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Introduction and motivation 

 
In recent decades interfirm collaboration has gained much popularity among firms in their 

attempts to improve competitive advantage (Ding et al. 2013). Tomkins (2001) posits that 

“collaboration both between species and within species is evident throughout the natural world 

where competition to survive is severe and energy is not expended needlessly. I see no reason 

why the same should not apply to the business world” (p.186). Collaborative relationships or 

(strategic) alliances between firms exist in many different forms: from “arms’ length” contractual 

agreements, like short-term joint projects, franchising contracts and co-makership agreements, to 

“equity joint ventures” that are jointly owned by two or more partners. Collaborative relationships 

enable exchange partners to obtain market access, reduce costs, obtain access to technological 

developments or expertise, and reduce risks (Chang et al. 2013; Groot and Merchant 2000; Kim 

and Netessine 2013). Although alliances are used to gain competitive advantages, there is also a 

growing body of evidence of high failure rates. A major cause is the relatively high risk level 

associated with alliances in comparison with “in-house” production activities. The relatively high 

risk level may be caused by market conditions under which alliances are generally created, by 

partners’ different objectives and by the opportunity for partners to opportunistically exploit the 

relationship (Chua and Mahama 2007; Langfield-Smith 2008; Langfield-Smith and Smith 2003). 

It is generally believed that adequate governance structures, management control systems and 

trust should be used to reduce the risk profile and decrease the possibility of alliance failures 

(Langfield-Smith 2008).  

This dissertation focuses more specifically on one type of interfirm collaboration, which is 

outsourcing. Outsourcing refers to the practice of shifting a transaction that was previously 

governed internally to an external supplier through a long-term contract, and involving the 

transfer to the vendor (Quélin and Duhamel 2003; Freytag et al. 2012). The main reason for 

choosing outsourcing as the main research topic is that outsourcing is one of the alliance activities 

that has grown considerably over the last two decades. It is estimated that nowadays 60% of 

companies worldwide deploy outsourcing as a standard practice; an additional 19 percent indicate 

that they will definitely use outsourcing in the near future (Sagoo et al. 2013). Around 63% of the 

companies surveyed in 2008 regards outsourcing as a primary strategic management tool. 

However, the average level of satisfaction with outsourcing remains below 50%: more than half 
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of the companies are disappointed with their outsourcing outcomes (Rigby and Bilodeau 2009; 

Kang et al. 2012). A Deloitte Consulting survey shows that 70% of the respondents found that 

their outsourcing objectives were not fulfilled, while 25% of the respondents decided to bring the 

outsourced services back in-house (Mucisko and Lum 2005). One of the primary antecedents of 

problems in and failures of outsourcing relations is uncertainty in and around outsourcing 

activities (Anderson and Dekker 2005; Krishnan et al. 2011). This dissertation focuses on the 

negotiation stage in which the outsourcing relationship is established and which determines to a 

great extent the prospects of the relationship. We specifically study the impact of uncertainty on 

the negotiation behavior of the partners and on the possibilities to make the outsourcing 

relationship work for the benefit of both partners. Uncertainty may lead to information 

asymmetry, hinder effective coordination of outsourcing activities, increase the need for mutual 

adaptation, result in renegotiation and lead to failure to come to an agreement. We expect that the 

adverse effects of uncertainty can be mitigated by control methods that guide the outsourcing 

negotiations. One control method is the provision of more detailed information that allows 

negotiation partners to identify value enhancing opportunities and tradeoffs. Another control 

method is monitoring partner behavior during the negotiation process in order to encourage 

cooperative behaviors and deter opportunistic behaviors. These instruments, as well as repetitive 

bargaining experience may create the conditions for trust to emerge in the outsourcing relation 

between partners. 

According to transaction cost economics (TCE), firms that engage in interfirm relations 

must curtail partners’ opportunistic “self-interest seeking with guile,” including lying, cheating, 

and calculated efforts to maximize individual returns (Williamson 1975:p. 9). To minimize such 

risks, managers are advised to develop and deploy safeguards that produce reliable and 

predictable behavior. While accounting studies in recent years have relied extensively on TCE in 

the analysis of interfirm relations (Chang et al. 2013; Coletti et al. 2005; Dekker 2004, 2008; 

Drake and Haka 2008; Schloetzer 2012), social exchange theory (e.g., Thompson et al. 2010; 

Walton and McKersie 1965) has been used extensively to examine the relational perspectives that 

are not purely economic. We follow this literature by relying on both TCE and social exchange 

theory to examine interfirm negotiations, and in particular the negotiation tactics that provide the 

basis for interfirm collaboration. We exploit the advantages of each theory in order to develop a 

more comprehensive understanding of the complex relations among uncertainty, information, 

control, behavior, and trust during multi-stage interfirm exchange. 

Negotiations are important interactions in ongoing buyer-supplier relationships to 

determine the contract (cost) price, especially when buyer’s and supplier’s contracts are 
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uncertain. The negotiation stage is instrumental in this respect, as this presents the first stage of 

intensive interactions between exchange partners that also sets the stage for future behavior 

during the collaboration. We study the complex interplay of uncertainty, control mechanisms, 

trust and negotiation behavior in a controlled laboratory experiment. Controlled laboratory 

experiments help overcome the limitations of archival-empirical and field research and allow 

researchers to study cause-effect relations under pure and uncontaminated conditions (Campbell 

1969). In addition, experimental methods allow for a rigorous test of a theory’s predictions, 

behavioral validity and assumptions (Deck and Smith 2013). We conduct a laboratory experiment 

as a research method to validate our argument that refined accounting information and monitoring 

control help alleviating the negative effects of uncertainty on negotiation behavior and trust in a 

dynamic model.  

The experiment is a computerized negotiation game between suppliers and buyers using a 

completely randomized 2x2x2 full factorial design. The negotiation experiment consists of three 

successive negotiation games that are based on Kelley (1966). The Kelley bargaining game is 

primarily selected because it resembles essential elements of real commercial negotiations, and 

more specifically the potential for both negotiators to find a joint solution that represents a Pareto 

optimum (De Dreu et al. 1998; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). 

To collect the experimental data, around 350 students from graduate and undergraduate 

accounting courses of a Dutch university have been recruited to play the game, which has resulted 

in 175 usable dyadic observations that are analyzed in each of the studies in this dissertation. 

Each student used a computer terminal to play the game, to communicate with the partner and to 

send in his or her decisions. Unique in the experiment is that we were not only able to analyze 

offers and counteroffers, joint decisions and negotiation outcomes, but also the communication 

between participants and the information exchanged between negotiators. We have recorded the 

interactions which comprised of 538 pages of messages and used ATLAS.ti v.6.2 to code and 

analyze the negotiation behaviors. 

We use the data collected through this experiment to conduct three related studies. 
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Study 1 

In this study, we provide insight into the question how in an outsourcing setting, both 

accounting information and monitoring control affect negotiation behavior and outcomes (see 

Figure 1).  
 

 
Figure 1. Simplified representation of the research model in study 1 

 

We focus in particular on the use of these mechanisms in the presence of uncertainty, which 

has been found to be a primary antecedent of problems in and failures of outsourcing relations. 

We expect on the basis of this argument that negotiation behavior, in the form of negotiation 

tactics, mediates the influence of these three conditions on joint outcomes. We find that 

negotiation conditions influence partners' use of negotiation tactics, which in turn are associated 

with negotiation outcomes. A greater use of integrative tactics relative to distributive tactics is 

associated with greater joint profit. In addition, we find that both refined accounting information 

and monitoring of the negotiations independently contribute to alleviating negotiators’ concerns 

about uncertainty on negotiation behavior, which in turn is associated with greater joint profit. 

 

Study 2 

In the second study we extend the analysis of study 1 and introduce trust as an alternative 

or complementary control method that guides negotiation behavior and the possibilities to find an 

optimal negotiation outcome. This study uses the experimental data to test a dynamic model of 

how refined accounting information and monitoring control affect negotiation behavior and trust 

development during negotiations between outsourcing partners in the context of uncertainty that 

surrounds the transaction (see Figure 2).  

 

 
 

Accounting 
information 

Monitoring                
control 

 

 

Negotiation 
tactics 

 
 

Uncertainty 
 

 

Negotiation 
outcomes 



12 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 2. A simplified representation of the research model in study 2 
 

In this study, we analyze the interrelationships between trust and control. As a first step, we 

focus on how control affects negotiation behavior that may lead to the creation of trust between 

partners. Trust creation is studied in different conditions of uncertainty surrounding the 

transaction. We also analyze the impact of trust in later stages of the negotiation when monitoring 

controls are eliminated. We argue that both refined accounting information and monitoring 

control positively influence trust development, and that this influence runs through their influence 

on negotiators’ choice of negotiation tactics, and that the relevance of these mechanisms increases 

in settings characterized by high uncertainty. Results support the expectations that the presence of 

refined accounting information and of monitoring control support the development of trust 

between negotiators, which effects run through their influence on cooperative behaviors. 

Consistent with the argument that the association between trust and control is conditional on risk, 

these effects are most pronounced under high uncertainty. Results further show that while trust 

built is not predictive of future negotiation behavior, trust does have positive effect on 

negotiators’ joint performance. Consistent with these findings, refined accounting information 

and monitoring control help alleviate these negative effects of uncertainty on joint performance. 

Finally, results show that when monitoring control is eliminated, trust and performance persist 

even in its absence, which effects are more pronounced when negotiators face high uncertainty. 
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Study 3 

Although collaborative relationships through joint outcomes of the exchange partners 

create unique value that neither partner can create independently, there is tension between 

maximizing such value and distributing it between the exchange partners. This study analyzes 

how uncertainty, accounting information and control instruments affect individual negotiators’ 

behavior, and how this behavior is associated with reciprocating behaviors, trust building, future 

negotiation behavior and negotiator profit (see Figure 3). 

We re-analyze the experimental data to examine whether the negotiation dynamics between 

negotiators converges with expectations at the dyadic level that are based on symmetry and 

reciprocation of behavior. We find that buyers on average engage more in distributive negotiation 

behavior than suppliers do, and also earn greater profits. When negotiators face high uncertainty, 

both enhanced accounting information and monitoring control positively affect individual use of 

integrative tactics, in particular for suppliers who without such mechanisms use more distributive 

tactics. Our findings show that a negotiator’s use of negotiation tactics evokes reciprocating 

partner behavior and partner trust, with greater use of integrative tactics resulting in reciprocating 

partner behavior and greater partner trust. A negotiator’s current behavior is also associated with 

similar behavior in future negotiations, showing temporal persistence of such behaviors. Results 

further show that a negotiator’s use of integrative (distributive) tactics negatively (positively) 

affects her/his own results, but through the reciprocation of partner behavior, it indirectly affects 

own profit positively (negatively). While these results are largely consistent with dyadic 

negotiation analyses, they also show mean differences in behavior and outcome, and that it is 

primarily the supplier whose behavior is affected by negotiation conditions, and though whose 

behaviors reciprocation is initiated. 
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Panel A: Early stage of buyer-supplier relationships 
 

 
 
 
Panel B: Later stage of buyer-supplier relationships 
 

 
Figure 3. A simplified representation of the research model in study 3 
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Study 1. Negotiating under uncertainty: The influence of accounting information 

and monitoring control on negotiation behavior and outcomes 
 

 

Abstract 

Outsourcing relations generally face numerous coordination and control problems. At the 

root of these problems is uncertainty, which complicates the specification and achievement of 

desired negotiation outcomes. While prior experimental studies have shown that refined 

accounting information and monitoring control can enhance negotiation processes and outcomes, 

these studies have ignored the influence of uncertainty which can exacerbate negotiation 

problems. We develop an experiment in which 175 dyads of buyers and suppliers participate to 

investigate how uncertainty interacts with accounting information and monitoring control to 

affect negotiation behavior and outcomes. We find that uncertainty reduces negotiators’ use of 

integrative tactics relative to distributive tactics, which in turn negatively impacts joint profit. 

Refined accounting information (i.e., total cost of ownership information) and third party 

monitoring of the negotiations weaken this negative impact of uncertainty on negotiation 

behavior, which in turn positively influences joint profit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Keywords: buyer-supplier negotiations, uncertainty, accounting information, monitoring control,   

negotiation tactics, negotiation outcomes. 
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1. Introduction 

A common theme in the literature on interfirm relationships is that the likelihood of 

cooperative success increases when partner firms act in a collaborative way. The negotiation 

stage is instrumental in this respect, as this presents the first stage of intensive interactions 

between exchange partners that also sets the stage for future behaviors during the collaboration. 

In recent years, several studies have examined how accounting and control mechanisms can 

stimulate cooperative behavior in interfirm relationships, such as in strategic alliances and joint 

ventures, and buyer-supplier relations (e.g., Coletti et al. 2005; Dekker 2004; Van den Abbeele et 

al. 2009). These studies find that accounting information and control mechanisms play an 

important role in affecting exchange partners’ behaviors, which in turn affect collaborative 

outcomes. 

This paper aims to provide insight into the question how in an outsourcing setting, which in 

practice is widely used, both accounting information and monitoring control affect negotiation 

behavior and outcomes. We focus in particular on the use of these mechanisms in the presence of 

uncertainty, which has been found to be a primary antecedent of problems in and failures of 

outsourcing relations (Anderson and Dekker 2005). While earlier experimental research has 

looked at the implications of accounting information and of monitoring control for negotiation 

behavior and outcomes, this has been done in a context where uncertainty about the transaction is 

absent (Chang et al. 2013; Coletti et al. 2005; Drake and Haka 2008; Masschelein et al. 2012; 

Van den Abbeele 2006; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). Prior research, however, finds that 

outsourcing relations typically involve significant uncertainty (such as relating to technology and 

market changes) and information asymmetry that complicate collaboration and decision making, 

and cause difficulty in specifying desired outcomes up front and measuring performance ex post 

(Anderson and Dekker 2005; Krishnan et al. 2011). This exposes exchange partners to significant 

transaction hazards, and prior research finds that adapting control choices to the uncertainty faced 

can make a difference between transaction failure and success (Anderson and Dekker 2005). 

Unclear, however, is how uncertainty interacts with accounting and control mechanisms to affect 

the behavior of exchange partners. Accordingly, our aim is to examine experimentally how in an 

uncertain outsourcing context, accounting information and monitoring affect the behavior of 

negotiators and their resulting joint outcomes. 

Accounting information has particular relevance to uncertain contexts as it may help reduce 

the information asymmetry that uncertainty generates between exchange partners (e.g., Heide and 

John 1992). Studies have emphasized how in particular refined accounting information such as 

‘total cost of ownership’ (TCO) information has the ability to improve outsourcing decisions and 
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negotiations by supporting ‘integrative behaviors’ that are characterized by joint problem solving 

and cooperation. These studies, however, also note the restraints that firms have in sharing this 

information because of concerns about opportunistic distributive partner behavior, often resulting 

in partners forgoing potential efficiency improvements (Chang et al. 2013; Dekker 2003; Drake 

and Haka 2008; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). Monitoring of negotiation behavior is considered a 

primary mechanism to prevent exchange partners from exploiting information asymmetry and to 

promote collaboration instead (Coletti et al. 2005). Although prior studies typically examine 

either the role of accounting information or of control mechanisms in interfirm relations, in their 

use these mechanisms can also be expected to interact. In particular, additional to stimulating 

cooperation directly, monitoring may also increase firms’ willingness to share refined accounting 

information by providing assurance that the information is not misused (Dekker 2003). 

Our key contribution to the literature on accounting and control in interfirm relations is  

that we develop and experimentally test a model of how uncertainty, accounting information and 

monitoring interact to affect negotiation behavior, and in turn negotiation outcomes. Since 

negotiations are at the core of decision making in outsourcing relations, we argue that to gain an 

adequate understanding of collaborative outcomes, it is imperative to understand partners’ 

negotiation behavior and how this is affected by the conditions that they face. As depicted in 

Figure 1, we expect that negotiation behavior (in the form of negotiation tactics) mediates the 

influence of these three conditions on joint outcomes. Our model test thus provides insight into 

how accounting and control mechanisms enable buyers and suppliers to mitigate exchange 

problems associated with transaction uncertainty. 

Figure 1. Simplified representation of the research model 
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Consistent with our expectations, we find that negotiation conditions influence partners' 

use of negotiation tactics, which in turn are associated with negotiation outcomes. A greater use 

of integrative tactics relative to distributive tactics is associated with greater joint profit. In line 

with prior research, greater relative use of integrative tactics increases when monitoring is present 

(Coletti et al. 2005), and when both negotiators possess refined accounting (TCO) information 

(Chang et al. 2013; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). Importantly, when transaction uncertainty is 

high, negotiators’ use of integrative tactics relative to distributive tactics decreases. We find 

evidence that both refined accounting information and monitoring of the negotiations help 

mitigating the adversarial effects of uncertainty on negotiation behavior, which in turn is 

associated with greater joint profit. This is in line with our hypothesis that these mechanisms gain 

particular relevance for resolving exchange problems when the transaction is surrounded by 

uncertainty. We do not find any evidence of refined accounting information and monitoring 

interacting in their influence on negotiation behavior. Overall, our results lend support to the 

expectation that in interfirm negotiations, in particular those characterized by uncertainty, refined 

accounting information and monitoring control can help to achieve better outcomes by affecting 

negotiation behavior. 

The next section reviews the literature on negotiations in interfirm relationships, and in 

particular the effects of uncertainty, accounting information and monitoring control. Section 3 

develops the research framework and hypotheses, and Section 4 covers the experimental methods 

used to test the hypotheses. Sections 5 and 6 discuss the data, results, and limitations of the study. 

 

2. Literature review 

In recent years, interfirm collaboration has received much attention in accounting research, 

in particular because of the recognition that accounting information and control mechanisms may 

contribute to the successful development and continuation of collaborative agreements. Interfirm 

relationships often expose exchange partners to significant exchange hazards that complicate 

defining, measuring and realizing joint outcomes (Anderson and Dekker 2005; Krishnan et al. 

2011). Transaction cost economics (TCE) proposes that in the presence of uncertainty, exchange 

partners can be confronted with significant transaction hazards, which require mechanisms for 

incentive alignment, coordination and adaptation (Baiman and Rajan 2002a). TCE posits that 

control mechanisms such as contracts, behavior monitoring, and incentive/reward systems help to 

deter adversarial behaviors and align partners’ interests (Dekker 2004).  

While accounting studies in recent years have relied extensively on TCE in the analysis of 

interfirm relations, often they complement TCE arguments with other theoretical perspectives. 
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Specifically, studies have shown that behavioral perspectives help to understand exchange 

partners’ collaborative behaviors and outcomes (Chang et al. 2013; Coletti et al. 2005; Dekker 

2004, 2008; Drake and Haka 2008; Schloetzer 2012). In the setting of buyer-supplier 

negotiations, social exchange theory (e.g., Walton and McKersie 1965) has been used extensively 

as it offers a theoretical foundation for incorporating social and behavioral factors into the 

analysis of relationships. Although this theory was initially developed to examine social exchange 

perspectives that are not purely economic, since its inception many studies have applied social 

exchange theory to the setting of economic negotiations (Thompson et al. 2010). Social exchange 

theory describes negotiation as a process characterized by negotiation tactics. 

We follow this literature by relying on both TCE and social exchange theory to examine 

interfirm negotiations, and in particular the negotiation tactics that provide the basis for interfirm 

collaboration. In the following paragraphs, we review the core constructs of this study. 

 
2.1. Uncertainty.  

TCE considers uncertainty as a critical transaction feature that inhibits the writing of 

complete contracts. When the exchange involves specific assets (which is typically the case in 

outsourcing settings), uncertainty can cause significant concerns about potential opportunistic 

behavior. Uncertainty arises when either relevant contingencies surrounding an exchange are too 

unpredictable to be specified ex ante (i.e., environmental uncertainty), or when performance 

cannot be easily verified ex post (generating behavioral uncertainty) (Williamson 1979). Studies 

find that in exchange relationships uncertainty generates information asymmetry, hinders the 

coordination of linked activities, increases the need for adaptation, causes conflict and contractual 

renegotiation, and lowers the probability of agreement (Dekker 2008; Krishnan et al. 2011; Moon 

et al. 2011). Anderson and Dekker (2005) find that ex post problems in IT outsourcing 

transactions relate most strongly to uncertainty in the form of monitoring problems. 

To examine how uncertainty influences bargaining behaviors and outcomes, negotiation 

studies in experimental economics typically introduce uncertainty in the payoffs of either or both 

buyer and supplier (e.g., Church and Zhang 1999; Roth and Murnighan 1982). A critical 

expectation in these studies is that, given risk aversion of negotiators, uncertain payoffs cause a 

greater degree of disagreements than certain payoffs of negotiated agreements. We follow this 

approach of introducing uncertainty in the payoffs of both buyer and supplier, which should 

provide the greatest degree of tension between negotiators and most potential for conflict and 
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disagreement.1 In particular, when uncertainty causes negotiators to potentially face the prospect 

of reduced or even negative payoffs, we expect them to more actively engage in distributive 

tactics to obtain more favorable terms that limit the negative consequences of uncertainty 

(Krishnan et al. 2011; Poppo and Zenger 2002, Williamson 1991). 

 
2.2. Accounting information.  

Accounting information can reduce information asymmetry and opportunism that form the 

core causes of transaction costs, and can facilitate decision making in complex settings. When 

exchange partners possess relevant information and use this actively during their negotiations, 

this can help overcome exchange problems caused by uncertainty and promote collaborative 

behavior. Prior literature has viewed information sharing as a process in which exchange partners 

will not withhold information from each other, and that entails the voluntary sharing of 

information with each other (Heide and John 1992). Accounting information in particular, such as 

cost information, has the potential to stimulate cooperation, as relevant accounting information 

provides a basis for analysis and discussion and can enable exchange partners to identify, quantify 

and negotiate on value enhancing opportunities in the supply chain (Baiman and Rajan 2002b; 

Dekker 2003; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). 

To study the influence of accounting information on negotiation behaviors and outcomes, 

prior experimental studies have differentiated between ‘coarse’ and ‘refined’ accounting 

information, such as traditional cost (TC) information versus activity-based costing (ABC) or 

total cost of ownership (TCO) information (e.g., Drake and Haka 2008; Van den Abbeele et al. 

2009). TCO information, which is based on ABC analysis of the supply chain (e.g., Wouters et al. 

2005), provides buyers with refined information by detailing the costs associated with specific 

activities in the supply chain. Possession of this information by buyers is expected to change the 

interactions with suppliers (who in prior experimental studies typically are all provided with TCO 

information). Accordingly, as compared to the coarse and less informative traditional cost 

information, the more refined TCO information provides a better basis for identifying mutually 

valuable improvements and agreements during negotiations.  

Prior experimental negotiation studies have shown that information sharing is an important 

antecedent of improved joint outcomes (e.g., Pruitt 1981; Pruitt and Lewis 1975). Buyer-supplier 

relations are also suggested to become closer and stronger when negotiators or collaborators 

possess and share refined accounting information (Chang et al. 2013; Krishnan et al. 2011; Van 

den Abbeele 2006). On the other hand, Drake and Haka (2008) show that, despite reducing their 
                                                           
1 Church and Zhang (1999) find that when only the seller faces uncertainty, this can lead the buyer to make 
concessions to compensate for the supplier’s uncertainty. 
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ability to identify opportunities for efficiency improvements, negotiators are less willing to share 

fine accounting information than coarse information, as this sharing would expose them to a 

greater extent to opportunistic holdup.2 In line with this, Schloetzer (2012) finds that supply chain 

partners increase the sharing of information when the potential for opportunistic holdup decreases 

and vice versa. As we discuss next, monitoring of negotiators’ behaviors may help to mitigate 

strategic use of refined accounting information, and thus change the willingness to share this. 

 
2.3. Monitoring control.  

Prior studies find that monitoring and evaluation of the behaviors used by negotiators to 

achieve collaborative outcomes have an important role in fostering cooperative behaviors (Coletti 

et al. 2005) and in preventing distributive behaviors (Van den Abbeele 2006). A typical form in 

which this takes place during negotiations is through the installation of a neutral (third) party who 

keeps oversight of critical aspects such as communication and the reliability and relevance of 

information exchanged.3 In particular in the context of uncertainty, monitoring can help to reduce 

the opportunities and/or incentives for use of distributive tactics. Similarly, when negotiators 

(consider to) share refined and sensitive accounting information, monitoring can help to prevent 

opportunistic use of this information. 

 
2.4. Negotiation tactics. 

Negotiators use various tactics to promote their interests (Weingart et al. 1996). Social 

exchange theory (Walton and McKersie 1965) is widely used for studying these tactics, and 

broadly differentiates between two types: integrative tactics, which involves maximizing both 

own and others' gains, and distributive tactics, which involves maximizing only own gains, even 

if this comes at the expense of the other. Integrative tactics are viewed as a means by which 

parties make tradeoffs or jointly solve problems to realize mutual benefit (Walton and McKersie 

1965).4 These tactics are thus aimed at enlarging the pie first before subsequently dividing it. On 

the contrary, distributive tactics are viewed as hard bargaining with the goal of obtaining a greater 

piece of the pie, given the size of it (Pruitt and Lewis 1975). 

                                                           
2 Field research also finds that firms are hesitant to share accounting information, not only because of its 
sensitivity, but also because even when potential efficiency improvements would be identified, concerns 
arise about unfair distribution of costs and benefits of  investments in supply chain changes (Dekker 2003). 
3 Chang et al. (2013) examine the effects of ex post accountability on negotiation behavior and find that in 
particular process (in contrast to outcome) accountability is associated with greater use of integrative 
negotiation tactics relative to distributive tactics, and better joint outcomes. 
4 Walton and McKersie (1965) postulate several conditions for use of integrative tactics: (a) several issues 
are considered simultaneously, (b) bargainers view the issues as problems to be solved, and (c) there is free 
exchange of information about preferences and needs. Similarly, Pruitt and Lewis (1975) suggest that 
integrative agreements are possible in tasks with multiple issues that vary in importance to each party. 
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De Dreu et al. (2006) found that negotiators, in choosing negotiation tactics, need a good 

understanding of their task in order to realize higher joint profit. This requires them to acquire and 

share information. Prior experimental negotiation studies have shown that negotiators reach more 

agreements when they exchange information about their preferences and priorities, which thus is 

built on integrative tactics instead of distributive tactics (e.g., Pruitt 1981). These agreements also 

involve different economic payoffs. Indeed, prior studies conclude that joint outcomes improve 

when negotiators use more integrative tactics and less distributive tactics (e.g., Chang et al. 2013; 

Pruitt and Lewis 1975; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). Having described the core constructs of this 

study, the next section develops the research design, framework and hypotheses. 

 

3. Hypothesis development  

Based on the literature review in Section 2, Figure 2 depicts the research model of this 

study. The model shows that uncertainty, accounting information and monitoring are expected to 

jointly affect use of negotiation tactics, which in turn affect joint profit. The inclusion of both 

interaction effects and mediation effects in one model helps to explain when (interaction) and 

how (mediation) negotiation conditions affect outcomes (Van den Abbeele et al. 2009).  

Figure 2. Research framework 
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may alter negotiation behaviors and outcomes (Dekker 2004). We first focus on the direct effects 

of the experimental conditions and then on their interactive effects. 

 
3.1. The direct effects of uncertainty, accounting information, and monitoring control on 

negotiation behavior. 

In outsourcing relations in which specific assets are exchanged, shared or created, 

uncertainty can generate significant contracting problems between exchange partners. Uncertainty 

can generate information asymmetry, hinder the coordination of linked activities, increase the 

need for mutual adaptation, result in renegotiations and lead to failure to come to an agreement 

(Dekker 2008; Krishnan et al. 2011; Moon et al. 2011). Prior research finds that adapting 

outsourcing contracts to uncertainty may make a difference between failure and success 

(Anderson and Dekker 2005). In particular, mechanisms for incentive alignment, coordination 

and adaptation can help firms to deal with the transaction hazards that uncertainty creates 

(Baiman and Rajan 2002a). As reviewed in the prior section, refined accounting information and 

monitoring control can fulfill these roles. 

Negotiation studies have found that to reach higher joint outcomes, negotiators benefit 

from sharing relevant information that allows them to identify value enhancing opportunities and 

tradeoffs (De Dreu et al. 2006; Pruitt 1981). The extent to which information sharing can 

contribute to improving negotiation outcomes depends on the relevance and quality of the 

information that is shared. In exchange relations, accounting information is often critical in 

influencing partners’ behavior (Baiman and Rajan 2002b; Dekker 2003). Refined accounting 

information (such as TCO information) in particular can overcome information asymmetry 

between exchange partners, and consequently enable and stimulate integrative behaviors between 

buyers and suppliers (Wouters et al. 2005). Consistent with these arguments, prior studies find 

that the availability of refined TCO information in a negotiation task can considerably influence 

joint outcomes (Drake and Haka 2008; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009; Masschelein et al. 2012). 

Coletti et al. (2005) examined the effects of monitoring on cooperation in a collaborative 

setting. They found that the presence of monitoring induced collaborators to show more 

cooperative behaviors. More generally, studies of the use of management controls in interfirm 

relations such as outsourcing relations have found that behavior controls can encourage 

cooperative behaviors and deter opportunistic behavior (e.g., Dekker 2004). On the other hand, 

studies have also suggested that behavior monitoring may reduce trust and cooperation, in 

particular when partners consider the extent of control to be overly extensive and unnecessary 

(Dekker 2004). As in the experiment we externalize the choice to use third-party monitoring (i.e., 
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this is imposed), this effect will be less likely than when this would have been an (attributable) 

negotiator choice. This may be particularly the case when negotiators face high uncertainty and 

consider the presence of monitoring legitimate (which interaction we consider in the next 

section). Based on the above discussion, we formulate the following hypothesis: 

 
H1: Negotiation conditions influence partners' negotiation tactics such that the use of 

integrative tactics relative to distributive tactics decreases with the presence of (a) 

uncertainty and increases with the presence of (b) TCO and (c) monitoring. 

 
3.2. The interaction effects of the negotiation conditions on negotiation behavior. 

While H1 specifies main effects of each of the negotiation conditions, they are also 

expected to interact in affecting negotiation behavior and outcomes. Accounting information has 

particular relevance to uncertainty, as it may help reducing the information asymmetry between 

exchange partners that uncertainty generates and support integrative behaviors (Krishnan et al. 

2011). Indeed, a well-recognized effect of the exchange of refined information is that it can help 

exchange parties to cooperatively adjust to uncertain conditions (Heide and John 1992). Prior 

negotiation research finds support for the value of information sharing under uncertainty. Pruitt 

(1981), for instance, finds that when negotiators face uncertainty, information sharing promotes 

the development of win-win solutions. This implies that having refined accounting information is 

more important for enabling and inducing negotiators to use more relatively more integrative 

tactics (versus distributive tactics) when uncertainty increases.  

Similar to refined accounting information, monitoring of negotiation behavior can be 

instrumental to prevent exchange partners from opportunistically benefiting from information 

asymmetry and consequently promote collaboration (Coletti et al. 2005). Van den Abbeele (2006) 

finds that in the presence of monitoring, negotiators use more integrative tactics and less 

distributive tactics. We expect that these effects of monitoring will be particularly valuable when 

negotiators face high uncertainty and adverse negotiation behaviors are most likely to take place. 

Thus based on these arguments, we expect that both accounting information and monitoring will 

interact with uncertainty in affecting negotiators’ choice of negotiation tactics. 

Van den Abbeele (2006) posits that as accounting information and monitoring both 

positively affect negotiation behavior (promoting integrative ‘problem-solving’ and mitigating 

distributive behavior) at the early stages of an exchange relationship, they can act as substitutes. 

An alternative argument is that the presence of monitoring is important to ensure that exchanged 

accounting information is reliable and used properly during negotiations, in particular given the 

concerns about misuse of refined accounting information that may restrain parties from 



25 
 

information sharing (Drake and Hake 2008; Schloetzer 2012). This suggests that refined 

accounting information and monitoring can be complementary, in particular when uncertainty is 

high. In that case, refined accounting information and monitoring would be expected to interact in 

affecting the impact of uncertainty on negotiation tactics.  

Based on the above, we expect that accounting information and monitoring interact with 

uncertainty to weaken its predicted negative effect on integrative tactics, and its predicted positive 

effect on distributive tactics. In addition, we expect that in the presence of uncertainty, accounting 

information and monitoring interact to further weaken the predicted effects of uncertainty on 

negotiation tactics. Thus, we formulate the following hypothesis: 

 
H2: Negotiation conditions interact to affect partners’ negotiation tactics such that the 

negative effect of uncertainty on relative use of integrative tactics is weakened by the 

presence of (a) TCO, (b) monitoring, and (c) the interaction between TCO and monitoring. 

 
While H2a and H2b represent two-way interactions that predict refined accounting 

information and monitoring each to separately interact with uncertainty to affect negotiation 

behavior, H2c represents a three-way interaction that predicts monitoring to complement the use 

of refined accounting information in uncertain outsourcing settings. 

 
3.3. The effect of negotiation behavior on joint profit. 

Prior social psychology studies on negotiation behavior show that choice of negotiation 

tactics can critically influence economic outcomes. Early studies of Siegel and Fouraker (1960) 

and Kelley (1966), for example, identified the importance of integrative tactics for negotiators’ 

joint profit, while subsequent research by Pruitt and Lewis (1975) shows how distributive tactics 

reduce joint profit. Later negotiation studies provide similar results (e.g., De Dreu et al. 2006; 

Graham et al. 1992), and consistent with this prior research, recent accounting studies conclude 

that negotiation tactics mediate the effects of negotiation conditions on outcomes (e.g., Coletti et 

al. 2005; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). Accordingly, in addition to our hypotheses on how 

negotiation conditions affect negotiators’ choice of tactics, we hypothesize that these tactics in 

turn influence negotiation outcomes: 

 
H3: Negotiation tactics influence joint profit such that greater use of integrative tactics 

relative to distributive tactics increases joint profit. 
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4. Research method 

4.1. Experimental design.  

The experiment that we designed to test the hypotheses consists of computerized 

negotiation games between buyers and suppliers using a completely randomized 2x2x2 full 

factorial design. The games closely resembled those used in previous bargaining studies that were 

based on Kelley (1966). Kelley argues that the process of negotiation is a matter of ‘tension 

between information needs and information restraints, which constitutes the central motivational 

force for negotiators’ behavior (p.58). The Kelley bargaining game was selected primarily 

because it well simulates the essential elements of actual commercial negotiations (e.g., De Dreu 

et al. 2006; Pruitt and Lewis 1975; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009).5 

We recruited 350 students from graduate and undergraduate accounting courses of a Dutch 

university, which resulted in 175 dyadic observations.6 Upon arrival at the computer lab, 

participants were told that they would participate in a simulated negotiation task and received 

general instructions about their company, position and bargaining task. Participants were 

randomly assigned the role of buyer or supplier to negotiate multi-issue agreements in three 

games.7 They were randomly matched as pair (for all games), and were randomly balanced over 

the eight experimental conditions (see Table 1).8  

Table 1. Number of observations per experimental cell 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
5 As all negotiations reflect a constant level of asset specificity and transaction frequency, uncertainty is the 
only TCE variable that varies in the experiment to generate potential exchange problems. 
6 Participants were enrolled in 3rd year BSc or in MSc-level management accounting courses, and included 
a significant proportion (102) practitioners enrolled in a part-time MSc program. We deleted six dyads (out 
of 181) as participants did not understand the instructions, or did not participate in a serious manner. 
7 This study employs the data of the first two games. The third game was designed to study the effect of a 
change in conditions (i.e., removal of monitoring), and cannot be used for testing the hypotheses of this 
paper. To mitigate use of end-game strategies, participants were informed that they would play three to five 
games, although the experiment stopped after three games. 
8 Participants were not allowed to identify themselves through their messages. The coding of messages 
confirmed that this did not happen. 
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Buyers and suppliers were placed in different lab rooms to secure anonymity and to avoid 

any interaction in any other way than through the computer. Participants exchanged all 

information (offers and messages) via their computer screen. Appendix A provides an abbreviated 

version of the negotiation scenario. 

The supplier made the first offer, consisting of a proposal on the three contract issues. 

Subjects were informed to feel free to use the information they had to shape their bargaining 

situation and to provide arguments to strengthen their position if they desired. Each game ended 

when (i) an agreement was achieved, (ii) a player decided to end the game, or (iii) an agreement 

had not yet been reached after 10 offers.9 In the last two situations, joint profit for the game was 

zero. Participants earned €3 for participating plus a bonus of 0.01% of their company’s profit. 

The average payout was €8.53 (min. €3; max. €14). 

The three manipulated independent variables are (i) uncertainty (low vs. high), (ii) 

accounting information (TCO vs. traditional cost), and (iii) monitoring (presence vs. absence). 
 
Uncertainty was manipulated in line with prior experiments that introduce uncertainty in 

the buyer’s and/or supplier’s payoffs (e.g., Church and Zhang 1999; Roth and Murnighan 1982). 

Variability in the payoff function can be expressed by adding a probabilistic modifier to the most 

likely outcome and by providing an interval of possible outcomes. The most complete uncertainty 

descriptions include a combination of probabilities and intervals (Teigen and Jørgensen 2005). 

Since uncertainty in payoffs adds a level of complexity that can influence negotiators' 

probabilistic expectations about the terms of agreement, we manipulated this by using a 

probability-based interval concerning the contract price. Specifically, uncertainty was 

manipulated as high or low, by generating an interval for each contract value with a probability of 

occurrence. We introduced in the negotiation scenarios an uncertain external factor that causes 

variability in the supplier’s market price and that, after negotiators have reached an agreement, 

can cause a deviation from the agreed upon price. For instance, participants facing high 

uncertainty might be told that the exact contract price could end up anywhere between €3400 and 

€4600, whereas under low uncertainty the interval would be between €3980 and €4020. With an 

equal expected value (€4000), the high uncertainty condition thus represented a maximum 

deviation of 30% (-15% to +15%) and the low uncertainty condition a deviation of at maximum 

1% (cf. Rode et al. 1999).10 In the high uncertainty condition, buyers’ and suppliers’ payoffs of 

                                                           
9 In twelve cases in game 1 and fourteen cases in game 2 a player decided to end the game. Fifteen of these 
terminations were in the high uncertainty condition and eleven in the low uncertainty condition. Nine were 
in the TCO condition and seventeen in the traditional cost information condition, and in eight monitoring 
was present, while in eighteen this was absent. 
10 For consistency in presentation format, also in the low uncertainty condition an interval was used. 
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the different negotiation options partially overlapped, which was not the case in the low 

uncertainty condition. All participants were explained that the exact price would not be known 

until the end of all negotiations, and, to reinforce the manipulation, were provided with a brief 

description that in previous negotiations the actual price often was a surprise by deviating from 

the predicted average, including examples of recent negotiations with below and above average 

price and outcomes. Participants only faced uncertainty about the contract price, which was the 

most significant negotiation issue. 
 
Accounting information was manipulated by providing negotiators with one of two types 

of cost information: traditional cost or TCO information. Traditional cost information provided 

only the purchase price of a particular product and non-monetary (quantity) information for the 

other two negotiation issues. TCO information also accounts for costs that are caused by buying 

at a certain supplier, such as the costs of ordering, expediting, receiving, inspecting, quality and 

administration (Wouters et al. 2005). As in the experiment of Van den Abbeele et al. (2009), the 

payoff tables of Kelley’s (1966) experiment were replaced by cost tables for buyers, and cost and 

income tables for suppliers. Buyers with TCO information had a payoff table expressing cost 

information of all three issues to be negotiated in monetary values, whereas buyers with 

traditional cost information had a payoff table showing the first issue (contract price) in monetary 

values, and the other two issues only in terms of relative importance (nonmonetary values). All 

suppliers received the same information regardless of condition; thus they always had TCO and 

full income information. To incorporate the uncertainty treatment, the contract price information 

was presented in intervals. 
 
Monitoring control was manipulated by two conditions: absence or presence of third party 

monitoring. Participants in the monitoring condition were informed before they started 

negotiating, through a message on their screen (see Appendix A), that a consultant would monitor 

their negotiations, which both parties had agreed with (cf. Coletti et al. 2005; Van den Abbeele 

2006). Participants were informed that the consultant would review and investigate all exchanged 

information, and if in a game he would observe unfair behavior in the form of sending inaccurate 

or false information, the sender would not receive a bonus for that game. Participants in the 

condition without monitoring control neither faced supervision nor the likelihood of a penalty. 

 
4.2. Experimental tasks and scenarios  

The first game. Buyers and suppliers had to bargain about a napkin tissue and pocket tissue 

machine including the issues of maintenance and spare parts. The instructions explained that 
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maintenance and spare parts are needed to keep the machines running, and are part of the final 

contract. The negotiation options included five levels (contracts) labeled from “A” to “E” for each 

of these issues: purchase price, level (or contract price) for maintenance, and level (or contract 

price) for spare parts. The supplier’s information sheet for each contract option showed the price 

of the machine and costs for both maintenance and spare parts. For the TCO condition, the 

buyer’s sheet showed for each contract option the cost of the machine, maintenance, and spare 

parts. In addition, it showed the buyer’s expected income from renewing the machine. In addition, 

for each contract proposal received and sent (only after sending), the negotiators would be 

provided with the expected profit range. For the traditional cost information condition, the 

buyer’s sheet showed for each contract option the cost of the machine, the level of maintenance, 

the number of spare parts, and the expected income from renewing the machine. While suppliers 

for each contract proposal received and sent were shown the expected profit range, buyers in this 

condition received the numerical information about each of the three negotiation issues and a 

message that the profit of the contract would be shown at the end of all negotiations. 

The machine prices and cost sheets provided to buyers and suppliers are illustrated in 

Appendix B. In the experiment each negotiator had only his or her own sheet, and participants 

were not shown their exchange partner’s information and payoff tables. Instead they needed to get 

insights into their exchange partner’s payoffs through the exchange of offers and messages. The 

games contained one distributive issue (i.e., contract price; which impacted profit in opposite 

directions for the negotiators). The other two issues to be negotiated (i.e., maintenance and spare 

parts in game 1 and payment term and delivery time in game 2) could be logrolling.11 Distributive 

issues are purely fixed-sum issues, which means that gains for one party result in equal losses for 

the other. Logrolling issues instead are variable-sum issues, which means that gains for one party 

do not represent equal losses for the other. 

Buyers would achieve the highest profit and suppliers the lowest profit when agreeing on 

the “A-A-A” contract. The opposite holds for the “E-E-E” contract. For buyers maintenance had 

the highest cost potential and spare parts the lowest. The opposite held for suppliers.12 While 

specifically told that any combination of letters would be acceptable, often dyads approached the 

task by proposing and agreeing on the same or nearly the same contract level for all three issues 

                                                           
11 Pruitt (1981) identified several strategies for reaching integrative agreements, including logrolling, in 
which bargainers make tradeoffs between issues so that each party gets all or most of his or her preferred 
outcome on important issues, and compromise on issues of lesser importance. 
12 As an example of an unlikely possibility, if a party would convince the other to accept his or her optimal 
terms (A-A-A for buyers, E-E-E for suppliers), then this party’s expected profit would equal €5600 (low 
uncertainty ‘€5580~ €5620’, high uncertainty ‘€5000~ €6200’). The exchange partner would incur an 
expected loss of €1600 (low uncertainty ‘€-1620 ~ €-1580’, high uncertainty ‘€-2200 ~ € -1000’). 
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(i.e., the middle contract ‘C-C-C’, which would yield a joint profit of €4000; see Table 2a). Joint 

profit in excess of this level could only be achieved by means of a “diagonal” option where 

buyers and suppliers trade off maintenance cost and spare parts. The most integrative agreement 

was the diagonal contract C-A-E (joint profit = €4800, equally divided among the two partners), 

in which the distributive price issue is immaterial to joint profit, and the two other items are fully 

traded off. Participants could only identify the optimal diagonal contract through the process of 

offers, and counteroffers by exchanging information about their interests and costs. 

The second game. Participants again negotiated on three issues simultaneously, concerning a set 

of spare parts for a toilet tissue machine: price, delivery time and payment terms. Buyers were 

informed that they preferred a short delivery time for the spare parts, and a long payment term. 

For each of these issues, the negotiation included seven contracts levels labeled from “A” to “G”. 

The negotiators’ sheets provided similar information as in the first game, and are illustrated in 

Appendix B. Again, in the experiment each negotiator only had his or her own sheet. The most 

integrative agreement is found on the diagonal D-G-A, with a joint profit of €4000 (€2000 for 

each exchange partner; see Table 2b). As in game 1, the diagonal D-G-A could be reached by 

setting the distributive issue (price) at the middle and fully trading off the two integrative issues 

(delivery time and payment terms). Table 2a and 2b illustrate the joint profit scheme for various 

contract combinations of the first two games. 

Table 2a. Profit scheme for contract combinations in the 1st game 

Contract 
Average 

 Joint profit 
Sup. Av. Buy. Av. 

Low uncertainty 

interval 

High uncertainty 

interval 

C-A-E♣ 4800 2400 2400 4780 ~ 4820 4200 ~ 5400 
B-A-E 4800 1400 3400 4780 ~ 4820 4200 ~ 5400 
D-A-E 4800 3400 1400 4780 ~ 4820 4200 ~ 5400 
A-A-E 4800 400 4400 4780 ~ 4820 4200 ~ 5400 
E-A-E 4800 4400 400 4780 ~ 4820 4200 ~ 5400 
D-C-B 3800 2500 1300 3780 ~ 3820 3200 ~ 4400 
A-A-A 4000 -1600 5600 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
B-B-B 4000 200 3800 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
C-C-C 4000 2000 2000 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
D-D-D 4000 3800 200 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
E-E-E 4000 5600 -1600 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
D-B-B 4000 2200 1800 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
D-A-B 4200 1900 2300 4180 ~ 4220 3600 ~ 4800 
B-C-E 4400 2000 2400 4380 ~ 4420 3800 ~ 5000 
C-E-A 3200 1600 1600 3180 ~ 3220 2600 ~ 3800 

♣ Cooperative optimal joint profit for both supplier and buyer. Note that some combinations 
including A-E (maintenance and spare parts) yield the same expected joint profit (€4800), but 
with asymmetric division between negotiators. 
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Table 2b. Profit scheme for contract combinations in the 2nd game 

Contract 
Average 

Joint profit 
Sup. Av. Buy. Av. 

Low uncertainty 

interval 

High uncertainty 

interval 

D-G-A♠ 4000 2000 2000 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
A-G-A 4000 950 3050 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
B-G-A 4000 1300 2700 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
C-G-A 4000 1650 2350 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
E-G-A 4000 2350 1650 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
F-G-A 4000 2700 1300 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
G-G-A 4000 3050 950 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
A-A-A 3400 -850 4250 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
B-B-B 3400 0 3400 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
C-C-C 3400 850 2550 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
D-D-D 3400 1700 1700 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
E-E-E 3400 2550 850 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
F-F-F 3400 3400 0 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
G-G-G 3400 4250 -850 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
D-B-B 3400 700 2700 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
D-C-B 3500 1000 2500 3493 ~ 3507 3290 ~ 3710 
F-A-B 3300 1100 2200 3293 ~ 3307 3090 ~ 3510 
C-D-F 3200 1750 1450 3193 ~ 3207 2990 ~ 3410 
D-A-G 2800 1400 1400 2793 ~ 2807 2590 ~ 3010 

♠ Cooperative optimal joint profit for both supplier and buyer. Note that some combinations 
including G-A (delivery time and payment term) yield the same expected joint profit (€4000), but 
with asymmetric division between negotiators. 
 

4.3. Measurement of the dependent variables  

Joint profit. Prior negotiation studies typically capture economic negotiation outcomes in 

the form of joint profit (e.g., Pruitt and Lewis 1975). At the end of each game, we established the 

dyad's joint profit by summing the profits of both negotiators. As the maximum attainable joint 

profit differs between the two games, we weight the measure by dividing game profit by the 

maximum profit (i.e., 4800 in game one and 4000 in game two) and multiplying with the average 

maximum profit over the two games (i.e., 4400). If in a game a negotiator terminated the 

negotiations, the game profit for both negotiators would be zero. 

Negotiation tactics. Social exchange theorists (e.g., Pruitt 1981) generally distinguish 

between two types of negotiation tactics: integrative tactics and distributive tactics. Whereas in 

previous research negotiation tactics have often been measured through survey questions, their 

self-reporting nature may result in biases and deviate from the content (i.e., what people actually 

say). Accordingly, as in Chang et al. (2013) and Van den Abbeele et al. (2009) we allowed 

participants to send messages along with their offers and counteroffers, and coded these messages 
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to obtain detailed measures of use of integrative and distributive tactics. Hence, we use a more 

complete registration of actual negotiation behavior used by participants during the negotiations. 

Integrative tactics involve the exchange of information about priorities, preferences, or 

numerical values. We coded use of integrative tactics separately for suppliers and buyers by 

focusing on their asking for and giving of information, which was captured by questions and 

statements such as about how the negotiators prioritized issues (e.g., what is the most important 

issue for you?; The payment term is more important to me than delivery time). Specifically, the 

coding included the following elements (also see Table 3 and Appendix C): exchange of 

information, creating a pleasant atmosphere, extending invitations to cooperate, and making 

constructive proposals, with multiple sub-dimensions for each category (Chang et al. 2013; Van 

den Abbeele et al. 2009; Weingart et al. 1996). A score of ‘1’ was provided if such a tactic was 

present in a message sent by a participant, and to measure the dyad's use of integrative tactics we 

summed all tactics observed for the negotiators.  

Distributive tactics refer to tactics such as withholding information while using strategies to 

get information, offering minimally acceptable offers, sending positional commitments, being 

slow to give concessions, concealing feelings, and using persuasive arguments and warnings 

(Graham et al. 1992; Walton and McKersie 1965; Pruitt and Lewis 1975; Weingart et al. 1996). 

Table 3 provides an overview of the tactics and sub-dimensions used for coding distributive 

tactics, and Appendix C provides the operational definitions. Use of distributive tactics was 

scored and computed in the same way as integrative tactics. We compute our measure of use of 

integrative tactics relative to distributive tactics as the difference in use of integrative and 

distributive tactics. Using instead a relative measure that divides this difference by the total use of 

negotiation tactics (e.g., Chang et al. 2013) provides very similar results. 

The communications that were recorded during the experiment, for first two games, 

comprised 405 pages of messages. We used ATLAS.ti v.6.2 to code and analyze them. Table 3 

summarizes the coding scheme. Coding was conducted independently by two raters (one not 

involved in the study), and their inter-rater agreement was satisfactory (Cohen’s Kappas of above 

0.60).13 Review of the differences resulted in a consensus coding that we consider sufficiently 

complete and reliable. 

 

 

                                                           
13 Some messages turned to be difficult to code with the ex ante developed coding scheme. To increase 
coding reliability, two additional raters recoded part of the messages, resulting in the creation of two new 
grounded codes: “refusal to share information” as distributive tactic and “proposal to compromise” as 
integrative tactic. All messages subsequently were recoded by the first two coders. 
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Table 3. Summary of the negotiation tactics coding scheme 

Object 
 

Integrative tactics 
 

Distributive tactics 

Information 
exchange 

 
Provision of information 
NIE: numerical 
PIE: Priority 
SD: self-disclosure 

 
Deceiving and withholding info. 
LI: lies 
RS: refusal to share info. 

Creating 
atmosphere  

 
A pleasant atmosphere 
REW: rewards 
PNA: positive normative appeals 

 
Unpleasant atmosphere 
PU: punishment 
NNA: negative normative appeals 

Willingness to 
cooperate 

 
Extending invitations  
RC: request for cooperation 
RI: request for information in 

integrative way 

 
Posing limitations 
COM: commitment 
QU: request for information in 

distributive way 
PD: putdown 

Making 
proposals 

 
Constructive 
PR: promise  
RE: recommendation 
PC: propose to compromise 

 
Compelling or compulsory 
PA: persuasive argument 
WA: warning 
TH: threat 

 

To validate the measurement of negotiation tactics, we asked participants after each game a 

question about how they would characterize the bargaining behavior of their partner, on a scale 

from one (competitive) to seven (cooperative). The average score across the negotiators correlates 

well and significantly (r=0.48, p<0.01) with the relative use of integrative tactics, supporting the 

validity of the content-based measurement. In addition, after the last game participants rated their 

and their partner’s bargaining behavior on items concerning their problem solving orientation 

(Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). These items similarly correlate positively with relative use of 

integrative tactics, with negotiators focusing more on their joint instead of individual position, 

adjusting more to each other, being more honest and exchanging more objective (unbiased) 

information (r=0.27; r=0.26; r=0.22; r=0.24, all p<0.01).14 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
14 When separating the perceptions of own and the exchange partner’s behavior, we obtain similar results. 
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4.4. Manipulation checks. 

After completing the negotiations, subjects filled out a questionnaire (identical for both 

roles) with questions about their motivation, understanding of the instructions, payoff tables and 

incentive scheme, time pressure to complete the negotiations, pleasure in conducting the 

experiment, and manipulation checks (see Appendix D).15 Mean scores (measured on a seven-

point Likert scale) on the questions indicate that participants evaluated the negotiation as 

“interesting” (mean= 5.30; std= 1.09), understood the instructions (mean= 5.48; std= 0.98), were 

well motivated (mean= 5.02; std= 0.87), and had sufficient time to complete the negotiations 

(mean= 4.57; std= 1.27). 

A variety of questions was designed to serve as manipulation checks, and the mean scores 

indicate the manipulations were successful. We asked on which value in the contract price 

interval the players focused during the negotiations (minimum, maximum or mean). Negotiators 

facing low uncertainty focused significantly more often on the mean of the interval than 

negotiators facing high uncertainty (χ2=8.95, df =1, p<0.01), and when not focusing on the mean, 

suppliers most often focused on the minimum price, and buyers most often on the maximum price 

(consistent with the idea that uncertainty increases conflict between negotiators). Negotiators 

facing high uncertainty also felt they needed significantly more time to negotiate with their 

partner than those facing low uncertainty (F(1,174)=15.62, p<0.01). 
In evaluating the usefulness of the cost information they received, buyers with TCO 

information judged this to be more useful than buyers with traditional cost information (F (1,174) 

=37.66, p<0.01). Similarly, negotiators facing high uncertainty judged the cost information to be 

less useful than those facing low uncertainty (F (1,174) =9.001, p<0.01). Finally, negotiators 

facing high uncertainty felt they had less influence over their partner than those facing low 

uncertainty (F (1,174) =4.544, p<0.05), and the same held for buyers receiving traditional cost 

information as compared to those receiving TCO information (F (1,174) =4.822, p<0.05). Finally, 

when reflecting on the bargaining strategies they used negotiators in the monitoring control 

condition judged they were more honest and less deceptive as compared to negotiators without 

monitoring control (F(1,174)=11.25, p<0.01). 

We additionally captured perceptions on information sharing during the negotiations (1= 

keeping information; 7= giving information). On average, participants evaluated their bargaining 

strategies to involve more keeping than sharing information (mean= 3.38; std= 1.15), in particular 

buyers with traditional cost information (mean= 3.03; std= 1.50). Similarly, they found their 

partners to keep more information than to share this (mean= 3.25; std= 1.24), in particular the 
                                                           
15 To avoid memory or common method effects, every survey question was presented in a separate screen. 



35 
 

suppliers of buyers with traditional cost information (mean= 2.98; std= 1.69). Finally, participants 

were asked to evaluate which outcome they focused on during the negotiations (1= individual 

results; 7= joint results). The mean scores indicate they focused on both own and joint results 

with a slightly greater emphasis on own results (mean= 3.71; std= 1.33). 

 

5. Experimental results  

5.1. Preliminary analysis.  

Table 4 provides descriptive statistics for the dependent variables across each individual 

treatment (Panel A) and across the eight experimental conditions (Panel B). Panel A shows that as 

predicted, joint profit on average is lower in the high uncertainty condition (3470 vs. 3578, 

p<0.10), and higher in the TCO condition (3362 vs. 3691; p<0.01), and monitoring condition 

(3410 vs. 3642; p<0.05).16 The negative means for the use of integrative tactics relative to 

distributive tactics (ΔNT) indicate that on average negotiators made more use of distributive 

tactics than of integrative tactics. As predicted, TCO information and monitoring are associated 

with relatively greater use of integrative tactics (-3.05 vs. -2.19 and -3.06 vs. -2.18; both p<0.10), 

which effects hold in particular for the high uncertainty cells (not tabulated: -3.69 vs -1.88 and -

3.82 vs -1.74; both p<0.01). Panel B shows that for both ΔNT and joint profit, the differences 

across the eight cells are statistically significant (p<0.10 and p<0.01, respectively). Noticeably, 

joint profit is lowest (3134) and negotiations are least integrative (-5.00) in the high uncertainty 

cell with traditional cost information and without monitoring. In contrast, joint profit is highest 

when negotiators receive both TCO information and monitoring (3778 and 3751), and under these 

conditions negotiations are relatively most integrative in the high uncertainty cell (-1.14).17 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
16 We use Mann-Whitney and Kruskal-Wallis tests to compare the mean scores across treatments since 26 
cases realize zero joint profit in a game by stopping the negotiation, causing the distribution of joint profit 
to be non-normal. Our later estimation methods are robust to these deviations of normality. 
17 To support interpretation of the profit differences between cells, conditional on negotiators reaching an 
agreement, the least profitable agreements across the two games would provide on average joint profit of 
3000 and the most profitable agreements would provide on average joint profit of 4400. 
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics 

Panel A. Differences between individual treatments 
            

           Treatment 
 

Variables 

 Uncertainty Accounting information Monitoring control 
Low 

 
 
 

High 
 

Traditional  TCO  
 

Absence 
 

Presence 
 (n=87) (n=88) (n=89) (n=86) (n=89) (n=86) 

 

Joint profit 
 

3578 
(961) 

3470 
(1081) 

 

3362 
(1112) 

3691 
(895) 

3410 
(1168) 

3642 
(835) 

0.092 0.000 0.043 

∆NT 
-2.44  
(4.66) 

-2.81 
(5.18) 

-3.05 
(5.40) 

-2.19 
(4.34) 

-3.06 
(5.18) 

-2.18 
(4.62) 

0.302 0.069 0.083 
 
Panel B. Descriptive statistics across experimental conditions 

 
 

Experimental 
condition 

 

Uncertainty 
Low High 

Monitoring control 
Absence Presence Absence Presence 

∆NT Joint 
profit ∆NT Joint 

profit ∆NT Joint 
profit ∆NT Joint 

profit 

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n Traditional 

Info.  
-2.39 3276 -2.41 3682 -5.00 3134 -2.32 3368 

(4.63) (1209) (5.11) (597) (6.35) (1350) (4.99) (1094) 

TCO  
Info.  

-2.16 3586 -2.83 3778 -2.59 3656 -1.14 3751 
(4.65) (1007) (4.34) (882) (4.43) (1018) (3.87) (622) 

 

 
Statistics are the cell mean and standard deviation (in parentheses), and in Panel A the p-value of 
a Mann-Whitney test of differences between individual treatments. In panel B, for both ∆NT and 
joint profit, Kruskal-Wallis tests indicate the differences across all experimental cells are 
significant at p<0.10 and p<0.01, respectively. 
 
∆NT is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics. Measurement of negotiation 
tactics was based on coded exchanged messages between buyers and suppliers (Appendix C). Use 
of each of the specific tactics was coded ‘1’ if the tactic was present in a message and ‘0’ if not. 
For both integrative and distributive tactics, all scores of the buyer and supplier were summed to 
obtain overall construct scores. 
 
Joint profit is calculated as the sum of buyer and supplier profit for games one and two. 
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5.2 Model specification and estimation. 

Consistent with prior studies, we analyze the data at the dyad level (e.g., Chang et al. 2013; 

Van den Abbeele 2006), by averaging values of buyer and supplier. To examine mediation effects 

of negotiation behavior, we use structural equation modeling (SEM) in SPSS AMOS (v.20) with 

maximum likelihood estimation. For our analysis, SEM has the advantage (e.g., as compared to 

ANOVA) that mediation hypotheses can be tested simultaneously rather than testing components 

in a piecemeal fashion (MacCallum and Austin 2000). Following recommendations of Preacher 

and Hayes (2004), we generated 5000 bootstrap resamples and employ a 95% confidence interval 

to obtain bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effects. As control variables we included 

indicators for the game that observations relate to (1 or 2) and student type (Bachelor, Master_full 

time, and Master_part time, which last group included more experienced part-time MSc students 

who generally work four days per week in an auditor or controller position).18 

For expositional purposes, we estimate our model in two stages: first, we examine the 

impact of TCO, monitoring and their interaction on negotiation behavior and outcomes, which 

allows to draw comparisons with prior studies that have examined their impact. Then, to test our 

hypotheses, we add uncertainty to the model to show how this influences negotiation behavior 

and outcomes, independently and in interaction with accounting information and monitoring. 

We use multiple goodness-of-fit indices to assess model fit (cf. Hu and Bentler 1999), 

including the Chi-square statistic divided by the degrees of freedom (χ2/df), Goodness-of-fit index 

(GFI), adjusted GFI (AGFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). The following cutoff criteria were used to 

assess the model-fit: (χ2/df) ratio less than 3; GFI, AGFI, NFI, and CFI greater than 0.90; and 

RMSEA acceptable up to 0.08 (Hu and Bentler 1999; Fan et al. 1999). 

 
5.3. Estimation results. 

Table 5 reports the model results. The fit statistics for both models show that they fit the 

data well, with values better than the recommended cutoff values. For directional predictions we 

report one-tailed p-values, and for the other effects two-tailed p-values. 

Model 1 in Table 5 shows that, ignoring differences in uncertainty, the provision of TCO 

information and monitoring both are associated with a greater use of integrative tactics relative to 

distributive tactics (1.30, p<0.05 and 1.34, p<0.05), which is in line with H1b and H1c. The 

second column shows that, in line with H3, greater relative use of integrative tactics is associated 

with greater joint profit (55.74, p<0.01), and that indirectly TCO information and monitoring are 
                                                           
18 We also included controls for risk preferences (cf. Sprinkle et al. 2008), gender, and the times and days in 
the week the experiments were run. These controls were insignificant and did not influence the results. 
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associated with greater joint profit through negotiation behavior (72.6 and 74.67, both p<0.05). 

These results are consistent with prior studies that examine the effects of monitoring and refined 

accounting information in negotiation settings without uncertainty (e.g., Chang et al. 2013; 

Coletti et al. 2005; Drake and Haka 2008; Masschelein et al. 2012; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). 

Model 2 in Table 5 adds the effects of uncertainty on negotiation behavior and outcomes 

and allows to assess the research hypotheses.19 As in Model 1 we observe that greater relative use 

of integrative tactics is associated with greater joint profit (55.74, p<0.01), supporting H3. As 

predicted by H1a, uncertainty is associated with a decrease in the use of integrative tactics 

relative to distributive tactics (-2.98, p<0.01), which indirectly (i.e., through negotiation behavior) 

also results in lower joint profit (-166.36, p<0.01).20 In contrast to Model 1, the effects of refined 

accounting information and monitoring on negotiation behavior and outcomes are insignificant. 

The interactions with uncertainty, however, are positive and highly significant, providing support 

for H2a and H2b that refined accounting information and monitoring help mitigating the negative 

effects of uncertainty on negotiation behavior (2.50, p<0.05 and 3.38, p<0.01), which indirectly 

also positively impacts joint profit (139.52, p<0.05 and 188.62, p<0.01).21 Thus, the positive 

significant direct and indirect effects of TCO information and monitoring observed in Model 1 

can be fully attributed to the high uncertainty condition. The results provide no support for H2c 

that when negotiators facing uncertainty possess refined accounting information, that monitoring 

supports integrative negotiation behaviors by alleviating concerns about misuse of this 

information. This holds for both the low and high uncertainty condition, as the two-way 

interaction of accounting information and monitoring and the three-way interaction with 

uncertainty are not significant. 

Overall, the results lend support for the expectation that as a primary factor complicating 

firms’ collaborative activities including negotiations, uncertainty induces relatively less 

integrative behavior at the favor of distributive behavior, resulting in lower joint outcomes. 

Refined accounting information and monitoring help alleviating negotiators’ concerns about this 

uncertainty, and thus weaken its effect on behavior and outcomes. 

 

 

                                                           
19 As compared to our use of dummy variables, contrast coding (+1/-1) provides similar results. 
20 In an unreported test, we also observe that under high uncertainty negotiators need significantly more 
time to come to an agreement (p<0.01), which fits with these observations. 
21 Jointly these interaction effects also make the relatively use of integrative tactics to be greater under high 
uncertainty than in the low uncertainty condition (see Table 4, -1.14 vs -2.83). 
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Regarding the control variables, full time master students are more integrative in their 

negotiations (3.39, p<0.01), while more experienced part-time students are more distributive (-

2.30, p<0.01). Consistent with a relationship (or trust) developing in repeated interactions, 

participants are relatively more integrative (0.92, p<0.05) in the second game.22 

Table 5. Parameter estimates on negotiation tactics and joint profit 
This table reports the parameter estimates for both the main and interaction effects of the 
manipulated variables on negation tactics and joint profit, controlling for student type and game 
number. 
 

 
Variables 

Model 1 Model 2 

∆NT 
Total effect 

on joint 
profit 

∆NT 
Total effect 

on joint 
profit 

∆NT  55.74***  55.74*** 
Uncertainty  - - -2.98*** -166.36*** 
Accounting information 1.30** 72.69** 0.02 1.00 
Monitoring control 1.34** 74.67** -0.39 -21.53 
Accounting information x monitoring 

 

-0.91 -50.94 -0.27 -15.20 
Uncertainty x accounting information - - 2.50** 139.52** 
Uncertainty x monitoring - - 3.38*** 188.62*** 
Uncertainty x accounting info. x mon. - - -1.21 -67.55 
M_full 3.30*** 174.58 3.39*** 180.02 
M_part -2.23*** -49.82 -2.30*** -53.98 
Game_dummy 0.92** -31.85 0.92** -31.85 
R2 0.13 0.07 0.17 0.07 
 
Cell statistics are the coefficient estimate. ***, **, * indicate significance based on bias-corrected 
(BC) confidence intervals at the 1%, 5%, 10% level (one-tailed), respectively. The fit indices for 
Model 1 are χ2/df =0.84, GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.98, NFI=0.98, CFI=0.99, and RMSEA=0.01 The fit 
indices for Model 2 are χ2/df =0.63, GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.97, NFI=0.98, CFI=0.99, and 
RMSEA=0.01 
 
Explanation of variables 
∆NT is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics 
Joint profit is calculated as the sum of buyer and supplier profit for games one and two 
Uncertainty: ‘0’ for low uncertainty, ‘1’ for high uncertainty 
Accounting information: ‘0’ for traditional cost information, ‘1’ for TCO information 
Monitoring control: ‘0’ for no monitoring, ‘1’ for monitoring 
M_full and M_part: dummy variables for full time and part time Master students (reference 
group: bachelor students) 
Game_dummy: dummy variable for game number (one vs. two) 

 

 

                                                           
22 When estimating use of integrative and distributive tactics separately in one model, we also observe 
negotiators becoming more efficient in the second game as they use significantly less of both tactics. 
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5.4 Model extension.  

We extent our main analysis by estimating a model that not only includes indirect effects, 

but also adds direct effects of the treatment variables on joint profit. The results (not tabulated) 

are consistent with the prior analysis and again show negative significant effects of uncertainty on 

negotiation behavior and indirectly on joint profit. Similarly, the significant positive interactions 

with refined accounting information and monitoring on negotiation behavior remain, as well as 

their indirect effects on joint profit. However, the results of the extended model also show 

significant positive direct effects of TCO information and monitoring on joint profit (304.54, 

p<0.10 and 413.73, p<0.01, respectively). These findings indicate that (across uncertainty 

conditions as the interactions with uncertainty are not significant) these mechanisms have positive 

effects on negotiation outcomes beyond their indirect influence through observed negotiation 

tactics. These benefits may accrue, for instance, from the better decision making information that 

TCO provides (leading to better offers regardless of tactics; e.g., Masschelein et al. 2012; 

Wouters et al. 2005) and constraints that negotiators place on their bids (instead of tactics) in the 

face of monitoring. Importantly, the results of this extended analysis show that the model results 

reported above to assess our hypotheses remain the same. 

 

6. Discussion and conclusion  

This study aims to increase our understanding of the role of management accounting and 

control in interfirm relations, and in particular in negotiations in outsourcing relationships 

characterized by significant uncertainty. It does so by examining how under conditions of low and 

high uncertainty, the provision of refined accounting information and the presence of monitoring 

control influence negotiators’ use of negotiation tactics and the resulting outcomes. Consistent 

with our expectations, we find that uncertainty results in greater use of distributive tactics relative 

to integrative tactics, which in turn negatively impacts joint profit. Both refined accounting 

(TCO) information and third-party monitoring reduce the adverse impact of uncertainty on 

negotiation behavior, which in turn positively influences joint outcomes. The results provide no 

evidence of interaction effects of accounting information and monitoring control on negotiation 

behavior, suggesting these mechanisms independently contribute to alleviating negotiators’ 

concerns about uncertainty and facilitating greater use of integrative negotiation tactics relative to 

distributive tactics. Our findings also offer managerial implications for the design of management 

controls in buyer-supplier relations by showing that, in particular in uncertain contexts, which in 

outsourcing settings are more the rule than the exception, stimulating effective negotiation tactics 
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can contribute to better economic outcomes. Our findings indicate that refined accounting 

information and monitoring control have the ability to do so. 

 Our study is subject to several limitations. For instance, as compared to a real life setting, 

our experiment lacks effects of important variables such as reputation, information about the past 

behavior of negotiators, other types of controls and power differences between negotiators. Future 

research could investigate whether our results also hold beyond the buyer-supplier negotiations 

that we examine and where players have a different role, such as joint ventures, joint R&D, joint 

production, and so on. In addition, by design participants were provided with or without refined 

accounting information and monitoring control. While we find no evidence of interaction effects 

between these mechanisms, future research can investigate how firms that share sensitive refined 

accounting information overcome concerns about misuse of this information, and whether this is 

associated with the use of other types of controls. Finally, also by design this study does not 

examine the role and effects of trust building, which would typically occur in repeated 

interactions between exchange partners. Social psychology research (e.g., Pruitt and Lewis 1975) 

suggests that repeated ties can result in increasing trust that may involve reduced use of 

distributive tactics and enhanced integrative tactics. In particular how trust interacts within formal 

accounting and control mechanisms provides an important question for further research. 
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Study 2. The influence of information and control on trust building in buyer-

supplier negotiations 
 

 

Abstract 

Trust and control are considered primary determinants of the success of interfirm 

relationships, in particular when these relationships are subject to significant risk. Prior studies 

have questioned how control activities within cooperative arrangements are associated with the 

development of trust, and have provided arguments for both complementary and substitutive 

effects. Critical in unpacking this interrelationship is understanding how control activities affect 

behavior that form a basis for trust. We develop and experimentally test a dynamic model of how 

refined accounting information and monitoring control affect negotiation behavior and trust 

development during negotiations between outsourcing partners. Our results, based on a sample of 

175 dyadic observations obtained through a computerized negotiation experiment reported on in 

study 1 show that the presence of refined accounting information and monitoring control both 

independently increase negotiators’ use of cooperative negotiation tactics, which in turn 

positively influences negotiator trust at a later stage of the negotiations. These results hold 

particularly for negotiations that are subject to high uncertainty, which supports the argument that 

refined accounting information and monitoring control help alleviating the negative effects of 

uncertainty on negotiation behavior and trust. While we do not find negotiator trust to be 

predictive of future negotiation behavior over and above the effect of prior behavior, we do find 

trust to have an identifiable positive effect on joint performance. Finally, we find that when 

monitoring control is removed at a later stage in the negotiation process, its earlier positive effects 

on negotiation behavior, trust and performance persist, which effects hold in particular when 

negotiators face high uncertainty. 

 

 

 

Keywords: buyer-supplier negotiations, trust, accounting information, monitoring control,  

uncertainty, negotiation behavior. 
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“People must either be able to trust each other or to closely monitor each other if they are to 

engage in cooperative enterprises” (Ouchi 1979, p.846). 

 

1. Introduction  

Trust is considered a critical, if not the most important, driver of the success of interfirm 

relations (Ring and Van de Ven 1994; Bachmann and Inkpen 2011). At the same time, studies 

have emphasized the importance of accounting information and control mechanisms to manage 

collaborative activities between firms, and in particular to align and coordinate interests and 

actions (Anderson and Dekker 2010). Studies have also questioned the extent to which trust and 

formal controls ‘get along’, and whether they should be considered substitutes, with controls 

crowding out trust and trust making controls unnecessary, or complements, with trust and control 

showing positive interrelations over time and reinforcing each other (e.g., Tomkins 2001; 

Vosselman and van der Meer-Kooistra 2009). Empirical evidence has provided support for both 

perspectives, and has suggested that the interrelation between trust and control likely is 

conditional on factors such as the types of trust considered, the purpose(s) for which controls are 

used and the extent of use of controls (Dekker 2004, 2008; Dekker and Van den Abbeele 2010; 

Faems et al. 2008; Vanneste and Puranam 2010). 

The interrelationships between trust and control cannot be studied without taking into 

account the conditions in which they are observed. In particular, arguments have been made that 

their relevance and the relation between them are conditional on the risks or ‘control problems’ 

that exchange partners face (Caglio and Ditillo 2008; Dekker 2004). While studies have 

established that both trust and control gain greater relevance when risk increases (e.g., Das and 

Teng 1998; Dekker 2008), not much research has picked up how this risk also influences their 

interrelation.23 To understand the trust-control interrelationship, it is necessary to understand how 

controls affect firms’ behavior which forms a primary basis for trust development (e.g., Faems et 

al. 2008). Few studies however have examined the collaborative behaviors that are associated 

with the use of controls, and how these in turn are associated with trust development. In particular 

in interfirm negotiations which is the focus of our study, Das and Kumar (2011) have emphasized 

that the inter-linkages between negotiation behaviors and trust building lack empirical analysis. 

In this study, we address this question and experimentally examine how trust and control 

are associated in the context of one particularly relevant antecedent of risk; uncertainty that 

surrounds the transaction between a buyer and supplier. Uncertainty generates significant 
                                                           
23 Instead, studies have examined how risk generates a need to select trustworthy and competent partners, 
which partner selection process is found to be positively associated with use of formal controls to manage 
risk (e.g. Dekker 2008; Dekker et al. 2013). 
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exchange risk by increasing the likelihood of opportunistic behaviors by the exchange partner, 

and increasing the difficulty to align behaviors (Williamson 1975).24 We follow Coletti et al. 

(2005) and Van den Abbeele (2006) to jointly consider two critical ‘control mechanisms’ that 

enable exchange partners to align their behaviors and interests, and that have been found to 

significantly impact trust development in a negotiation context; the provision of refined 

accounting information (Van den Abbeele 2006) and monitoring control (Coletti et al. 2005). We 

follow these studies to argue that both refined accounting information and monitoring control 

have the potential to positively influence trust development, and that this influence essentially 

runs through their influence on negotiators’ choice of negotiation tactics. However, we also argue 

that the relevance of these mechanisms increases in settings characterized by high uncertainty, 

where negotiators face greater risk. We thus hypothesize the two mechanisms to positively affect 

trust in particular for negotiators who face high uncertainty by stimulating more integrative tactics 

(characterized by a joint problem solving orientation to obtain win-win solutions) relative to 

distributive tactics (characterized by a competitive stance to optimize individual performance). In 

turn we expect trust built to affect future negotiation behavior and in the end joint negotiation 

outcomes. 

We also examine the impact of control mechanisms by testing the effects of the elimination 

of monitoring control at a later stage of the negotiations (cf. Coletti et al. 2005). We expect that if 

monitoring control has a strong impact on negotiation behavior, these behaviors will persist even 

if monitoring control is no longer there. Again these effects are expected to be most prominent for 

negotiators who face significant uncertainty.  

To test our expectations, we use data from the computerized negotiation experiment, 

reported on in study 1, in which 175 dyads of matched buyers and suppliers negotiate for three 

rounds on multi-issue deals. Our results support the expectations that the presence of refined 

accounting information and of monitoring control support the development of trust between 

negotiators, which effects run through their influence on cooperative negotiation behaviors. 

Consistent with the argument that the association between trust and control is conditional on risk, 

these effects are most pronounced for negotiators who face high uncertainty. Results further show 

that while trust built is not predictive of future negotiation behavior over and above the effect of 

prior negotiation behavior, this trust does have an identifiable positive effect on negotiators’ joint 

performance. Consistent with these findings, total effects estimate show that while uncertainty 

has a negative influence on joint performance by negatively influencing negotiation behavior and 

trust development, refined accounting information and monitoring control help to alleviate these 
                                                           
24 In our experimental design we hold other factors that generate risk, such as asset specificity, constant. 
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negative effects of uncertainty. Finally, results show that when monitoring control is eliminated, 

its earlier positive effects on cooperative negotiation behavior, trust and performance persist even 

in its absence, which effects are more pronounced when negotiators face high uncertainty. 

This paper contributes to the literature by providing experimental evidence that both 

accounting information and monitoring control can influence the development of trust between 

negotiators, and that this influence is strongest under uncertainty. Key in this contribution is that 

we show how these mechanisms affect initial negotiation behavior, which forms the basis for both 

trust building and future behaviors of negotiators, which in the end significantly influence joint 

negotiation performance. By showing that even when monitoring control is removed, the same 

negotiation behavior persists, our evidence strongly suggests that negotiation experience in early 

stages of the negotiation process also have a significant influence in later stages. 

The next section reviews the literature on trust between exchange partners, and in particular 

the effects of uncertainty, accounting information and monitoring control. The purpose of this 

review is to provide a comprehensive overview of how prior empirical research has addressed 

these issues. Section 3 develops the research framework and hypotheses development. Section 4 

covers the experimental methods used to test the research hypotheses. Section 5 and 6 discuss the 

data, results, and limitations of the study. 
 

2. Literature review 

Figure 1 provides a graphical depiction of the model that we develop in this section. The 

figure shows the predictions that negotiation conditions in terms of uncertainty, accounting 

information and monitoring control will affect trust building by influencing negotiators’ choice of 

tactics, and that in turn trust will affect future negotiation behavior and joint outcomes. 

Figure 1. A simplified representation of the study 
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A key question that interfirm studies, including those in accounting, have aimed to address 

is which factors affect cooperation between partners in interfirm relations, and in particular what 

the influence is of interfirm control mechanisms (e.g., Chang et al. 2013; Christ 2013; Coletti et 

al. 2005). As trust is considered a primary determinant of effective cooperation, a considerable 

number of studies has focused on understanding how trust and control mechanisms interrelate. 

Trust and control have been hypothesized to be substitutes (i.e., controls crowd out trust, and trust 

reduces the need for controls), complements (i.e., trust and control reinforce each other’s 

development and effects) and to show non-linear effects over time (e.g., Das and Teng 1998, 

2001; Dekker 2004; Faems et al. 2008; Gulati 1995; Krishnan et al. 2011; Tomkins 2001; Velez 

et al. 2008; Vosselman and van der Meer-Kooistra 2009). A key insight that has emerged from 

these prior studies is that the interrelation between trust and control likely is conditional on 

factors such as the types of trust considered (e.g., goodwill vs. competence trust), the purpose(s) 

for which controls are used (e.g., safeguarding vs. coordination) and the extent of use of controls 

for these purposes (Dekker 2004, 2008; Dekker and Van den Abbeele 2010; Faems et al. 2008; 

Vanneste and Puranam 2010). In addition to characteristics of trust and control, studies have 

pointed out that it is critical to understand the context within which their interrelation is studied. 

In particular, it is argued that the relation between trust and control in interfirm settings is 

conditional on the risks that exchange partners face that generate a need for control and make the 

presence of trust relevant (Caglio and Ditillo 2008; Dekker 2004). 

In this study we build on these insights to experimentally examine how a key antecedent of 

risk, transactional uncertainty, affects the association between trust and two key mechanisms of 

accounting and control. Transaction cost economics (TCE) posits that uncertainty is a critical 

transaction feature that can inhibit cooperative behaviors by inducing concerns about a partner’s 

potential opportunistic behavior (Williamson 1975).25 In exchange relationships, studies find that 

uncertainty hinders the coordination of linked activities, generates information asymmetry, 

increases the need for adaptation between exchange partners, and can result in conflict and 

contractual renegotiation (e.g., Dekker 2008; Krishnan et al. 2011). Indeed, in empirical research 

of outsourcing relations, uncertainty has also been found to be a primary reason for transactional 

failures (Anderson and Dekker 2005).  

Control mechanisms such as behavior monitoring and refined accounting information help 

partners’ to deter adversarial behaviors, align interests and coordinate behaviors and actions, and 

thus gain particular relevance under increased uncertainty (Dekker 2004). Similarly, there is 
                                                           
25 In our experimental design we hold the other two critical transaction characteristics – asset specificity 
and transaction frequency – constant, which makes uncertainty the only cause of variation in transaction 
risk. 
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broad consensus in the literature that trust in the form of goodwill trust is an important 

mechanism for coping with uncertainty by alleviating concerns about potential opportunism 

(Bachmann et al. 2001; Gulati 1995; Rousseau et al. 1998), but that at the same time uncertainty 

hinders goodwill trust to effectively develop (Dekker et al. 2013). In the next section, we develop 

the expectation that within the context of uncertainty, control mechanisms in the form of 

monitoring control and refined accounting information help to alleviate concerns about a 

partner’s potential opportunistic behavior, and facilitate the identification of ‘win-win’ solutions. 

Both effects contribute to the creation of a cooperative mode of negotiation. These ‘managed’ 

cooperative behaviors are predicted to be the key mediator between accounting and control 

mechanisms and trust development.26 To develop our hypotheses for experimental testing, we 

continue by reviewing the role of trust and control in outsourcing settings and in particular in 

interfirm negotiations.27  

 
2.1. Trust in outsourcing relations.  

Trust is argued to be a central concept in interfirm relationships as it facilitates cooperation 

by increasing the predictability of exchange partners’ behaviors. This predictability reduces 

transaction costs, induces desirable behavior, lowers the extent of formal contracts, and facilitates 

dispute resolution (Bachmann and Inkpen 2011; Das and Teng 1998; Dyer and Chu 2003; Sako 

and Helper 1998). A widely accepted definition of trust is that it is “a psychological state 

comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions 

or behavior of another” (Rousseau et al. 1998, p.395). Critical in this definition is that trust is not 

a behavior (e.g., cooperative actions), or a choice (e.g., taking risk), but an underlying 

psychological condition. In our experimental design we closely follow these boundaries of the 

definition by separating negotiators’ beliefs about the trustworthiness of their counterparty from 

their actions and choices (negotiation behaviors and bids) that are hypothesized in the early stages 

of exchange to cause these beliefs, and in the later stages to follow from them. 

Trust lubricates exchange and reduces transaction costs between firms by enabling a range 

of ‘positive’ exchange behaviors, including an increased willingness during negotiations to share 

confidential information that is important to effectively coordinate actions and choices between 

                                                           
26 By design we thus do not examine the question how trust may affect control use. Thus we capture part of 
the broad question how trust and control relate over time. 
27 TCE is often referred to as the structural perspective of collaborative contracts, whereas social exchange 
theory is referred to as the relational perspective (Faems et al. 2008). The structural perspective views 
collaborative contracts as a mechanisms to mitigate exchange hazards. The relational perspective uses 
social exchange theory to study how trust is built through communication and exchange. In our paper we 
build on both the structural and relational view to address how trust and control coevolve under uncertainty 
surrounding the exchange. 
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partners (Dekker 2003; Dyer and Chu 2003; Heide and John 1992; Sako and Helper 1998), and to 

grant concessions with the expectation that the partner will reciprocate in the future (Dore 1983). 

Particularly when exchange partners face significant uncertainty that increases information 

asymmetry, information exchange is valuable to resolve problems and identify ‘win-win’ 

solutions, and to facilitate efficient negotiations. Indeed scholars generally agree that trust is of 

most importance in contexts characterized by uncertainty (Das and Teng 1998; Dekker 2004; 

Gulati and Singh 1998). 

 
2.2. The interrelations between trust and control.  

TCE has placed opportunism in the center of interfirm exchange, which is defined by 

Williamson (1975) as, “a lack of candor or honesty in transactions, to include self-interest seeking 

with guile” (p.9). When exchange involves assets that are specialized to some extent, uncertainty 

results in the potential for opportunism to arise. At the same time, uncertainty prohibits the 

development of complete contracts, and their incompleteness thus needs to be ‘compensated’ with 

additional mechanisms that generate positive behavioral expectations (Vosselman and van der 

Meer-Kooistra 2009). While TCE would predict such additional mechanisms to involve formal 

controls, the relational view posits that instead of control, relational contracts based on trust as a 

substitute mechanism also helps creating such positive behavioral expectations, and may do so at 

a lower cost and with greater effectiveness than formal mechanisms (e.g., Dekker 2004; Dyer and 

Singh 1998; Faems et al. 2008; Krishnan et al. 2011; Tomkins 2001). Studies based on relational 

contracting even warn for dysfunctional behavioral effects of using controls when trust is present 

and sufficient to cope with the exchange hazards faced.28 

A contrary perspective that has been forwarded as alternative to the substitution perspective 

is that trust and control complement each other in terms of supporting each other’s development 

and effects (Poppo and Zenger 2002; Tomkins 2001; Faems et al. 2008). This perspective relies 

on the notions that (1) controls may positively affect current exchange behaviors that lead to the 

formation of positive behavioral expectations for the future, even if the use of controls would 

later be discontinued (Coletti et al. 2005), (2) controls have broader functions than only 

safeguarding against opportunism which the substitution perspective is built on, in particular the 

coordination between partners, (3) the use of controls (particularly for safeguarding) is not 

excessive to deteriorate trust and thus legitimate in the eyes of exchange partners, and (4) trust 

                                                           
28 In our experimental design we externalize the choice of accounting information and monitoring control, 
making it unlikely that participants will provide negative attributions of the presence of these mechanisms 
to their counterparty. 
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helps firms to cooperatively develop better controls, which are primarily aimed at better 

coordination (Dekker 2004, 2008; Dekker and Van den Abbeele 2010; Tomkins 2001). 

Importantly, in both the substitutive and complementary perspectives, risk (in our study 

driven by uncertainty) is considered the central problem to be managed, and increasing risk thus 

provides greater relevance to both trust and control, and would drive either a stronger substitutive 

relation or a stronger complementary relation between them. In the substitutive perspective, 

greater uncertainty would thus result in a more negative association between control and trust, 

while in the complementary perspective the effect of increasing uncertainty is to strengthen the 

association between control and trust. 

Dynamic models of trust and control have aimed to reconcile the different views by 

examining more explicitly how trust and control relate over time. Tomkins (2001) for instance 

posits that trust and information needed for control are complementary in the early stages of a 

relationship, up to the point that controls are less needed, and their relationship turns substitutive 

(i.e., an inverted U-shape). Van den Abbeele (2006) finds in an experimental study that in the 

early stages of buyer-supplier relationships, refined accounting information and monitoring 

control facilitate trust building, while in the later stages, trust and refined accounting information 

become substitutes in their relation to joint outcomes. Velez et al. (2008) provide an empirical 

analysis in line with this model which finds that instead of substitution following the 

complementary effect, firms expand the relationship (i.e., increase risk) resulting in trust and 

control increasing further. Faems et al. (2008) find evidence that not per se the use of controls but 

more particularly the way they are used is important for exchange partners’ behaviors, and 

consequently, trust development. 

Following these arguments, in the next section we develop hypotheses how with different 

degrees of uncertainty, accounting information and monitoring control relate to trust building in a 

dynamic setting with multiple stages of interfirm negotiations between the same negotiators. Our 

model starts with two initially unfamiliar negotiators who have no history or trust developed. This 

allows us to model in time the use of controls first, and examine the effects on behavior and 

subsequent trust development. We also theorize how this trust in turn impacts future negotiation 

behavior and joint outcomes. 
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3. Hypothesis development 

In developing hypotheses on how trust and control relate over time, we examine a setting in 

which initially unfamiliar negotiators negotiate multiple transactions in a sequential fashion. 

During these multiple stages of negotiations behavioral dynamics and trust development can take 

place, which we predict to be a function of the negotiation conditions that negotiators face. In the 

first stage of the model, we focus on how the conditions represented by uncertainty, accounting 

information and monitoring control influence negotiators’ use of negotiation tactics, and in turn 

trust building. In the second stage, we focus on how prior negotiation behavior, trust built, and 

current negotiation behavior are related and influence joint outcomes. 

 
3.1. The effects of negotiation conditions on initial negotiation behavior and trust building  

In exchange relations, accounting information is often critical in influencing partners’ 

behavior (Dekker 2003). Refined accounting information (such as total cost of ownership (TCO) 

information) in particular can overcome information asymmetry between exchange partners, and 

enable and stimulate integrative behaviors between them (Wouters et al. 2005). In a negotiation 

setting, refined accounting information can help negotiators identify problems and opportunities 

to negotiate on, support joint problem solving and facilitate making tradeoffs to reach better 

agreements (Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). Similarly, monitoring control has been identified as a 

key mechanism that can facilitate cooperative behavior. Coletti et al. (2005), for instance, found 

that in a collaborative setting the presence of monitoring induced collaborators to show more 

cooperative behaviors. More generally, studies of the use of management controls in interfirm 

settings including outsourcing have found that behavior controls can encourage cooperative 

behaviors and deter opportunistic behavior (e.g., Dekker 2004).  

The value of refined accounting information and monitoring control is expected to increase 

when uncertainty surrounding the transaction increases. TCE proposes that in the presence of 

uncertainty, exchange partners can be confronted with significant transaction hazards that 

increase the likelihood of opportunistic behaviors, and which require mechanisms for incentive 

alignment, coordination and adaptation (Baiman and Rajan 2002a). As discussed above, refined 

accounting information and monitoring control can fulfill these roles. Accounting information has 

particular relevance to uncertainty, as it may help reducing the information asymmetry between 

exchange partners that uncertainty generates and support integrative behaviors (Krishnan et al. 

2011). Indeed, the exchange of refined information is argued to help exchange parties to 

cooperatively adjust to uncertain conditions (Heide and John 1992). Similarly, monitoring of 

negotiation behavior can be instrumental to prevent exchange partners from opportunistically 
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benefiting from information asymmetry and to deter adverse negotiation behaviors that are most 

likely to occur under uncertainty (Coletti et al. 2005). Thus both refined accounting information 

and monitoring are predicted to interact with uncertainty in affecting negotiators’ choice of 

negotiation tactics.  

Van den Abbeele (2006) posits that as accounting information and monitoring both 

positively affect cooperative negotiation behaviors in the initial stages of an exchange 

relationship, they can act as substitutes. On the other hand, studies also suggest that controls such 

as behavior monitoring may contribute to negotiators’ willingness to exchange refined accounting 

information and to ensuring that exchanged accounting information is reliable and used properly 

during negotiations. This is particularly important given the concerns about misuse of refined 

accounting information that may restrain parties from information sharing (Dekker 2003; Drake 

and Hake 2008; Schloetzer 2012). This suggests that refined accounting information and 

monitoring can be complementary in influencing negotiation behavior, in particular when 

uncertainty is high.  

A key premise of this study is that to understand how accounting and control mechanisms 

relate to trust building it is imperative to understand their impact on negotiation behavior. Prior 

social psychology studies consistently have shown that negotiators’ choice of negotiation tactics 

impacts trust building (see Thompson et al. 2010 for a review). Interaction and experiential 

learning about another’s behaviors and intentions are critical ingredients to building trust (Gulati 

1995; Dekker and Van den Abbeele 2010). As Rempel et al. (1985) note “trust is seen to evolve 

out of past experience and prior interaction; thus it develops as the relationship matures” (p.96). 

In particular, trust development is stimulated when negotiators are more integrative in their 

negotiations, and less distributive (e.g., De Dreu et al. 2006). This is particularly important in the 

context of uncertainty, where transaction hazards can negatively impact behavior and 

consequently trust development (Kollock 1994). Cummings and Bromiley (1996) argue that 

incentive and control systems constrict the behavior of partners, thereby producing a trusting 

relationship. Consistent with this Coletti et al. (2005) find experimentally that monitoring control 

can enhance trust through the control-induced cooperation that behavior monitoring induces. In a 

similar fashion, Van den Abbeele (2006) posits that the integrative negotiation behaviors that 

follow from accounting information and monitoring control will positively affect trust building. 

Based on the above arguments, we formulate the following hypotheses (cf. Figure 1): 
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H1: Negotiation conditions influence partners' negotiation tactics, such that the relative use of 

integrative tactics decreases with the presence of (a) uncertainty, and increases with the 

presence of (b) TCO information and (c) monitoring control. 

H2: Negotiation conditions interact to affect partners’ negotiation tactics such that the 

negative effect of uncertainty on relative use of integrative tactics is weakened by the 

presence of (a) TCO information, (b) monitoring control, and (c) the interaction between 

TCO information and monitoring control. 

H3: Negotiators’ relative use of integrative tactics positively affects trust. 

 
Jointly these hypotheses specify how negotiation behavior mediates the influence of the 

three negotiation conditions on trust building. Important in the set of hypotheses is that they 

predict the mediated effects of accounting information and monitoring control through 

negotiation behavior to be strongest when uncertainty is high. While hypotheses 1 and 2 are the 

same as in study 1, they are necessary to specify in order to create the model that links negotiation 

conditions to behavior and subsequently to trust. We continue in the next section with reviewing 

and hypothesizing how initial negotiation behaviors and trust built affect subsequent behaviors.  

 
3.2. The effects of initial negotiation behavior and trust on future negotiation behavior  

Trust and cooperation are irretrievably linked. As Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) posit “trust 

lubricates cooperation, and cooperation itself breeds trust, this may lead to the development, over 

time, of generalized norms of cooperation” (p.255). Trust is particularly important in preventing 

opportunistic behavior to occur, and thus is most relevant under uncertainty (Dyer and Chu 2003).  

Coletti et al. (2005) hypothesize that trust, originating from prior control-induced interactions, has 

a positive effect on the future level of cooperation. In a similar vein, Ferrin et al. (2008) conclude 

that trust perceptions relate positively to past and future cooperation, and that cooperation relates 

positively to past and future trust perceptions and cooperation. 

The relation between past and current behavior has attracted considerable attention, and in 

psychology based studies past behavior has been found to be the best predictor of current 

behavior (Ajzen 2011). Ajzen (2011) concludes in his review of the literature that “the finding of 

a strong correlation between past and later behavior attests to the temporal stability of the 

particular behavior and its antecedents” (p.1120). For instance, Ouellette and Wood (1998) found 

that past behavior can affect current behavior directly, through routine repetition of previously 

established behaviors, or indirectly, mediated through conscious intents to behave. Ring and Van 

de Ven (1994), using a process view of cooperative relationships, contend that intents are created 

by informal processes of sensemaking by each negotiator. In the sensemaking process, each 
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participant creates a sense of identity of self in relation to others and construct a common external 

factual order regarding their social relationship (Turner, 1987). Empirical studies have shown that 

negotiation experience early on in the process influences cooperative behavior in later stages 

(Bazerman and Carroll 1987; Neale and Northcraft 1991; Albarracin and Wyer 2000). The 

accumulation of prior interactions that have been judged by the partners as being efficient and 

equitable (fair) contribute to building trust in later stages (Van de Ven 1976; Ring and Van de 

Ven 1994). Thus we hypothesize that initial negotiation behavior will affect future negotiations 

behavior both directly through the development of behavioral routines, and indirectly through the 

development of trust. 

 
H4: The relative use of integrative tactics is positively influenced by (a) trust created during 

prior negotiations and (b) prior relative use of integrative tactics. 

 
To provide a strong test of how control-induced cooperation persists through behavioral 

routines and trust, we follow Coletti et al. (2005) and investigate the effects of removing 

monitoring control during the later stage of negotiations. Coletti et al. (2005) found that removing 

of monitoring control led to an overall decrease of subsequent cooperation, but also that 

collaborators who were in the monitoring condition cooperated more than those who initially did 

not face any monitoring. We follow this prediction by hypothesizing that after the removal of 

monitoring control, due to both the behavioral routines and trust developed, negotiators who 

previously faced monitoring will still make relatively greater use of integrative tactics than those 

who did not face this monitoring (as predicted in H1c). Consistent with H2b, we hypothesize that 

this effect will be strongest under high uncertainty. Thus, we hypothesize:  

 
H5: After the removal of monitoring control, negotiators who previously faced monitoring 

control (a) make relatively greater use of integrative tactics, and (b) show a weaker 

negative impact of uncertainty on the relative use of integrative tactics. 

 
3.3. The effects of negotiation behavior and trust on joint profit.  

Our final prediction relates negotiation behavior and trust between negotiators to the 

negotiation outcomes. Prior social psychology studies on negotiation behavior show that choice 

of negotiation tactics can critically influence economic outcomes. Early studies of Siegel and 

Fouraker (1960) and Kelley (1966), for example, identified the importance of integrative tactics 

for negotiators’ joint profit, while subsequent research by Pruitt and Lewis (1975) shows how 

distributive tactics reduce joint profit. Later negotiation studies provide similar results (e.g., De 
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Dreu et al. 2006; Graham et al. 1992), and consistent with this prior research, recent accounting 

studies conclude that negotiation tactics mediate the effects of negotiation conditions on 

outcomes (e.g., Coletti et al. 2005; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). 

Negotiation scholars have also demonstrated the importance of trust in reaching integrative 

agreements, showing that trust leads to cooperation, information sharing, and higher joint 

outcomes (e.g., Beersma and De Dreu 1999; Butler 1999; Weingart et al. 1996). Thus trust is seen 

to affect joint outcomes by stimulating cooperative behaviors and limiting distributive behaviors 

that in turn positively affect outcomes. Trust may, however, also directly affect joint outcomes 

beyond its effect on negotiation behavior, by affecting negotiators’ mutual understanding of their 

positions, and their willingness to more quickly accept bids and make concessions (Dore 1983). 

Accordingly, we hypothesize that both negotiation behavior and trust affect joint profit. 
 

H6: Joint profit is positively influenced by (a) relative use of integrative negotiation tactics, 

and (b) trust created in prior negotiations. 
 

Our set of hypotheses thus includes both direct (H6b) and indirect (i.e., through negotiation 

behavior; H4a and H6a) effects of trust on joint outcomes. 

 

4. Research method 

4.1. Experimental design.  

The experimental data that we use to test the hypotheses are obtained through a 

computerized negotiation game that is also used in study 1 and which uses a completely 

randomized 2x2x2 full factorial design. While study 1 uses the data relating to the first two round 

of the game, this study adds the data relating to the final third round as this allows testing the 

influences on and consequences of trust creation and continued negotiation behavior. The games 

closely resembled those used in previous bargaining studies that were based on Kelley (1966). 

Kelley argues that the process of negotiation is a matter of “tension between information needs 

and information restraints, which constitutes the central motivational force for negotiators’ 

behavior (p.58). The Kelley bargaining game was selected primarily because it well simulates the 

essential elements of actual commercial negotiations (e.g., De Dreu et al. 2006; Pruitt and Lewis 

1975; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009).29 

                                                           
29 As all negotiations reflect a constant level of asset specificity and transaction frequency, uncertainty is 
the only TCE variable that varies in the experiment to generate potential exchange problems. 
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We recruited 350 students from graduate and undergraduate accounting courses of a Dutch 

university, which resulted in 175 dyadic observations.30 Upon arrival at the computer lab, 

participants were told that they would participate in a simulated negotiation task and received 

general instructions about their company, position and bargaining task. Participants were 

randomly assigned the role of buyer or supplier to negotiate multi-issue agreements in three 

games.31 They were randomly matched as pair (for all games), and were randomly balanced over 

the eight experimental conditions (see Table 1).32  

 
Table 1. Number of observations per experimental cell 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Buyers and suppliers were placed in different lab rooms to secure anonymity and to avoid 

any interaction in any other way than through the computer. Participants exchanged all 

information (offers and messages) via their computer screen. Appendix A provides an abbreviated 

version of the negotiation scenario. 

The supplier made the first offer, consisting of a proposal on the three contract issues. 

Subjects were informed to feel free to use the information they had to shape their bargaining 

situation and to provide arguments to strengthen their position if they desired. Each game ended 

when (i) an agreement was achieved, (ii) a player decided to end the game, or (iii) an agreement 

had not yet been reached after 10 offers.33 In the last two situations, joint profit for the game was 

                                                           
30 Participants were enrolled in 3rd year BSc or in MSc-level management accounting courses, and 
included a significant proportion (102) practitioners enrolled in a part-time MSc program. We deleted six 
dyads (out of 181) as participants did not understand the instructions, or did not participate in a serious 
manner. 
31 To mitigate use of end-game strategies, participants were informed that they would play three to five 
games, although the experiment stopped after three games. 
32 Participants were not allowed to identify themselves through their messages. The coding of messages 
confirmed that this did not happen. 
33 In twelve cases in game 1, fourteen cases in game 2, and five case in game 3 a player decided to end the 
game. Twenty of these terminations were in the high uncertainty condition and eleven in the low 
uncertainty condition. Ten were in the TCO condition and twenty one in the traditional cost information 
condition, and in eleven monitoring was present, while in twenty this was absent. 
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zero. Participants earned €3 for participating plus a bonus of 0.01% of their company’s profit. 

The average payout was €8.53 (min. €3; max. €14). 

The three manipulated independent variables are (i) uncertainty (low vs. high), (ii) 

accounting information (TCO vs. traditional cost), and (iii) monitoring (presence vs. absence). 

Uncertainty was manipulated in line with prior experiments that introduce uncertainty in 

the buyer’s and/or supplier’s payoffs (e.g., Church and Zhang 1999; Roth and Murnighan 1982). 

Variability in the payoff function can be expressed by adding a probabilistic modifier to the most 

likely outcome and by providing an interval of possible outcomes. The most complete uncertainty 

descriptions include a combination of probabilities and intervals (Teigen and Jørgensen 2005). 

Since uncertainty in payoffs adds a level of complexity that can influence negotiators' 

probabilistic expectations about the terms of agreement, we manipulated this by using a 

probability-based interval concerning the contract price. Specifically, uncertainty was 

manipulated as high or low, by generating an interval for each contract value with a probability of 

occurrence. We introduced in the negotiation scenarios an uncertain external factor that causes 

variability in the supplier’s market price and that, after negotiators have reached an agreement, 

can cause a deviation from the agreed upon price. For instance, participants facing high 

uncertainty might be told that the exact contract price could end up anywhere between €3400 and 

€4600, whereas under low uncertainty the interval would be between €3980 and €4020. With an 

equal expected value (€4000), the high uncertainty condition thus represented a maximum 

deviation of 30% (-15% to +15%) and the low uncertainty condition a deviation of at maximum 

1% (cf. Rode et al. 1999).34 In the high uncertainty condition, buyers’ and suppliers’ payoffs of 

the different negotiation options partially overlapped, which was not the case in the low 

uncertainty condition. Participants were explained that the exact price would not be known until 

the end of all negotiations, and, to reinforce the manipulation, were provided with a brief 

description that in previous negotiations the actual price often was a surprise by deviating from 

the predicted average, including examples of recent negotiations with below and above average 

price and outcomes. Participants only faced uncertainty about the contract price, which was the 

most significant negotiation issue. 

Accounting information was manipulated by providing negotiators with one of two types 

of cost information: traditional cost or TCO information. Traditional cost information provided 

only the purchase price of a particular product and non-monetary (quantity) information for the 

other two negotiation issues. TCO information also accounts for costs that are caused by buying 

at a certain supplier, such as the costs of ordering, expediting, receiving, inspecting, quality and 
                                                           
34 For consistency in presentation format, also in the low uncertainty condition an interval was used. 
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administration (Wouters et al. 2005). As in the experiment of Van den Abbeele et al. (2009), the 

payoff tables of Kelley’s (1966) experiment were replaced by cost tables for buyers, and cost and 

income tables for suppliers. Buyers with TCO information had a payoff table expressing cost 

information of all three issues to be negotiated in monetary values, whereas buyers with 

traditional cost information had a payoff table showing the first issue (contract price) in monetary 

values, and the other two issues only in terms of relative importance (nonmonetary values). All 

suppliers received the same information regardless of condition; thus they always had TCO and 

full income information. To incorporate the uncertainty treatment, the contract price information 

was presented in intervals. 

Monitoring control was manipulated by two conditions: absence or presence of third party 

monitoring. Participants in the monitoring condition were informed before they started 

negotiating, through a message on their screen (see Appendix A), that a consultant would monitor 

their negotiations, which both parties had agreed with (cf. Coletti et al. 2005; Van den Abbeele 

2006). Participants were informed that the consultant would review and investigate all exchanged 

information, and if in a game he would observe unfair behavior in the form of sending inaccurate 

or false information, the sender would not receive a bonus for that game. Participants in the 

condition without monitoring control neither faced supervision nor the likelihood of a penalty. 
After participants completed the first two games, the computer program informed all in the 

monitoring control condition that the consultant would not be there anymore during the next 

game. It was emphasized that the information that they and their partner would send would not be 

reviewed or investigated, and that regardless of sending incorrect or false information, they would 

get their bonus earned. Thus, in the third game all participants similarly faced no monitoring. 

 
4.2. Experimental tasks and scenarios 

The first game.  

Buyers and suppliers had to bargain about a napkin tissue and pocket tissue machine 

including the issues of maintenance and spare parts. The instructions explained that maintenance 

and spare parts are needed to keep the machines running, and are part of the final contract. The 

negotiation options included five levels (contracts) labeled from “A” to “E” for each of these 

issues: purchase price, level (or contract price) for maintenance, and level (or contract price) for 

spare parts. The supplier’s information sheet for each contract option showed the price of the 

machine and costs for both maintenance and spare parts. For the TCO condition, the buyer’s sheet 

showed for each contract option the cost of the machine, maintenance, and spare parts. In 

addition, it showed the buyer’s expected income from renewing the machine. In addition, for each 
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contract proposal received and sent (only after sending), the negotiators would be provided with 

the expected profit range. For the traditional cost information condition, the buyer’s sheet showed 

for each contract option the cost of the machine, the level of maintenance, the number of spare 

parts, and the expected income from renewing the machine. While suppliers for each contract 

proposal received and sent were shown the expected profit range, buyers in this condition 

received the numerical information about each of the three negotiation issues and a message that 

the profit of the contract would be shown at the end of all negotiations. 

The machine prices and cost sheets provided to buyers and suppliers are illustrated in 

Appendix B. In the experiment each negotiator had only his or her own sheet, and participants 

were not shown their exchange partner’s information and payoff tables. Instead they needed to get 

insights into their exchange partner’s payoffs through the exchange of offers and messages. The 

games contained one distributive issue, which is the contract price. A distributive issue is a fixed- 

sum issue: the gains for one party result in equal losses for the other party. The other two issues to 

be negotiated (i.e., maintenance and spare parts in game 1 and payment term and delivery time in 

game 2) are logrolling issues.35 Logrolling issues are variable-sum issues, which means that gains 

for one party do not represent equal losses for the other. The marginal differences between 

options are not equal for the negotiation partners: throughout the different phases of the game the 

difference between the incremental gain for one partner and the corresponding incremental loss 

for the other partner is set at 100. 

Buyers would achieve the highest profit and suppliers the lowest profit when agreeing on 

the “A-A-A” contract. The opposite holds for the “E-E-E” contract. For buyers maintenance had 

the highest cost potential and spare parts the lowest. The opposite held for suppliers.36 While 

specifically told that any combination of letters would be acceptable, often dyads approached the 

task by proposing and agreeing on the same or nearly the same contract level for all three issues 

(i.e., the middle contract ‘C-C-C’, which would yield a joint profit of €4000; see Table 2a). Joint 

profit in excess of this level could only be achieved by means of a “diagonal” option where 

buyers and suppliers trade off maintenance cost and spare parts. The most integrative agreement 

was the diagonal contract C-A-E (joint profit = €4800, equally divided among the two partners), 

in which the distributive price issue is immaterial to joint profit, and the two other items are fully 

                                                           
35 Pruitt (1981) identified several strategies for reaching integrative agreements, including logrolling, in 
which bargainers make tradeoffs between issues so that each party gets all or most of his or her preferred 
outcome on important issues, and compromise on issues of lesser importance. 
36 As an example of an unlikely possibility, if a party would convince the other to accept his or her optimal 
terms (A-A-A for buyers, E-E-E for suppliers), then this party’s expected profit would equal €5600 (low 
uncertainty ‘€5580~ €5620’, high uncertainty ‘€5000~ €6200’). The exchange partner would incur an 
expected loss of €1600 (low uncertainty ‘€-1620 ~ €-1580’, high uncertainty ‘€-2200 ~ € -1000’). 
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traded off. Participants could only identify the optimal diagonal contract through the process of 

offers, and counteroffers by exchanging information about their interests and costs. 
 

The second game. 

Participants again negotiated on three issues simultaneously, concerning a set of spare parts 

for a toilet tissue machine: price, delivery time and payment terms. Buyers were informed that 

they preferred a short delivery time for the spare parts, and a long payment term. For each of 

these issues, the negotiation included seven contracts levels labeled from “A” to “G”. The 

negotiators’ sheets provided similar information as in the first game, and are illustrated in 

Appendix B. Again, in the experiment each negotiator only had his or her own sheet. The most 

integrative agreement is found on the diagonal D-G-A, with a joint profit of €4000 (€2000 for 

each exchange partner; see Table 2b). As in game 1, the diagonal D-G-A could be reached by 

setting the distributive issue (price) at the middle and fully trading off the two integrative issues 

(delivery time and payment terms). 
 

The third game.  

Participants had to bargain about kitchen towel tissue machine including the issues of 

maintenance and spare parts. For each of these issues, the negotiation included five contracts 

levels labeled from “A” to “E”. The negotiators’ sheets provided similar information as in the 

first game, and are also illustrated in Appendix B. Again, in the experiment each negotiator only 

had his or her own sheet. The most integrative agreement is found on the diagonal C-E-A, with a 

joint profit of €5.200 (€2.600 for each exchange partner; see Table 2c). As in game 1, the 

diagonal C-E-A could be reached by setting the distributive issue (machine price) at the middle 

and fully trading off the two integrative issues (maintenance and spare parts). 

Tables 2a, 2b, and 2c illustrate the joint profit scheme for various contract combinations of 

the three games. Figure 2 provides a graphical summary of the experimental stages. 
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Figure 2. A graphical summary of the experimental stages 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
UN (uncertainty), AI (accounting information), and MC (monitoring control). 
R1 (round numbers for first game), QT1 (trusting likelihood question for game one), QP1 (behavior 
perception question for game one). 
R2 (round numbers for second game), QT2 (trusting likelihood question for game two), QP2 (behavior 
perception question for game two). 
TB: trust building, R12 (average round numbers over game one and two), QT12 (average trusting likelihood 
question over game one and two), QP1 (average behavior perception question over game one and two). 
MCR (monitoring control removed). 
JP3 (joint profit for third game), R3 (round numbers for third game), QT3 (trusting likelihood question for 
game three), QP3 (behavior perception question for game three). 

 
 
Table 2a. Profit scheme for contract combinations in the 1st game 
 

Contract Average 
 Joint profit Sup. Av. Buy. Av. Low uncertainty 

interval 
High uncertainty 

interval 
C-A-E♣ 4800 2400 2400 4780 ~ 4820 4200 ~ 5400 
B-A-E 4800 1400 3400 4780 ~ 4820 4200 ~ 5400 
D-A-E 4800 3400 1400 4780 ~ 4820 4200 ~ 5400 
A-A-E 4800 400 4400 4780 ~ 4820 4200 ~ 5400 
E-A-E 4800 4400 400 4780 ~ 4820 4200 ~ 5400 
D-C-B 3800 2500 1300 3780 ~ 3820 3200 ~ 4400 
A-A-A 4000 -1600 5600 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
B-B-B 4000 200 3800 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
C-C-C 4000 2000 2000 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
D-D-D 4000 3800 200 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
E-E-E 4000 5600 -1600 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
D-B-B 4000 2200 1800 3980 ~ 4020 3400 ~ 4600 
D-A-B 4200 1900 2300 4180 ~ 4220 3600 ~ 4800 
B-C-E 4400 2000 2400 4380 ~ 4420 3800 ~ 5000 
C-E-A 3200 1600 1600 3180 ~ 3220 2600 ~ 3800 

♣ Cooperative optimal joint profit for both supplier and buyer. Note that some combinations including A-E 
(maintenance and spare parts) yield the same expected joint profit (€4.800), but with asymmetric division 
over negotiators. 
 
 
 

TB+R12+QT12+QP12 Treatment  
(UN, AI, MC) 

 
JP3+R3+QT3+QP3 

Early stage (G12) Later stage (G3) 

Negotiation tactics_G12 

Negotiation tactics_G3 Negotiation tactics_G1 Negotiation tactics_G2 

R2+QT2+QP2 R1+QT1+QP1 

The experiment (G123) 

MC
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Table 2b. Profit scheme for contract combinations in the 2nd game 
 

Contract Average 
Joint profit Sup. Av. Buy. Av. Low uncertainty 

interval 
High uncertainty 

interval 
D-G-A♠ 4000 2000 2000 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
A-G-A 4000 950 3050 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
B-G-A 4000 1300 2700 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
C-G-A 4000 1650 2350 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
E-G-A 4000 2350 1650 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
F-G-A 4000 2700 1300 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
G-G-A 4000 3050 950 3993 ~ 4007 3790 ~ 4210 
A-A-A 3400 -850 4250 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
B-B-B 3400 0 3400 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
C-C-C 3400 850 2550 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
D-D-D 3400 1700 1700 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
E-E-E 3400 2550 850 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
F-F-F 3400 3400 0 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
G-G-G 3400 4250 -850 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
D-B-B 3400 700 2700 3393 ~ 3407 3190 ~ 3610 
D-C-B 3500 1000 2500 3493 ~ 3507 3290 ~ 3710 
F-A-B 3300 1100 2200 3293 ~ 3307 3090 ~ 3510 
C-D-F 3200 1750 1450 3193 ~ 3207 2990 ~ 3410 
D-A-G 2800 1400 1400 2793 ~ 2807 2590 ~ 3010 

♠ Cooperative optimal joint profit for both supplier and buyer. Note that some combinations including G-A 
(delivery time and payment term) yield the same expected joint profit (€4.000), but with asymmetric 
division over negotiators. 
 
Table 2c. Profit scheme for contract combinations in the 3rd game 
 

Contract Average 
Joint profit Sup. Av. Buy. Av. Low uncertainty 

interval 
High uncertainty 

interval 
C-E-A♦ 5200 2600 2600 5188 ~ 5212 4855 ~ 5545 
B-E-A 5200 2025 3175 5188 ~ 5212 4855 ~ 5545 
D-E-A 5200 3175 2025 5188 ~ 5212 4855 ~ 5545 
A-E-A 5200 1450 3750 5188 ~ 5212 4855 ~ 5545 
E-E-A 5200 3750 1450 5188 ~ 5212 4855 ~ 5545 
D-C-B 4075 2300 1775 4063 ~ 4087 3730 ~ 4420 
A-A-A 3700 -550 4250 3688 ~ 3712 3355 ~ 4045 
B-B-B 3700 650 3050 3688 ~ 3712 3355 ~ 4045 
C-C-C 3700 1850 1850 3688 ~ 3712 3355 ~ 4045 
D-D-D 3700 3050 650 3688 ~ 3712 3355 ~ 4045 
E-E-E 3700 4250 -550 3688 ~ 3712 3355 ~ 4045 
D-B-B 3700 1800 1900 3688 ~ 3712 3355 ~ 4045 
D-A-B 3325 1300 2025 3313 ~ 3337 2980 ~ 3670 
B-C-E 2950 1525 1425 2938 ~ 2962 2605 ~ 3295 
C-A-E 2200 1100 1100 2188 ~ 2212 1855 ~ 2545 

♦ Cooperative optimal joint profit for both supplier and buyer. Note that some combinations including E-A 
(maintenance and spare parts) yield the same expected joint profit (€5.200), but with asymmetric division 
over negotiators. 
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4.3. Measurement of the dependent variables 
 
Trust. 

Trust built during the initial negotiations was measured at the end of game two and before 

negotiators started the third game. The construct was captured by three questions adapted from 

De Dreu et al. (1998) and Beersma and De Dreu (1999) (see Appendix D) about the perceptions 

of trust between the negotiators during the first two games. Specifically, we asked participants (1) 

how the negotiations were influenced by feelings of trust or distrust between the negotiators 

(1=distrust; 7=trust), (2) the extent to which they trusted their exchange partner (1= not at all; 7= 

very much), and (3) the extent to which they thought that the exchange partner trusted him or her 

(1=strongly distrusted me; 7=strongly trusted me). Scale reliability was adequate (Cronbach 

Alpha 0.76) and the ratings of the three questions were averaged to obtain a score per negotiator. 

A dyad’s level of trust was obtained by averaging the responses of both exchange parties. 

To validate the construct measurement, we asked participants to indicate after each game 

their perceived likelihood that the exchange partner would behave trustworthy (1= very unlikely; 

7= very likely) (adapted from Coletti et al. 2005). The average score across the two negotiators 

correlates well and significantly with the trust construct (r=0.54, p<0.01), supporting its validity. 
 

Joint profit.  

Prior negotiation studies typically capture economic negotiation outcomes in the form of 

joint profit (e.g., Pruitt and Lewis 1975). At the end of each game, we established the dyad's joint 

profit by summing the profits of each negotiator. If in a game a negotiator terminated the 

negotiations, the game profit for both negotiators would be zero. Since we are interested in how 

negotiation behaviors and trust evolve over time, we use as dependent variable the joint profit for 

the third game, after negotiation behaviors and trust have been developed and measured. 
 

Negotiation behavior.  

Social exchange theorists (e.g., Pruitt 1981) generally distinguish between two types of 

negotiation tactics: integrative tactics and distributive tactics. Whereas in previous research 

negotiation tactics have often been measured through survey questions, their self-reporting nature 

may result in biases and deviate from the content (i.e., what people actually say). Accordingly, as 

in Chang et al. (2013) and Van den Abbeele et al. (2009) we allowed participants to send 

messages along with their offers and counteroffers, and coded these messages to obtain detailed 

measures of use of integrative and distributive tactics. Hence, we use a more complete and 

objective registration of actual negotiation behavior to construct a measure of use of integrative 

tactics relative to distributive tactics. 
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Integrative tactics involve the exchange of information about priorities, preferences, or 

numerical values. We coded use of integrative tactics separately for suppliers and buyers by 

focusing on their asking for and giving of information, which was captured by questions and 

statements such as about how the negotiators prioritized issues (e.g., what is the most important 

issue for you?; The payment term is more important to me than delivery time). Specifically, the 

coding included the following elements (also see Table 3 and Appendix C): exchange of 

information, creating a pleasant atmosphere, extending invitations to cooperate, and making 

constructive proposals, with multiple sub-dimensions for each category (Chang et al. 2013; Van 

den Abbeele et al. 2009; Weingart et al. 1996). A score of ‘1’ was provided if such a tactic was 

present in a message sent by a participant, and to measure the dyad's use of integrative tactics we 

summed all tactics observed for the negotiators. 

Distributive tactics refer to tactics such as withholding information while using strategies 

to get information, offering minimally acceptable offers, sending positional commitments, being 

slow to give concessions, concealing feelings, and using persuasive arguments and warnings 

(Graham et al. 1992; Walton and McKersie 1965; Pruitt and Lewis 1975; Weingart et al. 1996). 

Table 3 provides an overview of the tactics and sub-dimensions used for coding distributive 

tactics, and Appendix C provides the operational definitions. Use of distributive tactics was 

scored and computed in the same way as integrative tactics. We compute our measure of use of 

integrative tactics relative to distributive tactics as the difference in use of integrative and 

distributive tactics. Using instead a relative measure that divides this difference by the total use of 

negotiation tactics (e.g., Chang et al. 2013) provides very similar results. 
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Table 3. Summary of the negotiation tactics coding scheme 

Object 
 

Integrative tactics 
 

Distributive tactics 

Information 
exchange 

 
Provision of information 
NIE: numerical 
PIE: Priority 
SD: self-disclosure 

 
Deceiving and withholding info. 
LI: lies 
RS: refusal to share info. 

Creating 
atmosphere  

 
A pleasant atmosphere 
REW: rewards 
PNA: positive normative appeals 

 
Unpleasant atmosphere 
PU: punishment 
NNA: negative normative appeals 

Willingness to 
cooperate 

 
Extending invitations  
RC: request for cooperation 
RI: request for information in 

integrative way 

 
Posing limitations 
COM: commitment 
QU: request for information in 

distributive way 
PD: putdown 

Making 
proposals 

 
Constructive 
PR: promise  
RE: recommendation 
PC: propose to compromise 

 
Compelling or compulsory 
PA: persuasive argument 
WA: warning 
TH: threat 

 

The communications that were recorded during the experiment comprised 538 pages of 

messages.37 We used ATLAS.ti v.6.2 to code and analyze them. Table 3 summarizes the coding 

scheme. Some messages could not be coded with the ex ante developed coding scheme. To 

increase coding reliability, two additional raters recoded part of the messages, which resulted in 

the creation of two new grounded codes: “refusal to share information” as distributive tactic and 

“proposal to compromise” as integrative tactic. All messages were subsequently recoded by the 

first two coders. Coding was conducted independently by two raters (one not involved in the 

study), and their inter-rater agreement was satisfactory (Cohen’s Kappas of above 0.60). Review 

of the differences resulted in a consensus coding that we consider sufficiently complete and 

reliable. 

To validate our measurement of negotiation tactics, we asked participants after each game a 

question about how they would characterize the bargaining behavior of their partner, on a scale 

from one (competitive) to seven (cooperative). The average score across the negotiators correlates 

well and significantly with the relative use of integrative tactics (r=0.48, p<0.01 for the initial 

negotiations, and r=0.36, p<0.01 for the later negotiations), supporting the validity of the content-
                                                           
37 The communications that were recorded during the early stage of a relationships which included first two 
games was 405 pages of messages. 
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based measurement. In addition, after the last game participants rated their and their partner’s 

bargaining behavior on items concerning their problem solving orientation (Van den Abbeele et 

al. 2009). These items similarly correlate positively with relative use of integrative tactics during 

the three games, with negotiators focusing more on their joint instead of individual position, 

adjusting more to each other, being more honest and exchanging more objective (unbiased) 

information (r=0.22; r=0.20; r=0.18; r=0.17, all p<0.01).38 

 
4.4. Manipulation checks. 

After completing the negotiations, subjects filled out a questionnaire (identical for both 

roles) with questions about their motivation, understanding of the instructions, payoff tables and 

incentive scheme, time pressure to complete the negotiations, pleasure in conducting the 

experiment, and manipulation checks (see Appendix D).39 Mean scores (measured on a seven-

point Likert scale) on the questions indicate that participants evaluated the negotiation as 

“interesting” (mean=5.30; std=1.09), understood the instructions (mean=5.48; std=0.98), were 

well motivated (mean= 5.02; std=0.87), and had sufficient time to complete the negotiations 

(mean=4.57; std=1.27). 

A variety of questions was designed to serve as manipulation checks, and the mean scores 

indicate the manipulations were successful. We asked on which value in the contract price 

interval the players focused during the negotiations (minimum, maximum or mean). Negotiators 

facing low uncertainty focused significantly more often on the mean of the interval than 

negotiators facing high uncertainty (χ2=8.95, df=1, p<0.01), and when not focusing on the mean, 

suppliers most often focused on the minimum price, and buyers most often on the maximum price 

(consistent with the idea that uncertainty increases conflict between negotiators). Negotiators 

facing high uncertainty also felt they needed significantly more time to negotiate with their 

partner than those facing low uncertainty (F(1,174)=15.62, p<0.01). 

In evaluating the usefulness of the cost information they received, buyers with TCO 

information judged this to be more useful than buyers with traditional cost information 

(F(1,174)=37.66, p<0.01). Similarly, negotiators facing high uncertainty judged the cost 

information to be less useful than those facing low uncertainty (F(1,174) =9.00, p<0.01). 

Negotiators facing high uncertainty also felt they had less influence over their partner than those 

facing low uncertainty (F(1,174)=4.54, p<0.05), and the same held for buyers receiving 

traditional cost information as compared to those receiving TCO information (F(1,174)=4.82, 

                                                           
38 When separating the perceptions of own and the exchange partner’s behavior, we obtain similar results. 
39 To avoid memory or common method effects, every survey question was presented in a separate screen. 
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p<0.05). Finally, when reflecting on the bargaining strategies they used negotiators in the 

monitoring control condition judged they were more honest and less deceptive as compared to 

negotiators without monitoring control (F(1,174)=11.25, p<0.01). 

We additionally captured perceptions on information sharing during the negotiations (1= 

keeping information; 7= giving information). On average, participants evaluated their bargaining 

strategies to involve more keeping than sharing information (mean=3.38; std=1.15), in particular 

buyers with traditional cost information (mean=3.03; std=1.50). Similarly, they found their 

partners to keep more information than to share this (mean=3.25; std=1.24), in particular the 

suppliers of buyers with traditional cost information (mean=2.98; std=1.69). Finally, participants 

were asked to evaluate which outcome they focused on during the negotiations (1= individual 

results; 7= joint results). The mean scores indicate they focused on both own and joint results 

with a slightly greater emphasis on own results (mean=3.71; std=1.33). 

 

5. Experimental results  

5.1. Preliminary analysis. 

Table 4 provides summary statistics for our key variables relative use of integrative tactics 

(ΔNT), trust, and joint profit. Panel A provides descriptive statistics for the initial negotiations 

(i.e. game 1 and 2) for both ΔNT and trust across the eight experimental conditions. For both 

variables the differences across the eight cells are statistically significant (p<0.10 and p<0.01, 

respectively).40 The negative means for ΔNT indicate that on average negotiators made more use 

of distributive tactics than use of integrative tactics. Noticeably, negotiations are most integrative 

(-1.14) and trust is relatively high (3.81) in the high uncertainty cell with TCO information and 

with monitoring. In contrast, negotiations are relatively least integrative (-5.00) and trust is lowest 

(3.65) when uncertainty is high, traditional cost information is provided and monitoring is absent. 

Trust is highest when uncertainty is low and either monitoring is absent and refined accounting 

information is provided (4.18), or monitoring is present and traditional cost information is 

provided (3.90). 

Panel B of Table 4 provides descriptive statistics for ΔNT during the final negotiation 

game and the joint profit realized in that game. The differences across the eight cells are 

statistically significant for joint profit (p<0.01), but not for ΔNT (p>0.10), which as compared to 

the first games has increased in intensity in all cells. Noticeably, joint profit is lowest (3468.18) 

                                                           
40 We use Kruskal-Wallis tests to compare the mean scores across treatments since 31 cases in the 
experiment stopped the negotiation, causing the distribution of negotiation tactics during the initial 
negotiations and joint profit in the third game to be non-normal. Our later estimation methods are robust to 
these deviations of normality. 
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and negotiations are relatively less integrative (-1.32) in the high uncertainty cell with traditional 

cost information and monitoring. In contrast, joint profit is highest (4647.14) in the low 

uncertainty cell with both TCO information and monitoring, and under these conditions 

negotiations are relatively more integrative (-0.62).41 

Panel C of Table 4 presents a correlation matrix of all variables, and provides initial 

evidence for our expectations. The positive and significant correlations of trust with ∆NT12 

(r=0.26, p< 0.01) supports that greater relative use of integrative tactics is associated with the 

building of trust. ∆NT12 also correlates positively and significantly with refined accounting 

information and monitoring control (r=0.08, p< 0.10 and r=0.07, p< 0.10), and negatively with 

uncertainty (r= -0.10, p< 0.05). The positive correlation between trust built and ∆NT3 (r=0.11, p< 

0.05) indicates that trust built is associated with subsequent greater use of integrative tactics. The 

positive correlations between ∆NT12 and ∆NT3 (r=0.34, p< 0.01) supports that current negotiation 

behavior is consistent with prior behavior. Additionally, joint profit of the final negotiation 

correlates positively with refined accounting information (r=0.45, p< 0.01), trust (r=0.13, p< 

0.01) and ∆NT3 (r=0.25, p< 0.01), and negatively with uncertainty (r=-0.11, p< 0.05).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
41 To support interpretation of the profit differences between cells; conditional on negotiators reaching an 
agreement, the least profitable agreements for game three would provide on average joint profit of 2200 
and the most profitable agreements would provide on average joint profit of 5200. 
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Table 4. Summary statistics 
 

Panel A: Descriptive statistics across experimental conditions for initial negotiations 
behaviors (∆NT12) and trust  
 

 
 

Experimental 
condition 

 

Uncertainty 
Low High 

Monitoring control 
Absence Presence Absence Presence 

∆ NT12 Trust ∆ NT12 Trust ∆ NT12 Trust ∆ NT12 Trust 

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n Traditional 

Info.  
-2.39 3.65 -2.41 3.90 -5.00 3.65 -2.32 3.67 

(4.63) (1.03) (5.11) (0.96) (6.35) (0.88) (4.99) (0.90) 

TCO  
Info.  

-2.16 4.18 -2.83 3.56 -2.59 3.58 -1.14 3.81 
(4.65) (0.91) (4.34) (1.05) (4.43) (0.95) (3.87) (0.77) 

 
Panel B: Descriptive statistics across experimental conditions for final negotiations behavior 
(∆NT3) and joint profit (JP3)  
 

 
 

Experimental 
condition 

 

Uncertainty 
Low High 

Monitoring control 
Absence Presence Absence Presence 

∆NT3 JP3 ∆NT3 JP3 ∆NT3 JP3 ∆NT3 JP3 

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n Traditional 

Info.  
-0.50 3958.18 -0.95 4041.36 -1.43 3803.48 -1.32 3468.18 

(2.51) (418.79) (2.10) (410.56) (2.49) (1257.76) (2.63) (1195.35) 

TCO  
Info.  

-0.55 4486.36 -0.62 4647.14 -0.23 4435.45 -0.71 4150.48 
(2.30) (425.98) (2.71) (604.54) (2.48) (553.79) (2.50) (1048.42) 

 
Panel C: Spearman correlation (n=175 dyads) 
 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 ∆NT12  1       
2 Trust building 0,26*** 1      
3 ∆NT3  0,34*** 0,11** 1     
4 Joint profit 0,13** 0,13*** 0,25*** 1    
5 Uncertainty -0,03 -0,10** -0,05 -0,11** 1   
6 Accounting info 0,08* 0,04 0,08* 0,45*** -0,01 1  
7 Monitoring† 0,07* -0,04 -0,07 -0,06 -0,01 -0,01 1 
 

Correlation estimate ***, **, * indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, 10% level (two-tailed)  
† Monitoring control was removed in the final negotiation game. 

 
Panel A: shows the mean and standard deviation (in parentheses) for both behavior (∆NT12) and trust 
building in the initial negotiations (over first two games). Kruskal-Wallis tests indicate the differences 
across all experimental cells are significant at p<0.10 and p<0.05, respectively. 
Panel B: shows the mean and standard deviation (in parentheses) for both ∆NT3 and joint profit in game 
three). Kruskal-Wallis tests indicate the differences across all experimental cells are significant at p>0.10 
and p<0.01, respectively. 
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Trust building: average three questions of trust of the buyer and supplier into one construct scores. 
∆NT is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics. Measurement of negotiation tactics was 
based on coded exchanged messages between buyers and suppliers (Appendix C). Use of each of the 
specific tactics was coded ‘1’ if the tactic was present in a message and ‘0’ if not. For both integrative and 
distributive tactics, all scores of the buyer and supplier were summed to obtain overall construct scores. 
∆NT12 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics over first two games (early stage of 
buyer-supplier relationships). 
∆NT3 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics for game three (later stage of buyer-
supplier relationships). 
Joint profit is calculated as the sum of buyer and supplier profit for game three. 
Panel C: shows the correlations for treatment, mediation and outcome variables  
Uncertainty ‘0’ for low uncertainty, ‘1’ for high uncertainty. 
Accounting information ‘0’ for traditional cost information_ TC, ‘1’ for TCO information. 
Monitoring control ‘0’ for no monitoring, ‘1’ for monitoring. 

 

5.2 Model specification and estimation. 

Consistent with prior studies, we analyze the data at the dyadic level (e.g., Chang et al. 

2013; Van den Abbeele 2006), by averaging values of buyer and supplier. To examine mediation 

effects of negotiation behavior, we use structural equation modeling (SEM) in SPSS AMOS 

(v.20) with maximum likelihood estimation. For our analysis, SEM has the advantage (e.g., as 

compared to ANOVA) that mediation hypotheses can be tested simultaneously rather than testing 

components in a piecemeal fashion (MacCallum and Austin 2000). Following recommendations 

of Preacher and Hayes (2004), we generated 5000 bootstrap resamples and employ a 95% 

confidence interval to obtain bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effects. As control 

variables we included indicators for student type (Bachelor, Master_full time, and Master_part 

time, which last group included more experienced part-time MSc students who generally work 

four days per week in an auditor or controller position).42 

For expositional purposes, we estimate our model in two stages: first, we examine the 

impact of TCO, monitoring control and their interaction on negotiation behavior and trust 

building, which allows to draw comparisons with prior studies that have examined the impact of 

these variables. Then, to test our hypotheses, we add uncertainty to the model to show how this 

(independently and in interaction with accounting information and monitoring) influences 

negotiation behavior, trust building and outcomes. 

We used multiple goodness-of-fit indices to assess model fit (cf. Hu and Bentler 1999), 

including the Chi-square statistic divided by the degrees of freedom (χ2/df), Goodness-of-fit index 

(GFI), adjusted GFI (AGFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). The following cut-off criteria were used to 

                                                           
42 We also included controls for risk preferences (cf. Sprinkle et al. 2008), gender, and the times and days in 
the week the experiments were run. These controls were insignificant and did not influence the results. 
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assess the model-fit: (χ2/df) ratio less than 3; GFI, AGFI, NFI, and CFI greater than 0.90; and 

RMSEA acceptable up to 0.08 (Hu and Bentler 1999; Fan et al. 1999). 

 

5.3. Estimation results.  

Table 5 reports the model results. The fit statistics for both models show that they fit the 

data well, with values better than the recommended cutoff values. For directional predictions we 

report one-tailed p-values, and for the other effects two-tailed p-values. 

Table 5. Parameter estimates on negotiation tactics, trust building and joint profit 
This table reports the parameter estimates for both the main and interaction effects of the 
manipulated variables on negation tactics, trust building and joint profit controlling for student 
type. 
 

Variables 

Model (1) Model (2) 

∆NT12 Trust 
building ∆NT12 Trust 

building ∆NT3 
Total 

effect on 
joint profit 

∆NT12 - 0.05*** - 0.05*** 0.15*** 18.09*** 
Trust building - - - - 0.08 123.43*** 
∆NT3 - - - - - 84.67*** 
Uncertainty  - - -2.98*** -0.14*** -0.44*** -53.97*** 
Accounting information 1.30** 0.06** 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.32 
Monitoring control 1.34** 0.06** -0.39 -0.02 -0.06 -6.99 
Accounting information x monitoring  -0.91 -0.04 -0.27 -0.01 -0.04 -4.93 
Uncertainty x accounting information - - 2.50** 0.12** 0.37** 45.27** 
Uncertainty x monitoring control - - 3.38*** 0.16*** 0.50*** 61.20*** 
Uncertainty x accounting info. x mon. - - -1.21 -0.06 -0.18 -21.92 
M_full 3.30*** 0.35** 3.39*** 0.36** 1.49*** 300.94** 
M_part -2.23*** 0.09 -2.30*** 0.09 -0.69** -150.2 
R2 0.12 0.07 0.16 0.07 0.14 0.09 
 

Cell statistics are the coefficient estimate. ***, **, * indicate significance based on bias-corrected (BC) 
confidence intervals at the 1%, 5%, 10% level (one-tailed), respectively. The fit indices for Model 1 are 
χ2/df =0.39, GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.99, NFI=0.99, CFI=0.99, and RMSEA=0.01. The fit indices for Model 2 
are χ2/df =2.47, GFI=0.96, AGFI=0.91, NFI=0.96, CFI=0.96, and RMSEA=0.07.  
 
Explanation of variables 
∆NT12 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics for first two games.  
∆NT3 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics for third game. 
Trust building is calculated as average of three questions asked after game two. 
Joint profit is calculated as the sum of buyer and supplier profit for game three. 
Uncertainty: ‘0’ for low uncertainty, ‘1’ for high uncertainty. 
Accounting information: ‘0’ for traditional cost information, ‘1’ for TCO information.  
Monitoring control: ‘0’ for no monitoring, ‘1’ for monitoring.  
M_full and M_part: dummy variables for full time and part time Master students (reference group: bachelor 
students). 
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Model 1 in Table 5 shows that, when ignoring differences in uncertainty, the provision of 

TCO information and monitoring both are associated with a greater use of integrative tactics 

relative to distributive tactics (1.30, p<0.05 and 1.34, p<0.05), which is in line with H1b and H1c. 

The second column shows that, in line with H3, relative use of integrative tactics is positively 

associated with trust building (0.05, p<0.01), and that indirectly TCO information and monitoring 

control are positively associated with trust building through this negotiation behavior (both 0.06, 

p<0.05). These results are consistent with prior studies that examine the effects of monitoring and 

refined accounting information in negotiation settings without uncertainty (e.g., Coletti et al. 

2005; Van den Abbeele 2006). 

Model 2 in Table 5 adds the effects of uncertainty to the model which allows assessing our 

research hypotheses. In the initial negotiations, as in Model 1, we observe that greater relative use 

of integrative tactics is associated with higher trust building (0.05, p<0.01), supporting H3. As 

predicted by H1a, uncertainty is associated with a decrease in the use of integrative tactics 

relative to distributive tactics (-2.98, p<0.01), which indirectly (i.e., through negotiation behavior) 

also results in lower trust building (-0.14, p<0.01).43 In contrast to Model 1, the effects of refined 

accounting information and monitoring on negotiation behavior and outcomes are insignificant. 

Their interactions with uncertainty, however, are positive and highly significant, providing 

support for H2a and H2b that refined accounting information and monitoring help mitigating the 

negative effects of uncertainty on negotiation behavior (2.50, p<0.05 and 3.38, p<0.01), which 

indirectly also positively impacts trust building (0.12 p<0.05 and 0.16, p<0.01).44 Thus, the 

positive significant direct and indirect effects of TCO information and monitoring observed in 

Model 1 can be fully attributed to the high uncertainty condition. 

The results provide no support for H2c that the negative effect of uncertainty on 

negotiation behavior is weakened by the interaction between TCO information and monitoring 

control. Similarly, the two-way interaction of accounting information and monitoring control is 

insignificant. Thus, for both the high and low uncertainty setting we find no support for the 

prediction that monitoring control may alleviate concerns about misuse of refined accounting 

information when negotiators wish to share this. Regarding the control variables, full time master 

students are more integrative in their negotiations (3.39, p<0.01), while more experienced part-

time students are more distributive (-2.30, p<0.01). 

                                                           
43 In an unreported test, we also observe that under high uncertainty negotiators need significantly more 
time to come to an agreement (p<0.01), which fits with these observations. 
44 Jointly these interaction effects also make the relatively use of integrative tactics to be greater under high 
uncertainty than in the low uncertainty condition (see Table 4, -1.14 vs -2.83). 
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We next assess our hypotheses concerning the later stages of negotiation, when trust may 

to some extent have been built. First, we observe that relative use of integrative tactics during the 

initial negotiations is associated with greater relative use of integrative tactics in the third game 

(0.15, p<0.01), supporting H4b. The results, however, provide no support for H4a that trust 

created during prior negotiations incrementally influences subsequent integrative negotiation 

behaviors. While the bivariate correlation is positive and significant, it appears that this effect 

disappears once controlling for prior behavior. 

Consistent with the lack of significance of the direct effect of monitoring control on initial 

negotiation tactics (-0.39, p>0.10), the results also provide no support for H5a that after the 

removal of monitoring control negotiators make relatively greater use of integrative tactics (-0.06, 

p>0.10). However, as predicted by H5b, the interaction with uncertainty is significant and shows 

that the negative effect of uncertainty on negotiation behavior is weakened for negotiators who 

previously were subject to monitoring (-0.44, p<0.01). This supports that the effect of monitoring 

on initial negotiation behavior (which was -2.98, p<0.01) persists even after monitoring has been 

removed.45 

Regarding the outcomes of the negotiations, consistent with H6a, we observe that greater 

relative use of integrative tactics in the final game is associated with greater joint profit (84.67, 

p<0.01). In addition, as predicted by H6b, trust that was built during the initial negotiations is 

positively associated with joint profit (123.43, p<0.01). Importantly, this effect is incremental to 

negotiation behavior, which indicates that trust can affect negotiators outcomes in other ways 

than through affecting their negotiations behaviors (e.g., through routines and willingness to 

compromise). 

The direct effects of refined accounting information and monitoring control on negotiation 

behavior and outcomes are insignificant, similar to their insignificance on initial negotiation 

behavior. The interactions with uncertainty, however, are positive and highly significant. These 

effects are consistent with H2a and H2b which predict that refined accounting information and 

monitoring control (even after removal) help mitigating the negative effects of uncertainty on 

negotiation behavior (0.37, p<0.05 and 0.50, p<0.01), and they indirectly also positively impact 

joint profit (45.27, p<0.05 and 61.20, p<0.01). Regarding the control variables, full-time master 

students are again more integrative (1.49, p<0.01) and part-time students more distributive (-0.69, 

p<0.05) in their negotiations. 

                                                           
45 We also estimate a model that adds an interaction between trust and the indicator for those that were 
subject to monitoring to test whether the impact of trust may have been different for this group. The 
insignificant coefficient suggests this is not the case. 
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Overall, the results lend support for the expectation that as a primary factor complicating 

firms’ collaborative activities including their negotiations, uncertainty induces relatively less 

integrative behavior at the favor of distributive behavior, which results in lower trust and joint 

outcomes. Refined accounting information and monitoring control help alleviating negotiators’ 

concerns about this uncertainty, in particular by facilitating integrative negotiations and trust 

building, which both positively affect joint outcomes. 

In the next sections we provide two sets of supplementary analyses that provide additional 

insights into the effects of our treatment variables, negotiation behavior and trust. These analyses 

concern (1) negotiation efficiency, and (2) achievement of optimal results and failures. 

 
5.4. Supplementary analysis: trust and negotiation efficiency.  

Negotiations between exchange partners are argued to be more efficient in the presence of 

trust, because agreements are reached more quickly and easily as parties are more willing to 

arrive at a meeting of the minds (Zaheer et al. 1998). Butler (1999) argued that trust can promote 

negotiating efficiency in two ways. The first is the discovery process (procedural efficiency) and 

can be represented by the time taken to reach an agreement or to discover feasible solutions. The 

second is the implementation of the agreement (outcome efficiency), represented by the 

simplicity or inexpensiveness of the agreement. Following Butler (1999), we measure the two 

features of efficiency across the initial and later negotiations: (1) negotiation time (procedural 

efficiency) and (2) number of bids needed to reach an agreement (outcome efficiency). 

Table 6 reports the results for both initial and final negotiations. The first two columns 

report results for the initial negotiations, and the third and fourth column those for final 

negotiation. In both cases relative use of integrative tactics is associated negatively with both 

number of bids and negotiation time (for ∆NT12 -0.18 and -1.19; ∆NT3 -0.20 and -0.64, all 

p<0.01). Thus more use of integrative tactics is associated with more efficient negotiations. 

Consistent with its negative effect on negotiation behavior, during both the initial and later 

negotiations uncertainty is associated positively with both number of bids (0.55 and 3.54, all 

p<0.01) and negotiation time (0.09 and 0.19, all p<0.01). For both negotiation stages, the 

interactions of uncertainty with accounting information are negative and significant on number of 

bids (-0.46 and -0.07, both p<0.05) and negotiation time (-2.97 and -0.16, both p<0.05). 

Similarly, for both negotiation stages, the interactions of uncertainty with monitoring control are 

negative and significant on number of bids ( -0.62 and -0.10, both p<0.01) and negotiation time ( 

-4.01 and -0.22, both p<0.01).These results indicate that both mechanisms help mitigating the 

negative effects of uncertainty on negotiation efficiency.  
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Table 6. Parameter estimates on negotiation efficiency 
This table reports the parameter estimates for both the main and interaction effects of the 
manipulated variables on total effect of number of bids and negotiation time controlling for 
student type. 
 

Variables 
Initial efficiency Final efficiency 

Number 
of bids 

Negotiation 
time 

Number 
of bids 

Negotiation 
time 

∆NT12 -0.18*** -1.19*** -0,03*** -0,06*** 
Trust building - - -0,03 0,60*** 
∆NT3 - - -0,20*** -0,64*** 
Uncertainty  0.55*** 3.54*** 0,09*** 0,19*** 
Accounting information -0.01 -0.02 -0,01 -0,01 
Monitoring control 0.07 0.46 0,01 0,02 
Accounting information x monitoring  0.05 0.32 0,01 0,02 
Uncertainty x accounting information -0.46** -2.97** -0,07** -0,16** 
Uncertainty x monitoring control -0.62*** -4.01*** -0,10*** -0,22*** 
Uncertainty x accounting info. x mon. 0.22 1.44 0,04 0,08 
M_full 0.35 4.35* -0,38** 0,30 
M_part 0.56** 3.49* 0,21 -0,17 
R2 0.21 0.20 0.14 0.16 
 

Cell statistics are the coefficient estimate. ***, **, * indicate significance based on bias-corrected (BC) 
confidence intervals at the 1%, 5%, 10% level (one-tailed), respectively.  
In the initial efficiency (over first two game) the fit indices: (i) for number of bids are χ2/df =0.81, 
GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.97, NFI=0.99, CFI=0.99, and RMSEA=0.01. (ii) for negotiation time are χ2/df =0.56, 
GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.99, NFI=0.95, CFI=0.99, and RMSEA=0.01.  
In the final efficiency (game three) the fit indices: (i) for number of bids are χ2/df =1.34, GFI=0.98, 
AGFI=0.95, NFI=0.98, CFI=0.99, and RMSEA=0.03. (ii) for negotiation time are χ2/df =1.22, GFI=0.98, 
AGFI=0.95, NFI=0.98, CFI=0.99, and RMSEA=0.03.  
 
Explanation of variables 
Number of bids is calculated as the number of negotiation round for each game when reach agreement. 
Time is calculated as the negotiation time for each game when reach agreement. 
Efficiency in the early stage of a relationship calculated after negotiation tactics (ΔNT12). 
Efficiency in the later stage of a relationship calculated after negotiation tactics (ΔNT3). 
ΔNT12 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics for first two games. 
ΔNT3 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics for third game. 
Trust building is calculated as average of three questions asked after game two. 
Uncertainty: ‘0’ for low uncertainty, ‘1’ for high uncertainty.  
Accounting information: ‘0’ for traditional cost information, ‘1’ for TCO information.  
Monitoring control: ‘0’ for no monitoring, ‘1’ for monitoring.  
M_full and M_part: dummy variables for full time and part time Master students (reference group: bachelor 
students). 
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With respect to trust, the results are contrary to expectations. While we find no support that 

outcome efficiency increases in terms of a reduced number of bids (-0.03, p>0.10), trust is 

positive and highly significant with negotiation time (0.60, p<0.01) 46 These findings suggest that 

trust does not lead to a different number of bids, but leads to more time to come to an agreement. 

Apparently, the information exchanged under high trust conditions might have been taken more 

seriously which might have led to longer decision time. Thus, while we find trust to be associated 

with higher joint profit (123.43, p>0.01, see Table 5), trust also seems to lead to longer 

negotiations in which negotiators try to identify mutually better solutions. 

 
5.5. Supplementary analysis: pareto optimal agreements and negotiation failures. 

The achievement of pareto optimal results and negotiation failures (i.e., reaching a zero 

result) are two extreme outcomes in negotiations. Tripp and Sondak (1992) define pareto optimal 

agreements as “those from which no additional joint gains are possible. When negotiators have 

achieved pareto optimal agreements, no agreement is possible that would be preferred by both 

negotiators or would be preferred by one and to which the other would be indifferent” (p.279). 

Our pareto optimal measure uses are consistent with this definition. Tables 2a, 2b, and 2c 

illustrate for the three games the joint profit schemes for various contract combinations, including 

the pareto optimal agreements. For example Table 2a shows that in game 1 the most integrative 

agreement was the diagonal contract C-A-E (joint profit= €4800, equally divided among the two 

partners). In this contract the distributive price issue is immaterial to joint profit, and the two 

other items are fully traded off. 

Panel A of Table 7 reports for both negotiation stages the numbers of dyads reaching the 

pareto optimal agreements, subdivided by treatment. The numbers of dyads out of the 175 dyads 

that reach optimum outcomes per game are four, four, and fourteen respectively. Using logistic 

regression (not tabulated) with the achievement of pareto optimal agreements as a dependent 

variable, we find that this is significantly positively associated with relative use of integrative 

tactics (p<0.01), and with the presence of refined accounting information (p<0.01).47 This 

supports that achievement of optimal results is supported by integrative negotiation behaviors, 

and by negotiators being in the possession of TCO information that helps them find integrative 

solutions. We find no significant effect of trust however for the achievement of pareto optimal 

results in the final negotiation game. This indicates that trust itself is not sufficient to obtain 
                                                           
46 The direct effect of trust on negotiation time is positive and highly significant (0.65, p<0.01), while its 
indirect effect through negotiation tactics is negative and not significant (-0.05, p>0.10). 
47 For this analysis we aggregate all pareto optimal agreements across the three games, and given the 
limited number of optimal outcomes, we omit all interaction effects between treatment variables. Inclusion 
of them shows these are not significant. 
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optimal results, and that instead refined information and integrative behaviors are more important 

in realizing these. 

In general, negotiations stop when a party makes a final offer with no more room for 

negotiation and which is not accepted, or when negotiators reach an impasse. Negotiation failures 

are most likely when distributive tactics are dominant. Panel B of Table 7 reports the numbers of 

dyads that quit the negotiation (i.e., before round 10 of the game after which it was automatically 

stopped) subdivided by treatment. The frequencies suggest that failure is more likely when 

uncertainty is high, and less likely when negotiators receive refined accounting information or 

face monitoring control. The results of logistic regression with failure to reach an agreement as a 

dependent variable (not tabulated) indeed support that this is positively associated with 

uncertainty (p<0.10), and negatively with relative use of integrative tactics (p<0.01), trust 

(p<0.01), accounting information (p<0.05), and monitoring control (p<0.10). In addition, for the 

failures relating to the final negotiation game, we find a marginally significant impact of trust 

(p<0.10). Thus, these results support that the likelihood of negotiation failure increases when 

uncertainty causes the negotiations to become more complicated, but decreases with use of 

integrative negotiation behavior, trust, and both presence of refined accounting information and 

monitoring control. 

Table 7. Achievement of the optimal agreements and negotiation failures 
 

Panel A: The effects of experimental conditions on the achievement of optimal agreements 

Optimal agreements▼ Uncertainty Accounting info. Monitoring 
High Low TCO Traditional Presence Absence 

Initial negotiations 
 

G1 
 

2 2 4 0 2 2 
G2 

 
1 3 4 0 2 2 

Final negotiation   G3♦ 
 

7 7 12 2 7 7 
 

Total negotiations 
 

10 
 

12 
 

20 
 

2 
 

11 
 

11 
 

Panel B: The effects of experimental conditions on negotiation failures 
 

Negotiation failures♠ Uncertainty Accounting info. Monitoring 
High Low TCO Traditional Presence Absence 

Initial negotiations 
 

G1 
 

6 6 4 8 3 9 
G2 

 
9 5 5 9 5 9 

Final negotiation   G3♦ 
 

5 0 1 4 3 2 
 

Total negotiations 
 

20 
 

11 
 

10 
 

21 
 

11 
 

20 
 

▼One dyad with low uncertainty, TCO information, and monitoring reached the optimal decision in all 
three games. 

♠ Two dyads with high uncertainty, traditional information, and monitoring quit in all three games. 
♦ Monitoring control was removed in the later negotiation. 
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6. Discussion and conclusion  

This paper examines the antecedents and consequences of trust in interfirm negotiations. In 

particular, we examine how the combination of uncertainty, accounting information and 

monitoring control affect negotiation behavior and trust building in an outsourcing context, and 

how these factors in turn affect future behavior and negotiation outcomes. Our study is motivated 

by the recognized importance of trust in collaborative relationships, and the debate on how 

control activities within cooperative arrangements are associated with the development of trust. 

We argue that the relevance of these factors will be particularly high in risky settings 

characterized by high uncertainty. 

Consistent with our expectations, we find that uncertainty results in greater use of 

distributive tactics relative to integrative tactics, which in turn negatively impacts trust building. 

Both refined accounting (TCO) information and third-party monitoring reduce the adverse impact 

of uncertainty on negotiation behavior, which in turn positively influences trust building. The 

results provide no evidence of interaction effects of accounting information and monitoring 

control on negotiation behavior, suggesting these mechanisms independently contribute to 

alleviating negotiators’ concerns about uncertainty and facilitating greater use of integrative 

negotiation tactics relative to distributive tactics.  

Our results add new insights to the literature on buyer-supplier relationships (Coletti et al. 

2005; Dekker 2004; Tomkins 2001; Van den Abbeele 2006). In particular, we find that both 

refined accounting information and monitoring control have the potential to support negotiation 

behavior and trust building, which effects are particularly strong in uncertain settings. These 

results thus support a complementary role of accounting and control mechanisms towards trust 

building. We show that the effects of monitoring control persists even in future negotiations 

where monitoring is no longer there, consistent with the initial behaviors as partially formed by 

monitoring control becoming a basis for future behavior. We also show that trust built during 

prior negotiations is positively associated with higher joint outcomes in subsequent negotiations, 

which effect is over and above the influence of negotiation behavior itself. Overall, we conclude 

that accounting and control mechanisms have the potential to support integrative behavior and 

trust building in uncertain negotiation settings, which factors may strongly affect the economic 

outcomes of these negotiations. 

Our study is subject to some limitations, which provide fruitful avenues for future research. 

For instance, only a limited number of factors can be examined concurrently in an experiment. 

Other factors, such as the relative power of the negotiators, the size of the transaction, and future 

negotiation probabilities have been shown to impact behavior, trust building and negotiated 
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outcomes but were not manipulated here. In addition, we do not examine how trust develops over 

time as a function of evolutionary dynamics between exchange partners. Lastly, the experimental 

setting is by necessity simplified and the results cannot be generalized to richer contexts without 

additional research. 
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Study 3. The dynamics of buyer-supplier negotiations:  
An individual level analysis  

 

 

Abstract 

Prior studies on how accounting and control instruments impact buyer-supplier 

negotiations have been conducted primarily at a dyadic level of analysis, assuming behavioral and 

economic effects are symmetric between negotiators. This view has precluded the analysis of how 

individual negotiation behavior affects each negotiator’s trust development and economic 

outcomes, and leaves open the question whether the negotiation dynamics support aggregation to 

a dyadic level. This study re-analyzes the experimental data reported on in study 1 and 2 to 

investigate how in the presence of uncertainty, accounting information and control instruments 

affect individual negotiators’ behavior, and how this is associated with reciprocating behaviors, 

trust building, future negotiation behavior and negotiator profit. We find that buyers on average 

engage more in distributive negotiation behavior than suppliers do, and also earn greater profits. 

When negotiators face high uncertainty, both enhanced accounting information and monitoring 

control positively affect individual use of integrative tactics, in particular for suppliers who 

without such mechanisms use more distributive tactics. The results show that a negotiator’s 

choice of tactics evokes reciprocating partner behavior, persists during new negotiations, and 

influences partner trust. Results also show that a negotiator’s use of integrative (distributive) 

tactics negatively (positively) affects own results, but through reciprocating partner behavior 

positively (negatively) affects own profit. While showing mean differences in negotiators’ 

behaviors and outcomes, the pattern of variation is largely consistent with dyadic negotiation 

analyses. 

 

 

 

 

 

Keywords: buyer-supplier negotiations, uncertainty, accounting information, monitoring control,   

tactics, trust, individual outcomes. 
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1. Introduction  

In the social sciences, symmetric and asymmetric relations are formulated in terms of 

utility. In symmetric relations, actions of one party are likely to affect the utility of both parties, 

which are characterized by equal mutual relationships. In asymmetric relations, one party gains at 

the expense of the other party (Pfetsch and Landau 2000). Prior social psychology studies show 

that negotiators with cooperative behavior experience greater trust, exchange more information, 

and reach agreements of higher joint outcomes than negotiators with competitive behavior 

(Beersma and De Dreu 1999, 2005; De Dreu et al. 1998; Ten Velden et al. 2011; Weingart et al. 

1993; Yamagishi and Sato 1986). Often such studies are conducted at the dyadic level of analysis 

in which symmetry of behavior and outcomes is assumed. Prior experiments in accounting have 

more specifically looked at the implications of refined accounting information and monitoring 

control on negotiators’ use of negotiation tactics. Use of these tactics has been found to mediate 

the effects of negotiation conditions on trust and joint outcomes (e.g., Chang et al. 2013; Christ 

2013; Coletti et al. 2005; Drake and Haka 2008; Van den Abbeele 2006; Van den Abbeele et al. 

2009). Understanding how accounting and control instruments affect individual negotiation 

behavior, trust building and negotiator outcomes is important in order to assess whether the 

assumption of symmetry maintained in analyses at the dyadic level is justified. 

In this paper we re-analyze data from an extensive buyer-supplier experiment reported in 

study 1 and 2 at the individual negotiator level, instead of at the dyadic level. Our purpose is to 

test whether the negotiation dynamics between negotiators converges with expectations at the 

dyadic level that are based on symmetry and reciprocation of behavior. We specifically examine 

how in a negotiation setting uncertainty interacts with the presence of accounting information and 

monitoring control to influence individual negotiators’ choice of tactics. We expect that initial 

negotiation behaviors, as determined by negotiation conditions, have a reciprocating effect on 

partner behavior, influence individual trust building, persist in future negotiations and affect 

individual negotiators outcomes.  

We consider negotiations with different degrees of uncertainty, as uncertainty generates 

significant exchange risk by increasing the likelihood of opportunistic behaviors by the exchange 

partner, and increasing the difficulty to align behaviors (Williamson 1975).48 Earlier experimental 

research has looked at the implications of accounting information and of monitoring control for 

joint negotiation behavior and outcomes, but in these studies tensions arising from uncertainty 

about the transaction is absent (e.g., Chang et al. 2013; Coletti et al. 2005; Drake and Haka 2008; 

Masschelein et al. 2012; Van den Abbeele 2006; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). In contrast, prior 
                                                           
48 In our experimental design we hold constant other factors that generate risk, such as asset specificity. 
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empirical research finds that outsourcing relations typically involve significant uncertainty, 

arising from difficulty in specifying desired outcomes up front and measuring performance ex 

post (Anderson and Dekker 2005). We follow these studies to argue that under high uncertainty, 

both refined accounting information and monitoring control have the potential to positively affect 

individual trust development and outcomes, and that this influence essentially runs through their 

influence on each negotiator’s choice of negotiation tactics which are related through 

reciprocation. 

To test our expectations, we use the experimental data reported on in study 1 and 2 in 

which 175 dyads of buyers and suppliers participate and negotiate three rounds on multi-issue 

deals. We observe that buyers on average engage more in distributive negotiation behavior than 

suppliers do, and also earn greater profits. Our analysis of variation, however, provides results 

that are largely consistent with the expectations that follow from dyadic analyses that are based 

on the assumption of symmetry of behavior. Specifically, when negotiators face high uncertainty, 

enhanced accounting information and monitoring control positively affect individual use of 

integrative tactics relative to distributive tactics. This holds primarily for suppliers who, without 

the presence of enhanced accounting information and monitoring control, engage relatively more 

in distributive behavior. Our findings show that a negotiator’s use of negotiation tactics evokes 

reciprocating partner behavior and partner trust, with greater use of integrative tactics resulting in 

reciprocating partner behavior and greater partner trust. A negotiator’s current behavior is also 

associated with similar behavior in future negotiations, showing temporal persistence of such 

behaviors. Results further show that a negotiator’s use of integrative (distributive) tactics 

negatively (positively) affects her/his own results, but through the reciprocation of partner 

behavior, it indirectly affects own profit positively (negatively). While these results are largely 

consistent with dyadic negotiation analyses they also show mean differences in behavior and 

outcome, and that it is primarily the supplier whose behavior is affected by negotiation 

conditions, and through whose behaviors reciprocation is initiated.49 

The contribution of this study to the literature is twofold. First, we develop and empirically 

test a structural model (depicted in Figure 1), which provides an explanation of how at the initial 

stage of relationship, negotiation conditions interact to affect individual negotiators’ choice of 

tactics and their consequent outcomes. Second, we show how negotiators’ relative use of 

integrative tactics positively affects partner trust, and future negotiation behavior and individual 

outcomes. Further, by showing that even when monitoring control is removed, the same 

                                                           
49 Since in our experimental setting buyers initiate the negotiations, these findings suggest that the observed 
results do not follow from behavior that is ignited by the supplier’s initial offer and associated behavior. 
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negotiation behaviors persist, our evidence strongly suggests that negotiation experiences in the 

early stages of the negotiation process significant influence what happens in later stages.  

 
Figure 1. A simplified representation of the study 
 
Panel A: Early stage of buyer-supplier relationships 
 

 
 
Panel B: Later stage of buyer-supplier relationships 
 

 
Negotiation tactics= integrative – distributive  
 

H1 

 

Uncertainty 

Accounting 

information 

Monitoring 

control 

 

Manipulated 

 

Buyer 
profit 

 

Supplier 
profit 

Negotiation 
tactics 

supplier 
 

Early stage 

Negotiation 
tactics 
buyer 

 
Early stage 

H2 

H4b 

H4b 
Negotiation 

tactics 
supplier 

 

Early stage 

 
 
 

Sup. 
profit 

 
Uncertainty 

 

Accounting 

information 

 

Monitoring 

control 

 

Manipulated 

 

Negotiation 
tactics 
buyer 

Early stage 

 
 

Trust 
building 

buyer 

 
 
 

Buy. 
profit 

H3 

 

Negotiation 
tactics 
buyer 

Later stage 
 

Negotiation 
tactics 

Supplier 
Later stage 

Early stage of buyer-supplier relationships Later stage of buyer-supplier relationships 

 
 

Trust 
building 
supplier 

H4c 

H5 

H5 

H4a 

H4a 



83 
 

The next section reviews the literature on negotiations and (a)symmetry in buyer-supplier 

relationships, and particularly focuses on negotiators’ use of negotiations tactics. Section 3 

develops the research framework and hypotheses. Section 4 covers the experimental methods, and 

section 5 and 6 discuss the data, results, and limitations of the study. 

 

2. Literature review  

Most of the literature on interfirm negotiations focuses on joint behavior and performance 

of negotiation partners or teams (Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). While providing valuable insights 

into negotiation dynamics and outcomes, the dyadic level of analysis prohibits understanding the 

influences of conditions on and consequences of individual negotiators’ behavior. Individuals in 

negotiations face a mixed-motive social dilemma: each partner has motives to both cooperate to 

maximize the collective interest and to compete with the other in order to maximize their self-

interest (Dawes 1980). The initial choice of negotiation tactics may influence the partner’s 

perceptions and facilitate the emergence of reciprocated behaviors that contribute to the creation 

or destruction of trust. Indeed, trust is typically viewed as a determinant of cooperation, but it is 

also considered a consequence of cooperative behavior and outcomes (Dirks and Ferrin 2001).  

Pfetsch and Landau (2000) conclude from their analytical model that the properties of 

symmetry and asymmetry among negotiation partners influence the negotiation process, and, 

depending on the kind of reciprocal relations emerging between negotiators, the outcomes differ. 

The perspective of symmetry or asymmetry can be found in: (i) the structural relationship 

between exchange partners on both sides, as perceived by the negotiating parties, (ii) the process 

of negotiation that shows the behavior of the negotiators in their dealings with each other by 

using different tactics, and (iii) the negotiation outcomes. Prior accounting studies have 

particularly focused on elements of accounting and control that affects the structural relationship 

between parties, and may affect their choices of tactics and resulting outcomes. Specifically, 

several studies have looked at how refined cost information affect information asymmetry 

between negotiators and their consequent choice of negotiation tactics (e.g., Chang et al. 2013; 

Van den Abbeele et al. 2009; Masschelein et al. 2012). Other studies have looked at how 

monitoring control, in the form of third party auditing of the negotiations, affect the relationship 

between negotiators and through that their behavior and outcomes (Coletti et al. 2005). 

In this study, we rely on both economic and social exchange theory to examine how 

negotiation conditions affect negotiators’ choice of negotiation tactics, how initial tactics generate 

reciprocation of behavior and affect trust development, and how negotiation behavior directly and 

indirectly affect each negotiator’s outcomes. In this analysis we particularly examine how 
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uncertainty complicates negotiators to engage in integrative negotiations by inducing greater 

competition between negotiators, and how accounting information and control systems can 

mitigate the negative effects of uncertainty in affecting negative reinforcing cycles of behavior. 

In the following paragraphs, we review how the key antecedents represented by 

uncertainty, accounting information, and monitoring control can impact (a)symmetry negotiation 

processes and form a basis for trust and individual outcomes at different stages of negotiation. 

 
2.1. Negotiation conditions 

Uncertainty is a critical transaction feature that arises either when the relevant 

contingencies surrounding an exchange are too unpredictable to be specified ex ante in a contract 

(i.e. there is environmental uncertainty), or when performance cannot be easily verified ex post 

(i.e. there is behavioral uncertainty) (Williamson 1979). High uncertainty hinders the 

coordination of linked activities, may result in contractual renegotiation, and lowers the 

probability of agreement (Dekker 2008; Krishnan et al. 2011; Moon et al. 2011). Accounting 

information can help overcome exchange problems that uncertainty generates and promote 

collaborative behaviors. Baiman and Rajan (2002b) discuss accounting information as an 

instrument that can be used to stimulate cooperation in buyer-supplier negotiations. Buyer-

supplier negotiations are also suggested to become closer and stronger when they possesses and 

share refined accounting information, in particular more detailed information (Rajagopal 2008). 

On the other hand, Drake and Haka (2008) show that negotiators are less willing to share fine 

accounting information than coarse accounting information. In addition, monitoring control in 

buyer-supplier negotiations have an important role in fostering behaviors (Coletti et al. 2005) and 

mitigating distributive behaviors (Van den Abbeele 2006). Monitoring control is generally 

viewed as a process of regulation and monitoring to support goal achievement. In particular in the 

context of uncertainty, monitoring can help to reduce the opportunities and/or incentives for use 

of distributive tactics. Similarly, when negotiators (consider to) share refined and sensitive 

accounting information, monitoring can help to prevent opportunistic use of this information. 

 
2.2. Negotiation tactics 

Negotiation tactics are studied by social exchange theory (Deutsch 1958), which considers 

negotiation tactics to include two types: integrative tactics, which involves maximizing both one's 

own and others' gains, and distributive tactics, which involves maximizing only one's own gains, 

even if this is at the expense of the other. A negotiation outcome is said to be efficient if no 

alternative feasible solution exists that would improve the utility of one party while not hurting 

either party (Nash 1950). Of particular interest to our study is the notion of reciprocation, which 
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relates to behavior of one negotiator invoking similar reciprocated behaviors from the other 

(Ferrin et al. 2007). The process of reciprocation causes behaviors to be self-perpetuating. 

Initially chosen tactics and behaviors may further persist in the longer term as research has found 

that parties tend to lock into the behaviors they establish early on (Pilisuk and Skolnick 1968). 

 
2.3. Trust 

Trust is considered critical in interfirm exchange, particularly when exchange partners face 

significant uncertainty that increases information asymmetry between them. Trust facilitates 

cooperation by increasing the predictability of exchange partners’ behaviors. This predictability 

reduces transaction costs, induces desirable behavior, lowers the need for formal contracts and 

controls, and facilitates dispute resolution (Bachmann and Inkpen 2011; Das and Teng 1998; 

Dyer and Chu 2003; Sako and Helper 1998). In our experimental analysis, we separate 

negotiators’ beliefs about the trustworthiness of their counterpart from their actions and choices 

(i.e., negotiation behaviors and bids) that are hypothesized in the early stages of exchange to 

cause these beliefs, and in the later stages to follow from them (Ferrin et al. 2007). 

Thus, negotiation tactics during the initial stage of relationships are likely to affect 

reciprocated behaviors, which in turn impacts trust between negotiators and their partners, and 

impacts their negotiation outcomes. Having described the core constructs of this study, the next 

section develops the research design, framework and hypothesis. 

 

3. Hypothesis development  

In developing hypotheses on how negotiation conditions can influence individual 

negotiation tactics, trust and outcomes, the research model in Figure 1 shows how uncertainty, 

accounting information and monitoring control influence negotiators’ use of negotiation tactics, 

and in turn affect individual outcomes and trust in a dynamic setting with multiple stages of 

interfirm negotiations between the same negotiators. In the initial stage of the model, we focus on 

how negotiation conditions influence negotiators’ use of negotiation tactics, and in turn affect 

individual profit and trust building. In the later stage, we focus on how prior negotiation behavior, 

trust, and current negotiation behavior are related and associated with individual outcomes. 

 
3.1. Initial negotiation behavior, reciprocation and negotiator profit 

Prior negotiation studies have identified the importance of negotiation behavior for 

negotiators’ joint profit (e.g., De Dreu et al. 2006; Graham et al. 1992; Kelley 1966; Siegel and 

Fouraker 1960), and consistent with this prior research, recent accounting studies conclude that 

negotiation tactics mediate the effects of negotiation conditions on joint outcomes (e.g., Chang et 
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al. 2013; Coletti et al. 2005; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009). Social exchange theory describes 

negotiation as a process characterized by negotiation tactics, which provides a means of 

classifying people with respect to how they evaluate negotiation outcomes for themselves and 

others (Gillespie et al. 2000).  

Pruitt and Carnevale (1993) concluded that “negotiation research tends to assume 

negotiators to be unitary decision makers with an egoistic motivation, who aim to maximize self-

interest” (p.8). Walton and McKersie (1965) earlier argued that negotiators’ use of distributive 

tactics can be expected to relate to higher individual outcomes; this however comes at the expense 

of the other negotiator, thus not resulting in symmetrical effects on joint outcomes. Accordingly 

“negotiators who assume a bargaining task is competitive and distributive, rather than cooperative 

and integrative, then assume that gains by other negotiating parties come at his or her expense” 

(Gillespie et al. 2000, p. 791). Putnam (2010), for instance, states that “mixed motives among 

parties with interlocking but seemingly opposite goals leads to a dilemma in which negotiators 

walk a tightrope between sharing and withholding information…. and avoiding exploitation while 

trying not to escalate a conflict” (p.326).  

Walton and McKersie (1965) further described a tendency of negotiators to imitate 

exchange partner's negotiation tactics. Putnam and Jones (1982) also found that when one 

negotiator used distributive tactics, the other negotiator did the same. This resulted in symmetrical 

negotiation tactics, with each side responding from its own unchanging position. Similarly, when 

integrative tactics were offered, they were generally reciprocated. As a counter-argument, when 

negotiators attempt to cooperatively exchange information about preferences and priorities, 

counterparties may see this as a sign of weakness and take the opportunity to achieve competitive 

gains (Giebels et al. 2000). A series of studies by social psychologists, however, suggests that 

negotiators tend to imitate one another's behaviors and balance individual negotiation outcomes 

(Putnam 2010). Thus, the choice of initial negotiation tactics may result in reinforcing cycles of 

the same behavior between parties, and create a spiral that may be difficult to change. 

Jointly these arguments lead to the expectations that (i) negotiation behavior is 

symmetrical in that use of tactics by one negotiator will invoke use of similar tactics by the other, 

and (ii) cooperative negotiation behavior is directly associated with reduced own profit, but 

indirectly (i.e., through reciprocated behaviors) with greater own profit. The implications of this 

are that integrative behavior primarily benefits the negotiation partner, unless this behavior is 

mutual (which leads to higher profit for both), and that distributive behavior benefits individual 

negotiators, unless this behavior is mutual, leading to lower profit for both. We formulate the 

following hypotheses (cf. Panel A of Figure 1): 
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H1: A negotiator’s relative use of integrative tactics positively affects the partner’s relative 

use of integrative tactics. 

H2: Use of negotiation tactics affects negotiation outcomes such that a negotiator's relative 

use of integrative tactics results in (a) lower own profit and (b) higher partner profit. 
 

In our model, we include different negotiation conditions to evoke differential cycles of 

behavior. In particular we do this by (1) differing the degree of uncertainty that stimulates 

distributive behavior, (2) providing cost information of different degrees of informativeness to 

buyers that can support cooperative behavior, and (3) including or not the presence of monitoring 

controls that constrain negotiators to some degree in exposing distributive behavior.  

 
3.2. Negotiation behavior, trust development and negotiator profit 

When negotiations involve multiple stages, behavioral dynamics and trust development can 

take place. In our model, we predict these to be a function of the negotiation conditions that 

negotiators face. Specifically, we focus on how the initial behaviors induced by negotiation 

conditions influence trust building between negotiators, choice of tactics in future negotiations 

and outcomes of those negotiations.  

Mayer et al. (1995) define trust as "the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions 

of another party based on the expectation that the other party will perform a particular action 

important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control the party" (p.712). Direct 

experience of another’s behavior is a primary determinant of trust building. Particularly, in a 

negotiation context the process of bidding and communication of one negotiator can be expected 

to affect trust building at the counterparty and vice versa (cf. Ferrin et al. 2007). The trust built 

during negotiations in turn can be expected to influence a partner’s choice of negotiation tactics 

during future negotiations (Coletti et al. 2005; Ferrin et al. 2007). Ferrin et al. (2007) conclude 

that trust perceptions relate positively to past and future cooperation, and that cooperation relates 

positively to past and future trust perceptions and cooperation.  

The relation between past and current behavior has attracted considerable attention, and 

psychology studies have found past behavior to be the best predictor of current behavior (Ajzen 

2011). Ouellette and Wood (1998) found that past behavior can affect current behavior directly, 

through routine repetition of previously established behaviors, and indirectly, mediated through 

conscious intentions to behave. Initially chosen tactics are critical as they may persist in the 

longer term, because parties tend to lock into the behaviors they establish early on (Pilisuk and 

Skolnick 1968). Consistently, empirical studies have shown that negotiation experience early on 

in the process influences cooperative behavior in later stages (Bazerman and Carroll 1987; 
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Albarracin and Wyer 2000). The accumulation of prior interactions that have been judged by the 

partners as being efficient and equitable (fair) contribute to building trust in later stages (Van de 

Ven 1976; Ring and Van de Ven 1994). Accordingly, when negotiations are not limited to one 

time but take place between the same negotiators over time, behavior in later negotiations can be 

a function of three interrelated elements: (1) past own behavior that is persistent, (2) trust in the 

partner developed during prior negotiations, and (3) the partner’s behavior during the negotiation 

(which cf. H1 we predict to be reciprocal). 

In summary, we hypothesize that initial negotiation behavior will affect a partner’s trust 

building and future negotiation behavior both directly through the development of behavioral 

routines, and indirectly through the development of trust (cf. Panel B of Figure 1): 
 

H3: A negotiator’s relative use of integrative tactics positively affects the partner’s trust in the 

negotiator. 
 

H4: A negotiator’s relative use of integrative tactics is positively affected by: (a) his prior use 

of relative use of integrative tactics, (b) trust in the negotiation partner, and (c) the 

partner’s current relative use of integrative tactics. 
 
H2 predicts how negotiators’ individual profit is associated with their own and their 

partner’s behavior. While this prediction would not directly differ for negotiations that involve 

multiple stages, the potential emergence of trust during these negotiations does raise the question 

how this trust is associated with individual profit. Negotiation scholars have demonstrated the 

importance of trust in reaching integrative agreements, showing that trust leads to cooperation, 

information sharing, and higher joint outcomes (e.g., Beersma and De Dreu 1999; Butler 1999; 

Weingart et al. 1996). Thus, trust is seen to affect negotiation outcomes indirectly by affecting 

negotiation behavior; specifically, by stimulating negotiators cooperative behaviors and limiting 

their distributive behaviors. More precisely, a partner’s trust in the negotiator would benefit the 

latter through the positive behavioral effects on the former. In other words, a partner’s trust would 

benefit own profit and vice versa. Trust may, however, also directly affect negotiation outcomes 

beyond its indirect effect through negotiation behavior, by affecting negotiators’ understanding of 

their positions, and their willingness to more quickly accept bids and make concessions (Dore 

1983). Again this leads to the prediction that the partner’s trust in the negotiator would enhance 

own profit, and vice versa. Accordingly, we hypothesize that in addition to behavior, trust also 

affects individual profit (cf. Panel B of Figure 1). 
 

H5: Individual profit is positively affected by the partner’s trust. 
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4. Research method 

4.1. Experimental design 

The experimental data that we use to test the hypotheses are obtained through the 

computerized negotiation games between buyers and suppliers reported on in studies 1 and 2 of 

this dissertation, which use a completely randomized 2x2x2 full factorial design. The games 

closely resembled those used in previous bargaining studies that were based on Kelley (1966). 

Kelley argues that the process of negotiation is a matter of “tension between information needs 

and information restraints, which constitutes the central motivational force for negotiators’ 

behavior (p.58). The Kelley bargaining game was selected primarily because it well simulates the 

essential elements of actual commercial negotiations (e.g., De Dreu et al. 2006; Pruitt and Lewis 

1975; Van den Abbeele et al. 2009).50 

We recruited 350 students from graduate and undergraduate accounting courses of a Dutch 

university, which resulted in 175 dyadic observations.51 Upon arrival at the computer lab, 

participants were told that they would participate in a simulated negotiation task and received 

general instructions about their company, position and bargaining task. Participants were 

randomly assigned the role of buyer or supplier to negotiate multi-issue agreements in three 

games.52 They were randomly matched as pair (which they remained for all games), and were 

randomly balanced over the eight experimental conditions (see Table 1).53  

Table 1. Number of observations per experimental cell 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

                                                           
50 As all negotiations reflect a constant level of asset specificity and transaction frequency, uncertainty is 
the only TCE variable that varies in the experiment to generate potential exchange problems. 
51 Participants were enrolled in 3rd year BSc or in MSc-level management accounting courses, and 
included a significant proportion (102) practitioners enrolled in a part-time MSc program. We deleted six 
dyads (out of 181) as participants did not understand the instructions, or did not participate in a serious 
manner. 
52 To mitigate use of end-game strategies, participants were informed that they would play three to five 
games, although the experiment stopped after three games. 
53 Participants were not allowed to identify themselves through their messages. The coding of messages 
confirmed that this did not happen. 
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Buyers and suppliers were placed in different lab rooms to secure anonymity and to avoid 

any interaction in any other way than through the computer. Participants exchanged all 

information (offers and messages) via their computer screen. Appendix A provides an abbreviated 

version of the negotiation scenario. 

The supplier made the first offer, consisting of a proposal on the three contract issues. 

Subjects were informed to feel free to use the information they had to shape their bargaining 

situation and to provide arguments to strengthen their position if they desired. Each game ended 

when (i) an agreement was achieved, (ii) a player decided to end the game, or (iii) an agreement 

had not yet been reached after 10 offers.54 In the last two situations, individual profit for the game 

was zero. Participants earned €3 for participating plus a bonus of 0.01% of their company’s 

profit. The average payout for suppliers was €7.90 (min. €3; max. €14). The average payout for 

buyers was €9.26 (min. €3; max. €13.60). 

The three manipulated independent variables are (i) uncertainty (low vs. high), (ii) 

accounting information (TCO vs. traditional cost), and (iii) monitoring (presence vs. absence). 
 
Uncertainty was manipulated in line with prior experiments that introduce uncertainty in 

the buyer’s and/or supplier’s payoffs (e.g., Church and Zhang 1999; Roth and Murnighan 1982). 

Variability in the payoff function can be expressed by adding a probabilistic modifier to the most 

likely outcome and by providing an interval of possible outcomes. The most complete uncertainty 

descriptions include a combination of probabilities and intervals (Teigen and Jørgensen 2005). 

Since uncertainty in payoffs adds a level of complexity that can influence negotiators' 

probabilistic expectations about the terms of agreement, we manipulated this by using a 

probability-based interval concerning the contract price. Specifically, uncertainty was 

manipulated as high or low, by generating an interval for each contract value with a probability of 

occurrence. We introduced in the negotiation scenarios an uncertain external factor that causes 

variability in the supplier’s market price and that, after negotiators have reached an agreement, 

can cause a deviation from the agreed upon price. For instance, participants facing high 

uncertainty might be told that the exact contract price could end up anywhere between €3400 and 

€4600, whereas under low uncertainty the interval would be between €3980 and €4020. With an 

equal expected value (€4000), the high uncertainty condition thus represented a maximum 

deviation of 30% (-15% to +15%) and the low uncertainty condition a deviation of at maximum 

                                                           
54 In twelve cases in game 1, fourteen cases in game 2, and five cases in game 3 a player decided to end the 
game. Twenty of these terminations were in the high uncertainty condition and eleven in the low 
uncertainty condition. Ten were in the TCO condition and twenty one in the traditional cost information 
condition, and in eleven monitoring was present, while in twenty this was absent. 
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1% (cf. Rode et al. 1999).55 In the high uncertainty condition, buyers’ and suppliers’ payoffs of 

the different negotiation options partially overlapped, which was not the case in the low 

uncertainty condition. Participants were explained that the exact price would not be known until 

the end of all negotiations, and, to reinforce the manipulation, were provided with a brief 

description that in previous negotiations the actual price often was a surprise by deviating from 

the predicted average, including examples of recent negotiations with below and above average 

price and outcomes. Participants only faced uncertainty about the contract price, which was the 

most significant negotiation issue. 
 
Accounting information was manipulated by providing negotiators with one of two types 

of cost information: traditional cost or TCO information. Traditional cost information provided 

only the purchase price of a particular product and non-monetary (quantity) information for the 

other two negotiation issues. TCO information also accounts for costs that are caused by buying 

at a certain supplier, such as the costs of ordering, expediting, receiving, inspecting, quality and 

administration (Wouters et al. 2005). As in the experiment of Van den Abbeele et al. (2009), the 

payoff tables of Kelley’s (1966) experiment were replaced by cost tables for buyers, and cost and 

income tables for suppliers. Buyers with TCO information had a payoff table expressing cost 

information of all three issues to be negotiated in monetary values, whereas buyers with 

traditional cost information had a payoff table showing the first issue (contract price) in monetary 

values, and the other two issues only in terms of relative importance (nonmonetary values). All 

suppliers received the same information regardless of condition; thus they always had TCO and 

full income information. To incorporate the uncertainty treatment, the contract price information 

was presented in intervals. 
 
Monitoring control was manipulated by two conditions: absence or presence of third party 

monitoring. Participants in the monitoring condition were informed before they started 

negotiating, through a message on their screen (see Appendix A), that a consultant would monitor 

their negotiations, which both parties had agreed with (cf. Coletti et al. 2005; Van den Abbeele 

2006). Participants were informed that the consultant would review and investigate all exchanged 

information, and if in a game he would observe unfair behavior in the form of sending inaccurate 

or false information, the sender would not receive a bonus for that game. Participants in the 

condition without monitoring control neither faced supervision nor the likelihood of a penalty. 
After participants completed the first two games, the computer program informed all in the 

monitoring control condition that the consultant would not be there anymore during the next 
                                                           
55 For consistency in presentation format, also in the low uncertainty condition an interval was used. 
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game. It was emphasized that the information that they and their partner would send would not be 

reviewed or investigated, and that regardless of sending incorrect or false information, they would 

get their bonus earned. Thus, in the third game all participants similarly faced no monitoring. 

 

4.2. Experimental tasks and scenarios  

The first game.  

Buyers and suppliers had to bargain about a napkin tissue and pocket tissue machine 

including the issues of maintenance and spare parts. The instructions explained that maintenance 

and spare parts are needed to keep the machines running, and are part of the final contract. The 

negotiation options included five levels (contracts) labeled from “A” to “E” for each of these 

issues: purchase price, level (or contract price) for maintenance, and level (or contract price) for 

spare parts. The supplier’s information sheet for each contract option showed the price of the 

machine and costs for both maintenance and spare parts. For the TCO condition, the buyer’s sheet 

showed for each contract option the cost of the machine, maintenance, and spare parts. In 

addition, it showed the buyer’s expected income from renewing the machine. In addition, for each 

contract proposal received and sent (only after sending), the negotiators would be provided with 

the expected profit range. For the traditional cost information condition, the buyer’s sheet showed 

for each contract option the cost of the machine, the level of maintenance, the number of spare 

parts, and the expected income from renewing the machine. While suppliers for each contract 

proposal received and sent were shown the expected profit range, buyers in this condition 

received the numerical information about each of the three negotiation issues and a message that 

the profit of the contract would be shown at the end of all negotiations. 

The machine prices and cost sheets provided to buyers and suppliers are illustrated in 

Appendix B. In the experiment each negotiator had only his or her own sheet, and participants 

were not shown their exchange partner’s information and payoff tables. Instead they needed to get 

insights into their exchange partner’s payoffs through the exchange of offers and messages. The 

games contained one distributive issue, which is the contract price. A distributive issue is a fixed- 

sum issue: the gains for one party result in equal losses for the other party. The other two issues to 

be negotiated (i.e., maintenance and spare parts in game 1 and payment term and delivery time in 

game 2) are logrolling issues.56 Logrolling issues are variable-sum issues, which means that gains 

for one party do not represent equal losses for the other. The marginal differences between 

options are not equal for the negotiation partners: throughout the different phases of the game the 
                                                           
56 Pruitt (1981) identified several strategies for reaching integrative agreements, including logrolling, in 
which bargainers make tradeoffs between issues so that each party gets all or most of his or her preferred 
outcome on important issues, and compromise on issues of lesser importance. 
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difference between the incremental gain for one partner and the corresponding incremental loss 

for the other partner is set at 100. 

Buyers would achieve the highest profit and suppliers the lowest profit when agreeing on 

the “A-A-A” contract. The opposite holds for the “E-E-E” contract. For buyers maintenance had 

the highest cost potential and spare parts the lowest. The opposite held for suppliers.57 While 

specifically told that any combination of letters would be acceptable, often dyads approached the 

task by proposing and agreeing on the same or nearly the same contract level for all three issues 

(i.e., the middle contract ‘C-C-C’, which would yield individual profit of €2000, for each 

exchange partner; see Table 2a). Individual profit in excess of this level could only be achieved 

by means of a “diagonal” option where buyers and suppliers trade off maintenance cost and spare 

parts. The most integrative agreement was the diagonal contract C-A-E (Individual profit = 

€2400, for each exchange partner), in which the distributive price issue is immaterial to individual 

profit, and the two other items are fully traded off. Participants could only identify the optimal 

diagonal contract through the process of offers, and counteroffers by exchanging information 

about their interests and costs. 

The second game. Participants again negotiated on three issues simultaneously, 

concerning a set of spare parts for a toilet tissue machine: price, delivery time and payment terms. 

Buyers were informed that they preferred a short delivery time for the spare parts, and a long 

payment term. For each of these issues, the negotiation included seven contracts levels labeled 

from “A” to “G”. The negotiators’ sheets provided similar information as in the first game, and 

are illustrated in Appendix B. Again, in the experiment each negotiator only had his or her own 

sheet. The most integrative agreement is found on the diagonal D-G-A, with individual profit of 

€2000 for each exchange partner; see Table 2b. As in game 1, the diagonal D-G-A could be 

reached by setting the distributive issue (price) at the middle and fully trading off the two 

integrative issues (delivery time and payment terms). 

The third game. Participants had to bargain about kitchen towel tissue machine 

including the issues of maintenance and spare parts. For each of these issues, the negotiation 

included five contracts levels labeled from “A” to “E”. The negotiators’ sheets provided similar 

information as in the first game, and are illustrated in Appendix B. Again, in the experiment each 

negotiator only had his or her own sheet. The most integrative agreement is found on the diagonal 

C-E-A, with an individual profit of €2600 for each exchange partner; see Table 2c. As in game 1, 

                                                           
57 As an example of an unlikely possibility, if a party would convince the other to accept his or her optimal 
terms (A-A-A for buyers, E-E-E for suppliers), then this party’s expected profit would equal €5600 (low 
uncertainty ‘€5580~ €5620’, high uncertainty ‘€5000~ €6200’). The exchange partner would incur an 
expected loss of €1600 (low uncertainty ‘€-1620 ~ €-1580’, high uncertainty ‘€-2200 ~ € -1000’). 
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the diagonal C-E-A could be reached by setting the distributive issue (machine price) at the 

middle and fully trading off the two integrative issues (maintenance and spare parts). 

Tables 2a, 2b, and 2c illustrate the individual profit scheme for various contract combinations of 

the three games. Figure 2 provides a graphical summary of the experimental stages. 

 
Figure 2. A graphical summary of the experimental stages 
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P1 (profit for first game), R1 (round numbers for first game), QT1 (trusting likelihood question for game 
one), QP1 (behavior perception question for game one). 
P2 (profit for second game), R2 (round numbers for second game), QT2 (trusting likelihood question for 
game two), QP2 (behavior perception question for game two). 
P12 (average profit over game one and two), TB: trust building, R12 (average round numbers over game 
one and two), QT12 (average trusting likelihood question over game one and two), QP1 (average behavior 
perception question over game one and two). 
MCR (monitoring control removed). 
P3 (profit for third game), R3 (round numbers for third game), QT3 (trusting likelihood question for game 
three), QP3 (behavior perception question for game three). 
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Table 2a. Profit scheme for contract combinations in the 1st game 

Contract 
Sup. 

Avera
ge. 

Buy. 
Aver
age. 

Average 
 Joint 
profit 

Supplier Buyer 
Low uncertainty 

Interval 
High uncertainty 

Interval  
Low uncertainty 

Interval  
High uncertainty 

Interval 

C-A-E♣ 2400 2400 4800 2376 ~ 2424 1680 ~ 3120 2376 ~ 2424 1680 ~ 3120 
B-A-E 1400 3400 4800 1380 ~ 1420 800 ~ 2000 3380 ~ 3420 2800 ~ 4000 
D-A-E 3400 1400 4800 3380 ~ 3420 2800 ~ 4000 1380 ~ 1420 800 ~ 2000 
A-A-E 400 4400 4800 380 ~ 420 -200 ~ 1000 4380 ~ 4420 3800 ~ 5000 
E-A-E 4400 400 4800 4380 ~ 4420 3800 ~ 5000 380 ~ 420 -200 ~ 1000 
D-C-B 2500 1300 3800 2475 ~ 2525 1750 ~ 3250 1287 ~ 1313 910 ~ 1690 
A-A-A -1600 5600 4000 -1620 ~ -1580 -2200 ~ -1000 5580 ~ 5620 5000 ~ 6200 
B-B-B 200 3800 4000 180 ~ 220 -400 ~ 800 3780 ~ 3820 3200 ~ 4400 
C-C-C 2000 2000 4000 1980 ~ 2020 1400 ~ 2600 1980 ~ 2020 1400 ~ 2600 
D-D-D 3800 200 4000 3780 ~ 3820 3200 ~ 4400 180 ~ 220 -400 ~ 800 
E-E-E 5600 -1600 4000 5544 ~ 5656 3920 ~ 7280 -1584 ~ -1616 -1120 ~ -2080 
D-B-B 2200 1800 4000 2180 ~ 2220 1600 ~ 2800 1780 ~ 1820 1200 ~ 2400 
D-A-B 1900 2300 4200 1880 ~ 1920 1300 ~ 2500 2280 ~ 2320 1700 ~ 2900 
B-C-E 2000 2400 4400 1980 ~ 2020 1400 ~ 2600 2380 ~ 2420 1800 ~ 3000 
C-E-A 1600 1600 3200 1580 ~ 1620 1000 ~ 2200 1580 ~ 1620 1000 ~ 2200 

♣ Cooperative optimal individual profit for both supplier and buyer. Note that some combinations 
including A-E (maintenance and spare parts) yield the same expected joint profit (€4.800), but 
with asymmetric division over negotiators. 
 
 
Table 2b. Profit scheme for contract combinations in the 2nd game 

Contract 
Sup. 

Avera
ge. 

Buy. 
Aver
age. 

Average 
 Joint 
profit 

Supplier Buyer 
Low uncertainty 

Interval 
High uncertainty 

Interval  
Low uncertainty 

Interval 
High uncertainty 

Interval  

D-G-A♠ 2000 2000 4000 1980 ~ 2020 1400 ~ 2600 1980 ~ 2020 1400 ~ 2600 
A-G-A 950 3050 4000 930 ~ 970 350 ~ 1550 3030 ~ 3070 2450 ~ 3650 
B-G-A 1300 2700 4000 1280 ~ 1320 700 ~ 1900 2680 ~ 2720 2100 ~ 3300 
C-G-A 1650 2350 4000 1630 ~ 1670 1050 ~ 2250 2330 ~ 2370 1750 ~ 2950 
E-G-A 2350 1650 4000 2330 ~ 2370 1750 ~ 2950 1630 ~ 1670 1050 ~ 2250 
F-G-A 2700 1300 4000 2673 ~ 2727 1890 ~ 3510 1287 ~ 1313 910 ~ 1690 
G-G-A 3050 950 4000 3030 ~ 3070 2450 ~ 3650 930 ~ 970 350 ~ 1550 
A-A-A -850 4250 3400 -870 ~ -830 -1450 ~ -250 4230 ~ 4270 3650 ~ 4850 
B-B-B 0 3400 3400 -20 ~ 20 -600 ~ 600 3380 ~ 3420 2800 ~ 4000 
C-C-C 850 2550 3400 830 ~ 870 250 ~ 1450 2530 ~ 2570 1950 ~ 3150 
D-D-D 1700 1700 3400 1683 ~ 1717 1190 ~ 2210 1683 ~ 1717 1190 ~ 2210 
E-E-E 2550 850 3400 2530 ~ 2570 1950 ~ 3150 830 ~ 870 250 ~ 1450 
F-F-F 3400 0 3400 3380 ~ 3420 2800 ~ 4000 -20 ~ 20 -600 ~ 600 
G-G-G 4250 -850 3400 4230 ~ 4270 3650 ~ 4850 -870 ~ -830 -1450 ~ -250 
D-B-B 700 2700 3400 680 ~ 720 100 ~ 1300 2680 ~ 2720 2100 ~ 3300 
D-C-B 1000 2500 3500 980 ~ 1020 400 ~ 1600 2480 ~ 2520 1900 ~ 3100 
F-A-B 1100 2200 3300 1080 ~ 1120 500 ~ 1700 2180 ~ 2220 1600 ~ 2800 
C-D-F 1750 1450 3200 1730 ~ 1770 1150 ~ 2350 1430 ~ 1470 850 ~ 2050 
D-A-G 1400 1400 2800 1380 ~ 1420 800 ~ 2000 1380 ~ 1420 800 ~ 2000 

♠ Cooperative optimal individual profit for both supplier and buyer. Note that some combinations 
including G-A (delivery time and payment term) yield the same expected joint profit (€4.000), 
but with asymmetric division over negotiators. 
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Table 2c. Profit scheme for contract combinations in the 3rd game 

Contract 
Sup. 

Avera
ge. 

Buy. 
Aver
age. 

Average 
 Joint 
profit 

Supplier Buyer 
Low uncertainty 

Interval 
High uncertainty 

Interval  
Low uncertainty 

Interval 
High uncertainty 

Interval  

C-E-A♦ 2600 2600 5200 2574 ~ 2626 1820 ~ 3380 2574 ~ 2626 1820 ~ 3380 
B-E-A 2025 3175 5200 2005 ~ 2045 1425 ~ 2625 3155 ~ 3195 2575 ~ 3775 
D-E-A 3175 2025 5200 3155 ~ 3195 2575 ~ 3775 2005 ~ 2045 1425 ~ 2625 
A-E-A 1450 3750 5200 1430 ~ 1470 850 ~ 2050 3730 ~ 3770 3150 ~ 4350 
E-E-A 3750 1450 5200 3730 ~ 3770 3150 ~ 4350 1430 ~ 1470 850 ~ 2050 
D-C-B 2300 1775 4075 2277 ~ 2323 1610 ~ 2990 1757 ~ 1793 1243 ~ 2308 
A-A-A -550 4250 3700 -570 ~ -530 -1150 ~ 50 4230 ~ 4270 3650 ~ 4850 
B-B-B 650 3050 3700 630 ~ 670 50 ~ 1250 3030 ~ 3070 2450 ~ 3650 
C-C-C 1850 1850 3700 1830 ~ 1870 1250 ~ 2450 1830 ~ 1870 1250 ~ 2450 
D-D-D 3050 650 3700 3030 ~ 3070 2450 ~ 3650 630 ~ 670 50 ~ 1250 
E-E-E 4250 -550 3700 4208 ~ 4293 2975 ~ 5525 -545 ~ -556 -385 ~ -715 
D-B-B 1800 1900 3700 1780 ~ 1820 1200 ~ 2400 1880 ~ 1920 1300 ~ 2500 
D-A-B 1300 2025 3325 1280 ~ 1320 700 ~ 1900 2005 ~ 2045 1425 ~ 2625 
B-C-E 1525 1425 2950 1505 ~ 1545 925 ~ 2125 1405 ~ 1445 825 ~ 2025 
C-A-E 1100 1100 2200 1080 ~ 1120 500 ~ 1700 1080 ~ 1120 500 ~ 1700 

♦ Cooperative optimal individual profit for both supplier and buyer. Note that some combinations 
including E-A (maintenance and spare parts) yield the same expected joint profit (€5.200), but 
with asymmetric division over negotiators. 
 
4.3. Measurement of the dependent variables  

Individual profit. Prior negotiation studies typically capture economic negotiation 

outcomes in the form of profit (e.g., Graham et al. 1988). At the end of each game, we established 

each negotiator’s profit. If in a game a negotiator terminated the negotiations, the game profit for 

both negotiators would be zero. In our analyses, we use as dependent variable the individual 

profit over the first two games relating to the initial negotiations, and profit for the third game to 

capture the outcomes of later negotiations.  

Trust. Trust built during the initial negotiations was measured at the end of game two, 

before the negotiators started the third game. The construct was captured by three questions 

adapted from De Dreu et al. (1998) and Beersma and De Dreu (1999) (see Appendix D) about the 

perceptions of trust between the negotiators during the first two games. Specifically, we asked 

participants (1) how the negotiations were influenced by feelings of trust or distrust between the 

negotiators (1=distrust; 7=trust), (2) the extent to which they trusted their exchange partner (1= 

not at all; 7= very much), and (3) the extent to which they thought that the exchange partner 

trusted him or her (1=strongly distrusted me; 7=strongly trusted me). Scale reliability was 

adequate (Cronbach Alpha 0.76 for buyers and 0.77 for suppliers) and the ratings of the three 

questions were averaged to obtain a score per negotiator.  
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To validate construct measurement, we asked participants to indicate after each game their 

perceived likelihood that the exchange partner would behave trustworthy (1= very unlikely; 7= 

very likely) (adapted from Coletti et al. 2005). This measure correlates well and significantly 

(r=0.40, p<0.01 for Suppliers, r=0.44, p<0.01 for buyers) with the trust construct, which supports 

the validity of the detailed content-based measurement. 

Negotiation behavior. Social exchange theorists (e.g., Pruitt 1981) generally distinguish 

between two types of negotiation tactics: integrative tactics and distributive tactics. Whereas in 

previous research negotiation tactics have often been measured through survey questions, their 

self-reporting nature may result in biases and deviate from the content (i.e., what people actually 

say). Accordingly, as in Chang et al. (2013) and Van den Abbeele et al. (2009) we allowed 

participants to send messages along with their offers and counteroffers, and coded these messages 

to obtain detailed measures of use of integrative and distributive tactics. Hence, we use a more 

complete and objective registration of actual negotiation behavior to construct a measure of use of 

integrative tactics relative to distributive tactics. 

Integrative tactics involve the exchange of information about priorities, preferences, or 

numerical values. We coded use of integrative tactics separately for suppliers and buyers by 

focusing on their asking for and giving of information, which was captured by questions and 

statements such as about how the negotiators prioritized issues (e.g., what is the most important 

issue for you?; The payment term is more important to me than delivery time). Specifically, the 

coding included the following elements (also see Table 3 and Appendix C): exchange of 

information, creating a pleasant atmosphere, extending invitations to cooperate, and making 

constructive proposals, with multiple sub-dimensions for each category (Chang et al. 2013; Van 

den Abbeele et al. 2009; Weingart et al. 1996). A score of ‘1’ was provided if such a tactic was 

present in a message sent by a participant, and to measure the dyad's use of integrative tactics we 

summed all tactics observed for the negotiators. 

Distributive tactics refer to tactics such as withholding information while using strategies 

to get information, offering minimally acceptable offers, sending positional commitments, being 

slow to give concessions, concealing feelings, and using persuasive arguments and warnings 

(Graham et al. 1992; Pruitt and Lewis 1975; Walton and McKersie 1965; Weingart et al. 1996). 

Table 3 provides an overview of the tactics and sub-dimensions used for coding distributive 

tactics, and Appendix C provides the operational definitions. Use of distributive tactics was 

scored and computed in the same way as integrative tactics. We compute our measure of use of 

integrative tactics relative to distributive tactics as the difference in use of integrative and 
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distributive tactics. Using instead a relative measure that divides this difference by the total use of 

negotiation tactics (e.g., Chang et al. 2013) provides very similar results. 

Table 3. Summary of the negotiation tactics coding scheme 

Object 
 

Integrative tactics 
 

Distributive tactics 

Information 
exchange 

 
Provision of information 
NIE: numerical 
PIE: Priority 
SD: self-disclosure 

 
Deceiving and withholding info. 
LI: lies 
RS: refusal to share info. 

Creating 
atmosphere  

 
A pleasant atmosphere 
REW: rewards 
PNA: positive normative appeals 

 
Unpleasant atmosphere 
PU: punishment 
NNA: negative normative appeals 

Willingness to 
cooperate 

 
Extending invitations  
RC: request for cooperation 
RI: request for information in 

integrative way 

 
Posing limitations 
COM: commitment 
QU: request for information in 

distributive way 
PD: putdown 

Making 
proposals 

 
Constructive 
PR: promise  
RE: recommendation 
PC: propose to compromise 

 
Compelling or compulsory 
PA: persuasive argument 
WA: warning 
TH: threat 

 

The communications that were recorded during the experiment comprised 538 pages of 

messages.58 We used ATLAS.ti v.6.2 to code and analyze them. Table 3 summarizes the coding 

scheme. Some messages could not be coded with the ex ante developed coding scheme. To 

increase coding reliability, two additional raters recoded part of the messages, which resulted in 

the creation of two new grounded codes: “refusal to share information” as distributive tactic and 

“proposal to compromise” as integrative tactic. All messages were subsequently recoded by the 

first two coders. Coding was conducted independently by two raters (one not involved in the 

study), and their inter-rater agreement was satisfactory (Cohen’s Kappas of above 0.60). Review 

of the differences resulted in a consensus coding that we consider sufficiently complete and 

reliable. 

To validate our measurement of negotiation tactics, we asked participants after each game a 

question about how they would characterize the bargaining behavior of their partner, on a scale 

from one (competitive) to seven (cooperative). This measure correlates well and significantly 
                                                           
58 The communications that were recorded during the early stage of a relationships which included first two 
games was 405 pages of messages. 
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(r=0.26, p<0.01 for Suppliers, r=0.29, p<0.01 for buyers) with the absolute difference in use of 

integrative and distributive tactics, which supports the validity of the detailed content-based 

measurement. 

 

4.4. Manipulation checks 

After completing the negotiations, subjects filled out a questionnaire (identical for both 

roles) with questions about their motivation, understanding of the instructions, payoff tables and 

incentive scheme, time pressure to complete the negotiations, pleasure in conducting the 

experiment, and manipulation checks (see appendix D). 59  Means (measured on a seven-point 

Likert scale).on the questions indicate that participants evaluated the negotiation as “interesting” 

(for suppliers mean=5.43; std=1.57, for buyers mean=5.19; std=1.55), understood the instructions 

(for suppliers mean= 5.63; std= 1.40, for buyers mean=5.31; std=1.42), were well motivated (for 

suppliers mean=5.09; std= 1.37, for buyers mean=4.93; std=1.25), they had sufficient time to 

complete the negotiations (for suppliers mean=4.58; std=1.62, for buyers mean=4.49; std=1.62), 

they were satisfied about their individual profit (for suppliers mean=4.76; std=1.30, for buyers 

mean=4.66; std=1.48), and they were satisfied about their performance during the negotiation (for 

suppliers mean=5.06; std=1.27, for buyers mean=5.08; std=1.22).  

A variety of questions was designed to serve as manipulation checks, and the mean scores 

indicate the manipulations were successful. We asked on which value in the contract price 

interval the players focused during the negotiations (minimum, maximum or mean). Negotiators 

facing low uncertainty focused significantly more often on the mean of the interval than 

negotiators facing high uncertainty (χ2=8.95, df=1, p<0.01), and when not focusing on the mean, 

suppliers most often focused on the minimum price, and buyers most often on the maximum price 

(consistent with the idea that uncertainty increases conflict between negotiators). Negotiators 

facing high uncertainty also felt they needed significantly more time to negotiate with their 

partner than those facing low uncertainty (for suppliers F(1,174)=5.93, p<0.05; for buyers 

F(1,174)=3.73, p<0.10). 

In evaluating the usefulness of the cost information received, buyers with TCO information 

judged this to be more useful than buyers with traditional cost information did (F(1,174) =37.66, 

p<0.01). Similarly, negotiators facing high uncertainty judged the cost information to be less 

relevant than those facing low uncertainty (F(1,174) =9.00, p<0.01). Negotiators facing high 

uncertainty also felt they had less power over their partner than those facing low uncertainty 

                                                           
59 To avoid memory or common method effects, every survey question was presented in a separate screen. 
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(F(1,174)=4.54, p<0.05), and the same held for buyers receiving traditional cost information as 

compared to those receiving TCO information (F(1,174)=4.82, p<0.05).  

Participants further were asked to evaluate the cost information they received on a scale 

from one (useless) to seven (useful). Buyers with TCO information concluded that their cost 

information was more useful than buyers with traditional cost information did (F(1,174)=51.39, 

p<0.01). Suppliers facing buyers with TCO information similarly concluded that their cost 

information was more useful than suppliers facing buyers with traditional cost information did 

(F(1,174)=4.41, p<0.05). Paired samples t-tests show no difference in usefulness between buyers 

and suppliers when the buyer received TCO information (p>0.10), but a greater usefulness for the 

supplier when the buyer received traditional cost information (p<0.01). Additionally, participants 

were asked to evaluate their cost information relative to that of their exchange partner, on a scale 

from one (less useful) to seven (more useful). Both buyers with TCO information and their 

supplier concluded that their cost information was more useful than buyers with traditional cost 

information and their supplier did (F(1,174) =4.92, p<0.05, and F(1,174) =4.55, p<0.05, 

respectively). Thus the accounting information manipulation was deemed successful.  

Finally, when reflecting on the bargaining strategies used, negotiators in the monitoring 

control condition judged they were more honest and less deceptive as compared to negotiators 

without monitoring (for suppliers F(1,174)=5.93, p<0.05; for buyers F(1,174)=3.73, p<0.10). 

We additionally captured perceptions on information sharing during the negotiations (1= 

keeping information; 7= giving information). On average, participants evaluated their bargaining 

strategies to involve more keeping than sharing information (mean buyers = 3.37; std=1.55, mean 

suppliers= 3.40; std=1.63), in particular buyers with traditional cost information (mean=3.03; 

std=1.50). Similarly, they judged their partner to keep more information than to share this (mean 

buyers = 3.29; std=1.61, mean suppliers= 3.22; std=1.73), in particular the suppliers of buyers 

with traditional cost information (mean=2.98; std=1.69). Finally, participants were asked to 

indicate which outcome they focused on during the negotiations (1= individual results; 7= joint 

results). The mean scores indicate they had a slightly greater emphasis on own instead of joint 

results (mean buyers =3.62; std=1.77, mean suppliers=3.81; std=1.78).  
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5. Experimental results  

5.1. Preliminary analysis 

Table 4 provides summary statistics for our key variables across the negotiation stages. 

Panel A shows that buyers on average gained higher profit than suppliers in both the initial and 

later negotiations (2022.80 vs. 1510.19; t = 7.87, p < 0.01, and 2014.83 vs. 1902.46; t = 6.23, p < 

0.01). Buyers on average also negotiated more competitively, as indicated by the greater negative 

means for the relative use of integrative tactics (-2.04 vs. -0.59; t = -6.42, p < 0.01, and -0.81 vs. 

0.02; t = -5.84, p < 0.01).60 Reported trust, however, was not different between buyers and 

suppliers after the initial negotiations. 

Panel B of Table 4 decomposes the descriptive statistics across the eight experimental 

conditions. For the initial negotiations, the differences are statistically significant for the 

supplier’s negotiation behavior and for the buyer’s profit (p<0.01 and p<0.05 respectively), but 

not for buyer’s behavior and the supplier’s profit. Buyers facing high uncertainty and monitoring, 

and with TCO information earned the most, in which condition suppliers behaved most 

integrative. In contrast, buyers facing high uncertainty, traditional cost information and no 

monitoring earned the least, and in this condition suppliers were most distributive. Reported trust 

differs significantly between conditions for suppliers (p<0.01), but not for buyers. During the 

third negotiation, the differences across experimental conditions are statistically significant for 

both supplier and buyer negotiation behavior (p<0.05 and p<0.01 respectively) and for their profit 

(both at p<0.01).61 

Panel C of Table 4 presents a correlation matrix of all variables, and provides initial 

evidence for our expectations. For both the initial and later negotiations, own profit correlates 

negatively and significantly with own relative use of integrative tactics (∆NT12 and ∆NT3) and 

positively and significantly with the partner’s relative use of integrative tactics. This aligns with 

the expectation that greater use of integrative tactics results in lower own profit and higher partner 

profit. The correlations between buyers’ and suppliers’ initial negotiation behavior further support 

the expectation that negotiation behavior is reciprocated. This, however, is not found for the later 
                                                           
60 While we cannot directly examine the reasons for the differences between buyers and suppliers in profit 
and negotiation behavior, this may be a function of the experimental roles participants were assigned to and 
the order of the negotiation (i.e., the supplier starting first). Social psychology research provides evidence 
that assigned roles influence behavior. Graham (1983) reported buyers to achieve significantly higher profit 
than suppliers and argued that the negotiator’s role determines the outcome by putting constraints on the 
negotiation process. Similarly, Putnam and Jones (1982) found that students in intra-organizational 
negotiations used different tactics depending on whether they were assigned labor or management roles, 
and concluded that assigned role profoundly affected the frequency and structure of negotiation tactics. 
61 We use Kruskal-Wallis tests to compare the scores across treatments since in 31 cases participants 
stopped the negotiation, causing the distributions for negotiation tactics and profit to be non-normal. Our 
later estimation methods are robust to these deviations of normality. 
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negotiation, for which own behavior correlates negatively with the partner’s behavior. As the later 

results show, this association also turns insignificant once the full model is estimated. As 

expected, greater relative use of integrative tactics by the partner is positively correlated with own 

trust development. In addition, the positive and significant correlations for both buyers and 

suppliers between own ∆NT12 and own ∆NT3 supports the idea that initially developed 

negotiation behavior persists over time. 

 

Table 4. Summary statistics 
 

Panel A: Descriptive statistics of dependent variables for initial and final stage negotiations 
Dep. variables Buyer Supplier Diff t-stat 

∆NT12 -2.04 (3.17) -0.59 (3.33) -6.42*** 

Profit12 2022.80 (848.61) 1501.19 (756.04) 7.87*** 

Trust 3.71 (1.15) 3.79 (1.20) -1.02 

∆NT3 -0.81 (1.62) 0.02 (1.99) -5.84*** 

Profit3 2214.83 (721.44) 1902.46 (705.75) 5.23*** 
 

Cells show the mean and the standard deviations are in parentheses. 
***, ** indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, 10% (2-tailed), respectively. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Panel B: Descriptive statistics across experimental conditions for individual profit(P12), initial negotiations behaviors (∆NT12), trust, final 
negotiations behavior (∆NT3) and individual profit (P3)  

                        Variables 

   Treatments 

∆N12  Profit12  Trust  ∆N3  Profit3 
Buy. Sup. Buy. Sup. Buy. Sup. Buy. Sup. Buy. Sup. 

HU- TC- NMC mean -2.48 -2.52 1695.83 1438.37 3.42 3.88 -0.52 -0.91 2041.52 1760.65 
std. (3.64) (4.21) (940.22) (857.18) (1.13) (1.38) (1.46) (2.25) (828.76) (803.88) 

HU- TC- MC mean -1.98 -0.34 1927.92 1440.42 3.74 3.59 -1.32 0.00 1953.41 1512.27 
std. (2.86) (2.89) (836.72) (718.12) (1.07) (1.07) (1.57) (2.00) (945.36) (757.16) 

HU- TCO- NMC mean -2.25 -0.34 1948.75 1707.08 3.55 3.61 -0.50 0.27 2261.59 2171.59 
std. (3.25) (3.28) (782.98) (774.64) (1.17) (1.09) (1.25) (1.96) (530.49) (657.70) 

HU- TCO- MC mean -1.36 0.21 2262.42 1488.93 3.62 4.00 -0.71 0.00 2310.71 1838.57 
std. (2.95) (2.30) (654.98) (637.73) (1.08) (1.07) (1.60) (1.90) (858.43) (789.74) 

LU- TC- NMC mean -1.95 -0.43 1937.92 1337.92 3.77 3.53 -0.77 0.27 2212.73 1743.41 
std. (2.51) (2.93) (951.25) (798.36) (1.21) (1.19) (1.64) (1.83) (726.57) (704.35) 

LU- TC- MC mean -2.41 0.00 2060.83 1620.83 3.94 3.86 -1.00 0.05 2092.95 1947.50 
std. (4.07) (3.23) (684.51) (627.44) (1.23) (1.20) (1.95) (1.79) (453.04) (474.75) 

LU- TCO- NMC mean -1.91 -0.25 2167.08 1418.75 3.98 4.38 -1.41 0.86 2399.32 2085.45 
std. (3.26) (2.93) (960.96) (839.06) (1.10) (1.14) (1.54) (1.76) (593.41) (599.65) 

LU- TCO- MC mean -1.93 -0.90 2216.15 1562.26 3.68 3.44 -0.24 -0.38 2470.24 2176.19 
std. (2.55) (3.84) (824.85) (743.91) (1.19) (1.25) (1.62) (2.06) (575.23) (555.16) 

Sig. χ²* (Kruskal-Wallis tests) 0.84 0.01 0.03 0.20 0.17 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.01 
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Panel C: Spearman correlation (n=175 dyads) 

 

∆NT12 Profit12 Trust ∆NT3 Profit3 Uncertainty Acc. Info. 
Buy. Sup. Buy. Sup. Buy. Sup. Buy. Sup. Buy. Sup. 

∆NT12 
Buy. 1            
Sup. 0.13** 1           

Pofit12 
Buy. -0.19*** 0.41*** 1          
Sup. 0.33*** -0.18*** -0.53*** 1         

Trust 
Buy. 0.18*** 0.21*** 0.20*** 0.06 1        
Sup. 0.13** 0.09* -0.01 0.15*** 0.28*** 1       

∆NT3 
Buy. 0.23*** 0.04 -0.10* 0.12** -0.03 0.01 1      
Sup. -0.04 0.38*** 0.36*** -0.21*** 0.23*** 0.02 -0.12** 1     

Pofit3 
Buy. -0.11** 0.33*** 0.48*** -0.38*** 0.08 0.01 -0.12** 0.49*** 1    
Sup. 0.18*** -0.18*** -.35*** 0.57*** 0.05 0.11** 0.34*** -0.29*** -0.41*** 1   

Uncertainty -0.02 -0.04 -0.09* 0.04 -0.14** -0.05 0.01 -0.06 -0.08 -0.09* 1  
Acc. Info. 0.05 0.08 0.15*** 0.06 -0.01 0.08 0.01 0.06 0.21*** 0.21*** -0.01 1 
Monitoring† 0.03 0.12** 0.07 0.04 0.02 -0.06 -0.01 -0.06 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

Correlation estimate ***, **, * indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, 10% level (two-tailed)  
† Monitoring control was removed in the final negotiation game. 

 
Panel A: shows the mean and standard deviation (in parentheses) for (1) initial stage of buyer supplier relationships over first two games: behavior (∆NT12), 
individual profit (Profit12), and trust building and (2) later stage of buyer supplier relationships for third game: behavior (∆NT3), individual profit (Profit3), A 
paired-samples t-test indicate the differences are significant at the 1%, 5%, 10% (2-tailed), respectively. 
Profit12: Individual profit is calculated for buyer and supplier profit over first two games. 
Trust building: average three questions of trust of the buyer and supplier into one construct scores. 
∆NT is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics. Measurement of negotiation tactics was based on coded exchanged messages between buyers 
and suppliers (Appendix C). Use of each of the specific tactics was coded ‘1’ if the tactic was present in a message and ‘0’ if not. For both integrative and 
distributive tactics, all scores of the buyer and supplier were summed to obtain overall construct scores. 
∆NT12 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics over first two games (early stage of buyer-supplier relationships). 
∆NT3 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics for game three (later stage of buyer-supplier relationships). 
Profit3: Individual profit is calculated for buyer and supplier profit for game three. 
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Panel B: shows the mean and standard deviation (in parentheses) across the experimental conditions for(1) initial stage of buyer supplier relationships over first 
two games: behavior (∆NT12), individual profit (Profit12), and trust building and (2) later stage of buyer supplier relationships for third game: behavior (∆NT3), 
individual profit (Profit3). Kruskal-Wallis tests (χ²*) indicate the differences across all experimental cells. 
 
Panel C: shows the correlations for treatment, mediation and outcome variables  
Uncertainty ‘0’ for low uncertainty (LU), ‘1’ for high uncertainty (HU). 
Accounting information ‘0’ for traditional cost information (TC), ‘1’ for TCO information. 
Monitoring control ‘0’ for no monitoring (NMC), ‘1’ for monitoring (MC). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

5.2. Model specification and estimation 

Figure 2 provides a graphical summary of the experimental stages. Our model 

specifications and estimations follow the order of events during the experiment. Thus we expect 

the treatments to induce initial negotiation behavior (∆NT12), which results in initial profits 

(profit3) and trust development, after which new negotiation behavior (∆NT3) takes place and new 

profit (profit3) is realized. As suppliers started the negotiations by sending an offer to the buyer, 

we restrict the path between negotiators’ use of tactics from the supplier to the buyer (see Figure 

1 Panel A and Panel B). To examine the mediation effects of negotiation behavior we use 

structural equation modeling (SEM) in SPSS AMOS (v.20) with maximum likelihood estimation. 

For our analysis, SEM has the advantage (e.g., as compared to ANOVA) that mediation 

hypotheses can be tested simultaneously rather than testing components in a piecemeal fashion 

(MacCallum and Austin 2000). Following recommendations of Preacher and Hayes (2004), we 

generated 5,000 bootstrap resamples and employ a 95% confidence interval to obtain bootstrap 

confidence intervals for the indirect effects. As control variables we included indicators for 

student type (Bachelor, Master_full time, and Master_part time, which last group included more 

experienced part-time MSc students who generally work four days per week in an auditor or 

controller position).62 

We used multiple goodness-of-fit indices to assess model fit (cf. Hu and Bentler 1999), 

including the Chi-square statistic divided by the degrees of freedom (χ2/df), Goodness-of-fit index 

(GFI), adjusted GFI (AGFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). The following cut-off criteria were used to 

assess the model-fit: (χ2/df) ratio less than 3; GFI, AGFI, NFI, and CFI greater than 0.90; and 

RMSEA acceptable up to 0.08 (Hu and Bentler 1999; Fan et al. 1999). The fit statistics show that 

the estimated models fit the data well, with values better than the recommended cutoff values. For 

directional predictions we report one-tailed p-values, and for the other effects two-tailed p-values. 

 

5.3. Estimation results 

5.3.1. Results for the initial negotiations 

Table 5 reports the model results for the initial negotiation stage. Because we expect 

indirect effects of negotiation conditions on trust and negotiation outcomes via negotiation 

behavior, we report the total effects of these variables (i.e., the sum of variables’ direct and 

indirect effects). The first column shows that, in line with H1, greater relative use of integrative 

                                                           
62 We also included controls for risk preferences (cf. Sprinkle et al. 2008), gender, and the times and days in 
the week the experiments were run. These controls were insignificant and did not influence the results. 
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tactics by suppliers is positively associated with greater relative use of integrative tactics by 

buyers (0.09, p<0.10).63 The third and fourth columns show that, in line with H2a, greater relative 

use of integrative tactics results in lower own profit for both buyers (-39.57, p<0.01) and 

suppliers (-32.60, p<0.05). Consistent with H2b, greater relative use of integrative tactics results 

in higher partner profit for suppliers (81.01, p<0.01) and for buyers (102.55, p<0.01). Jointly, 

these results show that while integrative negotiation behavior may directly result in reduced 

profit, through reciprocation of behavior by the partner it indirectly results in greater own profit. 

Looking at the influence of the treatments that were included to induce differences in 

negotiation behavior, we observe that with uncertainty in particular suppliers use relatively less 

integrative tactics (-2.25, p<0.01), which translates into reduced profit for the buyer (-209.15, 

p<0.01). The direct effects of refined accounting information and monitoring on negotiation 

behavior and outcomes are insignificant, but the interactions with uncertainty are positive and 

significant. This provides support that refined accounting information helps mitigating the 

negative effects of uncertainty on negotiation behavior of suppliers (2.19, p<0.01), positively 

impacting buyer profit (218.96, p<0.05). The same holds for monitoring, which helps mitigating 

the negative effects of uncertainty on supplier behavior (1.97, p<0.05), indirectly positively 

impacting buyer profit (152.78, p<0.10). 

Regarding the control variables, full time master students show more integrative supplier 

negotiation behavior (2.71, p<0.01), and more experienced part-time students in both roles are 

more distributive (-1.02, p<0.01, and -1.29, p<0.01). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
63 As a robustness check, we run the same model but with a path of ΔNT12 from the buyer to supplier. We 
find very similar results with a small difference of the coefficient estimate (i.e., 0.10, p<0.10). 
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Table 5. Parameter estimates on negotiation tactics and individual profit for initial negotiations 

This table reports the parameter estimates for both the main and interaction effects of the manipulated variables on negotiation tactics and 
individual profit, controlling for student type. 
 

Variables ∆NT12 
Buyer 

∆NT12 
Supplier 

Profit12 
Buyer 

Profit12 
Supplier 

∆NT12 - Buyer (Buyer => Supplier) - - -39.57*** 81.01*** 
∆NT12 - Supplier (Buyer => Supplier) 0.09* - 102.55*** -32.60** 
Uncertainty -0.74 -2.25*** -209.15*** 29.31 
Accounting information -0.05 0.06 8.73 -6.37 
Monitoring control -0.67 0.28 56.58 -65.5 
Accounting information x monitoring 0.65 -0.92 -123.77 89.38 
Uncertainty x accounting information 0.32 2.19*** 218.96** -60.66 
Uncertainty x monitoring control 1.41* 1.97** 152.78* 36.65 
Uncertainty x acc. info. x monitoring -0.42 -0.79 -66.66 -3.23 
M_full 2.71*** 0.68 -169.84 349.36*** 
M_part -1.02*** -1.29*** -278.74*** 224.45** 
R2 0.11 0.10 0.20 0.16 
 
Cell statistics are the coefficient estimate. ***, **, * indicate significance based on bias-corrected (BC) confidence intervals at the 1%, 5%, 10% level (one-
tailed), respectively. The fit indices are χ2/df =0.39, GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.99, NFI=0.99, CFI=0.99, and RMSEA=0.01.  
 
Explanation of variables 
∆NT12 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics over the first two games.  
Individual profit is calculated as the sum for first two games for buyer and supplier. 
Uncertainty: ‘0’ for low uncertainty, ‘1’ for high uncertainty. 
Accounting information: ‘0’ for traditional cost information, ‘1’ for TCO information.  
Monitoring control: ‘0’ for no monitoring, ‘1’ for monitoring.  
M_full and M_part: dummy variables for full time and part time Master students (reference group: bachelor students). 
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5.3.2. Results for the later negotiation stage 

Table 6 reports the model results for the later negotiation. For completeness, the first two 

columns replicate those of Table 5 to show the effects on initial negotiation behavior. The third 

and fourth columns show that, in line with H3, greater relative initial use of integrative tactics 

positively relates to trust in the negotiator (for supplier trust 0.05, p<0.01, for buyer trust 0.08, 

p<0.01). 64 

Consistent with H4a, negotiation behavior persists, as the estimates show for both 

negotiators that greater initial relative use of integrative tactics is associated with similar behavior 

during the later negotiation (0.24, p<0.01, and 0.13, p<0.01). The results, however, provide no 

support for H4b that developed trust in the negotiation partner incrementally influences 

subsequent negotiation behavior, and even show a significant opposite effect for buyers (-0.03, 

p>0.10, and -0.13, p<0.05). While the variable correlations supports that trust emerges mutually 

(i.e., buyer and supplier trust correlate 0.28; p<0.01), the negative coefficient may indicate that 

buyers to some extent aim to profit from suppliers’ expected trustworthy behavior. We also find 

no support for H4c that the partner’s negotiation behavior affects own behavior during the later 

negotiation stage (-0.04, p>0.10). Thus, initial own behavior seems to predict own future behavior 

better than the trust that emerges from initial partner behavior, and the partner’s current behavior. 

H5 predicts that partner trust will positively affect a negotiator’s profit. The results support 

this prediction only for buyer trust on supplier profit (84.02, p<0.01) but not for supplier trust on 

buyer profit (-2.70, p>0.10). While the positive effect of buyer trust on supplier profit seems 

inconsistent with the negative association between buyer trust and buyer negotiation behavior, 

when decomposing the effect we indeed observe a negative significant effect through behavior (-

15.39, p<0.05), but a positive direct effect (99.42, p<0.01) that is incremental to negotiation 

behavior. This indicates that trust can affect negotiators outcomes in other ways than through 

affecting their negotiations behaviors (e.g., through routines and willingness to compromise). 

Regarding the outcomes of the negotiations, the results for the last negotiation stage are consistent 

with  H2a and H2b, as greater use of integrative tactics results in less own profit (-33.54, p<0.05, 

and -101.5, p<0.01), but higher partner profit (119.48, p<0.01, and 179.20, p<0.01).  

With respect to the treatment conditions, we observe that the negative effect of uncertainty 

on supplier initial behavior (-2.25, p<0.01) indirectly results in lower buyer trust (-0.18, p<0.01), 

and through reciprocation of buyer behavior in lower supplier trust (-0.04, p<0.10). The positive 

interaction effects of refined accounting information and monitoring with uncertainty on initial 
                                                           
64 As a robustness check, we run the same model replacing the trust construct with only second trust item, 
the extent to which the negotiator trusted the exchange partner (1= not at all; 7= very much). Results are 
similar. 
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supplier behavior (2.19, p<0.01, and 1.97, p<0.01, respectively), indirectly result in greater buyer 

trust (0.17, p<0.01 and 0.15, p<0.05, respectively) and through reciprocation of behavior in 

greater supplier trust (0.08, p<0.05). 

Consistent with the earlier findings for initial negotiator profit, we observe that the negative 

effect of uncertainty on supplier behavior (-0.54, p<0.01) indirectly negatively impacts buyer 

profit (-92.19, p<0.01) and positively impacts supplier profit (27.90, p<0.10). The positive 

interaction effects of refined accounting information and monitoring with uncertainty on supplier 

behavior (0.53, p<0.01, and 0.46, p<0.05, respectively), impact buyer profit positively (91.31, 

p<0.01 and 77.42, p<0.05, respectively) and impact supplier profit negatively (-33.83, p<0.10).  

Finally, full-time master students with the role of supplier are again more integrative (1.37, 

p<0.01), and earn higher profit (293.03, p<0.01). Part-time students acting as buyers again are 

more distributive (-0.53, p<0.01) and earn less profit (-188.63, p<0.05). 
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Table 6 Parameter estimates on negotiation tactics, trust building and individual profit for full negotiation game 

This table reports the parameter estimates for both the main and interaction effects of the manipulated variables on negation tactics for initial 
(∆NT12) and final (∆NT3) negotiations and individual profit for final negotiation, controlling for student type. 
 

Variables ∆NT12 
Buyer 

∆NT12 
Supplier 

Trust 
Buyer 

Trust 
Supplier 

∆NT3 
Buyer 

∆NT3 
Supplier 

Profit3    
Buyer 

Profit3 
Supplier 

∆NT12 buyer - - - 0.05*** 0.13*** -0.01 -4.35* 16.91*** 
∆NT12supplier 0.09* - 0.08*** 0.01* -0.01 0.24*** 42.04*** -16.49*** 
Trust buyer in the supplier - - - - -0.13** - -11.36 84.02*** 
Trust supplier in the buyer - - - - 0.01 -0.03 -2.70 36.14 
∆NT3buyer - - - - - - -33.54** 119.48*** 
∆NT3supplier - - - - -0.04 - 179.20*** -101.53*** 
Uncertainty  -0.74 -2.25*** -0.18*** -0.04* -0.06 -0.54*** -92.19*** 27.90* 
Accounting information -0.05 0.06 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.02 2.96 -1.96 
Monitoring control -0.67 0.28 0.02 -0.04* -0.09 0.08 14.95 -16.42 
Acc. info. x monitoring  0.65 -0.92 -0.07 0.04 0.10 -0.23 -42.06 27.61 
Uncertainty x Acc. information 0.32 2.19*** 0.17*** 0.02 0.01 0.53*** 91.31*** -33.83* 
Uncertainty x monitoring control 1.41* 1.97** 0.15** 0.08** 0.15* 0.46** 77.42** -11.44 
Uncertainty x acc. info.x monitoring -0.42 -0.79 -0.06 -0.02 -0.04 -0.19 -31.57 6.96 
D_MFull 2.71*** 0.68 0.38** 0.32 0.12 1.37*** 9.29 293.03*** 
D_MPart -1.02*** -1.29*** -0.02 0.20 -0.53*** -0.17 -188.63** 38.17 
R2 0.11 0.10 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.21 0.18 0.25 

 
Cell statistics are the coefficient estimate. ***, **, * indicate significance based on bias-corrected (BC) confidence intervals at the 1%, 5%, 10% level (one-
tailed), respectively. The fit indices are χ2/df =2.74, GFI=0.95, AGFI=0.90, NFI=0.91, CFI=0.95, and RMSEA=0.07  
 
Explanation of variables 
∆NT12 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics for first two games.  
∆NT3 is the difference in use of integrative and distributive tactics for third game. 
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Trust building is calculated as average of three questions asked after game two. 
Individual profit is calculated for third game from buyer and supplier perspective. 
Uncertainty: ‘0’ for low uncertainty, ‘1’ for high uncertainty. 
Accounting information: ‘0’ for traditional cost information, ‘1’ for TCO information.  
Monitoring control: ‘0’ for no monitoring, ‘1’ for monitoring.  
M_full and M_part: dummy variables for full time and part time Master students (reference group: bachelor students) 
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6. Discussion and conclusion  

Prior studies have investigated how accounting and control instruments impact buyer-

supplier negotiations, and have shown significant effects on negotiators’ choice of negotiation 

tactics, trust development and economic outcomes. These studies, however, have been primarily 

conducted at a dyadic level of analysis, assuming symmetry of behavioral and economic effects 

between negotiators, which view has limited the understanding of how individual negotiation 

behavior affects each negotiator’s trust development and economic outcomes. This has left open 

the question whether the negotiation dynamics support aggregation to a dyadic level. Our findings 

provide evidence for significant differences in negotiator behavior and outcomes (i.e., buyers in 

our experiment are more distributive and on average earn more), but also provide support that a 

negotiator’s choice of tactics evokes reciprocating partner behavior, persists during new 

negotiations, and influences partner trust. In addition, the results show that a negotiator’s use of 

integrative (distributive) tactics negatively (positively) affects own results, but through 

reciprocating partner behavior positively (negatively) affects own profit. Thus while we observe 

mean differences in negotiators’ behaviors and outcomes, the pattern of variation is largely 

consistent with dyadic negotiation analyses. Our structural model of negotiation behavior largely 

supports our hypotheses on how initial negotiation behavior (as induced by negotiation 

conditions) is reciprocated and affects initial outcomes and trust development, how it persists in 

future negotiations and through that affects future outcomes. As we do not find evidence for the 

expectations that future negotiation behavior is directly driven by negotiator trust or partner 

behavior, the results provide particular importance to the role of initially chosen negotiation 

tactics that are strongly predictive for future behavior. 

This study has several limitations that provide fruitful avenues for future research under the 

same theme. First, a common limitation of experimental negotiation studies is that they typically 

lack features observed in real exchanges. For instance, negotiators in practice may experience 

uncertainty differently than having a clear confidence interval within which outcomes will fall. 

Similarly, face-to-face negotiations may induce different behavior dynamics and also the physical 

presence of a consultant may differently affect behavior than our manipulation through a message 

on participants’ screen. Reputational effects may also have substantial bearing on negotiators’ 

choice of tactics and expectations in some market settings. The same holds for differential 

negotiation skills that may interact with the information provided to negotiators, or with the 

presence of a monitoring mechanism. Future experimental studies could aim to incorporate such 

factors, which other research methodologies used to study the role of accounting and control in 
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negotiations settings could more broadly capture such factors that are expected to affect 

negotiators’ behavior. 

Second, our results provide a surprising effect that buyer trust in the supplier results in 

subsequent negotiation behavior that is relatively more distributive. While the variable 

correlations supports that trust emerges mutually, this finding may indicate that buyers to some 

extent adjust their negotiation behavior to profit from suppliers’ expected trustworthy behavior. 

Our data limits us in further exploring this result and possible betrayal of trust as an explanation 

though, which future studies using dynamic negotiation settings could do more extensively. 
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Summary and conclusions 

 
In this thesis we have studied the negotiation phase of outsourcing relationships between 

buyers and suppliers. The negotiation phase in which the conditions for the outsourcing 

transactions are determined is generally considered to be decisive for the success of the 

relationship. The thesis more specifically addresses how uncertainty surrounding the transaction 

influences negotiation behavior and negotiation outcomes. Each of the three studies focuses on 

specific management interventions to improve negotiation behavior and negotiation outcomes. 

We used a laboratory experiment based on the Kelley bargaining game, which provides 

incentives to participants to find a joint Pareto optimum, similar to real outsourcing situations in 

which cooperation leads to additional returns. The laboratory setting allows for the isolation of 

specific variables and creates the conditions to study the separate and joint effects of conditions 

and management interventions on dependent variables like negotiation behaviors and outcomes.  

The experiment documented in this dissertation is different from other experiments in this 

area in four ways. The experiment addresses the impact of uncertainty on negotiation behaviors 

and outcomes. This is an important extension, because uncertainty is a determining factor in 

outsourcing agreements in practice. Generally, outsourcing introduces additional uncertainties to 

contract partners, because in-house production is replaced by contractual agreements between 

independent partners, and it is mostly carried out in dynamic market conditions. An additional 

innovative element in our study is the direct measurement of negotiation behavior. Where most 

studies rely on post-experimental questionnaires to determine negotiation intentions and opinions, 

our study has recorded actual interactions between partners which was coded and analyzed. This 

allows for a more direct registration of actual negotiation behavior instead of post-hoc self-

reported intentions and opinions. A third innovation is the simultaneous analysis of direct and 

indirect effects of conditions and management control measures on negotiation behaviors and 

consequently on negotiation outcomes. In our models, we simultaneously analyze moderating and 

mediating effects, which allows for a more complete understanding of how the experimental 

variables interrelate. A fourth innovation is that we analyze data from an extensive buyer-supplier 

experiment reported at both the dyadic and the individual negotiator level. Our purpose is to 

assess whether the assumption of symmetry and reciprocation of behavior at individual level 

converges with expectations in analyses at the dyadic level. 
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In the first study the main focus lies on the impact of uncertainty on negotiation behavior 

and joint outcomes. Consistent with our expectations, we find that uncertainty results in greater 

use of distributive tactics relative to integrative tactics, which in turn negatively impacts joint 

profit. Under conditions of uncertainty, buyers focus primarily on the maximum price of the price 

interval used to introduce uncertainty, while the suppliers focus mainly on the minimum price. 

This is consistent with the idea that uncertainty increases conflict between negotiators. Both 

refined accounting information and third-party monitoring reduce the adverse impact of 

uncertainty on negotiation behavior, but its impact is mainly restricted to conditions of high 

uncertainty. We found that supplying refined accounting information and the use of third party 

monitoring are two independent measures that improve negotiating behavior under conditions of 

high uncertainty. The use of monitoring does not lead to a better use of refined accounting 

information.  

The second study focuses on the role of trust and trust building in negotiation relations. The 

three-stage negotiation game allows us to analyze the creation of trust as the game proceeds. The 

extended analysis of the experimental data indicates that trust created during the first two rounds 

is positively related to the relative level of integrative tactics used by the negotiators. Uncertainty 

has a significant negative effect on the level of trust created during the first two rounds. The use 

of refined accounting information and monitoring help mitigating the negative effect of 

uncertainty on negotiation behavior. This mitigating effect can be fully attributed to the high 

uncertainty condition. We expected that once trust is created, it would then positively influence 

negotiation behavior in the subsequent and final negotiation round. However, our results show 

that the positive bivariate correlation between trust and negotiation behavior disappears once we 

control for negotiation behavior in the first two rounds. Apparently, prior behavior is more 

predictive of subsequent behavior than the level of trust created by the end of the second round. A 

similar effect has been found for the removal of control at the start of the final round. The act of 

removing control did not influence negotiation behavior, but negotiators experiencing monitoring 

under uncertain conditions in the first two rounds also used more integrative tactics in the final 

round. Both analyses show that previous conditions and management control measures guide 

initial negotiation behavior, which appears to persist in the later and final round. In the last round, 

previous negotiation behavior (showing the persistence effect again), current negotiation behavior 

and trust built in previous rounds positively affect joint profit. Trust now appears to have a 

separate main effect on joint profit, which suggests that trust influences negotiation outcomes also 

in other ways than through negotiation tactics. We have not tested what these alternative 

mechanisms are, but trust might have facilitated the creation of specific negotiation heuristics, or 
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a common understanding of each negotiator’s position and responsibilities. Trust also appears to 

have a positive main effect on joint profit which is independent from the positive associations 

between refined accounting information and monitoring. In our negotiation game, trust has a 

positive effect on joint outcomes that is complementary to the control measures used. Additional 

analyses have shown that trust does not lead to more efficiency in the negotiations: while the 

effect of trust on the number of bids is insignificant, it is positively related to the time used to 

come to an agreement. While trust leads to higher joint outcomes, it also leads to longer decision 

time. Apparently, negotiators take the information exchange more seriously in trying to identify 

solutions that serve mutual interests better. 

The third paper re-analyzes the experimental data and changes the level of analysis from 

the dyadic level to the level of the individual negotiator. Our aim is to test whether the negotiation 

dynamics between negotiators converges with expectations at the dyadic level that are based on 

symmetry and reciprocation of behavior. Differences in negotiation behavior and outcomes can 

be caused by differences in the negotiator’s role and position in the game, or in differences in 

individual behavior and outcomes caused by the manipulations. Positional differences appear to 

exist: buyers negotiate on average more competitively and earn more than suppliers do. This may 

be caused by the condition that suppliers have to start bidding first, which may cause buyers to 

become more critical and reject most of the suppliers’ bids. It may also be caused by the 

perception of the players that suppliers should service the client, which may make them 

somewhat more lenient towards buyers’ bids. Greater relative use of integrative tactics by 

suppliers (buyers) is positively associated with greater relative use of integrative tactics by buyers 

(suppliers). However, greater use of integrative tactics generally leads to lower individual profits. 

Since greater use integrative tactics is reciprocated by the partner, the indirect effect of greater 

relative use of integrative tactics leads to more profit. Because the indirect effect on profit is 

larger than the direct effect, the total effect of integrative tactics on individual profit is positive. 

When we analyze the impact of manipulations on partner behavior, it turns out that the influence 

of uncertainty is asymmetrical: it does not impact buyers’ behaviors, but it does influence 

suppliers’ behaviors leading to more distributive negotiation tactics. This also leads to lower 

profits for the buyers. The use of refined accounting information and monitoring mitigates the 

influence of uncertainty and leads to more integrative suppliers’ behaviors and higher profits for 

buyers. 

The model for the later negotiation game allows for the analysis of the impact of trust on 

negotiators’ behaviors. The results show that developed trust does not lead to more integrative 

behaviors, and it even turns out to be negative for buyers. Buyers seem to some extent to profit 
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from suppliers’ expected trustworthy behavior. The best predictor for negotiator’s behavior is not 

trust created or partner’s behaviors, but own behaviors during the first two negotiation rounds. 

The best predictor of individual negotiation behaviors during the final round are the individual 

behaviors during the previous two rounds. Negotiators’ behaviors appear to be reasonably 

persistent: previous behavior turns out to be a major driver of subsequent behavior. The impact of 

uncertainty and control measures turns out to be similar in the final round as in the previous 

rounds: they mitigate the impact of uncertainty by reducing the distributive behaviors of 

suppliers, leading to lower supplier profits and higher buyer profits.  

 

Implications for practice 
The results of our study show that the use of management control measures, like the 

provision of refined accounting information and monitoring leads to more integrative behavior, 

but only in high uncertain conditions. The kind of control measures should therefore be focused 

on the mitigation of uncertainties surrounding the transaction. We have not distinguished different 

types of uncertainty, but monitoring focus, distribution of information and other management 

control measures, like incentive compensation, performance measurement and the allocation of 

decision rights could all be especially focused on the sources of uncertainty. Trust may be one of 

the alternative management control mechanisms. Our second study shows that trust is not a 

substitute for control, but that it is influenced by the presence of control. Surprisingly, trust does 

not directly influence behavior, but it does influence positively joint outcomes. Trust is generally 

thought to make negotiations more efficient. This has not been confirmed in our analyses: high 

trust between negotiators is associated with longer negotiation time, suggesting that the 

information exchanged is taken more seriously in making the right decisions that lead to higher 

joint outcomes. When we consider how joint outcomes are distributed between partners, then we 

see that buyers on average earn more individual profit and negotiate more distributively. This 

may be partly caused by the negotiator role of the buyer: the supplier offered the first bid and this 

placed the buyer in the position to criticize suppliers’ proposals, putting them under pressure to be 

more flexible. Process characteristics may also play a role: distributive behaviors lead to 

immediate higher individual profits, but are also reciprocated by the partner, which leads to lower 

individual profits. The total positive effect of integrative tactics appear to be higher than the 

immediate negative effect of integrative tactics. Integrative tactics also have a longer-lasting 

effect on partner behavior: it creates trust which leads to higher joint outcomes later in the 

negotiation relation. But integrative tactics in the first negotiation rounds also appear to be 
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persistent in later rounds, leading to more integrative behaviors by partners and higher joint 

outcomes in the long term. 

 

Suggestions for future research 
The study in this dissertation is based on a laboratory experiment. This experiment makes it 

possible to control experimental (or independent) variables which enables us to make causal 

statements about the influence of uncertainty, management control instruments and trust on 

negotiation behaviors and outcomes. However, experimental research also has its weaknesses. 

The first weakness is the limited external validity of the study. Negotiation conditions have been 

separated from a real-world context. Although the case descriptions have been made as lively as 

possible, participants still do not experience conditions that may prove to be important 

determinants in practice, like partner reputation, information about past negotiator behaviors, 

power differences between partners and the relative importance of the outsourcing agreement for 

each partner. Future research should therefore try to position negotiation behavior in a more real-

life context, like joint ventures and joint production agreements. Moreover, while we find no 

evidence of interaction effects between refined accounting information and monitoring control, 

future research can investigate how firms that share sensitive refined accounting information 

overcome concerns about misuse of this information, and whether this is associated with the use 

of other types of controls. In our experiment, all negotiations reflect a constant level of asset 

specificity and transaction frequency, uncertainty is the only TCE variable that varies in the 

experiment to generate potential exchange problems. Future research could test the effect of asset 

specificity and/or transaction frequency on outsourcing relationships. Another addition to the 

research would be to estimate the impact of incentive systems and other pressures to perform on 

negotiation behavior. Another weakness of the current study is the selection of participants. Our 

participants were undergraduate and graduate students and their reactions may be different from 

those of professionals in real-life outsourcing negotiations. Related to this weakness is the 

random sampling problem: the two student groups participating in the experiment appear to 

follow remarkably different negotiation tactics. Generally, undergraduate students use more 

integrative tactics and take longer decision time than graduate students do. In our analyses, we 

have controlled for these differences and we therefore do not question the validity of the 

empirical results. However, the fact that these differences exist means that the dependent 

variables are not neutral to the participant group composition. This element stresses even more 

the importance of a random selection that is sufficiently representative for the professionals 

actually managing outsourcing relations. 
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Appendix A - Instructions and negotiation scenarios 
 

This appendix provides an abbreviated version of the instructions and negotiation scenarios 
provided to experimental participants. The text is based on the documentation provided to 
suppliers. Deviations in the text provided to buyers are presented between brackets. Note that the 
contract and payoff tables in the scenarios deviate from the tables that participants received 
during the game (see Appendix B), and were included to explain the negotiation process. 
 
General instructions 

Welcome to this interactive computer game. The game is a simulation of negotiations in 
practice between buyers and suppliers. By random assignment you have been given the role of 
supplier [buyer]. In this game you will be matched to a buyer [supplier] and presented with a 
number of negotiation scenarios. You engage in three to five negotiations with this buyer 
[supplier]. You have 10 minutes to read the instructions.  

Each negotiation round ends when (1) you reach an agreement with the buyer[supplier], (2) 
you or the buyer [supplier] decide to end the negotiation, or (3) an agreement has not yet been 
reached after 10 rounds. You will earn €3 for your participation in this game and a bonus of 0.1% 
of the profit that you make for your company in each game. Your total result will be determined 
after the last game by adding up the results from each negotiation game. 

Example: if you have made a profit of €9000, then you will receive a payment of €12 (€3 + 
[€9000 x 0.1%] ). However, this will only happen if you fill out all of the online questions about 
the negotiations during and after the game seriously and genuinely 

You [your supplier] will start the negotiations by sending an offer and your buyer receives 
[you receive] the offer with three options: 

a. Accept (in this case, you and your buyer [supplier] will earn a bonus for this game). 
b. Reject (in this case, your buyer [supplier] must provide a new offer, which you can accept or 
reject). 
c. Stop the negotiation (in this case, you and your buyer [supplier] will not get any profit and 
consequently any bonus for this game).  

It is important to choose your negotiation tactics, like: 
・Critically use information (ask questions, give information to get information, etc.). 
・You can provide correct or wrong information about your profit and costs. 
・You can ask your buyer [supplier] about his or her income and/or costs. 

You are not allowed to open other applications or to communicate with other participants. 
You can communicate with the buyer [supplier] by writing messages, talking is prohibited. 

 
Scenario of the first game: Selling/buying a napkin and pocket tissue machine 

Suppliers received the following introduction: Assume that you are the representative of a 
supplier of Carmen Corporation which provides new machines and spare parts for the tissue 
business, offering a unique opportunity for improving operations and profits for the tissue 
industry. Your buyer is the representative of Flora Company, which manufactures tissue paper. 
Once Flora’s machines have to be renewed, Flora needs to purchase a napkin tissue and pocket 
tissue machine from your company. 

Buyers received the following introduction: Assume that you are the representative of a 
buyer of Flora Company which manufactures tissue paper. And your supplier is the 
representative of Carmen Cooperation which provides new machines and spare parts for the 
tissue business, offering a unique opportunity for improving operations and profits for the tissue 
industry. Your firm needs to purchase a napkin tissue and pocket tissue machine from Carmen. 

Participants were provided with a description of the tissue making process (details omitted), 
including that the production process is highly mechanized and that it is important that the 
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production process will not be interrupted. Thus, proper maintenance and availability of spare 
parts are important to the machine. These issues need to be negotiated and considered as part of 
the final agreement. From the tissue making process viewpoint, maintenance and spare parts are 
needed to keep the machines running, and are part of the final contract. Consequently when you 
offer a buyer [when a supplier offers you] new machines, this must be accompanied by 
maintenance and spare parts. 

Every contract that you negotiate thus consists of three components: 
a. The machine price contract. This generates income [cost] for your company, so the higher 

[lower] the better. 
b. The maintenance cost contract; the lower costs for you the higher costs for your buyer 

[supplier] and vice versa. 
c. The spare parts cost contract, same as maintenance contract, the lower costs for you the higher 

costs for your buyer [supplier] and vice versa. 
[In addition to the costs of these contract components, you expect that the new machine will lead 
to an increase in income (sales) for you. This is presented as a fixed amount.] 

The quality of soft paper from this machine does not differ from that of competitors and the 
profit of the firm is only determined by these three components: machine price, maintenance 
costs, and spare parts costs. The cost of each of these components will be shown by five contracts 
levels labeled “A” through “E” as illustrated in the table below. 

 
Buyers in the TCO condition received the following table: 

 
Buyers in the traditional cost condition received the following table: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The buyer [supplier] has a sheet like you that includes the same five options, but with 

different values about his or her machine prices [income] and costs. It means that you and your 

              Machine price  Maintenance (cost) Spare parts (cost)                   Low  High 
A 90 ~ 110 A 100 A 50 
B 135 ~ 165 B 80 B 40 
C 180 ~ 220 C 60 C 30 
D 225 ~ 275 D 40 D 20 
E 270 ~ 330 E 20 E 10 

               Machine price (costs) Maintenance (costs) Spare parts (costs)                Low  High 
A 90 ~ 110 A 20 A 10 
B 135 ~ 165 B 40 B 20 
C 180 ~ 220 C 60 C 30 
D 225 ~ 275 D 80 D 40 
E 270 ~ 330 E 100 E 50 

            Machine price (costs) Maintenance 
(number #) 

Spare parts 
(number #)                   Low  High 

A 90 ~ 110 A 2 A 1 
B 135 ~ 165 B 4 B 2 
C 180 ~ 220 C 6 C 3 
D 225 ~ 275 D 8 D 4 
E 270 ~ 330 E 10 E 5 
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buyer [supplier] have own information, and you are not shown the other’s payoff table. However, 
you are able to get insight into your buyer’s [supplier’s] payoff table through the procedure of 
offers and the messages which you can send during the negotiations. Feel free to use part or all 
the information provided in shaping your bargaining situation and to create additional arguments 
to strengthen your position if you desire. 

As a supplier you have [The supplier has] uncertainty about the market price for the tissue 
machine. Consequently the machine price agreed upon can fluctuate and the final price will fall 
within an interval with a minimum and maximum value. The exact price is not available until the 
end of all negotiations. The costs of maintenance and spare parts are fixed and thus are not 
subject to uncertainty. In your experience as a buyer, the uncertainty about the machine prices 
always seemed to be a surprise and the exact price in most cases deviated from the predicted 
average price. Thus, the final price of your last negotiation round may reach almost the maximum 
of the predicted price range, whereas the final price in the round before the last one ended up at 
the minimum of the predicted price range. In the negotiations it is therefore important to pay 
attention to this uncertainty during the negotiation process, because it can influence the final 
result as well as the bonus payment you receive. The costs of maintenance and spare parts are 
fixed and do not contain uncertainty. Note: if you take care of more maintenance and spare parts, 
the supplier [buyer] will have to do less of those things and your costs will increase. If you take 
care of less of those things, the supplier will have to do more and his/her costs will rise. The 
quality will remain the same in both cases. 

While you are negotiating about these three parts in order to make acceptable price and cost 
contracts, it is important to consider them in relation to each other, with attention for the risks and 
uncertainties that you and the supplier have to deal with. You have to reach one agreement for the 
price contract, the maintenance contract and the spare parts contract and every combination of the 
three contracts is possible (for example: the offer A-C-B means price contract A, maintenance 
contract C and spare parts contract B. Hence you are making a ‘package deal’. Therefore you can 
calculate your profit interval by: 

Profit = machine price – maintenance cost – costs of spare parts. 
As example, from the table above you can infer that the best agreement for you is “E-E-E” 
([270~330] – 20 – 10 = [240~300] profit), and the worst agreement is “A-A-A” ([90~110] – 100 
– 50 = [60~40] loss). 

 
Buyers in the TCO condition received the following formula and example: 

Profit = Income - machine price – maintenance cost – costs of spare parts. 
 

Suppose the extra income of the machine is 400. From the table above you can infer that the best 
agreement for you is “A-A-A” (400 – [90~110] – 20 -10= [280~260] profit), and the worst 
agreement is “E-E-E” (400 – [270~330] – 100 -50= [80~20] loss). 
Buyers in the traditional cost information condition received the following formula and example: 
 
Profit = Income – machine price - costs for the amount of maintenance – costs for the number of 

spare parts). 
 

Suppose the extra income of the machine is 400. From the table above you can infer that the best 
agreement for you is “A-A-A” (400 – [90~110] – the cost of two times maintenance－ the cost of 
one spare part), and the worst agreement is “E-E-E” (400 – [270~330] – the cost of 10 times 
maintenance－ the cost of 5 spare parts). 

 
The following description was generic to all participants: During the negotiations you will 

see in your screen tables that show the consequences of offers and counteroffers, including the 
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expected result (profit or loss interval). Your counterparty will see similar tables for his/her 
situation. An example for the agreement B-C-A is provided below.  

Variables Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 
Supplier Buyer Supplier Buyer Supplier Buyer 

Machine Price contract B      
Maintenance contract C       
Spare parts contract A      
Your company result 2400 ~ 3000      

 
Buyers in the traditional cost information condition did not receive reference to “the expected 
result” nor the last line of the table.  

 
Scenario of the second game: Selling/buying spare parts of toilet tissue machine 

In this game you offer the buyer [the supplier offers you] spare parts for his/her [your] 
existing toilet tissue machine. The agreement for spare parts also includes agreements about 
delivery time and payment terms. In case your buyer prefers [you prefer] to improve the existing 
machine, the contract will consist of:  

a. The price for spare parts price (an income for you) [(a cost for you)]. 
b. The delivery time cost contract. To obtain a short delivery time, you [the supplier] will have 
to incur more delivery cost, and vice versa. 
c. The payment terms contract. This follows the same principle as for delivery: the lower the 
cost for you, the higher the cost for the buyer [supplier] (and vice versa). 

[In addition to the costs of these contract components, you expect that the new machine will lead 
to an increase in income (sales) for you. This is presented as a fixed amount.] 
You can calculate your profit range with the following formula: 

 
Profit = price of spare parts– (delivery cost + payment cost). 

 
Buyers in the TCO condition received the following formula: 

 
Profit = Income – (costs of spare parts + delivery cost + payment cost). 

 
Buyers in the traditional cost condition received the following formula and example: 

 
Profit = Income – (costs of spare parts + cost for number of weeks for delivery + costs for 

number of weeks for payment). 
 
Scenario of the third to fifth game: Selling/buying kitchen towel tissue machine  

In these games you offer the buyer [the supplier offers you] new machine for kitchen towel 
tissue. A similar to the first game, therefore you can follow same instructions of the first game. 
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Monitoring control condition:  

During the first two games, half of the dyads were shown a message that they faced 
monitoring by a consultant and the other half received no message about this. In the 
monitoring control condition, buyers and suppliers received the following message: 
 

“During your negotiations, you can exchange information with your 
exchange partner through the messages which you can send during the 
negotiations. For fair information exchange, a consultant has been hired to 
monitor the negotiations. Both you and your exchange partner agreed about 
that. So if you are caught sending inaccurate or false information to your 
exchange partner, you will not receive any bonus for this game. This also 
applies to your exchange partner, if your partner is caught sending 
incorrect or false information; (s) he will not receive any bonus for this 
game. This means that your messages are reviewed and investigated. The 
same holds for your exchange partner.” 

 
In the third game all dyads were under the absence of monitoring control. In the 
absence of monitoring control condition, buyers and suppliers received the following 
message: 
 

“The consultant who monitored the negotiations in the previous games will 
not be present any more. This means that the information and messages 
that you send to your exchange partner will NOT be reviewed or 
investigated any more. In this game you will not be caught when you send 
incorrect or false information. You will get your bonus anyway. This also 
applies to your exchange partner; the messages of your exchange partner 
will not be monitored too.” 
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Appendix B- Payoff tables of the three negotiations games 
 

 
Game 1 
             
Low uncertainty             
Supplier Machine price            
   Low  High  Maintenance (cost)  Spare parts (cost) 

 A 1980 ~ 2020  A 1350  A 2250 
 B 2980 ~ 3020  B 1050  B 1750 
 C 3980 ~ 4020  C 750  C 1250 
 D 4980 ~ 5020  D 450  D 750 
 E 5980 ~ 6020  E 150  E 250 
               
Buyer               
Income = 8000 Machine price (cost)           
   Low  High  Maintenance (cost)  Spare parts (cost) 

TCO info A 1980 ~ 2020  A 250  A 150 
 B 2980 ~ 3020  B 750  B 450 

 C 3980 ~ 4020  C 1250  C 750 
 D 4980 ~ 5020  D 1750  D 1050 
 E 5980 ~ 6020  E 2250  E 1350 
               
 Machine price (cost)           
   Low  High  Maintenance (#)  Spare parts (#) 

Traditional info. A 1980 ~ 2020  A 1  A 2 
 B 2980 ~ 3020  B 3  B 6 

 C 3980 ~ 4020  C 5  C 10 
 D 4980 ~ 5020  D 7  D 14 
 E 5980 ~ 6020  E 9  E 18 
               
                
High uncertainty             
Supplier Machine price         
   Low  High  Maintenance (cost)  Spare parts (cost) 

 A 1400 ~ 2600  A 1350  A 2250 
 B 2400 ~ 3600  B 1050  B 1750 
 C 3400 ~ 4600  C 750  C 1250 
 D 4400 ~ 5600  D 450  D 750 
 E 5400 ~ 6600  E 150  E 250 
               
Buyer               
Income = 8000 Machine price (cost)           
   Low  High  Maintenance (cost)  Spare parts (cost) 

TCO info A 1400 ~ 2600  A 250  A 150 
 B 2400 ~ 3600  B 750  B 450 

 C 3400 ~ 4600  C 1250  C 750 
 D 4400 ~ 5600  D 1750  D 1050 
 E 5400 ~ 6600  E 2250  E 1350 
              
               
 Machine price (cost)           
   Low  High  Maintenance (#)  Spare parts (#) 

Traditional info. A 1400 ~ 2600  A 1  A 2 
 B 2400 ~ 3600  B 3  B 6 

 C 3400 ~ 4600  C 5  C 10 
 D 4400 ~ 5600  D 7  D 14 
 E 5400 ~ 6600  E 9  E 18 
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Game 2     
 
Low uncertainty 

            

Supplier Spare parts price            
   Low  High  Delivery time (cost)  Payments terms (cost) 

 A 2293 ~ 2307  A 1900  A 1250 
 B 2643 ~ 2657  B 1600  B 1050 
 C 2993 ~ 3007  C 1300  C 850 
 D 3343 ~ 3357  D 1000  D 650 
 E 3693 ~ 3707  E 700  E 450 
 F 4043 ~ 4057  F 400  F 250 
 G 4393 ~ 4407  G 100  G 50 

Buyer               
Income = 6700 Spare parts price (cost)           
   Low  High  Delivery time (cost)  Payments terms (cost) 

TCO info A 2293 ~ 2307  A 50  A 100 
 B 2643 ~ 2657  B 250  B 400 

 C 2993 ~ 3007  C 450  C 700 
 D 3343 ~ 3357  D 650  D 1000 
 E 3693 ~ 3707  E 850  E 1300 
 F 4043 ~ 4057  F 1050  F 1600 
 G 4393 ~ 4407  G 1250  G 1900 
               
 Spare parts price (cost)  Delivery time   Payments terms  
   Low  High  # weeks for delivery  # weeks for payment 

Traditional info. A 2293 ~ 2307  A 1  A 19 
 B 2643 ~ 2657  B 5  B 16 

 C 2993 ~ 3007  C 9  C 13 
 D 3343 ~ 3357  D 13  D 10 
 E 3693 ~ 3707  E 17  E 7 
 F 4043 ~ 4057  F 21  F 4 
 G 4393 ~ 4407  G 25  G 1 

High uncertainty 
Supplier 

 
Spare parts price  

      

   Low  High  Delivery time (cost)  Payments terms (cost) 
 A 2090 ~ 2510  A 1900  A 1250 
 B 2440 ~ 2860  B 1600  B 1050 
 C 2790 ~ 3210  C 1300  C 850 
 D 3140 ~ 3560  D 1000  D 650 
 E 3490 ~ 3910  E 700  E 450 
 F 3840 ~ 4260  F 400  F 250 
 G 4190 ~ 4610 G 100  G 50 
Buyer          
Income = 6700 Spare parts price (cost)           
   Low  High  Delivery time (cost)  Payments terms (cost) 

TCO info A 2090 ~ 2510  A 50  A 100 
 B 2440 ~ 2860  B 250  B 400 

 C 2790 ~ 3210  C 450  C 700 
 D 3140 ~ 3560  D 650  D 1000 
 E 3490 ~ 3910  E 850  E 1300 
 F 3840 ~ 4260  F 1050  F 1600 
 G 4190 ~ 4610  G 1250  G 1900 
               
 Spare parts price (cost)  Delivery time   Payments terms  
   Low  High  # weeks for delivery  # weeks for payment 

Traditional info. A 2090 ~ 2510  A 1  A 19 
 B 2440 ~ 2860  B 5  B 16 

 C 2790 ~ 3210  C 9  C 13 
 D 3140 ~ 3560  D 13  D 10 
 E 3490 ~ 3910  E 17  E 7 
 F 3840 ~ 4260  F 21  F 4 
 G 4190 ~ 4610  G 25  G 1 
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Game 3     

               
Low uncertainty             
Supplier Machine price            
   Low  High  Maintenance (cost)  Spare parts (cost) 
  A 2088 ~ 2112  A 2100  A 550 
 B 2663 ~ 2687  B 1600  B 425 
 C 3238 ~ 3262  C 1100  C 300 
 D 3813 ~ 3837  D 600  D 175 
 E 4388 ~ 4412  E 100  E 50 
               
Buyer               
Income = 6500 Machine price (cost)           
   Low  High  Maintenance (cost)  Spare parts (cost) 

TCO info A 2088 ~ 2112  A 50  A 100 
 B 2663 ~ 2687  B 175  B 600 

 C 3238 ~ 3262  C 300  C 1100 
 D 3813 ~ 3837  D 425  D 1600 
 E 4388 ~ 4412  E 550  E 2100 
              
               
 Machine price (cost)           
   Low  High  Maintenance (#)  Spare parts (#) 

Traditional info. A 2088 ~ 2112  A 2  A 2 
 B 2663 ~ 2687  B 7  B 12 

 C 3238 ~ 3262  C 12  C 22 
 D 3813 ~ 3837  D 17  D 32 
 E 4388 ~ 4412  E 22  E 42 

 
                            
               
High uncertainty             
Supplier Machine price          
   Low  High  Maintenance (cost)  Spare parts (cost) 
 A 1755 ~ 2445  A 2100  A 550 
 B 2330 ~ 3020  B 1600  B 425 
 C 2905 ~ 3595  C 1100  C 300 
 D 3480 ~ 4170  D 600  D 175 
 E 4055 ~ 4745  E 100  E 50 
               
Buyer               
Income = 6500 Machine price (cost)           
   Low  High  Maintenance (cost)  Spare parts (cost) 

TCO info A 1755 ~ 2445  A 50  A 100 
 B 2330 ~ 3020  B 175  B 600 

 C 2905 ~ 3595  C 300  C 1100 
 D 3480 ~ 4170  D 425  D 1600 
 E 4055 ~ 4745  E 550  E 2100 
               
 Machine price (cost)           
   Low  High  Maintenance (#)  Spare parts (#) 

Traditional info. A 1755 ~ 2445  A 2  A 2 
 B 2330 ~ 3020  B 7  B 12 

 C 2905 ~ 3595  C 12  C 22 
 D 3480 ~ 4170  D 17  D 32 
 E 4055 ~ 4745  E 22  E 42 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



128 
 

Appendix C- Negotiation tactics 
 

Category Explanation and Examples 
 

Integrative tactics 
Numerical 
information 
exchange (NIE) 

A statement in which a negotiator reveals any numerical values for each of 
the issues to be negotiated. 

Priority information 
exchange (PIE) 

A statement in which a negotiator reveals only the relative importance 
(nonnumeric values) for any of the issues to be negotiated. 
 

Rewards (REW) 
A statement by a negotiator which creates pleasant consequences for the 
exchange partner (e.g., I’m pleased with the compromise made thus far). 
 

Positive normative 
appeals (PNA) 

A statement in which a negotiator indicates that the exchange partner's 
tactics are or will be in conformity with social norms (e.g., your offer is 
fair and reasonable). 
 

Request for 
cooperation (RC) 

A statement in which a negotiator asks the exchange partner to cooperate 
(e.g., let us cooperate). 
 

Promise (PR) 

A statement in which a negotiator indicates the intention to provide the 
exchange partner with a reinforcing consequence, which the negotiator 
anticipates the exchange partner will evaluate as pleasant, positive, or 
rewarding (e.g., accept our offer, next time we will accept your offer). 
 

Recommendation 
(RE) 

A statement in which a negotiator indicates he/she will help his/her 
exchange partner on a certain issue if the exchange partner in return will 
accept the negotiator’s position on another issue (e.g., considering that I 
am agreeing with your D spare parts contract, I think the maintenance 
contract should be B).  
 

Request for 
 information (RI) 

A statement in which a negotiator asks for information in a cooperative 
way (e.g., to find a compromise, can you tell me about your costs of both 
maintenance and spare parts). 
 

Self-disclosure 
  (SD) 

A statement in which a negotiator reveals information about himself, 
which is necessary for problem-solving (e.g., the middle way would 
logically be “DDD”; I think for the payment term contract “D” is 
reasonable as well). 
 

Proposal to 
compromise (PC) 

A statement in which a negotiator asks the exchange partner to forgo some 
of his or her aims in return for a mutually acceptable agreement (e.g., I can 
offer you the most favorable payment term of 4 weeks, in exchange for a 
better delivery time). 

 
Distributive tactics 

Lies (LI) 
A statement in which a negotiator deliberately provides the exchange 
partner with wrong information (e.g., accepting this offer will result in a 
big loss for me). 
 

Warnings (WA) 

A statement in which a negotiator predicts that the exchange partner may 
face an unpleasant consequence (e.g., first you will have to compromise 
with respect to spare parts, and only then will we talk about the machine 
price). 
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Persuasive 
arguments (PA) 

A statement in which a negotiator aims to convince the exchange partner 
to accept a proposal (e.g., our offer is very good, and apart from that you 
can expect perfect service from us). 
 

Threats (TH) 

A statement in which a negotiator indicates the intention to provide the 
exchange partner with a reinforcing consequence that is thought to be 
noxious, unpleasant, or punishing (e.g., if you don’t give me a better offer, 
I will leave and buy from another supplier). 
 

Punishment (PU) 
A statement by a negotiator that is thought to create unpleasant 
consequences for the exchange partner (e.g., your offer is completely 
unreasonable and unworthy of consideration). 
 

Commitment (CO) 
A statement by a negotiator that its future offers will not go below or 
above a certain level (e.g., this is the lowest I can go; unfortunately I 
cannot go any lower). 
 

Putdowns (PD) 
A statement by a negotiator indicating a negative affective reaction aimed 
at obtaining a better position (e.g., I don't accept that offer; you have to 
come up with something better). 
 

Negative normative 
appeals (NNA) 

A statement in which a negotiator indicates that the exchange partner's 
tactics are or will be in violation with social norms (e.g., I am disappointed 
by your previous offer, please try to be more reasonable). 
 

Question (QU) 
A statement in which a negotiator asks the exchange partner to find out 
about his or her utility function (e.g., let me know the margins on the 
different parts, then I will look what's profitable for you). 
 

Refuse to share 
information (RS) 

A statement in which a negotiator refuses to respond to a request for 
information (e.g., you don’t have to know about my costs). 
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Appendix D- Post-experiment questionnaire 
 

 Two questions were asked after each game: 

1- What do you believe is the likelihood that your business partner seeks to cooperate with you? 
Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely  

 
2- How would you characterize the negotiation process with your business partner: as competitive 
or cooperative?  

 Competitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cooperative 
 
 After game two, the following questions were additionally asked: 
1- To what extent do you feel the negotiations were influenced by feelings of trust or distrust 
between you and your business partner? 

Distrust 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Trust 
 
2- To what extent did you trust your business partner? 

Not at all    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much  
 
3- To what extent do you think your business partner trusted you during the negotiation game? 
Strongly distrusted me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly trusted me 

 

After concluding the last game, the following questions were asked 

1- What do you think of this experiment? 
Boring 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Interesting 

  
2- What do you think of the instructions of the experiment? 

Unclear 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Clear   
         
3- Were you motivated to participate in this experiment? 

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very motivated  
 
4- How much time do you believe you needed to negotiate with your partner?     

Not much time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A lot of time  
  

5- How successful were you as negotiator in this game? 
Not successful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very successful  

         
6- Are you satisfied with the profit you obtained?    

Dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Satisfied   
         
7- Does the final contract agreement meet your expectations at the beginning of the game? 

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely  
         
8- Are you satisfied with the way you have negotiated? 

Dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Satisfied   
 
9- Are you satisfied with the agreement you have made with your exchange partner? 

Dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Satisfied 
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10- What was your bargaining strategy? 
Keeping information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Giving information   

         
11- What was the bargaining strategy of your exchange partner? 

Keeping information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Giving information   
 
12- How much influence did you have on your exchange partner during the negotiation? 

Little influence 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Much influence 
 
13- What do you think about the cost information that you received for the negotiations? 

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful 
  
14- What do you think of your cost information when compared to that of your exchange partner?  

Less useful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 More useful  
 
15- How did you experience the negotiations about the contract price? 

Easy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Complex   
 
16- In the tables that you received, an interval was included for the price of the machine and spare 
parts.  
Which value in this interval did you focus on during the negotiations (tick the value closest to 
what you had in mind when trying to reach an agreement)? 
A- the minimum price of the interval.  
B- the maximum price of the interval. 
C- the mean price of the interval. 
 
17- How did you experience the negotiations about maintenance and delivery time? 

Easy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Complex   
 
18- To what extent do you agree with the following statement: I tried to convince my exchange 
partner about the benefits of my offer. 

Totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totally agree 
        
19- To what extent do you agree with the following statement: I tried to convince my exchange 
partner to accept my offer.  

Totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totally agree 
20- To what extent do you agree with the following statement: I tried to find a compromise with 
my exchange partner. 

Totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totally agree  
 
21- In which way did you try to realize your returns from the negotiations?   

Individually 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Together 
 
22- How did you look at the outcomes of the negotiation?  

Individual results 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Joint results 
 
23- Did you ever participate in an experiment before?  
 Yes: which experiment …………………………  
 NO 
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24- Consider the following choices: 
(i) A fixed payment of €5000, 
OR 
(ii) A lottery in which there is a probability that you win €10000 and a probability that you win 
nothing 
Select from the following lotteries which you would prefer over the fixed payment of €5000 
(multiple responses possible): 

 

a- 70% chance of winning €10000, 30% chance of winning nothing. 
b- 60% chance of winning €10000, 40% chance of winning nothing. 
c- 50% chance of winning €10000, 50% chance of winning nothing. 
d- 40% chance of winning €10000, 60% chance of winning nothing. 
e- 30% chance of winning €10000, 70% chance of winning nothing. 

 
25- What is your gender? 

• Man 
• Woman 

 
26- Were you during the negotiations more interested in your own position or more interested in 
searching for a joint solution? 

Own position 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Joint solution 
 
27- Describe the bargaining strategies that you have used: 

a- Winning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Adjusting to the other  
b- Deceptive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Honest  

c –Biased information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Objective information  
 
28- Was to your impression your exchange partner more interested in his/her self- interest or in 
finding a joint solution? 

Self interest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Joint solution 
 
29- Describe the bargaining strategies that your exchange partner has used 

a- Winning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Adjusting to the other  
b- Deceptive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Honest  

c –Biased information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Objective information  
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Summary in Dutch 

De rol van onzekerheid, accounting informatie, beheersing en vertrouwen in 
onderhandelingen tussen koper en verkoper: een experimenteel onderzoek 
 

Samenwerkingsrelaties stellen bedrijven in staat om markttoegang te verkrijgen, kosten te 

verlagen, toegang tot technologische ontwikkelingen of expertise te verwerven en risico's te 

verminderen. Adequate governance structuren, management control systemen en vertrouwen 

helpen om het risico van falen van samenwerking te verminderen. Dit proefschrift richt zich op 

één soort van interorganisationele samenwerking, namelijk uitbesteding. Eén van de belangrijkste 

oorzaken van het mislukken van uitbestedingsrelaties is het bestaan van onzekerheid in en rond 

uitbestedingsactiviteiten. We bestuderen in het bijzonder de invloed van onzekerheid op het 

onderhandelingsgedrag van de samenwerkingspartners en de mogelijkheden om de 

uitbestedingsrelatie te laten werken in het voordeel van beide partners. Onzekerheid kan leiden tot 

informatie-asymmetrie, belemmering van effectieve coördinatie van activiteiten, een grotere 

behoefte aan wederzijdse aanpassing, heronderhandelingen, en kan er uiteindelijk toe leiden dat 

er geen samenwerking tot stand komt. We verwachten dat de negatieve effecten van onzekerheid 

beperkt kunnen worden door de toepassing van beheersingsmethoden tijdens de 

onderhandelingen. Eén beheersingsmethode is het verstrekken van meer gedetailleerde informatie 

die de onderhandelingspartners beter in staat stelt kansen en afwegingen met betrekking tot het 

toevoegen van waarde te identificeren. Een andere beheersingsmethode is het monitoren van 

onderhandelingsgedrag om coöperatief gedrag te stimuleren en opportunistisch gedrag te 

ontmoedigen. Deze instrumenten, evenals eerdere ervaring in onderhandelingen met een partner, 

kunnen de voorwaarden creëren voor het ontstaan van vertrouwen in de uitbestedingsrelatie 

tussen partners. 

Volgens de transactiekostentheorie (TCE) moeten bedrijven die participeren in 

interorganisationele relaties, opportunistisch gedrag van partners beperken om het eigen 

rendement te maximaliseren. Om dergelijke risico's te minimaliseren, wordt managers 

geadviseerd om waarborgen te implementeren die betrouwbaar en voorspelbaar gedrag 

produceren. Recent accounting onderzoek heeft uitgebreid gebruik gemaakt van TCE in de 

analyse van interorganisationele relaties. Social exchange theory is door studies benut om 

relationele perspectieven te onderzoeken die niet zuiver economisch zijn. We volgen deze 
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literatuur door gebruik te maken van zowel TCE als social exchange theory om 

interorganisationele onderhandelingen te onderzoeken, en in het bijzonder de 

onderhandelingstactieken die de basis vormen voor samenwerking. We benutten de voordelen 

van beide theorieën om een breder begrip te ontwikkelen van de complexe relaties tussen 

onzekerheid, informatie, beheersing, gedrag en vertrouwen tijdens de onderhandelingsfases. De 

onderhandelingsfase is instrumenteel omdat dit de eerste fase van intensieve interacties tussen 

uitwisselingspartners betreft en ook het karakter van toekomstig gedrag tijdens de samenwerking 

bepaalt. 

We onderzoeken het complexe samenspel van onzekerheid, beheersingsmechanismen, 

vertrouwen en onderhandelingsgedrag in een gecontroleerd laboratoriumexperiment. We 

gebruiken een experiment als onderzoeksmethode om in een dynamisch model onze stelling te 

toetsen dat het gebruik van verfijnde accounting informatie en beheersing door middel van 

monitoring, de negatieve effecten van onzekerheid op onderhandelingsgedrag en vertrouwen 

kunnen verminderen. Het experiment is een op de computer uit te voeren onderhandelingsspel 

tussen kopers en verkopers met een gerandomiseerd 2x2x2 opzet. Om de data te verzamelen zijn 

ongeveer 350 bachelor- en masterstudenten van accounting vakken van een Nederlandse 

universiteit aangetrokken om het spel te spelen. Dit heeft geresulteerd in 175 gepaarde 

waarnemingen die worden geanalyseerd in de verschillende onderzoeken in dit proefschrift. Wij 

gebruiken de verzamelde data uit dit experiment voor drie aan elkaar gerelateerde onderzoeken. 

 

Onderzoek 1  

In het eerste onderzoek geven we inzicht in de vraag hoe in een uitbestedingsomgeving, 

zowel accounting informatie als monitoring invloed hebben op onderhandelingsgedrag en 

uitkomsten. Wij richten ons met name op het gebruik van deze mechanismen in de aanwezigheid 

van onzekerheid, wat algemeen als een primaire veroorzaker van problemen in en het falen van 

uitbestedingsrelaties wordt beschouwd. We vinden dat de onderhandelingscondities (onzekerheid, 

type informatie en monitoring) het gebruik van onderhandelingstactieken door de partner 

beïnvloeden, het geen vervolgens een relatie heeft met de uitkomsten van de onderhandelingen. 

Een groter gebruik van integratieve tactieken ten opzichte van distributieve tactieken leidt tot een 

grotere gezamenlijke winst. Daarnaast blijkt dat zowel verfijnde accounting informatie als 

monitoring van de onderhandelingen leidt tot onzekerheidsreductie en vervolgens tot een grotere 

gezamenlijke winst. 
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Onderzoek 2 

In het tweede onderzoek breiden we de analyse van onderzoek 1 uit en introduceren we 

vertrouwen als een alternatieve of complementaire beheersingsmethode die 

onderhandelingsgedrag en de mogelijkheden om tot een optimaal onderhandelingsresultaat te 

komen, beïnvloedt. Dit onderzoek maakt gebruik van de experimentele data om een dynamisch 

model te toetsen dat de invloed van onzekerheid rond de transactie, verfijnde accounting 

informatie en monitoring op het onderhandelingsgedrag en de ontwikkeling van vertrouwen 

tussen uitbestedingspartners zichtbaar maakt. In dit onderzoek richten we ons op de vraag hoe de 

beheersingsmethode invloed heeft op onderhandelingsgedrag dat kan leiden tot het ontstaan van 

vertrouwen tussen partners. We onderzoeken het ontstaan van vertrouwen onder verschillende 

condities van onzekerheid. Daarnaast onderzoeken we ook het effect van vertrouwen op 

onderhandelingsgedrag en gezamenlijk winst in latere stadia van het onderhandelingsproces, 

wanneer beheersing door middel van monitoring is geëlimineerd. De resultaten bevestigen de 

verwachting dat aanwezigheid van verfijnde accounting informatie en beheersing door middel 

van monitoring de ontwikkeling van vertrouwen tussen onderhandelaars bevorderen, en deze 

effecten op vertrouwen worden gemedieerd door het onderhandelingsgedrag van partners. 

Consistent met het argument dat het verband tussen vertrouwen en beheersing afhankelijk is van 

risico, zijn deze effecten het meest uitgesproken onder condities van hoge onzekerheid. De 

resultaten tonen verder aan dat, ondanks dat toegenomen vertrouwen niet voorspellend is ten 

aanzien van toekomstig onderhandelingsgedrag, vertrouwen wel een positieve invloed heeft op de 

gezamenlijke prestaties van de onderhandelaars. Consistent met deze bevindingen vinden we dat 

verfijnde accounting informatie en beheersing door middel van monitoring de negatieve effecten 

van onzekerheid op de gezamenlijke prestaties helpen verminderen. Tot slot tonen de resultaten 

aan dat wanneer de beheersing door middel van monitoring wordt geëlimineerd, vertrouwen en 

prestaties blijven bestaan. Deze effecten zijn meer uitgesproken onder condities van hoge 

onzekerheid. 

 

Onderzoek 3 

Hoewel samenwerkingsverbanden door gezamenlijke resultaten van de 

uitwisselingspartners unieke waarde creëren, die geen van de partners afzonderlijk zou kunnen 

creëren, is er een spanning tussen het maximaliseren van gezamenlijke winst en de verdeling 

ervan tussen de uitwisselingspartners. Dit derde onderzoek analyseert hoe onzekerheid, 

accounting informatie en gedragsmonitoring invloed hebben op het gedrag van individuele 

onderhandelaars, in het bijzonder de individuele gedragingen over en weer, het wederzijds 
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opbouwen van vertrouwen, toekomstig onderhandelingsgedrag en individuele winst. We 

analyseren de data van het experiment opnieuw om te vergelijken of de gedragingen en 

uitkomsten die in de eerdere twee onderzoeken zijn geanalyseerd op het niveau van tweetallen 

onderhandelaars (uitbesteder en opdrachtnemer) ook gelden voor elk van de onderhandelaars 

afzonderlijk. Onze analyses wijzen uit dat kopers gemiddeld meer distributief 

onderhandelingsgedrag laten zien dan verkopers en dat kopers daarnaast ook meer winst behalen. 

Als onderhandelaars geconfronteerd worden met hoge onzekerheid, laten zowel accounting 

informatie als beheersing door middel van monitoring een positief effect zien op het individueel 

gebruik van integratieve tactieken, met name voor verkopers die zonder dergelijke mechanismen 

juist meer distributieve tactieken gebruiken. Onze bevindingen laten zien dat het gebruik van 

bepaalde onderhandelingstactieken door een onderhandelaar invloed heeft op het gedrag en het 

vertrouwen van de andere onderhandelaar. Een groter gebruik van integratieve tactieken resulteert 

in meer gebruik door de partner van dergelijke tactieken en in een groter vertrouwen van de 

partner. Het huidige gedrag van een onderhandelaar is ook geassocieerd met soortgelijk gedrag in 

toekomstige onderhandelingen, waarin dergelijke gedragingen tijdelijk blijven voortbestaan. De 

resultaten tonen verder aan dat het gebruik van integratieve (distributieve) tactieken door een 

onderhandelaar negatief (positief) van invloed is op zijn/haar eigen resultaat, maar door de 

wederzijdse gedragingen van de partner het een positief (negatief) indirect effect heeft op de 

eigen winst. Hoewel deze resultaten grotendeels overeenkomen met die van tweetallen 

onderhandelaars, laten ze ook verschillen in gemiddeldes zien in gedragingen en resultaat. Het is 

vooral de verkoper wiens gedrag wordt beïnvloed door de onderhandelingscondities, en het is ook 

de verkoper die door zijn eigen samenwerkend gedrag overeenkomstig samenwerkingsgedrag bij 

de partner tot stand brengt. 

 

De uitkomsten van deze studies kunnen worden gebruikt door bedrijven bij het opzetten 

van samenwerkingsrelaties en bij het ontwerpen van beheersingsmechanismen die de condities 

van onderhandelingen optimaliseren. 
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