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S
ometimes, the potential for
future interaction inherent
in the relationship between
two parties involved in a
negotiation activates a

norm of reciprocity and makes them
reach an agreement that integrates
their needs. It is because
relationships entail an emotional
quality and relational goals are aimed
at creating and restoring trust so
that parties involved honor
exchange commitments and are not
exploitative. Is it really the case?
Talking about salary negotiations,
this case is about a supervisor who
is convinced that one of his
employees deserves a better-than-
average raise and obtaining it is
primarily a negotiation process with
his manager who is rewarded for
controlling costs and not for
recommending or approving better-
than-average raises. Nevertheless,
the supervisor's methods of
lobbying for a raise and the inherent
relationship between the supervisor
and the manager makes the
manager agree to a better-than-
average raise. However, the
supervisor's methods of lobbying
for a raise make the manager think
and worry about future negotiations
between him and the supervisor.
Vineet and Jayesh work for a reputed
pharmaceutical company, an MNC
having operations in 50 different
countries. They work for the

Sometimes, the potential for future

interaction inherent in the relationship

between two parties involved in a

negotiation activates a norm of reciprocity

and makes them reach an agreement that

integrates their needs.

worked for this company for more
than six years. Their reason behind
staying with the company has been
its employee friendly policies and

He is wise and prudent in his
dealings with people - is what people
around him say about him. Jayesh
is considered to be a senior,
experienced and sedate manager.
He is known for keeping a cautious
approach and strategically entering
into niche areas. He has a strong
focus on expenditure control and
taking objective decisions. He
believes in transparency and
monitoring closely and regularly.
Jayesh has been Vineet's boss for
almost two years.

One of Vineet's employees has
greatly impressed him. This
employee is Ruhana Khanum.
Ruhana was hired 11 months ago.
She is 24 years old and holds a
master's degree in Chemistry. Her
entry-level CTC has been 3.5 lakhs
per annum. She was told by Vineet
that, in accordance with company's
policy, she would receive an initial
performance evaluation at six

company's Mumbai based R&D.
Vineet supervises a research
laboratory. Jayesh is the manager of
the research and development
group. Vineet and Jayesh have

practices. Vineet is considered to be
very competent in his job. He
believes in patience and restraint
while dealing with people for which
he is highly regarded by his team.
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months and a comprehensive
review after one year. Based on her
performance record, Ruhana was
told she could expect a salary
adjustment at the time of one-year
evaluation.

Vineet's evaluation of Ruhana
after six months was very positive.
Vineet commented on the long
hours Ruhana was putting in, her
cooperative spirit, the fact that
others in the lab enjoyed working
with her, and that she was making
an immediate positive impact on the
research project she had been
assigned. Now that Ruhana is going
to complete one year working in
the company, Vineet has again
reviewed her performance and
thinks that she may be the best new
person the R&D group has ever
hired.

Salaries in the department vary
greatly. The CTC range for the 15
department members is 2.5 lakhs to
7 lakhs. The lowest salary is a recent
hire with a bachelor's degree in
Physics. The two people that Vineet
had rated above Ruhana have a
CTC of 5 lakhs and 5.5 lakhs. They
are both 27 years old and have been
in the company for three and four
years, respectively.

Vineet wants to give Ruhana a
big raise. While she is young, she
has proven to be an excellent
addition to the department. Vineet
doesn't want to lose her. More
importantly, she knows in general
what other people in the department
are earning and she thinks she is
underpaid. She is very ambitious and

it matters to her that she gets
recognized for what she is doing.
She feels that being underpaid, she
is not being recognized for what
she is doing and she has expressed
this in very subtle ways during her
performance appraisal meeting with
Vineet. The company typically gives
one-year raises of 7%, although 10%
is not unusual and 15 to 20%
increases have been approved on
occasions. Vineet would like to get
as large an increase for Ruhana as
Jayesh will approve.

As for Jayesh, all his supervisors
typically try to squeeze him for as
much money as they can for their
people. He understands this because
he did the same thing when he was
a supervisor, but his boss wants him
to keep a lid on the costs. He wants
to keep raises for recent hires
generally in the 5 to 8% range. In
fact, he has sent a memo to all
managers and supervisors saying
this. However, Jayesh is also
concerned with equity and paying
people what they are worth. Jayesh
feels assured that his boss will
support any salary recommendation
that Jayesh makes, as long as it can
be justified. However Jayesh's goal,
consistent with cost reduction, is to
keep salary increases as low as
possible.

Vineet has a meeting scheduled
with Jayesh to discuss Ruhana's
performance review and salary
adjustment for which Vineet does a
lot of homework specifically to
overcome obstacles that will arise
in the way of achieving his objectives
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or goals. Vineet starts with analyzing
his goals because he believes that
when goals are analyzed, the
obstacles to the achievement of
those goals become conspicuous.
He focuses on what interests, or
desires or concerns are motivating
him to take this position of
negotiating Ruhana's raise. His
interest here is to not lose Ruhana
as she has been an excellent addition
to the department who can make
significant contributions to the
project and needs to be valued and
recognized. Jayesh is not only
interested in keeping a lid on costs,
but, is also concerned with equity
and paying people what they are
worth. So, next, Vineet identifies a
range of raise percentages that will
be acceptable to meet his objectives
and thus, sets a target and resistance
point. His target point here is to get
a 20% raise for Ruhana and he will
not accept any offer of raise less
than 14%, which is his resistance
point. Vineet is aware of Jayesh's
interest in keeping a lid on the costs,
thus, he always believes in developing
specific objectives prior to a
negotiation.

Jayesh, on the other hand, was
thinking on expanding the resources
under consideration - the extent that
other commodities can serve the
same function as salary or meet a
different interest of at least equal
value (for example, sending her to
conferences in foreign countries,
giving her a designated parking space
or a laptop to work with,
membership to professional
associations like American Chemical
Society etc…). Jayesh thought that
Ruhana felt a need to be recognized
for what she was doing for the
company and these options can serve
the same purpose. Moreover, some
of these options may not be as costly
to the company as giving a raise of
20% and could be traded away.

During the meeting, Vineet's
strategy was aimed at enticing Jayesh
to give the maximum raise possible
to Ruhana by stressing the
legitimacy of his need - his need to
motivate his employees and value
them for their worth - and
highlighting the advantages of having

Ruhana in the project and in the
company. Since Jayesh is also
concerned with equity and paying
people for what they are worth,
there is a similarity ('commonality'
as it is known in negotiation
literature) in attitude that Vineet
identifies. He feels that expressing
similar attitudes would probably
increase the likelihood of co-
operative endeavors. In the meeting
Vineet tries to create a positive
atmosphere (liking) by talking
friendly and acting fair and
concerned. He knows that
opponents are more inclined to give
in if they like the negotiator. Vineet
starts with a bid that is higher than
his goal and this way he is able to
make concessions that activate a
norm of reciprocity. In the end,
Jayesh agrees to a raise of 13% that
is a little below Vineet's resistance
point (14%), but, compensates this
by offering other resources
(mentioned above) that are not as
costly to the company as the salary
and could be traded away.

Vineet is very happy to have got
mostly what he wanted and feels
that they could reach an agreement
that integrated the needs of both
his and Jayesh's. However, Jayesh
does not feel this way after the
meeting. Jayesh wonders what made
him agree to a 13% raise along with
other resources. Is it due to the
potential for future interaction
inherent in the relationship between
him and Vineet? Jayesh is worried
about future negotiations with Vineet
regarding raise issues. Will this
become a trend? Will this not raise
Vineet's expectation from him in
future interactions? Looking back at
the situation, what is the least Jayesh
could have offered without
appearing outrageous? Jayesh felt
that throughout the meeting,
Vineet's dominant concern was to
usually maximize his own interest.
His goal in the entire situation was
to increase value of his own
argument. How many times in the
meeting did he ever bring in what
Jayesh values - such as keeping lid
on the costs, etc? Could he not have
framed options in terms of Jayesh's
interests?
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In business, you don't get what
you deserve; you get what you
negotiate....Chester L. Karrass"....

this seems to have been the guiding
philosophy when the two
professionals met with a view to
reach an agreement. The negotiation
dilemma primarily brings two issues
into the forefront. Firstly, the eternal
clash of striking a balance between
organizational priority and employee
interest and secondly, the interesting
interplay of emotions in a supervisor-
subordinate relationship. The
dilemma of trust seems to have been
operational in full force.

Let us analyse the clash first. It
is not about Jayesh's worry about
Vineet's people-oriented style over-
shadowing his task-orientation. It is
about Vineet's pro-people approach
leading to a conflict with the
business priorities. In spite of
operating from a higher power and
authority zone, it is about a concern
of losing, when the next round of
negotiations happens.

Organizations would always like
to keep pay costs at bay whereas
people-oriented managers would
want their teams' interest to be
looked into as priority. In most such
issues, ideal employee-friendly
principles will be checked by
economic viability. As far as the
issue of supervisory expectation not
being met is concerned and it
becomes more personalized,
perceived differences are magnified
and co-operation becomes unlikely.

There is one gaping flaw in the
setup. The approach to resolve the
issue is aimed straight at the
negotiation table with seemingly no
prior discussion. Clearly the parties
had not worked towards a solution
that could take into account each
person's requirements and
hopefully optimize the outcomes
for both.

We are a competitive species. It
is natural to get caught up in the
give and take of the negotiating
process, especially when the setting
is corporate arena. Negotiation is
actually not about win or loss, it is
not meant to leave the negotiating
parties with the feeling of having
won or lost, but about having

achieved an objective which is
mutually beneficial. It is essentially
a process of communication in
which the parties aim to 'send a
message' to the other side and
influence each other. Thus, in
negotiation lies in the ability to
favourably affect someone else's
decision. In simplest terms,
negotiation is a discussion between
two or more disputants who are
trying to work out a solution to their
problem. The parties acknowledge
that there is some conflict of interest
between them and think they can
use some form of influence to get
a better deal, rather than simply
taking what the other side will
voluntarily give them.

However, the perceived notion
is of achieving some sort of 'gain'
over the other party.

In a win-win (integrative)
bargaining scenario, the negotiators
work cooperatively to create value,
that is, "enlarge the pie". Conflict
theorists Lax and Sebenius have
suggested that most negotiations
actually involve both integrative and
distributive bargaining, that is,
"claiming value."  However, a
tension exists between creating and
claiming value. This is because the
competitive strategies used to claim
value tend to undermine
cooperation, while a cooperative
approach makes one vulnerable to
competitive bargaining tactics. The
tension that exists between
cooperation and competition in
negotiation is known as "The
Negotiator's Dilemma". If both sides
cooperate, they will both have good
outcomes. If one cooperates and
the other competes, the co-
operator will stand to lose and the
competitor will get a great outcome.
If both compete, they will both have
mediocre outcomes.

In the face of uncertainty about
what strategy the other side will
adopt, each side's best choice is to
compete. However, if they both
compete, both sides end up worse
off.

There is also a widespread belief
that the best way to start a
negotiation is with an extreme
position. The idea is that negotiators
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● Listening before answering, and
checking whether you have
understood by paraphrasing, is
critical. When another person is
speaking, we usually "listen" at one
of four levels: ignoring, pretending,
selective listening, or attentive
listening. We should be using the
fifth, highest form of listening -
empathic listening. It is deeply
therapeutic and healing because it
gives a person "psychological air".
Skills of empathic listening must be
built on a character that inspires
openness and trust and high
emotional bank accounts.
● To solve a problem effectively,
genuinely seek an understanding of
why the person is adopting his or
her position. Seek first to understand
and then be understood (Steven
Covey's Seven Habits of Highly
Effective People). It is vital to know
the real need behind a person's
position.
● Explore mutually beneficial
options together: Be open to the
idea that a third position may exist,
and that you can get to this idea
jointly.

Vineet has been a skilled
negotiator who knows about the
people and the interests involved,
as well as the relevant facts, and,
hence, is better able to influence
the decisions of others. Likewise, an
awareness of various negotiating
styles can be a huge asset. A good
working relationship also increases
a negotiator's level of power. If a
negotiator establishes a reputation
for candor and honesty, his or her
capacity to exert influence is
enhanced. In a similar scenario
which might arise in future, Vineet
could possibly ponder on the
following points:
● An employee with high
emotional intelligence can manage
his or her own impulses,
communicate with others
effectively, manage change well,
solve problems, and use humour to
build rapport in tense situations.
This "clarity" in thinking and
"composure" in stressful and chaotic
situations is what separates top
performers from weak performers
in the workplace, as all researches

point out. It also includes a deep
understanding of how certain
approaches create a long-lasting
dent in an emotional bank account.
● Thomas and Kilmann's
'Collaborative' style of conflict
resolution is very effective in such
cases where people try to meet the
needs of all people involved. These
people can be highly assertive, but,
unlike the competitor, they
cooperate effectively and
acknowledge that everyone is
important.
● Negotiating parties can also
adopt norms of fair and cooperative
behaviour and focus on their future
relationship.
● Ury, co-author of the best-selling
classic "Getting To Yes: Negotiating
Agreement Without Giving In
(Houghton Mifflin, 1991)", says: "It's
important to put yourself in the
other side's shoes, understand their
interests and how they feel.
Negotiation is an exercise in
influence. You're trying to influence
another person. You can't influence
their mind unless you know where
their mind is right now. Try to be
inventive. Open up to other options
besides your position."

Jayesh could possibly ponder

on the following points:
● The organisational objective of
controlling costs is the responsibility
of all stakeholders, irrespective of
their positioning in the hierarchy.
However, they need to be made
aware of it through clear, official
communications. Jayesh could also
be providing Vineet 'supportive
autonomy' while making him
responsible for his people cost.
Connecting employee goals to larger
company goals which are in turn
tied to larger organizational
ambitions, is a traditional method
of bringing in uniformity in
approaches. 'Hold the supervisor
accountable and within that given
frame see how best he is able to
marry the two seemingly opposite
interests!'
● Similarly, the objective of building
a culture which differentiates
performance, rewards excellence, is
also the responsibility of all

should let others know they are in
charge by taking a hard line, and
should then soften their position
later if appropriate. However, this
may not be the most effective tactic,
because it brings in an unnecessary
element of power-play. There seems
to be some conflict of interest
between them and think they can
use some form of influence to get
a better deal, rather than simply
taking what the other side will
voluntarily give them. It is different
from fighting out in the open, giving
in or breaking off contact.

To combat perceptual bias and
hostility, negotiators should attempt
to gain a better understanding of
the other party's perspective and
try to see the situation as the other
side sees it. By resolving conflict
successfully, we can solve many of
the problems that it has brought to
the surface, as well as getting some
unexpected benefits:
● Increased understanding: The
discussion needed to resolve conflict
expands people's awareness of the
situation, giving them an insight into
how they can achieve their own
goals without undermining those of
other people.
● Increased group cohesion: When
conflict is resolved effectively, team
members can develop stronger
mutual respect and a renewed faith
in their ability to work together.
● Improved self-knowledge:
Conflict pushes individuals to
examine their goals in close detail,
helping them understand the things
that are most important to them,
sharpening their focus, and
enhancing their effectiveness.
In any corporate negotiation
setting, it is important to keep
certain key principles in mind:
● Separate emotions from issues.
Says Ury: "Deal with the people and
their emotions first. Be soft on the
people so that you can be hard on
the problem." In many cases the
other person is not just "being
difficult" - real and valid differences
can lie behind conflictive positions.
By separating the problem from the
person, real issues can be debated
without damaging working
relationships.
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stakeholders, again irrespective of
their positioning in the hierarchy.
● Fear of everyday conflict,
confrontation avoidance, can be
overcome by understanding the
process of any negotiation and
learning how to garner enough
power to impact the outcome of the
situation in a positive fashion.
● Anxiety about future interactions
might create a reactive atmosphere
that stifles creative problem-solving.
Getting too caught up in the emotion
of the situation makes rational
thinking impossible, both within an
individual and within an organization.

Goals with positive
interdependence are tied together in
such a way that the chance of one
side attaining its' goal is increased by
the other side's attaining its goal.
Positively interdependent goals

normally result in cooperative
approaches to negotiation, because
any participant can "attain his goal
if, and only if, the others with whom
he is linked can attain their goals. On
the other hand, negative
interdependence means the chance
of one side attaining its goal is
decreased by the other's success.
Negatively interdependent goals force
competitive situations, because the
only way for one side to achieve its
goals and "win" is for the other side
to "lose." The nature of their
interdependence will have a major
impact on the nature of their
relationship, the way negotiations are
conducted, and the outcomes of
these negotiations.

The fact that conflict exists, is not
necessarily a bad thing. However, if
conflict is not handled effectively, the

results can be damaging. Talent is
wasted as people disengage from
their work, and it is easy to end up
in a vicious downward spiral of
negativity and recrimination. As long
as it is resolved effectively, it can
lead to personal and professional
growth. "Prepare by knowing your
walk away (conditions) and by
building the number of variables you
can work with during the
negotiation... you need to have a walk
away... a combination of price, terms,
and deliverables that represents the
least you will accept. Without one,
you have no negotiating road map."
(Keiser)
Note: Fisher Roger, William L. Ury and Bruce
Patton in their book "Getting to Yes: Negotiating
Agreement Without Giving In" (2nd Edition)
describe what they call "principled negotiation",
which is basically interest-based bargaining
with a few extra twists.

Iam reminded of Michael Porter
and Mark Kramer's article in
January's HBR where they

advance the need for shared values
by arguing that doing right is the
best business strategy. The essence
of the shared value approach is: bad
actions ultimately hurt business, but
how about where it's not so clearly
win-win? What happens when
sharing values requires sacrifice on
the part of a manager? Suppose
doing the right shared value thing
requires closing plants, raising prices,
becoming less competitive, reducing
profits, increasing pay disparity,
laying off people?

What happens when the
disagreement over values is
existential, not incremental? The
optimistic will say that when interests
are understood clearly and fully, they
always ultimately align, but life isn't
always win-win.

Somewhere in the interaction
between Vineet and Jayesh there
emerges an ethics and/or morality
question. The concept of morality
exists because interests sometimes
misalign: the right action is not
always the action that most benefits
you. If doing the right thing never
required sacrifice, we wouldn't need
morality. The idea is to get to the

low-hanging fruit…but not all
situations are usually easy to morally
parse or to follow through on.
For me there are four broad themes
which emerge from this case…
1. It's OK to have a positive mindset
going into a negotiation/talks, but
be realistic that you do not get
bogged down into 'the end justifies
the means' mentality by sacrificing
resources and/or funds to get that
agreement. Experts do not advocate
win-win in all situations. When there
is no room to manoeuvre, the party
with the more power cards will win
(skills being roughly equal). There are
always more solutions to a problem
than appears on the surface.
Sometimes we must use creative
problem solving in order to negotiate
better. Creativity also helps us think
bigger and expand our view of what's
possible. Your attitude is the first
thing that gets exposed during a
negotiation. It is very infectious, like
laughter. Similarly this works in
reverse too. If someone approaches
a negotiation with poor attitude you
are likely to pick that up too. When
we display a positive attitude, our
body picks that up favourably and is
likely to lead to more signals of
openness. One needs to focus on
the future and not the past. A clear

view of the ideal outcome of a
negotiation is critical for success.
Similarly it is important to focus on
the solution and not the problem.
2. Most negotiators (like Jayesh
here) falsely believe that a
compromise could lead to a win-
win deal. I believe this is incorrect. If
you look at the definition of the word
'compromise', it means 'settlement
of a dispute in which two or more
parties agree to accept something
less than they originally wanted.' If
one or both parties agree to lower
their aspirations, this is hardly a win-
win outcome, is it? If you know
Jayesh's options, then you know how
flexible he can be. If he has no other
options, then you are working from
a position of strength. If there is
something crucial that you bring to
the table, then don't just give it away.
Whenever negotiating, a good place
to start is cost or price. Money is
usually what people see first. Make
sure that you know what the options
are going in. Once you have the cost/
price nailed down, and then start to
work on the other features. The
trade-off for Vineet was negotiating
everything as a total package, with
the understanding that there is a
maximum amount that he could
have got for Ruhana. The alternate



76  ■  October 2011 www.humancapitalonline.com ■

was to focus on each individual
component of pay, and for him to
ratchet up each individual
component. When he finished, the
sum of the parts could be bigger
than the total package he could have
negotiated as a whole.
3. In this specific case while there is
a need to create a durable long term
relationship between Vineet and
Jayesh, it does not guarantee that
they will walk out of the negotiation
with a win-win agreement to hand.
Mutual relationships are ideal, with
each side living by the shared values
of their organization. Almost
everyone will agree that it's
important to have good relations
with your supervisor or peers, but
few will agree with what "good"
really means. Everyone likes to think
that they're getting a good deal.
When you have a done deal, do not
immediately jump up and down and
yell, "This is incredible, I never
thought I'd get this," then you are
sabotaging your future. In other
words do not gloat. Vineet may have
gotten what he wanted, but during
his next performance review, Jayesh
is going to remember the incredible
deal that he shouted about…and
that may mean a potential impact
on promotions or bonuses any time
soon. You always want your
"adversary" to think that they came
out the winner. Even if Vineet got
99% of what he wanted, he could
have pointed to the 1% and say,
"Jayesh, you really drove a hard
bargain this time. You're going to
have to go easy on me during the
performance review." That would
make Jayesh feel as though he were
a great negotiator. Never forget the
role psychology plays. Don't gloat
over your victories. Vineet should
have pumped up Jayesh and made
him feel good about the decision
and solution. If you do gloat, they'll
be out for blood the next time you
meet on the negotiating table, eager
to get back whatever they originally
gave up.
4. Finally taking more time to
negotiate is unlikely to achieve a win-
win settlement. The truth is that extra
time does not make much difference
to the quality of the negotiated

agreements and/or the ability to
create and maintain long term
relationships. We are living in a KPI
driven world where timeframe and
deadlines play a very important role.
I believe that the most important
thing to understand in negotiating is
deadlines. The two things to
remember are: (a) don't give away
your deadline, and (b) find the other
side's deadlines. Find out whatever
you can about any relevant
deadlines. Sometimes there isn't a
clear deadline, or there are several
deadlines for different parts of the
negotiation. Whatever the case, the
more information you can gather
about those deadlines, the better.
The crudest method is to simply
delay and wait until the last moment
to negotiate. This only works if the
other side doesn't walk away, and if
your own deadline permits it. It also
requires that there are not others
who can take your place

Every business can often be
judged by the extent in how it
creates shared values. The truth is
that all businesses do not have
shared values and/or a stated
relationship strategy with numerous
groups and individuals. Whether we
realize it or not, we interact with
these groups and individuals
through our relationship with them.
Relationships matter and we must
understand the reason why they are
so important.

In the past couple of decades,
we have seen companies evolve and
change in how they conduct
business. Internal changes have seen
the dispersal of power, filtered
down to the lower levels of
management and employees, by
giving them more responsibility and
authority. Internal/external
negotiations are tending to move
away from competitive negotiations,
to creating greater value, by forming
relationships that focuses more on
the long term.

By developing relationships that
are founded on a basis of trust, we
do not need to spend resources on
time and money in perpetually
monitoring our people and
relationships. The negotiator, who
does not place any emphasis on a
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The workplace of today is far
too complex for anyone to be
a breast of all issues. This

changes the dynamics of traditional
boss subordinate relationships.
Bosses tremendously require
assistance and strategic information
that could emanate from below.

In these times, leading up is a
significant workplace issue, though,
it seems to be rarely discussed and
appreciated in many organizations.
Vineet's presentation of the facts for
a raise is a case in point on how
managers are taking ownership to
retain good talent and willing to go
an extra mile. For Vineet, leading
Jayesh is a highly sensitive issue that
thoroughly requires sustaining the
overall interest of the organization,
the boss, subordinate and the team.

To achieve success with leading
up, it is necessary that it's
embedded in the organization's
culture that appreciates upward
feedback as a tool for effective
decision.

Culture that fosters decision

making
Every organization has an intrinsic
culture. When the culture of the
organization is built on mutual
inclusion, trust, and a common
objective, it fosters enriching
interactions. It creates a win-win
situation despite whatever the
decision.

Jayesh's struggle to come to
terms with his decision brings up
several issues:
(a) The case does mention that one
of the prime reasons for Vineet and
Jayesh's affiliation to the
organization is because of its
'employee friendly' policies. Did
Jayesh create a culture that
empowered Vineet to take a
decision that was towards the
betterment of the organization? If
yes, his feelings of having 'given in'

seem to be irrelevant.
(b) Most decisions tend to get made
in a climate of fear-may be fear of
rejection in this case. Fear creates a
scarcity of good ideas, and a
roadblock where tough issues get
deferred rather than solved. Did
Jayesh give in to Vineets's argument
easily? Why this self doubt? You do
whatever you have to do to ensure
that you don't rock the boat because
you are reviewed on "how you
manage costs" not on what you
could do or the value you could
bring with the decisions. Even with
all this, sooner or later you're going
to have to ask yourself if it's "worth
it" because when a career becomes
a job we lose a little bit of ourselves.
(c) If Jayesh had really weighed the
options and was certain that his
decision (on a 13% raise) was not in
line with the organizations larger
goals, he could have drawn Vineet
into a conversation to help him open
up his own agenda with the value
proposition to the organization.

Relationships built on

stewardship
In any organization, the relationship
enjoyed by the employees usually
goes beyond their operational/day-
to-day transactions. Sound decisions
are based on the strength of the
case and not merely on the message
or messenger. The focus is not on
the tone and tenor of
communication, but a mutually
inclusive, amicable discussion can
be pursued. The relationship in such
cases remains intact irrespective of
the outcome of the discussion. All
employees (including managers and
supervisors) need to consider
themselves as stewards who have
been entrusted the responsibility of
driving the organization towards a
common goal.

Relationship building is different
from being a friend. Vineet to make
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relationship, will be negotiating from
a distributive perspective, or
grabbing as much as they can. They
will try to gain as much as possible
from the distribution of available

resources. The negotiator, who
desires to form a long-term
relationship, will be seeking to
add value that is beneficial to
both sides.
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a success at leading his manager, he
needs to build a cordial rapport, act
with integrity and honesty,
communicate effectively, be
proactive and deliver on his job,
think through issues with his boss
in an objective manner, give
innovative and creative ideas freely
other than insist on salary hike. For
Vineet, building a good rapport with
his boss transcends success in one
transaction; hence his success at
winning boss's confidence will ease
the function of leading up in the
future interactions. Perhaps Jayesh's
apprehension of future relationship
with Vineet is because of his own
assumption of having 'given-in' to
his long standing relationship with
Vineet and not aligned to the
organizations goals.

The relationship between bosses
and subordinates is not just a matter
of leadership it also requires honesty
and trust. Consciously, working with
your boss to obtain the desired
results makes both the boss and
subordinates a definite winning
strategy.

Rational response to

emotional stimuli
The guiding principle - opposite of
fear is hope. In an environment of
hope, intelligent teamwork becomes
feasible as everyone focuses less on
"What should we do?" and more on
"How can we achieve what we really
want to accomplish?" Hope also
allows a group to collaborate
together to make a sound decision
rather than trying to second guess
what the other party wants.

It is important to analyze ideas
and ensure that necessary
information to make it holistic and,
that one's proposition does not
contradict company's policy and
that the economic value is clearly
visible. In the end, have you made
a good decision? The answer is yes
if it causes less stress, and it is easier
to explain the reasons for the
decision that was made. That is, one
should make decisions skilfully in a
way that is adapted to the end one
wishes to achieve. To make strategic
decisions requires that one takes a
structured approach following a

formal decision making process.
Otherwise, it will be difficult to be
sure that one has considered all the
key aspects of the decision.

One of the factors that Jayesh
could reflect upon was his own
reason for his decision. Was he
considering all the data points
provided by Vineet or was he being
moved by the emotional intensity
with which the case was presented?
Was he merely looking at the
numbers and the % of the raise
rather than the effect of such a raise
towards maintaining equity and
parity within the organization? Was
he equally giving consideration to
retaining the right talent within the
organization? Was he giving into
duress or did he weigh the accrued
value to the organization because
of his decision? If he were certain
of having made a rational decision
without being swayed by his
emotions, he would have had a real
case to contend with Vineet's
proposal and also guide him to focus
on the organization and steering
clear of any vested interests.

Points to ponder
To enhance his assertiveness at work,
Jayesh may wish to consider the
following points in his future
interactions in similar
circumstances:
● List the shared hopes and
common agenda as part of the
presentation
● Identify all possible options and
not just the ones he favours
● Validate all options from the
perspective of what each
accomplishes for the organization
● Present the pros and cons of
each option
● Provide insights on Vineet's
presentation and pave way for his
development

An effective decision is never an
accident; it is always the result of
high intention, sincere effort,
intelligent direction and skilful
persuasion; it represents the wise
choice of many alternatives. In all
aspects of our lives, and importantly
in the business context, an amazing
diversity of data is available for
inspection and given insights. HC
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