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Our review of the learning and training literature revealed four common methods for
training people to be more effective negotiators: didactic learning, learning via infor-

mation revelation, analogical learning, and observational learning. We tested each of these
methods experimentally in an experiential context and found that observational learning and
analogical learning led to negotiated outcomes that were more favorable for both parties,
compared to a baseline condition of learning through experience alone. Information revela-
tion and didactic learning were not significantly different from any other condition. Process
measures revealed that negotiators’ schemas about the task (reflected in open-ended essays)
were strong predictors of performance in the analogical learning condition, but were poor
predictors of performance in the remaining conditions. Interestingly, negotiators in the obser-
vation group showed the largest increase in performance, but the least ability to articulate
the learning principles that helped them improve, suggesting that they had acquired tacit
knowledge that they were unable to articulate.
(Negotiation; Learning; Analogical Reasoning; Management Skills)

Introduction
Organizational learning occurs at several different
levels. At the individual level, people in organiza-
tions are called upon to transfer knowledge and
skills learned in one setting to novel situations. At
the interpersonal level, this type of individual learn-
ing or transfer often occurs in the context of social
relationships, teams, groups, or dyads. Moreover,
organizations often influence or are influenced by
individual and interpersonal learning (Argyris 1993).
This paper focuses on individual learning in the con-
text of mixed-motive dyadic relationships.

Types of Learning
In the present research, we examined the efficacy
of four types of learning methods on the abil-
ity of people to improve their negotiation skills.
Building upon prior research on the role of differ-
ent kinds of experience in negotiation performance
(e.g., Thompson 1990a, 1990b), we tested a base-
line condition of experience alone against four dif-
ferent learning methods that were combined with
experience. A recent survey of negotiation training
across four disciplines—management, law, education,
and policy—revealed that negotiation instructors rely
on experiential learning and simulations as a teach-
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ing tool (Harvard Law School Program on Nego-
tiation) �www.pon.harvard.edu�. The specific nature
of experiential learning of negotiation skills, how-
ever, varies dramatically across schools, programs,
and classes.
Our review of the research literature in nego-

tiation reveals at least four ways in which expe-
riential learning is implemented: didactic learning
(or principle-based learning), learning via informa-
tion revelation, analogical learning, and observational
learning. By combining each of these four methods
with simulations and exercises, many variations on
experiential learning are both conceptually plausible
and relevant in practice. To our knowledge, however,
researchers have not compared the effectiveness of
these learning techniques by experimentally testing
them.
The experiment reported here extends research and

theory by demonstrating substantial performance dif-
ferences in negotiation that are attributable to the
methods by which negotiators learned to negotiate.
The goal of this paper, therefore, is to test the relative
efficacy of different learning methods in negotiation,
rather than to gain a thorough understanding of the
various and complex cognitive mechanisms under-
lying each method. We briefly discuss the theoreti-
cal underpinnings and empirical evidence for each of
these learning techniques. We review the key under-
lying mechanisms that guide each type of learning,
with a particular focus on examining learning in
negotiations.

Principle-Based Learning. Also known as didactic
learning, this type of learning is widely used as an
educational tool in negotiation. For example, students
are often told how they can take advantage of varying
preferences to “expand the pie.” However, novices are
often unable to appreciate and extend principles to
novel situations (Novick 1988). Further, unless there
is a close connection between a principle and rel-
evant examples, people are unable to take advan-
tage of abstract principles (Ross and Kilbane 1997).
According to Neale and Northcraft (1990), negotia-
tors need to have a strategic conceptualization of the
bargaining situation to reach integrative solutions. In
an investigation by Bazerman and Neale (1982), some
negotiators were given training designed to decrease

negotiator overconfidence—a major impediment to
effective negotiations. The training decreased over-
confidence. However, other investigations reveal that
providing learners with a principle is not as effective
as other types of learning, such as analogical learn-
ing (Gick and Holyoak 1983, Ross and Kilbane 1997,
Loewenstein et al. 1999).

Learning via Information Revelation. Behavioral
decision theory suggests that experience with a task
should improve judgment and performance (Einhorn
and Hogarth 1978, Hogarth 1981). According to this
perspective, suboptimal negotiation performance pri-
marily occurs in isolated or discrete decision situ-
ations characterized by an absence of information
about the structure of the task or problem. When the
environment returns the type of information neces-
sary to compare the present strategy with a repre-
sentation of an ideal strategy, then performance can
improve (Balzer et al. 1989, Hammond et al. 1980).
Einhorn and Hogarth (1978) developed a judgment-
action-outcome model to represent the self-correcting
function of feedback. According to the model, out-
comes follow from people’s initial judgments and pre-
dictions, which are then used to determine actions
and choices. Outcomes produce two feedback mech-
anisms: a direct effect on subsequent judgments and
actions, and an indirect effect based upon a person’s
interpretation or evaluation of the outcomes. Access
to the other party’s information about their priorities
and preferences in a prior negotiation allows nego-
tiators to correct their interpretation of the negoti-
ated agreement. Thompson and DeHarpport (1994)
found that revealing information about the oppo-
nents’ priorities and preferences at the conclusion of
a completed negotiation resulted in superior trans-
fer, or performance on a subsequent negotiation
task, compared to providing outcome information
alone. Similarly, Ball et al. (1991) provided only out-
come information revelation (money gained or lost
as a result of bidding decisions) and found that
this was not effective. And Balke et al.’s (1973)
investigation of social judgment theory in reenacted
labor-management negotiations revealed that when
negotiators were given cognitive information revela-
tion about the opponent’s interests, they were more
likely to reach consensus. For the purposes of the
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present investigation, we selected the most causally
efficacious aspects of these experiments to create a
learning treatment that provided information about
the opponent’s priorities and preferences, as well as
the outcome of the completed negotiation.

Analogical Learning. Research on analogical pro-
cessing shows the importance of analogy in learn-
ing and understanding (Holyoak and Thagard 1995).
Students can often understand a novel situation by
transferring knowledge from a well-understood situ-
ation (Polya 1957, Pirolli and Anderson 1985). Ross
(1987) found that giving learners analogical examples
to illustrate a probability principle facilitated their
later use of the probability formula to solve other
problems. The standard approach to analogical learn-
ing involves mapping information from a base—a
well-understood domain that serves as the informa-
tion source—to a less familiar target (Gentner 1989).
The target problem is typically a different, novel prob-
lem that is from a different domain, thus appearing
on the surface to have little or nothing to do with the
first problem. However, the underlying structure or
“deep structure” of the problems may be quite sim-
ilar. The critical question is: What are the conditions
that allow the learner to “recognize” the applicability
of the old problem in this new domain? According
to Gentner’s (1983) structure-mapping theory, analog-
ical reasoning involves setting up correspondences
between structured representational elements of two
domains and transferring information guided by the
common relational structure (Gentner 1983, 1989,
Holyoak 1985, Holyoak and Thagard 1989, 1997). In
this sense, structure-mapping theory involves a com-
parison between source cases or between source and
target cases, such that the underlying relational struc-
ture becomes obvious. Thus, making comparisons can
inform students and managers as to which aspects
of experience are relevant and which are causally
irrelevant.
In a previous test of structure-mapping theory, we

used a simple manipulation, designed to induce ana-
logical reasoning (Thompson et al. 2000, Loewenstein
et al. 1999). Prior to a real face-to-face negotia-
tion, we gave students two mininegotiation cases
(approximately 200 words). Each case described how
a protagonist effectively solved a difficult and vexing

negotiation situation by using a particular negotia-
tion strategy, such as a contingent contract. (A contin-
gent contract is a negotiation strategy in which parties
resolve differences via betting on the future (see
Bazerman and Gillespie 1999). Some students were
told to analyze each case and identify the key prin-
ciple in each. Other students were told to compare
the two cases, with the theory being that comparison
allows students to abstract a common denominator
that is not tied to irrelevant surface aspects of the
situation (Gentner et al. 1993). Later (sometimes min-
utes, sometimes a week), students were challenged
with a real, face-to-face, one-on-one negotiation situa-
tion in which a contingent contract could be used to
add considerable individual value. On average across
our studies, 50 to 60% of students in the “compare”
group used contingent contracts in the face-to-face
situation; less than half that amount used contingent
contracts in the “separate cases” group (Thompson
et al. 2000, Loewenstein et al. 1999). Process data
revealed that analogical comparison of the cases
encouraged recognition of a problem’s structural fea-
tures, suggesting that analogy facilitates transfer.
Further, analogy facilitates creativity and flexibility

when negotiating. Spector (1997) briefed students on
an international treaty dispute, and then instructed
them to think about the case using either analogy
(e.g., “write down as many analogies as you can think
of”) or standard case analysis (e.g., “inventory the
issues, positions, and interests of the parties”). After-
wards, students were randomly assigned to represent
one of the countries in the treaty dispute as a scientific
expert, and were instructed to negotiate with a coun-
terpart to find a solution to the conflict. Participants
trained in analogy were less likely to reach impasse
than negotiations in which participants had standard
training. Further, participants trained in analogy were
more likely than their standard training counterparts
to change their perceptions of the best perceived solu-
tion during the course of training and negotiation,
demonstrating an ability to adjust goals in response to
new information. In sum, whereas previous research
demonstrates that analogy more effectively facilitates
transfer than case analysis, these studies have not
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compared the effectiveness of analogy training with
the other methods of learning that we discuss here.

Observational Learning. Also known as imitation
or modeling, observational learning is based on the
premise that negotiators can improve their own skills
by observing those of others. Specifically, by watch-
ing a “model” negotiator conduct a negotiation in an
integrative fashion, negotiators might be better pre-
pared to conduct their own negotiations. Many com-
plex social behaviors, such as aggression, helping, and
gender-appropriate behavior are successfully learned
by observing others (Bandura 1973, Bryan and Test
1967). According to social learning theory, social
feedback provides people with information about
which behaviors are likely to be rewarded. Bandura’s
(1973) portrayal of the psychological mechanisms
involved in observational learning focuses on sym-
bolic acquisition, such that observers do not simply
mimic a model’s actions through reinforcement-based
principles of stimulus-response association. Instead,
observers are active processors of the information
provided by a model’s behavior. Bandura’s (1973)
model contains four key components of observational
learning: attentional processes, retention processes,
motor reproduction processes, and motivational pro-
cesses. Observational learning is facilitated when the
observer pays attention to the model, retains the infor-
mation, has the capacity to enact the model’s behav-
iors, and is motivated to behave. In developing our
observational learning treatment, we attempted to
maximize each of these critical processes.
Evidence from research on learning in contexts

other than negotiation suggests that observation pro-
duces efficient, effective learning. Shebilske et al.
(1998) demonstrated that students performing a pilot
training video task improved their performance from
observing another student doing the same task.
In addition, students show greater improvement in
writing skills after having observed another per-
son thinking aloud while writing, as compared to
simply practicing writing on their own (Couzijn
1999). Finally, brain scans of people observing hand
actions of another person (the target) are revealing as
well. When the target performed meaningful actions,
the left hemisphere was engaged; when the target

performed meaningless actions, the right occipito-
parietal pathway was engaged. Further, when partic-
ipants were told they would have to recognize the
hand actions later, memory and encoding structures
were activated; when participants were told they
would have to imitate the hand actions later, plan-
ning and action generation regions were activated
(Decety et al. 1997). This suggests that when negotia-
tors observe a model’s actions with the goal of sub-
sequent imitation, they process the information they
observe in a way that will be meaningful during the
imitation stage. We hypothesize that in a bargaining
context, negotiators who observe a model negotiation
are likely to notice and imitate the behaviors that lead
to efficient distribution of resources.

Overview of Present Research
We report an experiment that was designed to exam-
ine and compare the effectiveness of the four types
of learning just discussed. We followed the tradition
of Cook and Campbell (1979) and Platt (1964), such
that we developed “strong” treatments with the goal
of determining which of the learning treatments was
most effective. We created four different learning con-
ditions, corresponding to the types of learning just
reviewed: didactic, information revelation, analogical,
and observational. We report a study in which all
negotiators first engaged in an initial negotiation with
no formal learning. Then, we randomly selected a
baseline group of negotiators who would receive no
further training and compared their performance with
negotiators who would add one of four types of for-
mal training to their negotiation experience, much as
would be the case in a classroom or corporate training
session.
We also compared each of the learning treatments

to a pure experiential learning baseline condition. Our
key measure of learning was performance on the
task. We designed each of the learning treatments to
instruct about one particularly important aspect of
negotiation—integrative bargaining. We were careful
to use performance on the first task as a covariate
so that any differences would be attributable to the
experimental treatments, not arbitrary differences on
the first task. To test the extent to which each learn-
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ing method led to successful articulation of the princi-
ples learned therein, we also included an open-ended
process check measure in which negotiators wrote
in an open-ended fashion about their reflections of
their own learning (cf. Thompson and DeHarpport
1994).

Method
Participants
A total of 122 undergraduate psychology students
volunteered to participate and were each paid $15 for
their participation. Precautions were taken to ensure
that participants within a dyad did not previously
know each other.

Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned to experimental
conditions and bargaining roles, and were informed
that they would be randomly paired with another
person with whom they would engage in two nego-
tiations. In each negotiation, dyads bargained for a
maximum of 25 minutes. As an incentive, participants
were informed that, for each of the two negotiation
tasks, one $100 cash prize and ten $20 cash prizes
would be awarded at the end of the semester. The
probability of winning a prize corresponded to their
performance in the negotiation (see Thompson and
Hastie 1990).

Negotiation Tasks
For both negotiation tasks, participants were given
instructions specific to their role, a payoff schedule,
and a short quiz to ensure that they understood the
task. The payoff schedules for both tasks are pre-
sented in the Appendix. Negotiators bargained face
to face with no restrictions on communication, except
that they were told not to physically exchange their
payoff schedules.
Two different tasks were used; each task was

unique in that different patterns of trade-offs and
alternatives were necessary to reach a fully integrative
agreement. The two tasks differed in terms of the con-
tent and setting of the negotiation and the issues to be
negotiated. The first task was a job contract negotia-
tion between an employee and employer, involving

issues of salary, starting bonus, job assignment, insur-
ance coverage, and moving expenses. The second task
was more complex and involved a commercial real
estate negotiation between a development company
and a city planner’s office.
Each task contained different types of issues to be

negotiated. Thus, generalizing from the first to the
second task was not easy; it required that partici-
pants have an understanding of the nature of the sit-
uation. For example, the second task included one
purely fixed-sum (distributive) issue in which gains
for one person result in equal losses for the other
party; the first task did not include a distributive
issue. In the second task, there was one pair of vari-
able sum (logrolling) issues in which gains for one
person do not represent equal losses for the other;
in contrast, the first task had two pairs of logrolling
issues. Each task involved one compatible issue in
which both negotiators had identical preferences.1

Participants were told that they should try to accumu-
late as many points as they could in each negotiation,
and that failure to reach an agreement would result
in both persons earning zero points.

Experimental Conditions
The independent variable was between participants,
and involved implementation of one of four differ-
ent learning methods after the completion of the first
negotiation (but before beginning the second nego-
tiation). The four learning conditions were: didactic,
information revelation, analogical, and observational.
Participants in the baseline or control condition com-
pleted the two negotiation tasks without any instruc-
tion in between. Dyads were randomly assigned to
one of the five conditions.

Baseline Condition. In the baseline condition, par-
ticipants completed the first negotiation task and were
then asked to complete the process check measure
(described later). Then, they were introduced to the
second negotiation task, following which they com-
pleted the judgment measure for that task.

1 We performed analyses on compatible issues, but did not note
any effects of the experimental treatments. In the interest of brevity,
these measures are not further discussed.
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Didactic. In the didactic condition, participants
were given a one-page synopsis of key principles of
negotiation taken from a textbook. The key principles
were identified and labeled: trade-offs among differ-
entially weighted issues and the existence of compat-
ible issues. The synopsis was edited to remove all
illustrations and examples, so that the didactic con-
dition would remain conceptually distinct from the
analogy condition. Participants were asked to study
the synopsis and then to complete the process check
measure.

Information Revelation. In the information reve-
lation condition, participants were given complete
information about the other person’s payoff schedule
during the negotiation. The participant’s own payoff
schedule was printed on the same page so that partici-
pants could clearly see the underlying structure of the
negotiation that they had just completed (although it
was not explicitly pointed out to them). Participants
were asked to study the payoff schedules and then
complete the process check measure.

Analogical. In the analogical condition, partici-
pants were given two short vignettes to read
(approximately 200 words each), each describing a
negotiation situation. Whereas the surface features
in the stories were quite different, the underlying
deep structure of the vignettes were similar. The two
vignettes described situations in which parties recog-
nized opportunities for trade-offs (however, the word
“trade-off” was not explicitly used). After reading the
stories, participants were asked to complete the pro-
cess check measure.

Observational. In the observational condition, par-
ticipants were shown a videotaped version of the
negotiation they had just completed in which the
negotiators (portrayed by actors) reached a fully
integrative (win-win) agreement. The videotape por-
trayed the negotiators exchanging information about
the issues that were most and least important to each
of them. Negotiators discussed more than one issue at
a time, and traded concessions on issues considered
least important in exchange for achieving preferences
on issues considered most important to each respec-

tive negotiator. After watching the videotaped negoti-
ation, participants were asked to calculate the score of
the target negotiator who played their role and then
to complete the process check measure.

Dependent Measures

Negotiation Performance. For each negotiation, a
joint performance score was assigned to each dyad,
summing both negotiators’ total scores in the negoti-
ation. In addition, a trade-off score was computed to
measure the extent to which negotiators maximized
joint gain by trading off issues. In the first negoti-
ation, trade-off scores were computed by summing
the points negotiators earned on the four issues for
which negotiators had different preferences (signing
bonus, moving expense coverage, insurance coverage,
and salary; see Appendix). In the second negotia-
tion, trade-off scores were computed by summing the
points earned on the two issues for which negotiators
had different preferences (local subcontractors and
building height; see Appendix).

Process Check Measure. As a check on under-
standing of the learning process just experienced,
each participant was asked to express his or her obser-
vations following the learning manipulation in each
condition. To this end, each person in each condi-
tion was asked to write down his or her observations
about the task in an open-ended fashion. We used an
established coding scheme (Thompson and DeHarp-
port 1994, Thompson et al. 2000) to rate the qual-
ity of participants’ understanding in each condition.
Two trained raters evaluated the quality of each par-
ticipant’s written observations using a 3-point scale:
1 = no understanding of the nature of the task (e.g.,
“Basically, we stated what we wanted and then com-
promised to a value in the middle”), 2= some under-
standing of the nature of the task (e.g., “The job
assignment was agreed upon quickly because we both
wanted the same thing”), and 3= a full understanding
of the nature of the task (e.g., “I asked her what she
felt was most important � � � . She seemed agreeable to
having only $32K for her salary if she had a 90% mov-
ing coverage, and point-wise this was good for me,
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so I quickly agreed”). Interrater reliability (assessed
using Cohen’s Kappa) was 0.81. Scores within dyads
were summed to form a joint score. Thus, the possi-
ble range dyad scores on the analysis of the subjective
learning measure was 2 through 6.2

Results
Negotiation Performance

Joint Outcome. An analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) was performed to examine the impact of
the learning treatments on the key measure of learn-
ing: joint outcomes in the second negotiation. Joint
scores in the second negotiation—which involved
fewer issues and a different point scale than the first
negotiation—ranged from 820 to 1,1203 (M = 1�014,
sd= 98).4 Because the learning manipulation occurred
after the first negotiation but prior to the second
negotiation, we used the joint outcome for each dyad
in the first negotiation as a covariate (which did not
significantly differ between conditions, F < 1). The
ANCOVA revealed that the learning manipulation
had a significant overall effect on joint outcome in
the second negotiation, F �4�57	= 2�61, p < 0�05.
The bars in Figure 1 represent the adjusted mean

joint outcome for each experimental group in the
second negotiation. Post hoc comparisons revealed
that the adjusted mean joint scores in the second
negotiation were significantly higher in the observa-
tional (Adj. M = 1�068�07, sd = 41�01) and analogical
(Adj. M = 1�057�82, sd = 62�93) treatment conditions,
as compared with the baseline experiential condition
(Adj.M = 969�49, sd= 98�12), F �1�20	= 11�43; p< 0�01;
F �1�19	 = 9�48; p < 0�01, respectively. The informa-

2 In the interests of brevity, this article omits certain measures
collected in the experiment. These results are available from the
authors upon request.
3 We express joint scores in the second negotiation in 1,000s; e.g., a
joint score of 820 in the second negotiation amounts to a score of
$820,000.
4 Three dyads were omitted from all analyses: one dyad failed to
reach an agreement; two dyads reached agreements whose values
were extreme, differing from the mean by two standard deviations.

Figure 1 Effect of Learning Condition on Final Joint Outcome and
Trade-off Score, Second Negotiation

Learning Condition
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600

800

1,000

Final Joint Outcome 

Trade-off Score

Baseline Didactic Observational Analogical
Information
Revelation

tion revelation (Adj. M = 1�006�94, sd = 107�22) and
didactic (Adj. M = 1�000�50, sd = 118�97) groups were
not significantly different from the baseline and ana-
logical groups (all F ′s < 3�0, p′s > 0�10). There were
marginally significant differences between the obser-
vational and didactic conditions (F �1�20	 = 3�53; p =
0�075) and between the observational and information
revelation conditions (F �1�20	= 3�41; p = 0�08). Thus,
while not every pairwise comparison revealed statisti-
cally significant mean differences, there was improve-
ment in negotiation performance when experiential
learning (baseline condition) was supplemented with
observational or analogical learning.

Identifying Trade-offs. The trade-off score re-
flected the degree to which parties traded off the
two issues for which they had different priorities—
e.g., negotiators who “split the difference” on the
number of local subcontractors and building height
(two subcontractors and four stories) had lower trade-
off scores than did negotiators who traded off these
two issues (four subcontractors and six stories; see
Appendix). In the first negotiation, only 3% of all
dyads achieved a perfect trade-off score of 2,000.
Trade-off scores on the second task ranged from 420
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to 720 (the possible range was 240 to 720) (M =
624�7, sd = 95�2). In the second negotiation, 37% of
all dyads achieved a perfect score of 720, represent-
ing a significant improvement over first negotiation
trade-off scores, �2�1	 = 20�03, p < 0�001. An exam-
ination of dyads in the baseline condition revealed
that while 0% of the dyads achieved a perfect trade-
off score in the first negotiation, 25% achieved a per-
fect score in the second negotiation, �2�1	= 3�43, p =
0�064. This suggests that negotiators’ performances
improved with experience, although the difference is
only marginally significant.
In the second negotiation, did negotiators who

received training outperform those who received no
training? To find out, we conducted an ANCOVA
to examine the impact of learning manipulation on
trade-off scores in each condition. The trade-off score
for each dyad in the first prelearning negotiation
was used as a covariate; as expected, there were no
between-group differences in trade-off scores for the
first negotiation (which occurred prior to the treat-
ment), F < 1.
The pattern of trade-off scores in the second nego-

tiation mirrored that found for joint outcomes. The
learning variable had a significant overall effect on
trade-off scores in the different groups, F �4�57	= 2�61,
p < 0�05. The line graph in Figure 1 illustrates the
adjusted mean trade-off score for each experimental
group in the second negotiation. Post hoc compar-
isons revealed that the adjusted mean trade-off scores
in the second negotiation were significantly higher in
the observational (Adj. M = 681�02, sd = 46�65) and
analogical (Adj.M = 662�02, sd= 61�64) treatment con-
ditions, as compared with the baseline experiential
condition (Adj. M = 571�74, sd = 98�12); F �1�20	 =
12�54; p < 0�01; F �1�19	 = 8�93; p < 0�01, respectively.
The information revelation (Adj. M = 615�93, sd =
105�74) and didactic (Adj. M = 603�88, sd = 111�12)
groups were not significantly different from other
groups. These results suggest that the effectiveness
of the observational and analogical conditions for
overall performance is primarily due to the trade-off
strategy.

Process Check
Following the learning manipulation, participants
wrote an open-ended essay about their observations

of the task. These responses were coded by two
trained assistants. Some participants failed to write
anything when prompted to write a summary para-
graph, resulting in the omission of one dyad from
the didactic condition and one dyad from the ana-
logical condition. Interrater reliability (assessed using
Cohen’s Kappa) was 0.81.
The type of learning treatment affected the

quality of the opened-ended essays, F �4�53	 = 7�03,
p < 0�0001. Post hoc comparisons (Tukey’s Honestly
Significantly Different (HSD); p < 0�05) showed that
the analogical, information revelation, and didac-
tic learning groups had significantly higher scores
(M = 4�41, sd = 0�67; M = 4�10, sd = 0�93; M = 4�63,
sd = 0�91, respectively) than did the baseline learn-
ing (M = 3�67, sd = 0�89), and observational learning
(M = 3�05, sd= 0�43) groups. More specifically, partic-
ipants in the analogical and didactic learning groups
were able to articulate the key underlying structure
of the task well, whereas participants in the base-
line and observational groups were not. Put another
way, whereas only a small percentage of dyads in
the baseline (33%), information revelation (33%), and
observational (0%) groups were able to articulate
their respective learning principle to a fair degree (a
combined score of more than 4.0), an overwhelming
majority of dyads in the didactic (67%) and analogi-
cal (73%) were able to do so. Negotiators in the ana-
logical treatment group also performed quite well in
terms of joint outcome in the second negotiation, sug-
gesting that they were able to transfer the new con-
cepts demonstrated in the process check exercise into
practice in the subsequent negotiation. Negotiators in
the didactic learning group, however, did not perform
well in the second negotiation, suggesting that their
ability to articulate principles did not transfer well to
putting those principles into practice.

Discussion
The purpose of this experiment was to examine the
relative efficacy of different types of training tech-
niques for improving negotiation skills. Participants
who received observational training or analogical
training performed better in negotiations than did
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participants who only received baseline (experiential)
training. Didactic training and training via informa-
tion revelation were not significantly different from
the other groups. The participants in the observational
and analogical groups were more likely to construct
profitable trade-offs among issues than were partic-
ipants in the baseline group. However, contrary to
prior research (Thompson et al. 2000, Loewenstein
et al. 1999), we did not find significantly different
negotiation performance between the analogical and
didactic groups, although the pattern of means was
consistent with prior research.
We complemented this measure of learning with

a quite different measure that was unstructured. We
simply asked participants to write down in their own
words, in an open-ended fashion, their observations
about the negotiation. It was clear that some partic-
ipants’ essays were quite remarkable in “capturing”
the important, underlying essence of the negotiation
(e.g., “I gave up in a category to get more in another
category”—reflecting the important idea of a trade-
off). In contrast, other participants focused on irrele-
vant factors and strategies that, in general, were not
effective (e.g., “ � � � we each stated what we wanted
and then compromised to a value more or less right
in the middle of the two”).
A more detailed examination of the individual

learning conditions revealed that negotiators in the
information revelation condition excelled at accu-
rately inferring the other party’s interests. Negoti-
ators in this condition received information about
their opponent’s priorities and preferences after the
first negotiation. However, this was not sufficient for
achieving substantial improvement in performance.
Apparently, negotiators who received information
about the other party’s priorities and preferences
understood the information, but were unable to trans-
fer this knowledge and apply it to a new nego-
tiation. Similarly, negotiators in the didactic group
wrote complex and meaningful observations about
the negotiation, yet did not distinguish themselves
when actually seated at the bargaining table. It is
reasonable to think that the didactic learning group
might have simply parroted back the concepts they
were exposed to, but did not transfer them to the

next negotiation task. Negotiators in the analogi-
cal learning group excelled in the process check,
writing complex and meaningful observations about
the negotiation experience. Unlike negotiators in the
information revelation and the didactic groups, how-
ever, negotiators in the analogical condition appar-
ently were able to transfer this knowledge to a
new negotiation setting in which their performance
excelled.
One puzzling result was the performance of nego-

tiators in the observational condition, who excelled
at the second negotiation, and yet performed miser-
ably on the process check essay (0% articulated rele-
vant learning principles to a fair degree). Apparently,
the process of observing other people negotiating
improved the performance of the observational group
negotiators in the subsequent negotiation, but they
were almost entirely unable to articulate the learning
principles that helped them to improve. One possible
explanation for this perplexing result is that negotia-
tors in the observational condition had acquired tacit
knowledge (Polanyi 1958) that improved their perfor-
mance. Thus, their improved performance in the sec-
ond negotiation was attributable to new skills they
had acquired but were unaware of having, and unable
to articulate in the written essay.

Conclusion
In this discussion, we raise the following theoretical
and practical issues: (1) Why is analogical and obser-
vational training particularly effective? and (2) What
can and should be done regarding the future of
research on learning in management contexts?
Contrary to popular intuition, simply having

experience—in the absence of information revela-
tion, principles, observation, or drawing analogies
to other cases—is largely ineffective. The limitations
of this type of learning are implicitly recognized
in the vast amounts of money spent on the educa-
tion of experienced, successful professionals wishing
to improve their negotiation skills. Indeed, negotia-
tors in the baseline experiential condition were not
accurate in assessing the task, nor were their subjec-
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tive observations particularly complex or meaning-
ful. The analogical group was remarkably effective
at improving their performance, as a consequence
of drawing analogies to seemingly unrelated nego-
tiation situations. We were careful to provide narra-
tives that were devoid of any mention of principles.
Further, we were careful to use narratives that had
virtually no similar surface features to the face-to-
face negotiations that participants actually completed.
Thus, negotiators in the analogical group could not
have been relying on simple surface similarities. They
also wrote elegant open-ended essays, suggesting that
the case stories they had read helped them to form
more complex thoughts about the negotiation situa-
tion. The effects for the analogical learning group pro-
vide greater generalizability in terms of the integra-
tive outcomes for the growing body of research on
analogical reasoning in negotiation. Prior research has
nearly exclusively focused on the ability of negotia-
tors to develop contingency contracts (cf. Thompson
et al. 2000, Loewenstein et al. 1999); the present
research extends these effects to the important skill of
trade-offs.
Participants in the information revelation condi-

tion are comparable to the descriptive-trained par-
ticipants in Donnelly and McDaniel (1993), in that
these participants received a quantitative description
of the opponent’s preferences and interests after the
first negotiation. However, putting this knowledge
into action at the table was not easy, even under
apparently ideal conditions: one’s negotiation partner
had the same (accurate) understanding of the task,
and there was virtually no time delay between the
tasks.
If anything, it is the observational condition partic-

ipants who remain the most elusive. They achieved
the highest outcomes, yet their process measure
scores were not impressive. They were apparently
learning something useful that they could not read-
ily articulate. Watching a reenactment of a negoti-
ation conducted by skilled negotiators was remark-
ably effective, even though no formal concepts or
strategies were mentioned in the tape. Moreover,
because the second negotiation differed so much from
the first negotiation, it would not have been possi-

ble for participants to blindly imitate the models—
the issues were different in name, number, and
type.
We fully recognize that our experimental condi-

tions reflected “pure” types, whereas most learning
as it occurs in management classrooms is often a
hybrid. However, hybrid models often develop in
the absence of knowledge of the effectiveness of
their components. Examination of “pure” types is an
important precursor to examination of hybrid mod-
els. We also recognize, as mentioned earlier, that our
manipulations are “strong,” incorporating relatively
heavy-handed implementations of different types of
learning. Just as examination of “pure” types of
learning is an important precursor to hybrid types
of learning, an examination of strong implementa-
tions of learning are important precursors to examina-
tions of weaker learning manipulations. An obvious
next step is to examine how blends of the four major
approaches studied in the present investigation might
fare in terms of actual effectiveness. Indeed, it is our
supposition that more often than not, hybrid models
of teaching and training are more extensively used
than the pure models.
In an era in which management has become

increasingly focused on knowledge, learning, and
continuous improvement, it is of paramount impor-
tance to understand the mechanisms by which man-
agers learn and develop new skills. The “new look” at
knowledge and learning in organizations focuses on
knowledge implementation, as opposed to knowledge
acquisition. The results of the present investigation
suggest that the ability to put knowledge into mean-
ingful action is not as straightforward as previously
believed and that the manager may best serve his or
her own professional development and the success of
his or her organization via incorporating principles of
cognitive-social psychology.
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Appendix

Task 1

Issue Employee points Employer points

Signing bonus
10% 600 0
8% 450 60
6% 300 120
4% 150 180
2% 0 240

Job assignment
Division A 0 0
Division B 30 30
Division C 60 60
Division D 90 90
Division E 120 120

Moving expense coverage
100% 400 0
90% 300 20
80% 200 40
70% 100 60
60% 0 80

Insurance coverage
100% 80 0
80% 60 100
60% 40 200
0% 20 300
20% 0 400

Salary
$40,000 240 0
$38,000 180 150
$36,000 120 300
$34,000 60 450
$32,000 0 600

Task 2

Issue Total value to Bainbridge Total value to Alki

Number of local subcontractors
4 $360�000 $0
3 $240�000 $30�000
2 $180�000 $60�000
1 $120�000 $90�000
0 $0 $120�000

Percent of open space
30% $240�000 $0
25% $180�000 $60�000
20% $120�000 $120�000
15% $60�000 $180�000
0% $0 $240�000

Task 2

Issue Total value to Bainbridge Total value to Alki

Building inspector
Conibear $80�000 $80�000
Hawes $60�000 $60�000
Gillespie $40�000 $40�000
DeWitt $20�000 $20�000
Wottle $0 $0

Height of building
2 stories $120�000 $0
3 stories $90�000 $90�000
4 stories $60�000 $180�000
5 stories $30�000 $270�000
6 stories $0 $360�000
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