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Key	Terms	

Active	Listening:	Careful	listening	to	more	than	just	the	content	of	a	message.		With	

active	listening,	it	is	important	to	pay	attention	to	nonverbal	cues,	to	convey	

to	the	speaker	a	sense	of	trust,	identify	with	the	speaker’s	feelings	and	

thoughts,	and	encourage	the	speaker	to	be	as	speci>ic	as	possible	about	

feelings	and	concerns.	

Anchoring:		The	tendency	to	use	a	number	presented	initially	as	an	anchor	for	

negotiations.		The	anchor	tends	to	set	the	starting	point	for	bargaining.		As	

such,	if	one	has	good	knowledge	regarding	a	negotiation,	it	is	advantageous	

to	set	an	extreme	(but	not	wholly	unreasonable)	initial	offer.	

Asking:		Successful	negotiators	are	noteworthy	for	their	tendency	to	ask	many	

questions	relative	to	less	successful	negotiators	during	negotiations.		Less	

successful	negotiators	tend	to	try	to	argue	for	their	positions	without	seeking	

to	fully	understand	the	needs	and	motivations	of	the	other	party		or	parties.	

Availability:		The	tendency	to	estimate	the	probability	of	an	event	based	on	how	

available	instances	of	the	event	are	in	our	memories.		As	such,	for	example,	
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probabilities	of	events	that	are	highly	publicized	(such	as	auto	accidents	

highlighted	in	newspaper	headiness)	are	likely	to	be	overestimated.	

Base	and	Case	Data:		Base	data	are	underlying	statistics,	such	as	the	rates	of	

occurrence	of		a	disease.		Case	data	are	concrete	examples,	such	as	references	

to	speci>ic	individuals	suffering	from	the	disease.		Case	data	generally	are	

given	very	heavy	weight.		So,	always	try	to	present	concrete	examples.	

BATNA:		Best	Alternative	to	a	Negotiated	Agreement;	what	a	negotiator	can	have	if	

there	is	no	deal.		A	negotiator	shouldn’t	accept	any	offer	that	is	less	than	his	

or	her	BATNA.	

Con;irmation	Bias:		The	tendency	to	seek,	interpret,	and	recall	information	in	ways	

that	con>irm	one’s	preconceptions.		That	is,	we	attempt	to	con>irm	our	prior	

views,	often	leading	us	to	avoid,	ignore,	or	distort	warning	signs.		

Con;lict	Styles:		Con>lict	styles	differ	in	the	degree	to	which	they	are	cooperative	

and/or	assertive.	

Accommodating	style:			Con>lict	style	used	by	individuals	who	are	

cooperative	without	being	assertive,	thus	satisfying	the	other	party’s	

needs	while	neglecting	their	own.		The	accommodating	party	may	be	

taken	advantage	of,	losing	stature	and	self-esteem.		The	result	creates	

a	win-lose	situation,	with	the	accommodating	party	being	the	loser.		

Avoiding	style:		Con>lict	style	used	by	parties	who	are	neither	assertive	nor	

cooperative,	neglecting	the	interests	of	both	parties	by	trying	to	
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sidestep	the	con>lict	or	put	off	making	a	decision.		Regular	use	of	this	

strategy	may	lead	to	frustrations,	uncertainties,	and	stalemates,	

yielding	a	lose-lose	outcome,	with	neither	party’s	needs	being		fully	

satis>ied.	

Collaborating	style:		Con>lict	style	that	is	both	cooperative	and	assertive,	

focusing	on	satisfying	the	needs	of	both	parties.		Sometimes	called	a	

problem-solving	style,	it	has	the	potential	to	yield	win-win	outcomes.	

Competing	(or	Forcing)	style:		Con>lict	style	used	by	a	party	who	is	

assertive	and	uncooperative,	attempting	to	satisfy	his	or	her	needs	at	

the	expense	of	those	of	the	other	party.		If	that	party	is	successful,	this	

results	in	a	win-lose	situation,	with	a	clear	winner	and	loser.	

Compromising	style.		Con>lict	style	used	by	a	party	who	shows	moderate	

levels	of	both	assertiveness	and	cooperation.		The	compromise	doesn’t	

fully	satisfy	the	needs	of	either	party,	but	the	pain	is	shared.	

Default	Heuristic:		The	tendency	to	accept	the	default	presented	to	us.			For	

instance,	we	tend	to	accept	the	default	settings	on	a	new	computer	or	the	

default	option	on	a	registration	form.	

Differences.		Differences	in	negotiators’	risk	preferences,	time	preferences,	and	

expectations	(such	as	regarding	sales	or	returns)	offer	the	opportunity	for	

successful	negotiations.	Such	differences	indicate	that	one	party	may	be	
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willing	to	give	up	something	in	return	for	a	settlement	that	reduces	his	or	her	

risk	or	time	needs,	or	increases	anticipated	returns.		

Distributive	versus	Integrative	Negotiating	Approaches:		Approaches	focusing	

on	resource	distribution	versus	resource	enhancement.		Most	negotiations	

have	elements	of	both.	

Distributive	approaches:		Approaches	to	negotiation	that	focus	on	getting	

as	large	a	share	of		outcomes	as	possible	(that	is,	getting	a	big	“slice	of	

the	pie”).		These	are	sometimes	called	“win-lose”	approaches	since	

one	party’s	gain	is	the	other’s	loss.	

Integrative	approaches:		Approaches	to	negotiation	that	focus	on	increasing	

the	pool	of	resources	available	for	bargaining.		

Ef;icient	Frontier:	The	set	of	settlements	for	which	there	are	no	superior	

alternatives.		If	something	does	not	fall	on	the	ef>icient	frontier,	there	are	

better	alternatives.		Settlements	should	be	avoided	if	they	are	not	on	the	

ef>icient	frontier.		A	goal	of	integrative	approaches	to	bargaining	is	to	expand	

the	ef>icient	frontier	(that	is,	to	enlarge	the	“pie”	available	for	negotiation).	

Emotional	Intelligence:		Uncontrolled	emotions	can	interfere	with	effective	

negotiations.		Emotional	intelligence	is	intelligence	re>lected	in	how	one	does	

in	life,	manages	feelings,	gets	along	with	others,	and	is	empathic	and	

motivated.		Emotional	intelligence		is	composed	of	interpersonal	intelligence	

–	the	ability	to	understand	other	people:	what	motivates	them,	how	they	
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work,	and	how	to	work	cooperatively	with	them	–	and	intrapersonal	

intelligence	–	the	capacity	to	form	an	accurate	model	of	oneself	and	to	be	able	

to	use	that	model	to	operate	effectively	in	life.	

Face:		Face	is	the	value	a	person	places	on	his	or	her	public	image,	reputation,	and	

status	vis-à-vis	other	people	in	the	negotiation.		“Saving	face”	is	especially	

important	for	some	people	and	in	some	cultures.	

Fairness	Criteria:		It	is	important	in	negotiations	to	remember	that	people	may	

have	different	views	of	fairness:	

Equity.		The	view	that	fairness	exists	when	all	parties	are	given	outcomes	in	

proportion	to	their	contributions.			

Equality.		The	view	that	fairness	exists	when	all	parties	are	given	the	same	

outcomes.	

Needs.		The	view	that	fairness	exists	when	all	parties	are	given	outcomes	in	

proportion	to	their	needs.	

Fairness	Types:	

Distributive	fairness.		The	perception	that	the	distribution	of	outcomes	was	

fair.	

Procedural	fairness.		The	perception	that	the	procedures	used	to	determine	

outcomes	were	fair.	
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Interpersonal	fairness.		The	perception	that	one	was	treated	with	respect	

and	dignity	during	negotiations.

Framing:		The	way	information	is	framed	can	in>luence	reactions	and	choices.		For	

instance,	framing	an	income	tax	proposal	as	“restoring	the	1995	levels,”	

where	those	levels	were	higher	than	now,	yields	a	more	positive	reaction	

than	“raising	taxes.”	

Guidelines	for	Achieving	Integrative	Solutions:	

Obtaining	added	resources.		While	obtaining	added	resources	may	not	always	

be	feasible,	we	should	at	least	consider	the	possibility.	

Providing	nonspeci;ic	compensation.		With	nonspeci;ic	compensation,	one	

party	gets	what	it	wants	and	the	other	is	paid	on	some	unrelated	issue.	

Trading	issues.		Trading	issues	means	each	party	concedes	on	low-priority	

issues	in	exchange	for	concessions	on	higher-priority	issues.	

Cost	cutting.		With	cost	cutting,	one	party	gets	what	it	wants	and	the	other	gets	

the	costs	associated	with	the	concession	reduced	or	eliminated.	

Bridging.		With	bridging,	a	new	option	that	satis>ies	the	interests	of	both	parties	

is	developed.		

Guidelines	for	Sharing	Information:		While	negotiators	are	often	reluctant	to	

reveal	potentially	sensitive	information	about	their	positions,	some	things	

can	be	done	to	encourage	information	sharing.		These	include:	
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Decide	on	a	distribution	rule	in	advance.		This	may	encourage	parties	to	

the	bargaining	to	share	information.	

Ask	questions.		While	we	mayor	may	not	get	answers	to	all	our	questions,	

we’re	more	likely	to	get	answers	if	we	ask	than	if	we	don’t.	

Strategically	disclose	information.		It	is	often	important	to	provide	some	

useful	–	but	probably	not	critical	–	information	to	the	other	party.		

This	helps	develop	trust	and	may	lead	to	reciprocity.	

Make	multiple	offers	simultaneously.		By	making	a	set	of	offers,	which	

ideally	would	be	equally	desirable	to	us	differing	in	the	responses	of	

the	other	party,	we	may	get	faster	agreement,	or	may	at	least	gain	

information	about	the	other	party’s	preferences.	

Search	for	post-settlement	settlements.		Once	the	parties	have	reached	a	

mutually	acceptable	agreement,	they	can	seek	to	>ind	an	agreement	

that	is	better	for	both	parties.		For	example,	they	can	employ	a	third	

party	who	is	given	full	information	and	is	told	to	search	for	another	

agreement	that	is	better	for	both	parties.		The	initial	settlement	is	

essentially	insurance	in	hand,	and	it	leads	to	an	increased	willingness	

to	seek	a	carefully	crafted,	preferable	alternative.	

Heuristics:	Simplifying	rules	of	thumb.		These	are	essentially	short-cuts	to	choices,	

generally	sacri>icing	optimality	for	speed	and	ef>iciency.		Examples	include	
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anchoring	and	adjustment,	availability,	the	default	heuristic,	and	

representativeness.	

Interests:		Negotiating	parties’	underlying	needs,	desires,	and	concerns.		Interest-

based	negotiators	attempt	to	reconcile	differences	in	a	way	that	addresses	

parties’	most	pressing	needs	and	concerns.	

Leverage:		A	negotiator’s	power	to	obtain	an	agreement	on	his	or	her	own	terms.	

Machiavellianism:		A	personality	characteristic		with	which	individuals	think	any	

behavior	is	acceptable	if	it	achieves	their	goals	(i.e.,	the	ends	justify	the	

means).		Machiavellians	try	to	manipulate	others.		They	are	unemotional	and	

detached,	look	out	for	Number	One,		and	are	unlikely	to	be	good	team	players.	

Maximum	Plausible	Position:		The	most	extreme	offer	a	negotiator	can	make	

without	seeming	completely	unreasonable.	

Negotiator’s	Dilemma:		Many	negotiations	involve	elements	of	both	integration	

(creating	value)	and	distribution	(claiming	value).		The	tension	between	

cooperative	value-creating	strategies	and	competitive	value-	claiming	

strategies	results	in	a	dilemma	for	the	negotiator.	

Nonverbal	Communications:		In	negotiations	(and	in	life)	many	factors	beyond	

words	carry	important	meaning	and	impact.		These	include	eye	contact,	

posture,	touch,	dress,	paralanguage	(how	something	is	said	rather	than	what	

is	said.		It	includes	all	vocal	aspects	of	speech	other	than	words.		For	example,	

voice	qualities	–	such	as	pitch,	rhythm,	tempo,	and	volume	–	in>luence	
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interpretation	of	a	verbal	statement),	and	proxemics	(the	use	of	interpersonal	

space	(proximity	and/or	relative	position)	to	convey	status	and/or	degree	of	

intimacy).	

Perceptual	Biases:	

Stereotyping:		Forming	an	opinion	of	people	based	on	group	membership.		

Stereotyping	may	lead	to	misperceptions	if	the	stereotyping	is	based	

on	false	premises.	

Halo	(and	Horns)	Effects:		Halo	effect	refers	to	the	process	in	which	one	

uses	a	general	impression	(often	based	on	evaluation	of	a	single	trait)	

that	is	favorable	(halo	effect)	or	unfavorable	(horns	effect)	to	evaluate	

speci>ic	traits.		Because	of	this	general	impression,	the	judge	doesn’t	

evaluate	each	trait	independently.	

Similar-to-me	Effects:		The	tendency	to	trust	and	favor	those	who	are	

similar	to	us.		Negotiators	are	sometimes	encouraged	to	match	the	

characteristics	(e.g.,	voice	and	

Perceptual	Characteristics:	

Selective	perception:	Because	we	can	only	perceive	some	cues	from	our	

environment,	we	have	to	select	what	cues	we	will	perceive.		

Unfortunately,	we	tend	to	perceive	primarily	those	cues	we	expect.		As	

such,	contrary	to	the	Missouri	view	that,	“I’ll	believe	it	when	I	see	it,”	

selective	perception	says,	“I’ll	see	it	when	I	believe	it.”	
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Subjective	perception:	We	tend	to	distort	the	information	we	receive	to	

make	it	consistent	with	our	prior	values,	attitudes,	and	beliefs.	

Summative	perception:	We	tend	not	to	perceive	cues	until	they	have	

“summed	up”	to	surpass	a	perceptual	threshold.		This	helps	explain	

the	prevalence	of	repetitive	commercials.	

Prospect	Theory:		The	theory	(which	has	now	been	shown	to	be	correct)	that	we	

are	risk	seeking	when	we	see	ourselves	as	losing	but	risk	averse	when	we	see	

ourselves	as	ahead.		Prospect	theory	says	the	way	issues	are	framed	in	terms	

of	gains	or	losses	from	some	neutral	reference	point	(which	may	be	

manipulated)	can	in>luence	choices.	

Reciprocity:		The	tendency	to		give	as	one	gets.		In	negotiations,	reciprocity	relates	

to	the	tendency	of	one	party	to	the	negotiation	to	match	the	other’s	

volunteered	information	or	concessions.	

Reservation	point:		The	least	one	would	accept	in	a	negotiation.		The	reservation	

point	is	often	determined	by	one’s	BATNA.	

Rights:		Negotiators	who	focus	on	rights	apply	standards	of	fairness	to	negotiations,	

including	contracts,	legal	rights,	precedent,	or	expectations	based	on	norms.	

Risk	Taking	Propensity:		Some	people	are	risk	averse.		They	like	to	play	it	safe,	

choosing	alternatives	that	are	likely	to	give	relatively	low	but	certain	returns.		

Others	–	risk	seekers	–	like	to	gamble.		They	prefer	alternatives	that	may	turn	
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out	very	well	or	very	poorly	to	those	with	little	variance	in	outcomes.		

Differences	in	risk	preferences	create	opportunities	for	bargaining.	

Selective	Exposure:		Choosing	to	expose	oneself	only	to	information	that	con>irms	

our	views.		For	example,	a	guns	rights	supporter	may	be	unlikely	to	attend	

rallies	supporting	gun	control,	while	a	pro-choice	supporter	may	avoid	anti-

abortion	rallies.	

Shadow	of	the	Future:		The	recognition	that	actions	taken	in	a	current	negotiation	

may	cast	a	shadow	over	future	interactions.			

Small	Wins:		Gains	that	are	incremental	and	cumulative.		When	a	situation	seems	

overwhelming	it	may	be	helpful	to	try	to	just	“take	a	bite	of	the	elephant.”		

Small	wins	are	less	likely	to	provoke	resistance	and	may	build	momentum	

and	support.	

Standards:		Criteria	–	preferable	objective	–	for	evaluating	potential	agreements.	

Time	Constraints:	One	way	to	signal	one’s	willingness	to	persevere	is	to	

demonstrate	that	your	time	constraints	are	less	constrained	than	those	of	the	

party	with	whom	you	are	negotiating.			

Tit-for-Tat:		The	strategy	to	begin	by	cooperating	and	then	matching	the	other	

party’s	behavior	at	each	stage	in	the	negotiation	process.		This	should	

encourage	cooperative	behavior.	
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Transactional	versus	Relationship	versus	Balanced	Concern	Negotiation:	

Whether	the	emphasis	of	the	negotiation	is	primarily	on	a	one-time	

transaction	(transactional),	a	positive	ongoing	relationship	(relationship),	

or	both	(a	balanced	concern).			While	a	transactional	negotiation	tends	to	

encourage	distributive	bargaining,	a	relationship	negotiation	tends	to	

encourage	integrative	bargaining.		A	balanced	concern	negotiation	considers	

both.	

Trust:		Willingness	to	put	oneself	in	a	position	of	vulnerability,	but	with	con>idence	

that	others	will	not	take	advantage	of	that	vulnerability.	

Utility:		The	degree	to	which	a	negotiation	outcome	is	satisfying	to	the	negotiator:	

Acquisition	utility	is	the	value	one	places	on	something.	

Transactional	utility	comes	from	the	feeling	that	one	got	a	“good	deal.”		This	

may	vary	with	the	context.		For	example,	a	saving	of	$10	on	an	inexpensive	

watch	may	seem	better	than	a	$10	saving	on	a	car.	

Wise	Threats:		Threats	made	after	asking	questions	such	as:	Is	what	I	am	asking	

reasonable?		Will	the	threat	really	advance	my	position?		Does	the	threat	

motivate	rather	than	punish?		Does	the	threat	allow	the	other	party	to	save	

face?	

Zone	of	Agreement:		The	range	between	negotiators’	reservation	points.		If	there	is	

no	positive	zone	of	agreement	there	should	be	no	settlement.	
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Some	Summary	Guidelines	

• Ask	whether	your	want	to	treat	a	negotiation	as	transactional,	relational,	or	a	

balanced	concern.		Resist	temptations	to	be	entirely	transactional.	

• Seek	to	create,	as	well	as	capture,	value.	

• Be	aware	of	the	power	of	anchors.		If	you	have	good	knowledge	of	the	

situation	try	to	set	the	initial	anchor	(that	is,	make	the	initial	offer).	

• Be	aware	of	the	shadow	of	the	future.			

• Actively	listen.	

• Be	cautious	of	the	frames	presented	to	you	and	be	conscious	of	how	you	

frame	your	presentations.		

• Build	on	reciprocity.	

• Selectively	share	information	to	help	reach	integrative	agreements.			

• Logroll	to	take	advantage	of	differences	in	time	preferences,	risk	preferences,	

and	expectations.	

• Seek	post-settlement	settlements.	

• Be	sensitive	to	personal,	group,	organizational,	and	cultural	differences.	
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Plains,	NJ:	Career	Press,	2011).	
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(New	York:	Three	Rivers	Press,	2010).	

Roger	Fisher,	William	Ury,	&	Bruce	Patton,	Getting	to	Yes:	Negotiating	Agreement	

Without	Giving	In	(New	York:	Penguin	Books,	2011).	

Daniel	Kahneman,	Thinking:	Fast	and	Slow	(New	York:	Farrar,	Straus	and	Giroux,	

2011).	

G.	Richard	Shell,	Bargaining	for	Advantage:	Negotiation	Strategies	for	Reasonable	

People,	2nd	Edition	(New	York:	Penguin	Books,	2006).	

Leigh	L.	Thompson,	The	Heart	and	Mind	of	the	Negotiator	(Fifth	Edition)	(Upper	

Saddle	River,	New	Jersey:	Prentice	Hall,	2012).	
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