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Chapterr 1 

Ann Introduction and an Overview of the Goals of 

thiss Dissertation 

Muchh of what we do happens in groups, such as families, sports teams and 

groupss of friends. This is also true for work situations. Especially in the last two 

decades,, organizations have placed an increasing emphasis on team-based work 

(Hackman,, 1998; Ilgen, 1999; Jewell & Siegall, 1990; Wagner & Hollenbeck, 2001). 

Teamss are popular for various reasons. First, they usually bring more, and more 

diverse,, resources to bear on a task than a single individual could. Second, teams 

aree believed to be more flexible in the use of those resources: When some 

memberss are temporarily unavailable, others can take over their work (Hackman, 

1998).. Third, teamwork can save time, because production becomes more efficient 

whenn activities that were formerly performed sequentially by individuals, can 

noww be performed concurrently in teams (West, Borrill , & Unsworth, 1998). 

Fourth,, teamwork is believed to stimulate innovation: Bringing diverse 

individualss with diverse ideas together might stimulate a cross-fertilization of 

thosee ideas (West et alv 1998). Fifth, and finally, teamwork is believed to increase 

employees'' motivation and organizational commitment (Tjosvold, 1991). 

Notwithstandingg this long list of possible benefits, there are also several 

downsidess to teamwork. Something that is often seen as a negative aspect of 

teamworkk is that it inevitably involves conflict between collaborating individuals 

overr divergent interests and preferences. For instance, team members can 

experiencee conflicts about what they believe each member's responsibilities are, 

aboutt the distribution of resources like time, space, and money, about the best 

strategiess for approaching tasks, and about proper norms and values. These 

conflictss can be dealt with in various ways (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). The conflict 

partiess can independently decide to retreat, to engage in a struggle, or they can 
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engagee in tacit coordination, in which case they accommodate to each other 

withoutt a discussion. The parties may also decide to involve a third party to 

makee the decision for them (arbitration). However, the most popular way to deal 

withh disagreements is to negotiate about them. Negotiation is the joint decision-

makingg process in which parties communicate about what each shall give and 

takee (Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). Negotiating is such a popular procedure because 

itt is less costly and dangerous than engaging in harsh struggle, because it is less 

clumsyy than having to coordinate tacitly, and because it often is less expensive 

thann having a third party make the decision. 

Itt is important to identify which variables affect group negotiations, 

becausee the course and the outcomes of these negotiations can have very real and 

far-fetchingg effects on team members, on entire teams, and on organizations as a 

whole.. These effects can be immediate, for instance when destructive negotiation 

processess lead to sub-optimal outcomes, which implies financial loss to 

organizationss involved. However, the effects of negotiation might also manifest 

themselvess in the long run, when negotiation processes and outcomes affect the 

interpersonall  climate in the team and the team's subsequent performance. 

Althoughh negotiations are a very pervasive aspect of group work, 

researcherss have largely ignored group negotiation. Rather, our knowledge about 

negotiationn processes and outcomes is almost entirely based on research 

concerningg dyadic (two-person) negotiations. This is unfortunate, because group 

negotiationn involves greater procedural, informational, social and strategic 

complexityy than dyadic negotiation. Accordingly, this dissertation is concerned 

withh group negotiation, and the research reported herein considers what makes 

groupp negotiation more or less effective and how group negotiation affects 

furtherr group functioning and performance. 

Onee variable that has been identified as an important determinant of 

negotiationn processes and outcomes in dyads is social motive - a negotiator's 

preferencess for distributions of outcomes between oneself and interdependent 

otherss (McClintock, 1972; McClintock, 1976; Messick & McClintock, 1968). 

Althoughh a variety of social motives may be distinguished, negotiation research 

typicallyy distinguishes between a prosocial motive, aimed at seeking good 

outcomess for oneself as well as for other group members, and an egoistic motive, 
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aimedd at seeking good outcomes for oneself only (De Dreu, Weingart & Kwon, 

2000;; McClintock, 1976). Prosocial negotiators have been shown to have a 

strongerr tendency to develop interpersonal trust and to engage in integrative 

behaviorss including the exchange of information about preferences and priorities, 

logrolling,, and the cooperative creation of value. As a result, negotiators with a 

prosociall  motive are likely to reach integrative agreements providing high joint 

gain.. In contrast, egoistically motivated negotiators have a stronger tendency to 

engagee in distributive behaviors including competitive claiming, the use of threats 

andd punitive capabilities, and the communication of persuasive arguments and 

positionall  commitments. As a result, they are unlikely to reach integrative 

agreementss (De Dreu, Giebels, & van de Vliert, 1998; De Dreu et al., 2000; 

Tjosvold,, 1982; Tjosvold & Deemer, 1980; Weingart, Bennett, & Brett, 1993). 

Twoo studies have been published that investigated the effects of social 

motivess in group negotiations, but these studies revealed weak effect sizes and 

inconclusivee findings (Gillespie, Brett, & Weingart, 2000; Weingart et al., 1993). In 

orderr to establish the robustness of these effects, and to gain insight in the 

processess leading to these effects, they have to be replicated in an independent 

study.. This is the first goal of this dissertation, which was central to the study 

reportedd in Chapter 3. 

Thee second goal of this dissertation was to investigate the interplay of 

sociall  motives with structural and procedural variables present in small group 

negotiations.. Leading theoretical accounts of mixed-motive decision making and 

negotiationn such as Interdependence Theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Rusbult & 

Vann Lange, 1996), Goal-Expectation Theory (Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977) and the 

Combinationn of Contributions Framework (Hinsz, Tindale & Vollrath, 1997) all 

explicitlyy view small group behavior and performance as the interactive product 

off  structural, procedural and motivational variables. Nevertheless, prior research 

onn small group negotiation has mainly focused on main effects, ignoring possible 

importantt interactions of social motives with structural and procedural variables. 

Accordingly,, this dissertation aimed to improve our understanding of group 

negotiationn by examining both main and interaction effects of group members' 

sociall  motives, the structure of the negotiation task, and the group's decision rule 
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onn negotiation behavior and outcomes. The experiment reported in Chapter 4 

wass designed to address this goal. 

Thee two goals of this dissertation that were discussed in the above were 

bothh directed at increasing our knowledge on how social motives affect what 

happenss during group negotiation. Although most group negotiations do not 

occurr in isolation, but instead take place in teams that have to engage in future 

tasks,, only one study (O'Connor & Arnold, 2001) has investigated the aftermath 

off  negotiation, but this study again focused on dyads. Moreover, this study did 

nott consider post-negotiation performance, but rather investigated perceptions, 

emotionss and behavioral intentions. 

Thee third goal of this dissertation was, therefore, to further our 

knowledgee about what happens to group performance after groups negotiated. In 

Chapterr 5, two experiments are presented to address this goal. The first 

experimentt reported in Chapter 5 tested the effects of social motives during 

negotiationn on post-negotiation group performance, and the second tested how 

sociall  motives interact with post-negotiation task type to affect group 

performance. . 

Thee final chapter of this dissertation provides an overview of the main 

conclusionss that can be derived from the research reported herein, and also 

highlightss the main contributions of this program of research. In the next chapter, 

II  wil l elaborate on the goals of this dissertation presented in the above. 


