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Abstract.  In a two-party negotiation, each participant has his own interests, priorities and strategies, which voluntarily 

decide to submit to his counterparts in order to reach the terms that generate a better result (Brett and 

Thompson, 2016). When this negotiation is about generating value, instead of just distributing the available 

pie, is considered an integrative negotiation, in which both parties seek to generate the greatest value for the 

joint result (Barry and Friedman, 1998). In this kind of negotiations, theoretically is expected that both parties 

have the willingness to share as much information as is available to enable better decision making (De Dreu, 

2007), while increasing the level of transparency and decreases the level of conflict (Littlewood Zimmerman, 

2005). 

Though, the observed phenomenon is that people tend to leave implicit some of their expectations, maintaining 

the asymmetry of information. This could be partially explained using elements of the agency theory 

(Eisenhardt, 1989), since by increasing risk aversion and the uncertainty of the result, people decrease their 

focus on the result and prefer to stay with a "bad deal" than risk to lose it by making all their expectations 

explicit. In addition, given the possibility that the information is misinterpreted and causes a divergence of 

expectations instead of a convergence, it is preferred to reserve part of the information (Loewenstein and 

Moore, 2004). 

 This work proposes to define a "co-responsibility zone", which becomes larger when the traders leave implicit 

expectations or when they deliberately avoid discussing certain issues, with the intention of achieving 

additional benefits by receiving more or delivering less. In this way, the responsibility for decision-making 

between both parties is shared, even though the two are not aware of it. Which ends up causing disappointment 

and a worse integral result.  
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1   Introduction 

 

In order to present the phenomenon of study, a couple of situations will be used. Both are intended to reflect the 

behavior presented by an interviewer, as a representative of a company that is seeking to fill a vacancy, and the 

behavior of the person who is applying for that job. 

 

Situation_1  

The applicant_1 arrives at the company_1 to request the position_1. 

The interviewer_1 receives the applicant_1 and tells him all the real conditions regarding the company, the position     

he seeks and the expectations that they would have about him. The applicant_1 does the same, declaring all their 

expectations and requirements, commented on which of the conditions of the company_1 he agrees with and which 

ones he does not agree with. 

Each party has all the information necessary to make a decision and be responsible for the decision made. 

 

Situation_2  

The applicant_2 arrives at the company_2 to request the position_2. 

The interviewer_2 receives the applicant_2 and tells him the "main data" regarding the company, describes in a 

general way the position he is looking for and generally comments on the expectations that they would have about 

him, hoping that once inside the direct chief is responsible for putting him additional tasks, because it is more likely 

that already being inside does not want to leave. The applicant_2 declares only what is necessary and convenient not 

to be discarded, hoping that once inside the company he can re-negotiate with his direct supervisor. 

 

Each party has partial information to make a decision, since the other party is avoiding sharing things (which could 

cause the loss of the negotiation) with the hope of achieving better results, sharing the responsibility, one part that did not 

declare and the other part that did not ask specific questions. 

 

2   Theoretical Framework 

 

In their review of 50 years of negotiation-related studies,  Brett and Thompson (2016) studied three main elements in 

cooperative negotiations: the interests and priorities of the negotiators, the strategies used and the results. The authors 

identify two strategies that can be used in a negotiation. The distributive strategy, which follows the generic logic that 

there is a certain value available to be distributed, to the extent that one party wins, the other loses. Hence, this strategy 
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is based on influencing the other party to make concessions. On the other hand, the integrative strategy starts from the 

logic of joint generation of value, so it is necessary that both parties share information about their expectations, interests 

and priorities, and then identify the tradeoff  that allow them to increase the available value and benefit mutually. It would 

be expected that a job interview, such as that proposed in the initial situations, is an integrative negotiation. Where the 

potential employer look for the candidate that has the greatest potential to generate value for the organization, its 

customers and its employees. At the same time, the job seeker is trying to choose the company that offers the best 

opportunities for professional growth and development, so that it can generate greater value for itself and for the 

organization.  

If we consider negotiation as the process in which two or more parties can combine their different expectations, 

interests, and priorities to make a joint decision (Zartman, 1977), the communication of these differences would be 

expected to play a fundamental role, including the choice of media which is used to make this communication (Bazerman 

et al., 2000).  De Dreu (2007) proposes that to the extent that both parties identify that there is interdependence in the 

results of a negotiation, they will be more motivated to share information. In the case of the situation presented, in the 

event that the company makes the wrong selection, it will invest in the person who was not ideal to perform a job, 

compromising their resources and also those of the candidate. While the job seeker, which has an opportunity cost, when 

selecting a company and stop considering other offers, commits its person to collaborate in the achievement of the 

organizational objectives, generating benefits for the company, its employees and for the same . Therefore, it would be 

expected that in a job interview, both parties are motivated to share as much information as possible, as in situation 1, 

seeking to achieve the best result of the joint agreement. 

In a negotiation situation, where transparency, an open door policy and the exchange of information is favored, not 

only can be reached an agreement that offers the best joint result, but also, this allows to develop an environment of trust, 

mutual commitment, and communication, where conflicts arising from differences in beliefs, personal or social values, 

communication styles, or perceptions can be reduced (Klein, 2012). De Dreu et al. (2008) also consider that to the extent 

that both parties in a negotiation share their expectations and make informed decisions, the likelihood of either party 

suffering a disappointment and losing confidence in the other party is diminished. Specifically for the case of the job 

interview, Madero Gómez et al. (2014) found a positive relationship of job satisfaction and intention to stay, with the 

realistic selection interview (Littlewood Zimmerman, 2005), which seeks to reduce the gap between reality and false 

expectations that a candidate may have respect to the job that is offered and even on the organization itself. 

Despite the multiple benefits of information exchange and transparency in negotiations where joint value is intended 

to be generated, the observed phenomenon is similar to what is proposed in situation 2. Where some of the expectations 

of both parties remain implicit, with the hope of obtaining a better future outcome, from what could be obtained now or 

in the face of the uncertainty of the result or to avoid the risk of losing the negotiation (Eisenhardt, 1989).At other times, 

it is avoided to share certain information that can be interpreted in different ways leading to divergence of opinions rather 

than to the convergence of interests (Loewenstein and Moore, 2004). 

On the part of the applicant, it may happen that since he needs the job, he is willing to accept a position that is not 

ideal for him and that in other conditions he would have rejected. But he has been searching and has not had an answer, 

instead of "guessing" at the risk of being called by another company, he prefers to assure the position they offer him. He 

may be thinking that if he is called from another place, he will leave this company and move on to the other. In addition, 

it is likely that his intentions of growth and development could be misinterpreted at this time of the incipient labor 

relationship, so he prefers to reserve certain information. On the part of the organization, they are likely to "need" to fill 

the vacancy, so even if they do not consider him the ideal candidate, they prefer to accept him at work. Although after 

they have appealed to their commitment and convince the person not to abandon a process that has just begun, the 

likelihood of job dissatisfaction and low commitment of people who are not where they want to be increases. In case that 

the Organization or the Applicant reserves information, the result is compromised, increasing the possibility of 

disappointments, misunderstandings and conflicts. The new actual Employee may feel that he is not valued, that he does 

not receive the compensation he deserves, that he is doing activities "for which he was not hired", among others. At the 

same time the Organization may think that they are not receiving the effort, commitment and delivery that they expected, 

that the benefits or value generated are not in line with the expectations from the person, that they are not sure whether 

the investment in training of this new element will bring the return of investment that would bring with someone more 

involved in the organization, among others. 

 

3   Proposal  

 

Faced with these situations, it is proposed to study the existence of an area of co-responsibility, which should be 

measurable and declared between the parties, as part of the bases on which the negotiation will take place. When people 

openly declare their expectations, with open door policies and transparency to increase trust between the parties, the area 

of co-responsibility is zero. They have shared all the available information and each of the parties will make their decision 

based on what they need to know about the other party, therefore, making the decision is the responsibility of each one. 

In the case of situation 1, it is the total responsibility of the applicant to accept the offer made by the company, with all 

the conditions, restrictions and expectations that are held of it. At the same time, it is the total responsibility of the 

company representative to accept the candidate with all its expectations, limitations, advantages and disadvantages. 
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On the other hand, as one of the parties consciously decides to avoid disclosing information, or omits certain 

information because the other party did not ask the specific question or because it considers that sharing that information 

or asking that question could cause the deal is not done, as in situation 2, this person is sharing responsibility for the 

decision made. None of the parties will have all the information available to make a decision, then this "area of co-

responsibility" is extended. In this case, the decision to be made was partly based on the expectations communicated, and 

partially there is the possibility that it was achieved thanks to the fact that certain information was not shared, or certain 

conditions or expectations were not shared. Which, in a strict sense, is not lying, cheating, or falsifying information, it 

was only a co-responsibility in the parties. Part of the responsibility is with the negotiator_a, for not asking all the 

necessary questions, even if they are uncomfortable. While another part of the responsibility corresponds to the 

negotiator_b, because even knowing certain information, he preferred to reserve it to avoid an uncomfortable moment or 

to risk getting a deal, even if it is not the best deal he could achieve. 

Being able to identify this level of co-responsibility, can generate more frank negotiations, where each party has an 

approximation of the level of information that is not being shared or of the expectations that could be reserving. By being 

able to measure this area of co-responsibility, ways can be found to decrease it (such as considering the level of risk 

aversion and the uncertainty of the result), so that this search for information that has not been shared could be a 

negotiation tactic. Increasing the flow of information and obtaining the benefits of the model proposed by De Dreu (2007). 

 

References 

Barry, B., Friedman, R.A., 1998. Bargainer Characteristics in Distributive and Integrative Negotiation. J. Pers. Soc. 

Psychol. 74, 345–359. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.74.2.345 

Bazerman, M.H., Curhan, J.R., Moore, D.A., Valley, K.L., 2000. Negotiation. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 51, 279–314. 

Brett, J., Thompson, L., 2016. Negotiation. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 136, 68–79. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2016.06.003 

De Dreu, C.K.W., 2007. Cooperative Outcome Interdependence, Task Reflexivity, and Team Effectiveness: A 

motivated information processing perspective. J. Appl. Psychol. 92, 628–638. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.92.3.628 

De Dreu, C.K.W., Nijstad, B.A., Knippenberg, D. van, 2008. Motivated Information Processing in Group Judgement 

and Decision-Making. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Rev. 12, 22. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868307304092 

Eisenhardt, K.M., 1989. Agency Theory: An Assessment and Review. Acad. Manag. Rev. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/258191 

Klein, J., 2012. The Open‐Door Policy: Transparency minimizes conflicts between school principals and staff. Int. J. 

Educ. Manag. 26, 550–564. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513541211251389 

Littlewood Zimmerman, H.F., 2005. Entervista Realista de Selección, Satisfacción en el Trabajo e Intención de 

Permanencia, in: X Foro de Investigación de La FCA-UNAM. 

Loewenstein, G., Moore, D.A., 2004. When Ignorance Is Bliss: Information exchange and inefficiency in bargaining. J. 

Legal Stud. 33, 37–58. https://doi.org/10.1086/382581 

Madero Gómez, S.M., Flores Zambada, R., Littlewood Zimmerman, H.F., Castañeda Ríos, A., Mercado Salgado, P., 

2014. Análisis comparativo: Entrevista realista de selección, satisfacción en el trabajo e intención de permanencia. 

Investig. Cienc. 22, 49–55. 

Zartman, I.. W., 1977. Negotiation as a Joint Decision-Making Process. J. Conflict Resolut. 21, 619–638. 

 


