Negotiations

CHAPTER

} Strategy and Tactics of
’ Integrative Negotiation

; Objectives

1. Understand the basic elements of an integrative negotiation situation,
2. Explore the Strategy and tactics of integrative negotiation.
3. Consider the key factors that facilitate successfiy] integrative negotiation,

Introduction

ors _ solutions—apq often they will find them.
: Integrative negotiation—variously known as llaborative, win-win, mutual
r In contrast to distributive negotiating,

_ the goals of the parties in integrative negotiation
are not mutually exclusive, If one side achj i

1eves its goals, the other is not precluded from
achieving its goals as well. One party’s gain is no

tat the other party’s expense. The funda-
mental structure of an integrative negotiation situation i such that it allows both sides to
achieve their objectives.! Although the situation May initially appear to the parties to be
win-lose, discussion and mutug] exploration wil] oftep Suggest alternatives where both par-
ties can gain, A description of the efforts and tacticg that negotiators use to discover these
alternatives is the major part of thig chapter,

What Makes Integrative Negotiation Different?

In Chapter 1 we listed elements C€OMMmon to all negotiations. For a negotiation to be
characterized as integrative, negotiators must algo:

*  Focus on commonalties rather than differences.
*  Attempt to address needs and interests, not positions.
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3 . 1 Characteristics of the Interest-Based Negotiator
successful interest-bas i
ﬁ)llowmg traits: #d negotiator models the Covey refers to maturity as having the
courage to stand up for your issues and
Honesty and integrity. Interest-based values while being able to recognize
negotiating requires a certain level of that others’ issues and values are just
trust between the parties. Actions that as valid.
demonstrate interest in all players’ Systems orientation. Systems thinkers will
concerns will help establish a trusting look at ways in which the entire system
environment. can be optimized, rather than focusing
Abundance mentality. Those with an on suboptimizing components of the
abundance mentality do not perceive a S,
concession of monies, prestige, control, Superior listening skills. Ninety percent of
and so on as something that makes their communication is not in one’s words but
slice of the pie smaller, but merely as a in the whole context of the communica-
way to enlarge the pie. A scarcity or tion, including mode of expression, body
zero-sum mentality says, “anything language, and many other cues. Effective
I give to you takes away from me.” A listening also requires that one avoid
negotiator with an abundance mentality listening only from his or her frame of
knows that making concessions helps reference.
build stronger long-term relationships.
Maturity. In his book Seven Habits of Source- Chris Laubach, “Negotiating a Gain-Gain Agreement,”
Highly Effective Leaders, Stephen Healthcare Executive, January/February 1997, p. 14.

«  Commit to meeting the needs of all involved parties.
+  Exchange information and ideas.

e Invent options for mutual gain.
«  Use objective criteria for standards of performance.

These requisite behaviors and perspectives are the main components of the integrative
process (see Box 3.1).

An Overview of the Integrative Negotiation Process

Past experience, biased perceptions, and the truly distributive aspects of bargaining make it
remarkable that integrative agreements occur at all. But they do, largely because negotia-
tors work hard to overcome inhibiting factors and search assertively for common ground.
Those wishing to achieve integrative results find that they must manage both the context
and the process of the negotiation in order to gain the cooperation and commitment of all
parties. Key contextual factors include creating a free flow of information, attempting to
understand the other negotiator’s real needs and objectives, emphasizing commonalities be-
tween parties, and searching for solutions that meet the goals and objectives of both parties.
Managing integrative negotiations involves creating a process of problem identification,
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’ understanding the needs and interests of both parties, generating alternative solutions, anq

l selecting among alternative solutions.

Creating a Free Flow of Information

Effective information exchange promotes the development of good integ.rative solutions.

Research shows that the failure to reach integrative agreements Is often linked to the fail-
the parties to identify integrative options.’ For

ure to exchange enough information to allow : ns.’
must be willing to reveal their true objectives

the necessary exchange to occur, negotiators
and to listen to each other carefully. In short, negotiators must create the conditions for a
free and open discussion of all related issues and concerns. In contrast, a willingness to

share information is not a characteristic of distributive bargaining situations, in which the
parties may distrust one another, conceal and manipulate information, and attempt to learn
about the other purely for their own competitive advantage.

Creating a free flow of information includes having both parties know and share their
alternatives. Pinkley discovered that negotiators who are aware of each other’s alternatives
to a negotiated agreement were more likely to make their resistance points less extreme,
improve negotiating trade-offs, and increase the size of the resource pie compared with
situations in which one or both negotiators were not aware of the alternatives.* Pinkley con-
cluded that “it is the negotiator with the alternative who is responsible for expanding the
pie, but both members of the dyad determine its distribution.”> Negotiators who did not
reveal the availability of a good alternative received some benefits to themselves, but those
who did share information about their alternatives received additional benefits.

Attempting to Understand the
Other Negotiator’s Real Needs and Objectives

| Negotiators. differ in their values and preferences, as well as their thoughts and behaviors.®
What one side needs and wants may or may not be the same as what the other party needs
anq wants. One must understand the other’s needs before helping to satisfy them. When ne-
gotiators are aware of the possibility that the other’s priorities are not the same as.their own
thxs' can stimulate the pa'rties to exchange more information, understand the nature of the ne-’
gotiation better,. and achieve higher joint gains.’ Similarly, integrative agreements are facili- ‘
tated when parties exchange information about their prio;'ities for arﬁgrl . b ; |
necessarily about their positions on those issues.® Throughout the pmc:; ?)rf lsgue‘s’ thno |
mation about preferences and priorities, negotiators must make a g‘ue effort tS amc;g 11: 01;
what the other side really wants to achieve. This is in contrast to distributi ogm ining
| where negotiators either make no effort to understand the other side’s needswed ml;g'al?img’
| or do so only to challenge, undermine, or even deny the other party the o ;num 0 Jtzc h:es
: those needs and objectives met. The communicative aspects Ofpinfomaﬁoip;ow agj unde‘:f
‘ standing, while critical to integrative negotiation, also require that Kelley’s dilemmas of trust
and honesty be managed (see Chapter 1). In addition, negotiators may}c;iﬂ"er in their ability
to differentiate needs and interests from positions, such as when one party knows and applies
a truly integrative process while the other party is unskilled or naive about negotiations. In
such situations, the more experienced party may need to assist the less experienced party in
discovering his or her underlying needs and interests.
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gmphasizing the Commonalities between |
the Parties and Minimizing the Differences

To sustain a fr§e flow of information and the effort to understand the other’s needs and ob-
jectives, qegouators rr_lay need a different outlook or frame of reference (see Chapter 5 for |

a discussion of fra_mmg). Individual goals may need to be redefined as best achieved ’
through collaboratlve. efforts directed toward a collective goal. Sometimes the collective g
goal is clear and obvious. For example, politicians in the same party may recognize that
their petty squal?bles must be put aside to ensure the party’s victory at the polls. Managers
who are quarreling over cutbacks in their individual departmental budgets may need to rec-
ognize that unless all departments sustain appropriate budget cuts, they will be unable to
change an unprofitable firm into a profitable one. At other times, the collective goal is nei-
ther so clear nor so easy to keep in sight. For example, one of the authors worked as a con-
sultant to a company that was closing a major manufacturing plant while simultaneously s%
opening several other plants in different parts of the country. The company was perfectly
willing to transfer employees to new plants and let them take their seniority up to the time i
of their move with them; the union agreed to this arrangement. However, conflict de-
veloped over the transfer issue. Some employees were able to transfer immediately,
whereas others—those who were needed to close and dismantle the old plant—could not.
Because workers acquired seniority in the new plants based on the date they arrived, those
who stayed to close the old plant would have comparatively less seniority once they arrived
at the new plants. The union wanted everyone to g0 at the same time to avoid this inequity.
This was unworkable for management. In the argument that resulted, both parties lost sight
of the larger goal—to transfer all willing employees to the new plants with their seniority
intact. Only by constantly stressing this larger goal were the parties able to maintain a focus on
commonalities that eventually led to a solution; management allowed the workers to select
their new jobs in advance and transferred their seniority to those jobs when the choice was

made, not when the physical move actually occurred.

Searching for Solutions That Meet
the Needs and Objectives of Both Sides
The success of integrative negotiation depends on the search for solutions that meet the
needs and objectives of both sides. In this process, negotiators must be firm but flexible—
firm about their primary interests and needs, but flexible about how these needs and interests
are met.!0 When the parties are used to taking a combative, competitive orientation toward
cach other, they are generally concerned only with their own objectives. In such a com-
petitive interaction, a low level of concern for the other’s objectives may cause two forms
of behavior. First, negotiators may work to ensure that what the other obtains does not
take away from one’s own accomplishments. Second, negotiators may attempt to block the
other from obtaining his or her objectives because of a strong desire to win or to defeat the
opponent. In contrast, successful integrative negotiation requires both negotiators not only
to define and pursue their own goals, but also to be mindful of the other’s goals and to
iﬁ:;c;f;rt St?::}tli(:;s tlzgttsati,sfy b;)th ;;des. Outcomes are measured by tpe. degree to which
party is doing bett t;grot lia ors’ goals. They are not measured by fietfermmmg whether one
an the other. If the objective of one party is simply to get more than
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the other, successful integrative negotiation is very difficult; if both stri

the other, integrative negotiation may be impossible. .

In summary, integrative negotiation requires a process fundamentaly different than

distributive bargaining, Negotiators must attempt to probe below the surface of the other

. party’s position to discover his or her underlying needs. They must create a free and open
flow of information and use their desire to satisfy both sides as a guide to structure their

dialogue. If negotiators do not have this perspective—if they approach the problem apg
their “opponent” in win-lose terms—integrative negotiation cannot occur.

Ve to get more than

Key Steps in the Integrative Negotiation Process

There are four major steps in the integrative negotiation process: (1) identify and define the
problem, (2) understand the problem and bring

Increasing
Value to
Buyer

T

Claiming
J Value

Creating Value

Pareto Efficient
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Increasing
Value to
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ﬁ Par‘cyt:ettig off mth.ou‘t de‘creasing the outcomes to any other party.”!!
1z;h1: gf::hvseht;;g:t&?;o& 1s that it is the process of ideniiifying Pareto efficient solutions.
Cre are several possible solutions in a negotiation, in this case
between a buyer and a seller. The first three steps to integrative negotiation aim to ensure
that negotiators do not agree to solutions that are below the Pareto efficient frontier because
the§e _solutlons are suboptimal for both negotiators. The fourth step, choosing a solution or
clampng value3 uses some of the same skills as distributive bargaining. The transition from
creating to claiming value in an integrative negotiation must be managed carefully and is
discussed in more detail later in this chapter.
Itis imgortant that processes to create value precede those to claim value for two reasons:
(1) the creating-value process is more effective when it is done collaboratively and without a
focus on who gets what and (2) because claiming value involves distributive bargaining

processes, it may derail the focus on creating value and may even harm the relationship unless
it is introduced effectively.

One way to concep-

Identify and Define the Problem

The problem identification step is often the most difficult one, and it is even more challenging
when several parties are involved. Consider the following example: a large electronics plant ex-
perienced serious difficulty with a product as it moved from the subassembly department to the
final assembly department. Various pins and fittings that held part of the product in place were
getting bent and distorted. When this happened, the unit would be laid aside as a reject. At the
end of the month, the rejects would be returned to the subassembly department to be reworked,
often arriving just when workers were under pressure to meet end-of-the-month schedules and
were also low on parts. As a result, the reworking effort had to be done in a rush and on over-
time. The extra cost of overtime did not fit into the standard cost allocation system. The man-
ager of the subassembly department did not want the costs allocated to his department. The
manager of the final assembly department insisted that she should not pay the additional cost;
she argued that the subassembly department should bear the cost because its poor work caused
the problem. The subassembly department manager countered that the parts were in good con-
dition when they left his area and that it was the poor workmanship in the final assembly area
that created the damage. The immediate costs were relatively small. What really concerned
both managers was setting a long-term precedent for handling rejects and for paying the costs.
Eventually an integrative solution was reached. During any given month, the sub-
assembly department had some short slack-time periods. The managers arranged for the fi-
nal assembly department to return damaged products in small batches during those slack
periods. It also became clear that many people in the final assembly department did not
fully understand the parts they were handling, which may have contributed to some of the
damage. These workers were temporarily transferred to the subassembly department during
assembly department slack periods to learn more about subassembly and to process some
of the rush orders in that department.

Define the Problem in a Way That Is Mutually Acceptable to Both Sides Ideally, par-
ties should enter the integrative negotiation process with few preconceptions about the so-
lution and with open minds about each other’s needs. As a problem is defined jointly, it
should accurately reflect both parties’ needs and priorities. Unfortunately, this often does
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not occur. An understandable and widely held concern a!)out inFegrativfe ne
during the problem definition process, the other party will “hanipulate informgg,, to st
the problem to his or her own advantage. For Positive problem solving to oceur, hog, e,
ties must be committed to stating the problem in neytra] terms. The problen Statemen; mugt
be acceptable to both sides and not worded so that it Jays blame or fayors the Preferences o,
Priorities of one side over the other. The parties may be re

Zotiatioy, is

blem State-

Depersonalize the Problem When

parties are engaged in conflict, they tend to become
’ evaluatiye and i

: i ferences in g
Judgmenty], They view their own actions, strategies, and pre

itive | i egative light.
Positive light anq the other party’s actions, strategies, and preferences in a neg &
Such evaluati

. : inking. Telling the
Ve judgmentg can interfere with clear and dispassionate thinking S
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other party that “Your point of view is wrong and mine is right” inhibits integrative negoti-
ating because el c‘annot attack the problem without attacking the other negotiator. In con-
trast, depefrsona.}lzmg the definition of the problem—stating, for example, “We have
different wewpf)mts on this problem”—allows both sides to approach the issue as a problem
external to the individuals rather than as a problem that belongs to one party only. Another
way to say this is “I respect that you have constraints and a way of looking at this problem
that may be different than mine. T ask that you recognize that I do as well.”

Separate the Problem Definition from the Search for Solutions Finally, it is important
not to jump to solutions until the problem is fully defined. In distributive bargaining, nego-
tiators are encouraged to state the problem in terms of their preferred solution and to make
concessions based on this statement. In contrast, parties engaged in integrative negotiation
should avoid stating solutions that favor one side or the other until they have fully defined
the problem and examined as many alternative solutions as possible.

Instead of premature solutions, negotiators should develop standards by which poten-
tial solutions will be judged for how well they fit. These standards can be created by asking
interested parties questions such as the following:

«  How will we know the problem has been solved?

«  How will we know that our goal has been attained?

«  How would a neutral third party know that our dispute has been settled? , ‘

o Is there any legitimate interest or position that remains unaddressed by our outcome? ‘

« s there any legitimate interest or position that has been disenfranchised by our
outcome?

Understand the Problem Fully—ldentify Interests and Needs

Many writers on negotiation—most particularly, Roger Fisher, William Ury, and Bruce Patton
in their popular book, Getfing o Yes—have stressed that a key to achieving an integrative
agreement is the ability of the parties to understqnd and gat{sfy each other’s interests.!?
Identifying interests is @ critical step in the integratwe.negotlatlon process. Interests are the
underlying concerns, needs, desires, or fears tha? motivate a negotiator to take a particular
position. Fisher, Ury, and Patton explain that whl.le negotiators may have difficulty satisfy-
ing each other’s specific positions, an understanding of the underlying interests may permit
them to invent solutions that meet each other’s interests. In this section, we will first define
d then discuss how understanding them is critical to effective

interests more completely an

integrative negotiation. _ ) i
This example reveals the essence of the difference between interests and positions:

Consider the story of two men quarreling in a library. One wants the window open and the
other wants it closed. They bicker back and forth about how much to leave it open: a crack,
halfway, three-quarters of the way. No solution satisfied them both. Enter the librarian. She
asks one why he wants the window open. “To get some fresh air” She asks the other why he
wants it closed. “To avoid the draft.” After thinking a minute, she opens wide a window in the
next room, bringing in fresh air without a draft,? J /
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arties derive substantive benefits from the relationship a i
- nd d
penefits by souring it. p o not wish to endanger future

F-inally, Lax and Sebenius point out that the parties may have interests in principle.'®
Certain principles—concerning what is fair, what is right, what is acceptable, what is ethi-
cal, or what ha§ been done in the past and should be done in the future—may be deeply
held by the parties and serve as the dominant guides to their action. These principles often
involve intangible factors (see Chapter 1). Interests in principles can also be intrinsic

(vah?ed becauSE': of their inherent worth) or instrumental (valued because they can be
applied to a variety of future situations and scenarios).

B_rin.ging interests in principles to the surface will lead negotiators to discuss explicitly
the principles at stake and invent solutions consistent with them.

Some Observations on Interests We have several observations about interests and
types of interests in negotiation:

1. There is almost always more than one type of interest underlying a negotiation. Parties
will often have more than substantive interests about the issues.!” They can also care
deeply about the process, the relationship, or the principles at stake. Note that inter-
ests in principles effectively cut across substantive, procedural, and relationship
interests as well, so the categories are not exclusive.

Parties can have different types of interests at stake. One party may care deeply
about the specific issues under discussion while the other cares about how the issues
are resolved—questions of principle or process. Bringing these different interests to the
surface may enable the parties to se¢ that they care about very different things and
that there is a need to invent solutions that address the interests of both negotiators.

3. Interests often stem from deeply rooted human needs or values. Several authors have
suggested that frameworks for understanding basic human needs and values are helpful
for understanding interests.'® According to these frameworks, needs are hierarchical,

and satisfaction of the basic or lower order needs will be more important in negotiation
than that of higher order needs.

4. Interests can change. Like positions on issues, interests can change over time. What was
important to the parties last week—or even 20 minutes ago—may not be important now.
Interaction between the parties can put some interests to rest, but it may raise others.
Negotiators must constantly be attentive to changes in their own interests and the interests
of the other side. When one party begins speaking about things in a different way—when
the language or emphasis changes———the other party should look for a change in interests.

5. Surfacing interests. There are numerous ways to surface interests. Sometimes people

are not even sure about their own interests. Negotiators should not only ask themselves
“What do I want from this negotiation?” but also “Why do I want that?” “Why is that
important to me?” “What will achieving that help me do?” and “What will happen if
Idon’t achieve my objective?” Listening to your own inner voices—fears, aspirations,
hopes, desires—is important in order to bring your own interests to the surface.

Surfacing interests is not always easy or to one’s best advantage. Critics of the “interests
approach” to negotiation have identified the difficulty of defining interests and taking

T
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them into consideration. Provis suggests that it is often difficult to define interests

that trying to focus on interests alone often oversimplifies or conceals the rea] and
of a conflict.! In some cases parties do not pursue their own best objective interzgglcs
instead focus on one or more subjective interest(s), which may mislead the other lg;
Thus, a car buyer may prefer a fast, flashy car (his subjective interest) even thoughirjt:'

objective interest is to buy a safe, conservative one.

Generate Alternative Solutions

The search for alternatives is the creative phase of integrative negotiation. Once the parties
have agreed on a common definition of the problem and understood each other’s interests,
they need to generate a variety of alternative solutions. The objective is to create a list of
options or possible solutions to the problem; evaluating and selecting from among those op-
tions will be their task in the final phase.

Several techniques have been suggested to help negotiators generate alternative solutions.
These techniques fall into two general categories. The first requires the negotiators to redefine,
recast, or reframe the problem (or problem set) to create win—win alternatives out of what ear-
lier appeared to be a win—lose problem. The second takes the problem as given and creates a
long list of options from which the parties can choose. In integrative negotiation over a com-

plex problem, both types of techniques may be used and even intertwined.

Generating Alternative Solutions by Redefining the Problem or

Inventing Options:
s to define their underly-

Problem Set The techniques in this category call for the partie
ing needs and to develop alternatives to meet them. B
Peter Carnevale has recently created an Agreement Circumplex Fhat classifies poten-
tial agreements into four main types, each with two subtypes (see.FIgur‘e 3.2). T.here arg
four important dimensions underlying this model. Eac}_l of these dimensions 1 dlsgusszf
here, and the strategies consistent with them are identified. A more complex discussion

the strategies and an extended example to highlight each is in the next section.

. Position Achievement . o
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FIGURE 3.2 | The Agreement Circumplex
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Source: P. J. D. Camnevale, 2006.

sizes, and types of property. The strategies at the bottom of the Agreement Circum-

plex are more suited to simple situations, while the strategies at the top are more
appropriate for more complex situations.

4. Person-based vs. Issue-based
Person-based strategies involve having negotiators making concessions and changing
positions such that an agreement is reached through modifying positions on the is-
sues under discussion. Issue-based strategies modify the issues under discussion to
fit them to the negotiators needs and desires. Person-based strategies are on the left
side of the Agreement Circumplex, while issue-based strategies are on the right side.

Carnevale presents eight different methods for achieving integrative agreements in the Cir-
cumplex, which we discuss next.2! Each method refocuses the issues under discussion and
requires progressively more information about the other side’s true needs. Solutions move
from simpler, distributive agreements to more complex and comprehensive, integrative
ones, and there are several paths to finding joint gain,? ’
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Each approach will be illustrated by the example of Samantha and Emma, fyy, .

in a successful enterprise called Advanced Management Consulting, that emplo}ll’srse}:s
other nonpartner consultants. The partners are deciding where to locate their new offi% t
half their clients are downtown and half are in the suburbs. There are two possible Iocau'ones’
that they are considering leasing. Samantha prefers the downtown location, It has Jess floq,
space but is a more prestigious address. While its offices are smaller, its location i equidis-
tant from where both partners live. Emma prefers the location in the suburbs, J; has more
floor space and larger offices, and it is newer. It is also located closer to Emmas house, by
farther from Samantha’s.

Compromise (Position Accommodation) A compromise solution that would not further
the interests of either Samantha or Emma would be to stay in their current location and to
maintain the status quo. Compromises are not considered to be a good integration strategy

except for circumstances where parties are very entrenched and it is unlikely that a more
comprehensive agreement is possible.

Logroll (Position Accommodation) Successful logrolling requires the parties to find more
than one issue in conflict and to have different priorities for those issues.”> The parties then
agree to trade off among these issues so that one party achieves a highly preferred outcome on
the first issue and the other person achieves a highly preferred outcome on the second issue, If
the parties do in fact have different preferences on different issues and each party gets his or
her most preferred outcome on a high-priority issue, then each should receive more and the
joint outcomes should be higher.2¢ For instance, Advanced Management Consulting could

lease the downtown location and give Emma the bigger office. Samantha would get her pre-

ferred location, which is more important to her, and Emma would receive better working
space, which is more important to her.

Logrolling is frequently done by trial and error—as part of the process of experiment-
ing with various packages of offers that will satisfy everyone involved. The parties must
first establish which issues are at stake and then decide their individual priorities on these
issues. If there are already at least two issues on the table, then any combination of two or
more issues may be suitable for logrolling. Research suggests that negotiators reagh beFter
agreements as the number of issues being negotiated increases.?” Negotiator sat}sfactlon
may be less when more issues are negotiated, however, because negotiators belfeve tbat
they could have done better on one or more issues. (Negotiator cognition and sgnsfac;;{on
is discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.) If it appears initially that only' one issue is at stS Oef,

the parties may need to engage in “unbundling” or “unlinking,” Wh“:h_‘s the p r(;cesi .26
separating a single issue into two or more issues so that the log_roumg .mayrosfssés
Additional issues of concern may also be generated through the brainstorming p
described later,

3 ing the resource‘Pie
Modifying the Resource Pie (Position Achievement) W}ple exg:tngizf ot be plentiful
may be attractive, it does not always work because the environm ave enough demand for
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technology (IT) consulting or Web-based marketing consulting in addition to its traditional

pusiness consulting. In this case the resource pie is modified in a way to support opening
offices both downtown and in the suburbs,

Expand the Pi_e (Position Achievement) Many negotiations begin with a shortage of re-
sources, and it is not possible for both sides to satisfy their interests or obtain their objectives
under the current conditions. A simple solution is to add resources—expand the pie—in such
a way that both sides can achieve their objectives. For instance, Advanced Management
Consulting could lease offices both downtown and in the suburbs to serve both sets of its
clients. A projected expansion of the business could pay for both leases. In expanding the pie,
one party requires no information about the other party except her interests; it is a simple way
to solve resource shortage problems. In addition, the approach assumes that simply enlarging
the resources will solve the problem. Thus, leasing both locations would be a very satisfac-
tory solution if Samantha and Emma liked both locations and wanted to expand their busi-
ness. However, expanding the pie would not be a satisfactory solution if their disagreement
was based on other grounds—if, for example, they had different visions about the future of
the firm—or if the whole firm had to gather for meetings frequently. In addition, to the extent
that the negotiation increases the costs of a person or organization not directly involved in the
negotiation (e.g., the employees in this example), the solution may be integrative for the
negotiators but problematic for other stakeholders.?’

Find a Bridge Solution (Interest Achievement) When the parties are able to invent new
options that meet all their respective needs they have created a bridge solution. For in-
stance, Advanced Management Consulting could decide to expand the number of partners
in the firm and lease a larger space downtown, with new office furniture for everyone and
i address.
: pre;zg:;?sl:fitlrzidging requires a fundamental reformulgtion _of the p1.-o‘blen} so that the
parties are not discussing positions but, rather, tpey are d150195mg suff1c1§nt 1nformation
to discover their interests and needs and then inventing options that will Satlsfy. those
needs.?8 Bridging solutions do not always r.emedy all concerns. Emma. may not enjoy the
commute and Samantha may npt be convinced about growing the firm, b.ut both have
agreed that working togethelr is important to them, anfi they have worked to invent a solu-
tion that meets their most important needs. If negotiators fundamentally commit them-

selves to a win-win negotiation, bridging solutions are likely to be highly satisfactory to
both sides.

Cut the Costs for Compliance (Interest Achievemer}t)_ Through cost cutting, one party
achieves her objectives and the other’s costs are minimized if she agrees to go along. For
instance, Advanced Management Consulting could decide to lease in the suburbs and pro-
vide Samantha with a travel subsidy, a new company car, and a reserved parking space. In
this case Emma gets her preferred location, while Samantha’s costs for agreeing to the new
office location are reduced.
Unlike nor.lspecif ic compensation, where the compensated party simply receives some-
thing for agreeing, cost cutting is designed to minimize the other party’s costs for agreeing
to a specific solution. The technique is more sophisticated than logrolling or nonspecific
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compensation because it requires a more intimate knowledge of the other

s arty’ 3.1
and preferences (the party’s interests, what really matters to him, how Party’s req] Deedg TABLE

his needs can be

specifically met). Expanding

1. Howc

P " ® i 2. Is the!

Nonspeaﬁc Compensation ( !nte.rest Sub:stltutlon) Another way to generate alternatiyeg 3. How¢

is to allow one person to obtain his objectives and compensate the other person for acco L'ogrolliﬂ(

modating his interests. The compensation may be unrelated to the substantive negotiati::l- 1. What

but the party who receives it nevert}'lele.ss views it as adequate for agreeing to the othe; 2. Wha

party’s preferences. Such compensation is nonspecific because it is not directly related to 3. Aret

the substaptive issues .being discussed. For. instance, Advanced Management Consulting afid

could decide to lease in the suburbs. and give Samantha all new office furniture. In this @ g::

case, Emma gets her preferred location, while Samantha receives new office furniture as Wh:

nonspecific compensation for agreeing to the new office location. ' 5 tiate

For noqspecific compensation to work, the person doing the compensating needs to Nonspe

know what is valuable to the other person and how seriously she is inconvenienced (ie., | 1. Wh

how much compensation is needed to make her feei satisfied). Emma might need to test | 2. Wt

. several different offers (types and amounts of compensation) to find out how much it will i to ¢
take to satisfy Samantha. This discovery process can turn into a distributive bargaining sit- ,‘ 3. W

uation, as Samantha may choose to set very high demands as the price for locating in the “g

suburbs while Emma tries to minimize the compensation she will pay. ?°Stw

] L . ” W
| Superordination (Interest Substitution) Superordination solutions occur when 15h€ » 2. .
’ differences in interest that gave rise to the conflict are superseded or replaced by other in- : o
terests.”2° For instance, after extensive discussion about the office location Samantha may LV

discover that she would prefer to follow her dream of becoming an .zmist and become a .
silent partner in the business. At this point, the office location negotiation stops and Emma ‘ .\
chooses how she would like to proceed in the new business model. . - ‘ 4

The successful pursuit of these eight strategies requires a megmngful §xchang€;( Oeach '
formation between the parties. The parties must either volunteer 1nfo.rmat1.on ort f:ns oy m
other questions that will generate sufficient information to reveal.vsfi{leIiI:1 (,)[}; e 3'.1.30 :
present a series of refocusing questions that may reveal these possibilities

" e e tech- not 'FO
Generating Alternative Solutions to the Problem as Given In i:icildlt;j)tlé rfattif‘lle ol to dis
niques mentioned earlier, there are several other gpproaches to generrab i umber of other ,‘ new i
tions. These approaches can be used by the negotiators themsell"V;S ;’e agproaCheS i that o
parties (constituencies, audiences, bystanders, etc.). Several t(:l t es e than individ aals, L
monly used in small groups. Groups are frequently ].:)etter p; o asrﬂl oont a greater variety of i
particularly because groups provide more perspectives and Cres for defining the P oblem, ]
ways to solve a problem. Groups should also adopt proce rlelvent the group process from .
defining interests, and generating options, however, t(;vp;nt. 5
degenerating into a win—lose competition or a debating P

work to gener it out com-
Brainstorming In brainstorming, small groups of peopf)erds the solutlonis;nxggﬁcal, and

can. Someone I€¢
o be spo

sible solutions to the problem as they ataneous, €V€

ment, as they are identified. Participants are urged t
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7ABLE 3.4 | Refocusing Questions to Reveal Win-Win Options

gxpanding Of Modifying the Pie

4. Howcan both parties get what they want?

p. lsthered resource shortage?

3. How can resources be expanded to meet the demands of both sides?
Logrolling

1. Whatissues are of higher and lower priority to me?

5 Whatissues are of higher and lower priority to the other negotiator?

3. Arethere any issues of high priority to me that are of low priority for the other negotiator,
and vice versa?

4. Canl «synbundle” an issue—that is, make one larger issue into two or more smaller ones
that can then be logrolled?

5. What are things that would be inexpensive for me to give and valuable for the other nego-
tiator to get that might be used in logrolling?

Nonspecific Compensation

1. Whatare the other negotiator’s goals and values?

2. What could | do that would make the other negotiator happy and simultaneously allow mé
to get my way on the key issue?

3. What are things that would be inexpensive for me to give and valuable for the other nego-
tiator to get that might be used as nonspecific compensation?

Cost Cutting

1. What risks and costs does my proposal create for the other negotiator?

2. \Whatcan ldo to minimize the other negotiator's risks and costs 80 that he or she would be
more willing to agree?

Bridging and Superordination

1. What are the other negotiator's real underlying interests and needs?

2. What are my own real underlying interests and needs?
3. Whatare the higher and lower priorities for each of us in our underlying interests and needs?
4,

Can we invent @ solution that meets the relative priorities, underlying interests, and needs
of both negotiators?

NB: Compromise is not considered & win-win option.

1ot to censor anyone’s ideas (including their own). Moreovet, participants are required not \
to discuss or evaluate any solution when it is proposed so they do not stop the free flow of ‘
new ideas. The success of brainstorming depends on the amount of intellectual stimulation
that occurs as different ideas are generated. The following rules should be observed:

1. Avoid judging of evaluating solutions. Creative solutions often come from ideas that
initially seem wild and impractical, and criticism inhibits creative thinking. It is im-
portant to avoid judging solutions early, therefore, and no idea should be evaluated or
eliminated until the group is finished generating options.

2. Separate the peopleﬁ‘ om the problem. Group discussion and brainstorming processes
are often constrained because the parties take ownership of preferred solutions and

alternatives.’! Because competitive negotiators assume an offensive posture toward

the other party, they are unlikely to see the merits of a suggested alternative that

.‘“
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comes from that party or appears to favor that party’s position. It is ofte
to attack.the problem without attacking the person who owns it. For effen O possible 1
lem solving to occur, therefore, negotiators must concentrate on depersoflnr'e prob- \
the problem and treating all possible solutions as equally viable regard]esz ;Zflngh

s who

initiated them.
Be exhaustive in the brainstorming process. Often the best ideas come after a meetin
g

3.
is over or the problem is solved. Sometimes this happens because the parties were not
persistent enough. Research has shown that when brainstormers work at the process for
a long time, the best ideas are most likely to surface during the latter part of the activity.

4. Ask outsiders. Often people who know nothing about the history of the negotiation
or even about the issues, can suggest options and possibilities that have not beer;

considered. Outsiders can provide additional input to the list of alternatives, or they
can help orchestrate the process and keep the parties on track.

s that it does not solicit the ideas of those
nt approach is to distribute a written ques-

the problem and asking them to list all
ess can be conducted in a short time. The
t from seeing and hearing each other’s

Surveys The disadvantage of brainstorming i
who are not present at the negotiation. A differe
tionnaire to a large number of people, stating
the possible solutions they can imagine. This proc
liability, however, is that the parties cannot benefi
ideas, a key advantage of brainstorming.

R AL

e method for gathering ideas is to engage a pro-

32 The facilitator uses a series of ques-
anonymously into a computer
1 ask additional probing

grative negotiations that

Electronic Brainstorming An innovativ
fessional facilitator and use electronic brainstorming.
: tions to guide input from participants who type their responses
I that displays them to the group in aggregate. The facilitator may Fhe
questions. Electronic brainstorming may be especially useful .for integ : o
involve multiple parties (see Chapter 10) or during preparation for integrative negotiatl
Chapter 4 on preparation).

|
!
{]
' when there are disparate views within one’s team (see

i Section Summary '  ioms._generating
Our discussion of the two basic approaches to generating alterr(xiat;yffi jo ?}:;O;roblem"may
options to the problem as given and generatl:ng options b}’df_‘::f 3r el:t olg)tions, they will find
give the impression that if negotiators simply invent enqugh - i‘; options sometimes leads
a solution to solve their problem rather casily. Although 1dent]1{fyan dgpursuit o f several related
to a solution, solutions are usually attained through hard wor. P sitions,

’ i . i rather than )
processes: information exchange, focusing on interests unt of info

: . 2ize the amout =
ibility.33 Information exchange allows parties t0 max1gllllji pening positio
able. Focusing on interests allows p !
determine what the parties really wa

arties to move b
nt—what needs tru}:}’ fr‘l;,‘asr: ¢ to achieve (.
. i what they Want, i
flexibility allows parties to be firm W1 ° e a wide variety
while remaining flexible on the means by w.

h regard t .
t ghich they achie¥ fz:l?;les altho ti
rin - he nego
: nto t
that negotiators have one or two fundamental I sues awn !
of positions, possible solutions, Or secondary 15

rmation avail-

1 interests orp
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Thus, among the many viable alternatives that will satisfy a neaof: ;
directly address the top priorities. Negotiat fy a negotiator, the important ones

i | . ors need to be able to signal to the other i
positions on which they are firm and the positions on which they are willing to b:rtlseljfbize

Evaluate and Select Alternatives

le:;“:lrut?i;;aimrig‘:olsstegﬁatwe I11‘3g0tlatlon process is to evaluate the alternatives gen-
erated. previous phase and to select the best ones to implement. When the chal-
lenge is a .reasonz}bly simple one, the evaluation and selection steps may be effectively
combined into a single step. For those uncomfortable with the integrative process, though,
we §uggest a clqse adherence to a series of distinct steps: definitions and standards, alter-
natives, evall}atlon, and selection. Following these distinct steps is also a good idea for
those managing complex problems or a large number of alternative options. Negotiators
will need to weigh or rank-order each option against clear criteria. If no option or set of
options appears suitable and acceptable, this is a strong indication that the problem was
not clearly defined (return to definitions), or that the standards developed earlier are not
reasonable, relevant, and/or realistic (return to standards). Finally, the parties will need to
engage in some form of decision-making process in which they debate the relative merits
of each negotiator’s preferred options and come to agreement on the best options. The
following guidelines should be used in evaluating options and reaching a consensus.**

Narrow the Range of Solution Options Examine the list of options generated and
focus on those that one or more negotiators strongly support. This approach is more
positive than allowing people to focus on negative, unacceptable criteria and options.
Solutions that are not strongly advocated by at least one negotiator should be eliminated
at this time.

Evaluate Solutions on the Basis of Quality, Standards, and Acceptability Solutiox}s
should be judged on two major criteria: how good they are and hpw acceptable they_ will
be to those who have to implement them. To the degr.ee that parties can support thguf ar-
guments with statements of hard fact,-logpal dec.lu.ctlon, and appeals to ratlon?.l criteria,
their arguments will be more compelling in obte.nmpg the support of othe;s. F 1s}}ef, Ury,
and Patton suggest that the parties appeal to obj.ectzve standards for mgkm‘g dems%o‘ns.35
Thus, the parties should search for precedents, industry standards, arbitration decisions,
or otiler objectively fair outcomes and processes that can })e }lsed as beqchmarks for
legitimizing the fairness of the current s_ettlement. These cnta_arla may b.e different from
what the negotiators judge to be most rational or the l?est solution, N-egotlators have tg pe
prepared to make trade-offs to ensure that the criteria of both quality and acceptability
are met.

Agree to the Criteria in Advanlce ‘of Eval.uating thions Negotiators should agree to
the criteria for evaluating potential integrative solutions early in the process.*® Negotiators
can use these criteria when they have to narrow the choice of options to a single alternative— ‘
for example, ONe candidate for a new job—or to select the option most likely to succeed. If
the parties first debate criteria and determine which ones are most important, they will be

Yy VvV s
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able to decide on criteria independent of _th_e consideretion of any particular cang; i
when they consider the individual candidates or options, they wil] Picke ﬂ;)r
C

option. Then, i
best one based on these criteria, not on the individual preferences of one side or the oth

If the parties agree, they may revise their criteria later to improve their choice, by thzr.
should do so only with the agreement of all negotiators. It is a good idea to check cn't;l
ria periodically and determine whether each negotiator places the same priority on thep,

as before.

Be Willing to Justify Personal Preferences People often find it hard to explain why
they like what they like or dislike what they dislike. When asked “Why do you like that?”
the reply is often, “I don’t know, I just do.” Moreover, negotiators gain little by pressing
opponents to justify themselves—doing so usually just makes them angry and defensive;
they may feel that a simple statement of preference is not viewed as sufficient. For exam-
ple, if the topic under negotiation is what to have for dinner, and one party states that she
hates clam chowder, no amount of persuasive effort is likely to induce her to eat clam
chowder. Yet personal preferences often have a deep-seated rationale—recall our discussion
of how interests, values, and needs underlie positions. Inquiries about the other party’s pref-
erences may be an effort to probe behind a position and identify underlying interests and

needs. If the other party responds defensively to a why question, the negotiator should
explain that the intent is to probe for possible underlying interests that might facilitate a

collaborative settlement rather than to challenge one’s perspective.

Be Alert to the Influence of Intangibles in Selecting Options One party may favor an
option because it helps satisfy an intangible—gaining recognition, looking strong or tough
to a constituency, feeling like a winner, and so on. Intangibles or principles can serve as
strong interests for a negotiator. Intangibles can lead the negotiator to fight harder to attain
a particular solution if that option satisfies both tangible and intangible needs. Some par-
ties may be uncomfortable with discussing intangibles, or even be unaware of their nature
and power in the negotiation process. It is useful to help the other party identify thlc:sle in-

s likely to

tangibles and make them an open part of the evaluation process. The other party i
prefer options that satisfy those intangibles, and to the degree that you can accept them,

agreeing to those options may be important concessions.
Use Subgroups to Evaluate Complex Options Small groups may be par'ticularly
helpful when several complex options must be considered or when many people will .be'af-
agreement negotiation

fected by the solution. For example, in a recent university collective _
p to examine numerous 18-

a team of management and faculty members formed a subgroup to : I ”
sues around benefits to be included in the next contract. Groups of six to cight peop’s, €O
ble to work more

posed of representatives from each faction, side, or subgroup, are &

effectively than large groups.

Jeted the hardest pa'rt
e upset if communi-
edged, or the other

Take Time Out to Cool Off Even though the parties may have comp
ey may becom
they should take a

ofthe process—generating a list of viable options—they 1 i
;:i;aon breaks down, they feel their preferences are not being acknow
1de pushes too hard for a particular option. If the parties become angry,

vy
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preak. They should make their dissatisfaction kn

. own and openly di .
The parties t§hou1c11: feelll that they are back on an even emotli)ona}l, l(:;zubs:ftogz I:aso.ns for it.
evah%?-te opfl(;lns. inally, they should work as hard as possible to keep discus:'s)in tlnumgthto
specifics of the proposals, not on the people advocating them, The parties shoz?s gzpere

sonalize the discussion as much as possible :
, , so that the
iated with the people who advocated them, options for settlement are not asso-

Ex;_:lore Different Ways to Logroll Earlier we discussed a variety of ways to invent
optlons..The strategy of logrolling is effective not only in inventing options l?ut also as a
mec?hamsm to combine options into negotiated packages. Neale and Bazerman identify a
variety of approaches in addition to simply combining several issues into a package.’’
anee. of these relate to the matters of outcome, probabilities, and timing—in other words

what is to happen, the likelihood of it happening, and when it happens. ,

1. Explore Differences in Risk Preference People have different tolerances for risk, and it
may be possible to create a package that recognizes differences in risk preferences.*® For in-
stance, suppose two entrepreneurs are discussing a future business venture. One has little
to risk at the moment and everything to gain in the future; the other has alot on the line now
that he does not want to risk losing if the future is bad. If the entrepreneurs simply agree to
split profits in the future, the one with a large amount of current risk may feel vulnerable.
Logrolling around these interests can create a solution that protects one entrepreneur’s cur-
rent investment first while providing long-term profits for the other entrepreneur as well.

2. Explore Differences in Expectations As with differences in risk, differences in
expectations about the likelihood of future events can permit the parties to invent a solu-
tion that addresses the needs of both. For example, the entrepreneur with a lot to lose now
may also have pessimistic expectations about the fut}lre of th'e joint venture, whereas the
entrepreneur with little to lose may be more opFimisnc about it. The optimist may Fhus be
willing to gamble more on the future profitability and payout, whereas the pessimist may
be willing to settle for a smaller but more assured payment. It is also possible to use

ge different expectations about the future.*® Contingent

contingent contracts to mana . . : .
contracts adjust as circumstances unfold. For instance, one can include changing oil
prices into a contract and adjust delivery fees based on quarterly oil prices.

3. Explore Differences in Time Preferences Negotiators may have different time
' references—one may be concerned about meeting short-term needs while the other may
P m rewards of their relationship.* Parties with short-term

interested in the long-te :
t-:t;;;: will need immediate gra ‘fication, whereas parties who look for long-term
rewards may be willing to make immediate sacrifices to ensure a future payoff. Parties

with different time preferences can invent solutions that address both their interests.
Keep Decisions Tentative and Conditional Until All Aspects of the Final Proposal Are
ar consensus may emerge about the solution option(s) that

Complete Even though a cle P 5 by
will be selected, the parties should talk about the solution in conditional terms—a sort of

soft bundling. Maintaining a tentative tone allows negotiators to suggest changes or revise

V- V. Uy
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i the integrative negotiation process shou]d

i hout this stage. Ideally,. . ; . . .
the final chgii?btltmfl’lcints agreed upon in earlier discussions are not ﬁr;:t? untli .the }}nn.re
be ?{Pez??detenninéd. Parties should feel they are able to reopen'zn ezr fl_er 10p 1;111 if cip.
Esjnsatgnces in the discussion have changed; nothing should be considered final un every-

thing is final.

Minimize Formality and Record Keeping until Final Agr e?fT elms zreeg:c::;;en jtrzng
integrative negotiators do not want to lock thg{hnselves 1?:0 fg:;; ISCur znéil;ygwﬂl ihat Ifm ;—
ents until they are close to an agreement. They want o :

llﬁald to any cofnments recorded in notes or transcripts. In general, the fewer' the Wnitten
records during the solution-generating phase, the better. In contrast, when thfe parties are close
to agreement, one side should write down the terms of the agreement, This document.may
then be used as a single text, to be passed from party to party as often as necessary unti aj]
sides agree to the phrasing and wording of their agreement."‘l ' ‘

We strongly urge groups to avoid the apparent expediency of voting on fu.lal agree-
ments, and encourage negotiations to continue unti a consensus is reached. While voting
closes the discussion, it can also create disenfranchisement of the losing party and make it
more likely that “losers” will be less committed than “winners” to the implementation of
the negotiated outcome,

Factors That Facilitate Successful Integrative Negotiation

We have stressed that successful integrative negotiation can oceur if the parties are predisposed
to finding a mutually acceptable joint solution, Many other factors contribute to a predisposi-
tion toward problem solving and a willingness to work together to find the best solution. These
factors are also the preconditions necessary for more successful integrative negotiations. In
this section, we will review in greater detaj] seven factors; ( 1) the presence of a common goal,

(2) faith in one’s own problem-solving ability, (3) a beljef in the validity of the other party’s

position, (4) the motivation and commitment to work together, (5) trust, (6) clear and accurate

communication, and (7) an under standing of the dynamics of integrative negotiation,

Some Common Objective or Goal

When the parties believe they are likely to benefit more f.
competing or working Separately, the situatjon offers great

grative negotiation. Three types of goals—commpop, share
development of integrative agreements,

om working together than from
Cr potential for successful inte-
d, and Joint—may facilitate the
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together t0 achieve some output that will be divided among them. The same result can also
come from cost cutting, by which the parties can earn the same outcome as before by work-

ing together, but with less effort, expense, or risk. This is often described as an “expandable
pie” in contrast to a “fixed pie” (see Chapter 5).

A joint goql is one that involves individuals with different personal goals agreeing to
combine them in a collective effort. For example, people joining a political campaign can
have different goals: one wants to satisfy personal ambition to hold public office, another
wants to serve the community, and yet another wants to benefit from policies that will be

implemented. under the new administration. All will unite around the joint goal of helping
the new administration get elected.

T'he key element pf an integrative negotiation situation is the belief that all sides can
benefit. Whether the sides attain the same outcome or different outcomes, all sides must be-

lieve that they will be better off by working in cooperation than by working independently
or competing.

Faith in One’s Problem-Solving Ability

Parties who believe they can work together are more likely to be able to do so. Those who
do not share this belief in themselves and others are less willing to invest the time and en-
ergy in the potential payoffs of a collaborative relationship, and they are more likely to as-
sume a contending or accommodating approach to negotiation. If a negotiator has
expertise in the focal problem area this strengthens her understanding of the problem’s
complexity, nuances, and possible solutions. Neale and Northcraft demonstrated in a real
estate problem that expert negotiators—corporate real estate executives—achieved signif-
icantly better integrative agreements than amateurs did.*2 Expertise increases both the ne-
gotiator’s knowledge base and his or her self-confidence, both of which are necessary to
approach the problem at hand with an open mind. Similarly, direct experience in negotia-
tion increases the negotiator’s sophistication in understanding the bargaining process and
approaching it more creatively.? Finally, there is also evidence that knowledge of integra-
tive tactics leads to an increase in integrative behavior.* Taken together, these results sug-
gest that a faith in one’s ability to negotiate integratively is positively related to successful
integrative negotiations.

A Belief in the Validity of One’s
Own Position and the Other’s Perspective

In distributive bargaining, negotiators invest time and energy inflating and justifying the value
of their own point of view and debunking the value and importance of the other’s perspective.
In contrast, integrative negotiation requires negotiators to accept both their own and the
other’s attitudes, interests, and desires as valid.* First, one must believe in the validity of your
own perspective—that what you believe is worth fighting for and should not be compromised.
Kemp and Smith found that negotiators who were firmer about insisting that their own point
of view become incorporated into the group solution achieved more integrative agreements
than those who were less firm. But one must also accept the validity of the other party’s per-
spective.*® If one challenges the other party’s views, he or she may become angry, defensive

and unproductive in the problem-solving process. The purpose of integrative negotiation i;

n. - 1‘.
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not to question or challenge the other’s viewpoint, but to incorporate it into the definitioy, of
the problem and to attend to it as the parties search for mutually acceptable alternatives, |,
addition, the other party’s views should be valued no less or more than the negotiatoy own
position and viewpoint, Kemp and Smith also found that parties who were able to take the
perspective of the other appeared to make better agreements than those who were [egg able to
do so. Believing in the validity of the other negotiator’s perspective does not mean empathj,.
ing with the other party. In fact, there is evidence that negotiators with high empathy fo, the
other party may increase the size of the joint outcomes but receive less of the larger pie thap
less empathic negotiators,*’

The Motivation and Commitment to Work Together

For integrative negotiation to succeed, the parties must be motivated to collaborate rather
than to compete. They need to be committed to reaching a goal that benefits both of them
rather than to pursuing only their own ends. They should adopt interpersonal styles that are
more congenial than combative, more open and trusting than evasive and defensive, more
flexible (but firm) than stubborn (but yielding). Specifically, they must be willing to make
their own needs explicit, to identify similarities, and to recognize and accept differences, #

They must also tolerate uncertainties and unravel inconsistencies,
Motivation and commitment to problem solving can be enhanced in several ways:

1. Negotiators can learn that they share a common fate. To quote Ben Franklin, “If we
do not hang together, we will surely hang separately.”

2. Negotiators can demonstrate to each other that there is more to be gained by working
together (to increase the payoffs or reduce the costs) than by working separately. The
parties can emphasize that they may have to work together after the negotiations are
over and will continue to benefit from the relationship they have created. In spite of
these efforts, competitive and contentious behavior may persist,

3. Negotiators can engage in commitments to each other before the negotiations begin;
such commitments have been called presertlement settlements*® and are distinguished
by three major characteristics:

a.  The settlement results in a firm, legally binding written agreement between the
parties (it is more than a gentlemen’s agreement),

b. The settlement occurs in advance of the parties undertaking full-scale negotia-
tions, but the parties intend that the agreement will be replaced by a more clearly
delineated long-term agreement that is to be negotiated.

¢ The settlement resolves only a subset of the issues on which the parties disagree
and may simply establish a framework within which the more comprehensive
agreement can be defined and delineated.

4. Negotiators could create an umbrella agreement that provides a framework for future
discussions. Stefanos Mouzas suggests that umbrella agreements manage three nego-
tiation challenges:* o
a. Umbrella agreements allow flexibility when the negotiating relationship between

the parties is evolving. |
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b, Umbre!la agreements provide flexibilj
ture gains are not known at the time o

¢. Umbrella agreements can be used wh
to be identified but the parties kn

ty for claiming value when the actual fu-
f the negotiation,

en all the issues and contingencies have yet
ow they wish to work together,

Trust

Although there is no guarantee that trust will lead to collaboration,
dence to suggest that mistrust inhibits collaboration, People who are
not trust each other will act tentatively or defensively. Defensivenes

not accept information at face value but instead will look for hidden, deceptive meanings.
When people are defensive, they withdraw and withhold information. Defensive people
also attack the other party’s statements and position, seeking to defeat their position rather
than to work together. Either of these responses is likely to make the negotiator hesitant,
cautious, and distrustful of the other, undermining the negotiation process.’’

Deepak Malhotra and Mac Bazerman suggest three tactics to elicit information from
the other negotiator when he or she mistrusts you.!

there is plenty of evi-
interdependent but do
s means that they will

1. Share information and encourage reciprocity. One approach is to suggest to the other
negotiator that you are willing to describe your needs and interests if he agrees to
share his as well. Malhotra and Bazerman caution to ensure there is agreement about
the explicit ground rules before proceeding, and to proceed incrementally to be sure.

2. Negotiate multiple issues simultaneously. Negotiating several offers simultaneously
allows negotiators to identify relative priorities of the other negotiator, as well as ob-
tain some information about his interests. Malhotra and Bazerman suggest watching
for issues where the other party is very engaged, emotional, and attempting to control
the discussion in order to infer high priority issues.

3. Make multiple offers at the same time. A third approach to obtaining information when
the other party is distrusting is to make two or three offers at the same time. These
offers should be the same value to you. The way that the other negotiator responds to
these offers should provide you with information about his relative interests.

In summary, integrative negotiation is easier when the parties trust each other. When there
is distrust, negotiating will be more challenging but the three tactics we presented here will
help manage this challenge. _ .

Generating trust is a complex, uncertain process; it depends in part on how the parties
behave and in part on the parties’ personal characteristics. When people trust each other, they
are more likely to share information and to communicate accurately their needs, positions,
and the facts of the situation.’ In contrast, when people do not trust each other, they are more
likely to engage in positional bargaining, use threats, and commit themselves to tough posi-
tions.’> As with defensiveness, mistrust is likely to be reciprocated and to lead to unproduc-
tive negotiations. To develop trust effectively, each negotiator must believe that both she and
the other party choose to behave in a cooperative manner; moreover, each must believe that

this behavior is a signal of the other’s honesty, openness, and a similar mutual commitment to
a joint solution,

-~ o~ [Essentials of Negotiation, Fifth Edition
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Clear and Accurate Communication

Another precondition for high-quality integrative negotiation is clear and accurate commy-
nication. First, negotiators must be willing to share information about themselveg, 54 They
must be willing to reveal what they want and, more important, must be willing to state why
they want it in specific, concrete terms, avoiding generalities and ambiguities. Second, the
other negotiators must understand the communication. At a minimum, they must understand
the meaning they each attach to their statements; hopefully, the parties each interpret the ba-
sic facts in the same way, but if they don’t then they should reconcile them. Other members
of the negotiating team can frequently identify ambiguities and breakdowns in communica-
tion. If someone on a bargaining team makes a confusing statement, others can address it
and try to clarify it. When one person on the other side does not grasp a difficult point,
someone else from the same side will often be able to find the words or illustrations to bring
out the meaning. Mutual understanding is the responsibility of both sides. The communica-
tor must be willing to test whether the other side has received the message that was intended.
Similarly, the listener must engage in active listening, testing to make sure that what he or
she received and understood is the message that the sender intended.
Metaphors may also play an important role in communicating during negotiation.

B Metaphors may be defined as “talking about one thing in terms of another”s and are useful
when direct communication is difficult or threatening. Thomas Smith suggests that metaphors
RN may play two important roles in negotiation: (1) metaphors help negotiators understand why

& the other party is saying what they said, and (2) metaphors may help identify areas for mutual
} gain because they provide insight into the other party’s needs and motives.>
: When there are strong negative feelings or when one or more parties are inclined to
dominate, negotiators may create formal, structured procedures for communication. Under
these circumstances, negotiators should follow a procedure that gives everyone a chance to
speak. For example, most rules for debates limit statements to five minutes, and similar
rules are often adopted in contentious open meetings or public hearings. In addition, the
parties may agree to follow a previously agreed-on agenda so that everyone can be heard

and their contributions noted.

An Understanding of the Dynamics of Integrative Negotiation

Negotiators frequently assume that the distributive bargainir}g .process.is the on}y way to
approach negotiations. Several studies indicate that training in integrative negona:on en(;
hances the ability of the parties to negotiate integratively. For example, Wel.ngart, H}’ ;f, a1:
Prietula demonstrated that training negotiators in integrative tactics-—par‘tlc.ularly 1:11 dO}‘:.’;, “(,)
exchange information about priorities across issues and pre.:ference.s w1tl;:n ‘;iit;e:; o
to set high goals—significantly enhanced the frequency of integrative bg a bt 55,
parties to achieve higher joint outcomes.’” This study also fogn_d tha; ulsqlen’sg ot vl WS
tics, such as strongly trying to persuade tl}g other of the Yal?}igymc;sgn’ Gentner, and their
negatively related to joint outcomqs. In ad.dl.tlon, Lowenstell)n, o copestally powerful way o
colleagues have found that analogical training appears to eolves “he direct comparison of
learn about integrative negotiation.’® Analogical learning 13Vthe underlying principles and
different negotiation examples to identify and understan

structure of the negotiation.
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Chapter Summary

In this chapter, we have reviewed the strategy and tactics
of integrative negotiation. The fundamental structure of
integrative negotiation is one within which the parties
are able to define goals that allow both sides to achieve
their objectives. Integrative negotiation is the process of
defining these goals and engaging in a process that per-
mits both parties to maximize their objectives.

The chapter began with an overview of the integra-
tive negotiation process. A high level of concern for
both sides achieving their own objectives propels a col-
laborative, problem-solving approach. Negotiators fre-

quently fail at integrative negotiation because they fail

to perceive the integrative potential of the negotiat‘ing
gotiation requires

situation. Successful integrative ne¢
several processes. First, the parties must create 2 free
flow of information and an open exchange of ideas.
Second, they must understand each other’s fTue needs
and objectives. Third, they must focus on their s1m11ar!-
ties, emphasizing their commonalities rather than their
differences. Finally, they must engage in 2 seath_for
solutions that meet the goals of both si(.ies..TTl.lS is: 4
very different set of processes from those 11 distributive
bargaining, described in Chapter 2. The four key steps
in the integrative negotiation process are jdentifying and
defining the problem, identifying interests am'i needs,
generating alternative solutions and evaluating and

selecting alternatives. For each of these steps, we
discussed techniques and tactics to make the process
successful.

We then discussed various factors that facilitate
successful integrative negotiation. First, the process will
be greatly facilitated by some form of common goal or
objective. This goal may be one that the parties both
want to achieve, one they want to share, or one they
could not possibly attain unless they worked together.
Second, they must have faith in their problem-solving
ability. Third, the parties must be willing to believe that
the other’s needs are valid. Fourth, they must share a
motivation and commitment to work together, to make
their relationship a productive one. Fifth, they must be
able to trust each other and to work hard to establish and

maintain that trust. Sixth, there must be clear and accu-
rate communication about what each one wants and an
effort to understand the other’s needs. Finally, there
must be an understanding of the dynamics of integrative
negotiations.

In spite of all of these suggestions, integrative
negotiation is not easy—especially for parties who are
locked in conflict, defensiveness, and a hard-line posi-
tion. Only by working to create the necessary condi-
tions for integrative negotiation can the process unfold

successfully.
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