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Motivation

o The results of researchesin experimental economy emphasizethe
decisionÍÁËÅÒÓȭ(DM) limited rationality and common using of
intuition and heuristics instead of rational decisionanalysiswhile
making various managerialdecisions.

o Heuristics are simple cognitive procedures that allow to solve the
problems quickly, though not always adequately and precisely
enough (Simon 1955; Kahneman, Tversky 1975; Stanovich, West 1998;
Gilovichet al., 2002; Evans2006).

o The role of heuristics in negotiation was studied in numerous
works, that usually focus on analyzing the impact of the intuitive
and heuristic-based thinking on the negotiation process and
outcomes (Bazerman, Neale 1994; Milburn and Isaac 1995; Gimpel 2008;

McDermott 2009, Campoet al. 2016).
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Motivation
nn

o Electronic negotiation s are conducted by means of software
support tools which should help negotiators to focus more
analytically on the negotiation problem. (Kersten,Noronha 1999;
Schoopet al. 2003; Brzostowski,Wachowicz2013

o Experimental results show that participants in electronic
negotiationsoften haveproblems with :

o proper use of analytical tools supporting the negotiation process
(Roszkowska,Wachowicz2014, 2015, Kerstenet al.),

o map preferences into a scoringsystemprecisely

o misperception of the system of visualization of preferential
information
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o Despite the use of negotiation support systems (analytical
approach), negotiators still use different heuristics leading to a
lack of consistencyof preferencesand decision-making errors.

o Theresearchchallengeis:
o identify and evaluate the impact of heurist ic in the

prenegotiation analytical preparation of the negotiators,
o develop support tools that resist these heuristics or reduce

their negativeeffects.
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Experimental setup
Case description- eNSInspire

o We analyzed the occuring heuristic and biases using Inspire ΄

electronic negotiation system.

o Mosico-Fado bilateral negotiation case - contract between a
musicianand an entertainment company.

o Four issues and 240 offers :

o :

o EachÁÇÅÎÔ ÏÂÔÁÉÎÓ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÁÌȭÓ ÐÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅÓ 
and uses it to negotiate a contract with the counterpart.
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Experimental setup
The principial scoringsystem

o Thepreferencesof both Mosicoand Fadoprincipals were described
verbally and graphically and provided to the agents as private
info.
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The Principal rating was derived from the measurement of the radius
(radius basedsystem) or area (area basedsystem) circle representing the
strength of preferences.

Mosico

Issue Options : Concerts Options : Songs Options : Royalties Options : Contract

Conce. Songs Royalt. Contract 5 6 7 8 11 12 13 14 15 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 125 150 200

Radius based
system

32 28 23 17 0 21 26 32 0 7 16 28 21 13 23 16 0 17 10 0



Experimental setup
Theagent scoringsystem
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Observation of 
error:

Lack of accuracybetween 
the option/ issuerating of 

the principal and the agent 
(scaling error)

Recognition of the 
source of the error:
o Cognitive
o Motivational

Heuristic

Cognitive Bias: Cognitive abilities:
o Lack of or limited ability to accurately identify 

the preferences of the principal

Motivational Bias: Subjective perception
negotiation situation:
o Contradictions of Agent-Principal 

preferences.

For instance, (Bazerman, Chugh2005)

Bounded Awareness 
o Information selection
o Inattentional blindness
o Change blindness 
o Focalism

Errors and related biases in 
defining scoring system
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Bounded Awareness affects the
information selection process of
individuals; in order to avoid
information overload people often
filter information unconsciously and
automatically. This could lead to
ignore or neglect useful, observable,
and relevant data (Bazerman and
Chung,2005);



Experimental setup 
Errors in defining scoring system

o Scaling errors (Montibeller G,von Winterfeldt D. 2015) 

o Error 1. 4ÈÅ ÁÇÅÎÔȭÓ ÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÏÎÅ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÉÓ ÁÔ ÍÏÓÔ υȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÉÓ 
rated at least 50; or the issue weight is equal to 1 (marginalized).

o Error 2. The not-worst option from reference system is rated as 0 
by the agent. 

o This Error may be broken down into three others:

o Error 2a. The worst option from reference system is not rated as 0.   

o Error 2b . At least two options are rated as 0. 

o Error 2c. The worst option from reference system is not rated as 0 
and at least two other options are rated as 0.

· Error 2aᴼError 2, Error 2b O Error 2, Error 2c = Error 2aǪError 2b

· N(Error 2) = N(Error 2a) + N(Error 2b) ɀN (Error 2c)
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