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Abstract

This study mainly discusses the influence of the seller’s deception behavior on process and
outcome of the negotiation when negotiating through different communication media. 120
participants are randomly divided into two groups to conduct dyad face to face negotiation and
dyad online negotiation respectively. Afterward buyers in each group are informed of sellers’
lies about the notebook’s CD-ROM problem and then complete two Questionnaires to measure
differences of unethical bargaining tactics and conflict handling styles in two groups. Research
results indicate that online negotiators tend to use unethical bargaining tactics and distributive
negotiation strategy than face to face negotiators after experience deception in the previous

negotiation.
Keywords: Online Negotiation, Face to Face negotiation, Deception behavior, Unethical
Bargaining tactics, Conflict Handling Styles.
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