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Abstract:

We compare the impacts of two approaches to decision support, asynchronous
electronic mediation and utility theory. Technical issues are discussed and the
results of a multi-national experimental comparison of the approaches are
reported. The comparisons were between conditions that provided bargainers
with either one or the other, both, or neither form of decision support. The
results show differences among these conditions, some of which are surprising:
The largest number of agreements (and prediction accuracy) was obtained with
e-mediation although these agreements were generally of lower guality, The
smatlest mumber of agreements occurred with decision support although these
were of higher quality. When both forms of support were provided, a relatively
low number of high-quality agreements were obtained. Interestingly, the group
with neither form of support attained the highest quality agreements. Analyses
of bargainer post-negotiation perceptions provided further understanding of the
findings. Implications for the next round of experiments are also discussed.
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