n American Airlines ﬂlght TE{;LJ[“;-'. returmed t
e to the

gate almost 8s 500N as it began tg 1y toward
s

takeoff area. It was an expensive degisign but th
¥ B

i
2 d]saglﬁemﬂﬂt between two flight attendants * Qpe flight atten- |

pilots wook this action because, in the airline's words “there wa
L) 5

gantwas using her cell phone during the predeparture prepara-
sions for the New York to Washington commuter flight. Her
sciivities apparently prompted the other flight attendant to yse
the intercem and announce that everyone needed to turn off their
phones and glectronic devices, “including the other flight atten-
dant” That comment led to a scuffle between the two crew

members, which was serious enough for the pilots to cancel the
flight. Passengers had to wait four hours for a new crew to arrive.

Exactly one week later, a United Airlines flight bound for
Chicago returned to Raleigh-Durham shartly after takeoff

pecause of a conflict between two flight attendants. The cause

of the tiff seemed almost trivial. “One flight attendant had
crossed their leg and accidentally brushed the other person,”
explained a spokesperson at Raleigh-Durham International
Airport after the flight had returned. Although ap parently unin-
tentional, the other flight attendant interpreted the incident as
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THE MEANING AND
CONSEQUENCES OF
CONFLICT

Conflict is a fact of life in organizations. Com e
Mowsly adapting to their external environment. yeLihers 15n:f.'

mm on what changes are best. Ellplﬂ}r‘:i?s‘dlﬁﬂg

the direction irection or form of change in individual behavior. o

panies are con-

and organi ions. This con-
sand izational-level adaptations:
because of clashing work goals, divergent pﬂlhr;ﬂl:‘;
experiences, and a variety of other reason®
St ; its
I‘m in whi:-c.h.mc party Frcgim:'::l 1
ing opposed or negatively affected PY

TN, L

Provacation becaysa r

fragile, =

be 0re tha d
L
' i
L] SDUWSPEI a Sa1d. agse 19ers | ad 1y

an ti
altermative tlight. United Rirlines faced

wait thrag hours for

the costs of ap, abandoneg flight, ¢

: : ompensation for trayel
with missed eonn BCions, possib e

Iy evertime for the repl
acement
crew, and loss of customer goodwill.!

These incidents illustrata that workplace confhict can be ey
costly. But as we will learn in this chapter, some forms of can

flict
are also valuable 1o organizat

ions. The challenge is to enable
beneficial conflict and suppress dysfunctional conflict. We begin

this chapter by defining conflict and discussing the age-id
question: Is conflict good or bad? Next, we look &t the conflict
process and examine in detail the main factors that cause or
amplify conflict. The five styles of handiing conflict are then
described, including the contingencies of conflict handiing as
well as gender and cross-cultural differences. This is followed
by discussion of the most important structural approaches 1o
conflict resolution. Next, we look at the role of managers amd
others in third-party conflict resolution. The final section of this
chapter reviews key issues in negotiating conflict resolution.

riy obstructs anather's goals
p-:m}-'a- perception that the
aflict is ultimately based ob
y believes that another
r the othet

? [t may occur when one pa

party.” : :
in some way. or just from one
other party 18 gaing to do s0. Co 3
perceplions: it exists whenever one b
might obstruct 15 efforts, regardless
party actually intends fo do so.

?
1s Conflict Good of Bad

One of the u!dcs:t
whether conflict 15 g

dysfunctional:’
tjonal theorists PER o
v ok W
organizations H
Mayo. Whe 0!
school  convineed
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What are the benefits of conflict? As
ated, conflict energizes péo

freqgue il

Dewey st

0=

rll"::l;llu.n in Germany
1 .‘.Ir.. conflict Wis |_'|1.:|n.|,j;|1||-|:; ee |
Jr:l....m ,r'.\ jf.g_ out of sh pl 5 11S at ple to debate 1550€5 and evaluate alte.
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roways. 118 often n(jﬁng ond ooil'ﬂl\?ﬂlg ; and test each other's way of thinkig
o betler understand the underlyinz

tional 18 olhe
b consumes permna!
issues that need 10 be addressed. Ths §

stressful, whic

energy and distracts employees fﬁ:fm _ John Dewey,

::f:::ﬂl::i:::;::?:;hﬂ:t:u:; educational philosopher/psY ologist discussion and debate Lests the hogx

aver and lower customer service. of arguments and encourages panir

People who experience conflict also pants Lo ree ywamine their basic assung
{ions about the problem and its pnssible colution. It prevets

sharing and other forms of

with less communi- king inferior decisions

tend to reduce their information
sound and creative

coordination with each other. Tronically,
cation, the feuding parties ar¢ more likely to escalate their

individuals and teams from ma
potentially helps them develop more

|
| disagreement because each side relies increasingly on solutions.'?
A second -pmcntiul benefit &
ences of Workplace Conflict that moderate levels of conflict P
vent organizations from becomie
- Positive Consequences nonresponsive to. their eaE®™
F Bml.da.r:isi;ﬁ ﬁmkinq '_’“"’:'mﬂmcnl, Di{[emnccls cniezpm‘
| 'i', TUmover — Tests logic of arguments l::;n Em::oumgle c:mpl-:nyev.::; 1;'5 G
| B8 oot tormation sha — Questions assumpti : active thm'ﬁmg, an .1 507
¥ Sl * More : P involves ongoing quct'-ll.ﬂmﬂi-l
L » Increased organizationalpoltics . hm;::m‘“fmnuing environment vigilance about how the mﬂ%f:‘ﬁ
 » Wasted resources theteam a mmumf‘mﬂlcnnﬂim between tion can be more closel} alg
w wﬂw AR e 4 ﬂp‘pﬁ‘ngmﬂ whh its CU‘SH.‘II'I‘IE'I'S. supph,gﬁ.
Bmong team members) other stakeholders."” A thi
iy ',_, L ' of conflict occurs when peam i
=R e LN T S —————— . bers have a di.Spl-“ﬂ of I:Of“. [.‘ﬁ
u.‘: - with external sources: i
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challeng that F*“L"“”'-“}' increases cohesion within the team
fsee Chapte! more motivated 1o work together
when faced ¥ ith &

ple outside the team.

7). People ar<
n external threat, such as conflict wilh peo-

View: Task and
Relationship Conflict

The Emerging

The “optimal conflict” pcrﬁp::cﬁve remains pOP
thought is that there are two Lypes of con-
equences-: task conflict and relationship
alled constructive conflict)
discussion around the issue

emerging school of
flict with opposing cons
conflict.* Task conflict (als0 €
occurs when people focus their
(ie., the “task”) while showing respect 10
_poims of view. This Lype i

itations of different positions 50

can be clarified, redesign

By keeping the debate focuse :
ree mj.:Ltln:::hu:irdu:::;Ef:::k-i l:jn the issuc, participants calmly
emotions triggered by thei : : oo without having bostie
Research indicate h T'. T. ..Tlte_h-u defend their self-concept
S es that task conflict tends 10 produce the bene-
“l-'lﬂ? ouicomes described earlier. particularty better decision
|_n:1k1ng.“ At the samé timme, there is likely an ;.up[x-.- (it b the
intensity of any disagreement, above which it would be diffi-
cult to remain constructive.”

In contrast (o 14 L conflict, r
interpersonal differences betwee or ax
The p'.!rl'!ci- refer Lo "'pE'MI‘I:jliJ} clashes” and oher interpe”
sonal incompatibilities cather than legitimate differences &

ding tasks of Jdecisions. Rfl.l.m’im'li' <
q._w“imj » oor CritIGUINE
: ¢ such, 1t atrempts 10F

yong the adversanes

op




conflict because the adversaries become less motivated W com- |
municate and share information, making it more difficult for
them to discover common ground and ultimately resolve the |
conflict. Instead, they rely more on

distorted perceptions and stereotypes, [

l[e“'lgEI'I-EE : 'Jh.!i!',' arg
ﬂ1|_ur'|ﬂ| i g i
st :;:T':u (o regulate their €1 ons Guing I
better = which reduces the nax - ShcAving
debate: Wi grpersonal ho< 7. They ay
ET‘:wuzllna jikely to view @ COWO SMationy
eds < valuablé information Ut that pe.
'ea?tlige s and expectations. { " than as,
son's
personal attack
i coaflict is sug
. m. Relationship ! P
Cohesive &3 s Within 3

n the conflict o¢

. biy cohesive team-: The longer people work
L gt to know gach other, and develg
tIJE1|'Mhlmil;:;];t the more latitude they give to each
s hl.‘.lllu"l' EITIHIiGI'IS without being personaly
el ht explain why task confiictis

offended. This mid
more effective in top ma nagement teams thania

eams of more junior staff?' Strong cohesion
also allows each person to know al:lnui.and :
iors and emotions of his &

anticipate the behav m
her teammates. Another benefit is that cohesion
ntity with the

produces a stronger social i:ie_
group, S0 team members are motivated to &vod
escalating relationship canflict during othenwis:

emotionally turbulent discussions. i part

pressed whe

which tend 1o reinforce their percep-
tions of threat.

Separating Task from Relation-
ship Conflict If there are two types
of conflict. then the obvious advice
is to encourage task conflict and
minimize relationship conflict. This
recommendation sounds good in

theory, but separating these two
types of conflict isn't easy in prac-
tice, Research indicates that we experience some degree of
relationship conflict whenever we are engaged in consir 1‘-:.:
debate.'® No marter how diplomatically someone qu:siinn: 25
ideas and actions, he or she potentially threatens gur 5:;;-1-
.L'-un':epl iparticularly our sense of competence) and our ﬁhl'-
image, which triggers our drive to defend, The stron er u-l:;
level of debate and the more the issue is tied 1o our sellg'-\-ic
the more likely that task conflict will evolve into (or mix Wil:.
relationship conflict. Fortunately, three strategies or cnndiliun}
potentially minimize the level of relationship conflicy duri ?
task conflict episodes." .

* Emotional intefligence and emotional stabitity. Relationship conflict
is less likely to occur, or is less likely to escalate, when team mam-
bers have high levels of emotional intelligence and its associateq
personality characteristic: emotional stability.® Employeas with
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Most of us experience
some degree of
relationship conflict

during and after any
constructive debate.

S —

» Supportive team norms. Various team norms can hold relationship one
conflict at bay during task-focused debate. When team norms e own
courage openness, for instance, team members leam 1o apprecig® |8 emo

honest dialogue without personally resc and
ing to any emational display during te beh;
disagreements.” Other norms might &% sode
courage team members from displ2/™ aggr
negative emotions toward coworte® con{
Team norms also encourage tactics i
diffuse relationship conflict when it ) .
appears. For instance, research has founé i
that teams with low relationship ¢ it
use humor to maintain positive 9% beh;
emations, which offsets negative feel” Nses
team members might develop tows leng

some coworkers during debate-
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_Mid-20th-century American proverb
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The conflict avoidance style is often ineffective because it | have perfectly opposing interests, yet the compromise “‘F‘F 1
doesn’t resolve the conflict and may increase the other party’s assumes this win=lose orentation. Therefore, enteri
frustration. However, avoiding may be the best strategy where ‘ flict with the compromising style may cause the pag;.

=

conflict has become emotionally charged or where conflict reso-

ng x

averlook better solutions because they have not attempss
phad

lution would cost more than its benefits.* The forcing style is | chare enough information and creatively look for wig.

usually inappropriate because it frequently generates relationship alternatives.

conflict more quickly or intensely than other conflict-handling |

are correct (e.g.. the other party’s position is unethical or based

styles, However, forcing may be necessary when you know you ‘ Cultural and Gender Differences in

on obviously flawed logic). the dispute requires a quick solution,

Conflict-Handling Styles

or the other party would take advantage of a more cooperative Cultural differences are more than just a source of confl;
conflict-handling style. They also influence the preferred conflict-handling styk
The vielding style may be appropriate when the other party Some research suggests that people from high collectivia

has substantially more power, the issue is not as important to |  cultures—where group goals are valued more than indivii

Steering Clear
of Workplace Conflict®

af 1,554 Australian employees polied say they
8 2 ﬂfn fait uncomfortable approaching human resource

staff about a workplace conflict.

iy A I
WO AT 4

ployees polled say they have gone

= 6 7 % outof their way to avoid a colleague

46.: — . ey because of a disagreement at work.
_fn af 1. 554 Australtan T
T

prployees polied say they would rather
seek a new job than deal witha
workplace conflict. __

S of 5,000 American and

\ European employees polled
1 4% say they have missed a day

of work to avoid a

workplace conflict.
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d cont®
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previously described as ways to improve self-awareness, the
are equally valuable to improve other-awareness e
In the Johari Window process, i'l'ld'!\.'idlliﬂ!-.il'.:rlﬁ(.‘h]'ic more
about themselves so others have a better undemu-ndin. 1 of t'rrsL'
underlying causes of their behavior. A variation u’:'E Juhu:i

Applying the Johari Window 1o
Minimize Intergenerational
Conflict

L'Oréal Canada’s award-winning workshop, called Valorizing
Intergenerational Differences, minimizes intergenerational con-
flict by helping employees understand coworkers across gener-
ational cohorts. One part of the workshop applies Johari Window
principles to improve mutual understanding. Participants are
grouped into eneratiunai cohorts, and each cohort answers
guestions from the others about what is important 10 them [such
as security, performance. and collaboration). “The Valorizing
lnﬁrqenaratinnal Differences training really helped me urlder;
stand where people from each generation are coming imm,“
says Ashley Bancroft, 8 LOréal Canada key account manager.

_—

e learn” SESSIONS, where gy
s . oecurs in “lunch an : Uploy
Window l‘lll.i...l.l.l':.l s .he work and its "-'hi!”cn--l-._
wpt i . -tional £ el
ees in one !1i1lL A Hﬂuhmll-h-'l"f’*] Brookstone Consr
coworkers in other arcas. : i : 7
el . information meetings, which help
tion introduced these 10 s TS g
- cen the field and office staff.
reduce frustrations betwet ; :
ki s v t*nuull"-' improves mutual unde;
Muuml‘lgilﬂ ml::[ili-“‘-"“ FU (&= 1 : “h'u_h e, et
‘ e o N saye al 1
ctanding through the contact h;rpl;:Jt 1€ o T_tx Idat ae
) ot LR accurate erstanding qof
develop a more Fgf;.{m-hl‘n.f..lrl.t an *:.'- somims anding .
others by working closely with them.*® For example, more tha
18,000 employees and managers at the various companies of
System Capital Management recently p:lﬂlt‘_lpuh:d m.:hq s
Make Ukraine Clean” campaign. In addition 10 Tmproving
he environmeni—each persen picked up an average of abou
100 kilograms (220 pounds) of garbage—this volunteerin
improved relations among management and employees at th
Ukraine's leading financial and industrial group.”™
Although communication and mutual understanding c:
work well, there are two important warnings. First, these inte
ventions should be applied only where differentiation is suff
-:u_cntly low or qﬂrrg‘litTcrcnlimiun has been reduced. 1f perceiv
3!_I‘I’1crcnu=m_cn remains high, attempts (o manage conflict throu
-[!:-:: ogue mi ghl escalate rather than reduce relationship confl
reason is that when forced to interact with people who
believe are quite di i pramp
e quite ifferent and in conflict with us, we tend
select information that reinforces that view.® The second wi
ing is that people in collectivist and high power di e s
are less comfortable with the practic U S ncs cl
ice of resolving differen
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.- , superordinate goals
' women Py more attention 1o the 1« goals that the conflicting
b Ges Cunst’:l-ll-“:““}'v women tend 1 '. "-I'--1'un;1'| vision that unifies paru_&nalua S Vet
!‘. cionally pmhlem-ml?'m:; style in -*.':~'-'I-'_~ and 11.'.:.'1\:» them less ?;:::'1':&::“—"““““
;b willing t©@ cmnpr?:u:e to protect the @ _ r“'Hu :5‘;1?!!_‘_“ ith their subordi- i nania:i ind sffort o
\ Jlso slightly more ltkety 1o use the ave g s 20a), GR TRREIIoE :
% T:t-: e compelitive and take a shor-icrm o ST Suppose that marketing staff
ﬁlﬂﬁﬂ'ﬂbhlp ll'l low i!l."l"ﬁ!:ﬁ\'.l.\'u!'['l cultures, men |,_ |:_ .. |I‘|:\..--;:\. “1:::“1“:“ e 1.1':“ '|"II|.1\.:|-I.IC1. released qui-::!a;'l.} whereas ".ng“i'.
% T an wamea to use the forcing approach to conflict aped | e oyl a3 uew featies. Lesiets £
ihi. We musl he caulious ghout these observations, howey wie potentiach FEcHon SR 1llturu_!tqu1mcntaI conflict by reminding
hecause women and men differ only to a small degree s h-ul:h groups of the company § MisSiON 10 SETVE CUSIOMETS. or by
Py conflict-han dling styles. ; small degree on pre- |  pointing out that competitors currently threaten the company’s
2 leadership in the industry- By increasing commitment 10 com-
panywide goals (customer focus, competitiveness), engineering
and marketing employees pay ess attention to their competing
departmental-level goals, which reduces their perceived con-
flict with cach other. Superordinate goals also potentially
reduce the problem of differentiation because they establish
feclings of a chared social identily {work for the same
iy, company).™*

=| STRUCTURAL
APPROACHES TO

sin CONFLICT
MANAGEMENT

Reducing Differentiation

Di[l’-:tculinliun—dil’ferenuex regarding training. values.
beliefs, and experiences __was identified earlier as one of the
main sources of workplace conflict. Therefore. reducing dif-
ferentiation is & logical uppmnc‘n to reducing dy-sfuncl.iannl
conflict. As people develop common experiences and beliefs,

[ confis Conflict-handling siyles describe how we approach the other they become more motivated 1o coordinate activities and
g sty party in & conflict situation. But conflict management also resolve their disputes through constructive discussion.*® One
[jectiviss involves altering the underlying structural causes of poten- way 1o reduce differentiation is 10 rotate key staff 1o different
{ndivide tial conflict. The main structural approaches paralle] the sources departments OF ¢ gions throughout their career. This carect
jin hare of conflict discussed earlier. These development process develops com-
P structural approaches include empha- mon eXperiences ground the enuire
cml:'# sizing superordinate goals. reducing company rather than within different
W differentiation. improving communi- One of the oldest :r;?:;ij:f_::hlt: :;3; '::-:: ;;i:::c ;hngrm
S“""' 1 i 1 : 15 10 =
1l solvit ::;t“iﬂd‘;ﬁiﬁ::‘::‘%“?;ﬁ:ﬁi rECDHﬂ-I‘LEHddUDnE for different parts of the organization
su-n“" resources, and clarifying rules and resolving conflict 1s to work together on important {and

- S hopefully successful) projects. These
focus attenton on wjam‘-‘fbemm B e i
cominon SLIIZ}EIDIC]a'II'lﬂte for otherwise diverse employes
groups. A {hird strategy is 10 build
and maintain a Srong organizationd
culture. Employees have shared val
ues and assumptions in a compan
with a strong culture, and Chapter 13 describes specific acti
ities to support strong culture.

Improving Communication
and Mutual Unders'(cumding

4



» Compromising. Compromising

which your losses are offset h:‘:zt;::ylﬂurmg for a position in
matchi ually valued gains. It ;

hing the other party's concessions, making Eu:w“:m::n;%lm

prom-

ises or threats, and actively searchi
- ’ ching f i
the interests of the two parties. g for a middie ground between

Choosing the Best
Conflict-Handling Style
Chances are that you prefer one or two conflict-handling styles
mm? than the others. You might typically engage in avoiding
or yielding because disagreement makes you feel uncomfort-

able and is contrary to your self-view as someone who likes to
get along with everyone. Or perhaps you prefer the compromis-

for achievement and to control your
environment. People usually gravitate
toward one or tWo conflict-handling
styles that match their personality.
personal and cultural values, and past
experience.*” However, the best style
depends on the situation, s0 W€ need

‘10 understand and develop the capac-
ity 10 use any of the five styles for the

ies, as well as problems
each conflict-handling
\ ! handlin

ing and forcing strategies because they reflect your strong need

Twhnrhmm
style, s e beliek than egndlucring
| T Possible. Why?  Pries wil hrﬂan;*q‘
il - : By
| Proach calls for thalogue bene‘;-a‘.mmwm;m:

and clever think:
I e ;: er thinking, both of disagrenmany
| y ; 1P[fbc'p;mle\mﬂ,m a win i
| Win-win solution. In addition, 05 orientatian

he belet that coefis
t i ’ g' J"a'l 'h’:rlu-'.
| hc_pmhhm-mh ng style tends  partiesare ﬂrrm1:::
to improve long-term relation- @ foced pie, 50 the more

ships, reduce stress, and mini- 9N panty recenes, the
mize emotional defensivencss /55 e other partywil
and other indications of relation- "
ship conflict®

However, problem solving assumes there are opporiusitic
for mutual gains, such as when the conflict is complex with
multiple elements. If the conflict is simple and perfectly
opposing (each parny wants moré of
a single fixed pic), then this style
will waste time and increase frustra-
tion, The problem-solving approach

s amd PeQEITes A




S i g
Whep, -

e Iiu“t’ﬂ E“"H

”"i“"-l'li “n‘ ay 4
Crp i,

W ]ILLIr Idl‘-hr
¢
Ak rs "-’n;_ ? qg
ed \il:;-“ Lt’trg._
M w 4
I © saj id g "“‘.
We saig b]‘,
s 1]
undqu
Panies, 2 'illc.g

cpendence,
that its j I, 2
nother pany q‘[
h employees n.“l'
v perform ihr.ir].;-;
Thout rlelemm
vy others only u}rr_

| evel _nl' interdepes.
west risk of conflig
ng with others in g
dependence relation
¢l interdependenc
¢ individuals operae
ly excepl for reliame
[ resource of author:
ential for conflict 1
*qumtml interdepen:
relationships: such &
III'IL- ThL h'lgl'l-[','\[ risk
ands 10 occur in recip
epe ndbﬂcf situation
ocal interd P‘E ]
have hig [I-'lﬁt
on each Ot
urality- OO0 e
’.l jnLer ':PL" a-'.:'nd
ave the strong® ink
f mtl.’-f[‘r' k
dldll- risk
,(_ht.l' 5

je 5AM° I,,_‘q,wllf"’hl

exist, on the other h
il EInplor

plivyees know wh
whai

each other and b
il nave agreed 1o abide by 1 0 Epect o
WISE Tule

F a

gmmunication Pr D'D’au*qc,
SIS

Conflict often occurs doue 10 the Yack of ooy
valion W0 communicate ':I'h.""-\._:h.} li'i'!lll'll'.':- ahiliy
; 1ses. First, when two panics 'J hLII”- oo, eact
Wncale, I|-|-\_-} tend 1o f-.":‘.\. |1--_.|.\:-.,|_ '. .l'-| I Wk
|-:-I|.I.|l'||_-'i lll.llj.? in the conflict "_I.:II"I::-I.'-:'::-I % g
i -_- |:,I.Il--.lll_-_lll"‘-‘I subjective Uhal emonions car .|. :
L : ming of an opponent’s action fe
perceptions of clions, thereby

. conflick. Second, wome people | )
iy skills 10 communicate in 4 diplomal s
oS vplomiatic, nonoon-

one pa i
pany ComMmunicales s dy
i | e
Y. ||"'|.!'||:'|l."il.'|x anc v

5 more likely 10 he
et onflict. This may lead oppor :
a i e

ird p oblem is that I'I.lll.n'| ikl

p conflict s uncombon-
mle are less motivated W CoMmmMUEmcale wi ith others

yreemienl. Unfortanately, less commumeaton can [us-
calate the conflict because € ach side has less accurale
rmation aboul the other side’s intentions. To Till |.'1u
.sing pleces, they rely on distoried wmages and sterentypes of
the other pariy- Percepions arc furihet distoeted because peopht

i conflict STuations tend 1o engage i MoTe differeniation
ith those who are different feom them isee Chapter 3). This
differentiation creakes 4 more positive seif-concept apd & miee
negative image of the opponent. We begin 0 see compelion
less favorably 0 uu'r self-concept PEmans positive dunng these
conflict episodes.”

Most labor crikes, for |I

1o fulfill their guu!»

T I:'-'-d lh:.!i fﬂ.’-‘ﬂ'ﬂ! e
lnﬂﬂﬁcf. E‘K.'Lul hyn U5E ‘.1“‘-[': :"Ln 1 enouE n EH'LM‘I\,'M'I J“d ':.“-hL Il
s | =] 10: enml Yy 5 ar LN 1 W 10 L|.'|.Lh H.-L'u-i'“n
> 1 ,.'"E'- i d comg I-'uu'n o ners
s Ces p o |II

4 as higher pa¥ {employe

highet investment refurns {stm:khuidur\! Budgel d.,hhur.m.m-? \

T organizations also Proct pouflies bR m}frlu,d;:zrt 'l \NTERPERSON
NFLICI-

enough funds 10 satisfy the goals of ¢ ach work unit

eives, the fewer resources other groups
urces one grod receives, the few
e e g aren 'lpcﬂu.uh Oppos-

will receive. Fununat»ly. {hese interest A Es
ing in compleX “'"E'mi‘“"”“‘; but limited resources A% e typical’ \ STY L o 10 confliEt P° Gons 3
g flict 1e : i Sme
a major source » of friction. The si% M"‘l“‘_“'“; L':n Lu - motivate ptﬂl’" L “T@M o
i motions Wh N rollett mq vears 30 2
Ambiguous Rules | vyt ot e 8 s
Ambiguous rules—or the complete fack of rules— preed L;mﬂ1:1 c flict can ﬁcﬂh‘d\_ o and eI mﬂﬂﬂ::'ua; 2
; 10 ; {0 per v pligid e
creases ! the risk 0¥ respord y's ONE |
This occurs because umer:u;“}' 1‘:' Coarty's & Ambiguity chi 1'. fing SiratcE he e T,-,:fw
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encourages political tacti e favor : E wibit sﬂ":‘i""ﬂ_ Gruatioh I L
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the unstated n1¢15{|h Al laims, Probi
4 gs asking "W hy") and itently l_".mm%t.qu':m“m {such
- sions for both parties. Nonverbal co "1'-"ll|1i..;-:-:-lw“l better 5o,
he vey i;mpnnn.nl informatis bout the ulh.;; ]‘.ul::: "i:lh also cop.
i Negotiating 1n leams can also aid the |i1l'ur|1mti:1|1 Er-L:I Pt
o cess because some team members will hear il1l:r“1f"'!“8 Pro-
he others have 1 gnored. Wation thy
b iscover Priorities through Off
led E‘.’m‘m types of offers and l._‘n:llg_*mi.lmf ri:i z:c:::::‘f—ﬂﬁiuns
Ay creating value. The key objective is to di\t;lnuwr-.:,-::hg-.':' "
% he which issues are more and less important to each side Hu-.:l-tml
s that you have been asked to “second” (temporarily lmﬂ!}“:
v some of your best staff to projects in another :!lviﬂinru. wh&r:-nl.
Con- you need these people on-site for other assignments and m
Con. coach junior staff. Through problem-solving negotiation, you
ey discover that the other div ision doesn’t need those staff at their
® Just ite: rather. the division head mainly needs some guarantee that
E Sin- these people will be available. The result is that your division
* the keeps the staff (important 10 you) while the other division has
some guarantee these people will be available at specific times
fior their projects (important to them).
One way to figure out the relative importance of the issues
1o each party is to make multi-issue offers rather than discuss
wvolve one issue at a time.® You might offer a client a specific
eating price, delivery date, and guarantee period, for example. The
es for other party’s counteroffer to multiple items signals which are
ly the more and which are less important to them. Your subsequent
maion concessions similarly signal how important each issue is to
, alsod your group.
}E;i Build the Relationship Trust is critical for the problem-
' Lilled solving style of conflict handling as well as in the value cre-
S o ation objective of negotiations.® How do you build trust in
al ng negotiations? One approach is to discover common back-
maﬂm grounds and interests, such as places you have lived. favorite
et Sﬁ hobbies and sports teams, and so forth. If there are substantial
-"‘mb_aﬁ ﬁﬁfmnﬂﬁ between the parties (age, gender, etc.), consider
al # having team members who more closely match the back-
efits ﬁ‘h of the other party. First impressions are also imporiant.
Il from earlier chapters in this book that people attach
.. e Smotions to incoming stimuli in a fraction of a second. There-
on® g fore, you need to be sensiti rerbal ar-
oatio® ance, and initial itive to your nonverbal cues, appe
od ¥ Rl al statements,

Heﬁmﬂi ﬂﬂ: that we are trustworthy also helps strengthen the
ol able, wil We can do this by demonstrating that we are reli-
’&M ‘Nithmm:pw promises, and have shared goals and values
tj‘ gt “‘ "!uw party. Trustworthiness also increases by develop-
s O o is understanding of the negotiati includin

g5e % BOMNS. and exmectar: negotiation process. IN¢ g
cdrﬂ‘e . "elationship hm‘mms about speed and timing.® Finally.

" mcf]!’ﬂ "0cludes S d‘“mﬂ?d-? emotional intelligence.”” This
5P el gt o .01 you display o the other party.

h'ﬂmm;, Emotj an image of superiority, aggressiveness, or
intelligence also involves managing the
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h

resource ;
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i] . . . E
NEgONANONS as easily when the o :‘glll.l. 'y waly
o ek, but s i usually & minor is T coum on your
RO T

strategic benefits of home rf, many neso Comsidering the
tral territory, Phone calls, v ld':ix;nuf.:r,;:l LIOTS 3gTee 1o ney.
.= BS, 3
forms of information technology pote t'; » enal, and other
; o i : By potentially aveid termiingal
issues, but skilled negotiators usually prefer the media 1 o
ness of face-to-face meetings, Frank Lowy ':uiw;m?: '[
. ; i i b1 Ll
retail property giant Westfield Group, says that telephones are
too cold” for negotiating. “From a voice | doa't get all the
cues | m.u! 1 go by touch and feel and | need 10 see the otber
person,”™

Ph\rsicai E-et‘ting The th sical distance between e partics
and formality of the setting can influence their orientation
toward each other and the disputed issues. So can the sealing
arrangements. People who sit face-to-face are more likely to
develop a win-lose orientation toward the conflict situation. In
contrasl, some negotiation groups deliberately intersperse par-
ticipants around the table to convey @ win-win orienation.
Others arrange the seating so thal both parties face a white:
hoard, reflecting the notion that both partes face the samé
problem or issue.

Audience Characternstics Most negotiators h.i'-ei.n.zn.lz e
anyone with a vested interest in the ncgmm‘ll.u:l mn: o
as execulives, other team members, o {hl. uimcwhxnﬂ
Negotiators tend Lo act differently when tt_mT :]:!l R
the negotiation or has detailed infﬂnm:::z o heead
o+ oriane in which the audt 5 ol ?
pared to situations in which the s e et %
::sﬂll'i 91 When the audience has direct -*“M‘E“"I Gl
moa;din s, negotialors tend to be moTe compe e e
S H . N \1‘ - -
s 10 nuffe concessions, and MOre |1“::'!T Lﬂ-itn o shows
ing to m; 5 ekl et
tactics against the other party- This ﬁﬂﬂning o thci 10
the audience that the negotiator 15 '-j-::U _
With their audience walching, negot

est in saving face.
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Know Your BATNA To determine whether the
opponent’s offers are favorable, negotiators need 1o
understand what outcome they might achieve
through some other means (such as negotiating
with someone ¢lse). This comparison is called
the best alternative to a negotiated agree-
ment (BATNA). BATNA estimates your
power in the negotiation because it repre-
sents the estimated cost of walking away
from the relationship. If others are willing
1o negotiate with you for the product or ser-
vice you need, then you have a high
BATNA and considerable power in the
negotiation because it would not cost
you much to walk away from the cur-
;cnt negotiation, A& common problem in
negotiations, however, is that people
tend to overestimate their BATNA: they
wrongly believe there are plenty of other
ways 1o achieve their objective rather than
through this negotiation.

Manage Time Negotiators make more con-
cessions as the deadline gets closer.™ This can
be a liahility if you are under time pressure,
or it can be an advantage if the other
party alone is under lime pressure.
Negotiators with more power in the
relationship sometimes apply time pres-
sure through an “exploding offer” whereby
they give their opponent a very short time to accept their
offer.”™ These time-limited offers are frequently found in con-
sumer sales (“on sale today only!”) and in some job offers,
They produce time pressure, which can motivate the other
party to accept the offer and forfeit the opportunity to explore
their BATNA. Another time factor is that the more time
someone has invested in the negotiation, the more committed
they become to ensuring an agreement is reached. This
commitment increases the tendency to make
u_nv:'m"ramed concessions so that the nego-
tiations do nod fail,

Manage First Offers and Con-
cessions Negotiators who make
the first offer have the advantage
of creating a position around
which subsequent negotiations
are anchored. As we explained in
Clm 6. people tend 10 adjusi
their expectations around the
inibal point, so if your firg
Offer is high, opponents mi

;:;ﬂ more quickly towarg

': HW& | Teamp

bargaining zone.” 1t may even cause opponenys o},
their resistance point b
Adfter the first offer, negotialors need to maj, Con
sions.”™ Concessions serve at l"-““?[ three iﬂ'lp{)r[ut
poses: They (1) enable the parties o move OWarg
area of potential agreement, (2) symbolize cach
ty's motivation (o bargain in good faith, o H:'f
the other party of the relative importane ¢ .
negotiating items, However, concessions pegg . .
clearly labeled as such and should be aceomp,..
by an expectation that the othe :..-
will reciprocate. They should g, .
offered in installments EH:*'...-..:
peaple experience more pos;,
emaotions from a few smialler n-:
cessions than from one large ¢,
cession,™ Generally, the besy Srater
is to be moderately tough and gz'-e;_!:
enough concessions o communicas i

cerity and motivation o resolve
l‘ﬂl

1] ?.:

conflic

Strategies for Creating Value
Earlier in this section we pointed out that negotiations invo
more than just claiming value; they also involve cresiy
value—trying 1o obtain the best possible outcomes f
both parties. In other words, negotiators need to apply &
problem-solving approach to conflict handling. Informatse
exchange is a critical feature of creating value, but it is a
potential pitfall. Information is power in negotiations ¥
information sharing gives the other party more pows!
leverage a better deal if the opportunity oceurs.” Skil
negotiators address this dilemma by adopting a caune
problem-solving style at the outset. They begin by b
information slowly and determining whether the other &
will reciprocate. In this way, they try 10 est
trust with the other party. Here are x.'-.-ur;l_“-'.:
that skilled negotiators reap the beneli®

problem solving and value creati

H : + (3l
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larly important 10 tmrk;‘f:t‘ihﬂ.
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Rreducing Interdependence

Conflict occurs where people are dependent
another way 10 reduce dysfunctional confli i P
. : 3 i el 15 1o i ee
tevel of interdependence between the parties "l‘h:mmm i
P e 5. CE Ways
reduce mludependen_m among employees and work uni?-:-m
s, USe inlegrators, and combine jobs e

« Create buffers. Abuffer is any me chanism that loosens th :
petween two of more people or work units. This d';:“”ﬁl‘:“u
reduces the potential for conflict because the buffer 'redunt:'::ps ll.:lﬁe

effect ql one party on the other. Building up inventories between
people in an assembly ling would be a buffer, for axamigle, because

gach employee is less dependent in the short term on the prévious
person along that line.

Lo create buffe

« LUse integrators. |ntegrators are gmployees who coprdinate the
activities of work units toward the completion of a common tash.
For example, an individual might pe responsible for coordinating

the efforts of the research, production. advertising, and marketing
departments in launching a new product liné. \n some Fespects,
integrators are human butfers. they reduce the frequency of direct
interaction ameng work units that have diverse goals and perspec:
fives. Integratars rarely have direct authority over the departments
they integrate, S0 they must rehy on raferent power and persuasion
to manage conflict and accomplish the work.

Combine jobs. Combining jobs is hoth & form of job gnrichment and a
way to reduce task interdependence Consider @ yoaster & ly
inserts the heating glement, another adds

ation o Recall 1t
I all thit people |
AR . ple i R
1 € confhict-handling -u:ﬂ:: | & hgh““g N
B 5L s

third-party conflict
1 bl “
ahoratory, a sche rvely neutral persen
':"mhh\l:}_-lﬁ_li a schedule might be 1o help confiicting panies
that alfocates the lab resabva their ditferences

::Is._u'lu_w-'elﬂ_-.' 10 each lemm ol cer-
tain times of the day or week

THIRD-PARTY CONFLICT

|

RESOLUTION

M in ks
;11::;:1:“\;: .1;1:::; :u.:;. focused on people directly invalved in
'y y disputes among employees and depart-
ments are resolved with the assistance of @ MANARET- Third-
party conflict resolution is any attempt by a relatively neutral
person 10 help the parties resolve their differences. There arc
tlhn;e:_ I.'E'tui.n third-party dispute resolution activities: arbitration.
inguisition, and mediation. These imerventions can be classi-
fied by their level of control over the process and control OVEr
the decision (se¢ Exhibit 10.5)%

+  Arhitration—Arbitrators have hign control gvet the final dacision,

but low control gver the process. Exgcutives engage i this stranegy
by following previoushy agreed-upen rules of dug process. Vistening
to Arguments from the disputinig pmployees, and making 2 pinding
decision. Arbitrauen is apphed a8 the final s1age @ grievances by
unionized gmphoyees 0 many countries, but it is also hecoming
more comman in nonunion conflicts-

* Inqur’siﬁnn-—'lnquusnnrs comraol all discussion about the conilict
Like arbitratars, thvey have figh dacision control bacause ey deter-
mine how 101 o the conflict However, ey also have high pre”

Cess control pacause ey choose which irigrmation 10 examing

and how 10 axaming it, and they generally decide how th

pesolution process will e handied-

of 14 |‘.‘l."r'1,:|'.'1 i -
i nited States
surveyed -
::imﬁﬁ ‘lmﬂai“r,ulm
ing 8
from ambiguous giscuss™d '\8 XD




Exhibit 10.5 Types of Third-Party Intervention

High
Level of
proacess
control

LW o e e et
Low
E, Level of decision control

+ Mediation—Mediators have high control over the intervention pro-
cess. In fact, their main purpose is to manage the process and con-
1ext of interaction between the disputing parties. However, the
parties make the final decision about how to resolve their differ-
gnces. Thus, mediators have little or no control over the conflict
resolution decision.™

Choosing the Best Third-Party
Intervention Strategy

Tmm leaders. executives, and coworkers regularly intervene
in wnrl:plar.zt disputes, Sometimes they adopt a mediator
role; other limes they serve as arbitrators. Occasionally, they
begin with one approach then switch to another. Hm:-ew:r
research suggests that people in positions of authority (e.g ‘
managers) usually adopt an inguisitional approach whereh;

they dominate the i i
binding decision " ntervention process as well as make a

control over the conflict
and tends 10 resolve disputes efficiently, Je 2 20K, oucome,

is usually . ; However, inquisit;
'm~a¥|I“;Fn.ulfm:ﬂh.:.m,E cttective third-party conflic A
i Ings. One problem is that leaders
ot the proble mmﬁ;l:;d o wllac_l limited informa-
¥ solution 10 the mﬂm decision may produce
ICL, .P..nﬂthtr pﬂ}b]ﬂ"l'l iﬁ 1hﬂ-|.

employees often view inguisy,
pru.:-;:durc\' and outcomes g ..
hecause they have little "'“1“9!.;.-._.
this uppn.r.n:l':. In particular, '-'"fnr*.'
sitional approach potentially '-i:-;-',
<everal practices required to sy,
prm'edumi justice (see Chaper 5,
Which third-party interventi
most ilT‘.lpTle'li.llL' IN OFganizatig
The answer partly depends on the &,
ation, such as the type of disputs &
relationship between the manager
employees, and cultural values s,
power distance.”” Also, any thirdpe
approach has more favorable res
when it applies the procedural jsi:
practices described in Chapter 5" ba
generally speaking. for everyds &
agreements between wo empioe
the mediation approach is usually i
because this gives employees me
responsibility for resolving thew on
disputes. The third-party representative merely establishs ;
appropriate context for conflict resolution. ﬁ]lhﬂl.llgh ok 56
cient as other strategies, mediation potentially offers e t,,h*
level of employee satisfaction with the conflict pm.'hf-_!ﬂ-“‘:
comes.® When employees cannot resolve their differ®®
through mediation, arbitration seems (o work best becase e
determined rules of evidence and other processes create d hl;—. :
sense of procedural faimess.™ Arbitration is also .prefem.wl “;»a}
the organization's goals should take priority over individusl#

High

e |

RESOLVING CONF C!
THROUGH
NEGOTIATION ;

Think back through yesterday’s events- el ut
out an agreement with other students nb-:u- g
to complete for a team project. Chances 2 }.;.n the 1

portation with someone, s0 you had to



g

the ride. Then perh
ner. Each of these
they were resolved
'.\'h:.‘T'I-f""-?‘ WO OF more -
their divergent goals by reds ns of their inter
dence. In other words, peop : when they l:l;::::Lw"-
discussion can produce a muore salisfactory '-I.I:I'.I.Illn"\'l.'l'l "m“:‘:“
feast for them) in their exchange of goods or A =aL A
As you can see, negotiation is mol an obscure praclice

on of who made dip-
rotential conflict, and
MNegotiation occurs

©5 atlempt W resolve

reserved for {abor and management bosses when hammering
out 4 collective agreement. Everyone negotiates, every tlu\%
most of the time. you don’teven realize that you are in |1n.::gnli‘;_|:
tions. Negotiation is particularly evident in the workplace
bhecause employees work interdependently with each other.

They pegotiate with their supervisors OvVer nexl month’s work
assignments. with customers over the sale and delivery sched-
ules of their prnducl, and with coworkers over when to have
junch. And yes. they occasionally npegotiate with each other in

labor disputes and collective agreements.

Bargaining 7one Model of
Negotiations

Onpe way 1o view the negotiation process is that each party
moves along 2 continuum in opposite directions with an arca
of pc-tcnl.ial overlap called the hbargaining =one.’! Exhi.hll_ll'!.ﬁ
displays on¢ possible bargaining zone situation. This 11ln1:-.}r
diagram illustrates 2 purely win-lose situation—one side’s
gain will be the other’s loss. However, & yariation of the b.u
gaining zone model can depict situations in which both ‘.\'mde.x'
potentially gain from the negotiations. AS this model Iﬂ'l!.m-
trates. the parties typically establish three main negotiating
points. The initial effer point is the team’s og:ening of chrllu
the other party. This may be its best expectation or & pie-in-

the-sky starting point. The target point 15 the team’s n:al'nst_ic
goal or expectation for a final agreement. The resistance point
is the point beyond which the team will make no further

CONCEsSSIONS.

Your resistance
poit

a%ﬁng Zone Model of Negotiations
v

~ The parties peg: " 0tiang,

Ty begin g Proag, e

N h} deserib: L L T "M"!r‘b.‘

alta 7 V-rll'\l.ng their inis; mﬁ‘tml hﬂw

EF poiny for each | IMiktha} Hﬂmm‘ T By,

the agenda, | lem o i 1y g,
Ay « I Most coge ""'lﬂl'q,h.'

participants know es, the mmlw““

only a starting poi :Mhlh“ i% lmmﬂwhmm::ﬂ\ Ty
e nt 1 I

change as b al will
Mange as both sides of

tons, neither the :'-JILIM gex SOncessiong, |

the other F'I-I'h‘l. I';TB“' nor the “:““"ﬂm... 1‘::'“'“ Lot giig
T da? Patly. rowever, pe PRI i ey
side’s resistance « People wry 1o % revealed 1

A £ ey
dl:lﬂr i Poung b‘.'\.ﬂLI\E this k o the othey
mine how much they can aote o E0ge hel
Tegtiiatats ¥ Lan gam withagy h:m‘irar:nmm
r : . 2 of
The bargaining zone midel 1
against each o b
4 ach other 10 reach their targer point. €
ERlat e Wiy s et bockins S OIMpettion does
il e e Soiie b .l 05 Y 10 claim value,
the hallmark of successful negotiati spitnii ol
petition and cooperation. N 0 1% a combination of com-
u cooperation. Megotistors also need 1o
“I -, ‘ {e b}
il '|. each other 1o create value, that is, 1o discover “T.[:!-HI.'
achieve mutually satisfactory outcomes for both mn"“"“
4 y sa , : hes
Cooperation maintains a degree of rust necessary 1o shar
. peC] 1 ; =
mET;“u",.m._T.t‘ some degree, it may also improve concesshons
S0 egol E ! i .
5o the mt._ntmhtm*- are resolved more quickly and with greater
mutual gains.

the mn:lL"\ Compete

Strategies for Claiming Value

Claiming value involves trying to oblain the best possible out-
comes for yourself and your constituents. A purely competitive
approach, in which you forcefully influence the other party and
asserl your power (such as threatening 10 walk away from the
negotiation). 1y pically leads to failure because il generalés neg:
ative emotions and undermines trust. Even so, some degres of
value claiming is necessary 1o achieve a favorable oulcomE.
Here are four skills w0 effectively claim value in negolANons.

Prepare and Set Goals People ncg'_mim..- moe m..«_c?xiun;_;
when they carefully think through their three key positions :

' the bargaining Zone mmh'l {initial.
arget, and f'éhiﬂ;,lnﬂt'ﬁ,l.'ﬂ['l.:mk‘f alier-
pative sirategies W0 a:..:hl.m'c l.hq:m:
objectives. and st thef HI['IL].CI!I'J"IFI%
qssumptions about the m:uaun;.h
Equally jmportant. they nee “:
n:v.:an;h what the othet party Wailts

: Tati =¥ou pave 10



