Tips for negotiating
2Types of negotiators


2High and low scorers of the five bargaining styles that we all have


2Accommodating style


2High accommodators


2Low accommodators


3Compromising style


3High compromisers


3Low compromisers


3Low accommodators versus           low compromisers


4Avoiding style


4High avoiders


4Low avoiders


4Collaborating style


4High collaborators


5Low collaborators


5Competing style


5High competitors


6Low competitors


6Suggestions for high accommodators     and high compromisers


7Preparing


7Ways to be a good negotiator


7What are my goals?


8Other important questions


8Leverage questions in particular


8What is my BATNA?


9The negotiation’s stages


9Opening and info exchange


9If two different topics exist


9Clarify positions and interests


10Maximize the pie


10Shift to “Here’s what’s left out”


10Shift to “and” from “but”


10Divide the pie and finalize


11Bibliography




Types of negotiators

High and low scorers of the five bargaining styles that we all have

Accommodating style

High accommodators

Strengths

They derive significant satisfaction from solving other peoples' problems.  They often have good relationship-building skills and are relatively sensitive to others' emotional states, body language, and verbal signals.  This is a great trait to summon when working on negotiating problems within teams, bargaining in sales-based "relationship management" roles, or providing many types of customer services.  

Weaknesses

They sometimes place more weight on the relationship aspect of negotiations than the situation may warrant.  In such cases, they are vulnerable to more competitively oriented people.  When they feel taken advantage of in such situations, they may then experience resentment, further impeding their effectiveness.  
Low accommodators

Strengths

They usually hold out for their view of the "right" answer to a negotiating problem.  They stay within their own frame of reference, seeing their solution as objectively correct. In short, they are often more concerned with being "right" than with being persuasive.  When this person is an expert who understands the negotiation problem better than others, this trait will assure that the group spends plenty of time considering the objectively "best" outcome.  

Weaknesses

Others may perceive the low accommodator as stubborn to the point of being unreasonable.  This perception can interfere with effective group decision making.  In addition, more accommodating people may mistake the low accommodator's preoccupation with the "right" answer (and associated lack of attention to other people's feelings and emotions) as a signal that this person does not care about them as individuals.  This can lower people's willingness to cooperate.

Compromising style

High compromisers 

Strengths

They are usually eager to close the deal by "closing the gap" in negotiations.  They scan the environment for fair standards and formulae that can help them achieve closure as quickly as possible.  When time is short, or when the stakes are small, a predisposition toward compromise can be a virtue.  Others will see the high compromiser as a relationship-friendly "reasonable person." 

Weaknesses

High compromisers often rush negotiations unnecessarily and make concessions too quickly.  They do not question their own assumptions and rarely ask enough questions of the other side.  They may also be satisfied with the first fair standard that presents itself as the basis for concluding the deal when other, equally fair standards might support a more advantageous deal.

Low compromisers

Strengths

People with a weak predisposition for compromise are, almost by definition, men and women of principle.  Their great strength is their ability to summon passion and commitment when serious matters of principle and precedent are at stake in a negotiation.   
Weaknesses

Their great weakness is their tendency to "make an issue" of everything - finding issues of principle where others see only issues relating to money or relative convenience.  By arguing at length about things others see as secondary, the low compromiser risks being seen by others as stubborn, a person who is more concerned with winning an argument than closing a deal.  Their distaste for such arbitrary allocation norms as splitting the difference can also make it more difficult for the low compromiser to close a deal when time is short.

Low accommodators versus low compromisers

Low accommodators can (more quickly than most) become attached to their own preferred correct solutions.  Low compromisers, by comparison, become attached to their own preferred correct principles and fairness arguments.  In both cases, they may irritate other people, acquiring reputations for being stubborn.

Avoiding style

High avoiders 

Strengths

They are adept at deferring and dodging the confrontational aspects of negotiation.  As a positive attribute, others might see their avoidance as graceful tact and diplomacy.  It also helps groups function better in the presence of interpersonal differences.  High avoiders are skilled at using conflict-reducing methods such as clear rules and an unambiguous decision-making hierarchy to substitute for negotiations.  High avoiders are also at home using methods like e-mail, memos, hired agents, and other intermediaries that minimize the need for face-to-face confrontation. 

Weaknesses

When interpersonal conflict is a functional aspect of organizational or group life, high avoiders can be a bottleneck in the flow of important information about the intensity of people's preferences. And when interpersonal conflicts fester, they get worse. High avoiders also pass up chances to make requests to better their situation that others would be happy to fulfill.  This may result in their becoming dissatisfied when a solution to meet their needs is only a question away.

Low avoiders

Strengths

They have little fear of interpersonal conflict.  Indeed, they may in some cases enjoy it.  As negotiators, they have a high tolerance for assertive, candid bargaining.  They can fight hard against their bargaining counterpart all day and share drinks and stories with the same person in the evening.  Low avoidance scores are helpful in such professions as labor-management relations, litigation, and mergers and acquisitions work.  

Weaknesses

They sometimes lack tact and are often viewed as overly confrontational.  In bureaucratic settings, they may be seen as troublemakers who refuse to leave well enough alone.  They are characteristically frustrated by bureaucracy and office politics, which are alien settings to them.

Collaborating style

High collaborators 

Strengths

They enjoy negotiations because they enjoy solving tough problems in engaged, interactive ways.  They are instinctively good at using negotiations to probe beneath the surface of conflicts to discover basic interests, perceptions, and new solutions.  They relish the continuous flow of the negotiation process and encourage everyone to be involved.  They are assertively and honestly committed to finding the best solution for everyone.  

Weaknesses

They sometimes needlessly create problems by transforming relatively simple situations into more complex (and interesting) occasions to practice their skills.  This can irritate other people who want closure, who lack time to invest in a matter, or who do not wish to risk triggering interpersonal conflict over a small, albeit nagging, issue.  High collaborators also need other, less collaborative skills to claim their fair share of the gains they help create.  A high collaborator with a very low competing score can be at risk against a highly competitive counterpart.

Low collaborators

Strengths

They often bring a methodical pace, solid planning, and a need for clarity to the table. 

Weaknesses

They dislike using the bargaining process as a forum for creativity.  They prefer having problems clearly specified before the negotiations and like to stick to the agenda and their preset goals once a meeting starts.  When the negotiations become so complex that real-time brainstorming is the best way to proceed, low collaborators may become a bottleneck, slowing the process down.  One way for them to compensate for this weakness is to make liberal use of breaks in the bargaining process to gather their thoughts and reset their strategy.   
Competing style

High competitors 

Strengths

Like high collaborators, high competitors also enjoy negotiating, but they enjoy it for a different reason.  Negotiating presents them an opportunity for winning which they like.  For this reason, high competitors prefer to frame negotiations as games with moves that can result in gains or losses, depending on one's relative skill. Highly competitive negotiators have strong instincts about such matters as leverage, deadlines, how to open, how to position final offers, ultimatums, and similar aspects of traditional negotiations.  Competitors have energy and motivation in transactional negotiations in which the stakes are high.  

Weaknesses

Because their style can dominate the bargaining process, competitive people can be hard on relationships.  The "loser" in a negotiating game, for example, may feel taken, coerced, or abused.  This can affect future dealings.  In addition, competitive negotiators instinctively focus on the issues that are easiest to count in terms of winning and losing - like money.  They may overlook non-quantitative issues that also yield value.

Low competitors 

Strengths

People with a weak predisposition for competing do not think that negotiations are simply about winning and losing.  They see negotiations as a dance, not a game.  It is a dance in which the goal is for the parties to treat each other fairly, avoid needless conflict, solve problems, and create trusting relationships.  Others view these people as non-threatening.  This is a strength in settings where the ability to gain trust is a critical skill.  

Weaknesses

When there are large stakes on the table, the low competitor will be at a disadvantage.

Suggestions for high accommodators and high compromisers
1. Have an alternative as a fallback in case the negotiation fails.  Too often cooperative people leave themselves without choices at the bargaining table.  They have no options if negotiations fail.  Take note: If you can't walk away, you can't say "No."  There is always an alternative.  Find out what it is and bring it with you to the bargaining table. You will feel more confident.
2. Get an agent and delegate the negotiation.  If you are up against competitive negotiators, you will be at a disadvantage.  Find a more competitively oriented person to act as your agent or at least join your team. This is not an admission of failure or lack of skill.  It is wise.
3. Bargain on behalf of someone or something else, not yourself.  Even competitive people feel weaker when they are negotiating on their own behalf.  Stop for a moment and think about other people and causes - your family, your staff, even your future "retired self" - that are depending on you to act as their agent and "bring home the bacon" in this negotiation.  Then bargain on their behalf.  People bargain harder when they act as agents for others' interests.
4. Create an audience.  People negotiate more assertively when other people are watching them.  Tell someone you know about the negotiations.  Explain your goals and how you intend to proceed.  Promise to report to them on the results when the negotiations are over.
5. Say, "You'll have to do better than that, because____."  Cooperative people are programmed to say "yes" to almost any plausible proposal someone else makes.  To improve, you need to push back a little when others make a bargaining move.  A simple phrase that works is "You'll have to do better than that, because____" (fill in a reason).  The better the reason, the better you will feel about it but any truthful reason will do.  Many people will respond favorably if you make a request in a reasonable tone of voice and accompany it with a "because" statement. 
6. Insist on commitments and a written agreement.  Cooperative people think others are as good-hearted as they themselves are.  Don't be so trusting.  If you don't know the people on the other side well or suspect that they may be untrustworthy, set the agreement up so they have something to lose if they fail to perform.

Preparing

Ways to be a good negotiator

· Know what type of negotiator you are on the vectors of accommodating, compromising, avoiding, collaborating, and competing.

· If you are highly cooperative, read the above and remember what to do.

· Those who expect more, get more. Carefully consider what you want and why you want it.

· Visualize the many times you have successfully negotiated. 

· ABCD: Assert briefly, calmly, directly. 
· Care more about getting your own approval than others’. 
· Be very reluctant to trust, apologize, and to act on any feelings of guilt

· Use "will" and “want” instead of modal verbs. Instead of "I think that," say, “I believe that," “I know that," or “I am confident that.”
· If your opponent attacks you personally, stay calm and silent.  Then coolly mention that you know the conflict is about the issues and not personal.  Go a step further by using I-messages and the other’s name in the 3rd-person (and not “you,” which can be more inflammatory.)

· When others assert something as fact and not an opinion, ask for their evidence.
What are my goals?

Think carefully about what you really want.  Why do you want it?  Set an optimistic but justifiable target.  Be specific.  Write down your goal and commit to it.  A concrete, challenging goal will motivate you.  You will see proposals below your goal as a "loss," and you will more likely come up with good arguments and new ideas about how to get what you want.  You will also avoid being focused on your bottom line too early.  Your clarity will communicate confidence, resolve, and high expectations.  
Other important questions when preparing

 (write down the answers)

· What’s the situation? (transaction or relationship)

· What information do I have and what do I need? 

· What is non-negotiable to me?

· What are my positions?  Interests?  What are the other party’s needs?

· How important is each issue to me? To the other party?

· What are my competitive advantages and disadvantages?  What are theirs?

· Can the options be ranked by how important they are to both my needs and theirs? 

· How might it serve their interests to help me achieve my goals?  Why might they say "no"?

· What low-cost options might remove their objections?

· What is the best resolution I can expect?

· What’s their bargaining style?  
· What trade-offs and concessions can I offer?

· How should I open?  How should I close?

· Should I have others with me on my negotiating team?  Will I give up too much otherwise?

· Should I use an agent?  If I negotiate, should I meet in person or rely on telephone or e-mail?

· Will I be negotiating in a physical space where both of us will feel comfortable?

Leverage questions in particular 

· Which side has the most to lose from no deal?  

· For whom is time a factor?  

· Can I improve my alternatives or make the other party's worse?  

· Can I gain control over something the other party needs?  

· Can I form a coalition to improve my position?  

· What arguments will the other side make?  

· Can I first make my arguments before a sympathetic audience?

What is my BATNA?  

Your BATNA is your best alternative to a negotiated agreement.  If you are negotiating over salary, your alternatives might be a job elsewhere, a longer job search, or staying at your current job.  The negotiation needs to match or do better than your BATNA.  Establish a concrete value for various alternatives, like the value of keeping a current job or taking a new one at $5,000 higher salary that involves a move.  Know your alternatives and lay them on the table.

It is also important yet difficult to estimate the other side's BATNA.  A goal of negotiating is to come as close to the other's BATNA as you can.  Aim to convince them that their alternatives are not as good as they seem to be.

The negotiation’s stages

Opening and info exchange

Seek to understand their view of the problem before seeking to be understood. Ask if you can take notes while listening so you can more easily recall what they said. When they finish, offer to restate their points to their satisfaction before making your own points, on the condition that they then do the same in return.  You might also want to ask for some time to reflect after they have presented before presenting your own view. Initially, this may slow things down, but in the long run it saves time, nerves, and relationships. 
Clarify their data and interpretations. What do they see, hear, and hold that you do not? When rephrasing what they said, aim to get them to say, “That’s right.”
Questions to ask

Can you give me an example?

What did that mean to you?

What is it that worries you?
What do you see me doing that is getting in my own way?

How did that impact you?
If two different topics exist

If you see two important topics running simultaneously, say that aloud and propose that they be two different conversations. One topic might be about the content of the conversation in the abstract, but the other topic might be about the relationship between these two people; these are often confused. 
Clarify positions and interests

Ask about the interests behind their opinion or position. Explore what they are trying to accomplish for themselves and why. These so-called interests are their underlying needs, desires, fears, and concerns. They can be divided into three categories, and sorting their interests into these boxes will help you when creating options.
	Their interests

	Helping you
	Helping themselves and the relationship
	Helping someone or something beyond the two of you

	…
	…
	…

	…
	…
	…


Maximize the pie

Once you know the underlying interests and whose interests are involved, you can create options that satisfy both of you.  

Be explicit about what you’re trying to accomplish. Name the different interests and invite the other person to brainstorm non-judgingly with you about ways of meeting them. Some options solve the whole problem while other ones are “process” options, options on the best process for moving forward that feels fair to both of you.

What would constitute a fully acceptable solution to all?  Put the criteria on the table and refine and prioritize them so that everyone is satisfied that the criteria represent all involved.  What new options would meet these criteria? Can you split the large issues into smaller pieces? Create as many possibilities as possible.

Shift to “Here’s what’s left out”
For effective assertion when responding, shift from “I’m right and you’re wrong” to “Here’s what’s left out.” What’s often left out is additional data. As long as you make this shift, you can assert anything that’s important to you. With both sets of puzzles on the table, you can begin to see where the two of you see things the same and differently, and why.
Shift to “and” from “but”

Also shift from re”but”tals to “and.”

Divide the pie and finalize
Now that you have maximized the pie, it is time to assess possible trade-offs. Identify the best and worst possible outcomes. Specify increments that trade-offs can reflect and how they relate to the key issues.  Trade for items that the other side doesn’t value highly, and offer something of little value to you but of value to them. Yield to rationale, not pressure.

Find something you two can agree on without letting go of your points; let them at least partially influence you.
List what the two of you have agreed to and what to do next. Consider putting the agreement in writing – perhaps an action plan, benchmarks and consequences, a procedural contract, or a list of new process strategies. Stick to this agreement to show respect for this relationship.
· Action plans: What, if anything, is each party going to change or work on, and what do you each agree to do to make that happen?
· Benchmarks and consequences: How will progress be measured, and when? Consider discussing what impact, positive and negative, measuring will have. Also, discuss the consequences, if any, if benchmarks are not met.
· Procedural contracts: In addition to promises about the substance of what will change, you might make agreements on the process for working on them. When do we talk again, and about what? 
· New strategies: Sometimes we should look for strategies to work around each other’s weaknesses as opposed to looking for solutions. For example, who else can help us? 
After this conversation is over and some time passes, discuss with the other person the process of the conversation – not the content – and what could be improved for next time. It is good to know how you might have inadvertently been confused, defensive, or blind to something.
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