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POWER AND TACTICS IN BARGAINING

SAMUEL B. BACHARACH and EDWARD J. LAWLER*

This paper develops and tests an analytical framework for analyzing the
selection of tactics in bargaining. Using a variant of power-dependence
theary, the authors propose that bargainers will use different dimensions ol
dependence, such as the availability of aliernative outcomes Irom other
sources and the value of the owicomes at siake, to select among different tac-
tics. Tc test this model, the authors conducted two simulation experiments
that portrayed an employce-employer conflict overa pay raise, manipulating
four dimensions of dependence: employee's outcome aliernatives, employee’s
outcome value, employer's outcome alternatives, and employer’s ouicome
value. Within this context, respondents estimated the likelihood ol each actor
(employce, employer) adopting four tacties: sell-enhancement, coalition,
threat 1o leave, and condlict avoidance. The resulis of one experiment show
that an actor's own dependence, rather than his opponent’s dependence on
{1im, is the primary basis for his evaluation and selection of actics, and also
that decisions regarding dilferent tactics are determined by different dimen-
sions of dependence. The results of the other experimentindicate that the op-
ponent's initial tacticaffects the Links between dimensions of dependence and
an aclor's 1actics, and the dimensions of dependence affect the propensity

toward “tactic matching.”

ARGAINING Dbehavior is typically pre.
Bccdcd by an evaluation of the available
tactics and of the power relationship be-
tween the bargainers, Indeed, it would be

*Samuel B. Bacharach is an associate professor of in-
dusirial and labor relations at the New York Suue
School of Industrial and Labor Relations ar Cornell
University and Edwardl ). Lawler is an nssociale
professor of sociology at ‘The University of lowa. The
arder of authorship does not reflect a dilference in con-
tribstions to this study, which has tuly been a joint
endeavor, The auvihors woukl like to thank Swart
Freedman, Larry Haffner, Stuart Stover and Pam Kline
for assistance in thedara coltection or analysis, and Jae-
On-Kim, Stephen Mitchell, and especially Joseph
Shedd for belplul comments.

foolhardy to adopt a particular bargaining
stance without a careful evaluation of the
power and lactics available to oneself and 10
one's opponent. An analysis of this process,
to have both theoretical and practical im-
port, must therefore specily the dimensions
of employec and employer power, classify
the relevant tactics, and relate the power
dimensions to the evaluation and selection
of tactics. This research develops such an
analytical framework and iests some major
implications of the framework under highly
controlled conditions.

The studies of Chamberlain and Kuhn,
Stevens, and Wallon and McKersie present

Industrial and Labor Relations Review, Vol, 34, No. 2 (January 1981). 2 1981 by Cornell Universily.
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220 INDUSTRIAL AND LABOR RELATIONS REVIEW

theoretically illuminating and empirically
insightful analyses ol bargaining tactics.!
These authors fail to relate the tactical as-
pects of bargaining, however, to an explicit
theory of bargaining power. The link be-
tween bargaining power and bargaining
tactics is simply assumed and left undevel-
oped on a theoretical and empirical level.
The failure to articulate the conmection be-
tween power and tactics is partly duc to the
fact that students of collective bargaining
adopt a nonanalytic approach to power. As
noted by many writers, power has remained
# blurred anatytic construct in the collective
bargaining literature.?

We have argued that a theory of bargain-
ing tactics must be based on an explicit,
multidimensional conceptualization ol
power and that the parties’ selection of tac-
tics #s ultimately based on their evaluation
of the dimensions of power.3 The evaluative
process that underlies tactica) action in
bargaining can be divided into three steps.
First, bargainers evaluate their own power
capability and that of their opponents.
Second, given these perceptions of power,
bargainers consider the likelihood that the
power capability will actually be used.
Third, in the context of their power situa-
tion, bargainers evaluate their own tactical
options and attempt to anticipate their

INeil W, Chamberlain and James W. Kuhn, Cellec-
tive Rargaining (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1965), Cal
M. Stovens, Strategy and Collective Bargaining Nego-
tiation {New York: McGranw-Flill, 1963), and Richard
E. Walim and Roben B, McKersie, 4 Behavioral
Theory of Labor Negotiations (New York: McGra-
Eill, 1965).

ee, for example, Charles E. Eindblom, ™ Bargain.
ing Power” in Price and Wage Dewermination,” Thre
Quarterly fournal of Economics, Yol. 62 (May 148},
pp. 396117 Robert Dubin, “Power and Union-
Management Reluions,”  Administrative  Science
Quarterly, Yol. 2, No. 1 {June 1957), pp. 60=B1; and
Cerald G. Somers, “Bargaining Power and Inclustrial
Relwtions Theory,” in Gerald G. Somors, ed., Essays
in Idustrial Relations Theory (Ames, lowa: lows
Suate University Press, 1969, pp. 39~ 53,

sSamuel B. Bacharach and Edward }. Lawler, Power
and Politics in Organizations: The Social Psychology
of Conflicl, Coalitions, and Bargaining (San Fran.
ciscor Jossey-Bass Pubbishers, 1980), mnl Edward ).
Lawler and Samuel B. Bacharach, “Power Dependence
in Individwal Bargaining: ‘The Expecied Wiility of
Inlluence,” Indusirial and Labor Helations Review,
Vol. 32. Ne. 2 {January 1979), pp. 196- 204,

opponent's tactics. The first 1wo issues were
examined in prior research by the authors;?
the third step is the key tactical dilemma
confronting bargainers and the prime con-
cern of this paper.

Power as Dependence

We have argued that the notion of power
embedded in  power-dependence theory
provides a (lexible and insightful backdrop
for both researchersand practitioners todeal
with the power and tactical aspects of bar-
gaining.’ First of all, the theory offersa mul-
tidimensional conceptualization ol power
that identifies and differentiaes the specific
bases of employee-employer powet; second,
the theory provides a foundation [or identi-
[ying broad tactical options and for positing
empirical links between bases of power and
the tactics an actor may select in a bargain-
ing situation, Each of these advaniages is
developed in the following pages.

Powet-dependence theory stipulates that
one party’s power is a function of the other's
dependence, which varies direcily with the
value the second party atributes to the out-
comes at slake {outcome value) and in-
versely with the availability of the same or
hetter outcomes (rom alternative sources
{outcome alternatives).b Qutcome value is
viewed as the "importance of" or “need
for'* the outcames in question, rather than
outcome magnitude.” Take an employee-

Samuel B, Bacharach and Edward ], Lawler, "“"The
Perception of Power,” Social Forces, Vol. 55, No. )
(Sperember 1976), pp. 128 - 34, and Lawler and Bacha.
rach, “Power Dependence in Individual Bargaining.”

Sacharach anel Laweler, Power and Politics in Or-
ganizations.

Richant M. Emerson, “Power-Dependence Rela-
tions,” American Sociological Review, Vol. 21, No, |
(Fehruary 1962}, pp. 31-48; Ridvard M. Emerson,
“Fxchange Theory Part I: A Psychological Basis for
Social Change,” in Joseph Berger, Morris Zelditch, Jr.,
and Bo Anderson, eds,, Sociologieal Theories i Prog-
ress, Vol, 2 (Boston: Houglion Milllin, 1972); and
H. Andrew Michener and Robert W, Sucbner, “The
"Tactical Use of Social Pewer,” in James T. Tedesclid,
cd, Social Influence Processes (Chicago: Aldine-
Atherton, 1972), pp. 239- 80.

Bacharach and Lawler, Power and Politics in Or-
ganizations; Peer M. Blaw, Exchange and Power in
Social Life (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1964);
Emcrson, “Power-Dependence Relions”; Kenneth
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employer conflict as an cxample. Power-
dependence theory suggests that the em-
ployee is dependent on the employer to the
extent that the employee has poor alterna-
tives and values the ontcomes at issuc highly
while the employer is dependent on the
employee to the extent that the employer
has poor alernatives and values the out-
comes highly. Overall, the employees’ de-
pendence on employers is determined by
their own situation (the employee's own
alternatives and outcome value), and the
employers’ dependence is determined by
their own situation (the employer's own
aliernatives and outcome value).

The power-dependence perspective im-
plies a variable sum approach 1o power, in
contrast to the conventional zero-sum ap-
proaches that prevail in the bargaining
field. A zero-sum approach stipulates that
an increase in one party’s power, by defi-
nition, implics a decrease in the othet’s
power; this assumes that there is a finite,
unchanging level of “total” power in the
relationship. Zero-sum conceptualizations
focus on relative power and assume constant
tota! power. This is an importont distine-
tion, because if we apply the zero-sum as-
sumption te the dependence relationship of
parties, it leads us to conclude that any
change in one party's dependence will have
an equal and opposite effect on the other's
dependence. On the other hand, » variable
sum approach recognizes that total as well
as relative power may vary and ueats the
relationship between the 1wo parties’ power
{dependence) as an empirical question.

Total power refers to the sum totai of
dependence in the relationship: the depend-
ence of A on B plus the dependence of B on
A. Relative power is the ratio of one party's

J. Gergen, The Psychology of Behavior Exchange
{Menlo Park, Cal.: Addison-Wesley, 1969); John Ww.
Thibaut amd Harokl H. Kelley, The Social Psychology
of Groups (New York: John Wiley % Soms, 1959). Owi-
come alternatives vepresent a notion that s viraally
identical 10 Thibaut and Kelley's “Comparison Level
for Allerisatives.” It is the level or quality of alwrna:
tives that is imporiant, not the number. I takes only
ane goodl alternative (o enhance the power of a party;
the wumber of aliernatives is only important insofar
as it cnhances the probability of gening beuer out-
comes elsewhere, '

dependence o the other’s dependence; s
relative power refers to the ratio of B's de-
pendence on A to A’s dependence on B,
while B's relative power is the ratio of A's
dependence on B to B's dependence on A.
These ratios are the reciprocal ol one an-
other and, therefore, relative power is in-
herently zero-sum. However, the fact that
total power is analytically distinct from
relative power means that there is noa priori
connection ot relationship between relative
and total power. Total power can change
with or withoul a change in relative power
and vice versa.

To exemplify the relationship between
total and relative power, consider a situa-
tion in which the ratio of A's power 0 B's
powet is 2 to 1. Assume the “resources” that
constitute power in the context can vary
from 0 to 20 on some hypothetical contin-
wum and that the maximum total power in
the relationship is 20. Given this total
power, the same relative power {2 10 1 ratio
in favor of A) could occur under dilferent
levels of total power; A=4 vs. B=20rA=10
vs. B =5, for example. Thus, the total power
can change while the relative power remains
the same. Next, let us see how changes in
relative power can affect total power, Take
the situation in which A controls 4 units of
some power resource while B conwols 2
units. If A increases his resources [rom 4106
by developing access (o more of the total
power theoretically available in the rela-
tionship, then there would be a slight in-
crease in total power {{rom 6 to8)and a shift
in the relative power 10 a ratio of 3:1. How-
ever, a simultaneous or sequential accumu-
lation of resources by B could maintain the
original 2 to | ratio and produce an even
larger increase in total power, Finally, rela-
tive power can also shift while maintaining
the same level of total power, as it would if A
moves lo5and B 1o 1, Overall, thisconceptu-
alization leads to the conclusion that the two
partics can  simultaneously increase in
power just as they can simultancously ex-
perience a reduction in power. An inccase
in one party’s power docs not necessarily
(and certainly not by definition) lead toave-
duction in the other's power.

Applied to power-dependence theory, a
variable sum approach suggests that the
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interrelationships among the four dimen-
sions of dependence—employee’s outcome
alternatives, employe’s outcome value,
employer’s outcome alternatives, employ-
er's outcome value—are important (actical
questions confronted by actors in a bargain-
ing situation. On an "objective” level, there
may bea zero-sum relationshipamong some
aspects of the dimensions. For example, an
increase in the wage rate may allect the em-
ployee’s and employer's outcome value in
an equal but opposite way; or a slack labor
market may mean few alternatives for the
employee and many for theemployer, How-
ever, the relationships among these dimen-
sions of dependence are not necessarily tha
simple. While an increase in the wage rate
may be highly imporant to the employee,
it may he irrelevant to an employer who can
casily pass on the costof the wage increase o
customers; similarly, a tight labor market
for the employer might make alternative
jobs available to the employee while ad-
vances in technology might minimize the
employer's need for the employees; oraslack
labor market for the employer could de-
crease the employee's alternatives while
high trtining costs could counterbalance
the cffects of the slack labor market on the
employer’s alternatives, The point is that
the “objective” relmionships among these
dimensions of dependence are very complex
and that poini, combined with the fact that
partics typically have only imperfect infor-
mation on the pertinent social, economic, or
political conditions, make the “subjective”
or perceplual aspects of these relationships
of prime concern 10 an analysis of 1actics.
Overall, the dimensions of dependence
provide actors a shorthand way to sum-
marize and synthesize the power implica-
tions of the social, economic, and political
conditions. In this sense, the dimensions of
dependence are as much a perceptual phe-
nomenon as they are “objective” leaures of
the bargaining context. The interrelation-
ship of the dimensions of dependence is
primarily a matter ol perception, especially
as they relate o the tactical decisions in
bargaining. It would not he appropriate
to assume that parties will treat the dimen-
sions in a zero-sum manner even il that weve
the nature of the relationship on an "‘objec-

tive'" level. I1 is just as reasonable, given our
distinction Dbetween total and relative
power, Lo assume that actors will treat the
dimensions ol their own dependence and ol
their opponents” dependence in a distinet
and independent manner. We make neither
assumption and suggest that this is an open
question,

Power and Tactical Action

The tactical implications of the power-
dependlence theory vary somewhat with how
one interprets the connection between de-
pendence and power, The loregoing discus-
sion represents a strict interpretation of the
theory. It indicates that the power of a party
is determined, not by the party’s own de-
pendence, but by his opponent's depend-
ence. Consistent with the variable sum
clements of the theory, each party’s poweris
independently determined by the other’s de-
pendence on him, and a decrease in one
party’s dependence does not automatically
increase the other’s dependence, Our inter-
pretation suggests a {urther distinction—
between tactics that deal with one’s own
dependence and tactics that deal with the
opponent’s dependence, in other words,
between the opponent’s power over onesell
and one's own power over the opponent.
‘This distinction may be especially impor-
tant in the evaluation of 1actics, and we will
return to it fater,

'This researct. will examine specifically
the impact of the four dimensions of de-
pendence on parties’ evaluation and pre-
diction ol 1ctics. Two experiments are
presented. ‘Fhe lirst experiment is concerned
with three interrelated issues: (1) whether
partics (employces and cmployers) wse
dimensions of their own or the other’s de-
pendence to evaluale their own tactical
options, (2) whether partics use these same
dimensions of dependence to predict the
other's tactics, and (3} whether the role {em-
ployee, employer, or observer) of the partics
alters their use of the dimensions ol depend-
ence to evaluate and predict the tactics of the
employee and employer.

A second experiment in this paper car-
ries the analysis of tactics one siep further,
The first experiment deals only with the
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initiaf ot first tactic. The second deals with
the question of how dependence affects the
prediction of tactics at the next stage in the
conflict, after one of the parties has adopted
a given tactic. Speciically, experiment 2 is
concerned with: {1) what dimensions ol
dependence will parties use 10 predict the
other's countertactical response and {2) will
the dimensions of dependence affect the ex-
ient to which employees and cmployers
anticipate tactic veciprocation, that is, apply
a “tactic matching” principle.

In an earlicr study, we attempted to deal
with the first issue specified ahove—wheth-
er parties use dimensions of their own or the
other’s dependence to evaluate their own
tactical options.! The primary import of
that study was that it established the empiri-
cal relevance of the tactics incorporated in
the present rescarch. As in thal study, this
research is concerned with an employee-
employer situation in which the conflict
is over a specilic temporally bound issue
(a pay raise), Within this context, the em-
ployee and employer have at least four op-
tions: (1) coalition (joint action with others
in similar positions); (2) threat o leave the
relationship (for employee, a threat to quit;
for employer, a threat to replace the em-
ployee); (8) self-enhancement {persuading
the other than one's inputs to the relation-
ship warrant the gulcomes at stake); and (4)
conllict avoidance (resigning onesell 1o do
without the outcomes at stake).®

In line with our approach to power-de-
pendence theory (discussed above), we will
distinguish between those tactics that are
based on a party’s own dependence on the
opponent {that relate to the other’s power);
and those tactics that arc based on the op-
ponent’s dependence on self (thau relate to
one’s own power). We will refer to the first
sel as “direct” tactics and the second set as
“indirect” tactics. “Direct” tactics are

s awler and Bacharach, “QOutcome Alernatives
and Value as Criteria for Multitactic Evaluitions.”

11 is quite possible that changing the unit of analy-
sis from individual to colleaive bargaining would
ahier the links between dependence and tactical oplions
examined in this rescarch. While we are convinced
hat the same frameworh applies o both individual
and colleciive bargaining, we reserve for the future
the question of how the two might he gqualitatively
different.

grounded in a party’s own dependence on
the other, These tactics include a threat «o
leave the relationship and conflict avoid-
ance. A threat to leave uses the party’s own
alternatives and conflict avoidance uses the
party’s own outcome value. In contrast,
“indirect” tactics manipulate the oppo-
nent’s abilily to use direct tactics by altering
the oppounent’s dependence {hence, the
label, “indirect”). A coalition can reduce or
blunt the alternatives available to the oppo-
nent and thereby alter the opponent’sability
10 use a threat-to-leave tactic. Self-enhance-
ment, if successful, alters the value the other
attributes to the outcomes ai stake by em-
phasizing that one’s own inputs to the rela-
rionship: compensate for the other’s loss of
theoutcomesal stake, Insum, twolactics use
a patty's own situation {threat to leave and
conflict avoidance) and two tactics are di-
rected at the opponent’s situation (coalition
and self-enhancement).

Hypotaeses

We expect different dimensions of de-
pendence to affect dillerent tactics. This
expectation is based on 1wo assumptions.
First, persons will use the level of alterna-
tives and the value of the outcomes at stake
to identify points of strength or weakness in
cach other's situations. Second, different
tactics can deal with dillerent sources of
strength or weakness., An actor with good
alternatives, for example, should perceive a
threat to leave as a more viable stralegy, and
lower levels of outcome value should make
conflict avoidance more palatable. The
basic implication of the foregoing assump-
tions is that different tactics deal with diffex-
ent dimensions of dependence and, there-
fore, persons will use different dimensions
of dependence (o evaluate different tactics.

Our expeciation can thus be defined in
four basic hypotheses. (In each one, the de-
pendent variable is a tactic available 10 an
“actor,” as distinguished [rom an “oppo-
nent’’; the “‘actor’ can refer to either the
employee or employer) {1) The betier an
actor’s perceived alternatives, the greater the
likelihood of a threat 1o leave by the actor;
(2) The lower the value an «clor ascribes to
the outcomes at issue, the greater the likeli-
hood of conflict avoidance by the actor; (3)
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The better the opponent’s perceived alterna.
tives, the greater the likelihood of a coalition
tactic by the actor—since a coalition can
reduce the opponent’s ability 1o use his
alternatives; and (4) The lower the oppo-
nent’s outcome value, the greater he likeli-
hood of scli-enhancement by 1he actor—
since a relatively soft strategy, such as self-
enhancement, becomes more effective if the
other attaches low value to the outcomes.
Each hypothesis indicates that one tactic
should be especially sensitive to variation in
one of the dependence dimensions. The
hypotheses suggest where we should find
the sirongest links between the dimensions
of dependence and che tactics, but they do
not preclude the possibility of other unpre-
dicted effects.

Experiment One

Method

Subjects and procedures. The data for
this study were collected along with the data
for an carlier paper.'? A vole-playing simu-
lation manipulated the four dimensions of
dependence in a 2 x 2x 2 x 2 (actoriz! design,
A otal of 528 undergraduates from two
Northeastern universities were randomly
assigned in equal numbers to one of the six-
teen experimental treamments, The role
{employee, employer, ohserver) adopted by
the subject was counterbalanced within
cach experimettal condition to assure that
the effects of dependence could not be at-
tributed to the particular standpoint (role)
of the subject and 10 permit an analysis by
role.

Before responding 10 a questionnaire,
subjects read a desciiption of a situation in
which the employer {manager-owner of a
clothing store) was in the process of decid-
ing whether to increase the pay of some or all
salespersons.!! The employer had told the

15ee Lawler and Bacharach, "“Outcome Aliernatives
and Value as Criveria for Mubtitactic Evalwaions,”
for 4 mote complete description of the methodology
and i discussion of the advantages and disadvantages
of our role-playing method,

tiWe did not specily how much of a pay increase the
employee was asking lor in the study. While this is not
a trivial issue, we {ele that it was bewer to leave this
ambiguous, ‘The reason is that our otcome value
manipulation deals with the importance of the oun

employee that he is currently against giving
pay raises but will make the final decision
in about two weeks. In this contexi, the
“description of the sitwation” stated:

[The employee] is faced with deciding whethicrio
try to influence [the employer] before he makes
the final decision. [ The employee] has the {ollow-
ing options: 1) as an individual, [the employee]
could threaten (o find another jol; 2). . .ary 10
persuade {the employer] . . . by pointing to his
good sales performance; 3) . . . join with other
sales personnel and, as a group, attempl o
pressure [the employer] into giving pay raises: or
4), . . accept present pay and not uy to influence
{the employer]. Your task is to predict what op-
tions [the employee] will select,

The description then indicated that the em-
ployer could respond to the action of the
employece in a nurnber of ways and listed the
same set of oplions, adjusted, of course, for
the employer role.

The description also contained informa-
tion that manipulated the dimensions of
dependence. The availability of alternative
jobs for the cmployee and aliernative sales
wotkers for the employer manipulated the
two oulcome-aliernative  variables, Spe-
cifically, the manipulation of the cmploy-
ee's alternatives indicated that there was a
10 percent or a 90 percent chance that [the
employee] could find a better job, while the
manipulation of the emplover’salteratives
indicated that there was a 10 percent or a 90
percent chance that the employer could hire
another person with the employee's qualifi.
cations. Quicome value was manipulated
by varying the importance of getting a pay
raise {for the employce) or avoiding a pay
raise (for the employer). In brief, the ma-
nipulations stated the employee considered
a pay raise as very important or not ag all
important (employce outcome vilue), and
the employer considered it very important
or not at all imponant to avoid pay raiscs
(employer outcome value).'? Subjects were
informed that both the employee and em-
ployer had this information on cach

comes at stike. JE we had included some specific
amount of pay, this could have weakened the auwcome
value manipulation and undermined our ability to 1est
the clfects of owmcome value,

2lior 1he exact wording of lie manipulations, see
Lawler and Bacharich, "Power Dependence in Indi-
vidual Bargaining.”
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other's outcome alternatives and value, that
is, both parties had information on all four
dimensions of dependence.?

Dependent variables. Separate question-
naire items {or cach of the four tactics asked
subjects to {a) estimate how likely the em-
ployee would he 1o adopt the tactic, and (b)
estimate how likely the employer would be
touse each tactic in response to an influence
attempt by the employee. Subjects ve-
sponded on nine-point scales, labeled “not
at all likely” at the low end and “highly
likely" at the high end.

The four questionnaire items, measuring
subjects” evaluation of the employee tactics,
took the following form. “How likely is it
that the employee would (a) “threaten to
teave the storcand {ind another job?” (threat
toquity(b)“uyto persuade the employer.....
by pointing to his good sales performance?”
(self-enhancement); (¢) “organize with
other sales personnel and, as a group, pres-
sure the employer o give pay raises?” (coa fi-
tion); (d) “decide 10 accept his current pay
and not uy to influence the employer?”
(conflici avoidance). Iiems on the tactical re-
sponse of theemployerasked subjects to esti-
mate the employer’s response to an influ-
ence attempt, in general, without specilying
the specific type of employcee action {tacric)
taken: “'If the employee tries o inlluence
the employer, how likely is it that the em-
ployer will . . " The same ilems were
included, with appropriate adjustments
for the employer position.'

———eee

51 should e noted that we are not asswning that
argainers in veal workd seaings Juve compleie
inforemation but that sueh persons will ke subjec-
tive judgmens abowt all four dimensions ol depend-
chee even i the Face of inadeguate and very skewchy
information. ‘T'o summarize, we believe that the -
fonmation provided in the description is comparable
10 the overall subjective estimates diat people might
make in real seitings and tat if we dud not provide
informarion on all four dimensions, it woull actually
e more wnvenlistic hecause patties do ake these
kinds of judgments.

uAdditional items asked them how confident they
were in their estimates and how easy (or difficul ic
was o understmd the description of the situation.
Subjects responded on nine-point scales, with higher
numbers indicwing greater confidence or understand-
jng. On 4 ninepoint scale, the mean confidence was
61 and the mean level of understanding was 7.0,
suggesting  consideralle confidence and  under-
standing.

Results

“There were two steps to the analysis. First,
a multivariate analysis of variance (ANO-
VA) was used to determine whether dimen-
sions of dependence signilicantly affect
multitactic predictions. Second, multiple
regression was used 10 test the iypothesized
effects of outcome alternatives and value on
particular tactics.

Multivariate ANOVA. Consider the mul-
tivariate ANOVA [or the employee’s 1actics
{Tabte 1) first, The multivariate analysis of
variance revealed significant main cffects
for employee’s alternatives (F = 56.67, p <
001, canonical R = 55) and employee's value
(F=18,92,p < 001, canonical R =.36), There
was no main effect for employer’s value
(F < 1) or employer's alternatives (F = 3.17,
p < .01, canonical R =.16). None of the inter-
aclion effects between the dimensions of
dependence were statistically significant;
and 3 2 x 2 x 2 x2 x 3 multivariate ANOVA
with the subject-role (employee, employer,
obscrver) as a [actor revealed that the role
occupied by the perceiver did not interact
with or specily the dependence effects. In
sum, the multivariate ANOVA for the
employee’s tactics shows that individuals
(regardless of role} use the employce's own
dependence {employec’s alternatives and
value), and not the other's {employer's) de-
pendence, to predict the multitactic inclina-
tions of the employee,

Next, consider the multivariate ANOVA
for the employer’s response to the cmployee
{Table 2). This analysis showed a main ef-
fect for employer's alternatives (F = 12.93,
p < 001, canonical R =.30) and employer’s
value( F=8.78, p < .001, canonical R = .25),
but no elfects for theemployee's aliernatives
(F < 1) or employee’s value ( F =221 ns})
None of the interactions were significant,
and an analysis with role as a factor showed
no interactions by role. These results are
consistent with the findings for the employ-
ee's lactics. Just as persons use the employ-
ee’s dependence to predict the employee's
multitactic tendencies, they use the em-
ployer’s dependence situation to predict the
employer’s responsc.'®

18t shoull be noted that the overall tactic rankings
are consistent with an carlier study (Lanwler andd Bacha-
rach, "Outcome Alicimatives and Value as Criveria
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Table 1. Main Effects of Dependence Dimensions on the Subjective Likelihood of the
Employee Adopting Each of the Four Tactics.

hmensions of
Deprendence

Employer's Employer's Employee's Emplovee's
Altermatives Vahe Alternatives Value

Employee

Tactic Low High Low Itigh Low High Low High
Threat o

quil 3,98 3.6) 3.483% 1.77 266 (R 144 +11
Conflict

avoidiance .47 3.86 353 34 454 3.36 41.24 105
Sell

enlancement 6.56 6.1l G4l 6,21 .33 1t h49 .77
Coalition B3 1.73 4.83 1,72 LR 1.2 +.58 5,14
Multivasiale

ANOVA ns ns TR p < ool

Table 2. Main Effects of Dependence Dimensions on the Subjective Likelihood of the
Employer Responding with Each of the Four Tactics.

IYmensions of
Dependence

Employer's Employer's Employee's Employer’s
Aernatives Value Alternatives Palue

Emfrloyer

Tactic Lo High Low High Low High Lone High
Threat to

repHace J.06 44 113 LIg 1.08 2 1.04 1.2
Conflici

avoidanee 1.02 348 4,28 342 .74 191 3.0 L
Sell

enhancement h13 542 b 5,07 540 5H 567 548
Coalition 139 3,28 325 342 3.29 3197 329 3
Muluvariae

ANOYA < 0l P < BH ns us

for Multindic Eviluations™), Sell-entumeement is Jikely (o be a lunction of such conseant aspects of the
perecived as the most preferred tactic actoss experis  socdal situation as the employee-employer relavionship
menial conditions, followed by coalition, threat 10 and conflict of interest, Morcover, the hypotheses
leave, and conflictavaidance. The overall vankingsare  predict changes in tactic predictions, aet in the
of minimal importance, however, hecanse they are ranking of tactics.
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Table 3. Regression of Dimensions of Depend
Employer Tactics (Separate

221

ence on Subjective Likelihood of Employceand
Equations for Each Tactic)."

(Unstandardized coclficients are in parentheses)

Dimensions of

Deprendence
Predicted
Variables Employer's Emfrlayer's Employee’s Employer's Eguatinn
(Tﬂt’ﬁﬂf}\ Alternatives Value Altematives Valur No.
Employee Tactics
Threat to
leave -0 (-3 -0 (06 52 (229) 4 (.68} |
Gonflict
moitinece 08 {30 07 (28 -5 (-462) - 3¢ {~ 1.2%) ¢
Sell-
enhancement -0 (= -0 (-8 0 {.02) 21* {.88) 3
Coalition SR (=d0) -0z (=) 06 (29 A {.80) 4
Employer Tactics
Threan (o
leave iy (-9 A2 {07 04 (1% 0% (20 h
Conflict
arodanee -0 (-3 -2 {=.79 05 {.18) Rl {30 [}
Self-
enhancement =6 (-0 * (5 -.02 {- 07 05 {21 1
Coalition -0 (-0 A {17 02 (0% 0% {2 B

“Hypothesized relations are underlined.
o< AL

Table 3 contains the standardized (and
unstandardized) regression  coefficients
from separale equations for each tactic.
Comparing coefficients for each tactic sepa-
rately (across cach row of the table), we lind
that all hypotheses regarding power de-
pendence ellects on direct taclics {threal to
leave and conflict avoidance) were sup-
ported. As hypothesized, employee’s alter-
natives had the largest effect {compared to
the other independent variables) on an em-
ployee threat to leave (Equation 1); and
employer’s alternatives had the largest cffect
on the threat to leave response by the em-
ployer {Equation 5). Em ployee's value had
the largest effect on conflict avoidance by
the employee (Equation 2); and employer’s
value had the largest effect on the perceived
likelihood that the employer would respond
with conflict avoidance (Equation 6).

‘The importance of these results is f urther
documented by comparing the effects of

cach independent variable down the col-
wrnns of the table. Across the various equa-
tions (down each column), the employee’s
alternatives affected the employee’s threat-
to-leave tactic more than any other tactic,
and the employer’s alternatives alfected the
employec’s threat-to-leave tactic more than
any other tactic. The same paticrns exist
for the links between each party’s outcome
value and conflict avoidance. Furthermore,
the direction of all these effects (lower value,
greater likelihood of conflict avoidance;
higher alternatives, grealer threat-to-leave
likelihood) is int accord with the hypotheses.
In sum, data on direct tactics consistently
provide suppont for the hypotheses.

In contrast, the data on indirect tactics
(self-enhancement and coalitions) do not
support the hypotheses (sce Lquations 3, 4,
7, and 8). The opponent's employer o em-
ployee} alternatives were not used to predict
an actor's inclination toward coalitions, and
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the opponent’s value was not used 1o make
sell-enhancement predictions. In fact, the
opponent's dependence does not affect de-
cisions regarding any of the specific tactics,
Al significant cifects on specilfic strategies
(see upper right quadrant and lower left
quadrant of Table 3) involve the aclor's
(whether employee or employer) own de-
pendence situation,

Discussion

‘The findings can be understood in the
context of our interpretation of power-
dependence theory presented in the intro-
duction. Recall that the dependence of the
employee on the employer {in other words,
the employer’s power) is determined by the
employee’s own alternatives and outcome
value; whereas, the dependence of the em-
ployer on the employee (or ithe employee’s
power) is determined by the employer's
own aliernatives and outcome value, The
most general implication of the {irst experi-
ment is that individuals will use theemploy-
e¢’s own dependence (or employer’s power)
situation to evaluate and predict the em-
Ployee’s multitactic decisions, and the em-
ployer's own dependence situation {or em-
ployee's power} to evaluate and predict the
employer’'s multitactic decisions. Given
that the power is based on the other’s de-
pendence, this means that individuals per-
ceive an actor's tactics {whether the em-
ployee or the employer) (o be based primar-
ily on the opponent’s power,

Within the foregoing constraint posed by
the dependence structure {and reflected in
the mulivariate ANOVAs), the results al-
fivm the notion that different dimensions of
dependence alfect dilierem tactics, A threat
to leave is perceived as more likely when ihe
actor {whether employee or employer) has
tiigh rather than low aliernatives, and con-
flict avoidance is perceived as more likely
when the actor attaches fow rather than
high vatue to the outcomes at issue. T'actics
that are msed on the actor's ovwn dependence
situation (cirect tactics) are evaluated and
predicted from dillerent aspects of the act-
or's dependence (alieeatives vs, value). In
contrast, tactics that attack the opponent’s
dependence sitwation (indirect tactics) are
nat consistently predicied from any of the

dimensions of dependence, The data reveal
a lew other relationships as well, but these
are minor, It is noteworthy that the role
standpoint {employee, employer, observer)
does not qualify the results for dependence,
It appears that individuals use the same
criteria to predict others’ tactics (whether
from an opponent or obscrver standpoiny)
as they do wodevelop their own action plans,
to predict their own behavior,

This first experiment examined how
individuals in an employee-employer con-
text use dimensions of dependence 10 evalu-
ate and predict the tactics of the employeeas
well as the employer. The second experi-
ment focnses on the counteriactics of the
cmployer ((arget of influence). Uniike the
first experiment, the next one provides re-
spondentis information on the particular
tactic adopted by the employee (as well as
the Tour dimensions of dependence) and
considers the effect of the employee's spe-
cific tactic on the individual’s use of depend-
ence 1o anticipate the employer's (target)
ICSPONSE.

Experiment Two

The second experiment addresses two
questions: First, will dilferent employee
tactics lead individuals o use different di-
mensions of dependence to predict the em-
ployer’s multitactic response? Second, given
thaw the employee has already adopted a
specific tctic, does a “tacticmatching”
principle enter into individuals' prediction
ol the employer’s response?

Regarding the first question, we ofler the
following corollary to the hasic assump-
tions in the introduction; if the employee
uses an indirect tactic (self-enhancement or
coalition), individuals will use the depend-
ence dimension that the employee attacks
to predict the employer's mullitactic re-
spanse, The indirect tactics avtack different
aspects of employer's dependence: sell-
enhancement is directed at the employer's
value, while a coalition is directed at the
employer's aliernatives, Therefore, il the
cemployee  adopts  sell-enhancement, in-
dividuals will predict the employer’s multi-
tactic response from the employer’s own
value; on the other hand, if the employee
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sclects a coalition tactic, the employer's
aliernatives will be used to predict the
employer's response. In sum, although the
first experiment failed to observe any effects
of dependence on indirect 1actics, the second
experiment determines whether the em-
ployee's use of these indirect tactics affects
the employer’s response. No hypotheses [or
the direct tactics are offered because these
tactics do not atiack the employer's depend-
ence situation.

The second goal of (his experiment is 1o
determine whether and how individuals use
a 'tactic-matching” principle. Experi-
mental research in a variety of contexts in-
dicates that actors often match their oppo-
nent's tactics. Threats often lead to counter-
threats, cooperalion to cooperation, and
concessions to concessions.'® Matching on
a behavioral level is well documented, al
least in bilateral-power contexts, but the
present rescarch is concerned with whether
individuals cognitively use the “matching
principie” 1o aid the subjective prediction
of raciics.

The wctic-matching principle is a rather
sirict variant of the reciprocity notion. The
reciprocity principle suggests that people
benefit those who benefit them and harm
those who harm them. 'The maiching prin-
ciple, more specifically, suggests a tit-for-
tal form of reciprocity whereby patties en-
gage in behavior that is as comparable as
possible to the other party’s hehavior, The
comparability of the hehaviors may vary
across dilfercnt social contexts, and the po-
tential for precise or exact matching re-
quires that both parties have similar he-
havioral repertoires, The present study
provides actors {employees and employers)
with the same options and thereby permits
the strictest possible application of the
maiching principle. En this context, support
for the matching principle is suggested 10
the extent that individuals expect the em-

1601 example see: Charlan Nemedh, “A Critical Ane
alysis of Rescarch Unilizing the Prisoner’s Dilesma
Pavadigm for the Suwdy of Bargaining,” in Leonard
Berkowits, o, Advances in Experimenta Sacial
Psychology (New York: Acadeniic Press, 1972), Vol, 6,
pp. 203 - 34, and Bob Lelm, Thomas V. Bonoma, and
James T, Tedesehi, “Reciprocity for Hann Bone,”
fowrnal of Sucial Psychology, Yol. 87, Fiest alf
(June 1972), pp. 89- 98,

ployer to adopt the same behavioral option
as the employee (such as a threat to yeplace
by the employer in response to a threat to
quit by the employee).

An application of the power-dependence
notion further suggests that the dimensions
ol dependence will modify expectations of
tactic maiching. Individuals should per-
ceive a greater lendency toward tactic
matching when power-dependence condi-
tions are favorable to the particular tactic.
Specifically, they should expect the em-
ployer to match (1) a (hreat to quit with a
threat o replace especially when the em-
ployer has good alernatives, (2) conflict
avoidance with conflict avoidance when the
employer attaches low value 1o the oul-
comes, {$) a coalition with a coalition when
the employee has good alternatives, and (4}
self-enhancement  with  self-enhancement
when the employee attaches low value to the
outcomes. In sum, the second experiment
will determine whether individuals expect
a matching response and whether the di-
mensions of dependence modify these cx-
pectations.

Method

The design and procedures were identical
to the first experiment. The same number of
subjects (528) were randomly assigned to
conditions, but none of these subjects had
participated in the first experiment. The
questionnaire items (lactics) were identical
except that the subjects estimated the likeli-
hood of the employer adopting the lour op-
tions in response to each of the four em-
ployee tactics. That is, for cach employee
aclion, subjects estimated the likelihootl of
the employer responding with a threat to
replace the employee, sell-crhiancement,
coalition, and conflict avoidance {a total of
16 items, 4 in response to each employee
tactic).

Results: Multivariate ANOVAs

Multivariate analyses of variance were
fun (o determine which dependence di-
mensions are used to evaluate and predict
the employer’s multitactic response to each
of the four employee 1actics.

Employer's vesponse to indirect tactics.
The results support both hypotheses. A
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multivariate ANOVA on the employer's
response to the employee's self-cnhance-
ment tactic revealed a main effect for em-
ployer’s value (F=12.09, p < .00, canonical
R =.30) and no effects for the other dimen-
sions of dependence. Data on theemployer’s
response to a coalition revealed a main effect
for the employer's alternatives (F = 6,24,
p < 001, canonical R = .22) and no efllects
lor the other dependence dimensions. Con-
sistent with the hypotheses, the dimension
of dependence attacked by the employec’s
tactic was used to anticipate the employer's
response.

Employer's response to direct tactics.
Although no explicit hypotheses were pre-
sented for direct tactics, the results indicate
that individuals use dillerent dimensions of
dependence to predict the employer's re-
sponse 1o conllict avoidance and to a threat
to leave. Subjects used only the employer’s
value in predicting the response to the em-
ployee's conflict avoidance (F=6.11, p<.00t,
canonical R = .21). In contrast, when the
employer was confronted with a threat to
leave by the employee, individuals used
three dimensions of dependence to predict
the employer's response: employer's alier-
natives (F = 25,27, p < .001, canonical R =
A, employer's value (F = 5,30, p < .001,
canonical R =,20), and! the employee's alter-
natives (I’ = 742, p < .00L, canonical R =
.23), Based on the canonical corvelations, the
employer's alternatives had the strongest
eflfect. In sum, theemployer’s value is used to
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predict the employer's multitactic response
to conflict avoidance, and 1the employer's
alternatives are given the greatest weight
when individuals predict the employer's
reaction to a threat to leave.

Univariate effects, The links between
specific dimensions of dependence and
specific tactics replicate the effects of the
first experiment,

Results: Tactic-Matching

The perceived likelihood of each em.
ployer response o each employee behavior
is shown in Table 4. The 1actic-matching
means are on the diagonal. For a given tac-
tic, @ consistent pattern toward matching is
suggested if the matching mean (diagonali)
is larger than any of the means down the
column and across the row intersecting at
the maiching cell, Using a i-test for corre-
lated means (see Appendix) to compare the
matching cell with each of the correspond-
ing column and row cells, we [ind that in-
dividuals expect the employer 1o maich
threat-to-leave  and  coalition  responses,
but not conflict-avoidance. The data for
seli-cnhancement show only a weak tend-
ency toward matching,

Although the perceived likelihood of
matching varies for dilferent responses, the
tendency toward matching could be a func-
tion of the dimensions ol dependence. To
determine the ellects ol dependence, a
matching score for each response was com-

Table 4. Mean Subjective Likelihood of Each Employer Response
by the Type of Employee Tactic.®

Smployees' Tactic

Employer's Threai to Seif Conflict
Hesprm{c Leave (T) Coalition {C) Enhancement {S) Avaidance {4)
Threst o

leave (V) 5m 163 2.8 1.26
Conlition () 3.0 522 2,03 1.70

Sell

enbamcement (5) 5.56 5.05 556 3.57
Conllicl

avoidince {A) 3.m 1.52 531 3.59

?Sec Appuelix for correlated means.
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puted.!? As in the first experiment, hypoth-
eses regarding direct tactics are conlirmed
and those concerned with indirect tactics
are disconfimied. Individuals perceive a
greater tendency toward maiching a threat-
to-leave tactic when the employer has many
vather than few alternatives, and they see the
employee as more inclined 10 malch con-
flici-avoidance when the employer attaches
low rather than high value to the outcomes
al issue. These data suggest that the overall
matching trend for threats to leave is ac-
centuated when the employer has many
alternatives, while the negligible overall
trend for matching conflict-avoidance in-
creases slightly under the circumstances of
low employer value.

Discussion

The results indicate that the type of tactic
used by the employee has a bearing on the
anticipated tactical response of the em-
ployer. With regard 10 indirect tactics, in-
dividuals use the dependence dimension
that the tactic auacks in order to anticipate
the response of the employer. Specifically,
individuals predict the employer's response
10 a self-cnhancement tactic from the em-
ployer’s outcome value, the dimension of
dependence that theself-ecnhancement tactic
attacks. They predict the employer response
10 a coalition solely on the basis of the em-
ployer’s outcome alternatives, the dimen-
sion of dependence that coalition attacks.
“Thus, while the data from experiment onc
suggest that the selection of indirect tactics
is not affected by the dependence dimen-
sions, data from experiment two lead us to
qualify this conclusion. Dependence cri-

e four means within each column of Table 4
were usedl 10 construct matching scores for each @actic
separately. ‘The scores were constructed for cach waetic
by subinicting the awverage likelihowd ol nonmatching
responses (within a column) from the mean likelihood
of matching wotics (within that same column}. For
example, if e employee adopts a threat-o-quil
Lactic, & threat to replace by the cmployer is \he match-
ing tactic. The tendency toward minching is measured
by swnaing the mean 1ikelitiood of the nommaching
responses within that colwnn, dividing by three, and
then subtmcting this value from the mean likelihowl
atiached ta the matching response, The sine proced-
ure is used for eacly employer yesponse, the only differ.
ence heing that the matching and nonmatehing re-
sponses change with the cmployee waclic.

teria do alfect the employer’s selection of in-
direct tactics in response to the employee’s
use of indirect tactics.

“The direct tactics also have a bearing on
the dependence criteria that underlie coun-
tertactic predictions. Specifically, individ-
vals use only the employer’s outcome value
to predict the employer's response 1o con-
flict avoidance; and the employer’s alierna-
tives, primarily, to predict the employer’s
response (o a threat lo leave, The overall
implication is that individuals will identify
the dependence dimension underlying the
employee's direct tactic and use that same
aspect of the employer's situation to predict
the employer's response. For example, a
threat to quit by an employee is grounded in
the employee’s own aliernatives, and in-
dividuals will use an analogousaspect of the
employer’s dependence situation (outcome
alternatives) to predict the employer’s re-
sponse. The reciprocal dependence dimen-
sion forms the foundation for predicting the
employer’s response 10 direct tactics.

The “tactic-matching” hypotheses are
supported for the direct tactics but not for
the indirect tactics. The employer is viewed
as more likely to match a threat to leave
when the employer has many rather than
{ew alternatives and as more likely toopt for
conflict avoidance in response to conflict
avoidance when the employer's value is low
rather than high. In contrast, individuais
expect maiching responses 1o coalitions
regardless of (he dependence conditions.
The weak overall tendency woward match-
ing scif-enhancement is also not modified
by dependence conditions.

Summary and Conclusions

Subjectively predicting tactics appears (o
be an integral elementt of most conflict situ-
ations. As in everyday lile, parties in a con-
flict situation will adjust their actions not
ontly 10 the situational or structural context
but also to their expectations of how their
opponent will respond to this context. In-
deed, this appears to be a critical determin-
ant of success in conllict settings just as it is
a key to maintaining harmonious relations
in everyday life. A yecent book on intelli-
gence gathering in World War II, in lact,
suggests that the success of the Allies was
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not based simply on power or military force
but also on their ability to predict the tac-
tical moves of Germany and adjust their
own moves accordingly.'s It is clear that
multiple tactic judgmenis and predictions
are important, The present research ad-
dressed the issue of how people use infor-
mation on power dependence to formulate
mutltitactic decisions and predictions,

To summarize, the research has lour im-
plications. First, the most general implica-
tion is that individuals use an actor's
{whether employee or employer) own de-
pendence, but not the opponent’s depend-
ence, to predict the actor's multitactic be.
havior. Both experiments consistently af-
lirm this notion. Second, different aspects
of 1he actor's dependence are used to predict
different actor tactics. Both cxperiments
indicate that individuals use an actor'’s out-
come alternatives to predict the likelihood
ol a threat 1o leave and the actor's outcome
vatue to predict the likelihood of conllict
avoidance, Third, the sccond experiment
suggoests, [urthermore, that individuals use
differemt aspects of dependence 1o predict
the actor's response to different tactics used
by the opponent. Specifically, they use an
actor's alternatives to predict the actor's
response to coalition and threat-to-leave
tactics by the opponent, and they use an
aclor's value o predict the actor’s response
to self-enhancement and conllict avoidance,
The fourth implication of the research is
that the dimensions of dependence affect
differentially the perceived likelibood of
tactic matching. Individuals view an aclor
as more likely to maich a threat to leave i he
has good rather than poor outcome alterna-
tives and conflict avoidance il he avaches
low value to the outcomes at issue.

This paper reinforces our betiel that
power«dependence theory provides an ap-
propiiate framework for the understanding
of the cognitive processes underlying bar-
gaining. Combining the [lindings of this
paper with those in previous research shows
that a dependence approach to bargaining
power allows us to understand three critical

BE W, Winterhothan, The Ultra Secret (New York:
Dell Publishing Co., 1974},

cognitive issues in the bargaining process:
(1) how bargainers estimate each other's
power capabilities;!® (2) how bargainers
assess the likelihood that each other will use
his power;? and (3) how bargaincrs evaluate
and select among available tactics and an-
ticipate the likely response to available
tactics.

These issues and their resolution should
not be the exclusive domain of abstract
theorizing; they must also be confronted on
a day-to-day basis and applied to very spe-
cific contexts by practitioners. Our method-
ology has admittedly been artificial and
removed [rom the “real world.” However,
as George Strauss points oul, there are few
experimentally derived hypotheses about
bargaining that might not also be tested in
ongoing labor-management relations.? On
the other hand, one of the primary problems
of moving from laboratory experiments 1o
field applications is the unit of analysis,
This study, like most experimental analyses
ol bargaining, has focused on individual
bargaining, and the relationships discov-
ered herein may differ when analyzed in
the context of bargaining between collec.
tives.

The prime importance of this paper is
that it presents and empirically examines a
new framework for linking the analysis of
power and tactics in bargaining. The re-
search affirms the validity of the [ramework
in a preliminary way, and this is the primary
role of experimentation in the bargaining
ficld. Field chservation may modily our
basic framework, suggesting new experi-
meats that may then suggest new ways Lo
organize field ohservations. In this sense,
the experiments in this paper represent 1ot
an end point but an important sicp in the
dialectic between experimentation and field
studics,

WBacharach and  Lawler, "The Perception of
Power”

W awler and Bacharach, “Power Dependence in
Individual Barguining.”

OGeorge Strmss, “Can Social Psychology Con-
wibute to Inclustrial Relations?” in Geoffrey M.
Stephamson and Christopber ], Brotherton, eds.,
Industrial Relations: 4 Social Psychological Ap-
proach {New York: Wiley, 1979), pp. 566- 93,
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Appendix

T-Tests for Correlated Means
Shown in Table 4.

Mean Maiched
Compiarisun Difference {
‘Threat 10 leave
matching (1°1)
TI.CT 1.27 9.96*
T80 3.01 28.12¢
TTAT 4,65 4).91%
T TC 251 19.99*
TI-1S 5 3.47*
TT-TA 2,00 12.71*
Coalition
matching (CC
CCTC 182 14.1*
CC-5C 2.2% 21.23%
CC-AC 352 28.62%
GG CIr 59 4,39+
CC-CS A7 1.2%
CC-CA 0 1.64%
Self-enlancement
nvtching (55)
§5-C8 Sl 1.9
$8-TS 20 2.00
S5-AS 148 11,03%
$8-8T 273 22 80+
85.8C 2,64 22.33¢
55.8A 26 2.10
Conllict avoidance
mistching (Ad)
AACA -.93 7.33%
AATA 52 289
AA-SA -1.72 17.67*
AAAG 1.88 17.69%
AAAT 2,34 2516
AA-AS 02 R

2 ve letters identify the actics. The fivst leuter velers
10 the employee’s tactic (column) and the second levter
identifics the employer's response (Tow). For example,
TT-CT refers to the upper left cell (employet uses
threat-to-leave tactic and employer vespords with 2
threa-to-leave tactic) minus the CT cell (employee
coalition and o threavio-leave response by the
employer).

o< 00,
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