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Summary Using a questionnaire derived from previous research, MBA students in a semester-long 
negotiation course rated 30 deceptive negotiation tactics on a 7-point appropriate- 
inappropriate scale. Factor analysis of these ratings yielded five primary factors (repli- 
cating previous findings) representing a lay model of unethical tactics in negotiation 
contexts. The emergent factors are: I, traditional competitive bargaining; II, attacking 
an opponent's network; III, misrepresentation/lying; IV, misuse of information; and V, 
false promises. The five factors may be reliably measured using a 16-item questionnaire, 
introduced here, called the 'Self-reported Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies Scale', 
(or SINS scale). Analyses of scale ratings by participant demographics yielded some 
interesting results including: a tendency for women to be more averse to questionable 
tactics than men; a greater willingness for self-rated 'competitive' individuals to endorse 
such tactics; and differences in willingness to endorse tactics according to variables such 
as undergraduate major, years of work experience, and nationality. Willingness to 
endorse less ethical tactics did not directly relate to actual negotiation performance. 
Directions for future research, and further uses of the SINS scale, are discussed. 
Copyright ? 2000 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. 

Introduction 

Lax and Sebenius (1986) define negotiation as 'a process of potentially opportunistic interaction 
by which two or more parties, with some apparent conflict, seek to do better through jointly 
decided action than they could otherwise' (p. 11). While volumes of research have been con- 
ducted on the ways that negotiating parties manage the conflict dynamics and process of 'jointly 
decided action', less emphasis has been given to the 'potentially opportunistic' component of 
the negotiation process. Many authors on negotiation (e.g., Pruitt, 1981; Fisher and Ury, 1981) 
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seek to frame negotiation as a cooperative, integrative process. However, other research 
(e.g., Thompson and Hastie, 1990) shows that parties consistently approach negotiation 
expecting the interests of the other to be completely opposed to their own. Given the presumption 
of opposition of interests, it is not surprising that many negotiators will attempt to seek whatever 
'opportunistic' advantage may be available. Since information is a major source of power in 
negotiation (Lewicki et al., 1994), control (and manipulation) of information may give the 
negotiator this significant opportunistic advantage. This paper reports on further efforts to 
determine how negotiators view unethical negotiating tactics-particularly tactics employing 
deception-as appropriate vehicles for gaining opportunistic advantage. 

This paper will pursue four objectives. First, we will summarize the earlier work of Lewicki and 
Start (1996) and Lewicki and Robinson (1998) and their efforts to understand how negotiators 
view unethical tactics, and the dominant 'clusters' of tactics that have emerged from their 
analyses. We extend this work by introducing a repertoire of marginally ethical tactics that builds 
on the most recent writing in negotiator ethics and is significantly more expansive and com- 
prehensive than earlier lists. Second, we report the results of our efforts to test the conceptual 
integrity and validity of this expanded repertoire, and compare it to the five-factor model of 
ethical behavior in negotiation reported in earlier research. Third, we will describe the abbre- 
viated 16-item scale obtained by this process, which we have called the 'Self-reported 
Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies scale', (or SINS scale), and report on its psychometric 
properties, including reliability data. Finally, we will describe how the SINS scale differentiates 
between our sample with regard to demographic and personal variables, and report on the 
effectiveness of the instrument in predicting actual negotiator performance in a series of scorable 
negotiation simulations. 

Evolution of the SINS scale 

Lewicki (1983) proposed five categories of lying in negotiation: (1) misrepresentation of position 
to the opponent (the negotiator lies about his or her preferred settlement point or resistance 
point); (2) bluffing (the negotiator falsely states intentions to commit an action); (3) falsification 
(erroneous and factually incorrect information is introduced as though it were true); (4) 
deception (a collection of arguments are made that lead the opponent to draw an incorrect 
conclusion or deduction); and (5) misrepresentation to constituencies (partial truths, or complete 
untruths, are told in representing other parties in the negotiating relationship). These categories 
were inductively developed from earlier works on the ethics of deception (e.g., Sissela Bok's 
Lying, 1978), several early empirical studies on deception in negotiation (e.g., Chertkoff and 
Baird, 1971), case studies on deceptive practices (e.g., the Harvard Business School case Devon 
Industries1) and interviews conducted with students and executives about the types of deception 
and misrepresentation that had occurred in managerial negotiations. In a study designed to 
explore the conceptual validity of these categories, Anton (1990) demonstrated that they were 
indeed perceived differently, and that age, gender and occupational differences led to different 
perceptions of the categories. However, considerably more sophisticated empirical work was 
necessary. Based on different types of lying and deception that had been reported in both research 
and trade literatures, and self-reports of students and executives, an 18-item questionnaire was 
developed. The purpose of this questionnaire was to determine the perceived appropriateness of 
marginally ethical tactics in a 'neutral' negotiating context, and the willingness of respondents to 
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Table 1. Comparison of 'Categories' of dishonesty in negotiation 
Lewicki (1983) Anton (1990) Lewicki and Stark (1996) 

Lewicki and Robinson (1998) 
Misrepresentation of value Misrepresentation of value Traditional competitive bargaining 
to opponent 
Bluffing Bluffing Bluffing 
Falsification Falsehood Misrepresentation to opponent 
Deception Deception 
Misrepresentation to Misrepresentation to constituency 
constituencies Misrepresentation to opponent's network 

Inappropriate information gathering 

use those tactics. Results from various studies that have employed this questionnaire can be 
found in Lewicki and Spencer (1991, paper presented at the Academy of Management, Miami, 
August); Lewicki and Stark, 1996; and Lewicki and Robinson, 1998. In the second and third 
papers, data from 1100 respondents permitted the authors to propose five key factors which 
paralleled (but differed from) the Lewicki (1983) categories, and effectively accounted for the 
items in a coherent and useful manner. These factors were: (1) misrepresentation; (2) traditional 
competitive bargaining; (3) bluffing; (4) misrepresentation to opponent's network (telling lies 
about one's opponent to superiors, co-workers, friends, etc.); and (5) inappropriate information 
collection (trying to get hold of information one is not entitled to). (See Table 1 for a comparison 
of the Lewicki (1983) categories with these factors.) 

Recent writing by philosophers on negotiator ethics (e.g., Dees and Crampton, 1991; Carson, 
1993; Crampton and Dees, 1993) pointed to other, more subtle forms of deception, and led us to 
question the comprehensiveness of the 18 items that served as the basis of the five factor solution. 
Based on a number of more subtle and discernible types of deceptive tactics discussed by these 
authors which were not specifically addressed in our 18-item scale, we decided to test the viability 
of our own framework with an expanded, more inclusive list of tactics. Combining our earlier 
work with theirs, we generated ten general 'categories' of deceptive tactics.2 Using our existing 
items where possible and adding new items as necessary, we generated three items per category to 
yield a new 30-item scale, shown in Appendix 1 (original items from the 18-item questionnaire are 
also noted). The primary purpose of this exercise was to explore the underlying factor structure of 
this 30-item scale and compare it with the previous factor structure. 

Method 
Overview 

The questionnaire was administered to students enroled in a required first-year course on 
negotiation analysis, prior to any in-class discussion or negotiation simulation. Participants rated 

2 Selective disclosure/exaggeration, misrepresentation of bottom line/position to opponent, bluffing, false promises, false 
threats, deception, falsification, inappropriate information gathering, misrepresentation to constituency, manipulation of 
opponent's network, and direct infliction of harm. 
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each tactic on its perceived appropriateness for use in an upcoming negotiation in an unspecified 
context. Statistical analyses were performed on the data, including factor-analysis of the items. 
Demographic and other personal information was also collected from participants, and used as 
independent variables in analyses described below. 

Participants 

Participants were 762 first-year MBA students enroled in nine sections of a required course on 
negotiation analysis. The average age of our sample was 26.5 years, and they had on average 4.2 
years work experience (no participant had less than two years of work experience). They were 
asked to complete the questionnaire described below on the first day of class, prior to any 
negotiation experience in the course.3 

Materials and procedure 

Participants provided demographic information (age, gender, ethnicity, nationality) and other 
personal details (educational background, work experience, prior negotiation experience). 
Participants were also asked to rate themselves on two separate 7-point Likert scales with regard 
to their belief about their personal predisposition in negotiations in terms of how 'cooperative' 
and how 'competitive' they believed there were (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely). Having completed 
these introductory sections, participants then rated each negotiation tactic on a 7-point Likert 
scale, indicating how appropriate they believed each tactic was to use in a negotiation (1 = not at 
all appropriate, 7 = very appropriate). 

Negotiator performance 

During the course, students participated in eight different scorable negotiation simulations. In 
these simulations, students were given instructions to maximize their own personal outcomes.4 A 
direct comparison of individual ethical preferences and actual performance in the simulated 
negotiations was thus possible. 

Analyses 

* Responses were analysed by factor analysis, using the Varimax procedure, in order to deter- 
mine the underlying factor structure and optimal number of factors (e.g., Rummel, 1970). In 
addition, background and demographic data were used as independent variables, in tests for 
any differences in response tendencies based on variables such as gender or self-rated competi- 
tiveness and cooperativeness. Described below, between-group comparisons were performed 
using t-tests, or one-way ANOVAS. Finally, the participants' actual performance on the 
negotiation simulations were correlated with the emergent factors. 

3 The surveys were not anonymous, but were identified only by student ID number, and students were explicitly told that 
under no circumstances would individual results be looked at, but that the experimenters' only interest was in aggregate 
data. 
4 Simulations varied in design. Some were explicitly distributive/win-lose in nature, while in others individual gains could 
only be maximized by pursuing joint gains. 
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Results 
Factor analyses of the 30-item questionnaire 

Principal components factor analysis of the 30-item set yielded seven factors with eigen values 
greater than 1.0. The scree plot, however, indicated that a five-factor solution might be more 
appropriate. Varimax rotations of five-, six- and seven-factor solutions were compared on the 
basis of conceptual interpretability. 

The five-factor solution as the most easily interpretable from the content of items, and 
produced factors that were similar, although not identical, to the factors reported in previous 
research (Lewicki and Robinson, 1998) on the 18-item set. The five-factor solution generated the 
following factors: 1, traditional competitive bargaining; 2, attacking an opponent's network; 3, 
misrepresentation/lying; 4, misuse of information; and 5, false promises.5 

Factor analyses of the reduced item set 

The analyses of the 30-item questionnaire suggested that a handful of problematic items 
(primarily from the misuse of information factor) might be compromising the integrity and 
robustness of even the five-factor solution. Therefore, two criteria were used to eliminate items. 
First, each item with a communality less than 0.30 was deleted, because these items were not well- 
represented by any of the factors. Second, items for which the primary loadings were on different 
factors in the five-, six- and seven-factor solutions were eliminated, except where they constituted 
a clear subfactor of one of the original five factors. A principal components factor analysis of the 
remainining 23 items yielded five factors with eigen values greater than 1, and the scree test likewise 
indicated that a five-factor solution was appropriate. The Varimax-rotated factors can be 
summarized by the labels used for the five-factor rotation of the full 30 item set, although the 
relative size (and therefore the order) of factors changed in the analysis of the reduced set. In 
order, the new factors were: 1, traditional competitive bargaining; 2, attacking an opponent's 
network; 3, false promises; 4, misrepresentation/lying; 5, misuse of information. 

Two equally sized, randomly divided subsets of the sample were formed to test the cross- 
replicability of the five factors. Separate factor analyses of the two subsets each clearly yielded five 
factors, under both the eigen value and scree plot tests. 

Scale construction 
Brief scales were constructed to represent the five factors. A preliminary item pool was selected on 
the basis of the factor analysis of the 23-item set in the full sample. For those factors marked by 
primary loadings of four or more items, the four highest-loading items for each factor were 
selected for further item analysis. Two factors were each marked by the primary loadings of only 
three items, so all three items were retained for the corresponding scales. No factor was 

5The 6- and 7-factor solutions were quite similar to the five-factor solution. In the 6-factor solution, the items in factors 
1, 3 and 5 replicated perfectly, and factor 2 almost perfectly. From the items that previously marked factor 4, two smaller 
factors were formed, interpretable as inappropriate information gathering, and use of erroneous information. Two factor 
4 items produced primary loadings on factor 2, but retained secondary loadings on one or both of the two new factors. In 
the 7-factor solution, the items that previously formed factor 1 split into two factors; however, the resulting factors could 
not be interpreted as conceptually distinct. Of seven items that previously loaded on factor 4, five formed two new factors 
(conceptually indistinguishable), one loaded on factor 2, and another on factor 3. 

Copyright ? 2000 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 21, 649-664 (2000) 



654 R. J. ROBINSON, R. J. LEWICKI AND E. M. DONAHUE 

represented by more than one item that carried a secondary loading greater than 0.30 on any 
other factor. Internal consistency analyses revealed that three items were sufficient to represent 
each factor except misuse of information, which was better represented by four items, resulting in 
a total of 16 items representing all five factors. It should be noted that the factors were somewhat 
more broad, because the scales necessarily represent only the central core of the original factors. 
Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the resulting scales were: 0.73 for traditional competitive 
bargaining (items 12, 13, 22); 0.69 for attacking opponent's network (items 8, 15, 19); 0.67 for 
false promises (items 4, 14, 24); 0.68 for misrepresentation (items 6, 9, 16, 17); and 0.57 for 
inappropriate information gathering (items 10, 20, and 29).6 

The five scales are conceptually distinct, but empirically correlated across individuals, pairwise 
correlations of scales ranged from 0.12 between traditional competitive bargaining and false 
promises, to 0.44 between attacking opponent's network and inappropriate information 
gathering. The mean interscale correlation was 0.31. 

A factor analysis yielded the expected five factors, which together accounted for 59.9 per cent of 
the variance in the 16-item set. Every item had its highest loading on the expected factor, and no 
secondary loading exceeded 0.30 in magnitude. The sample was again randomly divided into two 
new, equally sized, subsamples for cross-validation. Separate factor analyses of the two sub- 
samples each yielded five factors, with every item having its highest loading on the expected factor. 

The results of this extensive factor analysis, scale construction, and reliability testing are 
summarized in Table 2, which shows the 16 items and their primary loadings in the five-factor 
solution of the 16-item set for the complete sample of subjects. Table 3 summarizes the means 
and standard deviations for each factor scale, and Table 4 gives the interscale correlations. 

As can be seen from Table 2, the same fundamental factors observed in Lewicki and Stark 
(1996) and Lewicki and Robinson (1998) emerged from the present data. By drawing on a larger 
set of items which explicitly attempted to be more broad in tapping different types of deception, 
we are now confident that we have obtained a stable five-factor model of the typology used by lay 
persons in conceptualizing the structure of ethically questionable negotiation tactics. We have 
called the resultant 16-item inventory the Self-reported Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies 
(SINS) scale, and present the items in Appendix 2. 

As demonstrated in Table 3, participants rated the items in certain factors as being more or less 
acceptable than others. Given the sensitivity of the scoring of these items to wording and context, 
it is not appropriate to formally compare the means of the various factor scales, since the precise 
relationship between the factors will obviously change depending on instance and context: 
However, we observe that participants rated the items in Factor 1 -traditional competitive 
bargaining-as generally acceptable to use in negotiation (5.5 on a 7-point scale), while the 
remaining items on the other four factors were seen as somewhat less acceptable-particularly 
those in Factor 4 (misrepresentation, or lying), mean = 1.91. 

SINS scale ratings and demographic and 
personal data 

Although the primary purpose of this paper is to describe the evolution of the SINS scale, 
demographic and personal data gathered were useful as relevant independent variables. 

6 Since the time this paper was written, the 16-item SINS questionnaire was administered to an independent sample of 
MBA students (N = 615). Cronbach's alpha coefficients in this sample were 0.69, 0.71, 0.75, 0.69, and 0.63, respectively. 
The five factors of the inventory replicated as expected. 
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Table 2. Items and factor loadings for the self-reported inappropriate negotiation strategies (SINS) scale* 

Factor loading 
Factor 1: Traditional competitive bargaining 
12. Make an opening demand that is far greater than what you really hope to 0.838 

settle for 
13. Convey a false impression that you are in absolutely no hurry to come to a 0.799 

negotiated agreement, thereby trying to put time pressure on your opponent to 
concede quickly 

22. Make an opening demand so high/low that it seriously undermines your 0.736 
opponent's confidence in his/her ability to negotiate a satisfactory settlement 

Factor 2: Attacking opponent's network 
8. Attempt to get your opponent fired from his/her position so that a new person 0.752 

will take his/her place 
15. Threaten to make your opponent look weak or foolish in front of a boss or 0.779 

others to whom he/she is accountable, even if you know that you won't 
actually carry out the threat 

19. Talk directly to the people who your opponent reports to, or is accountable to, 0.671 
and tell them things that will undermine their confidence in your opponent as 
a negotiator 

Factor 3. False promises 
4. Promise that good things will happen to your opponent if he/she gives you 0.805 

what you want, even if you know that you can't (or won't) deliver these things 
when the other's cooperation is obtained 

14. In return for concessions from your opponent now, offer to make future 0.782 
concessions which you know you will not follow through on 

24. Guarantee that your constituency will uphold the settlement reached, 0.598 
although you know that they will likely violate the agreement later 

Factor 4: Misrepresentation 
6. Intentionally misrepresent information to your opponent in order to 0.673 

strengthen your negotiating arguments or position 
9. Intentionally misrepresent the nature of negotiations to your constituency in 0.702 

order to protect delicate discussions that have occurred 
16. Deny the validity of information which your opponent has that weakens your 0.621 

negotiating position, even though that information is true and valid 
17. Intentionally misrepresent the progress of negotiations to your constituency in 0.684 

order to make your own position appear stronger 

Factor 5: Inappropriate information gathering 
10. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating position by paying your 0.582 

friends, associates, and contacts to get this information for you 
20. Gain information about an opponent's negotiation position by cultivating his/ 0.702 

her friendship through expensive gifts, entertaining or 'personal favors' 
29. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating position by trying to 0.743 

recruit or hire one of your opponent's teammates (on the condition that the 
teammate bring confidential information with him/her) 

* For future use we suggest ordering the 16 items as currently numbered from lowest to highest, i.e., 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22, 24, 29, as shown (renumbered) in Appendix 2. 
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Table 3. Means and standard deviations for the five factor scales 

Mean S.D. 

Factor 1: Traditional competitive bargaining 5.50 1.23 
Factor 2: Attacking opponent's network 3.03 1.19 
Factor 3: False promises 2.06 1.06 
Factor 4: Misrepresentation 1.91 0.96 
Factor 5: Inappropriate information gathering 2.36 1.24 
All factors (16-item average) 2.97 0.77 

Means are calculated from 7-point Likert-type scales, where 1 = not at all appropriate, and 7 = very appropriate. 

Table 4. Factor scale intercorrelations 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

1. Traditional competitive bargaining 1.00 - - - 
2. Attacking opponent's network 0.365 - - - 
3. False promises 0.124 0.337 
4. Misrepresentation 0.229 0.390 0.287 
5. Inappropriate information gathering 0.226 0.328 0.320 0.440 

All correlation coefficients are highly significant (p < 0.01) due to large sample size (n = 762). 

Comparisons based on these variables are summarized in Table 5, with the more interesting 
patterns briefly discussed below. 

Gender, ethnicity and nationality 
There were a number of between-group differences in self-rated appropriateness of negotiation 
tactics, as defined by various demographic variables. One of the most striking results was the 
comparison between men and women. On four of the five-factor scales, women were less 
accepting of the tactics than are men (ps < 0.05). Only on Factor 1-traditional competitive 
bargaining-was there no difference between the two groups (t, 780 = - 0.69, p = 0.50). This 
result is obviously provocative, yet not simple to decipher. The fact that men and women do not 
differ on Factor 1 (which tends to have higher mean ratings) debunks the simplistic, stereotypical 
notion that women are less willing to 'bargain hard' than men. However, on the other four 
dimensions (which tend to have lower mean ratings) women were less willing to endorse these 
tactics relative to their male colleagues. This result replicates that reported by Lewicki and 
Robinson (1998), and might be interpreted as suggesting that women have higher thresholds than 
men in selecting ethically marginal negotiation tactics. 

As shown in Table 5, in this sample, there were no significant differences between ethnic groups 
in their endorsement of tactics comprising any of the five factor scales (all ps > 0.10). 

Nationality produced a number of interesting results, revealing that different categories of 
tactics were more or less favoured by participants from disparate parts of the world (all ps 
discussed here < 0.05). As with gender, there were no significant differences on Factor 1, but a 
number of differences on other factor scales were observed. In general, as shown in Table 5, 
subjects from western Europe emerged as more likely to endorse the ethically marginal tactics (on 
four of the 5 factor scales) than other groups. Subjects from the U.S.A. and Canada, despite the 
stereotype of the tough 'cowboy' negotiator, were far less willing to endorse tactics than were 
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participants from other parts of the world, notably western Europe, and to a less marked degree, 
the Asian Pacific rim. Traditional ethnic and national stereotypes of negotiation behavior 
emerge, according to these results, as simplistic and misleading (e.g., Graham, 1993). The 
existence of national differences on the SINS scale indicates that the perception of negotiation 
tactics is sensitive to cultural differences. However, the specific findings for particular regions of 
the world should be interpreted with caution; these results might be expected to differ depending 
on the particular countries representing each region in a sample. Much more work is required to 
clarify the relationship between national culture, business practices, and ethical behavior in 
negotiation. 

Education and previous experiences 
Variables dealing with the background of the participants also produced a number of striking 
group contrasts. The educational background of the participants offered some surprises: 
somewhat in contrast to the noted findings of Frank et al. (1993), business and economics majors 
did not emerge as more amoral or likely to endorse questionable tactics than students of other 
disciplines.7 Instead, math and physics majors, and to a large extent, engineers and other applied 
scientists, emerged as more likely to endorse the negotiation strategies, particularly when 
compared to arts, business, and economics majors.8 

Other aspects of participants' backgrounds also emerged as diagnostic of their attitude toward 
the acceptability of various tactics. In general, age was negatively correlated with tactic endorse- 
ment, as was years of prior work experience. It seems that the older people are (at least for this 
rather restricted sample of young adults), and the more experience they have had working, the 
more wary they are of potentially unethical bargaining tactics. 

Prior negotiation experience produced an interestingly mixed result. Participants with more 
prior experience with negotiation (along with older and longer working individuals) tended to 
score lower on the scale for Factor 1-traditional competitive bargaining (r = -0.109, p < 0.05). 
However, this same set of more experienced individuals also tended to score higher on Factor 3 
false promises, (r = 0.125, p < 0.05). It is possible that experience had shown this group of 
individuals that this class of tactic was either less ethically troubling (or more effective, or both), 
than less experienced individuals might assume. 

Cooperative versus competitive disposition 
One of the more important distinctions in the negotiation literature over the years dealing with 
personal orientation toward bargaining has been that of a basically cooperative versus basically 
competitive approach (e.g., Ruble and Thomas, 1976; Rahim, 1983). Participants completed two 
separate 7-point Likert-type scales indicating how cooperative and competitive they considered 
themselves in negotiation contexts. As the correlations in Table 5 show, the tendencies were for 
more self-rated cooperative individuals to be less willing to endorse tactics, and to a somewhat 
lesser extent, for more self-rated competitive individuals to be more likely to endorse tactics. 

7 Frank et al. (1993) used a significantly different methodology and comparison procedure (and looked specifically at 
economics majors, not the combined category of business and economics used here); the present results are thus not 
intended as a direct comparison, or refutation of their findings. 
8 Obviously, these participants are business students with backgrounds in various disciplines, and are not career 
professionals in such disciplines. The results should be reviewed with this in mind. 

Copyright ? 2000 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 21, 649-664 (2000) 



INTRODUCING THE SINS SCALE 659 

Endorsement of tactics and negotiation performance 
Perhaps the single most important applied question surrounding this line of research is whether 
or not people who are more willing to engage in questionable negotiation tactics actually enjoy an 
advantage, as measured by outcome, over individuals who are less willing to employ such tactics. 
This study allowed a preliminary look at this question. We were unable to systematically match 
more cooperative subjects with more competitive ones, or more 'moral' individuals with less 
moral ones, etc., but we were able to compare the performance of students in scorable negotiation 
simulations with their questionnaire responses. Participants engaged in eight such simulations 
over the course of the semester; with their scores on each exercise being converted to a z-score 
which was aggregated for all exercises to form a course z-score for each subject. 

As shown in Table 5, there was very little evidence that willingness to endorse tactics translated 
into any specific negotiation advantage. While there was a slight positive correlation between the 
overall willingness to endorse tactics and z-scores (r = 0.073, p < 0.05), the design limitations of 
this study make it impossible to make much of this.9 Certainly, this is a question which strongly 
calls for further investigation. 

Discussion 

The present study culminates one line of research, and opens the door to several new questions. 
First, we believe that we have soundly established the underlying factor structure of the categories 
of unethical bargaining tactics, as reported by negotiation students with a fair amount of 
management experience. Using a large sample, we have replicated the basic five-factor structure 
observed in earlier studies with somewhat different items. After using an extensive scale 
construction procedure, we have paired the items required to produce this structure down to 16, 
having experimented earlier with 18 and 30 items. This result-the SINS scale-discriminates 
between five categories of negotiation behavior which range from tactics which are perceived as 
highly appropriate, to those perceived as highly inappropriate. 

Second, there clearly is a hierarchy of ethical versus unethical behavior in negotiation. Subjects 
are apparently comfortable, for the most part, with traditional 'tough but fair' tactics like 
claiming to have a limited budget, or pretending to have other options. They are less comfortable 
with other sorts of tactics, especially outright lying, which is deemed to be highly inappropriate. 
While various tactics will doubtless vary in their absolute acceptability with situation and 
context, the basic structure of these factors seems extremely robust and pervasive. 

Third, attitudes on the SINS scale demonstrate intriguing relationships to differences in 
demographic categories of respondents, such as gender, background and national origin. For 
example, while this study generally replicated earlier results on gender and background from 
Lewicki and Robinson (1998), that paper noted differences in item ratings between MBA 
students from Harvard and Ohio State Universities. Further research should secure more 
balanced samples of men and women, different populations, and representatives of different 
cultures, to more thoroughly probe these differences, and to tie these results to literature which 

9 A correlation of 0.073 is only significant here due to the very large sample size. In terms of effect size, this is at best a 
negligible finding. The z-scores for each of the eight individual exercises were also similarly analyzed, with none 
producing a correlation higher than 0.073, and only one being significant at the 0.05 level. There was also no observable 
order or learning effect such as, for example, those exercises at the beginning of the semester showing a higher correlation 
between negotiation performance and endorsement of tactics. 
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explores the impact of gender, occupation and culture differences on ethical orientations and 
judgments. 

Fourth, in this study, willingness to endorse tactics is apparently unrelated to actual negotia- 
tion performance. A great deal of additional work needs to be done to pursue the validity of this 
finding. First, further analysis of the current data base may discover specific relationships 
between certain item ratings and performance in specific simulations. Second, experimental 
simulations may need to be developed which measure the use and effectiveness of employing 
specific tactics. Third, experimental parameters in those simulations can be varied, to determine 
whether differences in power between the parties, or who uses the tactics first, or the social 
context in which the problem is framed, tend to drive tactic use. A scenario to enable testing of 
these contextual differences is now in preparation. Indeed, the issue of context is critical, since 
different 'types' of negotiations likely make different tactics more or less acceptable. It may well 
be that there are identifiable dimensions along which negotiation types vary, leading to a 
predictive, and prescriptive, model as to what sorts of tactics are likely to be perceived as 
acceptable or unethical in any given situation. 

Finally, while the SINS scale is a strong vehicle for research, it also has clear pedagogical value. 
The more intriguing research findings presented here call for further investigation, but may also 
be highly effective in promoting discussion of the thorny issue of ethics in negotiation in the 
classroom. For example, the persistent finding that women and men score very similarly on 
traditional competitive bargaining, but that women are markedly less accepting of all other 
classes of tactics, could serve as an enticing topic for classroom discussion. Similarly, the cross- 
national differences in perspective which exist offer interesting ways of thinking about, and 
discussing the slippery question of how cultural differences may really affect actual negotiation 
behavior (see Weiss, 1994, for an excellent review of this work). 

Beyond the further surveying of attitudes however, even more basic work within the field of 
ethics in negotiating awaits. The five factors identified by the SINS scale may be a powerful tool 
for coding actual behavior in negotiation situations, and for developing a more complete 
understanding of how it is that certain behaviors come to be seen as misrepresentation or lying, 
while others are judged less reprehensible, such as withholding or slanting of information. The 
mediating variables affecting this underlying set of factors must also be examined: for example, 
do so-called 'social accounts' (Bies, 1989) affect the degree to which certain behaviors are deemed 
to be less or more moral? Indeed, the actual correspondence of the attitude-based factors 
discussed here with actual behavior in the highly interactive context of negotiation is an area 
which appears to offer fruitful avenues for further investigation. 
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Appendix 1: Negotiation Tactic Categories 
forming 30-item questionnaire10 

Selective disclosure/exaggeration 
1. Attempt to strengthen your position by overemphasizing the positive aspects of your 

position to your opponent. 
2. Do not disclose any negative consequences of your position to your opponent unless he/she 

brings them up first. 
3. Exaggerate the degree to which your proposal will benefit your opponent of his/her 

constituency. 
4. Do not disclose information which you know might strengthen your opponent's position. 

Misrepresentation of bottom line/position to opponent 
1. Hide your real bottom line from your opponent (item 4). 
2. Make an opening demand that is far greater than what one really hopes to settle for (item 

5). 
3. Make an opening demand so high/low that it seriously undermines your opponent's 

confidence in his/her own ability to negotiate a satisfactory settlement (item 10). 

10This is not the order that the items were presented in. Table 2 shows the items relevant to the itemfive-factor solution 
discussed in the Results section, with the item numbers indicating their order in the 30-item questionnaire. 
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Bluffing: false promises 
1. Promise that good things will happen to your opponent if he/she gives you what you want, 

even if you know that you can't (or won't) deliver them when the other's cooperation is 
obtained (item 2). 

2. In return for concessions from your opponent now, offer to make future concessions which 
you know you will not follow through on. 

3. Guarantee that your constituency will uphold the settlement reached, although you know 
that they will likely break the agreement later. 

Bluffing: false threats 
1. Threaten to harm your opponent if he/she doesn't give you what you want, even if you 

know that you will never follow through to carry out that threat (item 1). 
2. Threaten to make your opponent look weak or foolish in front of a boss or others to whom 

he/she is accountable, even if you know that you won't actually do so (item 14 modified). 
3. Threaten to leave the negotiations entirely unless your opponent offers some concessions, 

when in fact you are not at liberty to leave entirely. 

Deception 
1. Lead the other negotiator to believe that they can only get what they want by negotiating 

with you when in fact they could go elsewhere and get what they want cheaper or faster 
(item 3). 

2. Convey a false impression that you are in absolutely no hurry to come to a negotiation 
agreement, thereby trying to put more time pressure on your opponent to concede quickly 
(item 13). 

3. Present your opponent with factual, but misleading information which may lead your 
opponent to erroneous conclusions about your position. 

Falsification 
1. Intentionally misrepresent factual information to your opponent in order to support your 

negotiating arguments or position (item 15). 
2. Lie about factual information your opponent has which weakens your negotiating position 

so that he/she doesn't use the information against you. 
3. Allow your opponent to have access to erroneous/false information which makes your 

negotiation position seem more beneficial to your opponent than it really is. 

Misrepresentation to constituency 
1. Intentionally misrepresent the nature of negotiations to your constituency in order to 

protect delicate discussions that have occurred (item 16). 
2. Intentionally misrepresent the progress of negotiations to your constituency in order to 

make your own position or point of view appear stronger. 

Inflicting direct and intentional harm 
1. Attempt to get your opponent fired from his/her position so that a new person will take 

their place. 
2. Acquire negative personal information about your opponent and use that information to 

force them to give you what you want. 
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Manipulation of opponent's network 
1. Talk directly to the people who your opponent reports to, or is accountable to, and try to 

encourage them to defect to your side (item 12). 
2. Talk directly to the people who your opponent reports to, or is accountable to, and tell 

them things that will undermine their confidence in your opponent as a negotiator (item 11). 
3. Attempt to create dissension within your opponent's constituency by giving them informa- 

tion which contradicts what your opponent has told them. 

Inappropriate information gathering 
1. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating position by paying friends, associates, 

and contacts to get this information for you (item 7). 
2. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating position by cultivating his/her friend- 

ship through expensive gifts, entertaining or 'personal favors' (item 9). 
3. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating position by trying to recruit or hire one 

of your opponent's key subordinates (on the condition that the key subordinate bring 
confidential information with him/her) (item 8). 
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Appendix 2: Incidents in Negotiation Questionnaire 
(? Robinson, Lewicki, and Donahue, 1997) 

This questionnaire is part of research study on how negotiators decide when certain strategy and tactics are ethical and appropriate in 
negotiations. In completing this questionnaire, please try to be as candid as you can about what you think is 
appropriate and acceptable to do. You are being asked about tactics that are controversial: However, your responses on this 
questionnaire are completely anonymous, and no one will ever know your individual responses. 

You will be asked to consider a list of tactics that negotiators sometimes use. You should consider these tactics in the context of a 
situation in which you will be negotiating for something which is very important to you and your business. 
For each tactic, you will be asked to indicate how appropriate the tactic would be to use in this situation. Then assign a rating to each 
tactic, evaluating how appropriate it would be to use this tactic in the context specified above, based on the following scale: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not at all somewhat very 

appropriate appropriate appropriate 
(If you have any need to explain your rating on a tactic, please do so in the margin or at the end / back of the questionnaire.) 

Rating 
1. Promise that good things will happen to your opponent if he/she gives you what you want, even if you know that you 

can't (or won't) deliver these things when the other's cooperation is obtained. 

2. Intentionally misrepresent information to your opponent in order to strengthen your negotiating arguments or position. 

3. Attempt to get your opponent fired from his/her position so that a new person will take his/her place. 

4. Intentionally misrepresent the nature of negotiations to your constituency in order to protect delicate discussions that 
have occurred. 

5. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating position by paying your friends, associates, and contacts to get this 
information for you. 

6. Make an opening demand that is far greater than what you really hope to settle for. 

7. Convey a false impression that you are in absolutely no hurry to come to a negotiated agreement, thereby trying to put 
time pressure on your opponent to concede quickly. 

8. In return for concessions from your opponent now, offer to make future concessions which you know you will not 
follow through on. 

9. Threaten to make your opponent look weak or foolish in front of a boss or others to whom he/she is accountable, even 
if you know that you won't actually carry out the threat. 

10. Deny the validity of information which your opponent has that weakens your negotiating position, even though that 
information is true and valid. 

11. Intentionally misrepresent the progress of negotiations to your constituency in order to make your own position 
appear stronger. 

12. Talk directly to the people who your opponent reports to, or is accountable to, and tell them things that will 
undermine their confidence in your opponent as a negotiator. 

13. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating position by cultivating his/her friendship through expensive gifts, 
entertaining or "personal favors." 

14. Make an opening demand so high/low that it seriously undermines your opponent's confidence in his/her ability to 
negotiate a satisfactory settlement. 

15. Guarantee that your constituency will uphold the settlement reached, although you know that they will likely violate 
the agreement later. 

16. Gain information about an opponent's negotiating position by trying to recruit or hire one of your opponent's 
teammates (on the condition that the teammate bring confidential information with him/her). 
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