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Of the numerous studies conducted on negotiations, almost all of them have focused
on distributive negotiations. The study of integrative negotiations (compared with the
study of distributive negotiations) has been relatively neglected due to the lack of (a)
conceptual clarity about the nature of integrative negotiations, (b) a theoretical frame-
work, (c) a procedure for engaging in integrative ne gotiations, and (d) limitations of
the existing research. Integrative negotiations may be seen as a cooperative process
and distributive negotiations as a competitive process. Thus, social interdependence
theory provides the framework for clarifying the nature of integrative negotiations
and operationalizing a procedure for its use. There have been a series of studies on in-
tegrative negotiations that validate the link between social interdependence theory
and integrative negotiations, expand the number of dependent variables that are in-
cluded in the research on integrative negotiations, and increase the generalizability of
the research on integrative negotiations. Subsuming integrative negotiations under
social interdependence theory enables researchers to define and refine more precisely
the concept of integrative negotiations, summarize the existing research on integra-
tive negotiations, generate more and guide the research on integrative negotiations,
and clarify the significance of research findings. Subsuming integrative negotiations
under social interdependence theory also provides practitioners guidance as to how to
more precisely create and refine operational integrative negotiation procedures and
more precisely implement them.

When faced with a conflict of interests, a common form of conflict resolution is ne-
gotiation. Negotiation is a process by which persons who have shared and opposed
interests, and want to come to an agreement, try to work out a settlement (Johnson
& Johnson, 1978). Broadly, there are two approaches to negotiation: distributive
(where the goal is to make an agreement more favorable to oneself than to the other
negotiators) and integrative (where the goal is to make an agreement that benefits
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everyone involved). Of the empirical studies that have been conducted on negotia-
tions, almost all focus on distributive negotiations (Bazerman, Curhan, Moore, &
Valley, 2000). Thus, a great deal is known about the use of strategies in distributive
negotiations (such as by making an extreme opening offer and adopting a slow rate
of compromise) and the situational variables influencing distributive negotiations
(such as the presence of constituencies, deadlines, power, and incentives). Compar-
atively few studies have been conducted on integrative negotiations.

To investigate empirically the efficacy of integrative negotiations, there are a
number of issues that need to be resolved. First, there is some conceptual confu-
sion about the nature of integrative negotiations. Some clarification is needed.
Second, integrative negotiations are commonly discussed disconnected from the-
ory. Integrative negotiations need to be placed within a theoretical framework that
will help clarify its nature and illuminate operational procedures practitioners can
use. Social interdependence theory provides the framework for understanding in-
tegrative negotiations. Third, specific procedures for engaging in integrative nego-
tiations have not been specified and validated by research. In the past, the focus has
been more on investigating the components of integrative negotiations rather than
a procedure as a whole. Practitioners need a validated procedure they can use in
“real-world,” applied settings. Fourth, there are a number of limitations in the re-
search on integrative negotiation related to its scarcity. There is an absence of re-
search linking social interdependence theory and integrative negotiations. Only a
few dependent variables have been focused on, primarily documenting the out-
comes of integrative negotiations, not the processes. The research lacks
generalizability due to its being conducted primarily in psychological laboratories
and using college students as participants. The purpose of this article is to attempt
to resolve these issues.

CONCEPTUALIZATIONS OF
INTEGRATIVE NEGOTIATIONS

The first issue addressed is the conceptual confusion as to the nature of integrative
negotiations. Integrative negotiations were initially discussed by Follett (1940) and
conceptualized principally within the field of labor negotiations (e.g., Slichter,
Healy, & Livernash, 1960; Walton & McKersie, 1965). Like the blind men trying to
describe an elephant, however, the social scientists who have written about integra-
tive negotiations have focused on different aspects of its nature. Johnson (1967) fo-
cused on integrative issues, which allow for an agreement that will benefit every-
one. Walton and McKersie (1965) and Johnson and Johnson (1978) focused on
integrative goals, which are the desire to make an agreement that benefits everyone
involved. Pruitt (1981) focused primarily on integrative agreements, which maxi-
mize the joint outcomes of participants. Blake and Mouton (1964), Johnson (1991),
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Thomas (1976), Rubin, Pruitt, and Kim (1994), and others have focused on the con-
ditions under which integrative negotiations should be used (i.e., when the goal and
the relationship are both important); this is known as the dual-concerns theory of
conflict. Johnson (1967, 1971, 1972) and Johnson and Johnson (1978) focused on
the behaviors and skills that increased the likelihood of an integrative agreement in
negotiations. This multiple approach to integrative negotiations has resulted in
some conceptual confusion as to the nature of integrative negotiations, and a lack of
additivity among the research findings. To develop a more coherent conceptualiza-
tion of integrative negotiations, it is helpful to place it within the context of social
interdependence theory.

Social Interdependence Theory

Social Interdependence Theory provides a framework that allows us to summa-
rize the existing research, generate new research, and develop a procedure for
integrative negotiations tied into a broader edifice of knowledge (Deutsch, 1949,
1962; Johnson, 1970; Johnson & Johnson, 1989).Social interdependenceexists
when the accomplishment of each individual’s goals is affected by the actions of
others. There are two types of social interdependence, positive (cooperative) and
negative (competitive).Positive interdependenceexists when individuals per-
ceive that they can reach their goals if and only if the other individuals also
reach their goals and, therefore, promote each other’s efforts to achieve the
goals.Negative interdependenceexists when individuals perceive that they can
obtain their goals if and only if the other individuals fail to obtain their goals
and, therefore, obstruct each other’s efforts to achieve those goals.

The basic premise of social interdependence theory is that the way in which
interdependence is structured determines how individuals interact, and the inter-
action pattern determines the outcomes of the situation (Deutsch, 1949, 1962;
Johnson, 1970; Johnson & Johnson, 1974, 1989, 2002). Positive interdepen-
dence results in promotive interaction (such as mutual assistance and trust), neg-
ative interdependence results in oppositional or contrient interaction (such as
obstruction of each other’s goal achievement efforts and distrust), and no inter-
dependence results in the absence of interaction. The psychological processes
created by positive interdependence and the resulting promotive interaction in-
clude substitutability (i.e., the degree to which actions of one person substitute
for the actions of another person), inducibility (i.e., openness to being influenced
and to influencing others), and positive cathexis (i.e., investment of psychologi-
cal energy in objects outside of oneself). In operationalizing cooperative efforts,
besides positive interdependence and promotive interaction, it is necessary to
structure individual accountability, the appropriate use of social skills, and group
processing.
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Both distributive and integrative negotiations may be viewed as processes of
social interdependence.Distributive negotiationsmay be seen as a competitive sit-
uation in which individuals seek to “win” by reaching an agreement that is favor-
able to them and unfavorable to the other. The assumption is that the issue is a
zero-sum conflict in which individuals’ goals are negatively correlated. Gains for
one person translate into equal losses for the other. The other negotiator is viewed
as an adversary who must be defeated if one is to reach one’s goal. The objective of
distributive negotiations is the maximization of unilateral gains, and each person
tries to maximize self-gain and obtain the largest possible share of a fixed pie. Ne-
gotiators engage in such tactics as withholding information (e.g., the party’s bot-
tom line), misleading communication, making firm commitments to positions
(a.k.a. “power positioning”), and making overt threats. Negotiators interact with
each other as though they have no past history or future relationship.

Integrative negotiationsmay be seen as a cooperative situation in which indi-
viduals seek an agreement that benefits everyone involved. The assumptions are
that the issue allows for joint gain and an individual’s goals are positively corre-
lated. Gains for one person translate into equal gains for the other. The other nego-
tiator is viewed as a collaborator who is part of a joint search for a fair agreement
that meets the interests of all sides. The objective of integrative negotiations is to
maximize mutual benefits, and each person tries to expand the pie to ensure every-
one’s goals will be met to the greatest extent possible. Negotiators engage in such
tactics as sharing all relevant information, open and accurate communication, fo-
cusing on interests not positions, seeing the issue from all perspectives, and cre-
ativity in identifying possible agreements. Negotiators interact with each other as
though there is an ongoing relationship with a past and future that must be main-
tained in good working order.

Besides the nature of integrative negotiation linking it to positive interdepen-
dence and social interdependence theory, the process and outcomes promoted by
integrative negotiations provide additional links. In terms of outcomes, coopera-
tion (compared with competition) tends to result in more successful achievement
of the goals, greater learning and retention, more positive attitudes toward the ex-
perience, and greater transfer of what is learned to other relevant situations (John-
son & Johnson, 1989). Therefore, the more integrative the negotiations, the more
frequently an agreement is reached, the more the agreement maximizes joint out-
comes, the greater the learning and retention of the negotiation procedure, the
greater the transfer to other relevant situations, and the more positive the attitudes
toward conflict. If such findings are found, then we may conclude that both coop-
eration and integrative negotiations result in the same outcomes and, therefore, in-
tegrative negotiation may be one type of cooperative endeavor.

In terms of processes, the basic premise of social interdependence theory is that
positive interdependence will result in promotive interaction, which in turn results
in cooperation. Negative interdependence, on the other hand, will result in
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oppositional or contrient interaction, which in turn results in competition
(Deutsch, 1949, 1962; Johnson & Johnson, 1974,). Promotive interaction is char-
acterized by such dynamics as (a) open and honest communication of relevant in-
formation (such as a person’s wants, feelings, and interests), (b) accurate
perceptions of the other person and the other person’s actions (obtained through
taking the other’s perspective), (c) trust in and liking for the other person, and (d)
the recognition of the legitimacy of the other’s interests and a search for a solution
accommodating the interests of both sides (Deutsch, 1973; Johnson, 1971; John-
son & Johnson, 1989). Competition, on the other hand, tends to promote (a) the
avoidance of communication or the communication of misleading information and
threats; (b) misperceptions and distortions of the other person’s position and moti-
vations; (c) suspicious, hostile attitudes that increase readiness to exploit the
other’s wants and interests; and (d) the denial of the legitimacy of others’ wants,
feelings, and interests and a search for a solution that benefits oneself at the ex-
pense of the other. Thus, it may be hypothesized that integrative negotiations will
be characterized by promotive interaction in which participants communicate ac-
curately, take the other’s perspective, and create possible agreements aimed at
maximizing joint gain.

Integrative Negotiations Procedure

The third issue addressed is the need for a procedure for engaging in integrative ne-
gotiations. Generally, the research on integrative negotiations has been of limited
use for enhancing the effectiveness of integrative negotiation practice (Bazerman
et al., 2000). Numerous social scientists, beginning with Follett (1940), have fo-
cused on using a problem-solving procedure (i.e., identifying the problem, formu-
lating alternative solutions, deciding on which one to adopt, and implementing the
agreed on solution) to achieve integrative resolutions of conflicts. Fisher and Ury
(1981), although not presenting a procedure, propose a set of guidelines: not bar-
gaining over positions, separating people from the problem, focusing on interests
not positions, inventing options for mutual gain, and insisting on objective criteria
in creating an agreement. It is unclear, however, whether training in the use of these
guidelines will increase individuals’ ability to negotiate integrative agreements
(Ryan, 1990). Four guidelines are also proposed in the Conflict Resolution Model
(Littlefield, Love, Peck, & Wertheim, 1993; Wertheim, Love, Littlefield, & Peck,
1992): develop expectancies for win–win solutions, identify each party’s interests,
brainstorm creative options, and combine options into win–win solutions. Support
for the efficacy of these guidelines has been presented by Davidson and his col-
leagues (Davidson & Versluys, 1999, 2000; Feeney & Davidson, 1996). Although
such models and guidelines help in describing integrative negotiations, there is still
a need to specify a step-by-step procedure and validate its effectiveness.
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It should be noted, however, that even without an agreed on procedure, the im-
plementation of various aspects of integrative negotiations has become so wide-
spread in education, counseling, personnel management, and business settings,
that a significant gap has been created among theory, research, and practice (Cobb,
1991; Katz & Thorson, 1988; Lewicki, Weiss, & Lewin, 1992; Littlefield et al.,
1993; Martin, 1988; Pruitt, 1986). The proliferation of conflict resolution training
programs, largely nontheoretical and focused on teaching problem-solving proce-
dures or communication skills, has been based on the intuitive appeal of learning
how to manage conflicts more skillfully and anecdotal evidence substantiating the
programs’ effectiveness. The empirical evaluations that have been conducted pre-
dominantly indicate that conflict resolution behavior improves following training
(Feeney & Davidson, 1996; Maher, 1986; Wood & Davidson, 1993), although
some studies indicate no significant improvements (Mulvey & Reppucci, 1981;
Ryan, 1990).

There are at least two problems with these studies. First, the studies have tended
to focus on the effects training had in resolving future conflicts rather than examin-
ing the nature of the conflict resolution procedures. There have been few attempts
to discover what components of the conflict resolution procedure actually affect
the constructiveness of the resolution of conflicts. Second, there have been few at-
tempts to formulate a theoretical model from which to build training programs and
evaluate the resulting prescriptive principles and practices (Pruitt, 1986). The the-
oretical nature of most of the training programs makes it difficult to compare their
relative merits and arrive at some conclusion as to the degree of effectiveness of
the conflict resolution processes.

When social interdependence theory is used as a conceptual base, however, it is
possible to posit that within a conflict situation, integrative negotiation is a form of
promotive interaction that may be characterized as consisting of six steps (John-
son, 1967, 1971, 1972, 1991; Johnson & Johnson, 1978; Johnson & Johnson,
1984, 1995). The first two steps of the procedure are defined on the basis of the re-
search indicating the need to reach a shared understanding of the exact nature of
the conflict. There is evidence, for example, that more integrative agreements are
reached when the conflict is defined as a small and specific issue (rather than large
and general; Deutsch, Canavan, & Rubin, 1971), the conflict is defined as a prob-
lem to be solved rather than as a test of dominance (Blake & Mouton, 1962;
Deutsch, 1973; Deutsch & Lewicki, 1970), and feelings are accurately communi-
cated (DeCecco & Richards, 1974). Thus, negotiators must accurately describe
what they want and how they feel to create a joint definition of the conflict as a
small and specific problem to be solved.

The third step in the procedure is describing the reasons underlying negotiators’
wants and feelings so that interests as well as positions are clear (Johnson & John-
son, 1978; Johnson & Johnson, 1995). More integrative agreements are reached
when negotiators make descriptive rather than evaluative statements (Johnson,
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1972, 1974), express warmth rather than coldness or anger (Johnson, 1971), ex-
press cooperative intentions (Johnson, 1971, 1974; Johnson, McCarty, & Allen,
1976), and adopt a “team” orientation that defines the other parties as collaborators
(Pruitt, 1981). There is also evidence that distributive actions (such as threats, de-
mands, positional commitments, status slurs, and extraneous arguments for one’s
offers) are negatively correlated with reaching an integrative agreement (Deutsch
& Krauss, 1960, 1962; Pruitt, 1981). The more clearly the reasons underlying a
person’s wants and feelings are understood, the easier it is to create integrative
agreements.

The fourth step in the negotiating procedure is taking the perspective of the
other disputant in integrative negotiations. There is considerable evidence that
more integrative agreements are reached when participants take the opponent’s
perspective and attempt to understand how the conflict appears from the oppo-
nent’s frame of reference (Johnson, 1967, 1971).

The fifth step is engaging in creative reasoning and synthesis to identify several
different optional agreements that maximize joint gain (Johnson & Johnson, 1979,
1995). Follett (1940) emphasized inventing creative options that allow all parties to
obtainwhat theywant.Doingso isnotalwayseasy. Inmanycases,negotiatorshavea
bias toward seeing their positions as directly opposed, even when integrative agree-
ments are possible (Johnson, 1967). Simon (1976) noted that in conflicts people of-
ten fixate on the first reasonable agreement thought of, which he called “satisfying,”
rather than generating a number of optional agreements which allow disputants to
createanagreement thatmaximizes thebenefits toeveryoneconcerned.Thedistrib-
utiveandsatisfyingbiasesmaybeovercomebyengaging inheuristic trial-and-error
(frequent varying of proposals in seeking an agreement; Pruitt, 1981), using prob-
lem-solving strategies (Deutsch & Krauss, 1962; Pruitt, 1981), and following in-
structions to maximize the quantity and variety of alternatives while deferring
judgment. Buyer (1988) found that such procedures generate a greater number of
higher quality agreements than no instructions or alternative approaches.

Finally, the sixth step in the negotiating procedure is deciding which optional
agreement to adopt. Agreements tend to be more stable when they include steps to
reestablish cooperation if the agreement is broken (Deutsch, 1962, 1973).

The use of these six steps in negotiation procedure represents a promotive inter-
action pattern that ties integrative negotiations to social interdependence theory. It
may be expected, therefore, that the more disputants engage in the integrative ne-
gotiation procedure, the more positive will be the outcomes of negotiation. More
specifically, in investigating the efficacy of the proposed integrative negotiation
procedure, the questions that may be asked are as follows:

1. When a conflict appears, will the steps of the integrative negotiation proce-
dure be recalled? It is not only whether the procedure is learned, but whether it can
be recalled under appropriate circumstances.
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2. Will the recall of the steps of the integrative negotiation procedure under ap-
propriate circumstances (during the occurrence of a conflict) be retained over
time? Because it will prove helpful in resolving conflicts constructively, and creat-
ing positive outcomes from conflicts, individuals should remember how to engage
in the procedure.

3. In a conflict, will individuals actually engage in the integrative negotiation
procedure? It is not only whether the procedure is learned, but whether the person
actually engages in the necessary actions to perform the procedure.

4. Will the ability to engage in the steps of the integrative negotiation proce-
dure be retained over time?

5. Will trained individuals reach more integrative agreements than will un-
trained individuals? In resolving their conflicts, will individuals trained in the inte-
grative negotiation procedure seek more cooperative agreements that maximize
joint gain when placed in a situation in which they can engage in either a distribu-
tive or an integrative negotiation procedure?

6. Will individuals trained in the integrative negotiation procedure transfer the
integrative negotiation procedure to other settings?

7. Will individuals trained in the integrative negotiation procedure develop
more positive attitudes toward conflict than will untrained individuals?

8. When the integrative negotiation procedure is integrated into academic units,
will academic achievement increase?

Limitations of the Research on Integrative Negotiations

The fourth issue addressed is the limitations of the research on integrative nego-
tiations. The first limitation is the sparsity of research. Certainly, there have
been investigations of integrative issues and agreements. In the 1950s and
1960s, Deutsch (1962, 1973), for example, used the Prisoner’s Dilemma and the
Acme-Bolt Trucking games to investigate integrative versus distributive agree-
ments and strategies. In the 1960s, Johnson (1967, 1971) conducted a series of
studies in which participants negotiated either a distributive or an integrative is-
sue. In the 1970s, Pruitt (1981) and his associates conducted a number of studies
in which participants negotiated an issue that allowed for either a distributive or
an integrative agreement. There have also been studies on the dual-concerns
theory of conflict (Johnson & Johnson, 1978; Rubin et al., 1994). Although the
results of these studies are interesting and can be related to each other, they do
not sum together in a coherent framework or validate a procedure for practitioners
to use.

The second limitation of the research on integrative negotiations is that it has
primarily focused on the agreements reached. This limited focus ignores other im-
portant dependent variables, such as the learning of information about the issue be-
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ing negotiated, the attitudes toward conflict generated by the negotiating
experience, the mastery of the integrative negotiation procedure, the propensity to
engage in integrative negotiations in the future, and the ability to resolve future
conflicts constructively.

The third limitation is the lack of generalizability of the existing research. The
previous research is largely homogeneous in age of participants (primarily college
students), ethnicity of participants (primarily White individuals), socioeconomic
class of participants (primarily middle class), setting in which the research was
conducted (primarily psychological laboratories), and the duration of the studies
(usually 1 hour or so). By conducting long-term research in field settings with par-
ticipants who are different ages, more diverse ethnically and in terms of socioeco-
nomic class, and from more than one country, the findings will add
generalizability to what is known about integrative negotiations.

METHOD OF THE INTEGRATIVE
NEGOTIATIONS STUDIES

A recent meta-analysis of 16 studies on integrative negotiations provides the data to
determine whether the processes and outcomes expected from cooperation result
from engaging in integrative negotiations (Johnson & Johnson, 2002). The nature
of these studies is described later (see Table 1).1

Participants

Participants came from eight different schools in two different countries and were
from kindergarten through the ninth grade (see Table 1).

Independent variable. The independent variable was the presence versus
the absence of a conflict resolution training program entitled, “Teaching Students
To Be Peacemakers” (TSP; Johnson & Johnson, 1995). In the experimental condi-
tion, students participated in the TSP program. It is a 12-year spiral program in
which each year students learn increasingly sophisticated integrated negotiation
and mediation procedures. Although the research on the TSP program has been
conducted in the United States and Canada, the TSP program has also been insti-
tuted in schools in Europe, Asia, Central and South America, the Middle East, and
Africa. The TSP program is implemented by (a) creating a cooperative context (pri-
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marily by using cooperative learning the majority of the time; Johnson, Johnson, &
Holubec, 1998), (b) teaching that conflicts are often desirable and not to be
avoided, (c) teaching the integrative negotiation procedure, (d) teaching the peer
mediation procedure, (e) implementing the peer mediation program, and (f) contin-
uing the training in the negotiation and mediation procedures throughout the year.

The integrative negotiation procedure consists of six steps: (a) stating what you
want, (b) stating how you feel, (c) stating the reasons underlying your wants and
feelings, (d) reversing perspectives, (e) generating at least three optional integra-
tive agreements, and (f) agreeing on which one to implement. The peer mediation
procedure consists of four steps: (a) ending the hostilities, (b) ensuring commit-
ment to mediation, (c) facilitating integrative negotiations, and (d) finalizing the
agreement. These procedures are described in detail in Johnson and Johnson
(1995). In the 16 studies conducted on the TSP program, the training of students
lasted from 9 to 15 hours (see Table 1).

In the control condition, students did not receive the TSP training. Eleven of the
studies involved control groups. In seven of the studies, classrooms or controls
were selected randomly from the school; in four studies students were assigned
randomly to conditions. In nine of the studies, teachers were rotated across condi-
tions. In both the experimental and control groups, teachers were trained to follow
daily scripts and groups were observed daily to ensure that the conditions were im-
plemented correctly and consistently.

Dependent measures. Not every dependent variable was assessed in every
study and different versions of a dependent version were used in different studies.
The first dependent variable was the ability to recall the integrative negotiation pro-
cedure in conflict situations. The “How I Manage Conflicts” measure was aimed at
assessing students’ total recall of the steps in the negotiation procedure in a conflict
situation. Students were asked to write out step-by-step how they would resolve a
conflict. Responses were scored for the presence of the six steps of the negotiation
procedure. Retention was measured anywhere from 3 weeks to 1 year after the
training had ended.

The second dependent variable was the long-term retention of the ability to re-
call the integrative negotiation procedure in conflict situations. The “How I Man-
age Conflicts” measure was readministered anywhere from 3 weeks to 1 year after
the training had ended. Responses were scored for the presence of the six steps of
the integrative negotiation procedure.

The third dependent variable was the strategy used to resolve actual conflicts.
Three measures were used to measure the strategies students used in managing
their conflicts. The first measure was the Conflict Report form, on which students
recorded the conflicts in which they were involved. The information requested was
the date of the conflict, the names of persons involved, and a description of what
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the conflict was about, the procedure used to resolve the conflict, and the agree-
ment reached. In addition, teachers kept a record of all conflicts students brought
to them to resolve.

The second measure of strategies used to resolve a conflict was the “Conflict
Scenario” measure, in which students were asked to respond to conflict scenarios.
Students were given brief scenarios that ended in an unresolved conflict (such as a
conflict over access to a computer or a personal insult through name-calling) and
asked to indicate what they would do if actually in the situation. Three different
forms of this measure were used:

1. “Written Conflict Scenario” measure—students read the scenario and re-
sponded in essay form as to what they would do in that situation. The written con-
flict scenario measure was given to all participating students, usually the day before
the training began, the day after training ended, and weeks later.

2. “Oral Conflict Scenario” measure—students participated in an individual
interview during which they listened to the scenario and described what they
would do in the situation.

3. “Role-Play Conflict Scenario” measure—students were randomly assigned
to pairs, presented with the scenario, assigned a role, and asked to enact what they
would do in the situation. They were videotaped doing so.

The strategy used to manage conflicts was measured by two scales. Responses were
categorized in two ways—a category system derived from a series of content analy-
ses of students’ responses, and the categories specified by the Dual-Concerns The-
ory (Johnson & Johnson, 1978). In the content analysis, the strategies were placed
on a 12-point continuum that was built by consensus among two professors and two
graduate students in social psychology. Responses were classified according to the
strategy used to deal with the conflict. The strategies were arranged in a hierarchy
ranging from most destructive (physical aggression) to most constructive (full ne-
gotiations) and assigned points. The strategies were as follows (with number of
points given in parentheses): physical aggression (1), verbal threats (2), unsatisfac-
tory withdrawal (3), telling the teacher (4), commanding or requesting the other to
give in (5), satisfactory withdrawal (6), invoking norms the other should conform to
(7), proposing alternatives for the other to do (8), expressing intent to negotiate (“I
would negotiate;” 9), negotiating for mutual agreement with some steps present (“I
would negotiate an agreement we both would like;” 10), negotiating for mutual
agreement with most steps present (“I would try to understand his or her point of
view and negotiate an agreement we both would like; 11), and full integrative nego-
tiation (all steps in the procedure present; 12).

The data were also classified according to the Dual-Concerns Theory (Johnson,
1972; Johnson & Johnson, 1978). This theory assumes participants in a conflict
have two concerns: achieving their goal and maintaining a good relationship with
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the other person. When those two dimensions are combined, the five strategies of
withdrawing, forcing, smoothing, compromising, and negotiating, result. The
strategies were placed on a 5-point continuum.

The third strategy measure was the “Real Conflicts With a Classmate” mea-
sure. Students (a) ranked several alternative ways of completing an assignment,
(b) were paired with another student who ranked the alternatives differently, (c)
resolved the conflict by deciding which alternative to adopt, and (d) wrote out
the actions they took (step-by-step) to resolve the conflict. Each pair member
described on a form what was done to reach the agreement. The responses were
analyzed with the content analysis continuum described earlier and the
Dual-Concerns Theory categories.

The fourth dependent variable was the long-term retention of the ability to use
the integrative negotiation procedure in conflict situations. This was measured by
Conflict Report forms and Conflict Scenarios administrated weeks or months after
the conflict resolution training had ended.

The fifth dependent variable was the transfer of the use of the integrative nego-
tiation procedure to nonclassroom and nonschool conflict situations. Three types
of measures were used to determine the extent of transfer. The first was the sponta-
neous use of the negotiation and mediation procedures in settings other than the
classroom. These were recorded in interviews with teachers and administrators at
the schools in which the program was being implemented. The second measure
was the Conflict Report form, which required students to provide written descrip-
tions of conflicts in which students were involved. Over half of these conflicts oc-
curred in the home. The third measure was the systematic observation of students
managing their conflicts. The Conflict Resolution Observation form was used and
field notes were taken. The form included six questions about the conflict and the
characteristics of the participants (type of conflict, number and gender of students
involved, name of mediator, duration of the conflict in minutes, whether the stu-
dents used the negotiation procedure, whether the students sought mediation), five
Likert-type 5-point scales to evaluate quality of the conflict resolution process (ef-
fort to resolve conflict, attentive listening to other person, emotional seriousness,
commitment to negotiation procedure, respect for the other as a person), and
whether each step of the negotiation process took place and the ease with which
each was used. The observations took place 4 months following the training. Two
trained observers identified 48 students who had received the training and system-
atically observed these students for 10 days in classrooms, hallways, playground,
lunchroom, and gymnasium. Inter-rater reliability checks were made (total reli-
ability was 0.81).

The sixth dependent measure was the “Resolutions of the Conflicts.” This vari-
able was measured by the actual agreements reached in conflicts by trained and un-
trained students and by the results of a conflict simulation. The “Actual
Agreements Reached” measure resulted from a content analysis of the agreements
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students reached to resolve their conflicts. The content analysis resulted in the fol-
lowing categories: no agreement, third-party imposed agreement, avoidance of
each other, the other wins, the respondent wins, forgiving and apologizing, new
solution agreeable to both disputants, and integrative agreement. The solutions
were placed on an 8-point continuum from most destructive (no solution, authority
imposed solution, winner take all) to most constructive (proposing new solution,
reaching an integrative agreement). The nature of the resolutions were determined
by the Conflict Report form (described earlier) and the Mediation Report form, on
which peer mediators recorded the following information: date, names of the me-
diators, names of the students involved in the conflict, who referred the students
for mediation, type of conflict, strategies used during the conflict, whether the con-
flict was resolved, and, if so, the agreed on solution.

The second measure of the resolution of the conflicts was the “Integrative Ne-
gotiating” measure, a negotiation simulation in which students had the option of
seeking an integrative or a distributive agreement. It was given to all participating
students before the study began and after the study ended. The measure was
adapted from ones developed by Johnson (1967) and Pruitt (1981) and comprised
two negotiating exercises. In the first, students were randomly assigned to pairs
consisting of a buyer and a seller negotiating over the exchange of three commodi-
ties (e.g., pencils, pens, and markers). In the second, students were randomly as-
signed to pairs consisting of coworkers with equal status in a manufacturing
company, negotiating over additional vacation hours for the completion of three
company projects. In both exercises, students within each pair could negotiate in
ways that would maximize their own outcomes (distributive negotiation) or maxi-
mize joint outcomes (integrative negotiation). The degree to which the agreement
maximized joint benefit (determined by adding together the outcome of both nego-
tiators) was used as a measure of integrative negotiations.

Theseventhdependentvariablewasattitudes towardconflict.Itwasmeasured in
twoways.The “ConflictWordAssociation”measure isapaper-and-pencilmeasure
thatasksstudents towritewords thatcame tomindwhen thinkingofconflict.Words
were counted and categorized as (a) positive (feelings, actions, or outcomes associ-
ated with the constructive resolution of conflict), (b) negative (feelings, actions, or
outcomes associated with the destructive resolution of conflict), or (c) neutral (nei-
ther positive nor negative nor a definition). The second measure of attitudes con-
sistedof twoforms included instudentnotebooks. Studentswererequired tokeepan
academic notebook in which they completed assignment sheets. Two forms, the
Teaching Reflection form and the Weekly Reflection form, were an unobtrusive
measure of students’ positive interest in the conflict resolution training.

The eighth dependent variable wasacademic achievement and retention.Aca-
demic achievement was measured by a paper-and-pencil test developed by the
teachers and the researchers given to all participants at the end of the unit. Students
were asked open-ended questions aimed at analysis and evaluation of the main
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topics and events studied in the unit. A scoring guide listing key ideas correspond-
ing to each question was developed and one point was assigned to every key idea
that appeared in each answer. Academic retention was measured by a retention
achievement test (a shortened and adapted version of the achievement test) given 3
weeks to 12 months after the unit ended. It was scored in the same manner as the
achievement test. An academic transfer test was given in one of the studies. Two
questions on an examination in an unrelated class tested students’ ability to ana-
lyze a conflict using the integrative negotiation framework. Students were asked to
describe the conflicts in an academic work (1 point was given for each conflict ac-
curately described) and select one of the conflicts they listed and explain how the
characters ideally could have solved it. Two scoring guides were applied to each
explanation. The points received depended on the specificity of the procedure for
resolving the conflict and the number of the steps of the integrative negotiation
procedure detailed.

The ninth dependent variable was the attitudes of the participating teachers and
the principal. It was measured by a “Conflict Resolution Interview Schedule.”
They were asked about the impact of the training on the students, the classroom en-
vironment, classroom life, and parents.

The tenth dependent variable was the frequency and types of conflicts occur-
ring in the school. Although not directly involved in the hypotheses, data were also
collected on the types of conflicts that occur in schools through the Mediation Re-
port form. Two classification systems were used to determine thetypes of conflicts
occurring in the school. Deutsch (1973) theoretically defined five types of con-
flicts: control of resources (such as books, computers, athletic equipment, televi-
sion sets), preferences (what game to play, what activity to do first), values (what
“should be”), beliefs (what “is”), or the nature of the relationship between the indi-
viduals involved (who is dominant, what kind of friendship to have). In our re-
search studies, we have conducted a series of content analyses that result in
categorizing conflicts into seven types: aggression and fights, insults, put-downs,
and rumors, playground conflicts, turn-taking conflicts, possession and access
conflicts, preferences, values, and beliefs (what I prefer, what I believe is fact,
what I think “should be”), and conflicts over academic work.

All student responses were coded independently by two different coders who
were advanced doctoral students in social psychology. A 97% agreement level was
found using the ratio of agreements to coded occurrences.

Effect size. Whenever possible, the findings of the peacemaker studies were
converted to effect sizes. The effect sizedwas the difference between treatment di-
vided by the pooled standard deviation of the two groups (Cohen, 1987). All effect
sizes were adjusted to control for small sample bias (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). The
mean weighted effect sizewas found by multiplying each independent effect size by
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the inverse of its variance, and then the sum of these products was divided by the
sum of the inverses.

RESEARCH RESULTS

To establish that social interdependence theory provides a theoretical foundation
for integrative negotiation, it is necessary to determine whether in fact the pro-
cesses and outcomes that would be expected from cooperation result from integra-
tive negotiation. This can only be investigated if in fact there are conflicts among
students that need to be resolved. It is first necessary, therefore, to establish the fre-
quency with which conflicts occur in schools, determine what types of conflicts oc-
cur, and document how they are managed.

Types and Frequencies of Conflicts

The types and frequencies of conflicts were studied in urban, suburban, and rural
schools. Daily conflicts were reported by most students participating in the studies.
Themajorityof conflicts in thesuburbanand rural schools tended tobeover thepos-
session and access to resources, preferences about what to do, playground issues,
and turn-taking (see Table 2). Only 38% of the conflicts involved physical and ver-
balaggression.Bycontrast, in theurbanelementaryschool,89%of theconflicts that
were referred to mediation involved physical and verbal violence. The conflicts at
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TABLE 2
Types And Frequencies Of Conflicts (Percentages)

Urban Rural, Suburban Home

Content analysis
Physical aggression 46 20 4
Insults/put-downs 43 18 4
Playground issues 0 19 1
Turn-taking 2 7 9
Possession/ access 5 21 37
Preferences 4 9 45
Academic Work 0 6 1

Theoretical
Control of resources 5 37 43
Preferences/nuisances 3 31 45
Values 1 2 1
Beliefs 0 10 3
Relationships 91 20 8

Total (%) 100 100 100
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home tended to be over preferences about what to do, and possessions and access to
resources; only 8% of the conflicts reported involved physical fights and verbal in-
sults. Very few conflicts occurred over academic work in either setting. Value and
belief conflicts were almost never reported. Thus, conflicts frequently occur among
students and occur over a wide variety of issues. The conflicts involved more physi-
cal and verbal aggression in urban than in suburban and rural schools.

Before training. Before training, the daily conflicts described by students
were rarely managed constructively. Five measures (the Conflict Report form,
written responses to conflict scenarios, oral responses to conflict scenarios, video-
taped role playing of resolving a conflict, and resolving actual conflicts) were used
to determine the strategies students used in managing their conflicts before train-
ing. Untrained students indicated they would resolve the conflicts by either forcing
the other person to submit (repeating their request, using threats, aggression, com-
mands for the other to give in, and other competitive strategies to “win,”such as go-
ing to the teacher for help) or withdrawing unsatisfied from the situation and the re-
lationship. In the urban elementary school, physical force and verbal intimidation
were the two most frequent strategies reported. Very few students indicated they
would give up their goals to maintain a high-quality relationship with the other per-
son. No untrained student used problem-solving negotiations as a means to resolve
the conflicts. Feeney and Davidson (1996) and Davidson and Versluys (2000) simi-
larly found that individuals who were untrained in conflict resolution were more
likely to be either aggressive or submissive in communicating their interests and
views. Thus, conflicts among students frequently occur, and before training the
conflicts tend to be managed in ineffective and destructive ways.

Knowledge of Integrative Negotiation and Mediation
Procedures

Knowledge (i.e., total recall of the steps in a conflict situation) of the integrative ne-
gotiation and mediation procedures was assessed by the “How I Manage Conflicts”
measure. Individuals who received training in the integrative negotiations proce-
dure displayed greater knowledge of (a) describing what they want, (b) describing
how they feel, (c) describing their interests, (d) taking the other disputant’s perspec-
tive to identify and understand the other’s position and interests, (e) creating op-
tional agreements that maximize joint outcomes, and (f) deciding on which agree-
ment to adopt. Not only is it important that all these steps are remembered, they
should be recalled in the correct sequence. Across our studies, following training,
more than 90% of the students accurately recalled 100% of the integrative negotia-
tion steps and the mediation procedure and recalled them in the correct sequence.
Up to a year after the training had ended, on average, more than 75% of students
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were still able to write out all the negotiation and mediation steps. The average ef-
fect size for the studies was 2.25 for the immediate posttest and 3.34 for the reten-
tion measures (see Table 3). The training tended to be quite effective in teaching
students the integrative negotiation and mediation procedures.

Strategies Used to Manage Conflicts

Important issues are whether the integrative negotiation procedure will actually be
engaged in when students face a conflict, and whether students will retain the use of
the procedure over time. The results from the five measures of strategies students
used inmanaging their conflicts (ConflictReport form,written responses toconflict
scenarios,oral responsestoconflictscenarios,videotapedroleplayingof resolvinga
conflict, and resolving actual conflicts) were consistent. The diversity of these mea-
suresaddsvalidityandgeneralizability to theresults.Responseswerecategorized in
two ways. A content analysis was conducted that resulted in a 12-point continuum
fromdestructive (physicalandverbalaggressionandavoidance) toconstructive (in-
voking norms for appropriate behavior, proposing alternatives, and using the inte-
grative negotiation procedure) actions. The data were also classified according to
the Dual-Concerns Conflict Strategies Theory (withdrawing, forcing, smoothing,
compromising, and integrative negotiations). Overall, from Table 3 it may be seen
that for the Strategy Constructiveness Scale, the average effect size was 1.60 on the
posttestand1.10 for the retention tests.For theDual-ConcernsScale, theposttestef-
fect size was 1.10 and the retention effect size was 0.45. Trained students tended to
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TABLE 3
Mean Weighted Effect Sizes For Peacemaker Studies

Dependent Variable M SD Number Of Effects

Learned procedure 2.25 1.98 13
Learned procedure–retention 3.34 4.16 9
Applied procedure 2.16 1.31 4
Application–retention 0.46 0.16 3
Strategy constructiveness 1.60 1.70 21
Strategy constructiveness retention 1.10 0.53 10
Dual-concerns strategy 1.10 0.46 5
Dual-concerns–retention 0.45 0.20 2
Integrative agreement measure 0.98 0.36 5
Quality of solutions 0.73 0 1
Positive attitude 1.07 0.25 5
Negative attitude –0.61 0.37 2
Subject matter learning 0.88 0.09 5
Subject matter retention 0.70 0.31 4
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use relationship-orientedprocedures in resolvingconflictsmore frequently thandid
untrained students. There were no significant differences between boys and girls in
the strategies used to manage conflicts. Although the training took place in school
and focused on school conflicts, there were no significant differences between the
strategies used in conflicts in school and home settings.

Resolutions

The nature of the agreements reached will reflect the degree to which integrative
negotiation is a cooperative endeavor. If individuals using the integrative negotia-
tion procedure reach more agreements maximizing joint gain and benefits for the
other party than do students not using the integrative negotiation procedure, then
integrative negotiations result in the outcome expected in cooperative situations.
To test this proposition, data were collected in a negotiation simulation (“Integra-
tive Negotiating” measure) and by the “Actual Agreements Reached” measure.
The simulation involved the buying and selling of commodities, and it was ar-
ranged so that students could seek a distributive or an integrative agreement. Stu-
dents who had received the TSP training made integrative agreements significantly
more frequently than did the untrained students (effect size = 0.98). Untrained stu-
dents almost always sought a distributive agreement; no untrained student achieved
a completely integrative agreement, whereas almost all trained students did so.

On the “Actual Agreements Reached” measure (Conflict Report form, Media-
tion Report form), students were asked to report the nature of the resolution of the
conflict. The number of integrative agreements that resulted in both sides achiev-
ing their goals was much higher in conflicts among trained (rather than untrained)
students. Only one study had the necessary analysis to determine an effect size
(0.73). Untrained students left many conflicts unresolved. There was no signifi-
cant difference between the nature of the agreements reached in school or at home.

The results of these two measures are consistent. Engaging in an integrative ne-
gotiation procedure results in agreements that are cooperative in nature (i.e., they
maximize joint gain), thereby linking integrative negotiations and social interde-
pendence theory.

Transfer of Training: Spontaneous Use of Integrative
Negotiation and Mediation Procedures in Nonclassroom
and Nonschool Settings

The sixth issue investigated was whether trained individuals would transfer the in-
tegrative negotiation procedure to nonclassroom and nonschool settings. Transfer
of acquired procedures and skills is necessary to demonstrate the effectiveness of a
program. Students did in fact use the procedures on the playground, in the lunch-
room, in the hallways, on school buses, and in the home. Students spontaneously
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wrote stories about using the negotiation and mediation procedures, students spon-
taneously presented skits in the school variety show involving the negotiation and
mediation procedures, and parents reported that students used the negotiation and
mediation procedures and skills with their brothers and sisters, their neighborhood
friends, and even their pets. In a number of studies, students regularly filled out
Conflict Report forms detailing the conflicts in which they were involved and how
they were resolved. Over half of these conflicts occurred in the home.

Finally, students were directly observed on the playground and other
nonclassroom settings in the school. The conflicts were classified as either low-in-
vestment or high-investment. Low-investment conflicts were usually light-hearted
and lasted 30 to 60 seconds. An example of a low-investment conflict is a girl who
wanted to give a picture to somebody and asked, “Who wants this?” More than one
student wanted it and a conflict ensued. The conflict lasted about 1 minute and did
not consume any of the students’ emotional or academic energy. Formal negotia-
tion and mediation procedures were not used, even by trained students. High-in-
vestment conflicts affected the students emotionally by detracting from their
ability to work academically or to interact with classmates in a positive manner.
Often these conflicts would last for days or longer. Examples include a group of
sixth-grade girls who engaged in a prolonged conflict over who were “best
friends” and who were no longer “best friends.” Once trained, students involved in
high-investment conflicts did enter into integrative negotiations and seek out me-
diation. Trained students exerted considerable effort to resolve the conflict, listen-
ing attentively to each other, being emotionally serious about the conflict and its
resolution, being committed to the negotiation and mediation procedures, and ex-
pressing personal respect for the other individuals involved. These observation re-
sults are important because several studies have found that individuals use less
constructive strategies to resolve conflicts in real life than when they deal with hy-
pothetical conflicts presented in interviews or conflicts in simulated role plays
(Collins & Laursen, 1992; Sternberg & Dobson, 1986; Youniss & Smollar, 1985);
and several other studies have found that training in problem solving tends not to
transfer to similar situations (Brooks & Dansereau, 1987; Derry, 1989; Lehrer,
1989; Pea, Kurland, & Hawkins, 1985; Tziner & Haccoun, 1991).

Attitudes Toward Conflict

Conflict within a cooperative context often is valued because it tends to result in
positive outcomes when it is managed constructively. The seventh issue investi-
gated was whether trained individuals would have more positive and less negative
attitudes toward conflict than would untrained individuals. Attitudes toward con-
flict were measured by “The Conflict Word Association” measure and the
Teaching Reflection forms and the Weekly Reflection forms. Before training, stu-
dents held negative attitudes toward conflict seeing almost no potential positive
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outcomes. After training, although still perceiving conflict more negatively than
positively, students’ attitudes became markedly more positive and less negative,
whereas untrained students’ attitudes stayed essentially the same (highly negative).
The average effect size for positive attitudes toward conflict was 1.07 and for nega-
tive attitudes was –0.61.

Academic Subject Matter Learning

The final issue investigated was whether academic achievement would increase
when the integrative negotiation procedure was integrated into academic units. To
determine the impact, the TSP program has been integrated into both English litera-
ture and history academic units. The basic design for these studies was to assign stu-
dents randomly to classes in which the peacemaker training was integrated into the
academic unit studied or to classes in which the academic unit was studied without
any conflict training. Students in the experimental classes both studied the aca-
demic material and learned the negotiation and mediation procedures. Students in
the control classes spent all their time studying the academic material. Achieve-
ment and retention were measured by paper-and-pencil tests developed by the re-
searchers and the teachers. Students who received the peacemaker training as part
of the academic unit tended to score significantly higher on achievement (effect
size = 0.88) and retention (effect size = 0.70) tests than did students who studied the
academic unit only (see Table 3). Students not only learned the factual information
contained in the academic unit better, they were better able to interpret the informa-
tion in insightful ways. The higher achievement is all the more notable as students
in the control classes spent all their time studying the academic material, whereas
students in the experimental classes had to learn both the novel and the negotiation
and mediation procedures in the same amount of time. It seems that enacting the
conflicts in a piece of literature or a history unit while using the integrative negotia-
tion and mediation procedures results in a greater understanding of the characters
and events being studied.

Distributive Bias

Thehighpercentageofuntrainedstudentswhochooseadistributiveapproach tone-
gotiations indicates that in the United States and Canada there is a bias toward dis-
tributive negotiations. The results of these studies were similar to those of Johnson
(1967, 1971), who found that college students and adults frequently failed to see the
possibilityofan integrativeagreementandassumed thatall issuesweredistributive,
evenwhensomewerenot.Theresultsof thestudies reported in thisarticle,however,
indicate that when the students were given training in integrative negotiations, their
behavior switched toseeking integrativeagreementsoverdistributiveones. Inother
words, the distributive bias can be eliminated with training.
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DISCUSSION

Although there has been considerable discussion of the desirability of integrative
negotiations, there has been relatively little conceptualization of its nature and little
research on its actual use in “real-world” settings. It has been defined in various
ways (integrative issues, goals, agreements, skills), but these definitions have not
been derived from a broader theoretical framework and have not generated an oper-
ational procedure for practitioners to use. Discussions of integrative negotiations
are commonly disconnected from theory.

Social interdependence theory provides the needed framework for integrative
negotiations. Integrative negotiations may be viewed as a cooperative process to
the extent that it results in the same process and outcomes as cooperation. Our
meta-analysis of 16 studies on integrative negotiations provides the data to deter-
mine whether this indeed is the case. The results indicate that the processes and
outcomes that would be expected from cooperation are in fact found when an inte-
grative negotiation procedure is used. More specifically, it was found that trained
students recalled the steps of integrative negotiations, retained their understanding
over considerable time, actually used the integrative negotiation procedure to re-
solve conflicts, retained their ability to use the procedure over time, reached more
integrative agreements, transferred their use of the integrative negotiation proce-
dure to nonclassroom and nonschool settings, developed more positive attitudes
toward conflict, and increased academic learning when the training was integrated
into academic units.

From these findings we conclude that integrative negotiations are a cooperative
procedure that may be seen as a specific type of promotive interaction. The basic as-
sumptionofsocial interdependencetheory is thatpositive interdependenceresults in
promotive interactionwhich in turn results indesiredoutcomes.Linking integrative
negotiations to social interdependence theory indicates that integrative negotiation
is a form of promotive interaction that results in the outcomes of cooperation (see
Figure 1).

There are a number of other studies linking cooperation and integrative negotia-
tions. The clear and unambiguous expression of cooperative intentions in negotia-
tions results in higher quality agreements being reached in a shorter amount of
time (i.e., better agreements faster; Johnson, 1971, 1974; Johnson et al., 1976).
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The other disputant becomes less defensive, more willing to change his or her po-
sition, less concerned about who is right and who is wrong, more understanding of
one’s views and ideas, and tends to see one as an understanding and trustworthy
person in whom he or she can honestly confide. Stevahn, Johnson, Johnson, and
Real (1996) found that implementing the TSP program in a cooperative (as op-
posed to individualistic) context resulted in much greater use of integrative negoti-
ation and the adoption of more positive attitudes toward conflict. Davidson and
Versluys (1999) found that training in cooperation created stronger effects on the
outcomes of negotiation than did training in problem solving, and cooperation may
be more fundamental to the success of integrative negotiations. Finally, in a
meta-analysis of 28 studies on negotiation, De Dreu, Weingart, and Kwon (2000)
found that the more cooperative, prosocial individuals engaged in more prob-
lem-solving behavior, less contentious behavior, and achieved higher joint out-
comes than did individuals with egoistic motives, especially when the negotiators
search for agreements that do not require either to yield and give up their goals.
These studies support the premise that integrative negotiations are one aspect of
promotive interaction and may be subsumed under social interdependence theory.

Given the more constructive conflict resolution by individuals trained in integra-
tive negotiations, the question arises as to what happens when a trained individual
has a conflict with an untrained individual. Johnson, Johnson, and Dudley (1992)
conducted a study in which, 5 months after the end of training, pairs of students who
had been trained in integrative negotiations, pairs who were not trained, and mixed
pairs of students (one trained, one untrained) negotiated a conflict. Exactly 80% of
the trained pairs reached an integrative agreement, 46% of the untrained pairs
reached an agreement, and 75% of the mixed pairs reached an agreement. It seems
that having one trained person involved in a conflict significantly increases the con-
structivenesswithwhichtheconflict ismanaged. Integrativenegotiationactionscan
be elicited in an untrained individual when resolving a conflict with a trained indi-
vidual. Similar results were found by Feeney and Davidson (1996) and Davidson
and Versluys (2000) with college students and high school students.

The finding that students developed more positive and less negative attitudes
toward conflict has many important ramifications. It indicates that students not
only gained conceptual understanding of the integrative negotiation procedure and
the skills needed to implement it, but they also developed the desire to use it. Stern-
berg and Dobson (1987) and Youniss and Smollar (1985) found that when asked
on questionnaire items how they would resolve conflicts, adolescents responded
with an awareness of cooperative negotiation strategies, but when asked about real
life conflicts, they were just as likely to use strategies of temporary withdrawal,
power assertion, and disengagement. Other studies indicate that adolescents are
selective in regard to the relationships in which they will use cooperative negotia-
tion strategies, using them for peer-related problems more often than conflicts in-
volving adults (Selman, Beardslee, Schultz, Krupa, & Podorefsky, 1986). Having
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more positive attitudes toward conflict increases individuals’ willingness and de-
sire to engage in integrative negotiations to resolve the conflicts in a constructive
way.

Social interdependence theory would posit that expected future interaction de-
termines whether a distributive or an integrative negotiation procedure should be
used. It is clear from the research by Deutsch (1973), Axelrod (1981), and others
that competition is most effective when there will be no future interactions be-
tween the individuals, and that cooperation is most effective in ongoing relation-
ships in which future interactions will take place. It is the shadow of the future that
highlights the positive interdependence among individuals and motivates
promotive interaction. Within conflicts, when no future interaction will take place,
distributive negotiations are effective, but where future interactions are expected,
integrative negotiations should be used.

Practical Significance

The previous theorizing and research on integrative negotiations has tended not to
result in specific and valid practical procedures for engaging in integrative negotia-
tions that practitioners could use. Schools may be an especially important setting in
which to test the applicability of integrative negotiations, as a sizable proportion of
students in many countries report feeling unsafe, fearful, or that their school has a
violence problem (Benbenishty, Zeira, & Astor, 2000; Kaufman et al., 1999). Thus,
demonstrating that the use of integrative negotiations results in more constructive
management of conflicts in schools provides an important field test of the proce-
dure. The 16 studies on the TSP program validated the effectiveness of the six-step
integrative negotiation procedure and provided evidence that it is possible to inter-
vene in schools and change substantially the way in which students manage their
conflicts with each other, thus providing practitioners some guidance as to what to
do in “real-world” settings, especially in schools. These studies are the most exten-
sive assessment currently available of a holistic intervention to teach students how
to manage conflicts constructively. More such holistic assessments of intervention
programs are needed.

LIMITATIONS OF PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Range of Dependent Variables

The research on integrative negotiations has focused primarily on the nature of
the agreements reached. The 16 studies on the TSP program considerably ex-
panded the dependent variables examined, including the learning of information
about the issue being negotiated, the attitudes toward conflict generated by the
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negotiating experience, the mastery of the integrative negotiation procedure, the
propensity to engage in integrative negotiations in the future, attitudes toward
conflict, and the constructive resolution of future conflicts. The evidence that in-
tegrative negotiations affect a wide variety of important variables strengthens
the data on its effectiveness.

Limitations in Generalizability

The generalizability of the results of the previous research on integrative negotia-
tions is limited in several important ways. It has focused largely on participants ho-
mogeneous in age (primarily college students), ethnicity (primarily White individ-
uals), socioeconomic class (primarily middle class), setting in which the research
was conducted (primarily psychological laboratories), and duration of the studies
(usually 1 hour or so). The 16 studies we have reviewed add considerable
generalizability to what is known about integrative negotiations by conducting
long-term research (up to 8 months) in field settings (i.e., schools) with participants
who range from kindergarten to high school age; are in urban, suburban, and rural
schools; are minority as well as majority ethnicity; are from lower as well as mid-
dle-class backgrounds; and are from two countries (i.e., the United States and Can-
ada). In addition, generalizability is increased by the careful development and vali-
dation of the dependent variables, the grounding of the TSP program in conflict
resolution theory, and the careful controlled way in which the studies were carried
out. These studies confirm the effectiveness and desirability of integrative negotia-
tions, corroborate the laboratory research, and demonstrate the applicability of the
integrative negotiation research to actual “real-world” settings.

CONCLUSIONS

In the literature on negotiations, integrative negotiations is relatively neglected. Al-
though the need to have validated procedures for practitioners to engage in integra-
tive negotiations is quite high, the possibility of developing such procedures and
validating them is hampered by the lack of (a) conceptual clarity as to the nature of
integrative negotiations, (b) a theoretical framework, (c) a procedure for engaging
in integrative negotiations, and (d) limitations of the existing research. Given that
integrative negotiations may be seen as a cooperative process and distributive ne-
gotiations may be seen as a competitive process, it seems reasonable to place them
within social interdependence theory. The evidence that in fact integrative negotia-
tions produce the outcomes that would be expected from cooperation corroborates
the view that integrative negotiations are a form of promotive interaction. Social in-
terdependence theory thus provides the framework for clarifying the nature of inte-
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grative negotiations and operationalizing a procedure for their use. The results of a
recent meta-analysis of a series of studies on training students from kindergarten
through ninth grade in an integrative negotiation procedure validate the link be-
tween social interdependence theory and integrative negotiations, expand the num-
ber of dependent variables that are included in the research on integrative negotia-
tions, and increase the generalizability of the research on integrative negotiations.
Subsuming integrative negotiations under social interdependence theory (a) en-
ables researchers to more precisely define and refine the concept of integrative ne-
gotiations, summarize the existing research on integrative negotiations, generate
more and guide the research on integrative negotiations, and clarify the signifi-
cance of research findings, and (b) provides practitioners guidance as to how to
more precisely create, refine, and implement operational integrative negotiation
procedures.
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