Mohou za to kulicky?

B PhDr. Milena Blahakova

Y Titulek dnes trosku klame. Nebudeme
se totiz vénovat této vSeobecné znamé
détské hre, ale vyjednavani. A presto je tu
souvislost. VSichni, kteri kulicky hrat ume-
ji, védi, ze zakladnim principem je vyhrat.
A nejen to — diky kulickam jsme se naugili,
ze VITEZ BERE VSE. Tak to platilo v dobé,
kdy jsme byli vli¢i vychové nejvnimavéjsi.
Neni se co divit, ze dodnes pro nas prohra
znamena, ze ztracime vse a strategie VY-
HRA-VYHRA, prezentovana z manazer-
skych publikaci, je nam vyslovené
podezriela. Takhle to prece v zivoté necho-
di. Vime to ... od kuli¢ek.

Zpravidla vzdycky, kdyZ se snazime néco
ziskat nebo druhého o Eemkoliv presvédcit,
potfebujeme k tomu vyjednavani. Takze se
sejdou obrazné i fakticky dva r(zné pozadav-
ky, dva rGzné nazory, dva rizné cile. Vyjed-
navame o mzdu, o cenu, o praci, o sluzby —
ale i o to, kam pojedeme na dovolenou.
A uplIné automaticky dosazujeme to, co jsme
se naucili v détstvi: jsou jen dv& moznosti:
vyhrat nebo prohrat. Nas cil je vyhrat, takze
toho druhého musime porazit. Je to pfistup,
ktery nepfeje dlouhodobym obchodnim
ani partnerskym vztahim. Ani nam neprospé-
je, kdyz své obchodni partnery, spolupracov-
niky nebo podfizené pfivedeme ,do ztraty“.

Tato strategie je oznacova-
na jako vyhra-prohra. Pri vy-
Jjednavani tento postoj nutné
vede ke konfliktiim, vyvolava
podezirani, mlZeni, vyhrocuje
situaci: ja nebo ty.

Druha strategie je postavena uplné jinak:
nasim cilem je dohodnout se. Vyhra-vyhra
znamena, ze kazdy z nas ziska to, co potre-
buje, a sou¢asné umoznii druhému, aby zis-
kal co potifebuje on. Vyjednavani stoji na
presném urceni problému, diskuzi o zajmech,
na dohodé. Pracuje s Ustupky a s kompromi-
sem. Uz z toho je vidét, Ze vysledku vitéz—
vitéz se neda dosahnout nahodou.

Velkou roli v ném hraje:

B Duvéra - pro efektivni vyjednavani je za-
sadni. Bez dUvéry nelze nez soupefit, ¢i-
hat na chybu partnera, podezirat. Pozor
na to, nejde o slova, ale o postoj. Mlze-
me mluvit o spolupraci, ale prozradime
se v okamziku, kdy se zalekneme otevre-
nosti, protoze by nas druhy uc¢astnik mohl
L~dob&hnout* Vitéz-vitéz je postaveno
na duvére a otevienosti. Podminkou je
délat to, co fikame. Pokud nastane situa-
ce: je jedno, co fika, stejné udéla néco
jiného, je zbyte¢né vyjednavat. Duvéra
se buduje dlouho — proto taky ¢asto hle-
dame dodavatele, partnery i nové kolegy
na zakladé referenci a doporuceni lidi,
kterym v&fime my sami.

B Hodnota trvani spoluprace — v jednani
pak bereme v Uuvahu nejen to, co ziska-
me dnes, ale i to, jak tento vysledek ovliv-
ni budouci jednani a vztahy: v tymu,
ve kterém se snazim pro sebe ziskat vy-
hodu, budu muset pracovat jesté dlouho;
s vedoucim, v(ci kterému prosazuiji své
pozadavky na vy$Si mzdu, budu muset
pracovat dal; s dodavatelem, vici které-
mu stavim nekompromisné své pozadav-
ky, budu muset jednat i dalSi roky.

B Priprava — snizeni rizika, ze pfimo na
misté jednani nam bude chybét dulezita
informace, a to nejen o druhém ucastni-
ku jednani. Potfebujete si byt jisti svymi
vlastnimi zajmy, znat celou transakci a jeji
historii, o konkurenci. Bez informaci ne-
zname zajmy a nevyjednavame o za-
jmech, rozhodujeme se na zakladé fiktiv-
nich podkladd. Bez pfipravy a znalosti
zajmu partnera ani pfi strategii vitéz—vi-
téz nemusi byt vysledek optimalni. Neni
tfeba chodit daleko pro pfiklad: Mame
hlad, jsme dva, a k dispozici mame jeden
kol&ag. Ja i ten druhy ho chceme. A proto-
Ze nam zalezi na naSem vztahu a jsme
informovani o vyhodé spoluprace, pouzi-
jeme kompromis a kola¢ rozdélime
na polovinu. Po chvili zGstane na mém
talifi okousany stfed kolace a na kolaci
mého partnera nesnézeny okraj bez na-
pIiné. Prosté proto, ze jsme si nerekli, co
ma kdo na kolaci rad, o co ma zajem. Ja
(at to tomu druhému pfipada jakkoliv
zvlastni) nemam rada naplné a jim jen to
suché, hezky vypecené tésto. M(j part-
ner by se utloukl po jakékoliv naplni
a suchy okraj neji. Kdybychom to o sobé
zjistili, mohlo byt naSe déleni mnohem
efektivnéj$i. Nezlstaly by zadné zbytky.
Totéz se dé&je pfi rozhodovani o lidech,
o platebnich podminkach, o terminech.
Ve vyjednavani otevienost a divéra
umozni najit bod rovnovahy, ktery je pro
oba Ucastniky pfijatelny. Otevienosti po-
silujeme i stabilitu vztahu.

Ale co kdyz nas partner
nechce spolupracovat?

Tim, Zze bychom sami stale nabizeli ote-
viené vyhody, bychom opravdu mohli osla-
bit svou vyjednavaci pozici. Potfebujeme
svého partnera — druhého uc¢astnika jednani
Lotestovat”.

Méame nékolik moznosti: Mizeme zadit
konfrontaci, a pak, jsme-li odmitnuti, hleda-
me cestu spoluprace (To je cesta od musis
pres mél bys k mohl bys? a ke zdUraznéni,
jak by to prospélo nasim dobrym vztah(m).

Mlzeme zacit i jinak: zacneme dobrymi
vztahy (mezi nami byla vzdy davéra) a po-
kracujeme k problému (bylo by rozumné to
udélat) a kdyz to nefunguje, pouzijeme na-
tlaku (ze zakona vyplyva, Zze musite). Ani jed-
na cesta neni idedlni, druhy ucastnik mize
citit, Ze snim hrajeme hru s cukrem a bi¢em.

Zkuste nasledujici postup:

Vstricnost
Spoluprace \
1. krok Odplata
Obrana \
2. krok Navrat ke
spolupraci
3. krok

Protoze spoluprace je efektivnéjsi, v prvnim
kroku nabizime spolupraci. A je pravda, Ze jen
se spolupraci a otevienosti nevystaime. Ne
kazdy je pfipraven ji pfijmout.

V pfipadé, Ze druhy soutézi, nespolupra-
cuje a zUstava u strategie Vyhra—prohra,
brarite se. V knize Jifiho Plaminka Synergic-
ky management jsem kromé podrobného vy-
svétleni tohoto postupu jednani nasla
pravidlo ,Na neduivéru reagujte neddvérou
na podraz opatrnosti, na soutéz soutézi®.
Budte kooperativni, ale ne ,blbi“ (Tohle nam
nedéla potize, protoze kupodivu je vstficnost
spi$ povazovana za slabost nez za silu).

Jenomze pokud chcete byt efektivni a ne-
dostat se do konfrontace (zub za zub), pfe-
jdéte ke tretimu kroku. Umoznéte navrat
ke spolupraci jedno selhani spoluprace tole-
rujete, ale vas partner uz vi, Zze vas nebude
moci zneuzit. Informujte ho o tom, musi vasi
reakci rozumét, usnadnéte mu pochopeni.

Ucte se z pribéhu jednani, prizplso-
bujte ho situaci.
Ucte svého partnera. | on musi poznat,

co si miize dovolit. Nut'te ho k jednani,
které nese prospéch — ke spolupraci. B



B Is it the marbles’ fault?

Today's title is a bit deceptive. We won't deal with the com-
mon children's game, but with negotiation. There is a link
between those two, anyway. Everybody who can play marbles
knows that the basic principle is to win. Not only that: thanks to
marbles we've learnt the WINNER TAKE ALL. It was like that in
time when we were most perceptive to education. No wonder
that even today a loss means to us we lose everything and the
WIN-WIN strategy presented in management books sounds clear-
ly suspicious to us. That's not the way it is. We've known it ...
since we played marbles.

As arule, every time we try to get something or persuade others of
something, we need negotiating skills. It means that two different
requirements, two different opinions, two different objectives encoun-
ter both metaphorically and virtually. We negotiate about wages, pri-
ces, services, but also about where we will go on vacation. And quite
automatically, we prove what we learnt when we were children: there
are only two options, to win or to lose. Our aim is to win, which me-
ans we have to defeat the other person. It isn't an approach favou-
ring long-term business or partnership relations. It doesn't do good
even to us if we cause our business partners, colleagues or subordi-
nates to ,make a loss".

The strategy is known as win—lose. In case of negotiation, the
approach necessarily leads to conflicts, raises misdoubt, doubletalk,
brings the situation into boil: me or you.

The other strategy is quite different: our objective is to agree. Win—
win means each of us gets what he/she needs, and at the same time
allows his/her partner to get what he/she needs. Negotiation is based
on an exact specification of the issue, discussion about interests,
agreement. It works with concessions and compromises. It clearly
shows a win—win result cannot be achieved by accident.

An important role is played by:

B Trust —it's crucial for effective negotiation. Without trust you can
only compete, watch for your partner's mistake, suspect. Be ca-
reful: it's not the matter of words but attitude. You can talk about
cooperation but you betray yourselves at the moment when you
recoil from openness, as the other one could ,trick” you. Win-win
is based on trust and openness. The precondition is to do what
you say. If a situation comes when you think: it doesn't matter
what they say, they will do something different anyway, there is
no point in negotiating. It takes a long time to build trust: that's
why we often look for suppliers, partners and new colleagues
based on references and recommendations of people to whom
we trust.

B The value of continuance of cooperation — when negotiating,
we take into account not only what we get today, but also what
will be the result's effect on future negotiations and relations: I'll
have to continue to work in the team in which I try to gain advan-
tage for myself; I'll have to continue to work with the manager
with whom | negotiate about a raise; I'll have to continue to nego-
tiate with the supplier on whom | impose requirements uncom-
promisingly in the future.

B Preparation — you reduce the risk you will miss important infor-
mation at the point of negotiation, not only about your negotiation
partner. You need to be sure of your own interests, know the ove-
rall transaction and its history, the competition. Without informati-
on you don't know interests and don't negotiate about interests,
you decide based on fictitious data. If you don't get prepared and
don't know your partner's interests, the result is not necessarily
optimal even if you apply the win—win strategy. An example is at
hand: we are hungry, there are two of us, and we have one cake.
We want it both. And as we care about our relationship and are
aware of the benefits of cooperation, we use a compromise and
halve the cake. After a while, | leave a picked centre of the cake

on my plate and my partner leaves an uneaten edge without fil-
ling. It's just because we didn't inform each other what we liked
about the cake, what we were interested in. | don't like fillings (no
matter how strange it may seem to my partner) and | eat only the
dry, well-baked dough. My partner loves any filling and doesn't
eat the dry edge. If we knew it, our split could be much more
effective. There would be no leftovers. The same thing happens
when you decide on people, payment conditions, deadlines. In
negotiation openness and trust allow you to find the balance ac-
ceptable for both partners. Openness at the same time streng-
thens the relationship's stability.

What to do if our partner is not willing
to cooperate?

Offering advantages openly could really weaken your bargaining
position. You need to ,test“ your companion, i.e. the other party to
the negotiation.

There are several options: you can start with confronting and
then, if you are denied, look for a way to cooperation (the way from
you have to through you should to could you?, and stressing how
it would facilitate our good relations).

You can start in another way: with good relations (there has always
been mutual trust) and proceed with the problem (it would be advi-
sable to do it), and if it doesn't work, use pressure (the law says you
are obliged to). None of the ways is perfect, your partner may feel
you are playing ,the carrot and the stick” game.

Try the following approach:

N

Revenge
Defence

Step 2

Helpfulness
Cooperation

Step 1

N\

Resumption of
cooperation

Step 3

As cooperation is more effective, you offer cooperation in the first
step. But it's true we cannot make do only with cooperation and open-
ness. Not everybody is ready to accept it.

If your companion competes, isn’'t cooperative and
sticks to the win—lose strategy, answer back. Next to
a detail definition of the above mentioned approach,
I've found the following rule in the book titled ,,Syner-
gistic Management“ by Jifi Plaminek: ,,Respond to dis-
trust by distrust, to a mean trick by a mean trick, to
competition by competition. Be cooperative, but not
stupid.” (That is not a problem as curiously enough,
helpfulness is considered rather a weakness than
a strength.).

Yet, if you want to be effective and avoid confrontation (tit for tat),
proceed to the third step. Allow resumption of cooperation: you tole-
rate one failure to collaborate, but your partner knows he/she won't
be allowed to abuse you. Inform him/her, your reaction needs to be
understood, make understanding easier to him/her.

Learn by the negotiation's progress, adapt to the situation.

Make your partner learn. Even he/she should recognise what

he/she can do. Put pressure on him/her to act in a way benefi-
ting both, to cooperate. ]



