JYURYFP A2 MBS 20004 28

gdns, FAS HEA 7128 2k
0|5 ZI0iste] HYDS L8 WY 242 S8t Mol
B

th=el=olcistn FRYUHHCHs o
(nscho@hufs.ac.kr)

€ A7 AAFCE Fduso] o|FoAE FAUAQ 27t He vl Seuidte] MBA F4dAM e s
< A9 goad Jause] i} B o AAME 2zl it FuSe] tEAQ 2] oju
A7}, o] Zelgo] 7t2ale Ui e} ol7EL Folojn ojspd H|Fe oWyl o2 7l2x7] 9%
HEL U AEo] A}, 7 2 HFL o= Axert 58 Ay usid 357 digte) 6699 us
25 69719 ZeAYAE gree Bk ¢, Northwestern thatol A 745 & 4719 B2 ES
190 23 2% Fislo] ¥4 el S A sl

e nfshe HEL dNE 985y MBS FHeR sln, A UF LE ER 9 o8 B
8 FeE she W] AHEERIY. IR Feldre s 2HS vreE g8dle HaFn g e
HHE WS olg HEdhs Wyo Al 2 HUeE Ha EEse wWhde] eHY o PR}
& 29l §572% s A4k Hgrow 45U aAlE 209 Fo] AHEEH R UAEH Fisher, Ury, &
Patton(1991)¢] 7F¢ @el 45 SUoith ggHletes A8y Aol P42 53 53 Ueg
Belehe Bax, @aEne 3o, AFASA, A%E §4243, FRE/ § 9853 AEgolan #¥e ¥}
8480 A9 2/39 ¥]F-E A5},

Y dellMe 38 2 P4 71EE3 7Y, Bl 4 534 g4, 23 €9 A8 So| & HFE A
A, ko Felo 344 2 a3, AT ddl, B4 A 23 So] £88 FAE thojAt
olg FAIE il 3o 79 He FAE F24AZ 5 e 5 ABHc)AL &l WA 248 A¥se
E sl 4% 9 EES B4 HE sgd

olde] BAE EdiZ I dighlld S 7t2A]7] Ag WiE 2 g AdMe AAEE AAEa, o E
2 -gste] gl SR 458 L R o]FolA o Al E AT ZYAYN MES B2 A
%ot

FAuge] WEF 528 ol5rE0] oWl A7} dh WellMEe B dre] Ay} g @4 mSel] shue] 2
ol @ # U& Acr B Iy Aze AHES} He Yo telMe Fudxe ATE £3 A A=
£ ol5rg] 7ige] BaE Aolrh WYE HeMe d¥5y ABYold e F4HQ o g8 Uk o
HIA & Aoy, o & SJ3 =3l AT Akl lge] Hast) Az $8¥ 4+ e nap AEANF
o] dx= dasj}

FAl: WAE, d¥uS, WS A2, A7 iy, PuiE AN, 59A ¥

=28 2008. 04. 30. HHEY: 2009, 01. 05,
P& d7E dRgFoidigdne 2008 mATEIALe] o8] AYHYL. 2007d A9BAL FHEYEUY PRE=RS 7 g
el &
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| JAN BYuge| Eedn 7=

e F8A4L A ordrbg: Az 3
k. 20074 vj=#e FTAZl 3322 BHEE 9
¥ 200897 = @ete g A&Hw Qu, 59
44 623]go] A= m glony 2007d ofz
i agte A8 QAL A3 FAol AP
E BN FAAEF 98 gAY F ¥
o] F83 #4le] tido] HATHEARA, 2007a,
2007b: ZAYE, 2007).

Z7}ke] Bogoly SmAQ EAEuk ohygl,
7199 M E 719879 32 fde F84
< 343 FdHEn g VY9 sl AFshe AF
3 Quart A4 3ES Hojzde] wet YEAHQ
tZuiAgoe] opd st fEGFCEN 17
oAl Ztzte] Yzo wet fEHE AFHn Y
t. ol AFE wEoy] A% IdF =3 7Y
W io A Bt ohue}l Rz AEviee] 92
€ B3l SR 5 dol giA HAG Bk op]
2t AR o] 7|9de Aol ARAJN 9F
< ulAz g 200890l FAIA FHA7I%
A B 710 A ddo] goH
a Ao gAe FeAS ] i 45 n
Aoh(EASA 2008). wetA 7|9 8FS Ak
A4 Ao AP BeNe F43) Fu=Hn o
ey ARl il gk FAEL dFE
Aoy A T dHAY AHd oEdtn 3
o] (Thompson, 2005: ZAg, 2007), thgtel
Aol AAA mfo] g o),

Aol g m&e Yool vme 28 ¥
dME F7letn Yok(ZieA, 2000 WHAE ©f
Z7, 2000: %714, 2002), oA E d+A
o F71 AgE ] AL et op M e &
5o gadlM 77t o]FojAm A 27|F

(2002)€ @3 Wtlne] g47ele 5% o
&3 2ol Jlg8a ok 2% e B
‘w8718 44 wet A 2 Aolg uge
o...... A AFol gzt golg mgon,...
g @l Yol BEUS 2 4 9
e o] SO PHE WA e 2
dete Yyelgd we AR Yehskm Ugle
o, .. ARdsde AEdds 483, Al
A7 F4E AL YA 24 Ao
TN PHEd Aol vehich 2, WA @
29 Yyage T2aYs P det Wed
PR 2 Bk Y A0E ¥ 4 Uk

w3 Fue YPAke e A9ud
£ FAEY BA 4348 FH0z 479 Bt
olFA grtn ¥ + Aok, Holt tedl 7
Fuigel] ¥4 2l Adsta gt Akl
He et Y Wl Be Aolg Rolm ¢
. me] AR Azold Yhagol ofF
A olFoiAE Al At Fase Aol B
a3

EE R EEEREL E R P L
AAZQ A7 L%l olFolA oo, BA ¥
Brole] A7k g BEA olFolAn Y
Aol w3e] vhEoln, Belst FAHOR ol
A B2E vFtde] MBASEeldL & 4 9
4. wehd BT A2 20047 Yyasel
340 93 e U3 AFU, 53 MBASY
AN YHgol of| &3} PHo g o] FolAn
Ye7te $4BT Z, vIFIN ol FolAe ¥A
259 EAQ Bgo] olm Ak, el 2
ol ZtzAE he9 WA F49 oJFEe B
Qolo] ol M lmrt, ol& 7H2A7] 9
@ pUEe oW sl AgHE 7 Pue
o] goHE HZFL ofn FEW} 5L A B
o. o2 5 A2 Beol FUdn U B



SANS,

Agustalne] Yhmsel AEE AFHRA
et

II. Ol CHefe] E&w= FAQ
iy S kS|

2.1 ol=cEe] HAns FA|

o FoA e 1980t A g AAA
A9} w-80] AlFEAH Thompson & Leonardelli,
2004). @AY 7lxE o] AA e A
o] 2z} A}3]gte] mto]Zoilr &85} H Cutcher-
Gershenfeld, 1991: Fells, 1998: Nash, 1950,
1953: Roemer, 2004: Rubinstein, 1982).
FH @A AT FFHE olFc BHLS A
A g 714E F PefA A2 A (behavioral
decision-making) #gelelxn & 4 It Bazerman,
1998: Bazerman & Neale, 1992: Raiffa,
1982: Thompson, 1990). 5% Harvard ©3}
9| Raiffa(1982), Fisher & Ury(1981) &
1980 Zofl FAH-E 7AIEe] AlYel e 3 &
o2 HE EFHAIA A9 U9 F2 A7 ¢ 29
EOIR oj&e] Yon & 4 3.

olE oA o] FAaKL o9 F AT &
2 st dda & & gl vjE AduE
M9 AT & 2AAFT FAAGTA
T2 o|FojA e, AR A, ¥, 3
Ag T 9Fe AF RFobgt d¥E 23 .
2 2% QA Harvard thdte] 1980 o &
83 48L stu gla, FAAPAA F83 G
&g ok Sl Max Bazerman©] Harvard di

P2 O JI2& 200k OI= ZSUSRC HAWS 2D Uy =48 S8t MY 209

oz &7]7] ©]d Northwestern thgtollA] ¥4
ATE FEHo2 o|BTHM F thgte] AT
2ele] & 352 FEsa o

Harvard tigtaolls MBAZZa#9 117] ¥
FHEo ARl ToE AT, = 10674
o cl2¢ AgaESL 107 ok units) 2 745
o] gled 1% 3h47l ‘Negotiation, Organizations
& Markets 2 BBl x 4FFe FAHA
F22 fdeta A F F2Hunit) e 1989
wF7e] gl1 o]F Max Bazerman, Michael
Wheeler, James Sebenius, Andrew Wasynczuk,
Guhan Subramanian, Malhotra Deepak &I
44 E 293t vt ol W A AT
49 Program on Negotiation (PON)d| #eid}
of A7 % ARIE MEstn dAder, FAl A
Ao EHAE FIHAE AHIE s .

Northwestern ™89 Kellogg SchooldlA&
Dispute Resolution Research Center(DRRC)
g FH2E FPATIL olFoAx U o)E
v} o2 Department of Management and
Organization®] wFE°] A 29 E 3 ot
Jeanne Brett, Leigh Thompson, Keith Murnighan,
Adam Galinsky &°] AT ¢ 2o & 33}
1 glem QA 4FF9] FABVARES MAstn
AUt 72+ tigte] FAAed ALgHE HE5Y
Algdold ARIES o] F digte] AFAdA A
4 o] gREE AAdn UG

2.2 STCH MED} TAPLY
n2e A48 n8e 3 Aduse, v

Boz 74 & £ Ut oF F4E olFe A
ol AYuEY Tzadoldn & 4 Yot uF

1) FoNE 2Fee oIz dXeln e gaed 134 ¢ gusel o FHAHEL JFHer, U AYe 4y
Agor dAtn glolen), Algidete gael dejigon g vjute] digteld AGehs AT or dXsn A
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el o] FHmso] o] FojA 1 e 7H 4
Aol Yigre] Fo TIPS BMYPoR )
&l a2t Zo] ZARE AAIEAY. vEd 5
AFFANE 2 nFd 3] (Association of
American Universities)® 2006'd 2€<Q ¥
Aoigt 3470, ARl 2670, % 607 WiE F
A9gtigto] 9l gt 5670, U.S. News and
World Reportd]l 5€ 50l Z29g 3 9ok
AAA &e dg 11701€ g3 674 tgs 9
TR (Y. olF dige YAIEE Rl
3t ojY SR/ARE F7leNd A EF, AL
AXALE, ZAAEA W&H P& g dlo]
Eulo] g FAsArt.

A998 24 g%, MBA, $A#4(Ph. D.)
9] 37 FFNA o]Fo)A 1 e, B A
Yo J3uEL /MM sle 4~ Harvard
&2} Northwesterntldt F2 g A +
A, TR AYTE AFEolE HAsn
Ae UEge 5274990, oF dAFHES /e
E 2L 297 digte] A=, weky & dF
t A7uU dig BRoA FRaLo| o]FojAE
F9 522 /d€3 & MBA #FE& F &4
oz 3¢t

6770 WEe] MBA #3% 11/ digelrs ¥
ARE2S 2 F g wek A 5670 of

o282y A4d g A8E FHsA
At AgEoel &9, 48 F& FARIAL,
FAAYME FH3%. ZFAAgME 132 9
Aol EoA] ¥ 4= Sl A ok AR E A
g3, 23A & A% 2006 1295
2007d 5970 AQEE Hdl 33714 o 10
Aoz oM 8L A A A

g5 A AlYstn AYAAR o2 F 100
Bl mapol] dis] FsjolA] Q1 % ovd FEFE
ale] 3674 tigtel 7T1Ho2RE 78709 ZejAE
g gragt? oF ze gy ge A4
dA HAEE FYHY FEoz A Ygeo] 2
& A% 2 Uge] EFES A VIE AYsin
AFHoz 350 W 66% wFe] 697/ ZeA
HAME Aol A3

A9 e1EE Eol7] A nF FAuse F
%% o]F1 2+ Northwestern Wde] Kellogg
School of ManagementolA 7jAd=x & 470
o @4 #=22% A7}t 2006-2007d) AH
25 F#sigch. w3y o BAZde 739
AZA e X7 AFAe] Foj R o7 AAH
WS Wsie A

IIl. SARZOl HHHE BN

3.1 Ay

EAO 697 29F mAdl #g FRI} dle
T g Agstn 627 BN =ERSY
A2 (packet) S EgsI] Hit 2.2709) uA] 2
HEANE g5t JAh. 22 9o Agsn
Qe AAE 22F0|%ct. oF 274 o] 7
A AHEE D e 2AE 9Fog 1 ¥HkEE (R
13 2t}

7V B 7oA 9= = Fisher, Ury,
& Patton(1991)& Harvard ©igte] FAA+
z2aye] A9E B3 AUy, 6274 29

2) 2248S = 4= g9y 8919 sz, AFAH Northwesternthghe] visiting scholardl#o2 vUE Fugrgoay HPd+
7} e o] ol AFUEY dfoR AHALE § F AUt

3) Negotiations, Bargaining Games, Inter-cultural Negotiations, Negotiation Theory and Research ¢.
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(% 1) o|=30i5] MBARRY #akzho| mxy

10. Stone, Patton, & Heen (1999)

ks | T

* 39/ n%
% 58.1%¢°l #Fshe 3670 2ol AHgE L 9
of AdiAQl A& AAga Ut o] H& o]
el uigele] AeHo] AoWA A7} opd
dubHol AL Wi o}, g2 Lewicki,
Saunders & Barry(2005), Lewicki, Barry
Saunders(2006)7F #HA 29.0%°] #Zsh=
1878 7oA Agsn ALt o] L AYH
o M FeE i o] HAzel= dulEn B
A2 44 & Wt dgog2e vwA I 3
39 AN FAe o|&F oES tFEL 3
£ Thompson(2005), ©]&A<1 wjZs}e] HF4
A AHE FE= ZAYHAEANAY Shell(2006) 2
Bazerman & Neale(1992), 29 2 dutugA
A9 4L W Ury (1993) 59 €22 A9
= Ak,

oM, FAEoke MAE 2T ARRE 2
FHTo| zt digdM A= A%} 23 o
& Eoketd RxaAlE fYse 3Y/nYMA
U ARZ49449] A& de 5] Bl uA
2 sz Ak ol /o] ¢ ol v

1. 29 (Packet) =S 39 62.9
2. Fisher, Ury, & Patton (1991) A9/a% NF 36 58.1
3. Lewicki et al (2005, 2006) WA 18 29.0
4. Thompson (2005) A 10 16.1
5. Shell (2006) AEAYMH 7 11.3
6. Bazerman & Neale (1992) ARAIMA 6 9.7
7. Ury (1993) B9/2%¥ A3 6 9.7
8. Raiffa (1982) AT YA 4 6.5
9. Cialdini (1993) A9 /2% M3 2 3.2

2 3.2

| B9/m% A4

AR} AFRFNR e dee] Med, F 5259 89, 4% Faed BAAY 5 nefele] ARt TR A

3 digteM AAHCZ mKE 7]70o] Aoz
#7] wgolzta 3t

3.2 MUy

A9 A, ABHH T T 2oy
ol AHEH 1 Jou FA4E 71 ekt o] &
45 Polgn & 4 Qg 1A Fo3 Wi
Q&5 AlBHolHelth, gz Al/Mbe
B4, 29 4 B, 474 5% 59 WE
ol AHgE: Uk EAUE 69/ ZelF A
Wy Zhe7 Jehd gA 2 971E A9k 60
el 7ZelE EAe ALY oL 10FE
oo HAEAE A&sh= el e 14709
1652 o|Fol2 7|AE ALste thete 79
237, 6-7F #gl W] A 23702 FAEo
Atk & A7 AU oo HivIke 9.8
Far,

(£ 2)lE ol 2ol A= e AW
W] ARERIES 7|7 Fo] 2% ot A%
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(£ 2) o|30gtel MBAZHY #AZol HEHA

Jg5y Agold % 3y 8.4 7
29 9 B 16
Adl/elEl e $4 0.7 3]
ARAR7} 8% 0.4 9

* AlEHol i B3k we 154 218 B 4% X, 2-370 FA ViE dFE 4k A%
toab R ouge 4, ARAET 57 52 15 el Y dgshe A B

99 744 FE WYL J¥5Y ABYPolHoz
B 8.4709 AgdolA ARIE dEn U o
S22 7o ¢ Ao HH 16578
A g ool Aldle BA o] 79 Eofstin
gtk tgeze Al 2 vd el b E
o] #t 0.73) &&=

3.2.1 48 Mg 9 HEEA

ujjgtel e 37ele 484y AlEHolA
g FHoz o|FiAn sckw S Helo] ofd
A= F ol o gXE AAsn U
A8FY ABHoHL (2 Dol EAF uigh
Zo] 33 2 Yo R o|FojZic

Aoz Yeht slxe] dde 34 Aol
k. wek FAAEHCIAE A AudE
Al k. d4e 53z 4Ze wt 1ol
4, 9 82, dAT ¥4, 9 893 ¥4,
&2l (agent) o]V FAAHmediator) & EFst=
4 5ol AL F dxn 29 FIahA AR
o] &g Fgsle] FAo YB}=F g}

FAAEE 43 wet o] b2 FAHY
Ae ARIE AR UrolFa g des

o}, g Abe A9 3 el F2 %30
AT AHEHE . Aol di=s g,
B4 A AT 1579 o4 vlE] F1 ¥4
A7 et A Fe Py AE AYNYE
U3 Y @ A1FA A E=E gt

L 2§ EEY BE AHE o FoiA
o g Abe] A$ 308-1A17E, E3F A
9 7% 1-2A30A 2-35F0] ZA o] RojA7|=
gt @42 3ol €89 g2t F3E 3tn @Y 3
g =% AR

d3ol B PAZEAE 89t A=S
ozt 2§d §3EAE =T AN AA
ZHE T34E0 B 7 U=F d B R 4
™3 (debriefing) & ¥t} Z FejA7t ojud Abd
Ieg 7K @B JeAert. F3FHPAA
gl i oje @ FHE A HAeTE A
o 237t o 23A debgert, o9 3 F
o U2 dHE olFod + AUS7 Sl U
LE EEE FE¥U. ZEoE ML A7
€ ™o &3 A T2 AT AT oA
E AAAUE vt ez #dsle] ER FL31A
U AR vedsel FoeR SgadE Yt
At

4) AYAQ AT AGA FE F519 AR
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(3@ 1) gy Algelold THky

EHIEH saeA : ; aaexn 2
(ow-1zm) (N —23%%) @0 —iNZ)
LS T . o CEERE-L3N
FoAe dE s e i |  w=mas

N

SUTEE M =08

j

1

By s IUE AR 2 % AR

3

pan
MART W AEEH| [
~d | FENRTR- L REUER 0O |-
AMEEY H8H
Y EEEA R

YA NS

3 3ol Y3l Ao e AEXAE F
slel /2|, Z7|AANE, A §& ARG
gqadae AEH A OA AR HEZRAE §
3l PAAT o] tE PE Al o 4
% ARG, ZAAle 5-d w dzleld o
ZAHE T 7oA B ASHIE AT
odzte] FoE Uo] A7 AH8E F e FH
a5 Wyl €o

Ag# ool FHAY Agwyez AgHE
Hel @2 Solgez gy 2L AL E &
Atk B 30-40% BFEe] F78HAo] wHEA
o2 il dstAl dol we} 719 Jao] Al
oA QA= m, AE-EA, 3830 @A/} ¥
A=A =9, Yolrl debriefing®d & F3to] 7
o] P50l AA F2AA LAY, wet

A FAAEL 749 AHZE SRAEQA AYdxE
T HEIACA Jede Ag fAR )
A B4 71 @ del He 248 &
T At}

Susskind, Mnookin, Rozdeiczer, & Fuller
(2005)€ ANEY ZAEE Fotod, 453
AlBH ol ZeAIZtE el AAgo gy
2 M 53 oqpe #HE &g AGde
PHoz FRxog Agd F &S AFsn
Ak,

322729 4 EE

29 3 EEL F2 3Ud o, ¥ &
g, Fald, §34% 5 Adushke o &%
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g, a2y 29 2 EEtes & Fd e
28ste B T 2204, dFEe B5 v
F 484y AEdolde stn a9 #dd 2
€ R AN, A Fd 9.8F ZelF
1.6578 FAAEdoldoly A2 Fast
A 7ol Efstn JAAEH, ol dolge £
ofe] 54 Ay AlEd oMol e F
Aol #7] el e £oke] 49e wgodA o
o2 FdfHe AHbe H|Fo| R e
godn,

3.2.3 AlEl /ML £4

Harvard Business School, 29 #d%A ol
A EHE AHRIE 9AY d8F J4EE
dlo] BojFn BA 9@ EEL §E Zo] gyt
Won B 0.733] A= E&HAY ol A
FAoY vA" T EokllA AlElEA 0] FH
Ao s g8He AFde dxE olFe A2
2 & 4 U

A3 ABE oMol A WS %Y
o2H ERFFA daf At o=de ke A
gahe ol ERAQ Ade Aoz, AlEHE
A v e Al BACM A7IHE olgrel tia &
AES] BHE olBoYn Aeldte Hd HE &
A o]th(Susskind et al., 2005).

M&A, AgH AF T Aklzh ddizez 9
g4 AL AL AYste e FL w
K7 o] AglA gt 7]ukg Fa Q17| HELR
B &g ARYES NS AA A 7
A 10095 A3l g BEE 78 + fie 23
4L Astn 778 F 23%e] BARE AFS AL
delgtoz BASn AT °lE9 F8 T
FopllME 7Idd9e 494 TdETgE FE
ARA 3 (setting) &l 7Alelv ddto] ol

A wgstn JAEF}ETtE F8 BAR R
W71 wjolgta & + Ao

He zAu2e 935 AAPY, 183 25,
Hlzy2ygy, JEAR §ol 8HUT. e
2 A =AY S UR VIS9EE XA E
Edte A97F A = ¥4 Bejgoz Az
g w&d 93t AHEE AFE AT

3.2.4 A FAL7 §4

ARAE7} 54 AAEA N BAAZL oY
H Y 5 e AUES Ao 49 44
H& olaidhet =& T£oH(Susskind et al.,
2005). 9% AE7} 57L& BT 043 FE==
HlaA AFHez g&5n AT F AA Fg
7l g B8 2/ ZelF s miwtelA o RA
8712 2As 535 Asigd 7199, ¥3
Ab, EfE mg Fo] AR 2AHAT. 1Tl
AQqA e de| EAEo] dn AHFE ATA
olojA] YA E7t £l FUH LR AFs o 9
ot deEd

3.3 B7pIE

4 A= Aduhye o Fopd ulg
g wF F7hE geksith, 2AH 6971
7293 H7pgol JEUSIA @& 9 ZAeE
A9Jstn 627 77t BAd AMEHU. o)
ZedMe g (E 3T 2 Yrp1ESe] &
L5930t FA By uiel Zo] 7 HrplEd
HAapzt v & & F A F AR wet
uj$- o2 FrplEE g8dta Ui HFdgkel
Hlg Hapt ddiAes AL §ES Huxet 3
A% 9 EHoltt. F, o] F J|EL HuF o
2 7oA nEA wdEm Uit b Ao
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(E 3) ol=ci=te] MBAZHE ©dde| H7PIE

HaA

A ARzt 2 g5 YR sd TEH
2 HHo|UY. F olE F HWIE2 29
o WAoo we}, FGrlo WFdte AT BT ¥l
< AAE O A BGE A gde At
gkt

o

3.3.1 B34

HuA7t 32.5%2 718 & HMFE ARSI
o o|E HaMe 485y AlgHolds §
¢ WeS AeldA Basie A7 drEs
AAst. Q& Abd Zxe A, A4
339 AelA BzAE, 23 g UEE, #
dol g A&7 dtd Y 52 sk AF
=S d. ol A%y AFYolde TF ¥
FEAE AN 1 F=EE B/ A% A
olgtz & & St 53|, A Uiy 2229

: 31.8 24.1
journal/ paper

7 al

WE.’T %f‘d 21.0 14.3
participation

N 15.5 19.6
quizzes/ exams
o = I

71%/1% 2242 . 10.1 13.3
final exercise/ group project

AP EE] Al HA
planning documents/ goal statement 8.3 13.8

wuas A . 6.5 16.2
quantitative exercise result

A4 S84 BuA
out-of-class real life negotiation 5.8 10.9

al

TR 3 B2 1.0 2.8

peer reputation

Brtel HEEE A, FARZAARRA (2) 29l
A (2) BHA 2%, A4, AnAH #3
Ao2A (3) 32T wE Fopdate] A
BEah=7t, (4) Aol AlE oA 382
A 7170 AEE A7t w7k FHolA HE
& A& 7k23d(Murnighan, 1991).

3.3.2 = 9 &4

4 3 Foxrt F AR 52 20.8%9 ¥
€ AAEAT. 4, EE 2 A9 o,
9858 32T A TNFE T HrleH,
2 3dd FoEE Zduit Aozt g o
gy AEdolde FFAUE AR AT
BF 79N R AT FE5L 2 oiy
g A= e F7] Wi s &
ELi=g
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3.3.3 A4

Fel gl AAshe Az 712 Aldel 14.8%
9 HFE A8 AP dF-E oAl 34
o2 Fojred, ¥z A ) 289 o
o2 AAe A4k U4 Aoz X%
AAE AFE ¥ YA AEL FE YA
olg% Fxo /M, AF L gt 71gshe
7+ B7tete], dldlo] FHdME o9 HES F
Aol B,

3.34 7|%/2F Z2AHE

Oeo® 10.4%9 FLEE AAF 7%/ 2F
Z2AEE IFEE BT AHIE FAY 222
ARSIEE st $3Ud] 24 §32 APz
£ 3o A%E Ao AZIAAY LRIES
grh. 2 ATolA olE MR FEY A §F
olftE w7l AT TEF Abge 2 A
9 EAlAA BHste 3 olnES TR
OFES 37 Yol & 715 dad We
< AA Ex B3 Al A48t FBo A3t
=5 Fozd A 748N AA §de
g IS dFdte A BHoR I

3.3.5 AP EH| A G A

8P AlEgoldE sl A% ARTHAY
M7t 8.0%9 F8EE AAsHH. 89 F8
438e AHEH Y FEE EE UF ARE
HAEE Haxex grishs Aolgda & + 3l
o o wet Aozt Rk AbdEu Al
N ¥ AR FRATL olFdM Al
et F83 AS A9st &8=F . A

Aol MM e 4R 888 & e AFA A
FAMEE dA9d = v AFsn A
TH 2 AN B8E F =S S %
e o8 B3 222 AMle] FFANES TS
°of #&dte due b Bl wetMe A
oz stoig ¥ FHFEE Frles
3 Z34= dglch

3.3.6 §82HHT

A2 NE AFstste] Hrlol utgse Ee
oulatn, 6.4%9 ¥|F& ARG AEHE
Bt Wddhe Zele A4 6274 Z9F 154
£l o|E%te] FAL 26.8%% AP B HF
< Jepldh. 170 Z9eMe 100% §8234+
Bog {rke e A7t it & A% B
ool utg S AT WG S e Aol AT
& HFE Folste Aoz A & Qo o 3
F oiFEe] oo ALAEUAY Ao &8F
A} 2 AFALEE 43 Hee 22
2 7A€ Folsta HA5E Adsie] Foatee
Bd FEUAE T4 7 @ Adsid 8
ke e ARSEY. @3] 94
PBEATHE Agdl ¥

3.3.7 44 &874% EuA

BAAAA Ead HES AA EAld A L3l
1 A%E Hases e #A7} 6.0%9 HF
< A AAAL A F T, A5
Aofel, AAA 2FHE T34 47T A F
Z1dad AE9 viul, 719 #A, 220 874
ol #F Ao dA FEEE R o

5) ¥& 1 #=.



=Py

A AAY, g Y, 23 §& Busta,
olgq A&, ggd H, @A dF 222
o Brtsk A & Aes HauPd. o
TAe FEEL FddAMY q8+y A&
old Huxsgh frAlsie.

3.3.8 &%/l ¥ B9

4 AdEE AR FIRIES st a2 HAF
Hrto] wdste AL dulsis, 1.1%9 HF
vebdch ddd date EHI7E HoAsdert, A
& Fe7t & AALE A g7t oA o AR
I yq3E st ALVt §2 WkteE @ o
£ 71%d Hlglo Aoz @2 vFE KHoln
doey, 1 ouig ZHES & Farst o A4
e 22e Adua & 134 24 dde 7
$EtE 4 71K PR HEHOR o R e
73%7} HGreenhalgh & Chapman, 1998).
53] 7198%00A 9 AL WEFHoR o]Folx
E AL 98 gomg AU|AH A9 A
29| o] F83}A Frh(Walton & Mckersie,
1965: Tinsley, O'Connor, & Sullivan, 2002:
O'Connor, Arnold, & Burris, 2005). wWatA
FEY/F 4 HAe Hrld Wddie AL Fo3
oln| & 7k

V. 8429 U8 24

AA At FoA ojd &S o= E H]
Fo2 UFEe/tE E4da. ol & dd& A4 &
N3 ZAIgA 9 10% g8k 749 7
AGME HoFEd] WA T8 T4 157E A
Aol o2 Zwter AX FYAYNE BH

PAUS O JI2E 2000k 012 SRS ST LS Y 248 S8t M 217

st A 1 FAE F7H8te 1670 FA4 9
H|5E AT, o8 o] #BAFAEE §F
sl HFHo2 9] FAE AFHUY. (R 4)
dMe olg I FAE F8E €22 I 2F
o2 JojM AAgezH olfE FuA it
B BN AHLE TR AFAF ATFAENES
Ao Zeld Fste] aQlskes HHES AA
&3ttt weA dFAe] Azt we} oE 7
o] 7Fsd Aol

4.1 Z8 { gdo| 7|2=nt 71Y (27.6%)

Z12AQ Zejah 2 A JEnds 7z,
34y 7Y 5& dEY. d¥Ey st A
Fo o]& tFx el Z9E ¥ AeEve
Q5P A B oM E B3t AP} EE FHo
2 YF3eE g, BARAES AUt B ¥
d HEE sk Aol dE woke] Zede vdE
EAolgta st

#3el 71803E 349 E(framing) (Blount
& Larrick, 2000: De Dreu, Carnevale, Emans,
& van de Vliert 1994: Tversky & Kahneman,
1986). FAUNSHBATNA: best alternative to
negotiated agreement) (Fisher & Ury. 1981),
3|14 (reservation point)# F47HsH S (ZOPA,
zone of possible agreement) (Raiffa, 1982:
White, Valley, Bazerman, Neale, & Peck,
1994), #Zx ZUAA] (initial bid)%} nA A}
(anchoring) (Bazerman & Neale, 1992:
Kahneman, 1992), 9 /Wd&< d&oh. &3
% 2 0¥ Thompson, 1991), AIZHAI%F 3 Moore
T O PA7HES dEH(Harvard Business
Essentials, 2003 Maddux, Mullen, & Galinsky,
2007). E=F 4FAQ A4S A8l AREH 7} 7L
9% 949E 728 (Thompson 2005),
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(£ 4) o|=chg MBAZHY HAT=0IM ciFs FH9l 8IS

. FE % 89 71EER VY

general issue/ planning &
preparation/ tactics/ post settlement

(&91: %)

Synertech-Dosagen
BioPharm-Seltech 27.6
67 Fish Pond Lane

el g BRA 8%

Bentley Convertible

distributive negotiation/ integrative Texoil 19.0
negotiation/ creativity Las Flores

. %3, 99, A New Recruit
within org/ relationship/ trust/ team Aerospace Investment 11.4
& group/ employment/ salary/ M&A Casino

& 234, A

ethics/ fairness/ agents/ social
dilemma/ effectiveness

Bullard Houses
SHARC 10.6
Arms Control on Cobia

TR @83 A

FG&T Towers

arbitration

Itipl whe/ walition Ad Sales, Inc. 9.9
THENRG BT 08 Allies in Alexia
.24, FA, 23 Viking
dispute resolution/ mediation/ Ancolet- Elson Reality 7.0

Puerile Printer

. ), o2 g A diA

power/ difficult people/ affection

Ultimatum Game
Alplaus Supply Company 54
Bakra Beverage

. BRA43 qAEY R Bolad]

uncertainty/ cognition/ barrier/
decision-making/ crisis

Cartoon
Win as Much as You can 4.6
Work Rules Strategy

. ol&8, FAYRY
international/ cross-cultural
negotiations

AH el g B8 ol FolAe 48+ A gl
& Aol FA] FHIEF Pt o€ 2
HEe b RN ANG AFREHAZGA,
B9/t € 99 §o2 AZAFLEA FH|Y

. ZAH 7871 7o"949<]7a7'9-|’~|ﬂ % 7} A7} thfolAE AZte] HuF
** Northwestern &2 DRRC % Harvard tEe] PON Fso]A]o|A &% & Sl&.

A
K}
%
.
=

Cobalt-Silverlight
Tipal Dam
Granite

Mouse

4.6

24E AP E B3 A2xF Ao 485 A
BHold F i Axe oY E FF P
FotEE slo] Wide] opd FRI|&9] ¥&E
53 349 B ada wiEE(Valley, Moag,



gdus, 2

& Bazerman, 1998) ZAdsl== i},

4.2 ZHiH Y SEX ©d(19.0%)

4ol 7124 Bt AAleke uke} 2ol ¥
ol Fodsts FAAE ele cldle AFaAL
EAFY, 53 d2e A7t vz FFE 45
de 2717F a7 stolg Fuliste A 2ol
7 v BE %€ 7K AAE T A
(distributive) #/44< 3A ¥oh(Harinck, De
Dreu, & Van Vianen, 2000).

a2y FAld AL olaiBAA} e f-9F
T AES FAAQ Yo R ol F|EoH
F %4 (integrative)$! 238 F+3cHBazerman,
Magliozzi, & Neale, 1985: Carnevale & Isen,
1986). 712422 wuld 4A4E& e §4YA
g FAAE FBRIAY, A2 ke ugt
3l WA, st dite Al digte® U
AU A o2 R Jo2H FHAHY e
2 v# 4 H(Bazerman & Neale, 1992).

ZAYMNE BAE B 7o 7] 1F =S
iAo el A97t diy-Eelch. oA
7143 2o G E Fu A FARM
o] FAM| E1E At g 3ERE Ao
Fi % 0% A= 9P she Al
gty AFE RolM AAEm Fojzpgo]
old Az Ag S 7MAx, oJGA FRol
%1'6}"4. old ZAiE AA HIAEIE EEI
e 2ulA oM B89 4 e Ade A
53 Q93] AAF,

o 1254 2X 58 el dFoA
© 357t g olE. FAAELS diE i}
A @ dg AEA4 gle] AFRT 2F ©
B3 o8 A9 o8 T de AHE ‘?l"”r
A 284 &S Ao dE5YE M €. AL

2y

ri HJ!EI! o

_,_.
ra
-_9-. :ulo

X2 OEH JI2E 220k 0= HSUE

A= LS Y 24 S8 N 219

© AFYY BYS AF%Aq 7 oliEz U
F7le A e 2es &3 veid. 3%
of A et o8 Tk m} 7z
AdAA € T2 BAIE A2 FH3n, A2
olere] Mg T BAHQA dgE TEodL
EA Jol & 71FE FYT Si=F @ 94 B
Ale THA 8S A% 8285 293 AA
gt

4.3 =%, g9, 4=(11.4%)

AL A AL ] o] FolABE ITRA
7k @739 2o g2 nA Bk oz JAike
A7} QA = A £8Holn FH
AQl +2& 73 Uth(Strauss, 1978: Uzzi,
1997: Thompson 1993: Thompson 2005).
T JAY 22 Jdehde AEAE J4A
BHELo] & 9% v|AtH(Curhan, Elfenbein &
Xu, 2004). 53] 22 2 aFd &3 NAEL
o P #Al9] 3L Hol ¥ 4 o ot

ZAelM e "I 152 ol4(Bereby-Meyer,
Moran, & Unger-Aviram, 2004: Moore, Kurtzberg,
& Thompson, 1999)9} ZZ WA o]¢+(Tenbrunsel,
Wade-Benzoni, Moag, & Bazerman, 1999),
A1=)e] FA|(Schweitzer, Hershey, & Bradlow,
2006) & Tt FAEo] ghFoiR),

09 293 g5 YA FaF 9%
< v|Fch(Peterson & Thompson, 1997). %
dddre 2z 4 999 FaHL AYcE
37] 98 9 AL S=F ) 7 gL g9
< TEL, gl ARUAlL AL 753
1, A3 B A4S FHlse B o
949 Fa4e AP

Ao Fixe A o 43S 98

T8 Algdgeld de] BHEHo 2 o FolNHA
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AQE B3l dA A9 FoYE 222 AP
=5 3. gAARE E8se AN A
FAAE P97t v AdE A9 o, vsd o
g iHE AF ¥4 Ayl ANS 798A
U 22 A =Hol 4ol FEoiFE PP
# Agle 84 ALA .
4.4 211y, 22| ¥ 384(10.6%)
Aol PHoz Bl FFHez dax
3Hf AF}E %A Btz 33, HHE A7}
9 Aok, oA, ¥4 Y49 dnz g
€ ¥4 7ZA3 43 (Clyman, 1995)%, ¥4
olF e #A £ 2229 UWEEe P
AAQ AFE FEFHNaquin, 2003: O'Connor
& Arnold, 2001: Oliver, Balakrishnan, &
Barry, 1994: Thompson, Valley, & Kramer,
1995: Tripp & Sontak, 1992). Thompson
(2005)2 Asigt A2 A3 Zo] /A2 F
ad. AA, 4 FAA o BFES A3
2 Bde 45 4. d4ed S A8 AR &
BE 3= 25 AA, 849 9427} sle d4e

Ae 45 A, 7189 udig 2 42
22N
BN e FAAE0] 4EFY AEd oA

Ao sy Aol g4de Ao digk HrpE
3 71Ee AT EBEAE 222 HPIEE
gt Fel B 3o 2 71 Az 22
2 ZA3%E J/RIES s, ¥F 9 EES f:
ig=3

el slo] &l EAle @A) A4
oA &3] 2AZH Burton, 1990). %#ke] ol &)
A7 DA gedA Bk FAES UE
4. AFHoze o9/ s g&eo fH
A JARAHE oo F UEF & AWIE

SHEtHKim, Diekmann, & Tenbrunsel, 2003).
3 @A 2 gy 43dME oud P%
of F2|AQ 7Eel vlFo] ¥FH} 5& i
(Provis, 2000).

2 HFEH 4EAY (Murnighan,
1991) &= %3l FAAEL FHAHY 9ulg
23T A e S FPisE "E‘:q'
(Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996). £§ 9&43
Ao S B3l digde 5 A4S "E}E-i
AN BARARe tielQle] Yate], olgret Algte] £
2] (Fisher, Ury, & Patton, 1991) $2 A3
SHEF sha, diejele B3 e Ay e EE
& fi}

4.5 ot E4t Al (coalition) (9.9%)

At @Ae ARRA ol ZABA FoA
T8 AAE ARG, At FEL U
ol BAE M 37 o|Be FozEo| Aol
g olal#AE sldstke FHolztn Ao
(Thompson, 2005). 53 &A& 4 6187
o] tARt /3ol AFAY deu A,

Susskind, Mnookin, Rozdeiczer, & Fuller
(2005)€ 2&:71t Bte] AEE Tl A
ioll digk KA DE A st . oL &
H(coalition)e] B4, Tg#ele F84, 72+ %
ajzte] tiRH(BATNA)S Sei# w32 oAzt 3
BelA Jepbe 3702 F83 EFor goksim
Atk 53] ozt Ao Y FARAE &
A A ol BAZE dAse FEE WA
253 Adi(coalition) 3] o =dh= ulE 24dl
© o] Fa3 AF89o] "} o] HHPdA F
7b SAEA G Fedsta, ¥ e FAle,
ooz, AT § oud Moz rAYE
shevtdl wiet 4L AE g2 2E5ES YA



EANE, 2

Aot £ o] FAA 27 FAqzt 7H F e
A WelAe] ok AlAZAZte g Wslete FH
2 Z5E 7HAA B

OAE @3 -2 Ao FasH gF
2 Ut olE A 4E5Y A EH AL e
Zo] Agse o] HFo|tt AT st FA
9} o] & EAld &l 5-670¢] t& AF4L 7}
Ae q8E 449 7RIAA Fofct, FAAQA
2 Sol7P7] 94X FoAAETe] HEAHR] gt
£ & 7 de AR AFdd. FqAES N
20l dzlE Sl A&zt ol #AE FRlstn
A2 Y AAtE 2dE 4 Ao E dist
Azt Bu A FArh dae]d 2o Fo
A olgrd tha] FEOoE AAA L Ft} o
AR Tl olaldA YA E Elstan ddish
Z }E & 1250 /e HAE AA s A
Eo] duz} sk vl 43S ool 2 4 9l
4.6 29, ™, =H(7.0%)

GAAES] AololE Bstn HAdo] AwE &
257 i 1 A#rt AelA S E s
E AS BYoz oojAA & + Ut o] A%
WA A2%5E B & AkE 2838 Hez
32l g FAG A& $HAFoR 13t
A ¥ (Thompson, 2005). =Ao|g #3247}
4 BAAEC] AEHoR oo olg F U=
5 E8% Tt oz Aod¥tt(McEwen &
Maiman, 1984). A& A327} FAAHEY] §
A AAT F ¥4 7590 e dA%E AA
&= #4olth(Ross & Conlon, 2000).

olE& WA HAEEA, Yt WAL 1A
© 2odM B HFE AL oY gt
e FFo2 A4 E MAstn glon o9
Z2Z Yoy o] FAY H|Fo] ¥/ Jehgrl

A2 HEA JI=E 220k 0= 2SS0

O YT U8 &Y E42 S8 Y 221

A3AZE e B+ q2E BAATLE o]Fof7|
€ Ade 98 B YehiA ¥di(Bazerman,
Neale, Valley, Zajac, & Kim, 1992. Harris
& Carnevale, 1990). 454 FHdM= &3
A FA 2 24 TEAX 5 dEH(Lewicki,
Weiss, & Lewin, 1992: Carnevale & Conlon,
1988).

Azt FA Ee 2R 8% Fdoddte
A 3 AlBHoHE Bl AR AT FA
e 2AAY 482 ol F53=S I}
AA Fozpl 2F 529 A2ldA HAE FAg
F, FAAE 429 43S ¥xE FHsn FA
S AAR. FAAEL FALE £88 A
A opd2 & ARG 2 A= FAG 3
A& AA Fgo| ol FojY, E3 FAAE T
A 4 Al F98S #Estn EEsE W
Yol FEEH|E g},

4.7 T, o242 i ThH(5.4%)

#8d glol 3], F FALe F3 2
TR FFE A FAde 2ulA AN &
Ao F& 3A & & de 80 23} B4 &
#4 #q3e vEol ¥ F e FHE Jgudd

(Thompson, 2005).

ZdMe gAY E Y5t fAE AT 8
PES HEY. FBAE 7R diH(BATNA) 3
ol dF 7l19=(Kim & Fragale, 2005), ¥
B 443 FRex 2 By A3 ¥F
(Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, Raia, 1997: Barry
& Oliver, 1996: Kopelman, Rosette, & Thompson,
2006: Stone, Patton, & Heen, 1999: Van
Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2006), 3¢9
E7%83 PA¥H (Anderson & Thmopson,
2004, De Dreu & Van Kleef, 2004 Kim,
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Pinkley, & Fragale, 2005) &°l tial c}&ch
EZ Zdd] oz FBFHEHE YIS b
ti<H(Fisher, Ury, & Patton, 1991)< t}&t},

985y AlgdgoldoMe 4o &9 B4, o
7193 Fa7199 BA, AeEPAe) FEA 5
E43E B AA e 48E Hodsin o <
drel ARt YA 718 5+ AE U
AP =E o} dubdoze 743 29 A
Al zel, 71 FA7199] AN 7],
A gFEAt FEA BANN HEEBdA) 7
¢ 3AEE Y, YR s Adse ozl
YA 2R gighkE Adstn FoHoln 53
AQ FFY Uik thEo] dozM 4F3H 3
BARE =Ehe APE dxE o dutde
2 AZE e 249 4R E AlY d3E A
Aske A% AFUESY] 492 AEHd AAE
AZoZH FHAY Uit HE e B E
AR} E

4.8 25dd % Foil(4.6%)

Bazerman & Neale (1992)& #AAE0]
&3] Wdte A eddss Feaid. 033 2
< T7HE AAEEG. (1) vEEd 4%
% (escalation of commitment), (2) 3% 5
olgl o, (3) nAEIS} 3, (4) A9 &
(framing), (5) AR¥59 9 F(Diekmann,
Tenbrunsel, Shah, Schroth, & Bazerman,
1996), (6) <At AF, (7) Atz 445,
of BAEL EFAEAT QT AZE FelA
(Simon, 1957)¢ 7|13}, Thompson (2005)
& ol2jg A eQlEo] Yehhs 2EUUS $44
¢ 3= (Carroll, Bazerman & Maury, 1988),
At el delre] B (satisficing) 9l
AH2%  (Simon, 1955 Kramer, Newton, &

Pommerenke, 1993), A71738}4 553 (Dunning,
Johnson, Ehrlinger, & Kruger, 2003: Ball,
Bazerman, & Carroll, 1991) S22 89%3%
o ojgt2e =99 e Ao VEHoR
ESAA oA o] Fojzl AIAA ol HA
7 221343 9tH(Bottom, 1998). o] ehdo] #ef
2900 Yehte B d3e9oz Faae
58T 7] £ 91 #H9 FHEY Fo] =
ol¥h(Mannix, Tinsley & Bazerman, 1995).
olel Wi uictez Ao Uz YA, ol
AbEel & (Fisher & Ury, 1991), 3xe] 32
¢ &8, 71E9] Bl gullolA o FF9 o
kel A|A|(Bazerman & Neale, 1992) 52 A
hig=d

ZelddXe dA7Feddel o AAY &4
34 de A% &olMe @5y ABH oL
A e AY{=E o FAAEL P4
BolM FBAEe] &3 Wate 279 AHeds
(Bazerman & Neale, 1992)2 ZA@34 dt}.
azy JBAEC] AR HEE /A2 3ol
A Ui o] WoEH I BibsE Hole
q33Ee 4T . 2R E AAsa
oqmg Aol T At Yehin ojm
Aol 2324 keA vasy EE8Fc Aol
89ld] #RAE o ojujgt 7& Wk (White,
Tynan, Galinsky, & Thompson, 2004) 2%
< TR, oHF PHPOE o]& FEIYEA
4EEn EEIEE g}

4.9 0|23}, =H@eH(4.6%)

7198Eo] 228 P whe} o) 23t e
T840 AANZ o, @ "o MR de
THE 73 e AT 2 g b A
A (Brett, 2001). AFEA2]ete] o] &ahe
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7R} Fazte] #3144 ApoloA 7Ishe 7A@
9} 914]¢] z}o](Brett & Okumura, 1998: Cho,
Kim, & Jung, 2004: Gelfand & Chritakopoulou,
1999: Valenzuela, Srivastava, & Lee, 2005),
oJrtaEe] ofdg, A7E7t FAFY(Gelfand,
Higgins, Nishii, Raver, Dominguez, Murakami,
Yamaguchi, & Toyama, 2002) %< #ej8<l
9ld| = (Thompson, 2005), #3}dd] we 3
A g9le] #o](Gelfand & Dyer, 2000), HH
AEAHQ Zo] (Brett, 2001) 5 Feialo] 4
Esta o} olg 8L FAAEI Ade T8
g 9gS v|Ah(Adair & Brett, 2005 Adair,
Okumura, & Brett, 2001: Graham, Mintu,
& Rodgers, 1994).

271 Aol G853 AlEHolHoA Foizt
2 Alo] &3 227 3719 314 §4<S ¢
2 19 et §3d dteF AAE ¥ 19
n2ct, d7Ad AAAQ] 23E i 23S ¥4
HE7E F2 P4l Ysta gUES A AA
SIEE AN Z ded vl FHAHQ §31E VR
ZAE FFEA AREA 2L A=F AAE
e}, ool dlo] F3AQ AoldM o= ¥
do] ol HANRIE 228 ASIIEE @
o} a2y ol Wog APHE olEd §
o] A9 Q5P S T Al EH oMY dAZ o
dojZke @He] it &, FAREL Al A
Folzl &34 542 YT Yl x=¥HE
AT AAY F7RE 314 Aolg FEI] W
e Fdhe Aoz dAdHY & Egd)
Aste] ol Fst AP 735 3] 7id (Schein,
1985)% A4S A% 24 (Hofstede, 1980) &
of Uit ol & 98] ZhF oz 7ele vlFo| &
ket

V. 8= HalZolofl CHet AJARY

B dFaA An & v dige qdus Hé
7 i e B8 5o FAusd 489 ¢ de
A E AA R,

5.1 WHYE oML AJARY

AR, afe AL L ngHe] ¢ dEEd
o} tithkrt Wids o] o] gleng &8
o] 7Fs& Zolt}t. Fufol= el HF THAA
2 HGM7E 200F ol EdH Aed, &
AN 7HF Bol AHgEHE Aoz Yehhd 10
Mol AAF 71 dEl Y3l Fisher et al.
(1991) A& 8749 MAo] Wdgsle] Zu
53 %t WeHA gL R £F44< dgn
Aol #jd3t= Lewicki(2005) ¢ AEA o] Z38tx
H1d 4% Z%¥ Raiffa(1982) T & %ol
o, gl 22d 2dded g 47 E 9
g wAje] AL 9 2 W] FE AEo
7besttda stk U Azl o A9
2 g Ae HFd &3 MAR tgl E8
Hol Jlenz F7AE WyHo =N w3 AP
F AE Aok AYYut 2 wYMA WEE
ol mMEe] Mdse] Jouk(d: ojgx
2005), oFA7AE 2 $7} AgE low, =
el A3AF7E Z71dAd A7) el Be ¥
BS99 o]8d 9Edtn e Aol I
A FAAT7 BA43stso] FrlFdese 1 An
Eo| wigdg mapA7} s ojol & Ao,

X, A28 AdMe 729, A, 9843
AEHolAd, Hdes, U, EE 5 UUF W

6) e YARloA%E Fisher et al (1991)2 714 Bo] Algsn At (2714, 2000).
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HES Hygozn AE U & e A
olty, I 72ele] A5 (o] 8), AHEA, =
Ay Fo| F8g wrgoz AlgHq el %
oo wet WyEe] zo|7t Fa, uigde] A¢
o|29] H|Fo] Ago] & Ao HuIHUtHAx
A, 2000: HEE o]F4, 2000: 2715, 2000).
n3e] A% 485 AlEYolde] FAA Wy
o2 AHgElE, 57189 He FapEg o
FolAl e &4 Al g ol #AH o]&& Al
Aol At e dHoM FAS st AP
LE AR Fo EEE AFInYA &S FHd
Fe M€ 9ske Folga At Aol v&
Egd Y& %L $elo £3E g 9,
GAYE P dPsln o8 EUE EES
St=g FozM IS ASHQ FdE FuE
e AAE M. mebq fejuele] 29
£ 53] 9853 AggclA e $44Q Wiles
gegtozy AGANE Y F AT Aol
o] W] ZeAzte] FHHoR E8E F 3
7] S E /e ARF AlEEo] FEI
s ojol & Aoltt oA Ha} o A, ol
N4 $47199 5 #99 Aozt e #A 3
olAe PAare mlFe vla] dHBATNA)Eohe
94 A$l9 Aozt 2A ALE Aotk E=F
ujtigte] MBA IAAA AHgdhe A&
A% A& Aol Al Fo, By,
ojFu &, TR ZH2Y T ¥ ALY
o J4& tﬂEi g}, 5.‘-1 3ol MBAE
npx| 1 £ AL 24 s AYALEdAE
FAg Aoz PolEod Aoy g9 7] &3}
o} AHFFAR v Fo] & w gl HE3
%:— olglgo] UL Aot 79 ZBfle dLF
o Aoz vhEthd ZIdFAC 2E TR
%la Aoz wehdnh webM ol 2 HES
Aotete] ghato] Ao A AlEIEo] dE o]

of & Zlo|t}, Ijdle FRARIE MNE3tn &
g F UAEE ke AFA7E FE5EF Aot §
23|, A4 5 39 &3, g a7
&, 2 A AAAE B EYIE FF Al
o] FR7F B8E Aot} ol AlNdAte] A
2o i A2 BT} o) FolxE 7t F
Ztglojol & Flojt}, T 7oAzl 248 £
Ae HYLARES AT tF-E A 7
g Hge R8s Mgstyq AMSSAY ZFALE9
MERoR g3le] YFE-E Hilsk Agshe &
Foll #7231 9lo], o] A YEHAZE ARFY
B g & AAAQ o] Fasio,

o2 gAEe] FAAFT 3 Hrpe
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(F2) SAE ZYA=M ¥ 220}

2007A = A2%7] AQHE 43
FERT: Ar4d: Az
ojul|d: EHo]A: AfYE:

AL AFAA 2927t 57] Asie ARl AEAS 2] A8 B3HE P8R . 2 Ao °¥
o] @4y ABHHES Bl 77340 ARG 7S ASIAES . 7 AlBHolHEL B9A
7h gHshe @] Foolwet AHELS olddtn A 4 A=F daARlH] U & FE T &
HAEL AAERE Fetetn, F39 F2 dH 7IHES ol 28Y ¢ 3l v S W

Code of Conduct

1. You are expected to be prepared and on time for all negotiation exercises (see Attendance
Policy, below).

2. You may not show your confidential role instructions to the other parties, though you
are free to discuss anything you wish. Never assume material is identical even if a
calssmate is playing the same role, unless you are told that you can share information and
strategize together.

3. You may not make up facts or information that materially change the power distribution of
the exercise—many of the negotiation exercises are stylized versions of negotiations in the
real world, so treat them as seriously as you would outside the classroom. Consider the
consequences of your actions within the guidelines of the exercise and what they might be in
actual professional situations.

4, It is not appropriate to discuss cases with people outside of class.

5. Class discussion stays in class.

Z 1 A: 1. Harvard Business Essentials. 2003. Negotiation, Boston, MA: Harvard Business

School Publishing (‘g AHE),
2. Fisher, R., Ury, W., & Patton, B. 1991. Getting to Yes:' Negotiating Agreement
Without Giving In, NY: Penguin Books..
Bzwal: 3. Thompson, L. 2005. The Mind and Heart of the Negotiator (3rd ed), Upper Saddle
River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Hrh 24 2 do: (2303 AXA-5%4) 10%
A1 "SR 3% X 10 = 30%
FA2: FAAREN 3% X 10 = 30%
AA AR A 10%
Z%Case FHE 5%

343 10%
ATEAH B A 5%

34 100%
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AlF: 24, F8, d4< Hd
Fzx oAl 417
Mini Role-Playing Case 1: "Prisoner’s Dilemma” (1th1 84}
* 4A1(3%): @AETH Case 2. 2T AAY FH|EAZ L P43,
" H3A1-2(10%) 2AYEAY B, A5F) AQE HuA AE P 2w
A|2%: Distributive Negotiations
¥/ Role-Playing Case2: “Koveco-USCOM" (1tf1 &4
Reading: ®A|1. #A11%: 242, chapl.
Fzx: BZuA3. chapl.
* BA2-1 (3%): Case2 ¥323 B4, A3Fd A&
* HA2-2 (3%): BAEY Case 3. A3Fo] AN FH|EAZ D P43,
A 35 Integrative Negotiations I
4% Role-Playing Case3: "#Fdd#-2ZEdA" (101 ¥4
Reading: 2A1. A12%: IA2 chap2
Az: BzuA3. chap2.
* 3A13-1 (3%): Case3 ¥4 4. 43 A2
* #HA3-2 (3%): BAFY Case 4. A4F0) ¥ THEAS 4 JAFH].
A|45: Integrative Negotiations II
% Role-Playing Case4: "moms.com” (202 §4})
Reading: mA1. #2%: A2, chap3
#Hz: BZaA3. chap3
' HA4 (3%): Cased §AET 4. A530 gHAZE
#|5%F: Negotiations Process
Video Clip
ol AAFAAD B (41-2) A= L wE
Reading: ®A1. #A3%: A42. chapd
Fzx: B3, chapd.
* 35 (5%): BAEY Case 11. A127F0] ©E FHEAE L 434,
A6F: &2, FH4, A4
#7 Role-Playing Case5: “Ultimatum’ (1th1 exercise)
Reading: ®#)1. A|3%: 2A4)2. chap5
#FZ: 2343, chap5.
* HA6-1 (3%): Cased {347 £4. ATF4 7jdd#2
* #A6-2 (3%): FEH Case 6. AT B FH|EAZF 2 P42,
AT 23, €Y, 413
84 Role-Playing Case6: "$939-431170" (5015 €4
Reading: A1, A47%: @2, chapb
Zz: HZEnA3. chapb.
* #HAT7-1 (3%): Case6 F4A7 ¥4, A5 gAlZ
* A T-2 (3%): JA4EH Case 7. A8Fol 749 FH|EAZ ¢ PAEH.
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A8F: oA da) A
P4 Role-Playing Case7: "FG&T Towers (7§18 thAlzt d4)
Reading: ®A1. #1473 wA2. chap7
Fz: B2wA3. chapT.
* 2A8-1 (3%): CaseT AT 4. A9F /MAEAS
* HA8-2 (3%): WY Case 8. A9Fo HE FH|EAZ L 334,
A9F: €4 2% FA
4 Role-Playing Case8: "Viking” (7191 2 Az 94
Reading: ®A}1. #15%: 22, chap8
Fz: 823, chap8.
* BA9-1 (3%): Case8 F2AI 4. A10F AAEAZ
* BA9-2 (3%): BAEH Case 9. A10F<] 2 FH|EAZ L A3,
A105F: AehaQl S8} Az
34 Role-Playing Case9: "Granite” (SFaH+ €34
Reading: A1, A5%: A2, Part IV
#z: Bza3. chap9.
* HA10-1 (3%): Case9 @223} 4. AllFd d¥AZ
* HA410-2 (3%): ¥3FH Case 10. #1150 Y ¥ EAS € J434).
AL1F: FAYE, o1&
¥4 Role-Playing Casel0 ‘LG-IBM" (2th2 ol &3} €%43)
Reading: A1, Al6%: A2, Part V
Fzx: B29A3. chapl0.
* 311 (3%): Casel0 443} $4. 41250 g¥AZ
A125: FCasell "=AREA (5Ul5 BEA) 1494
g2y JAFHE (HA4-2)A%
A13F: F¢Casell "=ARIAH" 22434
A145F: FCasell "=ARIY HEHS 2L Y447 2w
* A2 (6%): Casell @423} 4. Al67e HEAZ
A15-16F: YA ERE(A%)
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(Zdelmoran
(20074 28§7))
B e AN E 343 A=A 461
2 w9 474 ge A8 wA7t A9EA. 461
BN (HE/AE Tl ans § 2o ZH F3A. 4.7
e go] F 7] £FoE FASH 4.61
2el7} g4 g S B718 Eoln Alng g FRAA, 4.64
EE, Auu, 48/4%, 2% § g ol AHEA 4.68
FANES 22T o JA S WEH Fo] A, 4.57
A g A FHske o] 3 Y &S oldlsted =82 FUct 4.55
B7} 71Eo] BEs AA D P77t FA8 ol FoiH . 4.52
Aukrgo g o] o &, 4.7
o] £¢4& T FYElA Fdstn 4}, 4.64
1) AA| 2670 BrIeEF 244} Qe 2oy ol HEE FEL Astn 27T Wyl B 110 FEHE
AN RS
2) A& F34A 459 el 4.63

3) A4 B3] b 20 AgRE FRA 4.22
4) Wigt gA el g BF 4.17 HFUA 0.30
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What and How to Teach Negotiations:
An Analysis of the Topics and the Methods of
Teaching Negotiations at the MBA Schools in the U.S.
and its Implications

Namshin Cho*

Abstract

This study examined the contents and methods of teaching negotiation at the MBA
programs in the U.S. It scrutinized the major topics and their relative importance. It also
studied the teaching methods such as role-playing, videotaping, lecture, case study, and
their relative importance.

I collected and analyzed 69 course syllabi and lecture materials from 35 major MBA
schools. I also participated in 3 different negotiation classes at the MBA level and a doctoral
class at the Kellogg School of the Northwestern University throughout a year in order to
increase the validity of analyzing the syllabi.

The most important method of teaching negotiation was the role-playing and debriefing
method. In some classes the role-playing activities were videotaped and reviewed. Case and
video discussions were also used. A few of the classes invited negotiation experts as special
lecturers. Twenty textbooks were used, of which Fisher, Ury, & Patton (1991) was most
popular. Evaluations were based on reports of the reflections of the role-playing results,
class participation/preparedness, planning documents, negotiation outcomes, and peer evaluations.
About two thirds of the evaluation factors were related with role-playing exercises.

The common topics were general negotiations strategies and tactics, distributive and
integrative negotiations, teamwork and trust, ethics and fairness, effectiveness of negotiation
outcome, multiparty negotiations, mediation, and dispute resolution. These topics were delivered
by role-playing relevant cases and debriefing rather than by lectures.

A course was developed based on the analysis and was given to a group of 45 undergraduate

* Hankuk University of Foreign Studies
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students who major in management. The course evaluation was favorable compared to other
courses given by the researcher as well as to the average courses of the university. The
syllabus and the course evaluation by the students is presented in the appendix.

This study can provide implications to the lecturers who prepare for teaching negotiations.
The major topics in teaching negotiations will be quite common in different cultures. But the
negotiation behaviors and tactics may vary in different cultures. More researches are required
in order to verify and develop propositions and theories that illuminate the negotiation
behaviors in Korea. it is also needed to develop role-playing cases that are suitable to the
culture-specific situations of Korea. Textbooks and professional readings based on the
researches in Korea are also needed for teaching negotiations.

Key Words: negotiations, teaching methods, negotiation education, distributive & integrative
negotiations



