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Unit 1 Fundamentals of Negotiation
AR R RS RSRRRSRURERSURRRSRUR RSN

YR EE TR AR R R R

! Sentence Patterns ﬁgg

A T an -t e %%%%%—}é%—%

1. Think of the word “negotiation”, what images come to your
mind? Conflict? Confrontiation? Battle? War? Or maybe Debate?
Logic? Science?

— B “IR AKX A, BRI R A ATER? B R 3
N BN A L P33 1l N o e

2.Believe it or not, despite all the clinical, logical, rational, psy-
chological, statistical analysis, graphs, pie-charts, methods,
and technigues from MBAs, CPAs, CEOs, mediators, medi\-
ums, gurus, and astrologers, negotiation is not a science .
RERBEGHGE, BRAE SFIGK B8 20 O 585
B, A LR ORR Ak B TR B M E R AT
BB RS CER BRI B, B, RANE—
k== '

3. The popular concept of negotiation as war and as science have
contributed to the negative image of deal-making, the image
that the biggest and toughest thug wins.

R F N AR RT WA S8 T R RIS, B
« 1 -



REKRER REA M

. Cultural conditions (magazines, TV series, movies, best-selling
books) have reduced deal making to images of brutal combat—
often making great entertainment on film but lousy negotiation in
reality.

SCALSURE (25 R IR R (g 8 B s B T IR AR 2R
SR — X MR BT PEE T RS, BEER
LR HIG BT R AL

. The best way to get what you want is to help the other side get

what they want.
ERIREEN RN RETEEFEHIABRMBITERENR
ﬁo

. What matters in negotiation are results. Everything else is deco-
ration.

AR B R, H ARSI — Y13 HRM.

. Never forget, everyone who sit down at a negotiation table is
there for one simple reason: they want something the other side
has.

KIEITAE, FAS Ay — A fo o i 5 IR A A TR SR Tt 1128
M B—HBBIERKRA,

_The most effective negotiators tend to be the most confident ne-
gotiators. Conversely negotiators who are less confident are
less effective.

BRIk E R R A EMRAE, M, BRZEERORAE
I} 3 DA BN o
_Remember knowledge is power. If you are armed with know-

ledge you can face your negotiators with confidence.
. 2 .



WERMRRE . WREAMAREEC, RTUREHRE S
30T X R R FIX T

10. Everybody talks about win-win negotiation today. How do you
interpret it?

L5 HN ABMERRVBIRA, (K2 EFERY?

11. As far as | am concerned, win-win negotiation means: big win
for your side, little win for theirs.

TERE R, DURRAIERE : Rk, HAB/N L.

12. If we negotiators were seeking truly equal terms and deals,
like King Solomon, we’d simply divide everything in half.
MR BNIRAE FREMFEHREMZ S, R FTTEE
AR, A2, 3150 18 B HOREAE o] JHAF — 20 20

13.In real world we’ re out to achieve all (or most) of our goals,
to make our most desirable deals. But the best way to do so is
to let the other side achieve some of their goals, to make their
acceptable deal.
FEB SR, BRIV K S RARTA(RER)NHEBN, B
BRNEFBEROR S, HREBEGX S8R TR
SRR REEN, KRR

14 There is an old saying, “If all you have in your toolbox is a
hammer, then every problem looks like a nail.” The same is
true for negotiation.

AR ER . WE R TREMES ST, B2 —YIREE
FERBRARET T —HE "X R #E A TR H

15.How to prepare better than the other side, how to probe so
you know what they want and why, and how to propose with-
out going first and revealing too much, these are the necessary

. 3 .



16.

17.

18.

tools that you need to put in your negotiator’s toolbox.

IrAe] Xt T HE AR BE FE 47, a0l R SR M 07 O RS 4, 4R @
WX ARz E BEDH, XEHFLRAF T RFELE
MIH,

The tools in your negotiator’ s toolbox will enable you to deal
with the toughest people and situations, from neutralizing ani-
mosity to breaking deadlocks.

K T LA LAY 0 EL R (3 1R A 5 X AoF 5 SR 8 19 XF 0 I R
FrIEH, MR IRBETEER

To be effective in negotiation, you have to stop using the same
old “normal” approach. You got to want change, accept
change, and throw yourself into that change. The result will be
worth it.

AR R H R T, YRh B4 L R R R IEH TR, (R
FREAE B TRy, FRERERN.

If you are armed for combat, the other side will be, too. If you
have to win at all costs, so do they. Both sides attack, both
sustain casualties. Neither side gives in, neither side gets
what they want.

R R SRR B, A AR, WRRA
B — P S BUR, 3T W& B, XU HEBE, XU R B
&, ®E ik, RRE TR
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1. engage in M
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purchasing agent W4 3EARHE
supplier 5/
satisfaction in careers FESF L FHRBHERE

. collective well-being KA EFI, &4k

. well-meaning platitude & 8 bR iA 17

. hard-boiled cliché EJHEM, Prisl i

. aggressive i3 6, A E 3, BUEBUCR Y

deceptive HXFRTEH)

. outcomes ZEH, B

. discipline %%t

. intellectual tools FARHE HILH

. human interactions AZHIE

. exchange situations X

. arena =HY, BE

. be involved in BHHEH

. bargaining situations TR R
. minimum price BAR 48

. conflicting interest ot SR R 27

. mutually HEM

. benefit from PA---ee s, X

. confront X}

. favorable A FIH, ZEEHY

. reach agreement b7y R7INEG

. witness H iy, fEIE, WCAIESE

. delayed agreement FERT | HE LAY T
. abrogate an agreement B BUE AR
. self-enforcing B T, 3B AT

. obviating THER, HeBR: (FE R B AS55)
. Pareto optimization e B AT B AL 25 2R ( X J7 38 B B AE
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#HRE)
31. bargaining power IT#EH A9 S EFEE S

P LG TETE R PR

Relevant Knowledge

Rationale for Negotiation

Everybody engages in negotiations. A housewife with a sales-
person over the counter for the price of fruits, a girl with her parent
for lifting the night curfew, a driver with a police for removing
ticket over a traffic violation, a purchasing agent with a supplier for
the quality of a product, so on and so forth, all of which involve ne-
gotiation. Indeed, negotiation is the order of the day for each of us.

Broadly speaking, every facet of human life, from our happi-
ness in families to our satisfaction in careers as well our collective
well-being on earth, hinges much on negotiation. A fundamental
understanding of this subject can neither be built either on well-
meaning platitude about being generous and open-minded nor depend
on hard-boiled cliché about being aggressive or deceptive. It is there-
fore not surprising that negotiation processes and outcomes are stu-
died in various disciplines such as political science, economics, Psy-
chology and sociology. In addition, courses on negotiations are now
commonplace in business schools and law schools, principally
because negotiation skills are highly prized both in the field of busi-
ness and law. Since the intellectual tools are there to improve the ca-
pacity in study and practice of negotiation, they need to be better
understood in order to be put to real use.

There are two main reasons for studying bargaining situations.

6



The first, and a practical one, is that many important and interes-
ting human (economic, social and political) interactions are bar-
gaining situations. As mentioned above, exchange situations are
bargaining situations. In the arena of social interaction, a married
couple, for example, are involved in many bargaining situations
throughout their relationship. In the political arena, a bargaining
situation also exists, for example, when no single party on its own
can form a government; the party that has obtained most votes will
typically find itself in a bargaining situation with one of the other
parties. The second, theoretical, reason for studying negotiation is
that understanding such situations is fundamental to the develop-
ment of the economic theory of markets.

Consider the following situation. Casey owns a house that she
values at $ 100,000 (which is the minimum price at which she in-
tends to sell), while Peter values this house at $ 80,000 (which is
the maximum price at which he intends to buy). If trade occurs at a
price that lies between $ 100,000 and $ 80, 000—that is, if Casey
sells the house to Peter—the seller and the buyer would each become
better off. In this situation, there lies a common interest for the two
individuals to trade. But, at the same time, they have conflicting
interests over the price at which to trade: the seller would like to
trade at a higher price, while the buyer would like to trade at a lower
price. Any exchange situation, such as the one just described, in
which a pair of individuals {or organizations) can engage in mutually
beneficial trade but have conflicting interests over the terms of
trade, is a bargaining situation.

Stated in general terms, a negotiation is a bargaining situation
in which two or more players have a common interest to co-operate,
but at the same time have conflicting interests over exactly how to

.7



cooperate. To put it differently, the players can mutually benefit
from reaching agreement on an outcome from a set of possible out-
comes, but have conflicting interests over the set of outcomes.

The main issue that confronts the players in a bargaining situa-
tion is the need to reach agreement over exactly how to cooperate—-
before they actually cooperate (and obtain the fruits of that co-opera-
tion). On the one hand, each player would like to reach some agree-
ment rather than disagree and not reach any agreement. But, on the
other hand, each player would like to reach an agreement that is as
favorable to her as possible. It is thus conceivable that the players
will strike an agreement only after some costly delay, or indeed even
fail to reach any agreement—as is frequently witnessed by the his-
tory of disagreement and costly delayed agreements in many real-life
bargaining situations (as exemplified by the occurrences of trade
wars, military conflicts, strikes and divorce) .

The intersecting yet conflicting interests of the different parties
are what make the problem of reaching an agreement a “game”—
that is, the outcome depends on the choices of all the players. Inso-
far as no players have reason to abrogate an agreement, the game is
said 10 be “ noncooperative” : the agreement, because it is in the mu-
tual interest of the parties, is self-enforcing, obviating the need for
an outside party to make it stick. Cooperative games, which also
presume such an agreement can be made, however, concern the is-
sue as how the surplus generated by the agreement might be reason-
ably divided among the players.

The main focus of any theory of bargaining is on the efficiency
and distribution properties of the outcome of negotiation. The for-
mer property relates to the possibility that the bargaining outcome is
not Pareto optimization. As indicated above, this could arise, either

-8 -



. because the players fail to reach an agreement, or because they reach
an agreement after some costly delay. Examples of costly delayed
agreements include: when a wage agreement is reached after lost
production due to a long strike; or when a peace settlement is nego-
tiated after the loss of life through war. The distribution property,
on the other hand, relates to the issue of exactly how the fruits of
co-operation are divided between the players (or, to put it different-
ly, how the gains from trade are divided). The negotiation theory
will determine the roles of various forces on the bargaining outcome.
It also addresses the issue of what determines a player’s bargaining
power .

ARk e Ed

AN HikH, FEE T RS E R ARG AT ACRE
R AT, SRR A B R M A 1 2 4, R DLIE R AR R
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Reading Material
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The Importance to Study International

Business Negotiation

We often refer to trade between countries, or the other times
huge transactions among today’ s multinational companies. However,
countries and companies do not talk to one another as people do.
Indeed, a fundamental activity of international commerce and multi-
national business transactions is the millions of face-to-face interac-
tions between businesspeople from different countries that take place
everyday. Great economic, political, and cultural gaps are bridged
routinely by executives equipped with the necessary cross-cultural
skills and patience with the ultimate result of constructive cross-bor-

. 11 .



der relationships established.

Despite the fundamental importance of international business
negotiations, and despite the high levels of skills of some interna-
tional managers, there is still much to learn about the phenomenon.

We often hear the term “the art of negotiation” —of course,
there is even a very popular book by that title. Given the current
healthy state and growing interest in negotiation {in general) in the
social sciences, perhaps we can now think of that topic as a subject
of scientific inquiry. However, little work has been done to date re-
garding international business negotiations. We do know from the
extant literature that problems in international negotiations are often
predictable, and variations in bargaining behaviors across cultures
are often systematic. This gives reason for optimism. In recent
years, there have appeared dozens of valuable papers and books on
international business negotiations which represent the kinds of care-
ful research and creative thinking that should be encouraged toward
the goal of providing a scientifically based set of knowledge upon

which international managers can depend.

Three Key Elements in Negotiation
Among the complex variables in negotiation, three predominant
elements can be identified: interest, communication and culture.
Interest serves as the driving force for negotiators to come to
the table® and persist in their respective positions. Negotiators have
in mind clear expectations and bottom lines? initiated from their
own positions. Negotiators will compromise over the outcome, but
common interest dictates the success. Falling far below expectations
particularly below bottom lines means a disagreement.
Negotiation involves an encoding (from the part of the commu-
.12 -



nicator) and decoding (from the part of the audience) process, in
which communication serves as the vehicle. The efficiency of negotia-
tion hinges much @@) the understanding of the objectives on each
side. One important obstacle in the way@ of effective communication
is noise. Noise in this particular context is defined as any external
barriers that may tarnish, interrupt and distort the genuine meaning
conveyed in the course of communication, for example, the cranking
of machines in a neighborhood plant, an expected phone ring in the
negotiation room, the poor illumination that prevents a clear view of
the other party’ s facial expression and other body gestures. The
constant roar of competition for people’s attention in the public are-
na is a typical noise. Another type of obstacle is called internal barrier
which exist in the communicator and the audience alike. As Lipp-
mann noted, each person lives in the protective shelter of a cocoon of
his or her own spinning. This cocoon insulates the individual from
the incessant communication babble that is steadily increasing inten-

sity. They take the form of® gender, age, race barriers, language

or vocabulary barriers, as well as social, political and economic bar-
riers. Of peculiar importance are people’ s worldview and self-per-
ception. On the one hand, people have impressions about everything
that touches their consciousness. On the other hand, everyone lives
in a world of his or her own symbols. The only feeling that anyone
can have about an event he or she does not experience or a person he
or she does not know is by his or her own mental image of the event
or person, developed from fragmentary, second source.

The third, and no doubt the most essential one, is culture.
Culture serves both as an infrastructure and platform for negotia-
tion. Indeed, the objective and behaviors in communication are also
shaped by the different cultures each party was raised upon and in-

.18



