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Abstract
Two studies showed that possessing information about a negotiation counterpart that is irrelevant to the negotiation task can impair negotiators’ effectiveness because such knowledge impedes effective information exchange. In Study 1 negotiators who possessed diagnostic and non-diagnostic forms of information were each less likely to exchange information about their preferences within the negotiation. However, only those negotiators who possessed non-diagnostic information achieved inferior negotiation outcomes as a result. In Study 2 negotiators possessing non-diagnostic information about their counterparts in electronically mediated negotiations were more likely to terminate the search for mutually beneficial outcomes prematurely and declare impasses. They were also less able to use diagnostic forms of information to make mutually beneficial trade-offs. As a result, negotiators in these dyads achieved inferior outcomes. 



Too Much Information: The Adverse Impact of Non-Diagnostic Information in Negotiations
Negotiators often seek out information about their counterparts to give themselves an edge, as the ability to understand the preferences, strategies, goals, and interests of negotiation counterparts represents one of the core cognitive competencies necessary for success in negotiations (Carroll, Bazerman, & Maury, 1988). Negotiators who understand their counterparts may be better able to predict counterparts’ behaviors (Bazerman & Carroll, 1987; Lax & Sebenius, 1992). They may also be more open and forthright with their counterparts (Drolet & Morris, 2000; Moore, Kurtzberg, Thompson, & Morris, 1999; Morris, Nadler, Kurtzberg, & Thompson, 2002) and therefore better able to identify the opportunities available for value creation (Brodt, 1994; Thompson and Hastie, 1990). 
However, not all information about counterparts is equally useful within negotiations. For example, information about a counterpart’s comfort with change may have little value in predicting counterparts’ negotiating behavior. While such pseudorelevant information (Hilton & Fein, 1989) may not be useful in a negotation context, it may nonetheless appear useful to negotiators and therefore affect their behavior. 
We examine whether possessing non-diagnostic information (NDI) can impair negotiation performance by reducing negotiators’ willingness to engage in the information exchange necessary to create and claim value. In doing so, we look to set boundaries on the assumption that information is helpful (or at least not harmful) within negotiations (e.g., Latz, 2004; Lewicki, Saunders, & Minton, 1997). We also provide a counterpoint to previous findings showing that possessing information about a counterpart can bolster negotiation effectiveness through the mechanisms of improved rapport and trust (Drolet & Morris, 2000; Moore, Kurtzberg, Thompson, & Morris, 1999). We also seek to extend our understanding of the dilution effect (Nisbett, Zukier, & Lemley, 1981) by showing that NDI can lead people to truncate information exchange in competitive social interactions. Finally, we examine how power may affect the impact of NDI.
Non-Diagnostic Information
Prior research indicates that decision makers often fail to differentiate diagnostic information (DI), which is predictive of outcomes or behavior in a given domain, from non-diagnostic information (NDI), which is not predictive of outcomes or behavior in that domain (e.g., Peters & Rothbart, 2000; Zukier, 1982). NDI often reduces the degree to which decision-makers utilize DI (Nisbett et al., 1981) and can impair the quality of their decisions in consumer purchases (Meyvis & Janiszewski, 2002), auditing judgments (Glover, 1997; Hackenbrack, 1992; Hoffman & Patton, 1997; Waller & Zimbelman, 2003), hiring decisions (Highhouse, 1997), and jury decision making (Fein, McCloskey, & Tomlinson, 1997). NDI has also been shown to create overconfidence in a host of tasks ranging from the prediction of basketball games (e.g., Tsai, Clayman, & Hastie, 2008) to performance in economic games in which no social interaction takes place (e.g., De Dreu, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1995). While NDI has not been shown to affect behavior in social tasks, cognitive negotiation theory (Neale and Bazerman, 1991) would suggest that NDI may also influence how people share information in competitive interactions. Consistent with this theory, negotiators who assess that they have the necessary information to achieve their goals may be less motivated to seek task-relevant information from their counterpart (Bazerman & Carroll, 1987; Einhorn & Hogarth, 1978; Neale & Bazerman, 1985) and more hesitant to reveal information about their own preferences if they believe the information that they possess has competitive utility (Gerarda Brown & Ayres, 1994; Lax and Sebenius, 1992). Negotiators who possess DI would also curtail information exchange for these same reasons but they would have a genuine informational advantage to protect. We offer: 
Hypothesis 1: Negotiators who possess non-diagnostic information or diagnostic information about their counterparts will exchange less information relevant to the negotiation than will those without such non-diagnostic information.
Negotiators who possess information about their counterparts may also be less likely to attend to the diagnostic information that is exchanged (Nisbett et al., 1981). If negotiators possessing NDI do exchange less diagnostic information or pay less attention to the diagnostic information that is exchanged, they should be less likely to discover the mutually beneficial trades that create value and less likely to identify opportunities to claim value (Neale & Bazerman, 1985; 1991; Pruitt, 1981). With this logic in mind, we assert: 
Hypothesis 2a: Negotiators possessing non-diagnostic information accrue less value in their negotiations than do those without such information.
Hypothesis 2b: Dyads in which a negotiator possesses non-diagnostic information create less value than do dyads in which neither negotiator possesses non-diagnostic information. 
All negotiators may not be equally susceptible to the effects of NDI. Negotiators who are in powerful states of mind (Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003) are more susceptible to overconfidence (Anderson & Galinsky, 2006), ask fewer diagnostic questions about their counterparts’ interests and positions (Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004), and are less motivated to maintain accurate perceptions of others (Fiske, 1993; Fiske & Depret, 1996; Galinsky et al., 2003). Indeed, high-power negotiators are particularly likely to rely on incomplete knowledge and unfounded presumptions about their negotiating partners (De Dreu & Van Kleef, 2004; Galinsky et al., 2003). We therefore hypothesize: 
Hypothesis 3: Possessing non-diagnostic information reduces individual negotiator outcomes more severely when possessed by negotiators entering negotiations in powerful mindsets than if possessed by negotiators entering the negotiation in powerless mindsets. 
In addition to testing whether NDI impairs negotiation performance by instilling feelings of advantage and abbreviating information exchange, we also tested whether NDI about the counterpart impaired performance by increasing negotiators’ liking of, or feelings of similarity with, their counterparts. If so, possessing NDI may lead negotiators to negotiate less aggressively and therefore achieve inferior outcomes. We conduct a pre-test and two experiments to test our ideas. The pre-test establishes that both DI and NDI can lead negotiators to feel they possess an advantage in negotiations. Experiment 1 examines how possessing both DI and NDI affect negotiation outcomes in a face-to-face negotiation exercise. Experiment 2 tests whether NDI can have pernicious effects in electronically-mediated negotiations. We examined which behaviors accounted for the relationship between NDI and impaired negotiation performance, as we wanted both to understand the psychology involved and to provide clear prescriptions for negotiators wishing to avoid the perils of NDI. In focusing on behavioral mediators, we follow the lead of numerous negotiation researchers (e.g, Sinaceur, 2010; Kopelman, Rosette, & Thompson, 2006).
Pre-Test
We administered a pre-test to determine whether DI and NDI could lead negotiators to feel they have an advantage. Sixty students at a West Coast University (47% female; Mage = 21) received $8 to participate in a negotiation study. They began the study by completing the Keirsey Temperament Sorter (Keirsey, 1978) and subsequently conversing with their counterpart for five minutes. Participants then read the instructions for a multi-issue negotiation. In one-third of the cases they also received DI, which stated the importance the counterpart placed on various issues. In one-third of the cases they received NDI, which was “Barnum Effect” information ostensibly based on their counterparts’ responses to the Keirsey Temperament Sorter. In one-third of the cases they received no information. Both the NDI and DI are listed in Appendix 2. Participants receiving information were told, “In this study one participant is randomly chosen to receive person-specific information about the other participant. You have been chosen to receive this information. Please read this information but please do not refer to this information in any way during the negotiation. The other party will not receive this information nor will s/he receive person-specific information about you. Again, please do not refer to this information during the negotiation.” Participants were then given a distracting task lasting five minutes. Participants used a seven-point Likert scale to answer: “How much do you think you have an informational advantage relative to your counterpart?”, “How sure are you that you will be able to control the negotiation in your favor?”, “How favorable do you think the final agreement will be to you?”, “How confident are you that you have information about your counterpart that can help you predict how he/she will behave?”, “Based on what you know about your counterpart, how much of an advantage do you think you have in this negotiation?”. They concluded the experiment by indicating feelings of similarity, liking, and trust toward the counterpart. 
	We combined participants’ responses to the questions addressing feelings of advantage into a single index (α = .78). Feelings of advantage were uncorrelated with counterpart’s feelings of advantage (r = .00, p > .95), so we analyzed the data at the individual level. We then conducted 1 x 3 information (no information vs. NDI vs. DI) ANOVAs examining the effect of information on feelings of advantage, trust, similarity, and liking. The overall F-statistic for feelings of advantage was significant, F(2,57) = 3.34, p = .04. As predicted, negotiators receiving NDI felt as though they possessed an advantage (M = 4.76, SD = 1.13) relative to negotiators in the control condition (M = 4.03, SD = 1.16), t(57) =2.20, p = .03, d = .63. The same was true for negotiators possessing DI (M = 4.79, SD = 0.81), t(57) =2.28, p = .03, d = .76. We also tested whether NDI could affect negotiators’ concern for their counterparts either positively or negatively; however, measures of trust, liking, and similarity were not affected by condition, all p’s >.15.  
Experiment 1
In Experiment 1 we explored whether negotiators with NDI and DI exchanged less information with their counterparts. We also explored whether the reduced information exchange impaired negotiation outcomes for negotiators possessing NDI.
Method
Participants and Experimental Design. A total of 154 students (54% female; Mage = 21) participated in the negotiation exercise for $12. We crossed negotiator role instructions with power (high power vs. low power). There were three types of dyads: dyads in which one negotiator possessed NDI about the counterpart; dyads in which one negotiator possessed DI about the counterpart’s interests; and dyads in which neither negotiator possessed the NDI or DI. We varied whether the high-power or the low-power negotiator possessed the information.
Procedure
After completing the Keirsey Temperament Sorter, participants were asked to recall a time in their life when they felt either powerful or powerless. They wrote about that time in concrete detail for ten minutes. This power manipulation has been shown to produce effects similar to those created by structural or role-based manipulations of power (e.g, Magee, Galinsky, & Gruenfeld, 2007). We then distributed NDI or DI to some participants. Subsequently, participants completed the negotiation exercise and filled out a post-negotiation questionnaire.
The Negotiation Task. Participants participated in a two-party, six issue negotiation exercise that was adapted from the “New Recruit Exercise” (Pinkley, Neale, & Bennett, 1994) to reduce power differentials between roles. In this exercise both negotiators played the role of company representatives who were tasked with merging their respective companies. The negotiators were given a description of the negotiation, a pay-off matrix, and a message stating the number of points they would attain should they fail to reach an agreement. Four of the issues were integrative, one was distributive, and one was congruent. 
Information Manipulation. Participants were randomly assigned to receive the DI, the NDI, or no information. The forms of DI and NDI were those used in the pre-test and listed in Appendix 2.
Dependent Variables. Individual and joint points were the primary dependent variables. Participants also indicated how much each negotiator in a dyad revealed information about his/her preferences for different outcomes and how much they trusted, liked, and felt similar to their counterparts. They also ranked all issues in order of decreasing importance from the perspective of the counterpart and from their own perspective. 
Results
Treatment of Data. All dyads reached agreements. Members of six dyads expressed suspicion about the NDI manipulation and were excluded from the analysis. Two dyads were excluded for their failure to follow the negotiation instructions. Excluding these eight dyads did not significantly affect results. Because neither negotiator role nor the interaction terms of negotiator role x NDI (p= .51) nor the interaction term of negotiator role x DI (p = .48) had a significant effect on negotiator points, roles were combined in all analyses. We analyzed individual-level data using hierarchical linear modeling (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). 
Manipulation Check. Two coders (inter-rater α = .77), blind to condition, coded on a seven-point Likert scale how much power participants expressed in their essays.  Participants possessed more power in the high-power than in the low-power essays (M = 3.61, SD = 1.64 vs. M = 1.34, SD = 0.67), t(36) = 6.77, p < .001, d = 1.81.
Individual-Level Outcomes
	Table 1 displays correlations between all variables. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, negotiators were rated by their counterparts as revealing significantly less information about their preferences when they (M = 4.50, SD = 1.59) or their counterparts possessed NDI (M = 4.49, SD = 1.44) than were negotiators in the control condition (M = 5.37, SD = 1.03). Negotiators possessing DI (M = 4.67, SD = 1.58) and those facing counterparts possessing DI (M = 4.67, SD = 1.35) shared less information than did those in the control condition. Results may be seen in Model 1 of Table 2. Condition did not affect self-ratings of information revelation.
Model 2 of Table 2 displays further support for Hypothesis 1. Negotiators possessing NDI and their counterparts were each less accurate than negotiators in the control condition in identifying their respective counterparts’ two least important issues at the negotiation’s end.  Those with NDI correctly identified the counterpart’s two least important issues 14% of the time, whereas those who had neither NDI nor DI correctly identified the counterpart’s two least important issues 26% of the time. Neither NDI nor DI affected negotiators’ ability to identify the two issues most important to their counterparts nor did DI affect the accuracy in identifying the two least important issues.
As shown in Table 3 and consistent with Hypothesis 2a, negotiators’ outcomes were impaired when they possessed NDI. Possessing DI did not impair negotiators’ outcomes. However, DI had a marginally significant negative effect on counterparts’ outcomes. Table 3 displays the mean points by condition. Table 3 also reveals that primed power, the interaction of primed power and NDI, and the interaction of primed power and DI did not significantly influence negotiator outcomes. Hypothesis 3 therefore did not receive support.
Reduced information exchange partially mediated the relationship between possessing NDI and impaired negotiation outcomes. Relative to negotiators in the control condition, negotiators possessing NDI revealed less information about preferences for different outcomes during the negotiation, ß = -.31, z = -2.53, p = .01. Revealing information was associated with higher points claimed, ß = .34, z = 2.80, p = .01. When we controlled for the amount of information exchanged, the effect of NDI on negotiator points remained significant, ß = -.24, z = -2.00 p = .05. The test of mediation was significant, z’ = -1.97, p < .01 (see MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, and Sheets, 2002). 
We tested the possible alternative explanations that possessing NDI impaired negotiator outcomes by instilling liking, trust, or feelings of similarity with the counterpart. As possessing NDI did not significantly affect any of these variables (all p’s > .10), these variables did not mediate the relationship between NDI and impaired negotiation performance. 
Dyadic-Level Outcomes. As predicted in Hypothesis 2b, dyads in which a negotiator possessed NDI created significantly less value than did control condition dyads, t(45) = 2.11, p = .04, d = .68. Reduced information exchange accounted for the reduction in total points created in dyads in which one party possessed NDI. As Figure 1 illustrates, adding the counterpart-generated rating of revealed information to the equation regressing total points on non-diagnostic information reduced the effect of NDI to non-significance. The test of mediation was significant, z’ =1.77, p < .01. DI did not significantly affect value creation. 
Discussion
Negotiators possessing NDI about a counterpart were less successful in exchanging task-related information and achieved inferior negotiation outcomes. Suggesting that asymmetric information interfered with the exchange of more useful forms of information, negotiators possessing NDI less accurately identified the counterparts’ least important issues at the negotiations’ conclusions. We did not find support for our hypothesis that value claiming would be most reduced for high-power negotiators who received NDI. 
 Experiment 2
Experiment 2 further examines how NDI affects negotiation behavior and outcomes. Extending Neale and Bazerman’s (1991) emphasis on cognitive processing and information exchange, we examine the impact of NDI in an electronically-mediated negotiation. Using this format allows us to understand more fully how NDI affects information exchange and processing within negotiations. It also allows us to examine whether negotiators with NDI make smaller concessions, fewer concessions, or concessions that create less value. In Experiment 2 we also examine whether NDI increases the rate of impasses, as may be the case if NDI instills a sense of advantage. We also examine whether the reduced information exchange seen in Experiment 1 resulted from the instructions prohibiting participants from referring to the NDI. Further, we include new measures to assess whether NDI heightened negotiators’ expectations of their own performance and we include a condition in which both negotiators possessed NDI. Finally, we manipulate power instead of priming it.
Method
Participants and Experimental Design. A total of 140 (64% female; Mage = 31) participants from a web-based participant pool completed the exercise for a $13 gift certificate and the chance to win a $99 gift certificate. Their odds of winning were based on their negotiation performance. The experimental design of the study included the mixed-dyad variables of high-power and low-power possession of NDI about the counterpart (possess vs. not possess); the within-dyad variables of role (Tolliver Company Representative vs. Radeco Company Representative) and power (high power vs. low power); and the between-dyad variable of instructions not to refer to the NDI (instructions not to refer vs. no instructions).
Procedure. Participants completed the Keirsey Temperament Sorter and received a link to their negotiation instructions. Half of the negotiators were given the same NDI about their counterparts as was used in Experiment 1. In half of those cases, we omitted the instructions about confidentiality. A questionnaire asked negotiators to provide the content of their initial e-mail message and why they wanted to begin negotiations in that way. We emailed the contents of their messages to their counterparts and told negotiators that they could continue negotiations by sending an e-mail to a university mailbox. We sent negotiators a post-negotiation questionnaire after they had reached an agreement or an impasse.
Negotiation Task. Participants engaged in the same negotiation exercise used in Experiment 1. We manipulated power within the negotiation instructions using a technique described by Overbeck, Neale, and Govan (2010). Specifically, we told participants in the high-power position “you are in a very strong negotiating position and can afford to use your leverage to get a good deal,” and we told participants in the low-power position “you are in a very weak negotiating position and do not have much leverage to get a good deal.”  Participants were told the number of points they would attain should they fail to reach an agreement.
Dependent Variables
Points claimed by the individual negotiator and by the dyad and the rate of impasses served as the primary dependent variables. We also collected measures of liking, similarity, and trust of the counterpart. Negotiators also indicated how many points they expected to accumulate. 
We administered a post-negotiation questionnaire that included many of the questions found in the questionnaire used in Experiment 1. We counted the number of messages negotiators sent and the number of words the negotiators used in those messages. We had two independent raters who were blind to hypotheses and conditions code whether negotiators expressed their prioritization of different issues in those messages. We examined whether negotiators with NDI would be less attentive to information revealed by their counterparts and would make concessions that created less value than those made by negotiators without such information. To calculate the value-creation associated with a concession we subtracted the points the negotiator making the concession would lose relative to his/her previous offer from the points the counterpart would gain from the offer relative to the previous offer. By asking negotiators to convey their initial positions on all six issues prior to beginning the negotiation, we were able to compute the size of concessions even if the negotiator message mentioned only one or two issues. We also examined the size and the number of concessions. 
Results
Treatment of Data. Neither the effect of the role nor the interaction term of role x NDI was significant, p’s > .8. We therefore combined roles in all subsequent analyses. Receiving instructions to keep NDI confidential did not affect negotiator outcomes, p > .6; we therefore also pooled results from these conditions. Eight dyads, distributed across conditions, were excluded from the analysis because of one member’s failure to follow the negotiation instructions. Excluding these dyads did not significantly affect results. 
Expectations Entering the Negotiation. A 2 (high power position vs. low power position) x 2 (NDI vs. no NDI) ANOVA revealed significant main effects for power and NDI on expected outcomes. Negotiators in the high power position expected to accumulate more points (M = 5,877, SD = 2,425) than did those in the low power position (M = 4,787, SD = 1,831), F(1,135) = 5.25, p = .02, d = .51. Negotiators given NDI expected to accumulate more points (M = 5,710, SD = 2,414) than did those not given NDI (M = 4,941, SD = 1,917), F(1,135) = 9.87, p = .01, d = .35. The interaction between NDI and power was not significant, p > .8. A logistic regression revealed negotiators with NDI were significantly more likely to report a perception of advantage entering the negotiation (M = 35% vs. M = 22%, B = .78, SE = .40, Wald = 3.76, p = .05, Exp(B) = 2.17). Power also had a significant positive effect, p < .05 on perceptions of advantage.
NDI and Unsuccessful Information Exchange
	Table 4 displays correlations between all variables. As Table 5 reveals, negotiators possessing NDI were not reported by their counterparts as less revealing of information about their preferences for different outcomes than were negotiators without such information. They were also no less knowledgeable about their counterparts’ priorities at the negotiation’s conclusion, p > .5. Further, the number or length of messages sent between negotiators did not vary across condition, p’s > .10. Coders’ ratings (inter-rater α = .81) indicated that they also did not make fewer (or more) statements about their prioritization of issues within those messages, p’s > .2. We therefore found no evidence that NDI curbed information sharing.
However, the results suggested that negotiators with NDI were less attentive to information about counterparts’ interests and preferences for different outcomes and less effective at capitalizing on differences in negotiator priorities. Each concession made by negotiators possessing NDI created 189 (SD = 953) points in value, whereas each concession made by negotiators not possessing such information created 483 (SD = 755) points in value, t(129)=1.95, p = .05, d = .34. The concessions made by negotiators without NDI did not yield the counterpart significantly more points (M = 1,540, SD = 1,433 vs. M = 1,610, SD = 1,566; t(127) = 0.28, p = .78, d = .04) or cost conceding negotiator significantly fewer points (M = 1,051, SD = 1,367 vs. M = 1,430, SD = 1,442; t(127) = 1.549, p = .12, d = .27) than did concessions made by negotiators possessing NDI. However, the difference between gain and the sacrifice was significantly greater (and more positive) for negotiators who did not possess NDI. Model 2 of Table 5 displays this effect. 
Individual Outcomes
Consistent with Hypothesis 2a and shown in Table 5, negotiators’ outcomes were significantly impaired when they possessed NDI. Table 6 displays the negotiators’ mean points by condition. Mediation analysis suggests that negotiators with NDI accumulated less value due to their inability to use information about their counterparts’ interests and preferences for different outcomes to make value-creating concessions. Receiving NDI led negotiators to make concessions that created less value, ß = -.17 z = -1.97, p = .05. Making value-creating concessions was associated with higher points claimed, ß = .32, z = 3.76, p < .001. Including this measure of value creation in concessions reduced the previously significant effect of possessing NDI on points claimed (ß = -.18, z = 2.08, p = .04) to non-significance (ß = -.15, z = 1.81, p = .07). The test of mediation was significant, z’ = -1.73, p < .01 (MacKinnon et al., 2002). 
In Hypothesis 3 we predicted that possessing NDI would be particularly harmful for powerful negotiators. Although the Power x NDI interaction did not reach significance, more specific planned contrasts recommended by Rosnow and Rosenthal (1989) revealed that high-power negotiators claimed significantly fewer points when they possessed NDI (M = 3,073, SD = 1,192 vs. M = 3,733, SD = 1,475; t(67) = 2.04, p = .05, d = .49),while low-power negotiators did not accumulate significantly fewer points, p = .47. Trust, similarity, and liking of the counterpart did not independently explain the impaired performance of negotiators possessing NDI.
Dyadic Outcomes. Consistent with Hypothesis 2b, negotiators in dyads in which at least one negotiator possessed NDI created less value (M = 6,088, SD = 1,610) than did dyads in the control condition (M = 7,271, SD = 1,216), t(65) = 2.81, p = .01, d = .84. Dyads in which both parties possessed NDI created significantly less value (M = 5,989, SD = 1,700) than did dyads in the control condition, t(65)=2.34, p = .02, d = .87. A significantly higher rate of impasses in dyads in which at least one negotiator possessed NDI (χ2(1) = 5.7, p = .02) contributed to the difference in value creation across conditions.[footnoteRef:1] When neither negotiator possessed NDI, no dyads reached impasses. When one negotiator possessed NDI the dyads reached impasses in 10 of 34 dyads, and when both negotiators possessed NDI the dyads reached impasses in 5 of 18 dyads.  [1:  When we excluded the results of negotiations ending in impasses, dyads in which at least one negotiator possessed NDI generated non-significantly fewer points (M = 6,710, SD = 1,449) than did dyads in which neither negotiator possessed NDI (M = 7,271, SD = 1,216), t(51)=1.44 p = .16, d = .42.  Thus, the difference was no longer significant when we excluded impasses.] 

Discussion
Negotiators with NDI achieved inferior outcomes and were significantly more likely to reach impasses in these electronically-mediated negotiations – a sign that they were not exchanging information about preferences in ways that allowed them to discover mutually beneficial agreements. While negotiators with NDI did not transmit different amounts of information about their preferences in this electronically-mediated negotiation than did those without NDI, negotiators with NDI seemed less able to use the information that was transmitted. Thus, NDI may impair how effectively negotiators incorporate more diagnostic information. This distinction would not have been easily discovered in the Experiment 1’s face-to-face negotiation, as negotiators themselves may not have been aware of this distinction. 
General Discussion
Although negotiators are often encouraged to learn as much as they can about their counterparts to gain informational advantages (Neale & Bazerman, 1991), the effects of attending to different forms of information about the counterpart on negotiator performance have not been previously explored. In our studies possessing NDI about a counterpart impaired negotiator effectiveness in both face-to-face and electronically-mediated negotiations. Because NDI interferes with the exchange of more diagnostic information, negotiators with NDI are less able to reach mutually-beneficial solutions and accumulate value for themselves. Negotiators with NDI were also more likely to reach impasses in electronically mediated negotiations. 
In Experiment 1 negotiators possessing NDI were, at the negotiation’s conclusion, less accurate in identifying the counterpart’s least important issues – and it is these issues that may be the key to proposals that maximize value creation. So while NDI did not crowd out all information, our results do suggest that NDI can influence negotiators’ abilities to see the nuanced opportunities for value creation presented by asymmetric interests. 
NDI also had a detrimental effect on information exchange and negotiation outcomes in electronically-mediated negotiations. Negotiators given NDI reached more impasses and were less able to make value-enhancing concessions than were negotiators not possessing NDI. 
We did not find full support across our studies for the idea that negotiators in positions of power are more vulnerable to the perils of possessing NDI. Specifically, in Experiment 1 we found no evidence that power moderated the effect of NDI. While the results of Experiment 2 indicated that it was only negotiators in positions of high power whose outcomes were significantly impaired by possessing NDI, it is clear that more research on the interaction of power and information is needed. For example, research could explore how the basis of one’s power (French & Raven, 1959) affects how attentive an individual is to different forms of information, as expert and coercive forms of power might have dramatically different effects. 
This paper extends Neale and Bazerman’s (1985) finding that overconfident negotiators create less integrative outcomes by suggesting that possessing irrelevant information may cause illusory perceptions of knowledge that may impair negotiators’ performances. It also furthers our understanding of how NDI can influence strategic behavior. While previous research on the dilution effect has proven that NDI can crowd out DI (Nisbett et al., 1981; Zukier, 1982), our studies are unique in demonstrating that pseudorelevant information (Hilton & Fein, 1989) can inhibit information exchange in competitive social interactions. Moreover, the studies suggest that negotiators should critically evaluate how well they know the preferences and tendencies of their counterparts, especially if they possess potentially extraneous information about them. 
A limitation of the current studies is that the DI had more of a task-specific component to it than did the NDI. Future studies could productively explore how diagnostic information about the counterpart’s personality affects negotiator behavior. 
In summary, we have found that possessing non-diagnostic information can lead negotiators to create and claim less value, and that it is the inattention to more diagnostic forms of information resulting from the possession of NDI that drives the impairment in performance. As a result, we caution negotiators against indiscriminately attending to all forms of information about their counterparts. As the old adage goes, a little knowledge is a dangerous thing.
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	Table 3: Means Points Accumulated by Negotiators by Information Provided in Experiment 1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Information Provided
	 
	Points

	Negotiator
	Counterpart
	# of Dyads
	Negotiator
	Counterpart
	Total

	No Info
	No Info
	15
	4,500 (1,050)
	4,500 (1,050)
	9,000 (1,478)

	NDI
	No Info
	16
	3,719 (1,099)
	4,231 (1,138)
	7,950 (1,613)

	DI
	No Info
	15
	4,347 (1,067)
	4,093 (975)
	8,440 (1,543)







	




Table 6: Means Points Accumulated by Negotiators by Information Provided in Experiment 2

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Information Provided
	 
	Points

	High Power Neg
	Low Power Neg
	# of Dyads
	High Power Neg
	Low Power Neg
	Total

	No Info
	No Info
	17
	3,806 (1,509)
	3,465 (1,465)
	7,271 (1,216)

	NDI
	No Info
	19
	2,889 (1,028)
	3,342 (1,249)
	6,231 (1,647)

	No Info
	NDI
	15
	2,960 (1,642)
	3,067 (1,582)
	6,027 (1,551)

	NDI
	NDI
	18
	3,061 (1,164)
	2,998 (1,055)
	5,989 (1,700)




 (
Figure 1
Experiment 1 Mediation Analysis
Asymmetric
Non-Diagnostic
Information
-.30
*
/
-.17 (p=.24)
.35*
-.37*
Amount of Information Negotiators Revealed about Their Preferences for Different Outcomes 
Total Value Created By Dyad
)
* denotes p < .05
** denotes p < .01
z’ = 1.77** (MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, and Sheets, 2002)

Appendix 1: Forms of Information Given to Negotiators in Experiment 1
Non-Diagnostic Information
You have a need for other people to like and admire you, and yet you tend to be critical of yourself. While you have some personality weaknesses you are generally able to compensate for them. You have considerable unused capacity that you have not turned to your advantage. Disciplined and self-controlled on the outside, you tend to be worrisome and insecure on the inside. At times you have serious doubts as to whether you have made the right decision or done the right thing. You prefer a certain amount of change and variety and become dissatisfied when hemmed in by restrictions and limitations. You also pride yourself as an independent thinker; and do not accept others' statements without satisfactory proof. But you have found it unwise to be too frank in revealing yourself to others. At times you are extroverted, affable, and sociable, while at other times you are introverted, wary, and reserved. Some of your aspirations tend to be rather unrealistic. 

Diagnostic Information
You have inside information that Tolliver (Radeco) Corporation places much more importance on the issues of Pension Plan and Upper Management Composition (Factory and Pay Basis) than they do on the issues of Factory Location and Pay Basis (Pension Plan and Upper Management Composition).
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study 1 Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1Non-Diagnostic Information

2Diagnostic Information -0.25

**

3Counterpart Non-Diagnostic Info -0.26

**

-0.25

**

4Counterpart Diagnostic Information -0.25

**

-0.24

**

-0.25

**

5Power 0.00 -0.03 0.00 0.03

6Own Points -0.21

**

0.08 0.03 -0.04 -0.02

7Total Points -0.13 0.03 -0.13 0.03 0.00 0.73

**

8Info. Revealed (Reported by Cntr) -0.08 -0.02 -0.09 -0.02 0.08 0.26

**

0.28

**

9Liking of Counterpart 0.14 0.11 -0.01 -0.08 -0.06 0.11 0.15 0.12

10Similarity to Counterpart 0.01 -0.08 0.04 -0.08 0.03 0.13 0.17

*

0.15 0.51

**

11Trust of Counterpart 0.02 0.08 -0.01 -0.14 0.04 0.26

**

0.30

**

0.09 0.61

**

0.39

**

12Knowl. of Counter's Lowest Priorities-0.06 0.00 -0.14 0.04 0.00 0.25

**

0.27

**

0.09 -0.10 0.03 0.05

13Knowl. of Counter's Top Priorities 0.06 -0.06 0.13 -0.13 0.09 0.15 0.15 0.10 0.06 0.09 0.04 0.05

14Radeco Role 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.12 0.13 0.00 -0.03 0.02 -0.01 0.04 0.06 -0.03

15Female 0.06 -0.01 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.02 -0.05 -0.01 0.03 -0.10 -0.03 0.02 -0.02 0.12

Mean 0.21 0.19 0.21 0.19 0.50 4,173 8,345 4.73 5.24 4.42 4.83 0.24 0.29 0.50 0.46

Std. Deviation 0.41 0.40 0.41 0.40 0.50 1,088 1,589 1.43 1.15 1.68 1.31 0.43 0.46 0.50 1.00

* p < .05; ** p< .01
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Exp 2 Correlations

		Table 4

		Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study 2 Variables

				Variable		1				2				3				4				5				6				7				8				9				10				11				12				13				14				15				16				17

		1		Non-Diagnostic Information

		2		Counterpart Non-Diagnostic Info		0.00

		3		Power		-0.04				0.04

		4		Own Points		-0.18		*		-0.05				0.17

		5		Total Points		-0.20		*		-0.20		*		0.00				0.61		**

		6		Impasse Likelihood		0.17		*		0.17		*		0.00				-0.38		**		-0.63		**

		7		Info. Revealed (Reported by Counterpart)		0.06				0.12				-0.06				0.16				0.19		*		-0.12

		8		Number of Concessions		0.12				0.12				-0.04				-0.08				-0.13				0.17				0.05

		9		Pts Sacrificed per Concession		0.13				-0.10				-0.02				-0.08				0.01				-0.20		*		0.01				-0.32		**

		10		Pts Gained by Counterpart per Concession		-0.02				0.16				0.06				-0.11				-0.35		**		0.33		**		-0.06				0.40		**		-0.82		**

		11		Pts Sacrificed - Pts Gained		0.17		*		0.12				0.06				-0.32		**		-0.59		**		0.25		**		-0.08				0.17				0.20		*		0.40		**

		12		Predicted Points		0.18		*		0.07				0.25		**		-0.05				-0.13				0.16				0.02				0.06				-0.02				0.06				0.07

		13		Liking of Counterpart		0.23		**		-0.04				0.00				-0.06				-0.13				0.10				0.09				-0.07				0.14				-0.08				0.08				-0.12

		14		Similarity to Counterpart		0.29		**		-0.11				-0.11				-0.02				0.03				-0.02				0.07				0.10				-0.08				0.12				0.06				-0.01				0.33		**

		15		Trust of Counterpart		0.16				0.01				0.05				-0.11				-0.11				0.06				0.10				-0.04				0.11				-0.07				0.07				-0.07				0.52		**		0.29		**

		16		Radeco Role		0.04				-0.04				-0.03				-0.02				0.01				0.00				-0.08				-0.03				-0.11				0.06				-0.06				-0.09				0.06				0.03				0.04

		17		Female		-0.12				-0.05				0.14				-0.10				-0.12				0.04				0.05				-0.14				-0.03				0.04				0.01				0.21		*		0.09				0.02				-0.04				-0.02



				Mean		0.51				0.51				0.00				3,198				6,371				0.20				3.67				2.75				1,241				-1,575				-335				5,328				4.01				3.91				3.39				0.50				0.64

				Std. Deviation		0.50				0.50				1.00				1,321				1,580				0.40				1.74				1.52				1,402				1,496				870				2,208				1.01				1.45				1.28				0.50				0.48



		* p < .05; ** p< .01





Exp 1 Correlations

		Table 1

		Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study 1 Variables

				Variable		1				2				3				4				5				6				7				8				9				10				11				12				13				14				15

		1		Non-Diagnostic Information

		2		Diagnostic Information		-0.252		**

		3		Counterpart Non-Diagnostic Info		-0.26		**		-0.25		**

		4		Counterpart Diagnostic Information		-0.25		**		-0.24		**		-0.25		**

		5		Power		0.00				-0.03				0.00				0.03

		6		Own Points		-0.21		**		0.08				0.03				-0.04				-0.02

		7		Total Points		-0.13				0.03				-0.13				0.03				0.00				0.73		**

		8		Info. Revealed (Reported by Cntr)		-0.08				-0.02				-0.09				-0.02				0.08				0.26		**		0.28		**

		9		Liking of Counterpart		0.14				0.11				-0.01				-0.08				-0.06				0.11				0.15				0.12

		10		Similarity to Counterpart		0.01				-0.08				0.04				-0.08				0.03				0.13				0.17		*		0.15				0.51		**

		11		Trust of Counterpart		0.02				0.08				-0.01				-0.14				0.04				0.26		**		0.30		**		0.09				0.61		**		0.39		**

		12		Knowl. of Counter's Lowest Priorities		-0.06				-0.00				-0.14				0.04				0.00				0.25		**		0.27		**		0.09				-0.10				0.03				0.05

		13		Knowl. of Counter's Top Priorities		0.06				-0.06				0.13				-0.13				0.09				0.15				0.15				0.10				0.06				0.09				0.04				0.05

		14		Radeco Role		0.00				0.00				0.00				0.00				-0.12				0.13				0.00				-0.03				0.02				-0.01				0.04				0.06				-0.03

		15		Female		0.06				-0.01				0.06				0.06				0.01				0.02				-0.05				-0.01				0.03				-0.10				-0.03				0.02				-0.02				0.12



				Mean		0.21				0.19				0.21				0.19				0.50				4,173				8,345				4.73				5.24				4.42				4.83				0.24				0.29				0.50				0.46

				Std. Deviation		0.41				0.40				0.41				0.40				0.50				1,088				1,589				1.43				1.15				1.68				1.31				0.43				0.46				0.50				1.00



		* p < .05; ** p< .01																																																																																												0.00
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		Like		Pearson Correlation		0.135		0.112		-0.01		-0.076		-0.061		0.112		0.147		0.123		1		.507**		.609**		-0.103		0.057		0.094		-0.143		-0.06		-0.145		0.019		-0.025

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.096		0.17		0.899		0.353		0.45		0.167		0.07		0.132				0		0		0.21		0.485		0.249		0.079		0.467		0.075		0.82		0.76

				N		153		153		153		153		153		153		153		152		153		153		153		151		151		151		151		151		151		153		153

		Similar		Pearson Correlation		0.01		-0.084		0.044		-0.084		0.025		0.127		.170*		0.153		.507**		1		.394**		0.027		0.094		-0.119		-0.023		0.13		-0.005		-0.014		0.096

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.902		0.302		0.587		0.302		0.759		0.118		0.036		0.061		0				0		0.739		0.249		0.147		0.777		0.11		0.95		0.864		0.237

				N		153		153		153		153		153		153		153		152		153		153		153		151		151		151		151		151		151		153		153

		YouTrust		Pearson Correlation		0.016		0.077		-0.007		-0.137		0.039		.262**		.303**		0.088		.609**		.394**		1		0.047		0.039		-0.088		-0.114		-0.05		-0.088		0.039		0.031

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.847		0.346		0.932		0.091		0.631		0.001		0		0.28		0		0				0.569		0.637		0.28		0.162		0.544		0.282		0.631		0.706

				N		153		153		153		153		153		153		153		152		153		153		153		151		151		151		151		151		151		153		153

		CounterBottomRight		Pearson Correlation		-0.06		-0.004		-0.136		0.035		0		.251**		.265**		0.093		-0.103		0.027		0.047		1		0.054		0.143		.209**		0.133		.230**		0.062		-0.018

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.463		0.96		0.095		0.67		1		0.002		0.001		0.257		0.21		0.739		0.569				0.51		0.078		0.01		0.102		0.004		0.449		0.826

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		CounterTopRight		Pearson Correlation		0.062		-0.061		0.133		-0.134		0.087		0.145		0.149		0.101		0.057		0.094		0.039		0.054		1		.222**		0.123		.185*		0.093		-0.029		0.021

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.449		0.452		0.102		0.099		0.286		0.075		0.067		0.219		0.485		0.249		0.637		0.51				0.006		0.13		0.022		0.254		0.723		0.793

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		CounterSixRight		Pearson Correlation		0.043		-0.07		0.043		-0.07		-0.047		0.117		0.078		0.029		0.094		-0.119		-0.088		0.143		.222**		1		0.078		-0.056		0.126		0.047		0.059

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.601		0.389		0.601		0.389		0.563		0.149		0.34		0.722		0.249		0.147		0.28		0.078		0.006				0.337		0.493		0.122		0.563		0.473

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		CounterBottomConf		Pearson Correlation		-0.037		-.239**		-0.042		0.13		-0.043		0.141		.220**		.201*		-0.143		-0.023		-0.114		.209**		0.123		0.078		1		.553**		.663**		-0.026		-0.085

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.65		0.003		0.606		0.109		0.6		0.083		0.006		0.014		0.079		0.777		0.162		0.01		0.13		0.337				0		0		0.749		0.298

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		CounterTopConf		Pearson Correlation		-0.043		-.293**		-0.005		.217**		-0.025		0.127		.197*		.182*		-0.06		0.13		-0.05		0.133		.185*		-0.056		.553**		1		.448**		-0.009		0.047

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.598		0		0.952		0.007		0.761		0.12		0.015		0.025		0.467		0.11		0.544		0.102		0.022		0.493		0				0		0.91		0.564

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		CounterSixConf		Pearson Correlation		-.164*		-0.082		-0.027		0.091		0.021		.188*		.222**		.225**		-0.145		-0.005		-0.088		.230**		0.093		0.126		.663**		.448**		1		-0.081		0.001

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.044		0.314		0.741		0.265		0.795		0.02		0.006		0.006		0.075		0.95		0.282		0.004		0.254		0.122		0		0				0.323		0.994

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		Radeco		Pearson Correlation		0		0		0		0		-0.117		0.132		0		-0.031		0.019		-0.014		0.039		0.062		-0.029		0.047		-0.026		-0.009		-0.081		1		-0.117

				Sig. (2-tailed)		1		1		1		1		0.149		0.104		1		0.705		0.82		0.864		0.631		0.449		0.723		0.563		0.749		0.91		0.323				0.148

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		Gender		Pearson Correlation		-0.056		0.006		-0.056		-0.06		-0.013		-0.018		0.047		0.009		-0.025		0.096		0.031		-0.018		0.021		0.059		-0.085		0.047		0.001		-0.117		1

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.488		0.946		0.488		0.458		0.873		0.829		0.566		0.908		0.76		0.237		0.706		0.826		0.793		0.473		0.298		0.564		0.994		0.148

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

		*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 2

Random Intercept Models - Experiment 1

Dependent Var.

Fixed Effects

Coefficient

S.E.

Coefficient

S.E.

Coefficient

S.E.

Intercept

4.95

0.16

0.29

0.06

4,371

**

134

Power

0.43

0.38

0.10

0.10

172

270

Non-Diagnostic Info (NDI)

-0.96

**

0.33

-0.26

*

0.10

-846

**

271

Counterpart NDI

-0.49

**

0.16

-0.10

†

0.05

-182

138

Diagnostic Info (DI)

-0.75

*

0.34

-0.12

0.12

-191

272

Counterpart DI

-0.79

**

0.31

-0.15

0.11

-462

†

241

NDI x Power

0.23

0.15

0.02

0.04

69

111

DI x Power

-0.06

0.16

0.06

0.05

113

113

Female

0.35

†

0.20

-0.05

0.08

115

171

Variance

Variance

Variance

Random Effects

Component

S.E.

r

2

Component

S.E.

r

2

Component

S.E.

r

2

Level 1

0.38

0.62

0.16

0.002

0.04

0.86

51,073

226

0.40

Level 2

1.57

1.25

0.02

0.179

0.42

0.00

11,020,596

3,320

0.00

Deviance

537

194

2,468

χ

2

106.91

**

72.39

**

78.92

**

Intraclass Correlation

0.81

0.99

1.00

† p< .10, *p < .05, ** p< .01

Model 3

Model 1

Own Points

Information Revealed

Model 2

Least Important Issues
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Table 4

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study 2 Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1Non-Diagnostic Information

2Counterpart Non-Diagnostic Info 0.00

3Power -0.04 0.04

4Own Points -0.18

*

-0.05 0.17

5Total Points -0.20

*

-0.20

*

0.00 0.61

**

6Impasse Likelihood 0.17

*

0.17

*

0.00 -0.38

**

-0.63

**

7Info. Revealed (Reported by Counterpart) 0.06 0.12 -0.06 0.16 0.19

*

-0.12

8Number of Concessions 0.12 0.12 -0.04 -0.08 -0.13 0.17 0.05

9Pts Sacrificed per Concession 0.13 -0.10 -0.02 -0.08 0.01 -0.20

*

0.01 -0.32

**

10Pts Gained by Counterpart per Concession -0.02 0.16 0.06 -0.11 -0.35

**

0.33

**

-0.06 0.40

**

-0.82

**

11Pts Sacrificed - Pts Gained 0.17

*

0.12 0.06 -0.32

**

-0.59

**

0.25

**

-0.08 0.17 0.20

*

0.40

**

12Predicted Points 0.18

*

0.07 0.25

**

-0.05 -0.13 0.16 0.02 0.06 -0.02 0.06 0.07

13Liking of Counterpart 0.23

**

-0.04 0.00 -0.06 -0.13 0.10 0.09 -0.07 0.14 -0.08 0.08 -0.12

14Similarity to Counterpart 0.29

**

-0.11 -0.11 -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.07 0.10 -0.08 0.12 0.06 -0.01 0.33

**

15Trust of Counterpart 0.16 0.01 0.05 -0.11 -0.11 0.06 0.10 -0.04 0.11 -0.07 0.07 -0.07 0.52

**

0.29

**

16Radeco Role 0.04 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 0.01 0.00 -0.08 -0.03 -0.11 0.06 -0.06 -0.09 0.06 0.03 0.04

17Female -0.12 -0.05 0.14 -0.10 -0.12 0.04 0.05 -0.14 -0.03 0.04 0.01 0.21

*

0.09 0.02 -0.04 -0.02

Mean 0.51 0.51 0.00 3,198 6,371 0.20 3.67 2.75 1,241 -1,575 -335 5,328 4.01 3.91 3.39 0.50 0.64

Std. Deviation 0.50 0.50 1.00 1,321 1,580 0.40 1.74 1.52 1,402 1,496 870 2,208 1.01 1.45 1.28 0.50 0.48

* p < .05; ** p< .01
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Exp 2 Correlations

		Table 4

		Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study 2 Variables

				Variable		1				2				3				4				5				6				7				8				9				10				11				12				13				14				15				16				17

		1		Non-Diagnostic Information

		2		Counterpart Non-Diagnostic Info		0.00

		3		Power		-0.04				0.04

		4		Own Points		-0.18		*		-0.05				0.17

		5		Total Points		-0.20		*		-0.20		*		0.00				0.61		**

		6		Impasse Likelihood		0.17		*		0.17		*		0.00				-0.38		**		-0.63		**

		7		Info. Revealed (Reported by Counterpart)		0.06				0.12				-0.06				0.16				0.19		*		-0.12

		8		Number of Concessions		0.12				0.12				-0.04				-0.08				-0.13				0.17				0.05

		9		Pts Sacrificed per Concession		0.13				-0.10				-0.02				-0.08				0.01				-0.20		*		0.01				-0.32		**

		10		Pts Gained by Counterpart per Concession		-0.02				0.16				0.06				-0.11				-0.35		**		0.33		**		-0.06				0.40		**		-0.82		**

		11		Pts Sacrificed - Pts Gained		0.17		*		0.12				0.06				-0.32		**		-0.59		**		0.25		**		-0.08				0.17				0.20		*		0.40		**

		12		Predicted Points		0.18		*		0.07				0.25		**		-0.05				-0.13				0.16				0.02				0.06				-0.02				0.06				0.07

		13		Liking of Counterpart		0.23		**		-0.04				0.00				-0.06				-0.13				0.10				0.09				-0.07				0.14				-0.08				0.08				-0.12

		14		Similarity to Counterpart		0.29		**		-0.11				-0.11				-0.02				0.03				-0.02				0.07				0.10				-0.08				0.12				0.06				-0.01				0.33		**

		15		Trust of Counterpart		0.16				0.01				0.05				-0.11				-0.11				0.06				0.10				-0.04				0.11				-0.07				0.07				-0.07				0.52		**		0.29		**

		16		Radeco Role		0.04				-0.04				-0.03				-0.02				0.01				0.00				-0.08				-0.03				-0.11				0.06				-0.06				-0.09				0.06				0.03				0.04

		17		Female		-0.12				-0.05				0.14				-0.10				-0.12				0.04				0.05				-0.14				-0.03				0.04				0.01				0.21		*		0.09				0.02				-0.04				-0.02



				Mean		0.51				0.51				0.00				3,198				6,371				0.20				3.67				2.75				1,241				-1,575				-335				5,328				4.01				3.91				3.39				0.50				0.64

				Std. Deviation		0.50				0.50				1.00				1,321				1,580				0.40				1.74				1.52				1,402				1,496				870				2,208				1.01				1.45				1.28				0.50				0.48



		* p < .05; ** p< .01





Exp 1 Correlations

		Table 1

		Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study 1 Variables

				Variable		1				2				3				4				5				6				7				8				9				10				11				12				13				14				15

		1		Non-Diagnostic Information

		2		Diagnostic Information		-0.252		**

		3		Counterpart Non-Diagnostic Info		-0.26		**		-0.25		**

		4		Counterpart Diagnostic Information		-0.25		**		-0.24		**		-0.25		**

		5		Power		0.00				-0.03				0.00				0.03

		6		Own Points		-0.21		**		0.08				0.03				-0.04				-0.02

		7		Total Points		-0.13				0.03				-0.13				0.03				0.00				0.73		**

		8		Info. Revealed (Reported by Cntr)		-0.08				-0.02				-0.09				-0.02				0.08				0.26		**		0.28		**

		9		Liking of Counterpart		0.14				0.11				-0.01				-0.08				-0.06				0.11				0.15				0.12

		10		Similarity to Counterpart		0.01				-0.08				0.04				-0.08				0.03				0.13				0.17		*		0.15				0.51		**

		11		Trust of Counterpart		0.02				0.08				-0.01				-0.14				0.04				0.26		**		0.30		**		0.09				0.61		**		0.39		**

		12		Knowl. of Counter's Lowest Priorities		-0.06				-0.00				-0.14				0.04				0.00				0.25		**		0.27		**		0.09				-0.10				0.03				0.05

		13		Knowl. of Counter's Top Priorities		0.06				-0.06				0.13				-0.13				0.09				0.15				0.15				0.10				0.06				0.09				0.04				0.05

		14		Radeco Role		0.00				0.00				0.00				0.00				-0.12				0.13				0.00				-0.03				0.02				-0.01				0.04				0.06				-0.03

		15		Female		0.06				-0.01				0.06				0.06				0.01				0.02				-0.05				-0.01				0.03				-0.10				-0.03				0.02				-0.02				0.12



				Mean		0.21				0.19				0.21				0.19				0.50				4,173				8,345				4.73				5.24				4.42				4.83				0.24				0.29				0.50				0.46

				Std. Deviation		0.41				0.40				0.41				0.40				0.50				1,088				1,589				1.43				1.15				1.68				1.31				0.43				0.46				0.50				1.00



		* p < .05; ** p< .01																																																																																												0.00









Fields needed

		Experiment 1						Experiment 2

		NDI						NDI

		DI						Counter NDI

		Counter NDI						Power

		Counter DI						OwnPts

		Power						TotPts

		OwnPts						Likelihood to Impasse

		TotPts						Counter Information Exchange

								Self Information Exchange

		Counter Information Exchange						Messages Sent

		Liking						Length of Messages

		Similarity						Net value created through Concessions

		Trust						Value lost to Conceding Negotiator/Concession

		Least Two Right						Value gained by counterpart/concession

		Top Two Right						Felt Advantage

		All Six Right						Pre-Points

		Least Two Conf						Pre-Liking

		Top Two Conf						Pre-Similarity

		All Six Conf						Pre-Trust

		Role						Post-Liking

		Gender						Post-Similarity

								Post-Trust

								Radeco Role

								Gender





Sheet1

																						Correlations

						NDI		DiagInfo		CNDI		CDiagInfo		Power		OwnPts		TotPts		CounterOthReveal		Like		Similar		YouTrust		CounterBottomRight		CounterTopRight		CounterSixRight		CounterBottomConf		CounterTopConf		CounterSixConf		Radeco		Gender

		NDI		Pearson Correlation		1		-.252**		-.262**		-.252**		0		-.214**		-0.128		-0.084		0.135		0.01		0.016		-0.06		0.062		0.043		-0.037		-0.043		-.164*		0		-0.056

				Sig. (2-tailed)				0.002		0.001		0.002		1		0.008		0.114		0.304		0.096		0.902		0.847		0.463		0.449		0.601		0.65		0.598		0.044		1		0.488

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		DiagInfo		Pearson Correlation		-.252**		1		-.252**		-.242**		-0.033		0.079		0.029		-0.023		0.112		-0.084		0.077		-0.004		-0.061		-0.07		-.239**		-.293**		-0.082		0		0.006

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.002				0.002		0.003		0.686		0.331		0.718		0.782		0.17		0.302		0.346		0.96		0.452		0.389		0.003		0		0.314		1		0.946

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		CNDI		Pearson Correlation		-.262**		-.252**		1		-.252**		0		0.028		-0.128		-0.088		-0.01		0.044		-0.007		-0.136		0.133		0.043		-0.042		-0.005		-0.027		0		-0.056

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.001		0.002				0.002		1		0.734		0.114		0.282		0.899		0.587		0.932		0.095		0.102		0.601		0.606		0.952		0.741		1		0.488

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		CDiagInfo		Pearson Correlation		-.252**		-.242**		-.252**		1		0.033		-0.036		0.029		-0.023		-0.076		-0.084		-0.137		0.035		-0.134		-0.07		0.13		.217**		0.091		0		-0.06

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.002		0.003		0.002				0.686		0.658		0.718		0.782		0.353		0.302		0.091		0.67		0.099		0.389		0.109		0.007		0.265		1		0.458

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		Power		Pearson Correlation		0		-0.033		0		0.033		1		-0.024		0		0.079		-0.061		0.025		0.039		0		0.087		-0.047		-0.043		-0.025		0.021		-0.117		-0.013

				Sig. (2-tailed)		1		0.686		1		0.686				0.768		1		0.331		0.45		0.759		0.631		1		0.286		0.563		0.6		0.761		0.795		0.149		0.873

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		OwnPts		Pearson Correlation		-.214**		0.079		0.028		-0.036		-0.024		1		.730**		.262**		0.112		0.127		.262**		.251**		0.145		0.117		0.141		0.127		.188*		0.132		-0.018

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.008		0.331		0.734		0.658		0.768				0		0.001		0.167		0.118		0.001		0.002		0.075		0.149		0.083		0.12		0.02		0.104		0.829

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		TotPts		Pearson Correlation		-0.128		0.029		-0.128		0.029		0		.730**		1		.283**		0.147		.170*		.303**		.265**		0.149		0.078		.220**		.197*		.222**		0		0.047

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.114		0.718		0.114		0.718		1		0				0		0.07		0.036		0		0.001		0.067		0.34		0.006		0.015		0.006		1		0.566

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		CounterOthReveal		Pearson Correlation		-0.084		-0.023		-0.088		-0.023		0.079		.262**		.283**		1		0.123		0.153		0.088		0.093		0.101		0.029		.201*		.182*		.225**		-0.031		0.009

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.304		0.782		0.282		0.782		0.331		0.001		0				0.132		0.061		0.28		0.257		0.219		0.722		0.014		0.025		0.006		0.705		0.908

				N		153		153		153		153		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		151		151		153		153

		Like		Pearson Correlation		0.135		0.112		-0.01		-0.076		-0.061		0.112		0.147		0.123		1		.507**		.609**		-0.103		0.057		0.094		-0.143		-0.06		-0.145		0.019		-0.025

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.096		0.17		0.899		0.353		0.45		0.167		0.07		0.132				0		0		0.21		0.485		0.249		0.079		0.467		0.075		0.82		0.76

				N		153		153		153		153		153		153		153		152		153		153		153		151		151		151		151		151		151		153		153

		Similar		Pearson Correlation		0.01		-0.084		0.044		-0.084		0.025		0.127		.170*		0.153		.507**		1		.394**		0.027		0.094		-0.119		-0.023		0.13		-0.005		-0.014		0.096

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.902		0.302		0.587		0.302		0.759		0.118		0.036		0.061		0				0		0.739		0.249		0.147		0.777		0.11		0.95		0.864		0.237

				N		153		153		153		153		153		153		153		152		153		153		153		151		151		151		151		151		151		153		153

		YouTrust		Pearson Correlation		0.016		0.077		-0.007		-0.137		0.039		.262**		.303**		0.088		.609**		.394**		1		0.047		0.039		-0.088		-0.114		-0.05		-0.088		0.039		0.031

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.847		0.346		0.932		0.091		0.631		0.001		0		0.28		0		0				0.569		0.637		0.28		0.162		0.544		0.282		0.631		0.706

				N		153		153		153		153		153		153		153		152		153		153		153		151		151		151		151		151		151		153		153

		CounterBottomRight		Pearson Correlation		-0.06		-0.004		-0.136		0.035		0		.251**		.265**		0.093		-0.103		0.027		0.047		1		0.054		0.143		.209**		0.133		.230**		0.062		-0.018

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.463		0.96		0.095		0.67		1		0.002		0.001		0.257		0.21		0.739		0.569				0.51		0.078		0.01		0.102		0.004		0.449		0.826

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		CounterTopRight		Pearson Correlation		0.062		-0.061		0.133		-0.134		0.087		0.145		0.149		0.101		0.057		0.094		0.039		0.054		1		.222**		0.123		.185*		0.093		-0.029		0.021

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.449		0.452		0.102		0.099		0.286		0.075		0.067		0.219		0.485		0.249		0.637		0.51				0.006		0.13		0.022		0.254		0.723		0.793

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		CounterSixRight		Pearson Correlation		0.043		-0.07		0.043		-0.07		-0.047		0.117		0.078		0.029		0.094		-0.119		-0.088		0.143		.222**		1		0.078		-0.056		0.126		0.047		0.059

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.601		0.389		0.601		0.389		0.563		0.149		0.34		0.722		0.249		0.147		0.28		0.078		0.006				0.337		0.493		0.122		0.563		0.473

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		CounterBottomConf		Pearson Correlation		-0.037		-.239**		-0.042		0.13		-0.043		0.141		.220**		.201*		-0.143		-0.023		-0.114		.209**		0.123		0.078		1		.553**		.663**		-0.026		-0.085

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.65		0.003		0.606		0.109		0.6		0.083		0.006		0.014		0.079		0.777		0.162		0.01		0.13		0.337				0		0		0.749		0.298

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		CounterTopConf		Pearson Correlation		-0.043		-.293**		-0.005		.217**		-0.025		0.127		.197*		.182*		-0.06		0.13		-0.05		0.133		.185*		-0.056		.553**		1		.448**		-0.009		0.047

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.598		0		0.952		0.007		0.761		0.12		0.015		0.025		0.467		0.11		0.544		0.102		0.022		0.493		0				0		0.91		0.564

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		CounterSixConf		Pearson Correlation		-.164*		-0.082		-0.027		0.091		0.021		.188*		.222**		.225**		-0.145		-0.005		-0.088		.230**		0.093		0.126		.663**		.448**		1		-0.081		0.001

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.044		0.314		0.741		0.265		0.795		0.02		0.006		0.006		0.075		0.95		0.282		0.004		0.254		0.122		0		0				0.323		0.994

				N		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		151		151		151		151		152		152		152		152		152		152		152		152

		Radeco		Pearson Correlation		0		0		0		0		-0.117		0.132		0		-0.031		0.019		-0.014		0.039		0.062		-0.029		0.047		-0.026		-0.009		-0.081		1		-0.117

				Sig. (2-tailed)		1		1		1		1		0.149		0.104		1		0.705		0.82		0.864		0.631		0.449		0.723		0.563		0.749		0.91		0.323				0.148

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		Gender		Pearson Correlation		-0.056		0.006		-0.056		-0.06		-0.013		-0.018		0.047		0.009		-0.025		0.096		0.031		-0.018		0.021		0.059		-0.085		0.047		0.001		-0.117		1

				Sig. (2-tailed)		0.488		0.946		0.488		0.458		0.873		0.829		0.566		0.908		0.76		0.237		0.706		0.826		0.793		0.473		0.298		0.564		0.994		0.148

				N		154		154		154		154		154		154		154		153		153		153		153		152		152		152		152		152		152		154		154

		**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

		*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 5

Random Intercept Models - Experiment 2

All Judgments

Dependent Var.

Coefficient S.E. Coefficient S.E. Coefficient S.E.

Fixed Effects

Intercept 3.66 ** 0.17 1,218 ** 87 3,197 ** 92

Non-Diagnostic Info (NDI) 0.11 0.16 144 * 73 (232)* 106

Counterpart NDI 0.21 0.16 63 72 (90) 107

NDI x Counterpart NDI 0.01 0.17 24 91 106 92

Power (0.12) 0.12 53 46 234

†

122

NDI x Power (0.14) 0.13 (20) 54 (127) 109

Female 0.13 0.26 (150) 120 (319) 234

Number of Concessions 10 54

Counter Pts Gained/Concession (0.85)** 0.05

Variance Variance Variance

Random Effects Component S.E. r

2

Component S.E. r

2

Component S.E. r

2

Level 1 1.02 1.01 0.99 437,398 661 0.00 1,989 44.6 0.20

Level 2 2.01 1.42 0.00 274,154 524 0.85 1,667,234 1,291.2 0.04

Deviance 540 2,020 2,280

χ

2

132.66 ** 245 ** 48.55 **

Intraclass Correlation 0.66 0.39 1.00

† p< .10, * p < .05, ** p< .01

Model 3 Model 1 Model 2

Own Points Information Revealed Own Pts Sacrificed/Concession
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Experiment 1

		Table 3

		Random Intercept Models - Experiment 1





				Model 1										Model 2										Model 3

														Knowledge of Counterpart's

		Dependent Var.		Information Revealed										Least Important Issues										Own Points



		Fixed Effects		Coefficient				S.E.						Coefficient				S.E.						Coefficient				S.E.

		Intercept		4.95				0.16						0.29				0.06						4,371		**		134

		Power		0.43				0.38						0.10				0.10						172				270										Intercept		1

		Non-Diagnostic Info (NDI)		-0.96		**		0.33						-0.26		*		0.10						-846		**		271

		Counterpart NDI		-0.49		**		0.16						-0.10		†		0.05						-182				138										Power		2

		Diagnostic Info (DI)		-0.75		*		0.34						-0.12				0.12						-191				272

		Counterpart DI		-0.79		**		0.31						-0.15				0.11						-462		†		241										NDI		3

		NDI x Power		0.23				0.15						0.02				0.04						69				111

		DI x Power		-0.06				0.16						0.06				0.05						113				113										CNDI		4

		Female		0.35		†		0.20						-0.05				0.08						115				171

																																						Diaginfo		5



				Variance										Variance										Variance														CDiagInfo		6

		Random Effects		Component				S.E.		r2				Component				S.E.		r2				Component				S.E.		r2

		Level 1		0.38				0.62		0.16				0.002				0.04		0.86				51,073				226		0.40								NDI x Power		7

		Level 2		1.57				1.25		0.02				0.179				0.42		0.00				11,020,596				3,320		0.00

																																						PI x Power		8

		Deviance		537										194										2,468

		χ2		106.91		**								72.39		**								78.92		**												Female		9

		Intraclass Correlation		0.81										0.99										1.00



		† p< .10, *p < .05, ** p< .01





















































		other x2		2.72515										0.29948										0.29948





Experiment 2

		Table 5

		Random Intercept Models - Experiment 2



		All Judgments

				Model 1										Model 2										Model 3

		Dependent Var.		Information Revealed										Own Pts Sacrificed/Concession										Own Points



				Coefficient				S.E.						Coefficient				S.E.						Coefficient				S.E.

		Fixed Effects																																						For       INTRCPT1, B0

		Intercept		3.66		**		0.17						1,218		**		87						3,197		**		92				1		Intercept				1		INTRCPT2, G00		3.655199		0.165899		22.033		69		0

		Non-Diagnostic Info (NDI)		0.11				0.16						144		*		73						(232)		*		106										4		INTRCPT2, G30		0.111413		0.158209		0.704		131		0.482

		Counterpart NDI		0.21				0.16						63				72						(90)				107										2		INTRCPT2, G10		0.207795		0.158932		1.307		131		0.194

		NDI x Counterpart NDI		0.01				0.17						24				91						106				92										6		INTRCPT2, G50		0.009866		0.165171		0.06		131		0.953

		Power		(0.12)				0.12						53				46						234		†		122				2		CPINFO				3		INTRCPT2, G20		-0.116222		0.123295		-0.943		131		0.348

		NDI x Power		(0.14)				0.13						(20)				54						(127)				109				3		POWER				5		INTRCPT2, G40		-0.135293		0.126703		-1.068		131		0.288

		Female		0.13				0.26						(150)				120						(319)				234				4		Info				7

		Number of Concessions												10				54																				8

		Counter Pts Gained/Concession												(0.85)		**		0.05														5		Info x Power				9		INTRCPT2, G60		0.128677		0.25749		0.5		131		0.618

																																								For  CPINFON slope, B1

																																6		Info x CPIInfo						For   POWERN slope, B2

				Variance										Variance										Variance																For    INFON slope, B3

		Random Effects		Component				S.E.		r2				Component				S.E.		r2				Component				S.E.		r2		7		Other Concessions						For  POWINFO slope, B4

		Level 1		1.02				1.01		0.99				437,398				661		0.00				1,989				44.6		0.20										For INFOCPIN slope, B5

		Level 2		2.01				1.42		0.00				274,154				524		0.85				1,667,234				1,291.2		0.04		8		# of Concessions



		Deviance		540										2,020										2,280								9		Female						For   FEMALE slope, B6

		χ2		132.66		**								245		**								48.55		**

		Intraclass Correlation		0.66										0.39										1.00

		† p< .10, * p < .05, ** p< .01






