receive
a code. For the second statement, there would be no qualifiers coded.
Yet, the second statement clearly expresses an attitude which deviates
from a position of neutrality.

In his elaborated version of language intensity, Rogan (1990)
includes qualifying adjectives, adverbs, affirmation, negation,
auxiliary verbs, and contractions as qualifiers. This definition solves
Bower’s problems of qualifiers by extending Bower’s definition of
qualifiers. For example, according to Rogan’s definition, the
statement, "No, I don’t want you to do that" has more qualifiers coded
and consequently a higher intensity level than has the statement "That's
a nice sweater." He also combines profanity and sex-based statements
into one single category for empirical usefulness.

In this study, Rogan’s coding scheme was adopted, since it turned
out to be useful in negotiation situations. A copy of the general
coding procedure is presented in Appendix C. As Rogan did, when
producing a composite measure of language intensity for a unit, the
frequency of each predictor within each unit was weighted by Bower’s
correlations of intensity and summed across the six predictor

categories. However, the summed score was not divided by the number of
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words within the unit in this study. If the composite score is divided
by the total number of words, that measure still seems to be
inconsistent with the definition of language intensity. For example,
according to Rogan’s method, the statement, "No" has the same intensity
with the statement, "No, no." Similarly, the statement, "No" is more
intense than the statement, "No, I don’t want to do that." In both
examples, however, the first statement which repeats the same words
twice or clearly expresses a negative intention is more intense than the
second statement. Further, those who deviate from neutrality towards a
concept and are expected to use more intense messages are likely to use
more longer utterance, since various intense predictors should be added
to each utterance. Accordingly, a summed rather than average intensity
score was calculated in this studyt

Two additional coders were employed to code language intensity with
the elaborated version of Rogan’s coding scheme. These coders coded the
entire data set of 913 strategy units. For increasing the reliability
of coding, four training sessions were held. For each training session,
both coders practiced coding language intensity with about 50 strategy
units of the actual data used in this study. Then, both coders coded
the entire data set. For checking reliability, the percentages of two
coders’ agreement were calculated on the basis of strategy units for
each category. Both coders’ results showed 99.9%, 99.8%, 99.5%, and
99.6X of agreement for obscure words, general metaphor, profanity and
sex-based statements, and death-based statement, respectively. The high
percentages of agreement in these categories were due to low frequencies

of these categories. As a matter of fact, any of these categories did



51
not exceed more than 7 frequencies in the entire data set. For
qualifiers, the percentages of agreement were 87.3%, 89.8%, 97.6%,
91.4%, 95.4%, and 96.1X for adjective and adverbs, auxiliary verbs,
auxiliary verbs with negative contractions, affirmations and negations,
pronouns with contractions, and special words, respectively. Average
agreement was 95.6X. For the global index, the results of each unit
were averaged across every 20 units.

Lexical Diversjty. Generally, lexical diversity is quantified by a
type-token ratio, that is, the number of different words in a message
divided by the total number of words. Accordingly, here lexical
diversity is operationalized by the number of different words divided by
the total number of words in a given strategy. This index indicates the
extent to which negotiators employ diverse vocabularies in order to
transfer a thought. Two coders were asked to measure this index of
lexical diversity for reliability checks. Their results showed 88.5% of
agreement. For the global index, the results of each unit were averaged
across every 20 units.

t easures

In the previous section, behavioral measures of face strategies,
Pruitt’s task strategies, language intensity, and lexical diversity were
discussed. 8Since this study uses a MTMM approach to test the construct
validity of the new coding scheme, perceptual measures of these
variables also were necessary. As explicated in the previous section,
for perceptual measures, a more global level of analysis was employed.
Perceptions of these variables were rated by judges for every global

unit, which is composed of 20 strategy units.
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Before the judges rated their perceptions, they were given the
basic information on negotiation such as issues, positions, the results
of negotiation, etc. so as to help them understand each global unit.
Then, the judges coded one half of one negotiation transcript at each
session in order to reduce factors such as fatigue which lower
reliability. As a result, they completed their ratings of the whole
data across four sessions.

Global units were presented to the judges in the order in which
they occurred in the negotiation. Each global unit was given separately
to the judges so that the judges could not inadvertently code the text
before or after the unit. When a global unit began at the middle of a
turn (it occurred three times from the whole data), the entire turn was
included in both the prior and current global units. In the next
section, the perceptual measures will be addressed.

e ir ibility. For perceptual ratings of the
images of firmness and flexibility, two novice judges (undergraduate
students) were used. Each judge was asked to rate the extent to which
negotiators showed firm and flexible images from the negotiators’ own
and the opponent’s perspective for every 20 strategies. This allowed a
comparison of perceptions of overall firmness and flexibility with
firmness and flexibility as measured by the coding scheme. The examples
for this perceptual measure are shown in Appendix D.

Each judge responded to three items on seven-point, Likert-type
scales for each dimension. Scales were bounded by the endpoints,
"strongly disagree" and "strongly agree." Reliabilities for measures

were alpha = .86 and .63 for the negotiator’s own and the opponent’s
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dimension, respectively. Interrater reliabilities, computed by
Pearson’s r, were .55 and .49 for the negotiator’s own and the
opponent’s dimension, respectively.

Task strategies. For the perceptual measure of task outcomes, two
different judges rated the degree to which negotiators were concerned
about their own and the opponent’s outcomes in every 20 strategies
(i.e., global unit). Each judge responded to three items of seven-
point, Likert-type scales for each dimension. Scales were bounded by

' and "strongly agree." These items

the endpoints, "strongly disagree'
are shown in Appendix D. Reliabilities for measures were alpha = .71
and .83 for the concern about their own and the opponent’s outcomes.
Interrater reliabilities, calculated by Pearson’s r, were .46 and .69
for the concern about their own and the opponent’s outcomes,
respectively.

intensity. For the perceptual measure of language
intensity, two additional judges rated the degree to which negotiators’
expressions were perceived to be intense, or to deviate from neutral
expressions, for every 20 strategies. The results were used as the
perceptual global index of language intensity.

Each judge responded to three item, seven-point, Likert-type
scales. Scales also were bounded by the endpoints, "strongly disagree"
and "strongly agree." These items are shown in Appendix D. Reliability
for these items was alpha = .85. Interrater reliability calculated by
Pearson’s r was .62.

Lexical diversity. A global, perceptual measure of lexical

diversity also was devised. For every 20 strategies, two different
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coders rated the extent to which each negotiator was perceived to use
expansive vocabularies. The results of ratings were used as the
perceptual global index of lexical diversity.

Each judge responded to three item, seven-point, Likert-type
scales. Scales were bounded by the endpoints, "strongly disagree" and
"strongly agree." These items are shown in Appendix D. Reliability for
this measures was alpha = .74. Interrater reliability, as calculated by

Pearson’s r, was .65.



Chapter Four
RESULTS

Methods for testing the construct validity of the new coding scheme
were addressed in the previous chapter. In this chapter, statistical
methods for testing the hypotheses proposed in the second chapter and
the results will be described.
D iptive Dat

For statistical analyses, scores were assigned to the behavioral
and perceptual measures. As indicated in the prior chapter, the
behavioral strategies of upgrading, disclosing, and discounting, which
lower negotiator’s own face, were coded "1." Respecting, sidestepping,
and attacking strategies which maintain current level of negotiator’s
own face were coded "2." Integrating, defending, and distributing
strategies which enhance their own facework were coded "3" (see Table
1). For the opponent’s dimension of the behavioral measure of facework,
discounting, attacking, and distributing strategies which lower
opponent’s face were coded "1." Disclosing, sidestepping, and defending
strategies which make the negotiators to maintain the current level of
their opponent’s face were coded "2." Finally, upgrading, respecting,
and integrating strategies which attempt to enhance the opponent’s face
were coded "3." Given this coding, larger scores indicate higher
concern by negotiators about maintaining their own autonomy and
supporting their opponent’s autonomy.

For the behavioral measure of task strategies, scores also were
assigned for statistical analyses. As mentioned in the previous

chapter, "1" was assigned to yielding strategy for the negotiator’s own
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dimension, while "2" was assigned to problem-solving and contending
strategies. For the opponent’s dimension, "1" was assigned to
contending strategy, whereas "2" was assigned to problem-solving and
yielding strategies. Given this coding, larger scores indicate higher
concern about the negotiator’s own and the opponent’s task outcomes.

For the behavioral measure of language intensity, the frequency of
each predictor within each unit were weighted by Bower’s correlations of
intensity and summed across the five predictor categories. For the
behavioral measure of lexical diversity, the number of different words
was divided by the number of total words within the unit. In addition,
for the global indices of the behavioral measures, the coding results of
the behavioral measures were averaged across every 20 strategy units.

For the perceptual measures of facework, higher facework scores for
the negotiator’s own dimension indicate greater attempts to maintain
his/her own autonomy, while for the opponent’s dimension, higher
facework scores indicate greater attempts by the negotiator to maintain
the opponent’s autonomy (i.e., fewer attempts to impose on the
opponent). For the negotiator’s own dimension, higher scores of the
perceptual measure of task strategies represent higher concern about the
negotiator’s own outcomes, whereas for the opponent’s dimension, higher
scores of task strategies represent higher concern about the opponent’s
outcomes by the negotiator. For the perceptual measures of language
intensity and lexical diversity, higher scores indicate more use of
intense words and diverse vocabularies. All the perceptual measures
employed seven-point scales (i.e., low = 1, high = 7).

Prior to testing the hypotheses, descriptive statistics of all the
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variables were calculated. Means and standard deviations of the
behavioral and perceptual measures of facework, task strategy, language
intensity, and lexical diversity are shown in Table 2.

Overall, the results of descriptive statistics indicated that
negotiators balanced managing their own and opponent’s autononmy.
Specifically, the behavioral measure of facework showed that negotiators
had slightly more interest in maintaining their own autonomy (M = 2.16)
than their opponent’s autonomy (M = 1.96; t = 4.27, df = 93, p < .5),
while the perceptual measure revealed that negotiators were perceived to
maintain their opponent’s autonomy (M = 4.34) more than their own
autonomy (M = 3.19; t = 7.79, df = 93, p < .05).

The negotiators also showed concern about their own as well as
their opponent’s outcomes. Both behavioral and perceptual measures of
task strategies indicated that negotiators were highly concerned about
their own (Ms = 1.75 and 4.99 for the behavioral and perceptual
measures, respectively) and opponent’s outcomes (Ms = 1.45 and 4.11 for
the behavioral and perceptual measures, respectively). Although
negotiators had much concern about their opponent’s outcomes, however,
the results of both measures suggested that negotiators were more
concerned about their own than opponent’s outcomes (ts = 6.20, 5.74 for
behavioral and perceptual measures, df = 93, ps for both measures <
.01).

Further, negotiators on average tended to use moderately intense
words (Ms = 3.30, 3.54 for the behavioral and perceptual measures,
respectively). These results imply that the negotiators attempted to

use neutral expressions during negotiation. Similarly, negotiators
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Table 2

Overall =  Private = Public
Variables Measures Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
NFS behavioral 2.16 .30 2.26 25 2.08 .32
perceptual 3.19 .99 3.22 1.06 3.17 .94

OFS behavioral 1.96 .37 2.04 .39 1.89 .34
perceptual 4.34 .79 4.20 .66 4.45 .87

NTS behavioral 1.75 .24 1.75 .26 1.76 .23
perceptual 4.99 .66 5.01 .69 4.90 .63

oTs behavioral 1.45 .29 1.50 .29 1.40 .29
perceptual 4.11 1.07 4.20 .96 4.02 1.16

LI behavioral 3.30 1.65 2.77 .89 3.77 2.01
perceptual 3.54 1.27 3.82 1.19 3.29 1.29

LD behavioral .74 .11 .74 .11 .73 .11
perceptual 4.02 1.09 3.45 1.09 4.52 .81

Note. For all the variables, N's are 94, 44, and 50 for ’overall,’
'private,’ and ’public’ negotiations, respectively. ’Overall’ means and
standard deviations are means and standard deviations combined for both

private (management-labor) and public (school board-teacher) sectors.

NFS = Face Strategies for a Negotiator’s Own Dimension
OFS = Face Strategies for the Opponent’s Dimension

NTS = Task Strategies for a Negotiator’'s Own Dimension
OTS = Task Strategies for the Opponent’s Dimension

LI = Language Intensity

LD = Lexical Diversity
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employed moderately diverse vocabularies (Ms = .74, 4.02 for the
behavioral and perceptual measures, respectively). In sum, the findings
from the behavioral and perceptual measures of facework, task
strategies, and language intensity all suggest that both negotiations

contained moderate levels of cooperativeness and concern for joint

outcomes.

In order to examine possible differences in the use of face
strategies, task strategies, language intensity, and lexical diversity
across the two negotiations, descriptive statistics were computed
separately for each negotiation (i.e., management-labor’s and school
board-teacher’s negotiations; see Table 2).

The results indicated that negotiators from the private sector
negotiation behaviorally had more concern about facework for both self
and the opponent’s dimensions than negotiators from the public sector
negotiation, while both negotiations were perceived to contain similar
levels of facework. For the behavioral measure of face strategies,
negotiators from the private sector negotiation attempted to maintain
their own face (t = 2.91, df = 92, p < .01; ¢ = .08) and to support
their opponent’s face (t = 2.01 df = 92, p < .05; ;} = .04) more than
negotiators from public sector negotiation, although these effect sizes
were small. For the perceptual measure, there were no significant
differences in face strategies for both dimensions between the two
negotiations (ts were p > .05 for both self and the opponent’s
dimensions). Similarly, regarding task strategies, there were no
significant differences between the two negotiations for the perceptual

or behavioral measures (ts were p > .05 for both dimensions in the
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perceptual and behavioral measures).

For language intensity, the results from the perceptual measure
were contradictory with those of the behavioral measure. The results
from the perceptual measure indicated that negotiators from the private
sector negotiation were perceived to use more intense language than
negotiators from the public sector negotiation (t = 2.06, df = 92, p <
.05; ;? = .04), while the results from the behavioral measure showed
that the former used less intense words than the latter (t = -3.05, df =
92, p < .01; ;} = .09). Although language intensity between the two
negotiations was statistically significant for the perceptual and
behavioral measures, the effect sizes also were small. For lexical
diversity, there was no significant difference in the behavioral measure
between the two negotiations (t was p > .05), while negotiators from the
public sector negotiation were perceived to use more diverse
vocabularies than negotiators from the private sector negotiation (t = -
5.42, df = 92, p < .01; ;? = .24). Further, the effect size for the
perceptual measure was large.

To summarize, the descriptive statistics suggested that negotiators
were cooperative with participants who balanced managing their own and
opponent’s face. In addition, each negotiation was perceived to
contained similar levels of face strategies and task str;tegies, while
the public sector negotiation was perceived to contain more intense
message and use more diverse words. Behaviorally, negotiators from the
private sector negotiation had more concern about their own and
opponent’s face and used less intense language, while there were no

differences in using task strategies and diverse vocabularies between
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the two negotiations. However, since all the significant differences
between the two negotiations except for the perceptual measure of
lexical diversity were small in effect size, both negotiations were
similar in the use of face strategies, task strategies, and language
intensity.
Research Hypotheses

Correlation analyses were performed to test most hypotheses of this
study. To evaluate convergent and discriminant validity, correlations
between the behavioral and perceptual measures of face strategies and
the measures of task strategies, language intensity, and lexical
diversity were calculated. These statistical analyses, which appear in
Table 3, are relevant to testing all the hypotheses except for
hypothesis 3.

To analyze the relationships between face and task strategies in
more detail, crosstabulations and oneway ANOVAs were performed. For
oneway ANOVAs, task strategies were treated as the independent variable
with three levels (i.e., yielding, problem-solving, & contending) and
scores assigned to face strategies from the negotiator’s own and their
opponent’s dimensions, respectively (i.e., 1 for flexibility, 2 for
maintaining the current level of face, & 3 for firmness) were the
dependent variables. The "other" category of task strategies was set
aside as a missing value in all the analyses containing the behavioral
measures of task strategies. Finally, to answer the research question,
confirmatory factor analyses were performed.

Hypothesis one. The first hypothesis predicted that the global

behavioral and perceptual measures of face strategies would share a
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strong, positive association for both a negotiator’s and the opponent’s
dimensions. The results supported the hypothesis. For the negotiator’s
own dimension, the perceptual measure of face strategies was strongly
and positively associated with the behavioral measure of face strategies
(r = .53, p < .01). Similarly, for the opponent’s dimension, the
perceptual and behavioral measures of face strategies also showed a
strong and positive correlation (r = .60, p < .01). Consequently, these
results support the convergent validity of the behavioral coding system
for face strategies.

es W ee. Hypothesis two predicted that the global
behavioral and perceptual measures of task strategies would share
strong, positive associations for both negotiator’s and opponent’s
dimensions. The results also were consistent with this hypothesis. The
global behavioral and perceptual measures of task strategies had strong
and positive correlations for both dimensions (r = .77, p < .01 for the
negotiator’s own dimension; r = .74, p < .01 for the opponent’s
dimension).

Hypothesis three predicted that the single-unit behavioral measures
of face and task strategies would share a moderate, positive association
and that the global perceptual measures of these strategies also would
show a moderate, positive association. Further, relationships between
specific task and face strategies were predicted for the behavioral
measures. The correlations between task and face strategies supported
this hypothesis for both global perceptual and single-unit behavioral
measures. More specifically, for the negotiator’s own dimension, task

and face strategies showed moderate and positive correlations for both
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global perceptual (r = .35, p < .01) and single-unit behavioral (r =
.33, p < .01) measures. For the opponent’s dimension, these strategies
relatively shared strong and positive correlations for perceptual (r =
.53, p < .01) and behavioral (r = .51, p < .01) measures. For the
global behavioral measures, similar patterns of correlations also
appeared. The global behavioral measure of face strategies also had
moderate correlations with the global perceptual measure of task
strategies for the negotiator’s own dimension (r = .37, p < .01) and
opponent’s (r = .44, p < .01) dimensions. Similarly, the global
perceptual measure of face strategies showed moderate correlations with
the global behavioral measure of task strategies for the negotiator’s (r
= .24, p < .01) and opponent’s (r = .53, p < .01) dimensions. In sunm,
regardless of measurement procedure or unit of analysis, face and task
strategies shared moderate, positive relationships. Tables 3 and 4
describe these results.

Although face and task strategies for both dimensions had moderate
or strong correlations, these correlations were smaller in effect size
than the correlations of the convergent validity of face strategies for
both the negotiator’s and opponent’s dimensions. Consequently, these
results indicate that face and task strategies tap related yet distinct
concepts.

Oneway ANOVAs were performed in order to clearly interpret the
relationships between specific task and face strategies. For a
negotiator’s own face dimension, the main effect for task strategies was
significant (F[2,720] = 94.76, p < .01, etaﬁ = .21). Table 5 presents

the means for these results. To interpret this main effect, a Student-
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Table 3
r i bal- \'4 d Perceptual Measures of

Vari es Sh in the these

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

(1) NFSb .53 .08 -.14 .37 .37 -.46 -.38 .12 .16 -.05 -.08

(2) NFSp - =-.15-.28 .24 .35 -.57 -.67 .19 .24 -.16 -.22
(3) OFSb - .60 -.66 -.54 .49 .44 -.40 -.36 .15 -.16
(4) OFSp - -.43 -.43 .41 .53 -.31 -.38 .31 .24
(5) NTSb - .77 -.60 -.45 .36 .47 -.15 .19
(6) NTSp - -.49 -.46 .22 .48 -.16 .02
(7) OTSb - .74 -.28 -.31 .12 .02
(8) OTSp - -.36 -.39 .23 .23
(9) LIb - .50 -.58 .04
(10) LIp - -.40 -.15
(11) LDb - .31
(12) LDp -

Note. N’s are 94. r >= .17 are significant at p < .05 and r >= .24 are

gsignificant at p < .01 (one-tailed tests). The abbreviations of
variable names used here are the same as Table 2 except that b and p are
added to the variable names. °’'b’ stands for a behavioral measure and
’p’ refers to a perceptual measure. For example, NFSb = Behavioral
Measure for Face Strategies for a Negotiator’s own dimension.

NFS = Face Strategies for a Negotiator’s Own Dimension

OFS = Face Strategies for the Opponent’s Dimension
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Task Strategies for a Negotiator’s Own Dimension
Task Strategies for the Opponent’s Dimension
Language Intensity

Lexical Diversity
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Table 4

)] es

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
(1) NFS .12 033 '045 018 "001
(2) OFS - -.64 .51 -.31 .23
(3) NTS - -.63 .30 -.22
(4) oTs - -.20 .10
(5) LI - -.61
(6) LD -

Note. N’s are 913 for all the correlations not involving task
strategies (i.e., NTS or OTS). N’s are 723 for the correlations
involving task strategies, since the ’other’ category from task
strategies was excluded from statistical analyses. rs >= .09 for
task strategies and .07 for other variables are significant at the
level of .05.

NFS = Face Strategies for a Negotiator’s Own Dimension
OFS = Face Strategies for the Opponent’s Dimension

NTS = Task Strategies for a Negotiator’s Own Dimension
OTS = Task Strategies for the Opponent’s Dimension

LI = Language Intensity

LD = Lexical Diversity
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Table 5

Means an t ard Deviations of Face Strategies for a Negotiator’'s

d th ent’s Dimension at Each Level of k Strategies
Yielding Problem-Solving Contending
Negotiator’s Own Dimension
Mean 1.73 1.86" 2.49"
SD .50 .95 .63
Sample Size (N) 167 145 411

ent’s Dimensio

Mean 2.92 1.88 1.56°
SD .29 .95 .61
Sample Size (N) 167 145 411

Note. The superscripts with different characters indicate means differ
significantly at the level of .05, while the superscripts with same
characters indicate means do not differ significantly at the level of

0050
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Newman-Keuls follow-up test was performed among three task strategies.
This test indicated that while there was no difference in face
strategies between yielding and problem-solving strategies (p > .05),
there were statistically significant differences in face between
yielding and contending strategies (p < .05) and problem-solving and
contending strategies (p ¢ .05). Put differently, negotiators managed
their own face similarly under yielding (M = 1.73) and problem-solving
(M = 1.86) strategies. On the other hand, they showed a firmer image
under contending (M = 2.49) than yielding or problem-solving strategies.
Overall, these results support hypothesis three.

Again, for the opponent’s face dimension, the main effect for task
strategies was reliable (F[2,720] = 266.96, p < .01, eta2 = .43). The
means for these results appear in Table 5. To interpret this main
effect, a Student-Newman-Keuls test also was performed among three task
strategies. What this subsidiary analysis revealed was that there were
statistically significant differences in face strategies between
yielding and problem-solving strategies, yielding and contending
strategies, and problem-solving and contending strategies (p < .05 for
all three comparisons). Specifically, negotiators attempted to enhance
their opponent’s autonomy most under the yielding strategy (M = 2.92),
less under the problem-solving strategy (M = 1.88), and the least under
the contending strategy (M = 1.56). These results are also consistent
with hypothesis three.

Finally, crosstabulations were drawn to identify the specific
relationships between task and face strategies. These analyses are

relevant to hypotheses 3a, 3b, and 3c. These hypotheses predicted that:
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(1) the yielding strategy would be moderately correlated with the
upgrading, respecting, and disclosing strategies, (2) the problem-
solving strategy would be moderately correlated with the integrating and
discounting strategies, and (3) the contending strategy would be

moderately correlated with the defending, attacking, and distributing
strategies.

The results of crosstabulations supported these hypotheses (see
Table 6). Specifically, seventy-nine percent of the total units which
were coded as either the upgrading, or respecting, or disclosing face
strategies also were coded as the yielding task strategy. Seventy-seven
percent of the total units coded as integrating or discounting were
included in the problem-solving task strategy. Similarly, ninety-three
percent of the total units for defending, attacking, or distributing
were matched with the contending task strategy. As a result, eighty-
five percent of the total face strategies were matched with task
strategies as was proposed in the hypotheses (12= 1759.6, df = 24, p <
.01).

Several interesting subsidiary patterns are evident in Table 6.
First, the distribution of units across strategy categories were much
more even for face strategies than for task strategies. This suggests
that the coding scheme for face strategies may be more distinctive in
identifying the meanings of negotiators’ utterance than is the scheme
for task strategies. Second, the most unmatched face strategy was the
disclosing strategy which counted the lowest percentage of occurrence
(2.3 X out of the total units). This result implies that negotiators

who lower their own firmness do not necessarily yield their own task
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Yielding Problem-Solving Contending Other Total

Upgrading 39 2 2 0 43
(90.7) (4.7) (4.7) (0.0) (4.7)

Respecting 112 5 14 8 139
(80.6) (3.6) (10.1) (5.8) (15.2)

Disclosing 9 2 6 4 21
(42.9) (9.5) (28.6) (18.0) (2.3)

Integrating 4 51 9 2 66
(6.1) (77.3) (13.6) (3.0) (7.2)

Discounting 1 73 21 1 96
(1.0) (76.0) (21.9) (1.0) (10.5)

Defending 0 5 153 10 168
(0.0) (3.0) (91.1) (6.0) (18.4)

Attacking 0 1 115 9 125
(0.0) (0.8) (92.0) (7.2) (13.7)

Distributing 1 0 68 0 69
(1.4) (0.0) (98.6) (0.0) (7.6)

Sidestepping 2 5 23 156 186
(1.1) (2.7) (12.4) (83.9) (20.4)

Total 167 145 411 190 913
(18.3) (15.9) (45.0) (20.8) (100)

Note. x* = 1759.6, df = 24, p < .01.

Numbers outside parenthesis are frequencies; numbers inside parenthesis

are the percentage out of total row frequency.
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goal. Third, most of the strategies coded as "other" category in task
strategies were coded as "sidestepping" category in face strategies.
This implies that when negotiators’ utterances did not contain
information relevant to their task, the negotiators attempted to
maintain current level of both their own and opponent’s face.

To summarize, the results of the correlations, oneway ANOVAs, and
crosstabulations were consistent with hypotheses two and three. As
expected, the behavioral and perceptual measures of face strategies
shared strong, positive associations for both the negotiator’s and
opponent’s dimensions. Face and task strategies also showed substantial
correlations for both dimensions, but the correlation between task and
face strategies in the opponent’s dimension was stronger than that of
the negotiator’s own dimension.

Hypotheses four, five, and six. Hypothesis four predicted that the
measure of language intensity would demonstrate convergent validity.
That is, the global behavioral and perceptual measures of language
intensity would share a strong, positive association. The results
indicated that the hypothesis was supported. The global perceptual
measure of language intensity was strongly and positively associated
with the global behavioral measure of language intensity (r = .50, p <
.01). This result appears in Table 3.

Hypothesis five and six proposed that a negotiator’s own firmness
would share a moderate, positive association with the negotiator’s
language intensity and that a negotiator’s firmness towards the opponent
would have a moderate, negative association with the negotiator’s

language intensity. The results supported these hypotheses. The
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results for these hypotheses are summarized in Tables 3 and 4. For a
negotiator’s own dimension, the single-unit behavioral measures of a
negotiator’s firmness and language intensity revealed a weak and
positive correlation (r = .18, p < .01). The perceptual measures also
indicated that the negotiator’s firmness was positively associated with
language intensity (r = .24, p < .01). The global behavioral measure of
face strategies had a marginally significant correlation with the global
perceptual measure of language intensity (r = .16, p = .07). Similarly,
the global perceptual measure of face strategies showed moderate
correlations with the global behavioral measure of language intensity (r
= .19, p < .05). As a result, these results were consistent in
direction with hypothesis five. Further, these results indicated that
for the negotiator’s dimension, the correlations of the convergent
validity of face strategies were larger than those between face
strategies and language intensity. Consequently, these results also
supported the discriminant validity for face strategies for the
negotiator’s own dimension.

For the relationships between a negotiator’s firmness towards the
opponent and language intensity, the single-unit behavioral measures of
these variables had a moderate and negative correlation (r = -.31, p <
.01). Again, the perceptual measures also showed a moderate and
negative correlation between a negotiator’s firmness towards the
opponent and a negotiator’s language intensity (r = -.38, p < .01). The
correlations of the global behavioral and perceptual measures between
these variables also had effect sizes similar to those of both the

single-unit behavioral measures and perceptual measures. The global
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behavioral measure of a negotiator’s firmness towards the opponent
revealed a moderate and negative correlation with the perceptual measure
of language intensity (r = -.36, p < .01). Similarly, the perceptual
measure of face showed a similar size of correlation with the global
behavioral measure of language intensity (r = -.31, p < .01). As a
result, these analyses confirmed hypothesis six. Further, these results
indicated that for the opponent’s dimension, the correlations of the
convergent validity of face strategies were larger than those between
face strategies and language intensity. Consequently, these results
also supported the discriminant validity for face strategies for the
opponent’s dimension.

In sum, a negotiator’s own firmness consistently was positively
correlated with a negotiator’s language intensity with weak but
statistically significant relationships. A negotiator’s firmness in
upholding the opponent’s autonomy was moderately and negatively
associated with a negotiator’s language intensity.

Hypotheses seven and eight. Hypothesis seven predicted the
convergence between the global behavioral and perceptual measures of
lexical diversity. Although the correlation between the perceptual ﬁnd
global behavioral measures of lexical diversity was significant (r =
.31, p < .01), the size of correlation was not as strong as what was
expected. That was partially due to the differences in the unit of
analysis between the behavioral and perceptual measures. Regarding the
perceptual ratings of lexical diversity, they rated lexical diversity on
the basis of the degree to which negotiators used diverse vocabularies

in a given global unit. On the other hand, the global index of the
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behavioral measure was calculated by averaging scores of lexical
diversity across twenty single-units. It is likely to have high levels
of lexical diversity for each single-unit behavioral measure but to have
low levels of lexical diversity between single-units. In other words,
words of single-unit 1 might be similar to words of single-unit 2. For
example,

Al: I just don’t want to do it.

B: Do the rest of you feel this way as well?

A2: We don’t want to do it.

B: No, I just wonder if you felt the same way?

(Al and A2 are negotiators of the same side)

This tendency can raise perceptions of high levels of lexical diversity
at a specific single-unit and weak or moderate levels of lexical
diversity at a global unit. The global unit of lexical diversity is
different from other variables in the degree to which perceptions at a
global unit and single-units in a given global are consistent.
Accordingly, given the difference in the unit of analysis between the
global behavioral and perceptual measures, the moderate correlation
between these two measures seems to be plausible.

Hypothesis eight proposed that face strategies and lexical
diversity would be unrelated. The results appear in Tables 3 and 4.
According to the results, these hypotheses were partially supported.
For a negotiator’s own dimension, while the perceptual measure of
lexical diversity was negatively correlated with that of face strategies
(r = -.22, p < .05), the single-unit behavioral measures were not

correlated (r = -.01, p > .05). The global behavioral measure of face
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strategies also was unrelated with the perceptual measure of lexical
diversity (r = -.08, p > .05), whereas the correlation between the
perceptual measure of face strategies and the global behavioral measure
of lexical diversity was marginally significant (r = -.16, p =.07).
Thus, the results were contradictory according to the types of measures.
These contradictory results may be partially due to the low convergent
validity for the measures of lexical diversity. However, for the
negotiator’s own dimension, these results supported the discriminant
validity of face strategies. Any of the correlations between face
strategies and lexical diversity was smaller than the correlation of the
convergent validity for face strategies.

For the opponent’s dimension, lexical diversity was positively
correlated with face strategies in both the perceptual (r = .24, p <
.05) and single-unit behavioral (r = .23, p < .01) measures. In other
words, as negotiators enhance their opponent’s face, they tend to
employ diverse vocabularies. The correlations of the different measures
between these two variables, however, were also inconsistent with those
of the same measures. While the correlation between the global
behavioral measure of face strategies and the perceptual measure of
lexical diversity was marginally significant in a negative direction (r
= -.16, p = .07), the perceptual measure of face strategies showed a
positive and moderate correlation with the behavioral measure of lexical
diversity (r = .31, p < .01). These inconsistent correlations also may
be due to the low convergent validity of lexical diversity. However,
for the opponent’s dimension, the results also supported the

discriminant validity for face strategies by indicating that the
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correlation of the convergent validity for face strategies was larger in
effect size than any of the correlations between face strategies and
lexical diversity.

To summarize, the results suggest that face strategies for a
negotiator’s own dimension and lexical diversity were unrelated or had a
weak and negative correlation. These variables had weak to moderate
correlations in conflicting directions for the opponent’s dimension.
However, these results indicated that the coding scheme for face
strategies had discriminant validity for both the negotiator’'s own and
the opponent’s dimensions.

theses nine ten. Hypotheses nine and ten proposed general
predictions from the MTMM approach. Hypothesis nine predicted that
monoconstruct-heteromethod correlations (i.e., validity diagonal) would
be larger than heteroconstruct-heteromethod correlations. One of the
conventional evaluation criteria which test these general hypotheses
drawn from MTMM approach is to compare all the correlations in ranking
order. As is indicated in Table 7, monoconstruct-heteromethod (MTHM)
correlations ranged from .50 to .77 except for lexical diversity. On
the other hand, all the heteroconstruct-heteromethod (HTHM) correlations
except for the correlation between face strategies for the opponent’s
dimension and task strategies for a negotiator’s dimension were below
.47, which implies that monoconstruct-heteromethod correlations were
larger than heteroconstruct-heteromethod correlations (average rs after
Fisher’s r to z transformation = .69 and .29 for MTHM & HTHM,
respectively; Fisher’s 7 = 3.82 for the difference in the average rs, df

= 91, p < .01). Further, the monoconstruct-heteromethod correlations of
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Table 7
e r r
Global-Behavioral Measure Perceptual Measure
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
- vi
(1) NFS .83

(2) oF8s -.08 .83

(3) NTS .37 -.66 .87

(4) OTS -.46 .49 -.60 .87

(5) LI .12 -.40 .36 -.28 .96

(6) LD -.05 .15 -.15 .12 -.58 .89

Perceptyal Measure

(1) NFS .53 .55

(2) OFS -.14 .60 -.28 .49

(3) NTS .37 -.54 .77 .35 -.43 .46

(4) OTS -.38 .44 -.45 .74 -.67 .53 -.46 .69

(5) LI .16 -.36 .47 -.31 .50 .24 -.38 .48 -.39 .62

() LD -.08 -.16 .19 .02 .04 .31 -.22 .24 .02 .23 -.15 .65

Note. The diagonals of the same measures (e.g., behavioral measures)
are reliability, while validity diagonals (i.e., diagonals of the
different measures) are correlations of convergent validity. Upper,
left off-diagonals and bottom, right off-diagonals are correlations of
heteroconstruct-monomethod (HTMM), while bottom, left off-diagonals are

correlations of heteroconstruct-heteromethod (HTHM).
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face strategies for the opponent’s dimension (r = .60) and task
strategies for a negotiator’s own dimension (r = .77) also were larger
than the heteroconstruct-heteromethod correlation of face strategy for
the opponent’s dimension and task strategies for a negotiator’s own
dimension. Again, the lonoconstruct-heteroneﬁhod correlation of lexical
diversity was stronger than any heteroconstruct-heteromethod
correlations involving lexical diversity. Thus, hypothesis nine was
supported. These results implicate that face strategies had the
discriminant validity.

Hypothesis ten predicted that monoconstruct-heteromethod
correlations would be larger than heteroconstruct-monomethod (HTMM)
correlations. As expected, monoconstruct-heteromethod correlations were
larger than most heteroconstruct-monomethod correlations except for
three correlations (average r for HTMM = .36; Fisher’s Z = 3.15 for the
difference in average rs, df = 91, p < .01). Face strategies for the
opponent’s dimension had a strong correlation with task strategies for a
negotiator’s own dimension in the behavioral measure (r = -.66). Face
strategies for a negotiator’s own dimension also shared a strong
correlation with task strategies for the opponent’s dimension in the
perceptual measure (r = -.67).

One plausible explanation for these relationships might be that
system for coding task strategies caused an artificially high
correlation between some face and task strategies. As a matter of fact,
the weighing score systems assigned to both dimensions in task
strategies may have caused the high correlation between these two

dimensions. Following the weighing score system adopted in this study,
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the contending and yielding task strategies in a negotiator’s dimension
always had perfect negative correlations with the contending and
yielding task strategies in the opponent’s dimension, respectively.
This might have naturally led to the high correlation between these two
dimensions. Accordingly, since face and task correlations for the same
dimensions also were moderately correlated, face strategies for a
negotiator’s own dimension and task strategies for the opponent
dimension, or vice versa might have ended up being highly correlated,
via the high correlation between these two dimensions in task
strategies. |

To test this possibility, partial correlations were calculated.
The partial correlations indicated that these correlations were
substantial. When controlling task strategies for a negotiator’s own
dimension, partial correlation between face strategy for the
negotiator’s own dimension and task strategies for the opponent’s
dimension was strong (pr = -.61). Similarly, when controlling task
strategies for a negotiator’s own dimension, partial correlation between
face strategies for the opponent’s dimension and task strategies for the
negotiator’s own dimension also was strong (pr = -.52). As a result,
these results suggested that negotiators strengthened (conceded) their
own autonomy when they had a low (high) concern about their opponent’s
outcomes and that negotiators also supported (unsupport) their
opponent’s autonomy when they had a low (high) concern about their own
outcomes.

The heteroconstruct-monomethod correlation of language intensity

and lexical diversity in the behavioral measure also showed a negative
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and strong correlation (r = -.58), implying that a negotiator adopted
intense message by repeating many words. In sum, although a few
heteroconstruct-monomethod correlations were larger than monoconstruct-
heteromethod correlations, on average most heteroconstruct-monomethod
correlations were significantly lower than heteroconstruct-monomethod
correlations. Accordingly, overall the findings supported hypothesis
ten which implicates that face strategies had the discriminant validity.
Researc estion

In this study, one research question was raised about whether a
negotiator’s own and the opponent’s dimensions of face strategies would
be correlated. For perceptual measure, these two dimensions of face
strategies turned out to be negatively and moderately correlated (r = -
.28, p < .01). On the other hand, these two dimensions had a weak and
positive correlation for the single-unit behavioral measure (r = .12, p
< .01). Although the correlation from the behavioral measure was
significant, it is not substantial. The significance test for
correlations is a function of sample size. 8Since the sample size of the
single-unit behavioral measure in this study is large (n = 913), all the
correlations with small effect size can be statistically significant.
In this sense, the correlation of .12 is not substantial. To summarige,
the perceptual measures of a negotiator’s own and their opponent’s
dimensions in face strategies shared a negative, moderate correlation,
while the behavioral measures had a weak correlation.

Further confirmatory analyses were performed in order to identify
whether these two dimensions were different. LISREL analysis was

performed under the assumption that these two dimensions were
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independent (see Table 8). The results of this two factor model showed
that the factor loadings of the behavioral and perceptual measures for
the negotiator’s own dimension were significantly different from 0 (ts =
3.53 and 4.00 for the behavioral and perceptual measures, respectively).
Similarly, for the opponent’s dimension, the factor loadings of the
behavioral and perceptual measures also were significantly different
from 0 (ts = 3.50 and 4.03, respectively). Further, the chi-square for
the goodness of fit was not significant (;2 = 4,94, df = 2, p > .05).
This indicates goodness of fit for the measurement model proposed above,
i.e., the two factor model in which the negotiator’s own and opponent’s
dimensions are assumed to be different. This model also had better
goodness of fit than a single factor model in which these two dimensions
are assumed to be unidimensional (;z = 44.33, df = 2, p < .01)3.
Similarly, the goodness of fit index confirmed this fact by indicating
that the index of two factor model (=.98) was higher than that of the
single factor model (=.84) (see Table 9). As a result, the results of
LISREL indicated that these two dimensions were different constructs.

To summarize, the results of the correlations revealed that the
perceptual measures of the negotiator’s own and their opponent’s
dimensions in face strategies shared a negative and moderate
correlation, while the behavioral measures had a weak correlation. In
addition, the results of LISREL indicated that these two dimensions were
different constructs. Thus, we can conclude that the negotiator’s own
and opponent’s dimensions are empirically as well as conceptually

distinct.
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Table 8

imum Lij j timates (4 Jtems and ors
Variable Factor One (KSI1) Factor Two (KSI2) T-Value
NFSb 017 - 3.53
NFSp .92 - 4.00
OFSb - .19 3.50
OFSp - .90 4.03

Chi-Square DF Chi-Square/DF
Two Factor Model 4.94‘ 2 2.47
Single Factor Model 44.33 2 22.17

Note. * = gignificant at p = .01.



Chapter Five
DISCUSSION

This study elaborated the conceptual definition of face in
negotiation by integrating the ideas of mutual interdependency from the
negotiation literature and the concept of face from the politeness
literature. Here, face as the images of firmness and flexibility was
defined as autonomy from both negotiators’ perspectives. Further, the
coding scheme for facework in negotiation was developed on the basis of
this new conceptualization. Then, this research empirically
investigated the construct validity of this coding scheme. In the
following section, the results and implications of this investigation
will be summarized. Specifically, findings regarding research
hypotheses will be described. Further, important findings unrelated to
research hypotheses will also be addressed. Then, the implications of
the new coding scheme and findings in this study will be addressed.

ese theses

This study examined the validity of the coding scheme by adopting
both nomological and multitrait-multimethod approaches. Based on the
prior findings about face strategies, task strategies, language
intensity, and lexical diversity, face strategies were hypothesized to
share moderate, positive associations with task strategies and language
intensity, while face strategies were expected to have no correlation
with lexical diversity.

Coders who were blind to the purpose of this study coded face
strategies, task strategies, language intensity, and lexical diversity

from two naturalistic negotiations; one from the private sector and the

83
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other from the public sector. Judges also rated the degree to which
these variables were perceived in the data. All the codings and ratings
were reliable.

The findings from the MTMM approach showed that the coding scheme
for face strategies was valid and reliable. Convergent validity was
established. The perceptual measure of face strategies was strongly
correlated with the behavioral measure of face strategies for both a
negotiator’s own and the opponent’s dimension. These results were
expected, since these two measures tapped the same construct. These
results also imply that the theoretical conception of face underlying
the new coding scheme has representative validity (Folger, Hewes, &
Poole, 1984). In other words, naive observers similarly interpret the
theoretical meaning of face embedded in the negotiation coding scheme.

The coding scheme for face strategies also had discriminant
validity. The results revealed that the correlations of face strategies
between heteromethods (i.e., perceptual and behavioral measures) were
larger than most correlations of heteroconstruct-monomethods (HTMM) and
heteroconstruct-heteromethods (HTHM). These findings were expected,
since correlations between variables were lowered by trait variance in
HTMM or trait and method variances in HTHM.

The results from the nomological approach also indicated that the
coding scheme for face strategies was valid. The correlations between
face strategies and similar constructs (i.e., task strategies and
language intensity) supported the validity of the coding scheme for face
strategies. Table 10 summarizes the relationships between the

predictions in the hypothesis and the results of the statistical
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Table 10

Variable Measure Prediction Result

with Face Strategies for a Negotiator’s Own Dimension

Task Strategies behavioral + +
perceptual + +

Language Intensity behavioral + +
perceptual + +

Lexical Diversity behavioral 0 -
perceptual 0 0

th F tegi or the ept’ i

Task Strategies behavioral + +
perceptual + +

Language Intensity behavioral - -
perceptual - -

Lexical Diversity behavioral 0 +

perceptual 0 +
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analyses. As shown in Table 10, nine out of twelve predictions from the
nomological networks were confirmed. These results clearly evidence the
validity of the coding scheme for face strategies.

As expected, face strategies were moderately associated with task
strategies for a negotiator’s own and their opponent’s dimensions in
both perceptual and behavioral measures. Put differently, the more firm
(or the less flexible) image a negotiator reflected in his/her
interaction, the more concern about his/her own outcomes the negotiator
had. Similarly, the more firm a negotiator was about upholding the
opponent’s image, the more concern about his/her opponent’s outcomes the
negotiator had. These results supported the hypotheses proposed in this
study and were consistent with Hiltrop and Rubin’s (1981) and Pruitt and
Johnson’s (1970) findings that task goals were positively related to
face goals.

One interesting trend among the findings was the relatively
stronger correlation between single-unit behavioral face and task
strategies for the opponent dimension (r = .51) than for a negotiator’s
own dimension (r = .33). This implies that negotiators include the
information about face strategies towards their opponent clearly in
their task strategies. On the other hand, when they have concern about
their own outcomes, they tend to present information about their own
face in their task strategies only moderately.

One plausible explanation for these results is that the socio-
cultural rules of social face or politeness which people learn are
usually directed towards others’ face (Brown, 1977), which might lead

people to be more sensitive to others’ face than their own face.
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Perhaps this implies that negotiators are more sensitive to the
management of their opponent’s face when they perform their task in
negotiation. Another possible explanation is that task and face
strategies are less intertwined for the self than the opponent’s
dimension. That is, it may be more difficult for negotiators to show
varying levels of firmness in upholding their opponent’s autonomy when
showing concern for their opponent’s task outcomes than to present
various levels of firmness about their own face when showing concern for
their own task outcomes. It seems to be natural that rejecting or
criticizing an opponent’s position may be strongly associated with the
opponent’s loss of face, since he/she might feel affronted. As a matter
of fact, Tjosvold and Huston (1978) found that criticizing a
negotiator’s position was highly correlated with the negotiator’s loss
of face. On the other hand, when a negotiator supports his/her own
position, he/she might lower his/her own face easily since the
negotiator might feel that his/her own positional commitment compensates
his/her own loss of face. Accordingly, task and face strategies may be
more intertwined for the opponent than self dimension.

As was predicted, face strategies also were moderately correlated
with language intensity. A negotiator’s own firmness had a moderate and
positive correlation with the negotiator’s language intensity, while the
negotiator’s firmness towards the opponent shAred a moderate and
negative association with the negotiator’s language intensity. Put
differently, when negotiators fostered their own firm image and
attempted to limit their opponent’s flexibility, they employed more

intense messages. The correlation between language intensity and a
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negotiator’s firmness towards the opponent (i.e., face strategies for
the opponent’s dimension), however, was larger in effect size than that
of the negotiator’s own firmness (i.e., face strategies for a
negotiator’s own dimension). This pattern is consistent with those of
the relationships between face and task strategies in which the
opponent’s dimension was stronger than the negotiator’s own dimension.
These results imply that the use of language intensity might be strongly
related to the social and cultural rules of politeness directed towards
other’s face. Accordingly, people may manage another’s face effectively
through limiting their biased attitude towards a matter or concept. As
indicated above, another possible explanation is that face and language
intensity might be less intertwined for the self than the opponent
dimension. In sum, these findings supported the proposed hypotheses,
which increases the validity of the coding scheme for face strategies.

The hypotheses on the relationships between face strategies and
lexical diversity were partially confirmed. Although face strategies
were expected not to be correlated with lexical diversity, there were
some significant correlations between these two variables. For a
negotiator’s own dimension, the perceptual measures of face strategies
and lexical diversity were negatively correlated, whereas the behavioral
measures were not associated with each other. For the opponent’s
dimension, both perceptual and behavioral measures of face strategies
and lexical diversity were positively correlated. Put differently, when
negotiators foster their own flexible image and the firm image towards
their opponent (i.e., negotiators are polite to their opponent), they

tend to command different numbers of words. These results are
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understandable, since people tend to use diverse words with longer
sentences for politeness expressions (Brown & Gilman, 1960).

In conclusion, the convergent and discriminant validity of the
coding scheme of face strategies was established from the MTMM approach.
Most hypotheses from the nomological approach also were confirmed.

In this study, one research question was raised: that is, are a
negotiator’s and the opponent’s face dimensions related? The results
for this research question were interesting. These two dimensions were
not correlated for the behavioral measure, while they were negatively
and moderately associated for the perceptual measure. Since the
behavioral measures were theoretically drawn under the assumption that
these two dimensions are distinct, naturally their correlation was
nonsignificant. However, it is possible that increasing a negotiator’s
own autonomy will be perceived to reduce the opponent’s autonomy, since
negotiators are highly interdependent on each other to achieve their
goals. Given no correlation in the behavioral measures and only the
moderate correlation in the perceptual measures between these two
dimensions, the findings indicate that these theoretical dimensions
embedded in the coding scheme also are empirically independent, and
support Brown and Levinson’s argument that a speaker’s and hearer’s face
are conceptually distinct. Further, these results imply that
negotiators should also manage their own autonomy effectively for
successful negotiations.

To summarize, the perceptual measures of a negotiator’s own and
their opponent’s dimensions for face strategies shared a negative,

moderate correlation, while the behavioral measures had a weak
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correlation. We can conclude that the negotiator’s own and opponent’s
dimensions are empirically as well as conceptually distinct when
considering that the correlation of the perceptual measures was only
moderate. In the following section, some interesting findings unrelated
to the hypotheses will be discussed.
Other Findings

There were some interesting findings which were not directly
related to the hypotheses. First, for task strategies, a negotiator’s
own dimension shared a strong and negative correlations with the
opponent’s dimension. This inverse correlation occurred for both
behavioral and perceptual measures with similar effect size. These
results of the perceptual measures were not surprising. When a
negotiator is highly concerned about his/her own outcomes, the
negotiator can be naturally perceived to have low concern about the
opponent’s outcomes. As argued above, for the behavioral measure, a
negotiator’s own and the opponent’s dimensions for task strategies are
theoretically oblique. The results from the perceptual and behavioral
measures of task strategies supported this relationship between these
two d:mensions. Further, the correlations between the self and opponent
dimensions for task strategies were larger than those of face
strategies. These results imply that the self and opponent dimensions
for task strategies may be both empirically and conceptually less
distinct than these two dimensions for face strategies.

Another interesting finding is that a negotiator’s own and the
opponent’s dimensions for face strategies had strong and negative

correlations with the opponent’s and a negotiator’s own dimensions for
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task strategies, respectively. Put differently, when negotiators have
high concern about their own outcomes, they attempt to lower their
opponent’s face. Similarly, when negotiators have low concern about
their opponent’s outcomes, they try to enhance their own face. These
substantial correlations seem to make conceptual sense. For example,
when negotiators are highly concerned about their own face, they might
criticize or attack their opponent’s task positions. In sum, high and
negative correlations between the different dimensions of face and task
strategies not only empirically make sense but also are reasonable,
given the relationships between the different two dimensions of task
strategies and between the same dimensions of face and task strategies.

Third, the findings revealed that the perceptual and behavioral
measures of lexical diversity had only a relatively moderate
correlation. In other words, lexical diversity showed weak convergent
validity. One plausible explanation is that the global measure
calculated from the behavioral measure of lexical diversity had weak
validity. As argued above, this global index might be different from an
actual index of lexical diversity calculated on the global unit as a
whole. For example, a negotiator might employ diverse vocabularies
within strategy units but use the same words across strategy units.
This may explain why the perceptual measure of lexical diversity had
only a moderate correlation with the global, behavioral measure
calculated on the basis of an average of behavioral units within the
global unit.

Finally, the behavioral measures of language intensity and lexical

diversity had a strong and negative correlation. Put differently,
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negotiators frequently repeated the same words or phrases when they
expressed their biased or aggressive attitude toward various issues in
negotiation. This finding also seems to make empirical sense. For
example, negotiators can repeat the same phrases in which they express
their own position in order to show an aggressive and strong attitude
toward their positional commitment.

To summarize, there were some interesting findings in this study.
A negotiator’s own and the opponent’s dimensions for task strategies
were negatively correlated. The different dimensions for face and task
strategies also were negatively correlated. Besides, language intensity
shared a negative correlation with lexical diversity. Further research
which will explain why these relationships exist seems to be necessary.
In the following section, the implications of the new coding scheme and
findings in this study will be addressed.

ications

The findings of this study have implications for both negotiation
and politeness research. Further, since the coding scheme for face
strategies turned out to be valid and reliable, it is useful to
speculate on strengths and implications of the coding scheme. In the
following section, the implications related to the findings in this
study will be addressed. Then, the general implications of the new
coding scheme will be discussed for future research.

Implications related to the findings. There are some interesting
implications related to the findings in this research. First, it may be
more appropriate to examine negotiation process from the self and other

dimensions for face strategies than for task strategies. According to
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the results in this study, when negotiators are concerned about their
own outcomes, they tend to have low concern about their opponent’s
outcomes. In contrast, they present varying levels of their own
firmness (or flexibility) when they uphold their opponent’s autonomy.
In other words, the self and other dimensions for face strategies are
empirically and conceptually more distinct than these two dimensions for
task strategies.

This first implication suggests one direction for future research.
Given that the self and other dimensions for face strategies are
conceptually and empirically distinct, future research on situational
conditions under which face strategies for the self dimension are
strongly, moderately, or weakly associated with face strategies for the
other dimension seems to be necessary. For example, if a negotiator has
close relationship with the opponent, he/she might use face strategies
between the self and opponent dimensions with positive and strong
association. Thus, in future research, various situational factors
which might influence the relationship between the self and other
dimensions in the use of face strategies can be addressed.

Second, the management of face in negotiation may be more other-
oriented than self-oriented. The results indicated that face strategies
for the other dimension had stronger associations with task strategies
and language intensity than face strategies for the self dimension. One
interpretation of these results is that negotiators are more sensitive
in presenting the information about their opponent’s face than about
conveying information about their own face.

This implication also suggest directions for future research. For
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example, in the future research, the issue of why negotiators may be
more other-oriented in using face strategies should be explicated.
Further, the issues of when negotiators are more self-oriented in using
face strategies and whether the self-oriented or other-oriented face
strategies differ in predicting the outcomes of negotiation (that is,
which face strategies are more efficient in maximizing task outcomes)
should be examined.

Finally, face strategies may be more useful than task strategies in
understanding negotiation process. According to the results of this
study, the nine face strategies were evenly distributed, whereas a
contending task strategy was dominant in both negotiations. These
results imply that task strategies may be less effective than face
strategies at identifying the dynamics on various use of message
strategies.

This implication also suggests directions for future research on
negotiation process. As a matter of fact, in the past, negotiation
research focused mainly on the relationship between the frequency of use
of specific strategies and other negotiation-related variables, such as
outcomes (e.g., impasse vs settlement, distributive or integrative
settlements; for a review, see Putnam & Jones, 1982). As a result, past
research has tended to neglect investigation of the negotiation process
due to the paucity of appropriate coding schemes and/or the limitation
of methods for interaction analysis (Bender & Curington, 1983).

Scholars currently are calling for more research which views negotiation
as a process (Donohue, Diez, & Stahle, 1983; Putnam, 1985; Rubin, 1983).

As argued above, the new coding scheme could be very useful for

r
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understanding negotiation process. Accordingly, the new coding system
can solve research questions concerning negotiation process such as the
differences in the use of face strategies across phases of negotiation,
types of outcomes (distributive vs integrating settlements), and the
impact of the sequential patterns of the use of face strategies on
outcomes. In the following section, the general implication of the new
coding scheme will be discussed.

General implications for the new coding scheme. In the above
section, the implications related to the general findings in this study
were addressed. The new coding scheme also has general implications for
negotiation and politeness research.

First, the coding scheme could be used to examine how negotiators’
discourse contributes to their interpersonal relationship. Negotiators
are concerned with relational development in order to increase common
interests and expand cooperation, as well as to maximize their own
interest. In particular, relational development between negotiators is
achieved through interactions which promote cooperative or competitive
moves (Donohue et al., 1983), since negotiators’ talk involves not only
the content of messages themselves but also relational information
(Bavelas, Rogers, & Millar, 1985; Owen, 1987). Most prior research on
negotiation interaction, however, has focused on negotiation strategies
with regards to the content of talk. For example, Morley and
Stephenson’s (1977) Conference Process Analysis (CPA), developed from
Longabaugh’s (1963) categories, classifies negotiators’ communication
into four modes of interaction (accept, reject, seek, offer), nine

categories of type of information, and seven categories of referent (the
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subject of the message - self, opponent, party, etc.). These coding
systems overlook relational dimensions that accompany the content of
negotiators’ talk.

Recently, however, students of negotiation have highlighted that
relational communication should be investigated, since relational
dimensions of negotiators’ talk plays an important role in negotiation
(Donohue et al., 1983; Rubin, 1983). In fact, there is an evidence that
the false management of relational messages can spoil a whole
negotiation game plan. For example, Brown (1968, 1977) found that if
negotiators feel loss of face from their opponent’s talk, they retaliate
regardless of the cost. Cycles of retaliation might lead to escalating
conflict between negotiators (Wilson & Putnam, 1990). In contrast with
the prior coding systems, the new coding system was constructed on the
ground of relational dimensions, that is, the images of firmness and
flexibility which are manifest in negotiators’ interactions. Thus, the
new coding scheme might generate findings concerning how negotiators’
talk contributes to relational development, the effect of dimensions
such as intimacy and power on sequential patterns of relational
messages, and the effect of relational messages or the patterns of
relational messages on outcomes.

Second, from the opponent’s perspective, this coding scheme seems
to be hierarchical in terms of the extent to which a negotiator is
perceived to be polite. While politeness is a multidimensional
construct, the underlying concept of politeness is regarded as face
(Brown & Levinson, 1978; Goffman, 1967; Lim, 1990). In other words,

politeness can be achieved by managing another’s positive or negative
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face. The underlying concept of the new coding scheme is negative face,
one politeness dimension. Thus, when it is assumed that other factors
related to politeness hold constant, then enhancing the opponent’s
autonomy is more polite than giving no information on his/her autonomy,
i.e., face-neutral by definition. Further, giving no information is
more polite than lowering the opponent’s autonomy. On the other hand,
since negotiators are mutually interdependent, a negotiator who
constrained or lowered his/her own autonomy might be perceived as
enhancing the opponent’s autonomy. Accordingly, it is tentatively
assumed that lowering a negotiator’s own autonomy is more polite than
being face neutral, and that being face neutral is more polite than
enhancing one’s own autonomy.

Following this logic, we can divide nine categories of the new
coding system into five clusters with regards to the degree of
politeness. The first cluster is 'upgrading’ which is the most polite,
gsince it employs the most politeness from the 'I' and ’'You’ dimensions
(i.e., it constraints the negotiator’s own autonomy and directly
enhances the opponent’s autonomy). The second cluster is ’respecting’
and ’disclosing’ which are relatively polite. The third cluster is
'integrating’ and 'discounting’ which are neither polite nor impolite.
The fourth cluster is ’'depending’ and ’attacking’ which are relatively
impolite. The final cluster is ’distributing’ which is the most
impolite. Although it seems to be very difficult to determine the
hierarchical order of politeness within the clusters, it can be resolved
by Lakoff’s (1973, 1975, 1977) politeness rules.

According to Lakoff, indirect expressions are more polite than

1

.
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direct expressions when threatening the other’s autonomy. As argued
above, due to mutual interdependence, there are two ways that a
negotiator might be perceived as lowering his/her opponent’s autonomy:
constraining an opponent’s autonomy and enhancing the negotiator’s own
autonomy. While constraining an opponent’s autonomy is a face strategy
that directly threatens autonomy, enhancing a negotiator’s autonomy is
an indirect strategy. Thus, 'depending’, the indirect strategy to
attack other’s autonomy may be more polite than ’attacking’, the
strategy to directly attack his/her autonomy. In contrast, when a
negotiator saves an opponent’s autonomy, the direct way of enhancing the
opponent’s autonomy seems to be more polite than the indirect way of
lowering his/her own face, since the former makes the opponent feel
better than the latter (Lakoff, 1975, 1977). Based on this rule,
'respecting’ is more polite than ’'disclosing.’ When also adopting both
of Lakoff’s rules, 'integrating’ is more polite than ’'discounting,’
since the former directly saves and indirectly attacks the opponent’s
autonomy while the latter directly attacks and indirectly saves the
opponent’s autonomy. Thus, we can logically arrange the hierarchical
order of nine face strategies in terms of the extent to which an
opponent perceives politeness from a negotiator’s discourse‘. The
hierarchical order of politeness corresponds to the number assigned to
each face strategy in Appendix A. That is, face strategies with lower
numbers are more polite , while face strategies with higher numbers are
less polite.

Although there were no data to test the degree to which the nine

face strategies are perceived or related to politeness in this study,
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the behavioral measures for face strategies, language intensity, and
lexical diversity indirectly provide the ground for testing the
relationship between face strategies and politeness. As argued above,
politeness might be inversely associated with language intensity and
positively with lexical diversity. To indirectly test the relationship
between nine face strategies and politeness, subsidiary correlation
analyses were performed. In these analyses, mean scores for language
intensity and lexical diversity for the nine face strategies were
calculated. Then, correlations were computed between the theoretical
politeness of nine face strategies (scored 1-9) and the mean levels of
language intensity and lexical diversity for those strategies. The
results appear in Table 11. The results indicated that the nine face
strategies were closely related with politeness. As expected, the nine
face strategies were inversely related to language intensity (r = -.74,
D < .05) and positively associated with lexical diversity (r = .43, p >
.05). Although the correlation between the nine face strategies and
lexical diversity was not significant at the level of .05, the effect
size was substantial when considering the small sample size (n = 9) and
low power. To summarigze, these subsidiary analyses suggest that the
nine face strategies might be positively associated with politeness.
However, future research which accurately investigates the relationship
between the nine face strategies and perceived politeness should be
conducted.

This hierarchical feature might generate further interesting future
research on negotiation. For example, the hierarchical coding scheme

enables students of negotiation to investigate the impact of situational
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Table 11

the Nine Face Strategies

Face Strategies Language Intensity Lexical Diversity
Upgrading 1.86 .79
Respecting 1.53 .92
Disclosing 1.99 .82
Integrating 3.88 .81
Discounting 4.34 .75
Sidestepping 2.57 .86
Depending 3.40 .83
Attacking 3.60 .82
Distributing 8.52 .70

Note. rs = .74 (p < .056) between face strategies and language intensity
and -.43 (p > .05) between face strategies and lexical diversity. For
these correlations, Ns are nine (face strategies) and distributing was

coded as "1," whereas upgrading was coded as "9."
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variables such as relational history, intimacy or power differences, and
individual difference variables such as the need of aspiration or social
desirability on the extent to which negotiators are polite to their
opponents.

Finally, since the new coding scheme reflects the mutual
interdependence of negotiators, it is likely to stimulate research on
how negotiators manage tensions between competing goals through the
manipulation of their images. Negotiation can be described as a process
in which incompatible and competing goals are transformed into
compatible goals (Wilson & Putnam, 1990). Negotiation necessitates
communication and coordination in order to solve the problems caused by
perceived incompatible goals. In other words, participants are mutually
interdependent for problem solving. The new coding scheme reflects this
characteristic. Thus, the new coding system seems to be an effective
tool for investigating how negotiators manage images in order to reduce
tensions between competing goals. For example, the coding scheme makes
it possible to investigate what patterns of image management lead to
changing and reestablishing negotiators’ goals.

In sum, the coding scheme for face strategies developed here seems
to have several implications for future research by resolving the
conceptual problems present in prior coding systems. Specifically, the
coding scheme was developed on the basis of negotiation as a process
involving mutual interdependence and relational messages. As indicated
above, these features show strengths with regards to generating future
research. Thus, the new coding scheme seems to serve as a useful tool

which leads to new trends for research on negotiation.
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A few limitations of the current study, such as the use of global
measures, the use of a task coding scheme modified from Pruitt’s task
strategies, and the lack of applying the face coding scheme to various
types of negotiation, should be acknowledged. First, the use of global
perceptual measures might have influenced this study’s findings. The
perceptual, global measures might be different from perceptual measures
for each unit. It is possible that such differences work differently
for variables investigated in this study. Fortunately, for most
variables, behavioral measures produced findings comparable to those
generated by the perceptual, global measures. Studies which employ
perceptual-micro measures, however, should be conducted in the future in
order to accurately test convergent validity. Second, the use of
Pruitt’s task coding scheme might also be reflected in this study’s
findings. Pruitt’s coding scheme originally focused on a macro-level
strategies, not micro-level tactics. Accordingly, in this study, the
coding scheme for task strategies modified from Pruitt’s coding scheme
was inevitably employed. Prior to this study, that coding scheme should
have been validated. However, without validating the revised task
coding scheme, this study employed it to validate the coding scheme for
face strategies. Although overall results of this study indicated that
the coding scheme was valid, a measure for task strategies which focuses
on a micro-level analysis for interactions of negotiations should be
validated and elaborated. Then, future studies should be conducted to
investigate the relationships between task and face strategies with more
elaborated and valid measures for task strategies.

A third limitation in this study was that the images of firmness
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and flexibility were considered only in terms with autonomy, i.e.,
negative face. It is likely to manage the images of firmness and
flexibility by using strategies related to positive face. Put
differently, negotiators might manage their images by varying their own
or an opponent’s positive face within the same strategy for negative
face. Accordingly, further studies should be conducted to develop a
coding scheme for positive face and to examine the relationships between
negative and positive face.

A fourth limitation in this study was the use of naive rather than
expert judges for perceptual data. As Donohue, Diez, and Hamilton’s
(1984) study indicated, naive judges might differ in perceptual ratings
from expert judges. These differences might be reflected in the results
of this study. Thus, future research should be done with expert judges
in order to further validation for the new coding scheme. Finally, the
data of this study were limited to two types of naturalistic
negotiations. Future studies should apply the coding scheme for face
strategies to a variety of negotiation situations in order to enhance
external validity of this coding scheme. Further, studies on whether
the coding scheme for face strategies can be applied to other situations
such as conflict should be conducted. If not, it seems to be desirable
to develop general coding scheme for face strategies which can be

applied across situations.
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NOTE

1 Brown and Levinson acknowledge that the speaker’s and hearer’s face
are interdependent. However, their politeness strategies don’t reflect
this features only by considering a hearer’s face.

: Actually, summed language intensity without being divided by total
words showed high convergent validity with the perceptual measure of
language intensity (r = .50), whereas averaged language intensity
divided by the total words indicated low convergent validity (r = -.27).
Thus, summed language intensity seems to be more valid measure.

! For LISREL analyses, the model adopted to test construct validity in
this study, i.e., the measurement model of four underlying constructs
measured by two different measures was locally underidentified.
Accordingly, it is unlikely to test the construct validity for face
strategies with LISREL. However, comparison between single-factor and
two-factor models employed to test the relationship between self and
other dimensions for face strategies was likely, since both measurement
models were overidentified.

' In order to logically determine the hierarchial order of nine face
strategies in terms of the degree of politeness, two assumptions were
established. First, it was assumed that the strategies could be rank-
ordered in the degree to which a negotiator is polite as judged by an
opponent rather than by the negotiator him/herself. Since politeness is
a social value (Lim, 1990), it seems to be reasonable that a hearer or a
third party judges a speaker’s politeness. Second, it was assumed that
Lakoff’s (1975, 1977) rules of politeness in directives could be applied
to the new coding scheme, since the underlying concept of the rules is
relevant to that of the new coding scheme. Directives are a speech act
threatening a hearer’s autonomy (Brown & Levinson, 1978) and the new
coding scheme is also focusing on an autonomy. By using Lakoff’s two
assumptions, the hierarchical order of nine face strategies was
determined not empirically but logically. Thus, further study for
empirical evidence seems to be necessary.
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Appendix A
CODING MANUAL: NEGOTIATOR'S IMAGES OF FIRMNNESS & FLEXIBILITY

This manual contains instructions on coding negotiators’ images of
firmness and flexibility which appear in their verbal interactions. It
outlines nine general strategies in which negotiators manage their
images of firmness and flexibility. This manual is divided into three
sections. Section one defines the concept of the images of firmness and
flexibility and differentiates it from related concepts. Section two
describes rules for unitizing. Section three presents rules for

categorizing image-management strategies present in negotiators’ verbal
interactions.

Section One: Key Concepts
(A) Defining the Images of Firmness and Flexibility.

The images of firmness and flexibility are conceptualized in terms
of autonomy. The image of firmness in negotiation results from attempts
to maintain or protect the rights to behave independently and be
unimpeded in pursuing a position, proposal, or course of action. The
image of flexibility is just the opposite. That is, by giving up
autonomy, negotiators cultivate the image of flexibility. 8ince
negotiators are highly interdependent, they can do this in two ways.
Specifically, the image of flexibility can be defined as the degree to
which negotiators concede their own autonomy and protect their
opponent’s autonomy. The image of firmness reflects the degree to which
negotiators maintain their own autonomy and constrain their opponent’s
autonomy.

Section Two: Rules for Unitiging
(A) Definition of strategy

A strategy is an abstract behavioral unit and provides general
guidelines for action (Berger, 1985). A strategy refers to a sequence
of actions or to a family of related actions (Wheeless, Barraclough, &
Stewart, 1983). The coding scheme intends to code the extent to which
negotiator’s message content as well as expressions contain firmmness and
flexibility. Since negotiators manage their images of firmness and
flexibility through strategies, a strategy seems to be appropriate for
coding the extent to which negotiators intend to show these images.

Most often a single argument consists of one strategy, since it
usually expresses one intention. When negotiators attempt to transfer
their intentions, their face strategy contains explicitly and implicitly
a claim (i.e., what negotiators believe) intended for their opponent to
undertake and evidences which support the claim. Accordingly, one
negotiator’s argument (i.e.,a claim and its supportive evidences) is
regarded as one strategy. Negotiators, however, sometimes can manage
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their face strategies without providing clear and supportive evidences
for their arguments. For example, negotiators can make assertion (
e.g., a negotiator simply says, "I don’t want it.") or simply express
motivation for supporting their assertion (e.g., threat for strike).

(B) Conceptual Differences between Strategy and Tactic

Militarily, a tactic is a method of deploying forces in combat,
whereas a strategy is the employment of political, psychological, and
military forces so as to afford maximum support to policies. In other
words, a tactic is a more specific act carried out in support of an
overarching strategy. In conflict theory, a tactic refers to a single
action, or a single message in the case of communication, while a
strategy refers to a sequence of actions.

(C) General Rule for Unitigzing

Generally, cutting points for face strategy as a unit exist, where
- negotiators’ claim is altered
- main current issue (e.g., grievance, salary, insurance, etc.)
is shifted

(D) How does Strategy Compare to Other Units?

1. Turn
- turn is each speaker’s utterance. every turn has more than one
strategy.

- most of one turn are often one strategy, but not always.
(e.g.) M: David Krause didn’t even speak to the person,
director.

- if turn is larger than 5 sentences, it is coded into two or
more strategies.

(e.g.) M: We, we have discussed that we do not doubt that Mr.
Krause was sick. He was sick. However, um I cannot
reiterate enough that Article 8-2c clearly state
that in order to be eligible for holiday pay an
employee must work his last scheduled work day prior
to and his last scheduled work day after a holiday.
He knew this and Conig one of these people who
testified for the company’s consistent requirement
that employee work at least part of the day before
and after a holiday in order to be eligible. He
reiterated that sick leave required company
approval. A doctor’s certificate is insufficient
and one day absence had never been construed to be a
sick leave.

- look at within turn cues to determine the number of strategies
(see below).
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2. Sentences

- strategies
(e.g.) M:
(e.g.) L:

- strategies

can be one or more sentences.

Unacceptable.

I’m not asking you if you’re a doctor. You just
told me if a doctor agrees that if David Krause is
sick that you being management would agree to it.
Is that not what you just said?

typically start at beginnings of new sentence.

3. Arguments (Toulmin's sense)
- claim + supportive evidence = one strategy.

(e.g.) M:

We say there are arguments that we don’t feel Mr.
Krause is eligible for sick pay. I mean holiday
pay, because he did not show up the day after the
holiday he was informed by our assistant personal
director. His wife spoke with her and told her that
he needed to be there on the day of work. He was
made aware of that by his wife and yet he made no
further attempts to call us, talk with us and so at
this time that is our position.

(E) What are Cues for Beginning/Ending of Strategies?

1. Cues for

start of strategy

- beginning of sentence (capitalization)

(e.g.) M:

We, we have discussed that we do not doubt that Nr.
Krause was sick. He was sick. However, umm I
cannot reiterate enough that an Article 8-2c clearly
state that in order to be eligible for holiday pay
an employee must work his last scheduled work day
prior to and his last scheduled work day after a
holiday. // He knew this and Conig one of these
people who testified for the company’s consistent
requirement that employee work at least part of the
day before and after a holiday in order to be
eligible. He reiterated that sick leave required
company approval. A doctor’s certificate is
insufficient and one day absence had never been
construed to be a sick leave.

- markers for different arguments (not different supportive
evidence for same argument)
(e.g.) "first, second, ..."
(e.g.) L: Article 2G employee who is granted a sick leave

shall be paid for holidays following within the
first 30 calendar days of his approved sick leave.
««s 2G was read in such a way that its intent was
to be interpreted according to each individual case.
// Article 2C is a second one. ...
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- long silent pauses

(e.g.) M: Oh. O.K. Well, I know that many people have and I
find it very hard to believe that we all have once
in our life. Like I said I’m not discrediting the
doctor (pause) // but he did not go about the right
way of getting an approved sick leave. If that
doctors say he was sick I have to take that doctors
worked for it because that doctor is laying his
medical eligibility on the line.

2. Cues that 2nd sentence in part of same strategy of prior
sentence
- cues that 2nd sentence elaborates 1st sentence

(e.g.) "I mean," "for example"

(e.g2.) M: We say there are arguments that we don’t feel Mr.
Krause is eligible for sick pay. 1 mean holiday
pay, because he did not show up the day after the
holiday he was informed by our assistant personal
director. His wife spoke with her and told her that
he needed to be there on the day of work. He was
made aware of that by his wife and yet he made no
further attempts to call us, talk with us and so at
this time that is our position.

- cues that the 2nd sentence is claim which is supported by 1st
sentence

(e.g.) "therefore, thus, accordingly, consequently..."

3. Cues for end of strategy
- end of sentence (punctuation) or turn

(F) When an Overlap (Simultaneous Talks) Occurs

- In the next turn from the same person, if he/she continues or
repeats the same argument, the previous + next turns are
regarded as one unit.

(e.g.) L: Oh, so this is not uh, a max, this a, we’re not
M: We’'re not talking about...
L: (con’t) talking about maximums ...

- If negotiators make new argument or shift topics, the previous
and next turns are coded as separate unit.
(e.g.) L: Would you give us an indication first of all...

M: Yes, may I speak with my
business manager here. We have some costs we have
already taken into consideration.

L: Well, I recognize that.

- Meaningless utterance caused by an overlap is coded into the
same person’s next turn.
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(e.g.) L: If it’s going to be a three hour caucus we just soon
not g8it here and wait for you.
M: Uh... A8 ...
L: I'm assuming that when you return that you will
respond to our proposals in the area of benefits.
M: I’'m involved in caucus.

Section Three: Rules for Categorizing

(A) Summary of Nine Face Strategies in Negotiation

1. Upgrading: The strategy enhances an opponent's autononmy,
while lowering a negotiator’s own autonomy.

(a) Agreeing to an opponent’s proposal/opinion through a
concession

¥ L: We want protection under 21.12 because of use of Part
-timers. 1It’s obvious you want Part-time in some areas,
and we’re concerned.

M: O.K. We’ll check. We see no reason why thev aren’t Regular
emplovees.

*¥ M: Our proposal is simple. We have a requirement for
Temporary Supervisory replacements. We don’t overuse them.
We don’t need more management. They should have the same
treatment in Network as other departments.
L: We m A4 !
M: A good move. A significant move.

* M: I'll check that. Now the phone centers are different along
with the operators. 8Seniority should be adjusted two times
a year.
L: It’s not just the phone centers. Like Term employees. The
lack of following, or reporting, we don’t know whether they
do it or they don’t do it.

M: We'll put teeth in this so we report back to someone.

(b) Combinations of disclosing + respecting strategies given unit
analysis

¥ L: We want the money.
M: O.K. Then he would have contacted, he should have come in
on Monday.
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2. Respecting: The strategy is to enhance an opponent’s autonomy
without affecting the negotiator’s own autononmy.

(a) Supporting/understanding/accepting an opponent’s arguments
(agreement with ideas, not proposals)

¥ L: We can use your argument that money is one thing but how
many people left the small town to come to these type of
jobs. Most of the people hire into this job. The dollar

is sure a part of the consideration, but we realige there
are other problenms.

M: We v w_8ince

are part-time.
(b) Emphasizing the opponent’s positive value/attitude/behaviors

¥ M: Our proposal is simple. We have a requirement for
Temporary Supervisory replacements. We don’t overuse thenm.
We don’t need more management. They should have the same
treatment in Network as other departments.

: We made a move. The monkey’'s on your back.

A good move, A significant move.

¥ L: The job functions and monthly quotas are different. They
have more time to increase the evaluations made. Any
calls of a failure must be noted and they must have
knowledge of all company policies. It's am increase in the
technical nature. With competition, it’s a more important
tool for customer contact in the Bell system.

M: That's ap interesting observation.

(c) Linguistic expressions minimizing the opponent’s impositions
(As far as I'm concerned,)

.z.l'."

3. Disclosing: The strategy lowers a negotiator own autonoay
without affecting the opponent’s autonomy.

(a) Disclosing a negotiator’s own weakness (but not making
concession)

* M: For certain specific functions. And from within
ourselves we try to cover all the needs that we’ve got.
1’11 still have the bloody need, whatever you do.
U: Yeah.

M: But then I'm lumbered with it. I cap’t find a solution,
(b) Apologizing to his/her opponent

¥ M: And er, I would suggest that if this arises again on
a question of interpretation of the thing, this is all we
can do. You know, I mean there’s no other solution for
this but in fact to raise it and discuss it.
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Ah (pause) sorrv, vou...

(c) Accepting negotiator’s own fault/responsibility, etc.

* L:

Seaton is supposed to be working on it to reclassify all
the employees in Racine stated as tera.

¢ We have to take a look at that.

No one told them of Term employees in Racine.

The work has value to you. You were willing to pay money
before.

: That was a mjstake.

(d) Offering disclaimers expressed in the current tense

* M:

As a matter of fact, I am not an expert on that issue.

4. Integrating: The strategy integrates both negotiators’ face

by enhancing both negotiators’ autonomy.

(a) Making new proposal with which both negotiators’ demands can
be satisfied.

: With 18 months, are you telling me you would accept the

rest of the provisions? 2 and 1/2 years was a big concern
with our people.

We were saying that we would look at the rest. But the 2
and 1/2 years was much too long. People designated as Term
employees, we can’t bargain away what they already have.

1 would agree with that., As | said, I'm glad to see vyou
are looking favorably.

We tell people to make the schedule suitable to the needs.
We tell them no to develop a schedule with no relationship
to requirement.

Be 8 i h 8
we should sit down and discuss schedules and why theyv are
cke Onc e ines ricti

hifti ] i1l cl |t} 111 affect
restrictions,

Sure. If we consider expanding restrictions, some areas
are good for us and bad for you and visa versa.

: We have no problem living with present restrictions if you

give us more open mouth. Sounds fair to me.
Everything is fair.

(b) Fostering both negotiators’ positive feelings by emphasizing
mutual interdependency

* L:

Redefine qualifications for Call-Out Pay Plant. We want to
see the Plant application built in to all appendixes.
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L:
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With a two hour minimum?

: It’s difference of when you get paid and the two hour

minimum. We get calls at home in the middle of the night.
Where is your lovalty?

You had some requirements before and they don’t make sense.
You violate contract as far as I'm concerned.

Don’t you think we should have some control on movement?

I don’t have a problem on lateral movement. It’s the way
the policy is presented.

1 _guess we have to get our heads together.

It’s been a problem with us too.

(c) Combination of defending + respecting strategies

¥ understanding the opponents + repeating their prior arguments

L:

There are currently three people that we are looking at.
They have technical responsibilities along with other
specialist work. We feel that they should have a title
higher than a Group 5.

¢ This is not the year for heroic job upgrades. We do not

want to upgrade in '80 and have to downgrade in '83.
We understand the door is not wide open. As the same
token, we are looking for some consideration now for
certain titles.

* Avoiding criticisms made by the opponent + Supporting the
opponent’s argument

M:
L:

What other problems do you have with supervisors?

I1f employee talks to supervisor and tells them the problesm,
they say "no." We have an operator in Racine that was
threatened with discipline if she kept a doctor’s
appointment in the years of her 1977 absence record to use
a8 a discipline.

Well, I don’t dictate to my boss when I want to go.

¢ Ann, what did we do for you when you went on leave?

I got what I deserved, but only through grievance. I had
to fight for it. We have made attempts to talk to manager
and grievances have been dropped. Ann made statement about
the blind operator getting caught in the elevator, took it
up to third step before it was settled. When they loss
control at the first level in network, that is where we
lose communication.
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5. Discounting: In this strategy, a negotiator tries to lower
his/her own as well as his/her opponent’s autonomy.

(a) Compromising (the outcome forces both parties to make some
concessions)

* U: This is a must item. Equalize the salary for
coordinator and chair -- they perform the same function.
M: I'm not sure [’m willing to g0 equal bucks (X% of salary)
for ECA, but I'm willing to move on this one.

(b) Suggesting a willingness to compromise

* L: We’ve had some problems with bulletin boards.

M: What type of problems?

L: We’ve had problems. Three of them. Example: District
Supervisor and Network removing information from the
bulletin board.

M: We'll look at jt, but jt looks like more of an

tiv em to ys.

(c) Using displays of weakness to pressure the opponent to make
concessions

* M: That is, the four of us, or five of us in the talk.
So you've now come back now the full circle back to where
you begin.
U: Yes.
M: Now, could I ask one or two things?
U: Yes.

ecaus mewhere there t to
coverage. Two questions I could ask, The first is: Is
thi ere attem t t i
thi te e s

What you’re saying is, ’This is your problem’.

Well we felt it was impossible at the beginning.

All right.

But we still agreed, we done it for the last five years.

All right, all right., But we're still in the same mess,
when the company...

EocxXxax

(d) Threats which indicate that one can take any loss if the
opponent does not accept one’s proposal

-

s

I‘
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(e) Combination of disclosing + attacking strategies

* accepting one’s own fault + disagreeing with the opponent’s
argument

L: 0.K. Do you think David Krause was taking advantage of
that type of behavior as you speak up?

M: It’s very possible that he has taken advantage of that
because. Umm. Because.

L: Do you think David Krause would to the doctors and get a
doctor’s notice and take advantage of this.

M: Did you ever get a doctor’s note for missing a day of
school, because you wanted to stay home, I know 1 have.

L: I haven’t.

M: W t i
_gzx_ngrd to be11eve that we all have once ;g our llgg,

sai not discrediting t ctor byt he
he right w tin rove e

If that doctor says he was gick I have to tgge that ggg;ggg

worke ri t

eligibility on the linpe.

6. Sidestepping: This strategy maintains both negotiators’
current levels of autonomy.

(a) Procedural statement

(b) Summarizing/clarifying others without an evaluation

# U: If I was on bank holiday I would have said, ’Well
look, I did the last bank holiday’.
M: W ! i i it’ t
holiday when vou're on standby.
(c) Neutral expressions for information-seeking: asking questions

which do not imply negative qualities about the other, or do
not ask for suggestions for creative proposals

% U: We don’t want to make a scene.

M: No. [ just wondered you know, if vou felt the same way.

7. Defending: Through this strategy, a negotiator tries to enhance
his/her own autonomy without affecting the opponent’s autonomy.

(a) Emphasizing prior concessions as a means of refusing more
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* M: What you’re saying is, 'This is your problen’.
U: Well we felt it was impossible at the beginning.
M: All right.
U: But w W e i e t fiv

(b) Rebutting/avoiding criticisms made by the opponents without
demanding/constraining

¥ U: The fitters was there, and we were there. Then came

out the original callout procedure, which has never been
altered on paper. And it said 365 days per year, and we
kicked up then that we did not agree to this, ’cos it said
there 'as agreed by us’. We kicked up then, us fitters,
that this had never been agreed on.

M: When was this now? This was way back, was it.

U: Yes. This was the very original...

U: (continue) callout procedure.

Yes.

1 wasn't involved in this at all.
( 4 intervening turns )

U: but we’ve never wanted to do it.

M: 1 can’t, couldn’t recall this document. Number ope. And

(c) Persisting in a Positional commitment

% M: There you go again using snow days. What’s a snow day?
L: City declared snow emergency.

M: That's the city's problem if they shut down the city,

(d) Supporting/repeating one’s own prior
arguments/thoughts/proposals

¥ M: In 1974, company people got better treatment. We leveled
up to the best in the system. Four companies are less
liberal. None are more liberal. We will testify to that.
Cannot do any better. Will not do any better.
L: I didn’t say this would come cheap.
’ . .

M: We're not talking pricing op this cause I can’t touch it.

(e) Making one’s own proposal only satisfying one’s own desire

% (starting discussion about new item)

L: For the gervice evaluators, we’d like to establish the



8. Attacking: The strategy is to lower an opponent’s face by attacking
his/her autonomy without affecting the negotiator’s own autonomy.

(a) Questioning the accuracy/veracity of the opponent’s prior

comment
* L: So you’re saying that David Krause are flat on his back and
be asked to come into work?
M: And, what’s his name? David Eddie did when he was sick.
L: Wel mavbe David Eddie did pot have the same degree of

(b) Rejecting/disagreeing with an opponent’s arguments

¥ L: Item 17: Standby Pay Provisions -
M: That’s new. Give example.
L: There is so much pressure from management. We’re willing
to discuss it.

M: There can’t be too much talk,

% U: We’ve always had bank holidays different to the other people.
M: W e ion?

(c) Expressions for interrupting the opponent’s talk

% M: The fact was though after he was told you must show up to
work neither did he call us back to try to talk that out
with our assistant personal director because our director
would have said O.K.

U: Uh, wait,
(d) Criticizing/faulting the opponent

% L: This illustrates the importance of safety and health
language in the contract. We have to get in on the
engineering and the design of equipment. That’s important.
Some avenue other than just looking at the equipment after
we get it.

M: Read section 5 of the Exhibit 13 aloud. You want this in

our contract? What are you going to do with this money?

L: Too bad several telephone company employees did not enjoy
this language before. In some cases, it may have saved
their lives.

Yve g

U = 0
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* L: More people than this came to us to get job upgraded. We
asked them to write it out.
M: You made independent decisions?
L' Everybody has an opportunxty to put in for a job upgrade.

(e) Hostile questions (Direct/leading questions)

¥ M: Changes are normal mistakes.
L: Injury to one is an injury to all. We don’t pull on
intensity of problena.
M: e ? 8 ion? ! roblem?

¥ L: How do you feel about 2c?

M: To be eligible for holiday pay an employee must work his
last scheduled work day prior to and his repeat or either
be there on the 21st to work and the 26th in order to get
his holiday pay. And if he was not going to be there the
218t or the 26th and or he would have got an approved sick
leave through our company. ,

L: What does that mean to you? What’'s vour jnterpretation to

t? 2

9. Distributing: In this strategy, a negotiator enhances his/her own
autonomy and simultaneously lowering the opponent’s autonomy.

(a) Positional commitment accompanied by disagreement

¥ U: I just wondered if you could have a certain person,
say, on these holidays that you could say if there is
something happening one Saturday or on a bank holiday you
get in touch with him. And try and get one of the
electricians. Instead of one electrician being on call,
perhaps, if this is
agreeable with the other two.

(b) Suggesting win/lose proposal - beneficial to self and
detrimental to other

% L: You post 14 days in advance for most part.
M: Where’s the late posting?
L: Some post 11 days before and there is no penalty.
M: How about posting 7 days in advance.
L: It’s hard to make plans.
M: Well, it’s hard to make the schedule. Schedule is usually
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made out three days before it’s posted.
( 4 Intervening turns )
L: j ! e, 80 C j we won't
V this in.

(c) Attributing all the responsibility (or faults) to the
opponent, not to self. By the same token, negating one’s
responsibility

¥ M: Now suppose we recruit an electrician, and say, ’well

now, part of your job will be in fact to cover these days.’

U: What, bank holidays? Oh, the guys wouldn’t think that’s
fair.

M: We’ll ask the recruit.

U: No, no, no, no. For us to sit at home, go, to go out there
five days and leave Joe Soap in for work.

M: W W we i ? t ‘re i n

lcan't...
(d) Combinations of defending + attacking strategies
* sgupporting one’s own position + criticizing the opponent

L: What are the restrictions? Must it be taken in a calendar
month or may it be taken week to week?
M: We will check it out and get back to you.
L: We well want to try to settle thig problem. We are tired
i it. t

(e) Threat/command emphasizing that the opponent should take a
loss if he/she does not concede.

* L: If vou do not accept our proposal, vou will make a big loss
by our strike,

(B) Rules for Categorizing

1. If two or more than different strategies can be applied in a
given unit, code them as higher number of strategy.

¥ code the following example as respecting (although it can
be coded into disclosing)

1’11 look at vour proposal.

2. 8everal same strategies found in a given unit are coded as
one strategy.

* an example of defending (three same positional

commitments)
1 H

e o want e want bank
holiday.
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If contradictory strategies which do not appear in the coding
scheme (e.g., defending & disclosing; respecting & attacking)
can be applied in a given unit, code them as combination
strategies (upgrading, integrating, discounting, &
distributing) according to the following next rules.

(a) Code disclosing to respecting.

¥ an example of integrating
L: When other people call out sick in other department, or
call out because of a snow emergency, are they marked
absent?
M: Yes, they are.
L: Are you sure of that?
M: Yes, we are. We 't like the work "Snow s" and we

don’t like this. We’ll get back to you on it.
(b) Code attacking to defending.

Distinguish overlaps which are aggressive, nonsupportive
(interruptions) from those that are supportive
(confirmations).

* interruption
M: We're not arguing that fact that ...
L: But you’re trying to ask
is sound like he was not so sick.

* confirmation
L: Yes. 1 mean that David Krause ...
M: Go ahead.

* sgimple overlapping
(1) L: Oh, so this is not uh, a max, this a, we’re not
M: We're not talking about...
L: (con’t) talking about maximums ...

(2) L: Would you give us an indication first of all...

M: Yes, may I speak with my
business manager here. We have some costs we have
already taken into consideration.

L: Well, I recognize that.

(3) L: If it’s going to be a three hour caucus we just
soon not s8it here and wait for you.
M: Uh... AB LI
L: I’m assuming that when you return that you will
respond to our proposals in the area of benefits.
M: I'm involved in caucus.



Appendix B
PRUITT’S TASK STRATEGY CODING SCHEME
1. Problem-solving strategy
(a) conceding with the expectation of receiving a return concession

¥ M: Let’s look at item 2-G.

(b) mentioning possible compromises as talking points

* L: Let's move on. Cap of 0 to 2 & 1/2 vears on vour offer.

i o see it cut i W ths r
emplovees. Nine ths is what e i i
waitin r upgrade

M: Glad to see you are looking at this one. 18 months is a
little tight for our taste. With 18 months, you are telling
me you would accept the rest of the provisions?

Yes.

I would agree with that. As I said, I'm glad to see you are
looking favorably.

* L: Item 16 - Eliminate entirely.

M: You don’t want to permit us to have Temporary Supervisors?
It’s going to be a long summer. Network is the problem. It
won't sell. We’re not hurting people.

We don’t need it.

We need it. We don’t need a lot of the contract.
You have options.

You mean to promote?

Yes.

xR

(c) revealing one’s interest (i.e., one’s goals and values);

* M: We know we talked about Holiday business. That’s a tough
one.

¢ We're looking for more than one week, day at a time.

: What do you have in mind?

Ivwo weeks.

I want to modify modify relief provisions.
What are you looking for on this.
9

??

Lengthen them?
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(d) retracting a proposal in the face of resistance

¥ L: No other out than have a 30 day leave of absence.
M: You can’t go on leave for less than 30 days.
(4 intervening turns)
L: What are the restrictions? Must it be taken in a calendar
month or may it be taken week to week?
M: wi eck it t t t

(e) expresses a willingness to compromise

% U: This is a must item. Equalize the salary for coordinator and
chair -- they perform the same function.
M: I sure I'm willi t b
C tI illi ve i

* L: We’'’re going to catch a lot of flak on this. We have lots of
problems on this one.

M: Well, I feel maybe this has become a way of life and easier

for the people to accept

t_’ A g ha ¢ ble . 3\

ervice i ?

(f) promises reward or withdrawal of sanction if the opponent
behaves in a stated manner

* M: Why all of a sudden has this come up?
L: We’'re the only ones with differentials in different job
titles in any appendix.
M: If we gave you this, you’d really get on our case for using
S.A.’'s as Operators.

ol 0

% L: This item doesn’t cost you a dime. We will have a contract
with the ability to arbitrate a discipline.
ini i ite
ro r e i i W

ifti 0 i wi
restrictions.
M: Sure. If we consider expanding restrictions, some areas are
good for us and bad for you and visa versa.

e
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M: Don’t you think we should have some control on movement?
L: I don’t have a problem on lateral movement. It’s the way the
policy is presented.
M: we e r er
L: It’s been a problem with us too.
(h) sending disavowable intermediaries
(i) talking in back channels
(J) communicating through a mediator

2. Contending strategy

(a) making demands that far exceed what is actually acceptable
(i.e., one’s resistant point)

(b) making commitments (to unalterable positions)

¥ L: Item 16 - Eliminate entirely.

M: You don’t want to permit us to have Temporary Supervisors?
It’s going to be a long summer. Network is the problem. It
won’t sell. We’re not hurting people.

L: We don’t need jt.

M: We need jt. We 't nee t ract

* L: How can we be a part of something we don’t believe in?

M: Like I said, you put the Union above the law.

L: No, we challenged it.

M: We are willing to talk about certain items such as time in
title in certain areas.

L: We are putting a blessing on your plan. No way will this put

iffe i We wi what
come yp with.

(c) making persuasive arguments aimed at convincing the other that
(concessions are in his/her best interests)

*¥ M: Union item 12 - Reduce mileage requirements for moving.
Reduce 35?7
L: Reduce to 30.
M: They’re not aware of anyone physically moved over 30 miles.
L: We're preparing for the future. With the cost of gas.
e 't w ivi W 70 mi

hour. 5 mile reduction won’t be much.
(d) using threats

* M: Can’t agree to any change in arbitration language. We have
no intention of changing this at this time.
L: This is going to give you trouble.
M: I’'m sorry, that’s the way it is. I wish you could help me on
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this one. I have a boss that will kill me if we move on this

issue.
L: 8 ver ike there will be a settlement i is
issue not dealt with.
* M: i we W ive him his ho i u
t ept that ess we'’ i write
papers.

(e) rejecting (the opponent’s proposal/position)

% L: No other out than have a 30 day leave of absence.
M: can’ eave 8 30

(f) demanding that the opponent makes accommodations, or
concessions

¥ L: Some do get out. The value of the work is compared to
others. They always end up on the short end of the stick.
M: Automobile industry is right down the tubes. Industry has
gotten greedy Unions have gotten greedy. We’'re pricing
ourselves right out of the market.

_gss_mmmww

mptroller here is not the
(g) Faulting/criticizing the opponent’s thought or position

¥ L: All this stuff is hocus-pocus. Breaking codes is just not so
much a title but what people are doing. Where week is the
same, titles are the same. One on one is easy. Lumping
creates confusion.

M: You're so damp suspicious!

* M: Housekeeping proposals - Titles
#1 - Delete Supply Expeditor. Add Supplies Coordinator.
#2 - Delete Cook, Cafeteria Attendant.
(reading six more items as their proposals)
L: row t ! know one i t

on 0 istinguish ?

(h) Avoiding or minimizing one’s own responsibility

¥ L: There is 8o much pressure from management. We’re willing to
discuss it.
M: There can’t be too much talk.
L: You haven’t talked to the r1ght people.
M: B f tal :
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(i) Requesting a specified change in the opponent’s position or
thought

* L:

MMM&M&L&LM_IM
the t scratch the b e

(j) Asserting rights/needs

* L:
M:

L:

* M:
Lo
M:
L:

We wonder why we have Terms.

There is a definite need for Term employees. Milwaukee is
big enough to absorb the people as jobs and offices change.
There is no problem with need. The problem is with use. It
allows the company to escape any obligation to the employee.
We’re looking to have employees reclassified after one year
of service.

¢ Twelve months is a short time. We have interest in Tera

employees. They should have no rights in the Upgrade and
Transfer plan.

e union i W t the he
u i W the he is it? W receive it
e Union is entitled to know somethi effects its
members.

This one will go down hard.

We are suggesting 6.01 be eliminated and 6.02 be modified.
Are you saying everything should be arbitrable?

Yes. We either need that or the right to strike.

(k) demonstrating that there is more (time) pressure on the other
than on oneself

(1) retracting a previously made concession so as to make the
position clearly less agreeable to the opponent

3. Yielding strategy

(a) making concessions by giving up one’s position

xo=ErQ

.o

&

How can we be a part of something we don’t believe in?

Like I said, you put the Union above the law.

No, we challenged it.

We are willing to talk about certain items such as time in
title in certain areas.

We are putting a blessing on your plan. No way will this put
a difference on challenging your plan. We will see what you
come up with.

M: ] think we can fix that.
(b) agreeing to the opponent’s proposal/position without
modification
¥ L: Item 7-A. We would like some information on the "bench-
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marks" for wage credits.
M: ve en wi t

(c) Accepting one’s own responsibility

¥ L: Seaton is supposed to be working on it to reclassify all the
employees in Racine stated as Term.
M: We have to take a look at that.
L: No one told them of Term employees in Racine.

M: We're guilty. Racine is being fixed.

(d) Expressing understanding, acceptance, or positive regard for
the opponent

¥ M: We are not sure what you want.
L: We do not need separate units. We don’t see any large
obstacles and we bargain and ratify as total units.

M: He will look at jt.
(e) Soliciting complaints about one’s own self

4, Other: all the strategies which cannot be coded into the above
strategies

(a) Procedural statement

* M: We’ t thi im
L: Di t indi e the 8?
M: We will be back with proposals.

(b) Summarizing/clarifying others without an evaluation

* M: ‘re i i i 10 is
right?
(c) Neutral expressions unrelated to tasks (i.e., position or
outconmes)
* M: I t iliar wi ew resentative. C u



1.

4.

5.

A.

B.

APPENDIX C
LANGUAGE INTENSITY CODING SCHEME

Obscure words:

Instances in speech which involve the use of "uncommon" words or
phrases. This includes foreign words, polysyablic words, and rarely
used words.

For example, "lascivious" rather than lustful; "coup d’etat”
rather than a rebellion; "aggrandizing" rather than enriching;
"despotic" rather than severe.

General metaphor:

This category involves words or phrases in which the denotative
meaning of a term is used in a manner other than it is
conventionally associated.

For example, "I feel like I'm sinking." and "My life is a roller
coaster."

Profanity and sex-based statements:

This category includes the use of words to convey profanity and
terms associated with the practice of and traffic in the sex act and
related events.

For example, "bullshit, piss-off, asshole,"; references to
fashion publicists as "pimps" for fashion industry, progressivism as
"prostitution” of education, students in progressivism as being
"raped by" the system, college admission standards allowing a
"perversion of" the aims of education, and so forth.

"an "

Death-based statements:

This category includes words or phrases which involve the use of
death-based statements.

For example, "I’'m going to waste hinm, m have to end it," and
"I'11 kill her,"; references to women’s fashions as "ghastly,”" the
attribution rate among college students as the "fatality" rate, the
"decay" of education, the "death" of conservatism, the "murder" of
traditional education, and others.

” "I’ ”

Qualifiers

This includes adjectives and adverbs, auxiliary verbs,
affirmations, negations, contractions, pronouns with contractions,
and certain "special” words.

Adjective and adverbs

Code all adjectives and adverbs. For example, code "beautiful"
as one qualifier, not just "incredibly" in the statement "incredibly
beautiful."

Auxiliary verbs
Code such words as:

will should done do might could can
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have am had does would are is
were was did may ought to

Auxiliary verbs with negative contractions
Code such things as:

won’t shouldn’t can’t wouldn’t couldn’t
don’t aren’t isn’t haven’t hasn’t
hadn’t weren’t wasn’t doesn’t didn’t

Affirmations and negations
Code the following:

yes no yah yeah not nah

Pronouns with contractions
Code the following:

I'm They’1l He’ll I've You’ve That’s
He’s It’s There's 1’11 They’1l She’s
We've etc.

Special words
Code the following special words which describe the quality of
something or someone:

all anything nothing too also whatever
nobody everybody somebody now right anybody
right now



Appendix D

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PERCEPTUAL MEASURES

I £ Fi | Flexibilit

(1)

a.

b.

(2)

b.

Ce

Negotiator’s (teacher) own dimension

The teachers’ negotiators try to show an impression that they are
flexible in dealing with disagreement.

The teachers’ negotiators try to show an impression that they are
willing to make significant concessions in order to reach an
agreement.

The teachers’ negotiators try to show an impression that they are
willing to sacrifice some of their desires in order to reach an
agreement.

Opponent’s (school board) dimension

The teachers’ negotiators attempt to make their opponents look
like weak representatives.

The teachers’ negotiators attempt to pressure their opponents
to make the largest concessions.

The teachers’ negotiators try to reach agreement without forcing
their opponents to sacrifice their desires.
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Pruitt’s Task Strategy

(1)

a.

b.

C.

(2)

a.

Negotiator’s (teacher) own dimension

The teachers’ negotiators are eager to obtain what they want
without concession.

The teachers’ negotiators highly concerned about their own
outcomes.

The teachers’ negotiators try to maximigze their own outcomes.

Opponent’s dimension

The teachers’ negotiators seem to be concerned about their
opponent’s as well as their own outcomes.

The teachers’ negotiators seem to have little concern about their
opponent’s outcomes.

The teachers’ negotiators try to minimize their opponent’s
outcomes.
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Language Intensijty

a. The teachers’ negotiators tend to select unbiased words.

b. The teachers’ negotiators tend to choose intense words which show
biased or aggressive attitude.

c. The teachers’ negotiators try to use neutral expressions when
they talk to their opponents.

exi iv
a. The teachers’ negotiators use the same words and phrases repeatedly.
b. The teachers’ negotiators seem to have limited vocabularies.

c. The teachers’ negotiators seem to command their speech with
sophisticated vocabularies.
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