4 |nvent OptioNs for
Mutual Gain

The case of Israel and Egypt negotiating over who should keep
how much of the Sinai Peninsula illustrates both a major prob-
lem in negotiation and a key opportunity.

The problem is a common one. There seems to be no way to
split the pie that leaves both parties satisfied. Often you are ne-
gotiating along a single dimension, such as the amount of terri-
tory, the price of a car, the length of a lease on an apartment, or

the size of a commission on a sale. At other times you face what
appears to be an either/or choice that is either markedly favor:
able to you or to the other side. In a divorce settlement, who gets
the huuse? Who gets custody of the children? You may see the
choice as one between winning and losing—and neither side will

a;gree to lose. Even if you do win and get the car for $15,000, the
ease

e for five years, or the house and kids you have a sinking
feelin !

g th.at they will not let you forget it. Whatever the situatio
your choices seem limited.

"The Sinai example also makes clear the opportunity. A €€

bptmn like a demilitarized Sinai can often make the differ

W
k‘ and agreement. One lawyer We '“_‘Dns
advantageoys dlf'e‘:tl}’ to his ability to invent solut10
the pie before ::l{:vl:gt h his client and the other side. He exP3"
Ing it. Ski i : . '« one 0
useful assets g pegqr: Il at inventing options is
Yet all too n
'Uftﬂn ne . i 'ﬂl ﬂh'
dren who quarreleq Botiators end up like the proverb!

]
{0
" OVer an orange, After they finally aﬁ‘fed

;
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jivide the orange in half, the first child took one half, ate th
iv nd threw away the peel, while the other threw il tht
fru?han { used the peel from the second half in baking a cake AE
ﬁ'mtgftﬂn negotiators “leave money on the table” —they fai] i
each agreement when they might have, or the agreement they
do reach could have been better for each side. Too many nego-
iations end up with half an orange for each side instead of the
hole fruit for one and the whole peel for the other. Why?

to0

DIAGNOSIS
As valuable as it is to have many options, people involved in a
negotiation rarely sense a need for them. In a dispute, people usu-
ally believe that they know the right answer — their view should
prevail. In a contract negotiation they are equally likely to be-
lieve that their offer is reasonable and should be adopted, per-
haps with some adjustment in the price. All available answers
appear to lie along a straight line between their position ai?d
yours. Often the only creative thinking shown 1s to suggest split-
ting the difference. |

In most negotiations there are four major obstacles that n-
hihit the inventing of an abundance of options: (1) premature
ludgment; (2) searching for the single answer; (3) the assumption
*f a fixed pie; and (4) thinking that “solving their problem 1s
their problem.” To overcome these constraints, you need to un-
derstand then.

P

n?:}’:;llng options does not come naturally. N GI,;

egotj State of affairs, even when you are ot i

wurldﬂtlnn. If you were asked to name tht‘:‘ one p ieeesa
. 1ost deserving of the Nobel Peace Prize, any an

1 reser-
vafgi{;.t *lart to propose would immediately E“cﬂufﬂ;;z;n was
s and ¢ b that that
ou u be surc
th bts. How could yo 20 bls nk, or you

¢
Most dESEnring? Your mind might well

nventing 18 the
ide a seressful
rson in the
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might throw out a few answers that :fn;id f;ﬂecthcunventinnal
thinking: “Well, maybe the PPPE’ or the Tresic .

Nothing is so harmful to inventing as a critical sense Waitin,
to pounce on the drawbacks of any new idea. Judgment hinde,
imagination. _ -

Under the pressure of a forthcoming negotiation, your Criticy)
sense 1S likel}' to be sharper. Practical negotiation appears to ca|
for practical thinking, not wild ideas.

Your creativity may be even more stifled by the presence o
those on the other side. Suppose you are negotiating with yoy,
boss over your salary for the coming year. You have asked for,
$4,000 raise; your boss has offered you $1,500, a figure that you
have indicated is unsatisfactory. In a tense situation like this yoy
are not likely to start inventing imaginative solutions. You may
fear that if you suggest some bright half-baked idea like taking
half the increase in a raise and half in additional benefits, you
might look foolish. Your boss might say, “Be serious. You know
better than that. It would upset company policy. I am surprised
that you even suggested it.” If on the spur of the moment you
invent a possible option of spreading out the raise over time, your
boss may take it as an offer: “I'm prepared to start negotiating
on that basis.” Since whatever you say may be taken as a com-
mitment, you will think twice before saying anything.

You may also fear that by inventing options you will disclose
some piece of information that will jeopardize your bargaining
Eulmgm- It you should suggest, for example, that the compa®y

© b fnance the house you are about to buy, your boss may "

clude tﬁhat‘ you intend to stay and that you will in the end accep
any raise in salary the boss decides to offer.
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«We’re having a hard enough time 5o, b1

oduct of negotiation is a single decisjon, Sy femce the eng
foating discussion will only delay ang confuse the ;rr that free.
OCess,

If the first ImP ediment to creative thinking is prem, +
cism, the second is premature closure, By looking fmma:}.:m criti.
tor the single best answer, you are likely to Sh”ft-circui._-i Outset
decision-making process in which you select from 4 o Hu:lir
of possible answers. r

(0 [hiﬂ.k:
last thlng

The assumption of a fixed pie

A third explanation for why there may be so few good options on
the table is that each side sees the situation as essentially either/
or—either I get what is in dispute or you do. A negotiation often
appears to be a “fixed-sum” game; $100 more for you on the
price of a car means $100 less for me. Why bother to invent if all
the options are obvious and I can satisfy you only at my own

expense?

Thinking that “solving their problem is their problem

A . lias in each side’s
A final obstacle to inventing realistic options lies in e::cas ®
cun..-;ﬂm with only its own immediate interests. For }rc;f-intﬂﬂ‘!
Botiator to reach an agreement that meets your oWn s¢

th'c Sflf'
YOu need o develop a solution that also 3PPEH'IS ide of an

;::E;Eﬂ of the other. Yet emotional imfﬂl""-'m:hmﬂnt nec ,
thi kmakes it difficult to achieve the deta both sides: “We've
gn:} Up wise ways of meeting the interests O l

E:"“ugh problems of our own; th&J

- E‘_IS_U frEquentl}r exists a psychﬂlﬂg"fﬂ , o geemns
thiry S.timacy to the views of the other ST &y concern b0
P ways to satisfy them. Shortss :; Pﬂsitiﬂﬂss g
afguma Negotiator to develop only partts

*Nts, and one-sided solutions-
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PRESCRIPTION

To invent creative options, then, you will need to (1) SePary
the act of inventing options from the act of judging them; 2
broaden the options on the table l:ather than look fo, Sing]e
answer; (3) search for mutual gains; and (4)

making their decisions easy. Each of these steps g discugge
below.

Separate inventing from deciding

Since judgment hinders imagination, separate the Creative act

from the critical one; separate the process of thinldng up possible

decisions from the process of selecting among them. Invent first,
decide later.

As a negotiator, you will of necessi
yourself. It is not easy. By definition,

you to think about things that are not already in your mind. You
should therefore consider the desira

bility of arranging an invent-

Ing or brainstorming session with a few colleagues or friends. Such
a session can effectively Separate inventing from deciding,

A brainstorming session is designed to produce as many ideas

as possible to solve the problem at hand. The key ground rule s

t0 postpone all criticism and evaluation of ideas. The group sim-

to consider whether they are

d, realistic or unrealistic. With those inhibitions r¢

moved, one idea shoyld stimulate another, like firecrackers setting

off one another.

ty do much inventing by

Inventing new ideas requires

ideas without Pausing

Ina brainstormin ‘ ing fool
ish si Sess1 looking
ish since wild jq > Session, people need not fear

56 : -
of the other «: =as are explicitly encouraged. And in the abse? g
tnnﬁz nt'er'sldt‘., f€gotiators need not worry about 4;]5«:1(}5111a

- cential information or having a half-baked idea taken
SErIous commitmepy,
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instﬂrﬂliﬂg: _
¢ your purpose- Think of what you would e (,

1.  of the meeting with.

), Choose few Pﬂ_ﬂfﬂpﬂm_s- The group should normally pe
' 0 prﬂﬂdﬂ a snmulating interchange, yet ﬂrﬂﬂll
courage both individual participation and free-

to €n
whfﬂli}:]g invenl:ing-—-u_suall}' between five and eight people.

3, Change +he environment. Select a time and place distin-
guishing the session as much as possible from regular discussions.
The more different a brainstorming session seems from a normal

articipants to suspend judgment.

he easier it is for p
bere. What does it take for you

meeting,
4. Design an informal atmosp
It may be talking over a drink, or meeting at
dressing less for-

and others tO relax?
, yacation lodge 1n some picturesque spot, or
mally during the meeting and calling on¢ another by your first

names.
5 Choose a facilitator. Someone 4t the meeting needs t0
n track, to make sure everyone

fcilitate—to keep the meeting O :
gets a chance to speak, tO enforce any ground rules, and to stum-

ulate discussion by asking questions.

ide by side facing the problem. The
. 0o side DY

hological. Physica
e of tackling a €0

During brainstorming:

1. Seat the participants s
Rh}'sical reinforces the psyc
?;:'1‘3 I23:-?111 reinforce the mental attitud
nd ;ngﬂther: Pe:?ple facing each other
i rffg_f: in dralug}le or ?rgum?ﬂt; P i
S If{il'c}te of chairs fachIg a flip chart or W

the problem depicted there:  mo-criticism® rule. If
- S

2. Clarify : :

l arify the ground rules, including th i

v Participants do not all know each othen the meet! g f’gtlh
d by clarification ©

ith ;
in :
troductions all around, followe

nund - L #

Jﬁintmles' Outlaw negative criticism 3
Only witl'ltf"ﬂnting produces new ideas because :;C oo eas
In the limits set by our working assumP v plic

e g o
"0t down unless they appeal t0 all participai®

kind.

i1 S
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goal becomes to advance an idea that no one will shogt down,|
on the other hand, wild ideas are encnurageFl, even thoge that,
fact lie well outside the realm of 'the possible, thel group e
generate from these ideas other options that are possible ang e
10 one would previously have considered.

Other ground rules you may want to adopt are to make the
entire session off the record and to refrain from attributing jde,,
to any participant.

3. Brainstorm. Once the purpose of the meeting is clear, o
your imaginations go. Try to come up with a long list of idess
approaching the question from every conceivable angle.

4. Record the ideas in full view. Recording ideas either on
whiteboard or flipcharts gives the group a tangible sense of col-
lective achievement; it reinforces the no-criticism rule; it reduces
the tendency to repeat; and it helps stimulate other ideas.

After brainstorming;

1. Star the most promising ideas. After brainstorming, relax
the no-criticism rule to begin winnowing out the most promising

ideas. You are still not at the stage of deciding; you are merely

nominating ideas worth developing further. Mark those ideas
that members of the group think are best.

N . :Inuenr improvements for promising ideas. Take one prom
ising idea and invent ways to make it better and more realisti

?li well as ways to carry it out. The task at this stage 1s tO make
e

witl:d:%vf attliaCtivE as you can. Preface constructive ﬂitjdsn:
: at I like best abo idea i ight it be €%
. ut tha ....Mightit
better if .. _ »» t idea is g

3.8et up

draw up a
and set

+ K,
a time to evaluate idegs and decide. Before you bred

. : on
selective and improved list of ideas from the sess

u . ® ¥ cE
i P a time for deciding which of these ideas t0 -
yOur negotiation and how

difﬁccz!ll:ltiearnbl;.:;[imnrmilfg with the other side. Alth?ugh[:]un‘f
with people fr UStorming with your own side, brains®

-
om the other side can also prove .gxu'ﬂ'ﬂf-lf V”I
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; difﬁC“lt bcca‘use- of the increased risk that

hat prej lelC.ES your interests despite ?t?-.u
il say ;lishﬁfd for a brainstorming session. You may disclns:
. e ﬂrmaﬁﬂl’l ina'dvertently or lead the other side to
fident® " . you devise for an offer. Nevertheless, joint

ista Ermiﬂ <essions have the great advantages of producing
b ", t take into account the interests of all those involved, of
deas . climate of joint problem-solving, and of educating
ﬁn;i ,bout the concerns of the other.

If when brainstorming with the other side,

To protect yoursett Wi ; 2.
gistinguish the brainstorming Sess101n explicitly from a negotiat-
ng session where people state official views and speak on the

cecord. People are soO ~ccustomed to meeting for the purpose of
caching agreement that any other purpose needs to be clearly

stated.
To reduce the risk of appearing co

you can make a habit of advancing at
the same time. You can also put on the tab
you obviously disagree. “I could give you the house for nothing,
or you could pay me a million dollars in cash for it,or . . . .” Since
jouare plainly not proposing either of these ideas, the ones that
f"“‘f“" are labeled as mere possibilities, not proposals.
To get the flavor of a joint brainstorming session, let us sup-
;T:t:;hfz Ieadersl of a lnca'[ union are meeting with the Izlhﬂﬂi}gf'
One- o n:;“al e brainstorm on ways to reduce unau 0
.“_'da? strikes. Ten penple——ﬁve from eac

.. mO~
(15 m :
gbi€ I ﬂmethmg ¢

mmitted to any given idea,
least two alternatives at
le options with which

tur . E - -
n th ask,s the participants for their ideas, an

M
dealing with

 ilitagay.
thig Drublemur' OK, now lets see what ideas you have i jdeas
Nihg, of Unauthorized work stoppages. Lets Ty 10 getiet’

hit ,
®board in five minutes. OK, lets start. Tom?
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66 The
Facilitator: Good, I've got it down. Jim, you've got yoy, hang
Jim lManagement]: A union member ought to talk o his for Up,

about a problem before taking any action that—
Tom (Union): They do, but the foremen dont listen

Facilitator: Tom, please, no criticizing yet. We agreed to POStpOne
that until later, OK? How about you, Jerry? You look like YOu've goy x
idea.

Jerry (Unlon): When a strike issue comes up, the union Membery
should be allowed to meet in the bathhouse immediately.

Roger (Management): Management could agree to let the hap,
house be used for union meetings and could assure the employees
privacy by shutting the doors and keeping the foremen out.

Carol (Management): How about adopting the rule that there wil
be no strike without giving the union leaders and management a
chance to work it out on the spot?

Jerry (Union): How about speeding up the grievance procedure
and having a meeting within twenty-four hours if the foreman and
union member don' settle it between themselves?

Karen (Union): Yeah. And how about organizing some joint
training for the union members and the foremen on how to handle ther
problems together?

Phil (Union): If a person does a good job, let him know it.

John (Management): Establish friendly relations between unc
People and management people.

Facilitator: That sounds promising, John, but could you be mof®
specific?

John [Management]: Well, how about organizing a uniom™
management softball team?

Tom (Union): And 3 bowling team too. et togaw

Roger [Management): How about an annual picnic 9

for all the famjlies? -

of
BOes, as the participants brainstorm 10

. . ¢ in SU-,
Ideas might never have come up exccp i e
B Session, and some of them may prove

Many of the
brainstormin

y

Scanned with CamScanner



et P

_ ynauthorized strikes. Time spep; ..
Iﬁdl.lfllfsurely among the bESt—spent time jn Sto ming "
gfthartlwheth er you brainstorm together or ey seﬂ :

of developing options fmr‘n Fhe act of dEciciingp:La?l?g e
at mely useful in any negotiation. Discussing options d'i‘:?fl is
r::igcall}’ from taking ,};)Dsiti{:-ms. thff eas one side’s pﬁgitim: :lrﬁ'
onflict with anﬂthler s, options invite ﬂthE.‘F options, The Yy
anguage you use d:ffex:s. It consists Fr-f questions, not assertions;
. is open, NoOt closed: “One option is . . . . What other options
have you thought of?” “What if we agreed to this?” “How about
doing it this way?” “How would this work?” “What would be
wrong with that?” Invent before you decide.

Broaden your options

Even with the best of intentions, participants in a brainstorming
session are likely to operate on the assumption that they are re-
ally looking for the one best answer, trying to find a needle in a
haystack by picking up every blade of hay.
At this stage in a negotiation, however,
looking for the right path. You are developing room W ¥
0 negotiate. Room can be made only by having a substantia

. : the
"imber of markedly different ideas—ideas on which you aﬂ;ich
Other side can build later in the negotiation, and among

0 .

y Taf‘ then jointly choose.
: Vintner making a fine wine choos
f varieties, A sports team looking

the nt *couts to scour the local leagues and ¢
Wise “ton. The same principle applies t0 nego

EEIS'““‘making whether 1n wine-makmg,
- ! ¢ number an

liat
On : :
Opti. O In selecting from a gred

lnnsq

you should not be
ithin which

es his grapes i s
for star players """:ll si o
ollege teams 2 o i
riation. The key
or nego

d variety of

jzé
peace P! 5
ut It

ge _
l]'Jiiin .:1 “fate a list of about a hundred lI:urE
S . o :
s Jour nahSm, I'Ellglﬂn, [ﬂWg 351'1(:11 ’

'y
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medicine, and other fields, malfing sure to dream up 3 |, e
ideas. You would almost certam!}r E".d up with a better dmi“flld
this way than if you eried to decide right from the start. Sion

A brainstorming session frees people to think creatively, O,
freed, they need ways to think about their problems and ¢,
ate constructive solutions. Bener

Multiply options by shuttling between the specific and the gen-
eral: The Circle Chart. The task of inventing options involves foy

types of thinking. One 1s thinking about a particular problem—the

factual situation you dislike, for example, a smelly, polluted river

that runs by your land. The second type of thinking is descriptive
analysis—you diagnose an existing situation in general terms. You
sort problems into categories and tentatively suggest causes. The
river water may have a high content of various chemicals, or too
little oxygen. You may suspect various upstream industrial plants.
The third type of thinking, again in general terms, is to consider

what ought, perhaps, to be done. Given the diagnoses you have

made, you look for prescriptions that theory may suggest, such as

reducing chemical effluent, reducing d

iversions of water, or bring:
ing fresh water from some other river. The fourth and final type of

thinking is to come up with some specific and feasible suggesnon
for action. Who might do what tomorrow to put one of !
general approaches into practice? For instance, the state envirol”
mental agency might order an upstream industry to limit the qual
tity of chemical discharge. P
The Circle Chart on the next page illustrates these fﬂurﬂﬁ :
of thinking and suggests them as steps to be taken in 5‘-"‘1‘1‘: 1
all goes well, the specific action invented in this wa¥ Wit
opted, deal with your original problem.

The Circle Chart provides an easy way of using 072
to generate others. With one useful action 1
(or a group of you who are brainstorming) ¢an 8° ba';ﬂ 1
to identify the general approach of which the BeE ction!
merely one application. You can then think up other 2 | yor
that would apply the same general appl‘ﬂﬂch e uf this
Similarly, you can go back one step further and asks
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(IRCLE CHART

me Four Basic Steps in Inventing Options

WHAT IS WRONG

THEORY / Step IL. Analysis S

Diagnose the problem:; w':aﬂtlll. Appmth. 2

Sort symptoms into EQI:E :’lﬂssrhle stra-
categories. Prescriptions?

;UQQESI: causes, WE;‘;E S0me theo-
bserve what js lacki il

Nc.rte Darriers to resnn:g | G?:;ate e fdeas
Ing the problem. -t what might be

T x o
Step 1. Problem J\)

% o Step IV, Action Ideas
W“:' h] laat i What might be done?
N - What specific steps
pPtoms? '
mi
:HE What are disliked to 3:;?:]:?::
E&L facts Contrasted problem? )

""'_""-'h a preferred
Situation?

Teticy)

it?‘i apprﬂa ' |
Prg Haﬁ“ﬁ a;li] appears useful, what is the diagnosis behind
th:thes for Culated a diagnosis, you can generate other ap-

ook for €aling with 4 problem analyzed in that way, ?nd
a‘:t]ﬂns pu[ting th'ES'E' new app[ﬂachﬂs into PHCHEE¢
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One good option on the tablfa thu'f; opens the door 10 agkj,
about the theory that makes this option good and thep uing thg
theory to invent more options. o ¥

An example may illustrate the process. In thmlqng aboyt -
to deal with the conflict in Northern Ireland, one ides geNerareg
in the 1980s was to have Catholic and Protestant teachers Prepare
2 common workbook on the history of Northern Ireland o, Use
in the primary grades of both school systems. The book, which
was actually created and used in the 1990s, presents Northery
Irish history as seen from different points of view and gives the
children exercises that involve role-playing and putting then.
selves in other people’s shoes. More useful ideas were then gener.
ated by starting with this specific action suggestion and asking
what theoretical approaches underlay it. This resulted in such gen-
eral propositions as:

“There should be some common educational content in the
two school systems.”

“Catholics and Protestants should work together on small,
manageable projects.”

“Understanding should be promoted in young children before
it is too late.”

“History should be taught in ways that illuminate partisan
perceptions.”

W?rklﬂg from these theories additional action Sugﬁﬂﬂi“ﬂ_s
were invented, including a joint Catholic and Protestant film pro/

ect that presents the history of Northern Ireland as seen throug"
different eyes, 2

common clasg fttach'er exchange program, and having :“mc

Look thn: 5 hﬂr Primary-age children in the two systema-y
generate ll*lg e eyes of different experts. Another W e
multiple Options i1s to examine your prublem from

erspecti :
; IET;I:E.Df different professions and disciplines.
a child, fo 'Ng up possible solutions to a dispute over custo .
- Edu::at ﬂrrexatljnple, look at the problem as it might b s::miﬂ‘
2 danker, a psychiatrist, a civil rights [aWY%5? e

ISter, a nutrition, ¢

dy of
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s o mutual Gain 71
fl
pert ¥ . .
optract, invent options that might occur to a banker,
pusiness :;::.r 5 labor leader, a speculator in real estate, a stockbro-
g inventos 1 tax expert, or a socialist.

economists . - : -
ket ;nu can also combine the use of the Circle Chart with this
0

4ea of looking at 2 problem through the eyes of different ex-
- Consider in turn how each expert would diagnose the situ-

.ion, what kinds of approaches each might suggest, and what
practical suggestions would follow from those approaches.
Invent agreements of different strengths. You can multiply
the number of possible agreements on the table by thinking of
“weaker” versions you might want to have on hand in case a
sought-for agreement proves beyond reach. If you cannot agree
onsubstance, perhaps you can agree on procedure. If a shoe fac-
ory cannot agree with a wholesaler on who should pay for a
?hlpment of damaged shoes, perhaps they can agree to submit the
“SUEt0 an arbitrator. Similarly, where a permanent agreement is
"0t possible, perhaps a provisional agreement is. At the very least,
 you and the other side cannot reach first-order agreement,
!:u “an usually reach second-order agreement—that is, agree on
Wh:]: You disagree, so that you both know th:E i5§llt'5 in dispute,
¢ Ar€ not always obvious. The pairs of adlﬂff’”‘fs below sug-
Potentia| agreements of differing “strengths”:

Stronger WeaI:ler :
Substantive Proce _ural
Permanent Prmilslmna
j Partia

gi?lr:lprehenswe T itle

ingent
Unconditional Sﬂ?]t;“mggﬂl i
E:?::izfder gecond-order

. Change o, of a proposed Em- i Lhe s
?'bilit}‘ of g e ly the serength of he agrtement but also
ts squ varying not on Y'nstaﬂ ce, “fractionate” your problem
' Pe. You could, for ! managﬂﬂbl‘ units. To a prospec-

in
© sSmaller and perhaps more
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- Vikthog

tive editor for your book, you might suggest: “How abou eg:.
the first chapter for $300, and we'll see how it gﬂcs?"ﬁgregn:ung
may be partial, -volve fewer parties, cOver only selected su;“ts
matters, apply only to a certain geographical area, or ffmail:hic;

effect for only a limited period of time.
It is also provocative to ask how the subject matter might b

ro “sweeten the pot” and make agreement more
pute between India and Pakistan over the wa-
e more amenable to settlement when

the World Bank entered the discussions; the parties were chal-
lenged to invent new irrigation projects, new storage dams, and
other engineering works for the benefit of both nations, all to be

funded with the assistance of the Bank.

enlarged so as
attractive. The dis
ters of the Indus River becam

Look for mutual gain
The third major block to creative problem-solving lies in the as-
sumption of a fixed pie: the less for you, the more for me. Rarely
if ever is this assumption true. First of all, both sides can always

be worse off than they are now. Chess looks like 2 zero-sum
game; if one loses, the other wins—until a dog trots by and kn
over the table, spills the beer, and leaves you both worse off that

before.
Even apart from a shared interest in averting joint 105% Lhﬂ:
This may |

almost always exists the possibility of joint gain. 0. of
the form of developing a mutually advantageous relationsP
of satisfying the interests of each side with a creative SUIununl:fd
| Identify shared interests. In theory it is obvious that 3
interests help produce agreement. By definition, inventiné anni In
that meets shared interests is good for you and goo fm: t:r c;fﬂ
practi.ce, however, the picture seems less clear. In the mid biiﬂus
negotiation over price, shared interests may not appe?! Dl )
or relevant. How then can looking for shared interest> hcfl:tl ol
Let’s take an example. Suppose you are the manag®’ Dthﬂ citf
refinery. Call it Townsend Oil. The mayor of Pﬂgﬂi“ﬁ’
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e optio"™ 7
ore the refinery 1S located, has 'fﬂld you he wangs ¢, rai
Townsend Oil pays to Pageville from tyq million 4 Ise the
o four million. You have told him that you thj Ollars
w is qui ficient. Th iati ik two m)
on a year is quite sul © Negotiation stands there. h
: he
ants mOre, yOU Want to pay what you have been Paying. In thi
segotiation, @ typical one in many ways, where do shared iutelf
ests cOME 1NtO play? r
Let’s take a closer look at what the mayor wants. He wants
money—money undoubtedly to pay for city SErvices, a new civic
center, perhaps, and to relieve the ordinary taxpayers. But the city
cannot obtain all the money it needs for now and for the future
just from Townsend Oil. They will look for money from the pet-
rochemical plant across the street, for example, and, for the fu-
fure from new businesses and from the expansion of existing
businesses. The mayor, a businessman himself, would also like to
‘Icourage industrial expansion and attract new businesses that
will provide new jobs and strengthen Pageville’s economy.
- What are your company’s interests? Given the rapid changes
nthe technology of refining oil, and the antiquated condition of
JOUr refinery, you are presently considering a major refurbish-
;1;'“ I:Hd €xpansion of the plant. You are concerned that the ;ﬂ
reﬁi; ter increase its assessment of the valuf:* of the expan
ery, thus making taxes even higher. Consider also that you

"ave been encouraging a plastics plant to locate itself ncaerL ::
Make convenient use of your product. Naturally, you worty ‘

€ Plastics plant will have second thoughts once they see the Y

"Creasing taxes. d you now become
_ ou )
e shared interests between the mayor andy g industrial

m
e Ore apparent. You both agree on the goals 0 f you did some 1
:Pansinl’l and encouraging new industries. I }'?n o
*Iting to meet these shared goals, you might c.":] dustries, 8 join
“fal ideas: tax holiday of seven years oEney erce to attract
Publjc; : : Chamber of Comm . that
Icity campaign with the <ting industries &
i companies, a reduction 1n taxes for exﬂl.l money while still
*hoose to expand. Such ideas might save ¥

wh
[a_'{fﬁ

i
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and the negotiat

filling the city’s coffers. If on the mhe;:.d - bi?;)mmn S0ure

; . hetween company ', both woulq | Ose
the relationship bi our corporate contributions to City chyy.
You might cut bac h{l};iis. The city might B “ﬂfﬂasunahar‘
ities at}d schnﬂl. at the building code and other ordinances, Yoo
tough ml :E;Ef}l::sghip with the city’s political and business lﬂade,:
ﬂf:;ﬁ? ;mw unpleasant. The relationship between tl.m Sic.lgsf ofter
taken for granted and uverlnnlfed, fre_quentl}r outweighs in impo.
cance the outcome of any particular issue.

As a negotiator, you will almost always want to look for solu.
tions that will leave the other side satisfied as well. If the customer
feels cheated in a purchase, the store owner has also failed; he
may lose a customer and his reputation may suffer. An outcome
in which the other side gets absolutely nothing is worse for you
than one that leaves them mollified. In almost every case, your

satisfaction depends to a degree on making the other side suff-
ciently content with an agreement to want to live up to it.
Three points about shared interests are worth remembering.
First, shared interests lie latent in every negotiation. They may not
be immediately obvious. Ask yourself: Do we have a shared inter-
est in preserving our relationship? What opportunities lie ahead
for cooperation and mutual benefit? What costs would we bear if

negotiations broke off? Are there common principles, like a fair
price, that we both can respect?

Second, shared in

be of use, you need

terests are opportunities, not gndsendS- To
ake something out of them. It helps ©°

1l, for example, you could set a joint g? ¢
Nging five new industries into PiSIgeﬂul
¢ tax holiday for new industries W°

; ac

* : Oncess; but af

In pursuit of your on by the mayor to you
ird, Stres

+ sing yo
tion smoother and m

; thE mayu
within three

thﬁn IEPIESE

r of brj
Years, Th
Nt not 3 ¢

- Dtia‘
ur sha‘red interests can make [hleun:gaﬂ"ar
Ore amicable. Passengers in a lifeboat
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the middle i Dieal:;l ‘Tﬁth limiF ed rations will subordinate
E dliifgif;iﬁ:; over' 1600 10 pUChUL.OF: theif giired interest in
Dovetail differing interests. Consider once again the two chjl-
1 quarreling over an orange. Each child wanted the orange,
o they split it, failing to realize that one wanted only the fruit
o eat and the other only the peel for baking. In this case as in
any others, a satisfactory agreement is made possible because
1ch side wants different things. This is genuinely startling if you

nk about it. People generally assume that differences between
two parties create the problem. Yet differences can also lead to a
solution.

Agreement is often based on disagreement. It is as ab
think, for example, that you should always begin by reaching
agreement on the facts as it is for a buyer of stock to try to con-
vince the seller that the stock is likely to go up. If they did agree
that the stock would go up, the seller would probably not 53_“*
What makes a deal likely is that the buyer believes the price “'f“
80 up and the seller believes it will go down. The difference 1n

belief provides the basis for a deal. | - caciivg
Many creative agreements reflect this pnnnple of reac

greement through differences. Differences in interests and Et‘i’ﬂj
Make it possible for an item to be of high benefit to you, Y€

Co . : :
SLto the other side. Consider the nursery rhymE-

surd to

Jack Sprat could eat no fat
His wife could eat no lean;
And so betwixt them both
They licked the platter clean.

in The Kinds of differences that best lend t

B are d; . g .
e dlfffrﬂnces in interests, 1N beliefs, 1

g In p i s : R
forecasts, and in aversion t0 risk. ng brief checklist SU6

’I =
Y diff erence in interests? The follow1

ngtE lﬂ{]l{ fﬂf:

Co e S
Mmon variations in interest tO
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One party
cares more about:

Form

Economic considerations
Internal considerations
Symbolic considerations
Immediate future

Ad hoc results
Hardware

Progress

Precedent

Prestige, reputation
Political points

The other party
cares more about:

Substance

Political considerationg
External considerationg
Practical considerations
More distant future
The relationship
Ideology

Respect for tradition
This case
Results

Group welfare

Different beliefs? If I believe I'm right, and you believe you're
right, we can take advantage of this difference in beliefs. We may
both agree to have an impartial arbitrator settle the issue, each
confident of victory. If two factions of the union leadership can-

Not agree on a certain wage proposal, they can agree to submit
the issue to a membership vote.

Different values placed on time? You may care more about the
Present while the

language of buc: other side cares more about the future. In th¢
Buage of business, you discount future value at different rafes

An installmen; plan

*0 Pay a higher price

seller is Willing to a¢ fora car if it is possible to pay over time; ¢
C€pt payment later for a higher price-
salary negotiation between an ?
eam, the player may expect t© g
ge of th et s the GPP‘?SitE g m
both agree o 4 ese different expectations, they

base salary plus a big bonus if t

Different forecasts? I a

mes while the teq
Ed?anta

lﬂt Df ga

to risk? One last kind of diff
is aversion to risk. Take, for €

works on this principle. The buyer is willing

he

ctation
ight
he tea™

ﬂfﬂﬂcﬂ
mples
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deep-seabed mining that aroge i, :

jssuc of deeps N Internay;
fih e Sea negﬂtlﬂtlﬂﬂﬂ. How much Shnuld Minin tiona| Law
0

. . ot gcom ans
he mmmatmnal Cﬂ{ﬂmunlt‘l}' for the Privilege of minjnp Ries pay
om the seabed in international waters? The Mining fﬂmmerglg
re more about avoiding big losses than they Mpanies

do abo )
| - . i ut ma
big gains. For them deep-seabed mining is 2 major irrv.res.t:mlmlg
They want to reduce the risk. The internationg] c“mmunit;:t'
s UN

the other hand, is concerned with revenue. If some company js

going to make a lot of money out of “the common heritage of
mankind,” the rest of the world wants a generous share

In this difference lies the potential for a bargain advantageous
to both .sides. Risk can be traded for revenue. Exploiting this dif-
ference In aversion to risk, the resulting treaty provides for charg-
ing the companies low rates until they recover their investment—in
other words, while their risk is high—and much higher rates
thereafter, when their risk is low.

Ask i
for their preferences. One way to dovetail interests is to

i :
u[i;:t;;:f:ili:hpnﬂns all equally acceptable to you and ask the
rable, not pece one they Pl‘f:fer. You want to know what is pref-
OPtion, worl w?-zi:ljll}* what is acceptable. You can then take that
"ariants, askin l hlt some more, and again present two or more
S makin g:r mh one they prefer. In this way, without any-
fing g, mﬂri a ¢ ccls“f’“: you can improve a plan until you can
ar mighy ask]mnt gains. For example, the agent for the sports
1,2 salary of the team owner: “What meets your interests bet-
year for ﬂ? $8.75 million a year for four years, or $10 million
ind g5 ¢ "¢€ years? The latter? OK, how about between that
M each Million 4 year for three years with a $10 million bonus

Yea ,
ha i r,that Fernando is voted MVP or the team wins the
If g Ship?»

7

ail;j :
l‘lng had to be summed up in one sentence, it would

[Qrm= ang y;. *ms that are of low cost to you and hl_gi} beneﬁt;s
A :C asts, ® Versa. Differences in interests, priorities, belic's
L

SOtiagg,s Attitudes toward risk all make dovetailing possible-
> Motto could be “Vive la différence!”
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r decision €asy
na negﬂti:—ltiﬂn depends upon thc oth
you want, you should do what you cap er
make that decision an €asy one. Rather than msze thing? difficy},
for the other side, you want to cﬂnfrﬂflt them wrtl:i a choice thyy ;,
as painless as possible. Imprf:ssed w:th‘ the merits of thejr own
case, people usually pay too !Ittlﬂ attention to ways ‘_:'f ad"ancing
their case by taking care of interests on the other side. To Over.
come the shortsightedness that results from looking too narrowly
at one’s immediate self-interest, you will want to put yourself i
their shoes. Without some option that appeals to them, there i
likely to be no agreement at all.

Whose shoes? Are you trying to influence a single negotiator,
an absent boss, or some committee or other collective decision-

making body? You cannot negotiate successfully with an abstrac-
tion like “Houston” or “the University of California.” Instead of
trying to persuade “the insurance company” to make a decision, it
is wiser to focus your efforts on getting one claims agent to make
a recommendation. However complex the other side’s decisional
process may seem, you will understand it better if you pick one
e e o o e o
s from his or her point of view.

By focus;i .

Make thei

Since success for YO
side’s making a decision

you |

OPposite numper
. t : \
firmly in the shoes i‘;ynew nstructions.” If you place YO

his problem gpgq what Eur OPPposite number, you will underst

at decisinn: o C‘“d of options might solve 1t.
derstand the nthe'r id P aPter 2 we discussed how one can ul]-"
PEI'CEivEd chﬂi(:e NSI €s Interests by ana[yzing their curfCﬂtf
oW You are tr ying to generate options ehat

nd
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JvE %

| 5o change their choice thaF they might then decige ;, -
wil (actory to you- Your task is to give them noy 5 Drob) 2
satis? ive them not a tough decision b e but
an ansWeb to gl ¢ N but an easy ope, |;
. crucial in that process to 'OCuS your attention on the content of
’;e decision itself. That decision is often impeded by uncertainty,
[ Frequently you want as much as you can get, but you yourself
do not know how much that is. You are likely to say, in effect,
«Come up with something and I will tell you if it is enough.”
That may seem reasona ble to you, but when you look at ii_: from
the other’s point of view, you will understand the need to invent
2 more appealing request. For whatever they do or say, you Ere
' . Re-
likely to consider that merely a floor—and flskﬂfurill mnr:bably
questing the other side to be “more forthcoming™ will p

not produce a decision you want. they are asking for

Many negotiators are uncertain mfhetbff " .al. If it is per-
words or for performance. Yet the distu_lcl:lﬂn S Cﬂtltia;ing room.”
formance you want, do not add snmethmg,for _ ﬂftg}?g fence. If you
If you want a horse to jump a fence, S for $2.00, don’t
want to sell a soft drink from a vending machmen:gﬂtiate.
mark the price at $2.50 to give yourself rooT ¥

. ggﬂ]ﬁﬂt&
i se—an agt
Most of the time you will want a proml

, oW ossible
Take 2 pencil and paper in hand and try drs}f:lizlgl i:,: staff draft-
3greements, It is never too early in nﬂgﬂt;a' le versions start
ing 3s an aid to clear thinking. Prepar ” :::II:IE term
g with the simplest pﬂsgible. What aré 3 . to them
Other Party could sign, terms tha

ctl
¢ would be ﬂ“’“pﬂ
mber © ent
oy, 25 10 you? Can you redur” oo Tt;rmulate an ﬂg{g:mwill
PProvy] would be required? Can you > Th other St
: at will be easy for them to imPlc]iIlEﬂﬂ;}t e
S?xke nto account difficulties in €7 6 1 SO0

‘ r
It S not bﬁing done than to stOP " an to undcﬂﬂ

$ @t _ . " ob, .
Ne “3sier to cease doing something nt music on thﬂ I wee
Cas) “Ourse of action. If workers wat ‘0 intcrfcl'ﬂ
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80 M
ental employee-run program than for the com.

ogram.

to run such a pr -

pany to agree ly influenced by their nas:
Because most people are Strons 4 ¥ fiotions

- lop solutions easy f;
e ne effective way to deve aSy for the
of legitimacy, © 0 shape them 5o that they will appear .

other side to accept 15 tO ‘ |
gitimate. The other side is more likely to accept a solution if j

seems the right thing to do—right in terms of being fair, legal

honorable, and so forth. |
Few things facilitate a decision as much as precedent. Search for

:t. Look for a decision or statement that the other side may have
made in a similar situation, and try to base a proposed agreement
on it. This provides an objective standard for your request and
makes it easier for them to go along. Recognizing their probable
desire to be consistent, thinking about what they have already
done or said will help you generate options acceptable to you that
also take their point of view into account.

Making threats is not enough. In addition to the content of
the decision you would like them to make, you will want to con-
sider from their point of view the consequences of following that
decision. If you were they, what results would you most fear?
What would you hope for?

We often try to influence others by threats and warnings of
what will happen if they do not decide as we would like. Offers are
usually more effective. Concentrate both on making them awa™
:i;hziﬁﬂmsﬂque.nces they can expect if they do decide as ?“}1 “:i‘
How can pﬂrz"mgkthﬂse consequences from their point 0 ;:mt
secibe thil:l :ll:a € your pfferﬁ more credible? ‘Whﬂt 31: siver
credit for p ;- hat they might like? Would hey like t0 ¢80,

ving made the fina] proposal? Would they like to ™

the anno Wi ive
to them ;;cf;n EI.“? at can you invent that might be attract
W In cost to
To eva ‘o yourself? . iew
: luate an option from the other side’s point of vi¢
consider how ¢ : .. Wnite

with an experim
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, 8
e might reply in defense. Such an EXErCise wi

¢ eciﬂtf’ [hE restr aints WIthlﬂ WhiCh the oth - Side l hEIP You ap-

{J[ should help you generate options that wj| , d: fA€gotiatin
. hat the k . - Quately meey
their interests SO € Y ¢an make a decisiop th

. ; _ at meets 0
A final test of an option is to write it out jp the fun:: ;rs .
d

«yesable proposition.” Iry to draft a proposal to which their re.
sponding with the single word “yes” would be sufficient, realistic
and operational. When you can do so, you will have reduced du:
risk that your immediate self-interest has blinded you to the ne-
cessity of meeting concerns of the other side.

In a complex situation, creative inventing is an absolute neces-
sity. In any negotiation it may open doors and produce a range of
potential agreements satisfactory to each side. Therefore, generate
many options before selecting among them. Invent first; dfﬁi‘{{f
ater. Look for shared interests and differing interests to dovetail.
And seek to make their decision easy.
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