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ABSTRACT 

A. W. Kruglanski developed the construct of need for (nonspecific) closure 

(NFC) as part of his theory of lay epistemics to account for individual differences in 

motivation to reach conclusions quickly. The present research investigated individual 

differences in NFC in the context of mediation (process of a neutral third party assisting 

two parties in conflict to reach consensus). Two studies were conducted to examine the 

influence of NFC on mediators' choices of strategies and tactics. In Study 1, Introductory 

Psychology students participated in a computer simulated mediation. The mediation 

strategies of the participants were largely unrelated to NFC. However, some findings 

supported the hypotheses. The high (versus low) NFC participants did demonstrate a 

truncated confidence range. Also, the decisiveness subscale of the NFC scale was 

significantly correlated with the strategy of pressing. The integration strategy was not 

significantly correlated with scores on the NFC scale, but categorizing (via median split) 

the mediators as high and low NFC resulted in a significant difference in integration as 

tested by a multivariate analysis. The low (versus high) NFC participants were more 

likely to use the integrating strategy. 

For Study 2, practicing mediators at the South Plains Association of Governments 

Dispute Resolution Center completed a mailed survey. Again, the NFC constmct was not 

associated with differences in mediation style. The more decisive mediators were more 

likely to use the strategy of pressing than less decisive mediators. Lawo'ers were more 

likely to use an evaluative style than non-lawyers. Mediators who adopted a broad 

perspective in mediation were more likely to take an eclectic approach than more 



narrowly focused mediators. Although the NFC construct as a whole was not related in 

either study to differences in mediation style, the decisiveness subscale was related to 

mediator style. The results also supported the eclectic nature of many of the mediators. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

John's dog bites his neighbor Jell who has repeatedly complained that the dog 

shotild be kept inside or on a chain. Jeff sues John. The case is sent to mediation to 

attempt to resolve the dispute without adding to the court's caseload. The mediator keeps 

pushing John to agree to a proposal and the parties walk out, more frustrated than before. 

If the mediator noticed that the tactics were not working, she could have adjusted 

strategies. 

Parties will try to resolve their own disputes, but often fail for various reasons. 

When parties feel that they cannot solve the dispute on their own, they turn to mediation. 

In some cases, people wdth power over the conflicting parties request them to seek 

mediation. Mediators usually become involved in the process only after attempts at 

conflict resolution between the two disputing parties have failed (Camevale & Pmitt, 

1992). 

Mediation is the process where a neutral third party tries to assist two disputing 

parties to reach a conclusion to that conflict with which both parties will comply. A 

mediator helps them to resolve the conflicts on their own. Mediators typically do not 

have any power over the parties but work to facilitate the dispute resolution process 

through an arsenal of strategies, tactics, and techniques. For a discussion of mediators 

wdth power over the parties, see Conlon, Camevale, & Mumighan, 1994; or Harris & 

Camevale, 1990. 



Mediation is being used in the traditional domains, such as labor-relations and 

international relations, medical malpractice conflicts, as well as domains like divorce and 

other types of family conflicts (Kressel & Pruitt, 1985). Mediation is being employed in 

community dispute resolution centers to resolve conflicts between land-lords and tenants, 

neighbors, and a growing ntunber of civil suits. For example, in Lubbock County, Texas, 

most ci\il lawsuits filed are referred to mediation by the courts before the court will hear 

the case (South Plains Association of Governments [SPAG], 2000). 

Research on Mediation 

With the increasing frequency of mediation and the importance of reducing 

interpersonal conflict, vmderstanding the process of mediation becomes even more 

important than before. Mediation is being used to help resolve disputes, as well as to try 

to reduce the case load of the court system. Research interest in mediation has increased 

along wdth the use of mediation. Pruitt and Kressel (1985) noted that research and 

theorizing in mediation had grown in the prior 20 years with an upsurge that has 

continued. 

Process of Mediation 

Mediation almost always involves negotiations, and the mediators need to sort 

through the positions and interests of the parties. Positions are the stated demands that a 

party makes. Interests are the reasons underlying those positions. A position might be "I 

want $10,000 by next Tuesday" and the interest is that there are outstanding medical bills 

and the party does not want to be late on payments because she views herself as a 
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responsible person that takes responsibilities for her debts. Disputants commonly state 

their positions, but fi-equently do not make all of their interests public. For example, if 

that party needed the $10,000 on Tuesday to pay a debt from illegal gambling rather than 

medical bills, she probably would not want to share that information. 

The "mediator's toolbox" (SPAG, 2000) contains strategies and tactics that are 

used to facilitate dispute resolution. Tactics are specific techniques that mediators will 

use to sohe a specific problem whereas strategies are clusters of tactics, or a mental set 

for guiding mediators. Several tactics could be subsumed by a strategy. 

Bercovitch and Houston (1993) distinguished between strategy and tactics as 

follows: strategy is "an overall plan, approach or method a mediator has for resolving a 

dispute..." (p. 303) and tactics are "the behavioral manifestations of various strategies; 

the operational and observable behaviors that characterize each strategy" (p. 303). For 

example, a strategy would be 'To problem solve' and tactics would involve getting the 

parties to 'see the other side's point of view' or to 'try to find a creative solution.' The 

main difference between the two is the level of specificity (Camevale, Putnam, Conlon, 

& O'Connor, 1991). 

Over 100 mediator tactics have been identified (Wall, 1981; Wall & Lynn, 1993). 

Although all of these tactics may be useful in mediating specific cases, according to 

Pmitt and Camevale (1993), the most important tactic overall is establishing tmst. 

Establishing tmst in the mediator is an important component of mediation because the 

efficacy of many of the other strategies is based on whether or not the parties tmst that 

the mediator is making suggestions that should be followed. Tmst is commonly 



established by developing a rapport with the negotiators by providing relevant, personal 

stories. 

Another common mediator tactic is controlling the communication process. Many 

of tiie strategies identified relate to communication. Mediators will get the parties to 

communicate in ways that they have not done so before. Communication is essential in 

joint sessions, where all parties are present, and in caucuses, where a mediator will meet 

separately with each of the parties in tlie conflict. In caucus, the mediator can identify 

areas of importance for each party while allowing the parties to keep their priorities secret 

fi-om the each other. Parties also have the opportianity to vent about fhistrations without 

aggravating the each other. Caucusing is typically done in cases where there is hostility 

between the parties and there seems to be little joint problem solving (Pmitt & Camevale, 

1993). 

Not all tactics will be effective in solving all disputes (Camevale et al., I99I). 

One reason is that the tactics might be contingent upon the dispute. A dispute that 

involves high hostility between the parties will best be solved by different, strategies than 

a dispute involving low hostility (Lim & Camevale, 1990). 

Camevale and Pegnetter (1985) studied contingencies in mediation of public 

sector cases to determine if there were differences in effectiveness of strategies across 

dispute situations. They found a relationship between the sources of conflict and the 

tactics mediators used, indicating that practicing mediators did use different tactics to 

solve different types of problems. For example, if one of the sources of conflict in the 

mediation was that the bargainers expected too much, mediators were more likely to use 

the tactic of trying to change these expectations or point out the unrealistic nature of the 
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expectations. If unrealistic expectations did not comprise one of the conflict issues, 

mediators did not use tactics designed to change expectations. 

Camevale's (1986) Strategic Choice Model 

Camevale (1986) developed Uie Strategic-Choice Model (SCM), also referred to 

as the Concern-Likelihood Model (CLM), of mediator behavior to account for the use of 

different strategies under different conditions. The model is based on two variables that 

interact to predict mediator behavior: (a) perceived common ground, and (b) the level of 

concem for the parties' aspirations (see Figure 1, p. 22). A mediator's level of perceived 

common ground and concem for the parties' aspirations can be measured before the 

mediation begins, and at any time during the mediation. 

Perceived common groimd is tiie mediator's perception of the likelihood that the 

parties will reach agreement (Camevale, 1986). It is the room for bargaining that each 

party possesses. Perceived common ground reflects possible agreements that would be 

acceptable to both parties. If one party cannot accept an offer that was below $1000 and 

the other party could not offer more than $500, then there would be very little perceived 

common grotmd. Conmion groimd does not need to be financial. There could be political 

issues, or issues such as damaged reputation where there could be common groimd 

outside of dollar figures. 

The second component of the model is the mediator's concem for the parties 

achieving their aspirations. This variable refers to the importance that the mediator places 

on having the disputants achieve their specific goals. If a mediator is highly concerned 

with both parties achieving their goals, he or she will compensate or integrate to try to 
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find a win-win solution (Pruitt & Camevale, 1993). If the mediator is not particulariy 

concerned, he or she will press the parties or leave them alone to solve the dispute on 

their own. The mediator has a more involved role when he or she is truly concemed that 

the parties achieve their aspirations. 

Witii this model, researchers can predict the strategy in which a mediator will 

engage by knowing whetiier tiie mediator is high or low on each of the variables. The 

model predicts four strategies: (a) problem solving, (b) compensation, (c) pressure, and 

(d) inaction. Problem solving, or integration, involves trying to discover a win-win 

situation that the parties may not have been able to identify. Compensation involves 

enticing concessions through the promising of rewards or benefits. Mediators can try to 

elicit concessions by offering something valued to the party that does not directiy involve 

the competing party. Pressure involves the threat of punishment as a means of forcing 

concessions. In some cases, threatening to disclose to the public, the press, or other 

interested party a lack of involvement or willingness to make concessions by one party 

can be an incentive for that party to find some point to concede. When parties seem to be 

negotiating well on their own, the best thing that a mediator can do is to let them work 

wdthout interference. This is the strategy of inaction. 

Camevale and Henry (1989) developed hypotheses for the strategies predicted by 

the SCM based on concem for aspirations, perceived common ground, and the interaction 

between the two. For example, they predicted that mediators will use pressing more 

"when they do not value the parties' aspirations than when they do..." (p. 483). Another 

hypothesis stated that mediators will choose inaction more "when they perceive that there 



is much common ground than when tiiey perceive that there is little common ground" (p. 

485). 

The authors tested the predictions of the model using a simulated mediation 

paradigm. Participants sat at computers where they were told that they would be 

randomly selected to be either the Boston office manager, the New York office manager 

or the product manager, who would be mediating the dispute between the Boston and 

New York managers. All participants actually served as product manager-mediators in a 

conflict over tiiree issues. The computer ran a scripted conflict and the participants 

selected from a list of comments to make or made no comment at all. 

Pressing comments occurred most often when there were low concem for 

aspirations (experimentally manipulated) and low perception of common ground (also 

manipulated). Compensating occurred most often with high concem for aspirations and 

low perceived common ground. Integrating occurred equally often between high and low 

perceived common ground within a high level of concem. Integrating occurred least 

when participants had low concem for aspirations and high perceived common ground, 

wdth participants in the low concem for aspirations and low perceived common ground 

condition falling between. Inaction comments were made rarely and therefore there were 

no significant differences between conditions in the use of inaction. However, when the 

absence of messages was considered intentional inaction rather than a lapse in attention 

or simple failure to send a message, the data were consistent with the model. 

The study provided partial support for the SCM in predicting the choice of 

strategy. The model was able to predict pressing, compensating, and inaction (when the 



absence of a message was included as inaction), but was only partially able to predict 

compensating. 

Based on the model, the best outcome occurs if mediators account for the 

perceptions of common ground and factor in the level of concern for the parties' 

aspirations and choose a strategy based on the outcome of that assessment. The model 

addresses strategies, but does not specifically address the use of tactics. Mediators have a 

number of different tactics that they could use within each of the strategies, but the model 

does not try to predict these tactics. 

Lim and Camevale (1990) were able to develop an understanding of mediator 

behavior that was empirically supported and derived from real mediators. The tactics 

presented in Camevale and Conlon (1988) (that were used in the present research) have 

been found to match the strategies presented in the SCM. Many of these are the same 

tactics that have just been discussed. These tactics have been used in several experiments 

and seem to reflect what practicing mediators actually do. 

Individual Differences in Mediator Behavior 

Additional understanding of mediation might come from understanding how 

mediators may have their own individual differences in the use of these strategies and 

tactics. Understanding the individual differences in mediator behavior would help to 

match disputants to mediators. For example, if the dispute between Jeff and John is sent 

to mediation, different mediators might handle the case differently. A mediator who is 

experienced in personal injury mediation might handle the case very differently than one 

who typically handles neighbor disputes. The differences between these two mediators 
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might be based on more than just experience with different types of cases. The personal 

injury mediator might use much more forceful tactics to try to get to a quick settlement 

on a dollar figure. The neighbor mediator might delve into the issues of tmst between the 

neighbors and discuss all of the problems that have occurred between the neighbors. The 

agreement might not include a single dollar, but address the underlying interests of 

maintaining the relationship between people that expect to be neighbors for a long time. 

Mediation training could also involve discussion of individual differences in mediator 

behavior to tr> to get mediators to see that their own preferred way of mediating might 

not be the best way for all types of disputes. 

Gender is one variable that is receiving increasing interest in mediation research. 

Negotiator gender has been investigated previously (e.g., Kelly & Duryee, 1992), but 

mediator gender has received little investigation. Kelly and Duryee (1992) investigated 

the views of mediation that male and female disputants initially had (generally there was 

an assumption that mediation favors males). They found that there were few differences 

in the disputants' perceptions of the mediators' abilities and practice, tiie process of 

mediation, and mediation outcome. Malach-Pines, Gat, and Tal (1999) analyzed tiie 

conflict communication styles and negotiating styles of males and females in divorce 

mediation in Israel. They found that males tended to use objective arguments based on 

principles like law and females tended to use subjective arguments based on principles 

like personal responsibility. Other research has investigated the actual styles of the 

mediators based on gender. 

Wall and Dewhurst (1991) specifically addressed the communication styles of 

female and male law-student mediators. They found that male (compared to female) 
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mediators generally used more communications directed at controlling and directing the 

mediations. Female (\ersus male) mediators generally used more communications to get 

clarification of different issues or comments made by the parties. 

Berco\itch and Houston (2000) developed a new contingency model of mediator 

behavior that investigates the choice of mediator strategies. One factor that had an effect 

on mediator behavior was gender. There is research to support the presence of a possible 

gender difference in mediator behavior. There could be other individual difference 

\ariables as well that will affect a mediator's choice of strategy. Need for closure 

(Kruglanski, 1989) represents a second variable that could impact mediators' choices of 

strategies. 

Need for Closure 

Kmglanski (1989) developed a theory of lay-epistemics to account for individual 

differences in the desire to reach conclusions quickly. Given the above discussion of 

strategies and tactics, this tendency could affect mediation. One type of individual has a 

"desire for predictability, preference for order and stiiicture, discomfort with ambiguity, 

decisiveness, and close-mindedness" ( Webster & Kmglanski, 1994, p. 1049). This 

individual has a high need for cognitive closure (NFC) based on urgency of decision 

making and permanence of the decision. People who are dispositionally high in NFC 

make decisions quickly, valuing decisiveness. High NFC people seize on the earliest 

information that supports a decision. Thus decisions are strongly influenced by 

information that is presented earlier in the decision process, rather than later. Also, high 

NFC people retain that decision or judgment regardless of information presented after the 
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time of the decision. They experience a freezing of the decision process, so that later 

alternatives are not considered. This urgency and permanence were termed "seizing" and 

"freezing" on information (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). 

People who are high in NFC tend to: (a) "desire order and structure," (b) "abhor 

chaos and disorder," (c) "experience discomfort wdth ambiguity," (d) "value 

decisiveness," (e) "\'alue predictability," and (f) "be unwilling to have own knowledge 

confronted" (Webster & Kmglanski, 1994, p. 1050). The basis for this need for closure is 

a need for structure and a fear of invalidity. 

The need for stmcture refers to a cognitive stmcturing of the world in a way that 

makes sense to the individual. Stmcture serves the function of making thinking efficient 

through the use of schemata, stereotypes, etc. (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993). There are 

individual differences in the level of stmcture desired. 

The fear of invalidity refers to the individual's desire to avoid being incorrect. 

Individuals who are high in this have a feai of being shown to be incorrect. Frequently, 

the efficiency of thinking that is sought after ironically results in decisions that are less 

accurate. A high fear of invalidity is often accompanied by a low need for stmcture. The 

tradeoff between efficiency and accuracy produces a negative relationship between need 

for stmcture and the fear of invalidity (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993). Kmglanski's 

constmct of need for cognitive closure subsumed both the constmcts of fear of invalidity 

and need for stmcture. High NFC includes both the desire for order and stmcture and a 

low fear of invalidity. Low NFC includes a low desire for stmcture and a high fear of 

invalidity. 
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Research in Need for Closure 

Need tbr closure has been investigated as both a dispositional motivation, 

measured by the Need for Closure Scale (NFCS) (please refer to Appendix B for an 

extended discussion of tiie use of this scale and see Appendix C for a copy of the scale), 

and a situationally induced motivation. Individuals vary in the degree to which they value 

quick, unambiguous decisions versus more deeply processed, validated decisions. 

Situational constraints can affect NFC as well as dispositions. Situational manipulations 

generalh' involve increasing time consfraints and concems about the validity, or 

correctness, of the answer. High time pressure leads to an increase in the need for closure 

and high concem about the validity of an answer leads to low need for closure. When 

working under a tight deadline, a researcher might not consider all of the possible 

implications of research results, but focus on just a few of the implications. Those few 

implications may or may not be correct, but are selected because of the closure brought 

on by time pressure. Time pressure forces people to narrow down options and find a 

satisfactory alternative rather than exhaustively explore all of the altematives. 

Concems about the validity of the decision can affect processing also. For 

example, doctors determining a diagnosis will hopefully not seize on the first possible 

diagnosis that comes to mind that fits the symptoms, but will explore all of the 

altematives that might fit the symptoms. In the case of a medical diagnosis, the decision 

will be strictiy evaluated and has important consequences. Doctors might experience a 

high fear of invalidity that will lead to an unfreezing of knowledge generation and 

testing. 
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Epistemic freezing influences several psychological phenomena. Kmglanski and 

Freund (1983) investigated the hypotheses that primacy effects and stereotyping were 

influenced by epistemic freezing. They found that the primacy effect (reliance on 

information presented early in sequence relative to information presented later in 

sequence) was present in all conditions except one manipulation, involving low time 

pressure and high evaluation apprehension (low need for closure). They also found that 

people under a high (versus low) need for closure will rely on stereotypes more when, for 

example, assigning grades to targets from different ethnic backgrounds. 

Perceivers can be motivated to reach a conclusion, any conclusion, to avoid the 

ambiguitv' of not having an answer. When that motivation is present, they will freeze on 

certain pieces of information to facilitate reaching a decision quickly. For example, one 

study found that negotiators bargained differently against a business major than a 

theology major (de Dreu, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1995). They relied on stereotypes of people 

in different majors to adjust their negotiation strategy. 

NFC and Confidence. Subjective confidence should influence the decision to 

hypothesis test. If an individual has high confidence in a selected answer, then there is 

less reason to verify that answer against other options than when confidence is low. The 

process of seizing and freezing makes a perceiver less aware of decision altematives. 

Judges make a decision, or choose a strategy, and then fail to recognize altematives to the 

selected option. In essence, they fail to hypothesis test, which results in low ambiguity, 

high confidence and use of a potentially ineffective decision making strategy. Kmglanski, 

Peri, and Zakai (1991) proposed that "tmncation of information seeking might occur only 

after a fairly confident hypothesis was formed by the individual" (p. 129). The 
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implication of this statement is that high NFC people will actually seek out more 

infomiation in cases of low versus high initial confidence so that they can reach a 

satisfying altemative sooner. When initial confidence is high, however, there would be a 

reduction in information seeking because closure is imminent. 

Kruglanski et al. (1991) hypothesized that participants who were high in NFC 

would seek less information than low NFC participants in a high initial confidence 

condition (manipulated by number of decision altematives). When initial confidence is 

low, high NFC participants would actually seek more information than low NFC 

participants. 

In one experiment, participants were asked to determine which exemplar drawing 

was made by the same person as a standard, or target, drawing. Need for closure was 

manipulated in this experiment by making salient the costs of an incorrect decision (low 

closure) versus no performance ratings (high closure). Confidence was manipulated by 

providing four (low confidence) versus two (high confidence) decision altematives. 

Awareness of possible decision altematives can reduce one's confidence in one's selected 

answer. If a decision maker is aware of a vast number of possible answers or altematives, 

then decision confidence will be lower because there is a chance that any one of those 

altematives is correct. The data supported the hypotheses. Participants who were high in 

NFC indicated a higher level of post-decisional confidence than low NFC participants, 

and that was due to a lack of awareness of altematives. 

Another study explored the effects of confidence on information gathering. 

Instead of manipulating confidence, Mayseless and Kmglanski (1987) investigated the 

role of subjective confidence on information seeking, and the shifts in confidence that 
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high and low NFC participants experienced. In a series of three experiments, Mayseless 

and Kruglanski (1987) tested hypotiieses by experimentally manipulating the need for 

stmcture and the fear of invalidity. 

They found tiiat participants under a high fear of invalidity condition had lower 

initial confidence, had lower magnitude of confidence shifts with each piece of new 

information, tended to seek more information, and had increased final confidence relative 

to low fear participants. Another study found that high need for stmcture participants had 

high initial confidence, had a greater magnitude of confidence shifts with successive new 

information, sought less information, and had increased final confidence compared to a 

control group and to a high fear of invalidity group. Participants who had a high fear of 

invalidity generated more ideas and high need for stmcture generated fewer ideas 

compared to the control group. 

NFC and Negotiation. One set of studies examined NFC in negotiation (de Dreu, 

Koole, & Oldersma, 1999). They specifically examined whether those high (versus low) 

in NFC might utilize heuristics more in a negotiation as a way to avoid ambiguity. 

Heuristics provide a means of efficient thinking, which is a goal of high NFC people. 

Participants engaged in a computer mediated negotiation with what they thought 

was another participant. Participants played the role of a seller and negotiated with a 

buyer. In fact, the computer ran a program that provided identical buyer characteristics to 

all participants. The researchers intermpted the negotiations after six rounds to administer 

survey materials. The participants were intermpted at this point because consensus is not 

typically reached in this short amount of time, but six rounds are sufficient for 

participants to delve into the role of seller. 
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Experiment 1 investigated the effect of having different initial anchor points on 

participants with different levels of NFC. Tversky and Kahneman (1982) described the 

anchoring phenomenon as insufficient adjustments due to the fact that "different starting 

points yield different estimates, which are biased toward the initial values" (p. 14). When 

making adjustments to initial estimates, social perceivers are frequently inaccurate 

because of a reliance on the initial reference, or anchor. The reliance on initial values to 

make adjustments in negotiation reflects the use of a heuristic. 

Participants in the de Dreu et al. (1999) study were told that the outcome of the 

negotiation would result in a profit of from 0 to 14000 Dutch guilders. Participants were 

informed that negotiators typically earn either 3000 or 11000 guilders. The 3000 guilders 

pro\ ided a low initial anchor and the 11000 guilders provided a high initial anchor. This 

manipulation was included to form the participants' expectations of negotiation outcome. 

High NFC participants self-reported using less systematic processing than low NFC 

participants. Results indicated that there was a strong effect of having a focal point, or 

anchor, for the expectations in the negotiation. Participants were influenced by the 

starting point. There was also an interaction between focal point and NFC. High NFC 

participants were affected more by the focal points than were low NFC participants. 

Another setting in which the anchor and adjustment heuristic occurs is in 

impression formation. In impression formation, perceivers are influenced by the initial 

information presented, such as group memberships, race, and age. That early information 

weighs disproportionately in the perceiver's impression compared to later information. 

Initial anchors serve a primacy effect as well. They provide an initial point that weighs 

disproportionately in the decision maker's judgment. 
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de Dreu et al. (1999) hypothesized in Experiment 2 that high NFC participants 

would be more likely to rely on stereotypes about their opponents than low NFC 

participants would. Experiment 2 used the same general methodology as Experiment 1 

except that instead of providing ntmierical anchor points, the researchers provided the 

major of the buyer that the participants would be negotiating with, either a business major 

or a theolog) major. Consistent witii the stereotypes that were revealed in pretests, high 

NFC participants used more competitive sfrategies against business majors than they did 

against theology majors. The participants changed their negotiation behavior based on the 

stereotype of the opponent. High NFC participants were more likely than low NFC 

participants to be influenced by the stereotypes. This experiment supported the 

hypothesis that high NFC participants rely on stereotypes of opponents. This effect is 

consistent with the descriptions of need for cognitive closure. The use of stereotypes and 

anchors is freezing of hypothesis testing. Participants seize on early information, such as 

an anchor or a stereotype, and then some fail to test whether this impression or 

information is accurate. 

Negotiation is an important part of mediation. Mediation basically is a complex 

extension of negotiation. Instead of two parties bargaining directly with one another, 

there is a third person assisting in the process. Understanding mediator characteristics 

that could affect the outcome of the negotiation process adds to what is currently known 

about negotiation. Understanding the role of NFC in negotiation is a start for 

xmderstanding NFC's role in mediation. 
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Mediation imd Need for Closure 

Mediation involves, among other things, negotiation, person perception, and 

subjective confidence. People who arc high in NFC might negotiate differently, perceive 

their competitors differently, and experience different levels and changes in confidence 

than low NFC people. Mediation strategies might also be affected by NFC. High NFC 

mediators might choose different sfrategies and use them differently than low NFC 

mediators. The process of mediation (e.g., length of mediation, use of caucuses, etc.) 

more generally might be influenced by NFC as well. 

One of the components of NFC is time pressure. This pressure might affect 

mediation. Camevale and Conlon (1988) specifically tested the effects of time pressure 

within the strategic choice model developed by Camevale to determine the effects on 

mediation sfrategy. Business students participated in a simulated negotiation task. They 

were told that they would be acting as product managers helping to resolve a dispute 

between the New York and Boston managers. The design and outcome of the studies 

were similar to that described previously in the Camevale and Henry (1989) research. 

Camevale and Conlon (1988) included the variable of time pressure, either high or low. 

The manipulation of time pressure consisted of informing participants that they would 

have at most either six (high time pressure) or 18 (low time pressure) rounds of 

negotiations. 

As participants approached the conclusion of the mediation, they tended to use 

more forceful tactics to try to help the parties reach consensus. The use of the sfrategies 

of pressing and compensating increased across rounds. These two strategies require either 

a forceful mediator to direct the parties to positions or a powerful mediator to offer 
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rewards to the parties. Integrating and inaction decreased across rounds. Mediators did 

not seek new creative win-win solutions, and did not tend to remain quiet and let the 

parties negotiate on their own. This pattem appears because, according to Camevale and 

Conlon (1988), mediators believe tiiat the likelihood of agreement decreased. 

Time pressure was found to interact with perceptions of common ground. 

Participants in the high time pressure condition reported lower perceptions of common 

ground than did participants in the low time pressure condition. Time pressure also 

interacted with perceived common ground in tiiat participants in the low common ground 

condition reported feeling more time pressure. Time pressures become more salient when 

the parties are perceived as being farther apart. Camevale and Conlon (1988) argued that 

"perceived common ground mediates the relationship between time pressure and 

pressing" (p. 126). The conclusions drawn from the study were that time pressure 

increases the use of pressing because of a reduction in perceived common ground. 

It would be beneficial to determine if there are individual differences within the 

mediation context in the perceptions of common ground and the use of the strategies. 

According to Camevale's (1986) SCM, perceptions of common ground will have a direct 

effect on a mediator's choice of strategies. Those strategies should have an effect on the 

outcome of the mediation. One such measure of individual differences that seems 

particularly relevemt is the constmct of need for closure (Kruglanski, 1989). 

The literature discussed so far has several implications for research and theorizing 

in mediation. First, it provides an analysis of an individual difference in motivation that 

may affect a mediator's choice of strategy, and that strategy should be contingent upon 

the nature of the conflict. If high (relative to low) need for closure mediators fail to 
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choose sfrategies contingentiy, then training programs should incorporate discussions of 

these individual differences. The research on need for closure demonstrates that 

situational demands for validity can overcome the dispositional tendency towards high 

NFC. Training programs could incorporate individual differences in strategy selection to 

obtain the optimal strategy by emphasizing validity and minimizing time pressures. 

There could also be general implications for designing mediation sessions. If 

mediators who are overly mshed fail to act contingently and fail to incorporate feedback 

about the progress of the mediation, sessions could be designed to last somewhat longer 

than the> currentiy do. Some mediations will naturally take longer than others, and there 

should not be a push to resolve all conflicts quickly. Mediations that result in a quick 

agreement will have solved the immediate problem, but there could be underlying 

problems that are not resolved by that quick settlement. The emphasis in mediation 

should be placed on optimal agreements, not just agreements. If the parties settle a 

specific issue but have tmderlying problems remaining, there could be further suits filed 

or further conflicts. 

Studies of contingent use of mediation tactics have shown that what works in one 

context might not work, or might even be detrimental, in another conflict context. NFC 

could result in strategies that are tied more to the dispositions of the mediator than to the 

specific nature of the conflict. The research on the general properties of NFC can be 

applied to the mediation context. Those high in NFC show the seizing and freezing 

effects in other contexts and the same can be expected in mediation. They will choose an 

initial strategy and fail to hypothesis test the efficacy of that strategy to reduce the 

conflict. As a result, high, relative to low, NFC mediators will use strategies that might 
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not be appropriate for the specified context; they will not mediate contingently. They will 

be nioti\'ated to use sfrategies that minimize ambiguity and result in quick solutions. 

Need for closure researchers have argued that there is a failure to hypothesis test 

under high (versus low) need for closure conditions. The present research provided a 

direct test of that hv^jothesis in a mediation context. This further supported the research 

and understanding of the process underlying the need for closure. Seizing and freezing 

refers to locking onto earh' information and not noticing altematives. In applied contexts, 

such as mediation, the consequences of those effects are pjirticularly evident. 

The present studies investigated the role of need for closure in a mediator's choice 

of strategy to determine individual differences in mediators' choices of strategies and the 

possible failure of high NFC mediators to hypothesis test about the efficacy of those 

strategies. This research should help uncover the process underlying these effects and 

their implications. 
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CHAPTER II 

COMPUTER SIMULATION STUDY WITH INTRODUCTORY 

PSYCHOLOGY STUDENTS 

The first study was an investigation into tiie basic issues relating to need for 

closure. The hvpotiieses for tiiis study were tiiat, based on the seizing component of NFC, 

participants who are dispositionally high (versus low) in need for closure would use the 

pressing sfrategy more often. The sfrategy of pressing serves the function of reducing, or 

failing to increase, ambiguity, and therefore would be the preferred sfrategy for high NFC 

mediators. 

High (versus low) NFC participants were expected to also avoid the problem-

solving (integrating) strategy. This strategy provides the greatest chance of increasing 

ambiguity and the number of issues negotiated. Problem solving tactics typically involve 

idea generation and discovery of new areas for concessions and agreements by the 

negotiators that result in increasing ambiguity. High NFC participants should try to avoid 

this ambiguity. 

High (versus low) NFC participants would tend to change sfrategies less often and 

would tend to use fewer strategies during a negotiation. Once the high NFC participants 

select a strategy, any strategy, they should not change to a different strategy during the 

mediation. The failure to change strategies reflects a lack of hypothesis testing. 

High (versus low) NFC participants would report a higher degree of confidence 

that their selected strategies will be effective at resolving the dispute. They were expected 

not only to report a significantiy higher confidence rating in the efficacy of the selected 
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strategy, but also to change their confidence level less than low NFC participants. The 

low NFC participants would be less confident that any selected strategy would be 

effective in assisting tiie parties to reach consensus. 

Method 

Materials 

The Need for Closure Scale. The NFCS consists of 42 items. Participants indicate 

their agreement with each of the statements on a six-point Likert-type scale (l=strongly 

disagree, 6=strongly agree). The NFCS measures an individual's dispositional need for 

closure on five subscales: (a) preference for order, (b) preference for predictability, (c) 

decisiveness, (d) discomfort with ambiguity, and (e) closed-mindedness. Several of these 

subscales are closely related to other constmcts (for a review, see Leone, Wallace, & 

Modglin, 1999), such as the Personal Fear of Invalidity (PFI) (see Appendix E) (Neuberg 

& Newsom, 1993) and the Personal Need for Stmcture (PNFS) (see Appendix F). The 

desire for order and stmcture is particularly similar to the personal need for stmcture 

identified by Neuberg and Newsom (1993). The NFCS even includes several items from 

the scale developed to test PNFS. NFCS scores were analyzed separately, as both a 

continuous variable and a dichotomous variable. This issue is discussed further in the 

extended literature review (Appendix A). 

Participants 

Participants were 90 undergraduate students enrolled in introductory psychology 

classes who participated for partial course credit. 
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Design 

There were two variables of interest in the study: (a) Need for Closure (High, 

Low) and (b) Sex (Male, Female). Need for closure was assessed via the Need for 

Closure Scale (Kmglanski, Webster, & Klem, 1994). 

Procedure 

The procedure in this research was derived, with permission from P. J. Camevale, 

from the computer mediation simulations used by Camevale and colleagues (e.g., 

Camevale & Conlon, 1988). From one to four participants at a time sat in a laboratory at 

an IBM-compatible computer. Partitions separated the participants so that they could not 

see each others' computer screens. Participants read and signed a consent form (see 

Appendix G) before beginning. Participants were told that they would be playing a new 

computer mediation simulation game. They were told that they would be assigned the 

role of mediator and that the computer would play the parts of the two negotiating parties. 

The computer presented a brief description of the task. (For order of the 

information on the computer program [FileMaker Pro], see Appendix H; for mediation 

script, see Appendix I.) All of the instmctions were presented on the computer screen and 

participants were told to read the instmctions quietly to themselves as the experimenter 

read the instmctions out loud. Participants were told that the computer game simulates a 

real business conflict involving three parties in a dispute: a Boston Manager, a New York 

Manager and a Product Manager who would serve as mediator between the Boston and 

New York managers. 
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The managers were said to be in conflict over three issues. The first issue dealt 

with the transfer of accounts from the Boston to the New York offices. The second issue 

involved transfers of employees from Boston to New York. The New York office was 

considered a more favorable location and employees had to work at the Boston office for 

a number of years before they could transfer to New York. The issue in the negotiation 

was the specific number of years of service before transfer. The third issue involved 

promotions. Boston wanted promotions to be based on seniority while New York wanted 

the promotions to be based on actual sales volume. 

A payoff matrix similar to that used in many integrative bargaining tasks was 

developed by Camevale and colleagues for each side (see Table 1, page 37). Negotiators 

offered a proposal in the form of a three letter bid. Each offer in the mediation took the 

form of a three letter proposal. Each letter represented a position on each of the three 

issues. The first letter in the offer represented the proposal level for the first issue. The 

second letter was the second issue in mediation, and the third letter was the thfrd issue of 

contention. The Boston and New York managers received points for each issue. The 

points that were received were based on these letters. 

For example, a bid of AEG by the New York manager meant that he or she would 

receive the greatest amount of points (least concession) on the issue of transfer of cases, 

was in the middle on the number of years of service before personal transfer issue, and 

was relatively low (high concession) on the issue of promotion. Mediators were informed 

that the "game" or mediation would end when both parties submitted an identical bid in 

the same round. In actuality, there was no agreement reached. The mediation game ended 

after six rounds of negotiations. 

26 



Participants had 20 comments to select from (see Table 2 on page 38). (The 

messages are from Camevale & Conlon, 1988.) The 20 messages were presented to the 

participants in a new random order each round. They had the option of sending one of 

tiiose messages or sending no message at all, and could choose to send one message to 

one partv or to the otiier party, to send the same message to both parties, or to not send a 

comment to anyone. The comments corresponded to one of the four strategies in 

Camevale's Strategic-Choice Model. The comments were validated by Camevale and 

Conlon (1988) for association with one sfrategy over the others. 

Participants could also recommend a three letter offer to one manager, to the other 

manager, or to both managers. They also had the option of not sending any offers at all. 

The computer program was non-interactive. The offers that were presented to the 

mediators changed from round to round, but did not converge on agreement at any point 

in the simulated mediation. 

Following completion of the mediation simulation, participants completed the 

Need for Closure Scale. AH items from the survey were presented via computer and the 

participants entered a number that corresponded with their opinion to the item in a box on 

the computer screen. This was similar to pencil and paper Likert-type scales, but 

participants entered the number in a box on the screen instead of circling a number on 

paper. Participants read a debriefing statement on the computer (see Appendix J) and 

were thanked for their participation. 
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Results 

The data were analyzed in two ways in each of the two studies: (a) correlations 

were calculated using raw scores on the NFCS, and (b) a median split was conducted on 

the NFCS scores and the means for high and low NFC groups were compared (the 

median of Study 1 was 161 and tiie median of Study 2 was 154). All correlations reported 

are based on the NFCS raw score and all means comparing high and low NFC are based 

on the median split of NFCS scores. 

Preliminary Analysis 

An initial analysis was performed to determine the participants' understanding of 

the assigned task. Participants were asked to rate on seven-point Likert-type scales the 

degree to which they thought they understood the instmctions ("Please rate how 

confident you are in your understanding of the instmctions of this assignment," I=not at 

all confident, 4=moderately confident, 7=very confident) and the degree of confidence 

that they had in their ability to complete the task ("Based on the instmctions and 

information that you have so far, please rate how hard you think this experiment will be 

to participate in," l=not at all hard, 4=moderately hard, 7=very hard). A score of one or 

two on the first question and six or seven on the second question was the criteria for 

exclusion from analysis. No participants were eliminated because of responses to the 

instmction verification items. 
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NFC and Choice of Sfrategies 

Use of the strategies was determined by the number of times (out of a possible 

six) the comment that the participant selected was reflective of the specific strategy in 

question (pressing, integration, compensation, or inaction). The mean use of each of the 

four sfrategies in Study I is reported in Table 3. There were six rounds of mediations in 

the study and the participants had a choice of comments that reflect the four strategies in 

each round. Consistent with the treatment of responses by Camevale (Camevale & 

Henry, 1989), not sending any comment was considered use of the inaction strategy. 

The first hypothesis was that high (versus low) NFC mediators would use the 

pressing strategy more often. This hypothesis was not supported. The one-tailed Pearson 

product-moment correlation between NFCS raw score and the number of times the 

pressing strategy was used yielded an r=0.03 (E=.38). 

The second hypothesis was that high (versus low) NFC mediators would use the 

integrating sfrategy less often. This hypothesis was not supported. The one-tailed Pearson 

product-moment correlation between NFCS raw score and the number of times the 

integration strategy was used yielded an r=-.13 {Q=.11). 

There were no hypotheses about the relationship between NFC and the remaining 

two sfrategies. There was not a significant two-tailed Pearson product-moment 

correlation between NFCS raw score and the number of times the compensating strategy 

was used (r=-0.06; p=.60) and between NFCS raw score and the number of times the 

inaction strategy used was (r=0.I9; p=.08). 

The Study I data were also analyzed using a median split. According to a 

multivariate GLM using the median split on NFC to predict the four Camevale strategies, 
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the hypothesis about NFC and the use of integration was supported [F(l,86)=5.77, 

E=.02]. There was a significant difference in the use of integration by NFC, and the 

difference was in the direction predicted. The means for integration by NFC were 

M=2.43 (N=44) for low and M=l .76 for high (N=42). Appendix K contains the F values 

and probabilities of all the variables included in the GLM analysis. There were no 

significant F values other than the use of the integration strategy. 

NFC and Pattems of Sfrategy Use 

Hypothesis 3a predicted that high (versus low) NFC participants would use fewer 

strategies. This prediction was also not supported. The Pearson product-moment 

correlation between NFCS raw score and the number of sfrategies used yielded an r=0.03 

(2=.38). Based on the median split, the high NFC participants used, on average, 3.14 

sfrategies (standard deviation=.67) and the low NFC participants used 2.93 (standard 

deviation=.64) sfrategies. According to the results of a t-test between the median split of 

NFC and the number of strategies used, this mean difference was not significant (f=-1.50, 

E=.14). 

Hypothesis 3b predicted that high (versus low) NFC participants would change 

sfrategies less often. A strategy change was defined as any difference in strategy in 

successive rounds of the mediation. The Pearson product-moment correlation between 

NFCS raw score and the number of strategy changes yielded an r=-O.11 (E=.15). Results 

of analyses on the median split indicated that the high NFC participants changed 

strategies 3.33 times (standard deviation=l.I2) and the low NFC participants changed 
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3.12 times (standard deviation=1.18) strategies. This mean difference was not significant 

according to a t-test (t=-.87, E=-39). 

An additional analysis for Hypothesis 3c was performed to determine which 

sfrategies were used most often. The dependent variable was the greatest number of times 

the participants used a single sfrategy. The Pearson product-moment correlation between 

NFCS raw score and tiie most often used strategy was i:=.06 (E=.28). The low NFC 

participants used tiieir most often used strategy an average of 3.20 times compared to 

3.05 times for the high NFC participants. This difference was not significant according to 

a t-test based on the median split on NFC (t=.93, E=.35) . 

NFC and Confidence 

Hypothesis 4a was that high (versus low) NFC participants would report higher 

confidence in the efficacy of their selected strategies to resolve the dispute and in their 

abilities to solve the dispute. This hypothesis was not supported. No significant results 

were found for the confidence efficacy variable. The Pearson product-moment correlation 

between the NFCS raw score and the initial confidence estimate was r=-.I3 (£=.I0, 1-

tailed) and the Pearson product-moment correlation between the NFCS raw score and the 

initial confidence the estimated efficacy of the selected strategy to solve the dispute was 

r=-.07 (n=-24, I-tailed). Based on the median split, the mean initial confidence rating for 

the low NFC participants was 4.25 and the mean initial confidence rating for the high 

NFC participants was 3.95. The t-test for the mean difference between high and low NFC 

(according to the median split) on initial confidence yielded a t=1.08 (E=.28) . 
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The high NFC participants were also hypothesized to have a higher final 

confidence level tiian would the low NFC participants. The Pearson product-moment 

correlation between the NFCS raw score and the final confidence estimate was r=.03 

(E=.41) . The mean final confidence rating for the two levels of NFC were 3.27 (low 

NFC) and 3.36 (high NFC). A t-test on final confidence between high and low NFC 

participants (categorized based on NFC median split) indicated that the means for the two 

groups were not significantiy different (t=.22, E=.83) . The confidence estimates after two 

and four rounds of mediation were also not significantly different between high and low 

NFC (based on the median split). Please refer to Table 4 for the mean confidence at each 

point, the confidence in the efficacy of the selected strategy to solve the dispute and the 

overall confidence change, and refer to Table 5 for the correlation matrix involving these 

variables. 

It was also hypothesized (Hypothesis 4b) that high (versus low) NFC participants 

would experience a smaller confidence change during the mediation process. Overall 

confidence change was defined as the initial con^dence estimate minus the final 

confidence estimate. This hypothesis was supported. The Pearson product-moment 

correlation between the NFCS raw score and the overall confidence change was r=-.19 

(2=.04 I-tailed). Based on the median split, the low NFC participants had a mean overall 

confidence change of .98 while the high NFC participants had a mean overall confidence 

change of .60. Although the correlation between NFCS and confidence change was 

significant, a t-test between the mean confidence change of high and low NFC 

participants was not significant (t=l.03, p=.31). 
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Although the high NFC participants reported a lower confidence rating at each 

point (confrary to the prediction), their overall confidence change was less than that of 

the low NFC participants. The high NFC mediators had a truncated confidence range 

compared to the low NFC mediators. Please see Figure 2 (page 43) for a graph of the 

mean confidence at each point that confidence was reported. The graph shows that the 

low NFC participants experienced a greater change in confidence than the high NFC 

participants did. 

Additional Analyses 

An analysis of the correlations between the mediation strategies was conducted to 

determine the usage pattem of the four strategies. This is not relevant to the need for 

closure literature, but has implications for mediation practice and research. There were no 

specific predictions about which sfrategies would be used together. Pearson product 

moment correlations were calculated between each of the four strategies. For example, 

the correlation between Pressing and Integrating was r=-.47. This correlation was 

significant at the g=.OI level. This was the strongest correlation between the sfrategies, 

and indicated a sfrong, negative relationship between the use of the pressing and 

integrating strategies. Please refer to Table 6 for the correlation mafrix between the four 

sfrategies used in the study. The table indicates which strategies were likely or unlikely to 

be used together. The implications of these results are discussed in the general discussion 

section (Chapter IV) in concert with the strategy results from Study 2. 
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NFCS Subscales 

Several analyses were conducted using the five subscales of the NFCS rather than 

the overall score. There were two significant correlations between the NFCS subscales 

and the strategies used. The decisiveness subscale was significantly and positively 

correlated with the number of times the pressing strategy was used (r=.18, p=.03 1-

tailed). Valuing decisiveness was positively associated with high use of the pressing 

strategy. Preference for order was positively correlated with the strategy of inaction 

(r=.24. 2=01 I-tailed). A higher preference for order was associated with a greater use of 

the inaction strateg)'. 

Correlations were also calculated between the subscales and the number of 

strategies used and the number of sfrategy changes made. Decisiveness was positively 

correlated with the number of sfrategies used (r=.18, E=.04 I-tailed). The direction of this 

relationship was contrary to predictions. People who value decisiveness were expected to 

use fewer sfrategies than those who did not value decisiveness as much. Participants who 

were high on closed-mindedness had fewer strategy changes than did those who were low 

on that subscale (r=-.18, p=.05 1-tailed). Closed-mindedness is a key element in the 

failure to evaluate altematives, and thereby to hypothesis test. Participants who changed 

sfrategies less often were expected to do so because they were not testing the 

effectiveness of their selected strategies. 

Three of the subscales were negatively correlated with the overall confidence 

change (Closed-mindedness r=--20, E=.03 1-tailed; preference for order r=-.19, p=.04 I-

tailed; and predictability i^-. 18, p=.04 1-tailed). Scoring highly on these three subscales 

is theoretically consistent with scoring highly on the NFCS. The overall confidence 
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change dependent variable was the one variable that was significantly correlated with the 

o\'eraIl NFCS score (the high NFC participants changed confidence less than the low 

NFC participants). 

Discussion 

Need for closure had poor predictive ability in determining the choice of 

strategies of the participants in the mediation task. The only hypothesis in this study that 

was supported was that the high (versus low) NFC participants would experience less 

confidence change over the course of the mediation. This truncated confidence change is 

consistent with the freezing component of need for closure. Once the high NFC 

participants made tiieir estimates about their confidence in their ability to solve the 

dispute, they did not experience as much of a reduction in confidence as a result of the 

negative feedback about the success of their chosen strategies. 

The fact that this freezing occurred at a lower level of confidence for the high 

NFC mediators than the low NFC mediators is inconsistent with the literature on 

confidence and need for closure. One possible explanation for this is, as Kmglanski et al. 

(1991) reported, that the seizing process only occurs after a fairly confident hypothesis 

has been reached. The high NFC mediators in this study may have realized that they were 

not confident in their ability to solve an unfamiliar task, and therefore did not seize on 

any strategy, but still engaged in the freezing process with regard to tiieir confidence in 

their abilities to solve the dispute. 
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The lack of any significant relationships between need for closure and the 

strategies is consistent with this interpretation as well. Task complexity has not been 

directly investigated in previous studies on NFC. 

The overall constmct of need for closure did not demonstrate good predictive 

abilitv' for the choices of sfrategies and the failure to hypothesis test. Several of the 

subscales of the NFCS, most notably, the decisiveness subscale, were significantly 

correlated with the use of the pressing sfrategy, and this was a major prediction for Study 

1. This result has implications for the use of the NFCS scale, which is an issue discussed 

in the General Discussion (Chapter IV). The use of a single, aggregate NFCS score might 

mask important differences that the use of the subscales individually would not. Study 2 

tums to other issues related to individual differences in NFC and mediation. 
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Table 1 

Issue Schedules of tiie New York and Boston Managers 

Cut-Off Money 
Proposal Points 

New York Issue Schedule 
A 

B 

C 
D 
E 
F 

G 
H 
I 

120 

105 
90 
75 
60 
45 
30 
15 

0 

Boston Issue Schedule 
A 

B 

C 
D 
E 

F 

G 
H 
I 

0 
5 
10 

15 
20 

25 
30 
35 
40 

Number of Years 
Proposal 

A 

B 

C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 

A 
B 

C 
D 
E 

F 
G 
H 
I 

Points 

80 
70 

60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 

0 
10 
20 

30 
40 
50 
60 

70 
80 

Proposal 

A 
B 

C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 

Promotion 

Points 

40 

35 
30 
25 
20 
15 
10 
5 
0 

0 
15 
30 

45 
60 
75 
90 
105 
120 
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Table 2 

Mediator Messages 

Message Type 
01 If you agree, I'll fransfer some new accounts to your region. (C) 

02 Agree to tiie other's proposal, and 1 will see to it that you get promoted.(C) 

03 Agree, and I will arrange for that new office fiimiture that you wanted. (C) 

04 Agree, and I will see to it that you get a raise. (C) 

05 Agree, and you can attend that "business convention" in Hawaii. (C) 

06 You should try to seethe other's point of view. (I) 

07 Let's try to come up with something mutually acceptable. (I) 

08 You should be direct and honest with one another. (I) 

09 I am trying to consider both of your needs in my recommendation. (I) 

10 Let's find a creative solution that makes everyone happy. (I) 

11 I really don't know what to say or suggest to you. (N) 

12 Maybe I'll have a recommendation for you later. (N) 

13 I'm keeping out of this for now. (N) 

14 I think you can work this out yourselves. (N) 

15 You seem to know what you are doing, so I will keep quiet for now. (N) 

16 You are greedy little suckers; give something up. (P) 

17 You are too stubbom - you better make more concessions. (P) 

18 You better reach an agreement or you will get fired. (P) 

19 There is hardly any time left to negotiate. (P) 

20 The more time we spend, the costiier it's going to be. (P) 

Note: C = Compensating, I = hitegrating, N = Inaction, P = Pressing) 
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Table 3 

Mean Number of Uses of tiie Four Strategies by Need for Closure 

Integration Compensation Pressing Inaction 

High NFC 1.76 1.60 1.64 1.00 

Low NFC 2.43 L34 L45 0-77 
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Table 4 

Mean Confidence and Efficacy Confidence Ratings at Each Point 

Low NFC High NFC 

Report Time Confidence l:lYicacv Confidence Confidence Efficacy Confidence 

Initial 4.25 4.09 3.95 4.15 

After 2 Rounds 3.77 4.05 3.71 3.76 

After 4 Rounds 3.60 3.60 3.54 3.71 

Final 

Change 

3.27 

-0.98 

3.39 3.36 

-0.60 

3.45 
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Table 5 

Correlation Mafrix of Confidence and Efficacy Confidence 

Confl Conn Conf2 Confl̂  ConfEl Confl:-! Conm2 ConfEF ConfChg 

Confl 

Confl .663 — 

Conf2 .345 .585 — 

Conff̂  .229 .414 .681 — 

ConfEl .663 .610 .301 .290 

ConfEl .579 .679 .493 .312 .679 

ConfE2 .330 .476 .782 .574 .379 .552 

ConfEF .285 .384 .600 .877 .312 .396 .703 

ConfChg -.502 -.101 .353 .697 -.201 -.100 .276 .564 

Note: 

Confl = mean initial confidence rating, Confl - mean confidence rating after 2 rounds of 
mediation, Conf2 = mean confidence rating after 4 rounds of mediation, ConfF = mean 
final confidence rating, ConfEl = mean initial efficacy confidence rating, ConfEl = mean 
efficacy confidence rating after 2 rounds of mediation, ConfE2 = mean efficacy 
confidence rating after 4 rounds of mediation, ConfEF = mean final efficacy confidence 
rating, and ConfChg = mean overall confidence change. 
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Table 6 

Correlation Matrix of the Strategies Used in Study 1 

Integrate Compensate Pressing Inaction 

Integrate 

Compensate -.460** 

Pressing -.467** .140 

Inaction -.256* -.392** -.266* — 

* Significant at p=.05 
** Significant at p=.01 
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3.00 
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Figure 2 

Mean Confidence Estimate as a Function of NFC and Round of Estimate 
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CHAPTER 111 

MAIL-OUT SURVEY WITH PRACTICING MEDIATORS 

Until recently, research in mediation from the law perspective has not typically 

been guided by a theory of mediator behavior. Research tended to be descriptive rather 

than predictive. Two models of mediation have been dominant in law and psychology. 

Riskin's Grid (Riskin, 1996) has received tiie most theoretical and empirical interest from 

the law perspective. Camevale's (1986) Sfrategic-Choice Model (SCM) has been the 

dominant model in psychology. Riskin's Grid is a descriptive model of mediator styles 

and Camevale's (1986) SCM is more of a predictive model of what mediators should do. 

Riskin's Grid 

Riskin's Grid not only has been the target of theoretical discussion (e.g., Kovach 

&, Love, 1998; Love, 1997; Lowry, 2000), but is also a dominant model in the practice of 

mediation. For example, the model is a major component of mediator training in the 40 

hour fraining requirement for court-appointed mediators in Texas (SPAG, 2000). 

The model is based on two continua: (a) problem definition, and (b) role of the 

mediator. The problem definition component consists of the nature of the problems being 

addressed in the mediation. A narrow problem definition would involve analyzing how 

far apart the offers of the two parties in conflict are. If one is offering $30,000 and the 

other is offering $20,000 a mediator adopting a narrow problem definition would 

consider that difference in terms of a $10,000 difference. A broader problem definition 

might include information about why the parties are so far apart. 
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A broad problem might include the fact that there is animosity between the 

parties, and therefore an unwdllingness to make concessions. There could also be other 

issues, such as an ongoing business relationship, that might make the problem broader or 

more complex than settling on a dollar amount. If the parties need to continue to work 

together, a mediator might irv- to address the underlying concems about why there is a 

financial dispute, how to resolve that specific dispute and how to develop a program to 

address disputes in the future. The money might not be the central issue, but a result of 

some hostility or distmst. Mediators might act differently when addressing narrow 

problems versus broad problems. 

The second continuum in Riskin's Grid is the mediators' role. This concems the 

strategies and tactics that a mediator will use in an actual case to try to help the parties 

reach resolution. 

The continuum is anchored on one end by evaluation. Riskin stated that the 

evaluative end of the continuum is marked by assumptions by the mediator "that the 

participants want and need her to provide some guidance as to the appropriate grounds 

for settlement - based on law, industry practice or technology - and that she is qualified 

to give such guidance by virtue of her training, experience, and objectivity" (Riskin, 

1996, p. 24). When mediators evaluate, they may analyze the strengths and weaknesses 

of each party's case and provide an evaluation of each perspective based on the 

mediator's expertise or knowledge in that area. Often lawyers serve as mediators, 

providing an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the plaintiffs and defendant's 

cases from a legal point of view. They might highlight what has been considered a typical 
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outcome in trials in a specific court by providing a heuristic, or mle of thumb, of what 

juries tend to award in a specific region. 

Riskin (1996) defined the facilitative dimension as the assumption that 

.. the parties are intelligent, able to work with their counterparts, and 
capable of imderstanding their situations better than the mediator and, 
perhaps, better tiian tiieir lawyers.. .Thus, the facilitative mediator assumes 
that his principal mission is to clarify and to enhance communication 
between the parties in order to help tiiem decide what to do. (p. 24) 

Mediators who adopt a facilitative perspective try to help the parties through the process 

and to assist them to commimicate wdth each other and maybe reach an understanding, if 

not an agreement. 

Mediators either evaluate the parties' perspectives (evaluative) or help them work 

through the process (facilitative). An evaluative mediator relies on his or her own 

knowledge of the field and type of dispute (for example, personal injury, collective 

bargaining, or confract dispute) and provides information and evaluates each side's 

sfrengths and weaknesses based on that information. Facilitative mediators do not rely on 

specific subject matter expertise as much as on the expertise they have developed in 

mediation generally, and help the parties communicate, rather than evaluate positions. 

Based on these two continua, Riskin developed four mediator orientations: (a) 

evaluative-narrow, (b) evaluative-broad, (c) facilitative-narrow, and (d) facilitative-broad. 

Riskin commented that most mediators tend to have a default orientation that they 

generally work from, but mediators may use different orientations in different cases. This 

perspective is consistent with the earlier discussion of the contingent effectiveness of 

mediation. 
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The evaluative-narrow mediator will typically use the following tactics in 

mediation: (a) assess the strengths and weaknesses of each side's case, (b) predict 

outcomes of court or other processes, (c) propose position-based compromise 

agreements, or (d) urge or push the parties to settle or to accept a particular settlement 

proposal or range. Directive tactics would be common from a mediator with this 

orientation. 

The facilitative-narrow mediator will typically use other tactics: (a) ask questions, 

(b) help the parties develop their own narrow proposals, (c) help the parties exchange 

proposals, or (d) help the parties evaluate proposals. These tactics would be consistent 

with the contextual tactics characterized by Lim and Camevale (1990). 

The evaluative-broad mediator is characterized by the following tactics: (a) 

educate himself about underlying interests, (b) predict impact (on interests) of not 

settling, (c) develop and offer broad (interest-based) proposals, or (d) urge parties to 

accept the mediator's proposal or another proposal. 

Facilitative-broad mediators might engage in the following strategies: (a) help 

parties understand underlying interests, (b) help parties develop and propose broad, 

interest-based, options for settlement, or (c) help parties evaluate proposals. 

Riskin argued that his model can be used to match disputants witii mediators in 

order to efficaciously address a specific problem. For example, in some mediations, there 

will be no reason to delve into the underiying interests of the parties. In this case, an 

evaluative-narrow mediator could try to get the parties to just reach agreement. In other 

types of conflicts, evaluative-broad mediators might work better because the parties 
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would be more concemed wdth having their interests met without necessarily needing to 

reach an agreement on a dollar figure in short period of time. 

The model is useful for providing to mediators in training an understanding of 

what kinds of issues might arise in mediation. Also, the model describes the match 

between the nature of the conflict and the potential database of strategies and tactics that 

a mediator can draw from to reach the optimal outcome. That can be a quick settlement, 

or a long exercise in imcovering tmderlying interests or motives. 

The model also allows for empirical investigation. Researchers can test the effects 

of different mediator orientations on mediation outcome, disputant satisfaction, mediator 

characteristics associated with each style (for example, gender, primary occupation, age). 

The model, like Camevale's (1986) SCM, provides a framework for guiding and 

interpreting research and allows for hypothesis formation and testing. 

The second study in the present research tested both Camevale's (1986) SCM and 

Riskin's Grid in practicing mediators. The hypothesis of this study was that high (versus 

low) NFC mediators would place less emphasis on interests in mediations. The high NFC 

mediators would try to avoid increasing ambiguity by focusing on the positions in the 

mediations and, therefore, not be as interested in the underlying interests. 

Method 

Participants 

Because of the research question and the materials being used, the second study 

required a familiarity with mediation that introductory psychology students do not have. 
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Surveys were mailed out to 151 mediators on the roster of the South Plains Association 

of Governments (SPAG) Dispute Resolution Center (DRC). 

Materials 

Mediators received a packet of information consisting of a letter asking for their 

participation, the NFCS, and a survey consisting of demographics questions and 

questions about their mediation styles and habits (see Appendix L for the complete 

information packet). Participants were asked to report: (a) how many mediations they 

participated in last year, (b) how many mediations they have participated in since they 

began mediating, (c) their status as mediators (very active, active, former, or future), (d) 

the value that they generally place on interests, (e) their primary occupation, (f) their age 

range, (g) thefr sex, (h) whether or not they try to uncover interests when mediating. 

Participants were also asked to indicate how often (I=not at all often, 7=very often) they 

tended to make each of eight statements during mediations. These eight statements 

reflected the four Camevale strategies and the four Riskin styles. Participants were asked 

to report on their refrospective use of statements that were reflective of each of these 

styles, rather than to report on the effectiveness of any statement or to place a value on 

any statement. 

Procedure 

All mediators on the roster of the South Plains Association of Government 

Dispute Resolution Center were contacted by mail for participation. Gene Valentini, the 

director the SPAG DRC, consented to the use of the roster for this research and the letter 

49 



of introduction informed the participants of this. The packet the mediators received in the 

mail contained the consent fomi, demographic survey, and NFCS. They were asked to 

complete the materials and retum them to the experimenter in an included postage-paid 

en\ elope. There was no compensation for participation. 

Results 

Out of the 151 packets that were sent out, 53 were retumed for a response rate of 

35%. Research suggests tiiat this response rate is slightly better than average (Kasdin, 

Siegel, & Bass, 1990). Several of tiie 53 retumed packets were not included in the 

analyses because of missing or incomplete data. One survey was retumed completely 

blank and seven others were excluded because of incomplete data (e.g., respondent did 

not answer many of the NFCS items or did not answer several questions from the 

mediator survey). There were 45 surveys included in the analyses. Of these, 16 (35.56%) 

were from females and 29 (64.44%) were from males. The proportion of males and 

females in Study 2 was quite different than in Study 1 (65.12% were female and 34.88% 

were male in Study 1). 

Who the Mediators Are 

The SPAG DRC is a community mediation center and the mediators are not 

employees of the center. The mediators work on a case by case basis according to their 

availability. This leads to differences in the frequency of mediating. Some mediators 

handle cases very often while others mediate less frequently. The mediators were asked 

to report their status as mediators. The categories were Very Active mediator (10 or more 
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mediations in the last year). Active mediators (1-9 mediations in the past year). Former 

mediators (Used to mediate 10 or more cases per year, but not active now), and Future 

mediators (Have completed tt-aining but have not yet completed 10 mediations). The 

breakdown of tiie mediators by mediator status was: (a) 17 Very Active mediators 

(37.78%), (b) 17 Active mediators (37.78%), (c) 6 Former mediators (13.33%), and (d) 5 

Future mediators (11.11%). 

There was a difference in mediation experience associated with the NFCS raw 

score. There was no significant correlation, r=-.15, E= .34 (2-tailed) between estimated 

number of mediations in the previous year and NFCS score, but there was a significant 

correlation, r=-.24, £=.02 (2-tailed) between the total number of mediations and NFCS 

score. The low NFC mediators reported mediating more cases overall than the high NFC 

group did. 

The research on NFC has found no correlation between sex and NFC. The lack of 

a sex difference in NFC is well supported (e.g., Kmglanski & Webster, 1996). There was 

not a significant correlation between sex and NFCS score in the computer simulation 

study (Study I), r=-.04, p=.68 (2 tailed), and one interesting result from Study 2 was the 

Pearson product-moment correlation between NFCS score and sex that approached 

significance, r=.26,2=-09 (2-tailed). 

Test of Hypothesis 

The hypothesis for this study was that high (versus low) NFC mediators would 

place a higher emphasis on interests. This was not supported. There were no significant 

correlations between any of the mediator characteristics and the importance placed on 
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interests (all p values of the Pearson product-moment correlations were above .32). This 

could be due, in part, to tiie emphasis that the mediation training places on uncovering 

interests, tiius creating ceiling effects, where everyone is rating interests highly. The 

average rating of value placed on interests for the low NFC mediators was 5.52 (standard 

deviation=l .07) and for the high NFC mediators was 5.31 (standard deviation=l .02). The 

direction was as predicted, but tiie difference was not significant (t=.66, p=.51). A larger 

sample size (n=21 per condition after the median split) might have more power to detect 

differences in emphasis on interests. 

NFC, Sfrategy, and Mediator Style 

There were no significant correlations between NFCS score, sex, mediator status 

or lawyer status and any of the four sfrategies identified by Camevale (inaction, pressing, 

integrating, or compensating). All 2 values of the Pearson product-moment correlations 

were above .15. There were no significant correlations between mediation experience and 

these four sfrategies either. A marginally significant relationship was found between total 

number of mediations conducted and the strategy of pressing [r=-26, p=.08 (2-tailed)]. 

More mediation experience was associated with a higher likelihood of using the pressing 

sfrategy. Other than that one correlation, the other p values were all above .II. 

There were no significant correlations between NFCS score, sex, or mediator 

status and any of the four mediation styles identified be Riskin (evaluative, facilitative, 

narrow, broad). There was a significant correlation between lawyer status and the 

evaluative perspective however [r=.37, p=.01 (2-tailed)]. The correlation between sex and 

facilitative style approached significance (r=-.28, E=-06 2-tailed). Females were 
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marginally more facilitative than males (M=4.75 for females and M=3.72 for males; 

t=1.90,E=.06). 

The correlation between age group and narrow focus approached significance. 

The >ounger the mediators, the higher the reported likelihood of taking a narrow 

approach (r=-.28, E=.06 [2-tailed]). 

As with Study 1, an analysis was conducted to determine the pattem of mediation 

sfrategies emplo>ed by the mediators. This study also included an analysis of the 

mediation styles identified by Riskin (1996). Significant correlations were found between 

broad focus and evaluative style (r=.32, E=.04 [2-tailed]) and broad focus and facilitative 

stvie (r=.40, p=.01 [2-tailed]). The participants who reported taking a broad focus rated 

both evaluative and facilitative styles highly. 

The only significant correlation between the four mediator strategies was between 

inaction and integration [r=.36, E=.02 (2-tailed)]. Participants who reported using the 

strategy of integration also tended to use inaction. Other than this association, mediators 

did not show any general tendencies towards pairing strategies together or keeping them 

separate. There were no associations or pattems in the use of strategies by the practicing 

mediators. 

A comparison of the mean reported use of each of the four Camevale sfrategies in 

Study 2 (see Table 7) indicated that the integration and inaction strategies were the 

favorites, while the compensation and pressing strategies were rarely used. 

Several significant correlations exist between the Camevale strategies and the 

Riskin styles (see Table 8 for the correlation matrix of these variables). The facilitative 

style was not significantly correlated with any of the four strategies while the evaluative 
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style was positively correlated with all of the strategies except pressing. Both the narrow 

and broad foci respectively were positively correlated with the integration strategy [r=.37, 

E=.01 (2-tailed) and r=.36, E = . 0 1 5 (2-tailed)]. An interpretation of mediator behavior as 

eclectic is supported by the data. There does not appear to be a single, overriding pattern 

of sfrategies and tactics that is employed by the mediators. 

NFCS Subscales 

Two subscales were significantly correlated with the emphasis placed on interests. 

All correlations from Study 2 are based on N=45. A high preference for order was 

associated with placing a high value on uncovering interests in the mediation (r=.27, 

2=.04 1-tailed). Higher scores on the closed-minded subscale were associated with 

placing less emphasis on interests (r=-.25, p=.05 I-tailed). As in Study 1, high 

decisiveness subscale scores were associated with higher reports of using the pressing 

strategy (r=.32, E= .02 1-tailed). 

Two of the subscales were negatively correlated with the facilitative perspective. 

Valuing predictability (r=-.27, E= .04 1-tailed) and disliking ambiguity (r=-.32, E=.02 I-

tailed) were associated with lower use of the facilitative style of mediation. Males tended 

to be the mediators who valued predictability (r=.38, p=.OI 2-tailed) and disliked 

ambiguity (r=.32, p=.03 2-tailed). 

Discussion 

Consistent with Study 1, there was a significant correlation between the 

decisiveness subscale and the pressing strategy. More decisive mediators tend to employ 
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the pressing sfrategy more than mediators who are less decisive. This is true of both 

inexperienced mediators (Study 1) and practicing mediators (Study 2). 

One possible interpretation for the result that mediators who adopt a broad focus 

had high ratings for both the evaluative and facilitative styles is that mediators who adopt 

a broad perspecti\e are open to all styles; they take a more eclectic approach to 

mediation. While the interpretation is consistent with the styles, further research must be 

done to examine the validity of the claim. Mediation research could test broad and 

narrow mediators' actual use of sfrategies over several different mediations to determine 

the actual use of sfrategies. Research could directly asses how eclectic the mediators' 

styles are. 

A broad mediator takes in more information about the nature of the dispute and 

analyzes the conflict differently than a narrowly focused mediator. This assertion should 

also be tested empirically. Mediators could be tested for how much information they 

actually use in determining their choices of sfrategies and how they interpret different 

types of conflicts in mediation. 

Lawyers were significantly more likely to report taking an evaluative style into a 

mediation. This is very consistent with the literature and the sample population. Lawyers 

at SPAG are more likely than mediators of other occupations to have the opportunity to 

evaluate (civil lawsuits provide opportunity for lawyers to evaluate). Since the correlation 

between lawyer status and facilitative is not significant, one conclusion that is consistent 

with the data is that while both lawyers and non-lawyers facilitate in mediations, only the 

lawyers tend to evaluate. 
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The absence of any clear pattern of mediation strategies or styles could be 

interpreted as supporting the assertion that mediation is an eclectic process. Mediators 

may use different types of strategies in different types of conflicts, and this may have 

resulted the lack of any single, overriding pattem of mediator behavior. A second 

explanation is that the materials did not sufficiently access the mediators' behavior 

pattems. The>' were only asked to rate one statement for their use of each of the eight 

strategies and st\ les. The single statements might not have been sensitive enough to 

contractual mediation practice. 
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Table 7 

Mean Use of the Camevale 

NFC Integrate 

High 4.81 

Low 3.95 

Strategies in Study 2 

Compensate 

1.71 

1.48 

Pressing 

1.90 

1.90 

Inaction 

3.38 

2.81 
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CHAPTER IV 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The present studies do not clearly support a role of need for closure in selection of 

mediation strategies. High (versus low) NFC mediators in both studies did not act in a 

manner consistent with the predictions based on the need for closure constmct. There is 

no evidence that epistemic seizing and freezing occurred in these two studies. 

One potential problem wdth these studies is that the context (i.e., mediation) might 

have produced situationally induced needs for closure that overrode dispositional 

pressures. For example, in Study 1 there was an implied time pressure. Participants 

signed up for a one hour experiment, so there was a finite time limit but the study did not 

assess the motivational demands of this time limit. With Study 2, practicing mediators 

were asked to report how often they generally used the different strategies. The 

community mediation center context provides demands for both validity and time. The 

parties in the mediations are frequently represented by attomeys who charge an hourly 

fee. The longer the mediation runs, the greater expense to the parties involved. Often, the 

failure to reach consensus can be costlier than attomey's fees. If the case is not settled in 

mediation, the parties might end up in a trial. The attomey's fees and negative publicity 

of a trial are financially greater than an extra hour or two in a mediation. The result of 

these factors is that there is pressure placed on mediators to function effectively to reduce 

the conflict (high validity) and to do so quickly (high time pressure). This situation 

produces competing drives for closure. This competition is not the only aspect of the 

research that is relevant. 
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The basic research in NFC has not attempted to determine under what specific 

conditions the disposition will be a more important determinant than the situation. Need 

for closure research has clearly demonsfrated that situational demands can counteract the 

dispositional tendencies for high or low NFC, but the research has not cleariy identified 

the delineation point between the influence of the situation and the disposition. The 

debate between situations and dispositions appears in many areas of social psychology 

(e.g., Ross & Nisbett, 1991). Motivation researchers need to consider the situational 

demands when treating tiie NFC constmct as a dispositional tendency. 

One possible explanation for the difference in the use of the Camevale strategies 

between the two studies is that Study 1 (computer simulation) measured the actual, 

present use of sfrategies and Study 2 (mail out survey) measured self reported/>a5r use of 

strategies. The practicing mediators may have reported usage pattems that differed from 

thefr actual practice. The practicing mediators might also misremember what strategies 

they actually used. A third possible way that live decisions might differ from 

refrospective judgments is that the judgments allow for the introduction of reporting bias. 

The present research highlighted one shortcoming in the need for closure 

research: the relation between task complexity and confidence. Complex tasks might lead 

to quicker seizing on strategies or plans because they do not contain the element of 

having to predict performance in a domain not previously experienced. As a person gains 

experience in a domain, his or her confidence about fiinctioning within that domain 

should increase. The first time a person enters a situation, confidence about one's abilities 

to function in that domain should be low because the person does not know what skills 

will be necessary or relevant. 
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As complexity decreases, confidence should increase. The person has learned 

what skills he or she possesses that are relevant to that domain and that knowledge should 

increase the person's confidence. If a person knows what skills have worked before in 

that domain, that person no longer has to evaluate the repertoire of skills that could be 

used to sohe problems tiiat might arise. The seizing and freezing of knowledge could be 

based on the confidence that has developed as a result of solving similar problems within 

that specific domain. Much of the work on confidence and NFC has manipulated 

confidence by, for example, manipulating the number of altematives from which to 

select. A simulated mediation is far more complex (in terms of number of decisions to be 

made, implications of those decisions, feedback about the success or failure of those 

decisions, etc.) than comparing sample pictures to an initial target stimulus. Other 

research has investigated the effects of NFC on initial confidence, but did not factor in 

the familiarity of the task to the participants. 

The overall score on the NFCS was not significantly correlated with the pressing 

strategy in either study, as was hypothesized, but the presence of significant correlations 

between the decisiveness subscale and pressing strategy in both studies merits further 

empirical investigation. There clearly is a relationship between aspects of need for 

closure and individual mediator behavior, even if there were no associations with the 

overall NFC constmct. 

An issue that has been raised in the literature is whether to treat scores on the 

NFCS as a single, aggregate score or to use scores from the subscales of the NFCS 

independently. The present research clearly supports the argument that using a single 

NFCS score does in fact mask important differences in fimctioning as a result of-
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epistemic motivation. An hypothesis of the studies was that mediators who were high in 

NFC would use the pressing strategy more than low NFC mediators because it allowed 

tor more directed negotiations. Decisiveness matched this hypothesis in both studies. 

There may be aspects of need for closure that affect the epistemic motivation, as in this 

case. Although not significant, the direction of the relationship between decisiveness and 

integration was consistent with predictions in both studies. 

One important finding of the present research is the discrepancy between the 

participants in the two studies in the use of the four strategies. A possible explanation 

might lie in the type of mediation in the studies. The mediators in Study 2 were selected 

from a community mediation center that primarily handles civil litigation and family 

issues such as divorce. The mediators are almost exclusively contractual, and therefore 

lack any source of compensation for concessions or any viable threat of punishment. The 

inability to reward or punish may be responsible for the low reported use of the 

compensation and pressing strategies by the practicing mediators relative to the 

Infroductory Psychology students, who were participating in an emergent mediation task. 

Mediators' strategies are not just based on the nature of the conflict, but the nature 

of the relationship with the parties. Obviously, a mediator carmot threaten punishment or 

promise rewards if he or she is not in a position to follow through on those promises. The 

Introductory Psychology students were engaged in a computer simulation of an emergent 

mediation (they were an employee of the same company as the two managers in conflict) 

and the mediators at the SPAG DRC primarily serve as contractual mediators. 

Differences between the two studies could be due to mediation experience (task 

complexity) or to the type of mediation. 
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The present research tested both basic effects of need for closure and the applied 

process of mediation. The research does lend support to the perspective that mediators do 

function eclectically. There was not a single sfrategy or style of mediation that was 

demonsfrated to be dominantly used. The research also provides fuel to the debate over 

freating NFCS scores as single aggregate scores or to use the scores from the five 

subscales independently. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXTENDED LITERATURE REVIEW 

When an individual reaches a decision on a judgmental task, that person does not 

necessarily discover the correct answer, but believes that he or she has discovered the 

correct answer. Reaching a conclusion or making a decision involves reaching a level of 

confidence in one's selected altemative that satisfies the individual, or has taxed the 

individual's motivation to continue to search for a satisfactory answer. Due to the 

importance of many decisions, for example, to invest money in Company A or Company 

B, to tmst a recently met person or not, or to select the prospective faculty member who 

would be the best fit for the department, understanding the process of reaching a 

conclusion and committing to that solution is particularly useful and beneficial. 

People do not always, or even often, follow a rational-choice model of decision 

making (Allwood & Granhag, 1999). People do not always apply the mles of logic to 

reach thefr decisions. Decision making in some situations would even be detrimental if it 

followed a completely logical pattem. For example, game strategists, military plaimers, 

negotiators, and others need to be somewhat unpredictable to capitalize on their own 

strategies and advantages to outmatch an opponent. 

Decision makers do not always possess all of the relevant information that they 

would need to reach an ideal solution. The domain of stereotyping and prejudice is one 

that involves people who make judgments on incomplete information. This has lead to 

financial and social consequences that can be far-ranging. When forming a first 

impression of someone, social perceivers certainly lack a great deal of information that 
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would be necessary to make an accurate impression, but still the perceiver forms an 

impression (Gilbert, Pelham, & Kmll, 1988). Even when all of the necessary information 

is available, decision makers often lack the sfrategies for recovering that information 

from the people who have the necessary information. 

The hidden profile paradigm developed by Stasser and Stewart (1992) 

demonsfrates this deficit. In a hidden profile task, all of the necessary information is 

distributed between members of a group. A certain amount of information is presented to 

each member of the group. Each member of the group possesses certain items that other 

members do not. The group discussion tends to focus on the information that all group 

members share. Frequentiy decisions are reached without the benefit of discussion of all 

the relevant information. 

There are also motivational issues that might lead perceivers to make less than 

ideal decisions. Need for Closure is one possible motivation variable that would affect the 

decision making process. Mediation provides a context within which to study the 

decision making process. 

Parties will try to resolve their own disputes, but often fail for various reasons. 

When parties feel that they cannot solve the dispute on their own, they tum to mediation. 

In some cases, people with power over the conflicting parties request them to seek 

mediation. Mediators usually become involved in the process only after attempts at 

conflict resolution between the two disputing parties have failed (Camevale & Pmitt, 

1992). 

Mediation is the process in which a neutral third party tries to assist two disputing 

parties to reach a conclusion to that conflict with which both parties will comply. A 
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mediator helps the parties in conflict to resolve the conflicts on their own. Mediators 

typically do not have emy power over the parties but work to facilitate the dispute 

resolution process through an arsenal of strategies, tactics, and techniques (For a 

discussion of mediators with power over the parties, see Conlon, Camevale, & 

Mumighan, 1994; or Harris & Camevale, 1990). 

Mediation is being used in the fraditional domains, such as labor-relations and 

intemational relations, medical malpractice conflicts, as well as domains like divorce and 

other types of family conflicts (Kressel & Pmitt, 1985). Mediation is being employed in 

community dispute resolution centers to resolve conflicts between land-lords and tenants, 

neighbors, and a growing number of civil suits. For example, in Lubbock County, Texas, 

most civil lawsuits filed are referred to mediation by the courts before the court will hear 

tiie case (SPAG, 2000). 

Research on Mediation 

With the increasing frequency of mediation and the importance of reducing 

interpersonal conflict, understanding the process of mediation becomes even more 

important than before. Mediation is being used to help resolve disputes, as well as to try 

to reduce the case load of the court system. Research interest in mediation has increased 

along with the use of mediation. In 1985, Pmitt and Kressel noted that research and 

theorizing in mediation had grown in the prior 20 years with an upsurge that has 

continued. 
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Process of Mediation 

Pmitt and Camevale (1993) identified two types of mediation: contractual and 

emergent. Confractual mediation involves a professional mediator working "within a set 

mles and guidelines that have been previously established by the community" (p. 165). 

An example of this is community conflict centers, where residents can contract 

professional mediators to help resolve disputes between family members, between 

tenants and land-lords, car repair shops and consumers. 

Emergent mediation consists of a third party who "has an ongoing relationship 

with the disputants, and is an interested party who emerges from the organization or 

system in which the dispute has occurred" (p. 166). Examples of this are managers 

settling disputes between employees and nations helping to mediate conflicts between 

other nations. In emergent mediation, there is a greater chance of mediator goals and 

biases influencing the process and/or outcome of the mediation because of the fact that 

there is a pre-existing relationship between the parties (Pmitt & Camevale, 1993). 

Managers might consider the contributions of one employee more valuable than the 

contributions of the other employee in conflict. A national leader mediating a dispute 

between two other nations might have a stronger relationship with one of the two nations. 

The existing relationships do not imply that there will be bias, but those relationships 

increase the chances that there will be favoritism, compared with contractual mediation 

where the mediator has very little knowledge about either party. 

Both contractual and emergent mediators need to sort through the positions and 

interests of the parties. Positions are the stated demands that a party makes. Interests are 

the reasons underlying those positions. A position might be "I want $10,000 by next 

73 



Tuesday" and the interest is that there are outstanding medical bills and the party does not 

want to be late on payments because she views herself as a responsible person that takes 

responsibilities for her debts. Disputants commonly state their positions, but frequently 

do not make all of tiieir interests public. For example, if that party needed the $10,000 on 

Tuesday to pay a debt from illegal gambling rather than medical bills, she probably 

would not want to share that information. 

Within the process of both contractual and emergent mediation, there exist 

strategies and tactics that are used to facilitate dispute resolution. Tactics are specific 

techniques that mediators will use to solve a specific problem whereas strategies are 

clusters of tactics, or a mental set for guiding mediators. Several tactics could be 

subsumed by a sfrategy. 

Bercovitch and Houston (1993) distinguished between strategy and tactics as 

follows: sfrategy is "an overall plan, approach or method a mediator has for resolving a 

dispute..." (p. 303) and tactics are "the behavioral manifestations of various strategies; 

the operational and observable behaviors that cheiracterize each strategy" (p. 303). For 

example, a strategy would be 'To problem solve' and tactics would involve getting the 

parties to 'see the other side's point of view' or to 'try to find a creative solution.' The 

main difference between the two is the level of specificity (Camevale, Putnam, Conlon, 

& O'Connor, 1991). 

Over 100 mediator tactics have been identified (Wall, 1981; Wall & Lynn, 1992). 

Although all of these tactics may be useftil in mediating specific cases, according to 

Pmitt and Camevale (1993), the most important tactic overall is establishing tmst. 

Establishing tmst in the mediator is an important component of mediation because the 
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efficacy of many of the other sfrategies is based on whether or nor not the parties tmst 

that mediator is making suggestions that should be followed. Tmst is commonly 

established by developing a rapport with the negotiators by providing relevant, personal 

stories. 

Another common mediator tactic is controlling the communication process. Many 

of the sfrategies identified relate to communication. Mediators will get the parties to 

communicate in ways that they have not done so before. Communication is essential in 

joint sessions, where all parties are present, and in caucuses, where a mediator will meet 

separately with each of the parties in the conflict. In caucus, the mediator can identify 

areas of importance for each party while allowdng the parties to keep their priorities secret 

from the other party. Parties also have the opportunity to vent about fhisfrations without 

aggravating the other party. Caucusing is typically done in cases where there is hostility 

between the parties and there seems to be little joint problem solving (Pmitt & Camevale, 

1993). 

Not all tactics will be effective in solving all disputes (Camevale et al., 1991). 

One reason is that the tactics might be contingent upon the dispute. A dispute that 

involves high hostility between the parties will best be solved by different sfrategies than 

a dispute involving low hostility (Lim & Camevale, 1990). 

Camevale and Pegnetter (1985) studied contingencies in mediation of public 

sector cases to determine if there were differences in effectiveness of sfrategies across 

dispute situations. They found a relationship between the sources of conflict and the 

tactics mediators used, indicating that practicing mediators did use different tactics to 

solve different types of problems. For example, if one of the sources of conflict in the 
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mediation was that the bargainers expected too much, mediators were more likely to use 

the tactic of trying to change these expectations or point out the unrealistic nature of the 

expectations. If unrealistic expectations did not comprise one of the conflict issues, 

mediators did not use tactics designed to chamge expectations. 

Models of Mediation 

Research in mediation from the law perspective has not typically been guided by 

a theory of mediator behavior until recently. Research tended to be descriptive rather than 

predictive. Two models of mediation have been dominant in law and psychology. 

Riskin's Grid (1996) has received the most interest and application from the law 

perspective and Camevale's (1986) Sfrategic-Choice Model (SCM) has been the 

dominant model in psychology. Riskin's Grid is a descriptive model of mediator styles 

and Camevale's (1986) SCM is more of a predictive model of what mediators should do. 

A transformative perspective has also been developed that takes mediation beyond 

conflict resolution. 

Transformative Approach. Folger and Bush (1996) proposed a transformative 

perspective of mediation that involves empowerment of the parties and recognition of 

other perspectives by the parties rather than a problem solving perspective. Mediators 

should empower the parties, meaning "help them grow from a position of weakness 

characterized by conflision, fearfulness, and disorganization, to a position of sfrength" (p. 

264). The mediators should also help the parties lose a self-absorption that results from 

conflict by recognizing and taking the perspective of the other party. The argument is that 
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empowerment and recognition should have a higher priority than problem solving, not 

necessarily replace it. 

The model proposed by Antes, Hudson, Jorgensen, and Moen (1999), called the 

emergent focus model (EFM), was based on this tt-ansformative perspective. Instead of 

focusing on problem solving and tiie tasks used to guide that process, the EFM consists of 

five questions tiiat should be asked, not in sequence but throughout the mediation 

process. Those questions are: (a) "What are we doing here?", (b) "What is this about?", 

(c) "What is important to self?", (d) "What is important to other?", and (e) "What do we 

do?" (p. 293). Each question is cormected to the other questions and can arise at any point 

in the process and can occur any number of times. Each answer to a question is made in 

relation to the other questions as well. 

Antes et al. (1999) challenged the notion that mediation research and theory 

should follow a stage model, and instead proposed the EFM, which is consistent with the 

view of mediation as a transformative process. Their basic argument is that the actual 

practice of mediation is not consistent with the research on stage models. Stage models 

imply a linear sequence of events or steps that are followed that lead from introduction of 

the disputants to setting the stage, problem solving and then achieving an agreement with 

which the parties will be satisfied (Pmitt & Camevale, 1992). Folger and Bush (1996) 

proposed a reconceptualization of the mediation process, and Antes et al. (1999) 

developed a working model based on that reconceptualization. 

Antes et al. (1999) highlighted several anomalies that occur in practice that are 

inconsistent with theoretical stage models in mediation. These anomalies are: (a) 

"returning to previous stages," (b) "taking a different path," (c) "taking action invisible to 
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tiie mediator," (d) "mediators influencing substance as well as process," (e) "desiring 

different mediation outcomes," and (f) "good things happening even without agreement" 

(pp. 288-290). 

Mediators will sometimes retum to previous stages during the course of a 

mediation. They will not always follow a direct, linear path from introduction to 

agreement writing. They might also skip over certain stages during that progress. 

Frequentiy, just having a mediation session will lead the parties to be more interested in 

settling, or during the course of mediation the parties' goals or interests change. This 

frequenti>' occurs outside of the mediator's awareness. Antes et al. (1999) also noted that 

mediators do not just help the parties through the process but can also direct the 

substance of the mediation. This can happen, for example, by choosing the issues to focus 

on, and other agenda setting issues. Mediators are often faced with parties that ask them 

what a good agreement might be. A mediator might have a different conception of the 

value of different components (e.g., money, apology, respect, etc.) of a mediation 

agreement than the parties. Finally, mediators often focus on reaching an agreement in 

the mediation. This is not the only valuable outcome of a mediation, according to Antes 

etal. (1999). 

None of these anomalies are really very problematic for stage models. The stage 

models do not try to account for the exact proceedings of every mediation case, but 

provide a general framework, or schema, for a typical mediation. These anomalies 

provide more of a limit to the stage models than a real challenge to them. Wall and Stark 

(1996) suggested a research methodology that includes information about timing of 
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strategies and tactics. Their concern was more about the interaction of strategies based on 

the timing of each rather than a stage model. 

Stage models provide the phases of mediation during which certain activities 

generally occur. Wall and Stark (1996) argued in favor of research that investigated the 

timing and interaction of sfrategies, rather than the phases during which those strategies 

typically occurred. This also is not a direct challenge to stage models, but rather provides 

a suggested supplement to them. 

Antes et al. (1999) argued that mediators should no longer be considered "stage 

coaches" (p. 296) but should take every opportunity to help the parties grow by 

uncovering the nature of the conflict. Stage models of mediation are not critically 

challenged by this perspective. There is no empirical evidence cited to support the 

contention that mediators do not follow a sequence of stages other than the speculation of 

the authors. In addition, the anomalies highlighted in the article are not serious challenges 

that need to be addressed by stage model research or theory. There may be limitations to 

how completely stage models can map the mediation process, since each case is 

somewhat different and each mediator is different. The dominant model of mediator 

behavior in practice now from a law perspective is Riskin's Grid (Riskin, 1996). 

Riskin's Grid. Riskin's Grid not only has been the target of theoretical discussion 

(e.g., Love, 1997; Kovach & Love, 1998; Lowry, 2000), but is also a dominant model in 

the practice of mediation. For example, the model is a major component of mediator 

training in the 40 hour training requirement for court-appointed mediators in Texas 

(SPAG, 2000). 
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The model is based on two continua: (a) problem definition, and (b) role of 

mediator. The problem definition component consists of the nature of the problems being 

addressed in the mediation. A narrow problem definition would be looking simply at how 

far apart the offers of the two parties in conflict are. If one is offering $30,000 and the 

other is offering $20,000 a mediator adopting a narrow problem definition would analyze 

tiiat difference and see the problem in terms of a $10,000 difference. A broader problem 

definition might include information about why the parties are so far apart. 

A broad problem might include the fact that there is animosity between the 

parties, and therefore an unwillingness to make concessions. There could also be other 

issues, such as an ongoing business relationship, that might make the problem broader or 

more complex than settling on a dollar amount. If the parties need to continue to work 

together, a mediator might try to address the underlying concems about why there is a 

financial dispute, how to resolve that specific dispute and how to develop a program to 

address disputes in the fiiture. The money might not be the issue, but a result of some 

hostility or distmst. Mediators might act differently when addressing narrow problems 

versus broad problems. 

The second continuum in Riskin's Grid is about the mediators' role. This 

concems the strategies and tactics that a mediator will use in an actual case to try to help 

the parties reach resolution. 

The continuum is anchored on one end by evaluation. Riskin defined the 

evaluative end of the continuum as assumptions by the mediator "that the participants 

want and need her to provide some guidance as to the appropriate grounds for settlement 

- based on law, industry practice or technology - and that she is qualified to give such 
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guidance by virtue of her fraining, experience, and objectivity" (Riskin, 1996, p. 24). 

When evaluating, mediators may analyze the strengths and weaknesses of each party's 

case and provide an evaluation of each perspective based on the mediator's expertise or 

knowledge in that area. Often lawyers serve as mediators, providing an analysis of the 

sfrengths and weaknesses of the plaintiffs and defendant's cases from a legal point of 

view. They might highlight what has been considered a typical outcome in trials in a 

specific court by providing a heuristic, or mle of thumb, of what juries tend to award in a 

specific region. 

Riskin defined facilitative as the assumption 

.. .that the parties are intelligent, able to work with their counterparts, and 
capable of understanding their situations better than the mediator and, 
perhaps, better than their lawyers.. .Thus, the facilitative mediator assumes 
that his principal mission is to clarify and to enhance communication 
between the parties in order to help them decide what to do. (p. 24) 

Mediators who adopt a facilitative perspective will try to help the parties through the 

process and to assist them to communicate with each other and maybe reach an 

understanding, if not an agreement. 

Mediators either evaluate the parties' perspectives (evaluative) or help them work 

through the process (facilitative). A facilitative mediator will rely on his or her own 

knowledge of the field and type of dispute (for example personal injury, collective 

bargaining, or confract dispute) and provide information and evaluate each side's 

sfrengths and weaknesses based on that information. Facilitative mediators do not rely on 

specific subject matter expertise as much as on the expertise they have developed in 

mediation generally and help the parties communicate, rather than evaluate positions. 
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Based on these two continuums, Riskin developed four mediator orientations, 

which are identified in the Mediator Classification Index (MCI) (Krivis & McAdoo, 

1997): (a) evaluative-narrow, (b) evaluative-broad, (c) facilitative-narrow, and (d) 

facilitative-broad. Riskin commented that most mediators tend to have a default 

orientation that they generally work from, but mediators may use different orientations in 

different cases. This perspective is consistent with the earlier discussion of the contingent 

effecti^'eness of mediation. 

The evaluative-narrow mediator will typically use the following strategies in 

mediation: (a) assess the strengths and weaknesses of each side's case, (b) predict 

outcomes of court or other processes, (c) propose position-based compromise 

agreements, or (d) urge or push the parties to settle or to accept a particular settlement 

proposal or range. Directive tactics would be common from a mediator with this 

orientation. 

The facilitative-narrow mediator will typically use these strategies: (a) ask 

questions, (b) help the parties develop their ovyn narrow proposals, (c) help the parties 

exchange proposals, or (d) help the parties evaluate proposals. These would be consistent 

wdth the contextual tactics characterized by Lim and Camevale (1990). 

The evaluative-broad mediator is characterized by the following strategies: (a) 

educate himself about underlying interests, (b) predict impact (on interests) of not 

settling, (c) develop and offer broad (interest-based) proposals, or (d) urge parties to 

accept the mediator's or another proposal. 
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Facilitative-broad mediators might engage in the following strategies: (a) help 

parties imderstand underlying interests, (b) help parties develop and propose broad, 

interest-based, options for settlement, or (c) help parties evaluate proposals. 

Riskin argued that his model can be used to match disputants with mediators in 

order to efficaciously address a specific problem. For example, in some mediations, there 

will be no reason to delve into the underiying interests of the parties. In this case, an 

e\'aIuative-narrow mediator could try to get the parties to just reach agreement. In other 

tvpes of conflicts, evaluative-broad mediators might work better because the parties 

would be more concemed wdth having their interests met without necessarily needing to 

reach an agreement on a dollar figure in short period of time. 

The model is useful for providing to mediators in training an understanding of 

what kinds of issues might arise in mediation. Also, the model describes the match 

between the nature of the conflict and the potential database of strategies and tactics that 

a mediator can draw from to reach the optimal outcome. That can be a quick settlement, 

or a long exercise in uncovering underlying interests or motives. 

Love (e.g., Love, 1997; Kovach & Love, 1998) is credited with starting a debate 

over whether or not mediators should even evaluate. Many of the problems or issues in 

the debate focus on the definition of evaluation. An evaluative mediator might make his 

or her own evaluation of the value of a case and then, during the mediation, press the 

parties to negotiate towards that figure. Lowry (2000) argued that evaluation has its time 

and place, but is not always appropriate. There is also the issue of unlicensed practice of 

law. It is illegal for non-lawyers to practice law. Mediators often mn the risk of practicing 

law when evaluating cases and providing insight into questions of legal interpretations. 
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Evaluation of cases is more likely to cause problems with the unauthorized practice of 

law than facilitation. 

The model also allows for empirical investigation. Researchers can test the effects 

of different mediator orientations on mediation outcome, disputant satisfaction, mediator 

characteristics associated with each style (for example, gender, primary occupation, age). 

The model, like Camevale's (1986) Strategic-Choice Model, provides a framework for 

guiding and interpreting research and allows for hypothesis formation and testing. 

Strategic-Choice Model. Camevale (1986) developed the Strategic-Choice Model 

(SCM). also referred to as the Concem-Likelihood Model (CLM), of mediator behavior 

to account for the use of different sfrategies under different conditions. 

The model is based on two variables that interact to predict mediator behavior: (a) 

perceived common ground, and (b) the level of concem for the parties' aspirations (see 

Figure 1). A mediator's level of perceived common ground and concem for the parties' 

aspkations can be measured before the mediation begins, and at any time during the 

mediation. 

Perceived common ground is the mediator's perception of the likelihood that the 

parties will reach agreement (Camevale, 1986). It is the room for bargaining that each 

party possesses. Perceived common ground reflects possible agreements that would be 

acceptable to both parties. If one party cannot accept an offer that was below $1000 and 

the other party could not offer more than $500, then there would be very little perceived 

common ground. Common ground does not need to be financial. There could be political 

issues or issues, like damaged reputation, where there could be common ground outside 

of dollar figwes. 
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The second component of the model is the mediator's concern for the parties 

achieving their aspirations. This variable refers to the importance that the mediator places 

on having the disputants achieve their specific goals. If a mediator is highly concemed 

with both parties achieving their goals, they will compensate or integrate to try to find a 

win-win solution (Pmitt 8c Camevale, 1993). If the mediator is not particularly 

concemed, he or she will press them or leave them alone to solve the dispute on their 

own. The mediator has a more involved role when he or she is tmly concemed that the 

parties achieve their aspirations. 

With this model, researchers can predict in which sfrategy a mediator will engage 

by knowing whether the mediator is high or low on each of the variables. The model 

predicts four sfrategies: (a) problem solving, (b) compensation, (c) pressure, and (d) 

inaction. Problem solving, or integration, involves trying to discover a win-win situation 

that the parties may not have been able to identify. Compensation involves enticing 

concessions through the promising of rewards or benefits. Mediators can try to elicit 

concessions by offering something valued to the party that does not directly involve the 

competing party. Pressure involves the threat of punishment as a means of forcing 

concessions. In some cases, threatening to disclose to the public, the press, or other 

interested party a lack of involvement or willingness to make concessions by one party 

can be an incentive for that party to find some point to concede. When parties seem to be 

negotiating well on their own, the best thing that a mediator can do is to let them work 

wdthout interference. This is the strategy of inaction. 

Based on tiie SCM, Camevale and Henry (1989) developed three hypotheses for 

each strategy predicted by the model based on concem for aspirations, perceived 
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common groimd, and the interaction between the two. For example, they predicted that 

mediators will use pressing more "when they do no value the parties' aspirations than 

when they do..." (p. 483). Another hypothesis stated that mediators will choose inaction 

more "when they perceive that there is much common ground than when they perceive 

that there is little common ground" (p. 485). 

The authors tested the predictions of the model using a simulated mediation 

paradigm. Participants sat at computers where they were told that they would be 

randomly selected to be either the Boston office manager, the New York office manager 

or the product manager, who would be mediating the dispute between the Boston and 

New York managers. All participants actually served as product manager - mediators in a 

conflict over three issues. The computer ran a scripted conflict and the participants 

selected from a list of comments to make or made no comment at all. 

Pressing comments occurred most often when there were low concem for 

aspfrations (experimentally manipulated) and low perception of common ground (also 

manipulated). Compensating occurred most often with high concem for aspirations and 

low perceived common ground. Integrating occurred equally as often between high and 

low perceived common ground within the high level of concem manipulation. Integrating 

occurred least when participants had low concem for aspirations and high perceived 

common ground, with participants in the low concem for aspirations and low perceived 

common ground condition falling between. Inaction comments were made rarely and 

therefore there were no significant differences between conditions in the use of inaction. 

However, when the absence of messages was considered intentional inaction rather than a 
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lapse in attention or simple failure to send a message, the data were consistent with the 

model. 

The study provided partial support for the SCM, that predicted the choice of 

sfrategy. The model was able to predict pressing, compensating, and inaction (when the 

absence of a message was included as inaction), but was only partially able to predict 

compensating. 

Based on the model, the best outcome will occur if mediators account for the 

perceptions of common ground and factor in the level of concem for the parties' 

aspirations and choose a sfrategy based on the outcome of that assessment. The model 

addresses strategies, but does not specifically address the use of tactics. Mediators have a 

ntmiber of different tactics that they could use wdthin each of the strategies, but the model 

does not try to predict these tactics. 

Much of the research in mediation has investigated tactics, or the specific 

comments that mediators will make in the course of a mediation. These tactics might be 

reflective of certain sfrategies. The tactics are the comments that are actually made to the 

disputants. There have been attempts to develop an empirical classification of the tactics 

in relation to strategies. A classification could map the tactics onto sfrategies that they are 

believed to reflect. Lim and Camevale (1990) analyzed the tactics that were used by 

practicing mediators in recent cases. The article included several factor analyses of 

mediation tactics, sources of conflict, and mediation outcomes. 

Building on the work of Kressel and Pmitt (1989) who originally identified three 

classes of mediator tactics: (a) reflexive, (b) substantive, and (c) contextual. Lim and 

Camevale (1990) investigated these tactics, and stated that: 
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Reflexive tactics are designed to orient the mediators to the dispute and 
create a foundation for their future activities; substantive tactics deal 
directly with the issues in the dispute such as suggestions for settlement; 
and contextual tactics involve facilitating the dispute resolution process so 
that the parties themselves are able to discover an acceptable solution, (p. 
260) 

Lim and Camevale (1990) conducted factor analyses that resulted in the 

classification of 43 mediator tactics into one of six factors: (a) substantive/press, (b) 

reflexive, (c) contextual/tmst, (d) contextual/agenda, (e) substantive/face-saving, and (f) 

substantive/suggestions. Substantive/press tactics involved mediators taking an active 

role in trvdng to move a party off his or her position by trying to get the parties off their 

position, telling them they are being unrealistic, or trying to change their expectations. 

Reflexive tactics were those that helped the mediator maintain an atmosphere of 

cooperation. Contextual/tmst referred to tactics designed to get the parties to tmst each 

other or to tmst the mediator. Contextual/agenda tactics were categorized as those that the 

mediator used to set the priorities of the mediation. Substantive/face-saving tactics were 

used to help a party maintain a positive impression of him- or herself 

Substantive/suggestion tactics involved the mediator making comments that would not be 

dfrecting (like the substantive/press tactics), but offered a possible suggestion or area of 

compromise. 

In addition to conducting analyses on the tactics, the authors performed a factor 

analysis on reported sources of dispute that brought parties into mediation. The results of 

that analysis indicated the presence of five source factors: (a) hostility, (b) intemal party 

problems, (c) comparison problems, (d) resistance to mediation, and (e) single important 

issue. The sources of conflict variables consisted of problems like parties in hostility or 
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not imreceptive to the process (hostility), parties not being prepared to mediate either 

because of leadership problems or the absence of the authority to settle (intemal party 

problems), anchoring on comparison positions (comparison problems), not tmsting the 

mediator or too many issues involved to mediate (resistance to mediation), or having 

major issues or principles involved and at risk (single important issue). 

Lim and Camevale (1990) also analyzed the outcomes of mediations. The three 

highly related outcome factors that were reported were: (a) general settlement, (b) 

mediator outcomes, and (c) improved relationship. The outcome factors consisted of 

conditions like dispute settled, number of issues reduced, future optimism (general 

settlement), tmst in and satisfaction wdth the mediator (mediator outcomes), and 

improved relationships or improved communication (improved relationship). 

Thus an understanding of mediator behavior was empirically supported and 

derived from real mediators. The tactics presented in Camevale and Conlon (1988) (and 

used in the present research) have been found to match the strategies presented in the 

SCM. Many of these are the same tactics that have just been discussed. These tactics 

have been used in several experiments and seem to reflect what practicing mediators 

actually do. 

Additional understanding of mediation might come from understanding how 

mediators may have their own individual differences in the use of these strategies and 

tactics. Understanding the individual differences in mediator behavior would help to 

match disputants to mediators. For example, if the dispute between Jeff and John is sent 

to mediation, different mediators might handle the case differently. A mediator who is 

experienced in personal injury mediation might handle the case very differently than one 
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who typically handles neighbor disputes. The differences between these two mediators 

might be based on more than just experience with different types of cases. The personal 

injury mediator might use much more forcefiil tactics to try to get to a quick settlement 

on a dollar figure. The neighbor mediator might delve into the issues of tmst between the 

neighbors and discuss all of the problems that have occurred between the neighbors. The 

agreement might not include a single dollar, but address the underlying interests of 

maintaining the relationship between people that expect to be neighbors for a long time. 

Mediation fraining could also involve discussion of individual differences in mediator 

behavior to try to get mediators to see that their own preferred way of mediating might 

not be the best way for all types of disputes. 

Gender is one variable that is receiving increasing interest in mediation research. 

Negotiator gender has been investigated previously (e.g., Kelly & Duryee, 1992), but 

mediator gender has received little investigation. Kelly Eind Duryee (1992) investigated 

the views that male and female disputants took into mediation (generally there was an 

assumption that mediation favors males). They found that there were few differences in 

the disputants' perceptions of the mediators' abilities and practices, the process of 

mediation, and mediation outcome. Malach-Pines, Gat, and Tal (1999) analyzed the 

conflict communication styles and negotiating styles of males and females in divorce 

mediation in Israel. They found that males tended to use objective arguments based on 

principles like law and females tended to use subjective arguments based on principles 

like personal responsibility. Other research has investigated the actual styles of the 

mediators based on gender. 
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Wall and Dewhurst (1991) specifically addressed the communication styles of 

female and male law-student mediators. They found that male (versus female) mediators 

generally used more communications directed at controlling and directing the mediations. 

Female (versus male) mediators generally used more communications to get clarification 

of different issues or comments made by the parties. 

Bercovitch and Houston (2000) developed a new contingency model of mediator 

behavior that investigates the choice of mediator strategies. One factor that had an effect 

on mediator behavior was gender. There is research to support the presence of a possible 

gender difference in mediator behavior. There could be other individual difference 

variables as well that will affect a mediator's choice of strategy. Need for closure 

(Kmglanski, 1989) represents a second variable that could impact mediators' choices of 

sfrategies. 

Need for Closure 

Kmglanski (1989) developed a theory of lay-epistemics to account for individual 

differences in the desire to reach conclusions quickly. Given the above discussion of 

strategies and tactics, this tendency could affect mediation. One type of individual is one 

who has a "desire for predictability, preference for order and stmcture, discomfort with 

ambiguity, decisiveness, and close-mindedness" (Webster 8c Kmglanski, 1994, p. 1049). 

This individual has a need for cognitive closure based on urgency and permanence. 

People who are dispositionally high in NFC make decisions quickly, valuing 

decisiveness. High NFC people seize on the earliest information that supports a decision. 

Thus decisions are strongly influenced by information that is presented earlier in the 
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decision process, rather than later. Also, high NFC people retain that decision or 

judgment regardless of information presented after the time of the decision. They 

experience a freezing of the decision process, so that later altematives are not considered. 

This urgency and permanence were termed the "seizing" and "freezing" on information 

(Kmglanski & Webster, 1996). 

People who are high in NFC tend to: (a) "desire order and stmcture," (b) "abhor 

chaos and disorder," (c) "experience discomfort with ambiguity," (d) "value 

decisiveness," (e) "value predictability," and (f) "be unwilling to have own knowledge 

confronted" (Webster 8c Kmglanski, 1994, p. 1050). The basis for this need for closure is 

a need for stmcture and a fear of invalidity. 

The need for stmcture refers to a cognitive stmcturing of the world in a way that 

makes sense to the individual. Stmcture serves the function of making thinking efficient 

through the use of schemata, stereotypes, etc. (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993). There are 

individual differences in the level of stmcture desired. 

The fear of invalidity refers to the individual's desire to avoid being incorrect. 

Individuals high in this have a fear of being shown to be incorrect. Frequently, the 

efficiency of thinking that is sought after ironically results in decisions that are less 

accurate. A high fear of invalidity is often accompanied by a low need for stmcture. The 

fradeoff between efficiency and accuracy produces a negative relationship between need 

for stmcture and the fear of invalidity (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993). Kmglanski combined 

the two constmcts of fear of invalidity and need for stmcture into the need for cognitive 

closure. 
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Research in Need for Closure 

Need for closure has been investigated as both a dispositional motivation, 

measured by the Need for Closure Scale (NFCS) (see Appendix B), and a situationally 

induced motivation. Individuals vary in the degree to which they value quick, 

unambiguous decisions versus more deeply processed, validated decisions. Situational 

consfraints can affect this as well. Situational manipulations generally involve increasing 

time constraints and concems about the validity, or correctness, of the answer. High time 

pressure leads to an increase in the need for closure and high concem about the validity 

of an answer leads to low need for closure. When working under a tight deadline, a 

researcher might not consider all of the possible implications of research results, but 

focus on just a few of the implications. Those few implications may or may not be 

correct, but are selected because of the closure brought on by time pressure. Time 

pressure forces people to narrow dowai options and find a satisfactory altemative rather 

than exhaustively explore all of the altematives. 

Concems about the validity of the decision can affect processing also. For 

example, doctors determining a diagnosis will hopefully not seize on the first possible 

diagnosis that comes to mind that fits the symptoms, but will explore all of the 

altematives that might fit the symptoms. In the case of a medical diagnosis, the decision 

will be strictly evaluated and has important consequences. Doctors might experience a 

high fear of invalidity that will lead to an unfreezing of knowledge generation and 

testing. 

Epistemic freezing influences several psychological phenomena. Kruglanski and 

Freund (1983) investigated the hypotheses that primacy effects and stereotyping were 
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influenced by epistemic freezing. They found that the primacy effect (reliance on 

information presented early in sequence relative to information presented later in 

sequence) was present in all conditions except one manipulation, involving low time 

pressure and high evaluation apprehension (low need for closure). They also found that 

people under a high (versus low) need for closure will rely on stereotypes more when, for 

example, assigning grades to targets from different ethnic backgrounds. 

Perceivers can be motivated to reach a conclusion, any conclusion, to avoid the 

ambiguity of not having an answer. When that motivation is present, they will freeze on 

certain pieces of information to facilitate reaching a decision quickly. For example, one 

study found that negotiators bargained differently against a business major than a 

theology major (de Dreu, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1995). They relied on stereotypes of people 

in different majors to adjust thefr negotiation sfrategy. 

Person Perception. Ford and Kruglanski (1995) investigated the effects of 

motivation on the use of accessibility in impression formation. Participants were primed 

wdth either positive or negative frait terms and then read a passage (from Higgins, Rholes, 

& Jones, 1977) that could be interpreted consistently wdth the priming, either positively 

or negatively. Participants under a high cognitive load (high NFC), manipulated by 

having participants rehearse an eight digit number while reading the passage, were 

significantly more likely to be influenced by the primed traits in their impressions than 

were the participants under low NFC. Participants who were under a high motivation for 

accuracy (low NFC), manipulated by instmctions to be accurate because they would be 

reporting their impressions publicly, were less likely to categorize the target by the 

primed constmct (adventurous versus reckless). The results indicate that people who were 

94 



high in NFC (both dispositionally and through impression accuracy and cognitive load 

manipulations) were more likely to categorize a target consistently with a primed 

consttiict tiian were people high in need to avoid closure. One implication of this is that 

participants under high NFC will not be motivated to counteract a prime or to seek out 

any altemative characteristics to the prime. 

Altiiough high NFC people are more likely to be influenced by tiie primacy effect, 

tiiey may actually be more accurate in person perception due to focusing on nonverbal 

cues and paying less attention to verbal communications, which can often be misleading 

(Kmglanski 8c Webster, 1996). One problem for this assertion is tiiat high NFC 

participants may be more easily influenced when forming impressions (Heaton & 

Kmglanski, 1991) 

High NFC participants have also been shown to seek prototypical information 

about a category versus diagnostic information (Kmglanski, 1996). Related to tiiis effect 

is the fact that high NFC participants tend to render stereotypically driven judgments, 

rather than based on individuating information. Kmglanski (1996) argued that a 

heightened need for closure might affect the content as well as the process of information 

searching. High NFC will lead people to avoid the diagnostic information which would 

help categori2:ations and discriminations between categories. 

People who are high in NFC tend to seek less information prior to making a 

decision. This represents the freezing component of the constmct. Participants were given 

a set of cards containing information about a target. The authors measured how many 

times participants would review that initial information by tuming over cards that had the 

information underneath (Kmglanski et al., I99I). 
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Social Judgment. High NFC people are more or less persuadable based on the 

timing of the message in the seizing process (Kmglanski, Webster, & Klem, 1993). For 

example, if seizing has already occurred, they tend to be less persuadable, but if seizing 

has not occurred, they tend to be more persuadable. Once a conclusion has been reached, 

high NFC people are not particularly apt to review more information or to change their 

initial impression. This is another example of a failure to hypothesis test. Persuasion in 

high NFC is more likely to occur through the peripheral route or through the use of 

heuristics. 

When using heuristics, high NFC people prefer positive heuristics to negative 

heuristics (Kmglanski, 1996). Positive heuristics provide assertions about the presence of 

something positive in a target and how to use that information. Negative heuristics 

indicate that there might be something questionable about a strategy or target, and that 

actually can increase ambiguity. The example that Kmglanski (1996) provided was 

expertise. A positive heuristic would be "the source is an expert to be tmsted" (p. 477) 

and the negative heuristic would be "the source may not be tmstworthy" (p. 477). The 

fact that a source can be tmsted reduces ambiguity whereas the fact that a source may be 

untmstworthy requfres the social perceiver to increase an information search to try to find 

out if the target should be tmsted or to find other sources of information. 

Politics. Jost, Kmglanski and Simon (1999) found that high NFC participants tend 

to prefer authoritarian leaders and are more conservative politically. The argument is that 

people who are high in NFC will value the status quo because of the reduction in 

ambiguity that it provides compared a state of social change. Authoritarian leaders tended 

to represent a less ambiguous style to the participants than other leadership styles. They 
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tend to be politically conservative because conservatism generally represents maintaining 

the status quo. Conservatism represents less change and therefore ambiguity. In addition 

to selecting authoritarian leaders, high NFC participants have been found to select leaders 

who are not always the best qualified (Kmglanski, 1996). 

In addition to political attitudes, Kmglanski has investigated behaviors based on 

conservative attitudes. He found tiiat high NFC people tend to resist change in the climate 

of a group and reject opinion deviates, particularly if a decision is close to being reached 

(Kmglanski 8c Webster, 1991). Opinion deviates are seen as a threat to conclusion and 

are therefore rejected. The closer the group is to the deadline, the greater the tiireat the 

deviates are to consensus, and therefore the more the deviates are rejected by the high 

NFC group members. 

Communication. Richter and Kmglanski (1999) investigated the effects of need 

for closure on audience design in interpersonal communication. One of the aspects 

reviewed in the article was the motivated search for common ground, or how closely the 

participants sought out and perceived commonalities with their audience. The article was 

concemed specifically with communicators tailoring their messages to the characteristics 

of specific audiences. 

Speakers consider the social perspectives that they share with the audience and 

take that perspective into account. Much of the research on audience design in 

communication and the understanding of common ground has been based on the 

referential task paradigm (e.g., Fussell & Krauss, 1989; Krauss, Vivekananthan & 

Weinheimer, 1968) where experimenters compare communications written exclusively 

for oneself to communications written to be shared with others. Communications that are 
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designed only for oneself (where common ground is maximized) tend to contain fewer 

details and are more idiosyncratic. Social communications are more literal and 

descriptive in a manner that would be generally known, such as in the language of 

geometry (Fussell & Krauss, 1989). A professor's lecture notes will be brief and 

idiosyncratic while the lecture delivered to a class will contain more information and 

examples. During the course of that lecture, the professor will monitor the students to 

evaluate their understanding of the material. The reactions of the students provide 

feedback about their reception of the material. The professor may make an initial 

assumption about what examples the students will be familiar with, such as school rivals, 

sports, campus politics, and then test this hypothesis by estimating the understanding of 

the audience. 

Horton and Keysar (1996) developed a monitoring and adjustment model that is 

based on this process. A speaker not under time pressure will judge common ground and 

incorporate that and when imder time pressure will base his or her communication on 

ovyn knowledge that may or may not be shared wdth the audience. Richter and Kmglanski 

(1999) investigated the hypothesis that speakers who are high (vs. low) in need for 

closure will monitor and adjust communications less because that monitoring represents a 

form of hypothesis testing. Previous research has shown that NFC does in fact influence 

hypothesis testing. 

People high in NFC freeze during the hypothesis generation and testing processes. 

They select an answer and then ignore information presented after the decision has been 

reached. People low in NFC will unfreeze and consider more possible hypotheses. The 

specific hypothesis was that people high in NFC wdll be less motivated to seek out 
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information about common ground and their communications will reflect less common 

ground than low NFC participants. What is discussed in the article is not perceptions of 

common ground, but the motivation to find that common ground. High NFC participants 

will not be motivated to seek it in a communication context. Common ground in 

communication is presented as an effect of the hypothesis testing of speakers which will 

be diminished by NFC and minimized by a pressure for accuracy. 

Confidence. Subjective confidence should influence the decision to hypothesis 

test. If an individual has high confidence in a selected answer, then there is less reason to 

verify that answer against other options than when confidence is low. The process of 

seizing and freezing makes a perceiver less aware of decision altematives. Judges make a 

decision, or choose a sfrategy, and then fail to recognize altematives to the selected 

option. In essence, they fail to hypothesis test, which results in low ambiguity, high 

confidence and use of a potentially ineffective decision making sfrategy. Kmglanski, 

Peri, and Zakai (1991) proposed that "truncation of information seeking might occur only 

after a fafrly confident hypothesis was formed by the individual" (p. 129). The 

unplication of this statement is that high NFC people wdll actually seek out more 

mformation in cases of low versus high initial confidence so that they can reach a 

satisfying altemative sooner. When initial confidence is high, however, there would be a 

reduction in information seeking because closure is imminent. 

Kmglanski et al. (1991) hypothesized that participants who were high in NFC 

would seek less information than low NFC participants in a high initial confidence 

condition (manipulated by number of decision altematives). When initial confidence is 
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low, high NFC participants would actually seek more information than low NFC 

participants. 

In one experiment, participants were asked to determine which exemplar drawing 

was made by the same person as a standard, or t£irget, drawing. Need for closure was 

manipulated in this experiment by making salient the costs of an incorrect decision (low 

closure) versus no performance ratings (high closure). Confidence was manipulated by 

providing four (low) versus two (high) decision altematives. Awareness of possible 

decision altematives can reduce one's confidence in one's selected answer. If a decision 

maker is aware of a vast number of possible answers or altematives, then decision 

confidence wdll be lower because there is a chance that any one of those altematives is 

correct. The data supported the hypotheses. Participants who were high in NFC indicated 

a higher level of post-decisional confidence than low NFC, that was due to a lack of 

awareness of altematives. 

Another study explored tiie effects of confidence on information gatiiering. 

Instead of manipulating confidence, Mayseless and Kmglanski (1987) investigated the 

role subjective confidence on information seeking, and the shifts in confidence that high 

and low NFC participants experienced. In a series of three experiments, Mayseless and 

Kmglanski (1987) tested hypotiieses by experimentally manipulating tiie need for 

stmcture and the fear of invalidity. 

They found that participants under a high fear of invalidity condition had lower 

uiitial confidence, had lower magnitude of confidence shifts witii each piece of new 

information, tended to seek more information, and had increased final confidence relative 

to low fear participants. Another study found that high need for stmcture participants had 
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high initial confidence, had a greater magnitude of confidence shifts with successive new 

information, sought less information, and had increased final confidence compared to a 

confrol group and to a high fear of invalidity group. Participants who had a high fear of 

invalidity generated more ideas and high need for sfructure generated fewer ideas 

compared to the confrol group. 

Negotiation. The NFC constmct has been related to other aspects of negotiation as 

well. Pruitt and Camevale (1993) defined negotiation as "joint decision making between 

two parties wdth divergent interests about what each shall give and take" (de Dreu et al., 

1999, p. 348). The use of heuristics, or mental shortcuts, can "impede both personal and 

joint outcomes from the negotiation" (p. 348). Several researchers, notably Bazerman and 

Neale (1986) and Kahneman and Tversky (1995), have discovered that many negotiators 

do rely on heuristics. This fact highlights the importance of imderstanding the effects that 

using heuristics in this context can have on the outcome of the negotiation. For example, 

the use of the anchor and adjustment heuristics (relying on an initial starting point to base 

subsequent adjustments) may lead negotiators to set unrealistically high goals for the 

negotiation. Different negotiators may use heuristics differently, or be more or less likely 

to rely on heuristics, and it is of theoretical and applicable value to understand the 

personal differences influencing the use of those heuristics. The reason that high NFC 

people use heuristics is that they reserve mental processing and reduce the ambiguities of 

decision making. If there is a mle to follow, then there is reduced ambiguity compared to 

a more open decision making context. 

One set of studies examined NFC in negotiation (de Dreu, Koole, & Oldersma, 

1999). They specifically examined whether those high (versus low) in NFC might utilize 
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heuristics more in a negotiation as a way to avoid ambiguity. Heuristics provide a means 

of efficient thinking, which is a goal of high NFC people. 

Participants engaged in a computer mediated negotiation with what they thought 

was another participant. Participants played the role of a seller and negotiated with a 

buyer. In fact, the computer ran a program that provided identical buyer characteristics 

for all participants. The researchers intermpted the negotiations after six rounds to 

administer survey materials. The participants were intermpted at this point because 

consensus is not typically reached in this short amount of time, but six rounds are 

sufficient for participants to delve into the role of seller. 

Experiment 1 investigated the effect of having different initial anchor pomts on 

those with different levels of NFC. Tversky and Kahneman (1982) described the 

anchoring phenomenon as insufficient adjustments due to the fact that "different starting 

points yield different estimates, which are biased toward the initial values" (p. 14). When 

making adjustments to initial estimates, social perceivers are frequently inaccurate 

because of a reliance on the initial reference, or anchor. This represents a heuristic. 

Participants in the de Dreu et al. (1999) study were told that the outcome of the 

negotiation would resuh in a profit of from 0 to 14000 Dutch guilders. Participants were 

informing that negotiators typically earn either 3000 or 11000 guilders. The 3000 

guilders provided a low initial anchor and the 11000 guilders provided a high initial 

anchor. This manipulation was included to form the participants' expectations of 

negotiation outcome. High NFC participants self-reported using less systematic 

processing than low NFC participants. Results indicated that there was a sfrong effect of 

having a focal point, or anchor, for the expectations in the negotiation. Participants were 
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influenced by the starting point. There was also an interaction between focal point and 

NFC. High NFC participants were affected more by the focal points than were low NFC 

participants. 

Another setting in which the anchor and adjustment heuristic occurs is in 

impression formation. In impression formation, perceivers are influenced by the initial 

information presented, such as group memberships, race, and age. That early information 

weighs disproportionately in the perceiver's impression compared to later information. 

Initial anchors serve a primacy effect as well. They provide an initial point that weighs 

disproportionately in the decision maker's judgment. 

de Dreu et al. (1999) hypothesized in Experiment 2 that high NFC participants 

would be more likely to rely on stereotypes about their opponents than low NFC 

participants would. Experiment 2 used the same general methodology as Experiment 1 

except that instead of providing numerical anchor points, the researchers provided the 

major of the buyer that the participants would be negotiating with, either a business major 

or a theology major. Consistent with the stereotypes that were revealed in pretests, high 

NFC participants used more competitive sfrategies against business majors than they did 

agamst theology majors. The participants changed their negotiation behavior based on tiie 

stereotype of the opponent. High NFC participants were more likely tiian low NFC 

participants to be influenced by the stereotypes. This experiment supported tiie 

hypotiiesis that high NFC participants rely on stereotypes of opponents. This effect is 

consistent with the descriptions of need for cognitive closure. The use of stereotypes and 

anchors is hypothesis testing freezing. Participants seize on early information, such as an 
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anchor or a stereotype, and then some fail to test whether this impression or information 

is accurate. 

Negotiation is an important part of mediation. Mediation basically is a complex 

extension of negotiation. Instead of two parties bargaining directly with one another, 

there is a third person assisting in the process. Understanding mediator characteristics, 

that could affect the outcome of the negotiation process, adds to what is currently known 

about negotiation. Understanding the role of NFC in negotiation is a start for 

understanding NFC's role in mediation. 

The individual difference measure of need for closure could be related to and 

influence the mediation process in several different ways. Ffrst, the need for closure 

could influence a mediator's initial choice of sfrategy. This could happen in one of two 

ways: (a) NFC could be related to the mediator's perceptions of common ground, which 

would influence sfrategy choice under the sfrategic-choice model, or (b) NFC could be 

related to preferences for sfrategies in general, such that the specific nature of the 

mediation case in question would be less relevant to someone high in NFC. If people who 

are high in NFC believe that pressing the disputants and trying to force concessions wdll 

bring about a quicker end to the conflict, then they should engage in that sfrategy because 

of the reduction in time and ambiguity, rather than because they believe it is the best 

sfrategy in that situation. 

Mediation and Need for Closure 

Mediation involves, among other things, negotiation, person perception, and 

subjective confidence. People who are high in NFC might negotiate differently, perceive 
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their competitors differently, and experience different levels and changes in confidence 

than low NFC people. Mediation sfrategies might also be affected by NFC. High NFC 

mediators might choose different sfrategies and use them differently than low NFC 

mediators. The process of mediation (e.g., length of mediation, use of caucuses, etc.) 

more generally might be influenced by NFC as well. 

One of the components of NFC is time pressure. This pressure might affect 

mediation. Camevale and Conlon (1988) specifically tested the effects of time pressure 

within the sfrategic choice model developed by Camevale to determine the effects on 

mediation strategy. Business students participated in a simulated negotiation task. They 

were told that they would be acting as product managers helping to resolve a dispute 

between the New York and Boston managers. The design and outcome of the studies 

were similar to that described previously in the Camevale and Henry (1989) research. 

Camevale and Conlon (1988) included the variable of time pressure, either high or low. 

The manipulation of time pressure consisted of informing participants that they would 

have at most either six (high time pressure) or 18 (low time pressure) rounds of 

negotiations. 

As participants approached the conclusion of the mediation, they tended to use 

more forceful tactics to try to help the parties reach consensus. The use of the sfrategies 

of pressing and compensating increased across rounds. These two sfrategies require either 

a forceful mediator to dfrect the parties to positions or a powerful mediator to offer 

rewards to the parties. Integrating and inaction decreased across rounds. Mediators did 

not seek new creative win-win solutions, and did not tend to remain quiet and let the 
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parties negotiate on their own. This pattem appears because, according to Camevale and 

Conlon (1988), mediators believe tiiat tiie likelihood of agreement decreased. 

Time pressure was found to interact witii perceptions of common ground. 

Participants in the high time pressure condition reported lower perceptions of common 

ground than did participants in tiie low time pressure condition. Time pressure also 

interacted wdth perceived common ground in tiiat participants in tiie low common ground 

condition reported feeling more time pressure. Time pressures become more salient when 

tiie parties are perceived as being fartiier apart. Camevale and Conlon (1988) argued that 

"perceived common ground mediates the relationship between time pressure and 

pressing" (p. 126). The conclusions drawn from the study were that time pressure 

increases the use of pressing because of a reduction in perceived common ground. 

It would be beneficial to determine if there are individual differences within the 

mediation context in the perceptions of common ground and the use of the sfrategies. 

According to Camevale's (1986) SCM, perceptions of common ground will have a direct 

effect on a mediator's choice of sfrategies. Those sfrategies should have an effect on the 

outcome of the mediation. One such measure of individual differences that seems 

particularly relevant is the constmct of need for closure (Kmglanski, 1989). 

The literature discussed so far has several implications for research and theorizing 

in mediation. First, it provides an analysis of an individual difference in motivation that 

may affect a mediator's choice of strategy, and that strategy should be contingent upon 

the nature of the conflict. If high (relative to low) need for closure mediators fail to 

choose sfrategies contingentiy, then fraining programs should incorporate discussions of 

these individual differences. The research on need for closure demonsfrates that 
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situational demands for validity can overcome the dispositional tendency towards high 

NFC. Training programs could incorporate individual differences in strategy selection to 

obtain the optimal sfrategy by emphasizing validity minimizing time pressures. 

There could also be general implications for designing mediation sessions. If 

mediators, who are overly mshed, fail to act contingently and fail to incorporate feedback 

about the progress of the mediation, sessions could be designed to last somewhat longer 

than they currently do. Some mediations will naturally take longer than others, and there 

should not be a push to resolve all conflicts quickly. Mediations that result in a quick 

agreement wdll have solved the immediate problem, but there could be underlying 

problems that are not resolved by that quick settlement. The emphasis in mediation 

should be placed on optimal agreements, not just agreements. If the parties settle a 

specific issue but have underlying problems remaining, there could be further suits filed 

or further conflicts. 

Studies of contingent use of mediation tactics have shown that what works in one 

context might not work, or might even be detrimental, in another conflict context. NFC 

could resuh in sfrategies that are tied more to the dispositions of the mediator than to the 

specific nature of the conflict. The research on the general properties of NFC can be 

applied to the mediation context. Those high in NFC show tiie seizing and freezing 

effects in other contexts and the same can be expected on mediation. They will choose an 

mitial strategy and fail to hypothesis test the efficacy of that strategy to reduce tiie 

conflict. As a resuU, high, relative to low, NFC mediators will use sfrategies that might 

not be appropriate for tiie specified context; they will not mediate contingently. They wdll 

be motivated to use strategies that minimize ambiguity and resuh in quick solutions. 
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ADDITIONAL ISSUES WITH THE NEED FOR CLOSURE SCALE 
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The NFCS measures an individual's dispositional need for closure on five 

subscales: (a) preference for order, (b) preference for predictability, (c) decisiveness, (d) 

discomfort with ambiguity, and (e) closed-mindedness. Several of these subscales are 

closely related to other constmcts (for a review, see Leone, Wallace, & Modglin, 1999), 

such as the Personal Need for Sfructure (See Appendix C) and Personal Fear of Invalidity 

(see Appendix C) (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993). The desire for order and stmcture is 

particularly similar to the personal need for stmcture identified by Neuberg and Newsom 

(1993). The NFCS even includes several items from the scale developed to test PNFS. 

The Personal Need for Stmcture (PNFS) involves an aversion to ambiguity. 

Someone who is motivated by a need for stmcture will seize on information and seek 

predictability to reduce the opportunities for ambiguity in his or her environment. The 

Fear of Invalidity involves an aversion to being shown to be incorrect. According to this 

motivation, people wdll tend to seek information that will help them to make correct 

decisions or judgments. 

There is a debate about whether the scores from the scale should be used as a 

single dimension or if a single score actually masks important dimensions (Neuberg, 

Judice, & West, 1997). The Joumal of Personality and Social Psychology in 1997 

mcluded a published debate between the NFC camp and the PNFS and PFI camp. 

Neuberg et al. (1997) opened the debate by challenging the notion that the participants' 

scores on the NFCS should be treated as a single score. They provided data to indicate 

that the NFCS does not in fact measure a single, unique constmct, but actually measures 

the two constmcts of personal need for stmcture and the personal fear of invalidity. 
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The authors provided analyses that suggested different conclusions from Webster 

and Kruglanski (1994). Neuberg et al.'s (1997) results indicate that the NFCS does not 

have adequate discriminant validity to be used as a single, unidimensional constmct. 

Kmglanski et al. (1997) replied to tiiat criticism by saying tiiat there is serious overiap to 

be expected between tiie NFCS and PNFS scales since tiiey measure the same constmct. 

Kmglanski et al. (1997) addressed the unidimensionality issue as well. Their 

claim is that although the NFCS does measure more tiian one aspect of the need for 

closure (aversion to ambiguity, fear of invalidity, etc.), tiie scores can still be used as an 

aggregate measure of the need for closure. They do not claim tiiat the scale only measures 

one constmct, but that the overall score on the scale does reflect the need for closure, and 

therefore is an appropriate use. Neuberg, West, Judice, and Thompson (1997) addressed 

this reply by dismissing the Kmglanski et al. (1997) assertion that there is no problem 

using the scale to assess a single dimension, namely need for closure. Neuberg, West, et 

al. (1997) grant that the scale does possess good predictive validity, they do not accept 

that the scale should be used to measure a unidimensional constmct, even though they 

pointed out that all research to date using the NFCS has freated it as such. 

The NFCS has been the focus of several quantitative analyses to establish its 

validity and reliability. Webster and Kmglanski (1994) reported the reliability statistics 

for the scale, using several different samples. Using infroductory psychology students as 

participants yielded an intemal consistency value (Cronbach's alpha) of .84. Test-retest 

reliability wdth this sample yielded r = .86. This sample was used to drop 15 items from 

the scale that reduced the intemal consistency. A replication of the test wdth an adult 

sample recmited at public libraries yielded a Cronbach's alpha = .84. 

110 



The NFCS was also compared to several other constmcts that were considered to 

be potentially related (i.e., authoritarianism, dogmatism, cognitive complexity, 

impulsivity, need for stmcture, fear of invalidity, need for cognition, intelligence, and 

social desirability). Their conclusion was the NFCS does posses "acceptable discriminant 

and convergent validity with respect to other relevant psychological measures" (p. 1056). 
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ADDITIONAL ISSUES ABOUT PARTICIPANTS 
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Study 1 investigated a sample that is not necessarily familiar with mediation. 

According to Camevale's data (Camevale et al., 1991), approximately two-thirds of 

mediators working at the Neighborhood Justice of Chicago mediation center were 

attomeys. Many mediators are volunteers from the community, such as homemakers and 

teachers. Because of the fact that many people serving as mediators are not professional, 

full-time mediators, using naive participants is not problematic. The sample population 

could generalize to the actual population of mediators. 

There is a growing frend in judgment and decision making research towards 

naturalistic decision making (NDM). NDM involves decisions made by real decision 

makers in real contexts, rather than studying infroductory psychology students in labs. 

There is a parallel emphasis towards conducting mediation research with actual mediators 

and actual cases. The implication is that field research is somehow better than lab 

research. Esser and Marriott (1995) addressed this specific issue. In their analysis of the 

mediation literature, they found that results in lab and field research were very consistent 

and there did not appear to be a good empirical reason to discount lab research compared 

to field research. The conclusions of the study were that lab and field research should be 

considered as complementary, rather than incompatible and lab research inferior. The 

particular empirical questions being asked should guide the choice of lab of field study, 

not an ideological preference for one methodology over the other. 
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Table 9 

Validity Data for the Message Types: Mean Ratings of the Four Types of Message 

Rating 

Message Type 

Integrating 

Pressing 

Compensating 

Inaction 

Integrating 

5.98 

2.24 

3.66 

1.92 

Pressing 

3.20 

5.10 

3.72 

1.50 

Compensating 

2.68 

2.42 

6.66 

1.72 

Inaction 

2.98 

2.20 

2.04 

5.96 

This table is from Camevale and Conlon (1988). 
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From Kruglanski, Webster, & Klem (1993). 

1. I think that having clear rules and order at work is essential for success. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

2. Even after I've made up my mind about something, I am always eager to consider a different 
opinion. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

3. I don't like situations that are uncertain. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

4. I dislike questions which could be answered in many different ways. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

5. I like to have friends who are unpredictable. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

6. I find that a well-ordered life with regular hours suits my temperament. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

7. When dining out, I like to go to places where I have been before so I know what to expect. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

8. I feel uncomfortable when I don't understand why an event occurred in my life. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

9 I feel irritated when one person disagrees with what everyone else in the group believes. 
' 1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree ^^^^ 

10 I hate to change my plans at the last minute. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree ^S^^^ 
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11. I don't like to go into a situation without knowing what I can expect from it. 
1 2 3 4 5 

strongly 
disagree 

12. When 1 go shopping, I have difficulty deciding exactly what it is that I want. 
1 2 3 4 5 

strongly 
disagree 

13. When faced with a problem I usually see the one best solution very quickly. 
1 2 3 4 5 

strongly 
disagree 

14. When I am confused about an important issues, I feel very upset. 
1 2 3 4 5 

strongl\ 
disagree 

15. 1 tend to put off making important decisions imtil the last possible moment. 
1 2 3 4 5 

strongly 
disagree 

16. 1 usually make important decisions quickly and confidently. 
1 2 3 4 5 

strongly 
disagree 

6 
strongly 

agree 

6 
strongly 

agree 

6 
strongly 

agree 

6 
strongly 

agree 

6 
strongly 

agree 

6 
strongly 

agree 

17. I would describe myself as indecisive. 
1 2 3 

strongly 
disagree 

6 
strongly 

agree 

18. I think it is fiin to change my plans at the last minute. 
1 2 3 4 

strongly 
disagree 

6 
strongly 

agree 

19. I enjoy the uncertainty of going into a new situation without knowing what might happen. 
1 

strongly 
disagree 

6 
strongly 

agree 

20. My personal space is usually messy and disorganized. 
1 2 3 4 

strongly 
disagree 

6 
strongly 

agree 

21. In most social conflicts, I can easily see which side is right and which is wrong. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 
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22. 1 tend to struggle with most decisions. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

23. I believe that orderliness and organization are among the most important characteristics of a good 
student. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

24. When considering most conflict situations, I can usually see how both sides could be right. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

25. I don't like to be with people who are capable of unexpected actions. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongl) strongly 
disagree agree 

26. I prefer to socialize with familiar friends because I know what to expect from them. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

27. I think that I would learn best in a class that lacks clearly stated objectives and requu-ements. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

28. When thinking about a problem, I consider as many different opinions on the issue as possible. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

29. I like to know what people are thmking all the time. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

30. I dislike it when a person's statement could mean many different things. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 

31. It's annoying to listen to someone who cannot seem to make up his or her mind. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 
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32. I find that establishing a consistent routine enables me to enjoy life more. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

33. I enjoy having a clear and structured mode of life. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly strongly 
disagree agree 

34. I prefer interacting with people whose opinions are very different from my own. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 

35. I like to have a place for everything and everything in its place. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 

36. I feel uncomfortable when someone's meaning or intention is not clear to me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

sfrongly strongly 
disagree agree 

37. When trying to solve a problem I often see so many possible options that it's confusmg. 
1 

sfrongly 
disagree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

38. I always see so many possible solutions to problems I face. 
1 2 3 4 

sfrongly 
disagree 

39. I'd rather know bad news than stay m a state of uncertainty. 
1 2 3 4 

sfrongly 
disagree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

40. I do not usually consuU many different opinions before forming my own view. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

sfrongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 

41. I dislike unpredictable situations. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

sfrongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 

42. I dislike the routine aspects of my work (studies). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

sfrongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 
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Presented in Neuberg, Judice, and West, (1997). 

1. I may struggle with a few decisions, but not very often. 
1 2 3 4 5 

strongly 
disagree 

2. 1 never put off making important decisions. 
1 2 3 4 5 

strongly 
disagree 

3. Sometimes 1 become impatient over my indecisiveness. 
1 2 3 4 5 

strongly 
disagree 

4. Sometimes I see so many options to a situation that it is really confusing. 
1 2 3 4 5 

sfrongly 
disagree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

5. 1 can be reluctant to commit myself to something because of the possibility that I might be wrong. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

sfrongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 

6. I tend to struggle with most decisions. 
1 2 3 

sfrongly 
disagree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

7. Even after making an important decision, I continue to think about the pros and cons to make sure 
that I am not wrong. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 

8. Regardless of whether others see an event as positive or negative, I don't mind committing myself 
to it. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

sfrongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 

9. I prefer situations where I don't have to decide immediately. 
1 2 3 4 5 

sfrongly 
disagree 

10. I rarely doubt that the course of action I have selected will be correct. 
1 2 3 4 5 

sfrongly 
disagree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 
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11. I tend to continue to evaluate recently made decisions. 
1 2 3 4 

sfrongly 
disagree 

12. I wish 1 didn't worry so much about making errors. 
1 2 3 ^ 

sfrongly 
disagree 

13. Decisions rarely weigh heavily on my shoulders. 
1 2 3 ^ 

sfrongly 
disagree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

14. I find myself reluctant to commit to new ideas but find little comfort in remaining with the fried 
and true. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

sfrongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 
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PERSONAL NEED FOR STRUCTURE SCALE 
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Presented in Neuberg, Judice, and West, (1997). 

1. It upsets me to go into a situation without knowing what I can expect from it. 
1 2 3 4 5 

sfrongly 
disagree 

2. I'm not bothered by things that interrupt my daily routine. 
1 2 3 4 5 

sfrongly 
disagree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

3. 1 enjoy having a clear and structured mode of life. 
1 2 3 4 

sfrongly 
disagree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

4. I like to have a place for everything and everything in its place. 
1 2 3 4 

strongly 
disagree 

5. I find that a well-ordered life with regular hours makes my life tedious. 
1 2 3 4 

strongly 
disagree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6. I don't like situations that are uncertain. 
1 2 3 4 

sfrongly 
disagree 

7. I hate to change my plans at the last minute. 
1 2 3 4 

sfrongly 
disagree 

8. I hate to be with people who are unpredictable. 
1 2 3 4 

sfrongly 
disagree 

9. I find that a consistent routine enables me to enjoy life more. 
1 2 3 4 

sfrongly 
disagree 

10. I enjoy the exhilaration of bemg in unpredictable situations. 
1 2 3 4 

sfrongly 
disagree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 

6 
sfrongly 

agree 
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11.1 become uncomfortable when the rules in a situation are not clear. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

sfrongly sfrongly 
disagree agree 
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I hereby give my consent to participate in the study titied "Mediation Game." I 
understand that the person responsible for this project is Chris Logan (742-3719), who 
can be reached in the Department of Psychology, Texas Tech University. I understand 
that the purpose of this project is to leam about different personal styles. 1 understand that 
1 will be asked to complete a survey or questionnaire of a personal nature and carry out a 
computer program. Following my participation, I understand that I will receive my 
research credit point. Furthermore, 1 imderstand that there are no physical or 
psychological risks associated with this study and that the total time that 1 will spend on 
this study is approximately one hour. 

I have been informed that my performance in this study is voluntary and I may 
discontinue participation at any time without penalty. I am aware that my responses will 
be kept confidential. Only the people who are directly involved in this research will have 
access to the data from this study. Chris Logan has agreed to answer any inquiries I may 
have concerning the procedures and have informed me that I may contact the TTU 
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects by writing to them in 
care of the Office of Research Services, TTU, or by calling 742-3884. 

If this research project causes any physical injury to participants in this study, freatment 
is not necessarily available at TTU nor at the Student Health Center, nor is there 
necessarily insurance carried by the University or its persoimel applicable to cover any 
such injury. Financial compensation for any such injury must be provided through the 
participant's own insurance program. Further information about these matters my be 
obtained from Dr. R. Sweazy, Senior Associate Vice President for Research, 203 Holden 
Hall, phone 742-3884. 

I have read the above and give my consent to complete this study. 

Signature of Pzirticipant Date 

Signature of Experimenter Date 
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APPENDDC H 

ORDER OF MEDIATION INFORMATION 
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1. Infroduction (General Instmctions) 
2. Profile of the situation 
3. Randomization 
4. Product Manager - Background 
5. Problem Description 
6. Otiier issues 
7. Task description 
8. Issue review 
9. Issue schedules 
10. Procedure 
11. Special information 
12. Practice round description 
13. Practice round I 

a. Initial offers 
b. Make comment 

14. Practice round 2 
a. Counteroffers 
b. Make comment 

15. Manipulation Check 
a. How easy is the task... 

16. Preparation 
a. Begin when ready 
b. Initial confidence estimate 

17. Round I 
a. NY offer 
b. Boston offer 
c. Make comments 

18. Round 2 
a. NY offer 
b. Boston offer 
c. Make comments 

19. Confidence Rating 2 
20. Round 3 

a. NY offer 
b. Boston offer 
c. Make comments 

21. Round 4 
a. NY offer 
b. Boston offer 
c. Make comments 

22. Confidence Rating 3 
23. Round 5 

a. NY offer 
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b. Boston offer 
c. Make comments 

24. Round 6 
a. NY offer 
b. Boston offer 
c. Make comments 

25. Final Confidence Rating 
26. Debrief 
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APPENDDC I 

MEDIATION SCRIPT 
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General Instmctions 

Negotiation is an important part of today's society. Every time we pick up a 
newspaper or listen to the news we leam about some type of on going negotiation. 
Negotiations are very common within organizations. For example, negotiations often 
take place between the heads of departments over issues such as the size of budgets. 
Because negotiation situations are important to everyone, scientists are interested in how 
they work. Unfortunately, it is nearly impossible to study negotiations in their natural 
settings. For this reason we ask people such as yourself to participate in negotiations in a 
laboratory context. Today you wdll be involved in a laboratory negotiation. Try to put 
yourself into the role you are assigned. This will make the negotiation more realistic, and 
more interesting. 

If you object to any part of the study and do not want to participate, please stop 
and let the experimenter know. Though we prefer that you continue, you may stop at any 
point. 

Please pay careful attention to the up-coming instmctions. 
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Profile of the Situation 

This negotiation is between three people. Each person will play the role of a manager of 
National Investors Corporation (NIC), which is a large financial corporation. The 
computer will randomly assign one person to be the: 

NEW YORK SALES MANAGER 

another person to be the 

BOSTON SALES MANAGER 

and the third person to be the 

PRODUCT MANAGER. 

(When you press any key, the randomization procedure will occur.) 
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The Randomization Has Taken Place 

The computer has assigned you to be the PRODUCT MANAGER. 

The instmctions that you will receive from this point on are for the 

PRODUCT MANAGER of National Investors Corporation. 
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Product Manager — Background Information 

You are the product manager of National Investors Corporation (NIC), one of the 
nation's largest financial service corporations. Your main job is to monitor and maintain 
financial accounts that consist of corporate bonds. 

Sometimes disputes arise between the sales managers of NIC over bond accounts. 
When these kind of disputes arise, your job is to help the sales managers reach 
agreements. 

A dispute has arisen recently between the New York Sales Manager and the 
Boston Sales manager. One of the Boston customers, Blueshield Health Insurance 
Corporation, has recentiy decided to invest a significant portion of its investment assets in 
bonds. 
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Here's the problem: 

The New York Sales Manager believes that the Blueshield account could be better 
serviced if it was managed by the New York Office. The New York Sales Memager 
believes that optimal timing of exchanges and making tight markets can be done more 
effectively when the executive handling the account has close contact with the trading 
floor, which is in New York. The New York Sales Manager, therefore, wants to transfer 
Blueshield's corporate bond account to New York. 

The Boston Sales Manager disagrees and believes that the Blueshield account 
should not be transferred. The Boston Sales Manager believes that people at Blueshield 
value the face-to-face working relationships that only local account executives can 
provide. Furthermore, the Boston Sales Manager believes that a transfer could 
demoralize the Boston brokers by punishing the success they have had in obtaining the 
Blueshield account. Finally, the Boston Sales Manager worries about setting an 
undesirable precedent: fransferring the most profitable accounts may become a pattem in 
the future — a pattem that should be avoided. 
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There are two other issues that the New York and Boston Sales Managers 
disagree about. 

They disagree on the number of years a sales person must remain in Boston after 
fraining, before being promoted to the New York office. The New York Sales Manager 
would like to see no minimum limit, that is, the sales person should be transferable at any 
time. The Boston Sales manager, on the other hand, argues that they should be required 
to stay in Boston for a mandatory period of time after they have been trained. The 
question is, how long should they be required to stay in Boston? 

Finally, the Boston and New York Sales Managers disagree on the criterion for 
executive promotions. The New York Sales Manager would like to see promotions based 
on volume of sales, while the Boston Sales Manager prefers to have promotions based on 
the number of years an executive has worked for the company. 
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Botii of the sales managers have sought your advice and support. You, as the 
PRODUCT MANAGER, believe tiiat in the long-term. National Investors Corporation 
should put its accounts where they will be most profitable and to use the talent of the 
organization to its best advantage. 

You have agreed to mediate the negotiations between the New York Sales 
Manager and the Boston Sales Manager in their attempt to establish policies for handling 
similar disputes in the fiiture. 

In a few minutes, the negotiations between the New York Sales Manager and the 
Boston Sales Manager wdll take place. It will involve them exchanging proposals 
through the computer system. You wdll see the proposals that they send to one another, 
and you wdll be able to send proposals and messages to them in an effort to help them 
come to agreement. 

138 



The New York Sales Manager and the Boston Sales Manager are thus directly 
involved in negotiations that concem three issues. To review the issues: 

1. The monetary figure that should be used as the mandatory cut-off mark to transfer 
large accounts from Boston to New York. 

2. The number of years a sales person is required to serve in Boston before being 
promoted to the New York office. 

3. The criterion that an executive promotion should be based on. The New York 
Sales Manager thinks it should be based on the volume of sales, while the Boston 
Sales Manager thinks it should be based on the number of years of service. 

The issues will be presented on the screen as shown on the next page: 
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120 
105 
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Cut. 
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B 
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G 
H 
I 

-Off Money Number of Years 

A 
B 
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E 
F 
G 
H 
1 

Promotion 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 

There are nine proposal levels for each issue (nine letters in each column). The 
negotiators need to come to agreement on one letter for each of the three issues. Thus, 
they wdll be sending three letters to each other through the computer system, one for each 
issue, until they reach agreement. As you wdll see, each negotiator will have a number 
next to each proposal level for each issue. This number indicates the value of that 
proposal level to that person (value numbers are shown for one issue above). You will 
see that the New York Manager wants to be at level "A" for each issue ("AAA"), whereas 
the Boston Manager wants to be at level "I" for each issue ("III"). 
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Thus, for the negotiation, the sales managers will exchange offers and counter 
offers through the computer system for a number of rounds. The negotiation will 
continue for as many rounds as necessary until agreement is reached or until time is up. 
Agreement wdll be reached when both negotiators propose the same three letters, the 
same letter for each issue. 

On each round, you will see the proposals that each negotiator sends to the other, 
and the value that each proposal has for each person. 

BUT THE NEGOTIATORS WILL NOT KNOW THE OTHER'S VALUES. 
THEY WILL NOT KNOW HOW MUCH EACH PROPOSAL IS WORTH TO THE 
OTHER NEGOTIATOR. DO NOT FORGET THIS. 

On each round of the negotiation, you will have the opportunity to recommend 
proposals that are nonbinding (the New York and Boston Managers do not have to do 
what you suggest). You wdll also be able to send messages to them which you will be 
able to select from a list of messages. You wdll be able to send ONE message to 
EITHER, or BOTH, negotiators on each round. 
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SPECIAL INFORMATION FOR PRODUCT MANAGER 

You have learned, in private conversations with each Sales Manager, 
the following information: 

The New York Sales Manager needs to get 165 value points (the total of the 
numbers next to each letter for the three-letter agreement). 

Also, 

The Boston Sales Manager needs to get 165 value points (the total of the numbers 
next to each letter for the three-letter agreement). 

BOTH NEGOTIATORS WILL BE EXTREMELY RELUCTANT TO MAKE OR 
AGREE TO ANY OFFERS THAT GIVE LESS THAN THIS. THEY EACH 
WANT TO MAKE THIS MUCH AND THEY WILL FIGHT HARD TO GET IT. 

It is costiy to the company to have its employees fighting, which interferes with 
getting work done. So, IT IS IMPORTANT THAT THE TWO MANAGERS REACH 
AGREEMENT. 
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PRACTICE ROUNDS 

There will be TWO practice rounds to help you become familiar with the system. 

The New York and Boston Managers have been instmcted to send practice 
messages on these rounds. 

We would like you to recommend proposals "DEF" and "FED" on these rounds, 
and message numbers "10" and "20". 

Please read all the messages careftilly. There are 20 of them on two separate 
screens. 
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APPENDDC J 

DEBRIEFING FOR STUDY 1 
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Thank you for your participation today. The study was investigating the effects of a 
motivation variable, need for closure, in mediator's choice of strategy and tactics in a 
simulated mediation. We were also interested in how confidence would affect your 
choices of comments and offers. 

It was not necessary to get the peirties in the computer simulation to reach an agreement. 
Your decisions about the offers and comments to send will be very helpfiil in training 
mediators and maximizing mediators' effectiveness. 

Please raise >'our hand to let the experimenter know that you are finished. Please wait 
quietiy until you are dismissed. 

If >ou are interested in the results of the study, please contact Chris Logan, 742-3705, at 
the end of the semester. 

Please give us some feedback about how easy or hard you thought the experiment was. 

Thank you. You will receive your experiment credit now. 
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APPENDDC K 

GLM RESULTS FOR STUDY 1 VARIABLES 
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Table 10 

GLM Results for Study 1 Variables 

d df 

Compensation 

Integration 

Inaction 

Pressing 

# Strategy Changes 

# Strategies Used 

.940 

6.305 

1.482 

.603 

.757 

2.822 

.335 1 

.014 I 

.227 1 

.440 1 

.387 1 

.097 1 
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MEDIATOR SURVEY 
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[Printed on Psychology Department Letterhead] 

Dear Mediators at SPAG DRC, 

My name is Chris Logan. 1 am a volunteer mediator at SPAG and a graduate student in 
the Ps>'chology Department at Texas Tech. 1 am sending you this packet and asking for 
your help wdth my dissertation. 1 am investigated some variables in mediation and I 
would greatiy appreciate the time it would take you to fill out this information (10-15 
minutes). 

I have discussed this research with Gene Valentini, and he has agreed to allow me access 
to the SPAG DRC mailing list for the purposes of this research. Everything that you send 
in wdll be kept confidential. All information that you provide will be anonymous as well. 
Nothing that you send in will have your name, and there is no way for me to match 
responses to people. 

All that I need for you to do is to complete the two surveys enclosed and then retum them 
to me in the postage-paid envelope that is included. I would appreciate your responses by 
October 15. 

This research has been approved by the Texas Tech Institutional Review Board. If you 
are interested in the results of the research, I would be happy to discuss them wdth you as 
soon as the study is completed. You can contact me at the Psychology Department (742-
3705) or by email, at C.Logan@ttu.edu. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Chris Logan 
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Thank you for responding to this survey. Please answer the questions below. 

1. How many mediations would you estimate you have mediated or co-mediated in 
the past year? 

2. How many mediations would you estimate you have mediated or co-mediated 
since you began mediating? 

3. How would you best describe your current status as a mediator? 
a. Very Active Mediator (10 or more mediations per year) 
b. Active Mediator (1 -9 mediations in the past year) 
c. Former Mediator (Used to mediate 10 or more cases per year, but not 

active now) 
d. Future Mediator (Have completed fraining but have not yet completed 10 

mediations) 

4. What value do you generally place on interests (the reasons underlying the stated 
negotiation positions) in mediation? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very low Very High 

Value Value 

5. What is your primary occupation? 
a. Attomey 
b. Homemaker 
c. Judge/JP 
d. Psychologist 
e. Researcher (In what field: ) 
f Social Worker 
g. Teacher/Professor 
h. Other: . ^ _ ^ 

5. What range includes your age? 
a. 20-30 
b. 31-40 
c. 41-50 
d. 51-60 
e. 61-70 
f 71-80 

7. Please indicate your sex: Female Male 
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8. Please indicate yoiu- agreement with the following statement on the scale provided. 
When conducting a mediation, I usually try to uncover the underlying interests behind the 
stated negotiation positions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

9. Please rate how often you generally make each type of statement while conducting a 
mediation. 

A. 1 think you can work this out yourselves. 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all often Very often 

B. The more time we spend, the costiier it's going to be. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all often Very often 

C. Let's find a creative solution that makes everyone happy. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all often Very often 

D. If you'll consider their offer, I'll get you . 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all often Very often 

E. What aspects of your case are problematic if you go to trial? 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all often Very often 

F. W^at have been some barriers to you communicating directly with the other 
party? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all often Very often 

G. Thefr offer is pretty fafr and we could reach an agreement now if you accept it. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all often Very often 

H. Tell me how you feel about their new offer. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all often Very often 
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