career prospects, is keeping in with the new CEO – and thus is very disturbed by
your apparent lack of cooperation? If so, what might be an effective way to
respond?
A key to collaborative negotiating is to prevent personalisation, yet you may have
made it easy for headquarters to personalise the problem rather than treat it as an
issue. Did you consider how your line manager perceived your response to the
changes at END POVERTY? Is it possible that you were perceived as a blocker to
change and progress? You were refusing to come on the new courses. You had
made it clear to him that you did not agree with the new changes. You were
rallying other co-directors against Head Ofﬁce policy.
Your negotiating tactic was initially avoiding, moving to forcing but from a weak
position. Collaborative negotiating means ﬁnding solutions that satisfy the interests
of all parties; that clearly required taking an active part in the change process which
was central to the CEO’s interests.
Perhaps most important, you were very slow in building allies who might convince
the CEO that a more balanced approach was in his interest. Your lobbying of codirectors was very effective – should you have done this earlier, instead of
concentrating on your own country? Could you have worked with them to develop
consultancy in your part of Africa, giving it a high proﬁle? This would have been an
overt demonstration of your support for the new policy. Also, it may have enabled
you to informally support capacity building and other development activities.
Did you consider building up your network of contacts at Head Ofﬁce and working
with them to develop an effective strategy for working with the new policy while
still arguing your case?
Finally, you did not make use of your good local contacts – in the projects and in
the ministry – who might have lobbied embassies and others to stress the good
work END POVERTY was already doing and how this should not be lost. Also, it
should not have been difﬁcult to convince the Minister for Water Affairs to accept
a high proﬁle consultancy – which would have made you seem a leader in the
change process.
If you feel your strength was in working with local people and supporting their
peacebuilding, then you should have been able to draw them into developing a
collaborative negotiating strategy.
Overall, if you had been more collaborative and drawn in local partners, you might
have done more than simply saved a few projects.

Management writers love checklists. We have argued in this chapter that list
making is a very useful part of effective decision making, and we also ﬁnd
some checklists useful as an aid to see if all the key points have been
covered. You should take the ones you feel to be useful. We end this section
with one more list, by Peter Senge (1992), of truisms, against which you
should check your decisions and negotiations. We include this list because
some points seem particularly relevant for wartime and postwar
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environments, when the danger of doing something counterproductive is
very high. Here is Senge’s list:
1

Today’s problems often stem from yesterday’s solutions. A solution or an
intervention may just be shifting a problem from one part of a system to
another.

2

Sometimes the harder you push for things, the less you achieve. It is
easy to become narrowly focused on pushing for something without
considering the likely effect of such actions in the wider context. For
example, at the end of a war, improvements to a refugee camp may
discourage the people from leaving the camp to return home. Money
might be better spent in home villages.

3

Frequently the cure can be worse than the disease. For example, wellintentioned interventions can lead to long-term aid dependency (see Box
10.4).

4

There is often a mismatch between the way we think things work and
the way they actually work. ‘Cause’ and ‘effect’ are often not close in
time or space. The audio recording ‘Traditional leaders’ you listened to
in the previous section showed the false assumption that the
reinstatement of traditional Acholi leaders would encourage child
soldiers to emerge out of the bush, return to their villages and so help
end the civil war.

5

Small changes over time can lead to signiﬁcant differences.

6

You may be able to have your cake and eat it – but not all at once. Think
in terms of process and incremental change, rather than radical and
immediate change.

7

Chopping an elephant in half does not produce two little elephants, but
something messy and complicated.

8

Forget blame.

Box 10.4

Cure worse than the disease?

Extracts from an article by Deborah Sontag in The New York Times on 14 July
2004 illustrate this.
The administration of George W. Bush did not consult with Mozambique
before designating the country as a beneﬁciary of its emergency AIDS plan.
Mozambique was simply informed last year that it would be one of 12
African countries, and 15 countries overall, awarded substantial ﬁnancial
assistance. The pledge of big money was certainly welcome, said Francisco
Songane, the Mozambican health minister. AIDS has lowered life expectancy
in Mozambique to 38. But the approach, perceived as arrogant and
neocolonial, was not.
Mozambique, in southeastern Africa, had spent considerable time developing
a national strategy to combat its high rate of HIV infection. Other
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international donors had agreed to pool their contributions and let the
Mozambicans control their own health programs. Thus, Mozambican
ofﬁcials recoiled when the Americans said earlier this year, ‘We want to
move quickly, and we know that your government doesn’t have the capacity,’
Songane said. The Bush administration wanted the bulk of its funding to go
toward more-costly, brand-name antiretroviral drugs for treatment programs
run by nongovernmental organizations. But Mozambique had already decided
to treat its people with 3-in-1 generic pills, which were cheaper and simpler
to take.
Also, Mozambique did not want an American program, dependent on costly
foreign consultants, organizations and the largess of foreign political leaders,
that would run parallel to its own. There were confrontational meetings in
Washington and in Maputo, the capital of Mozambique. And in the end, to
the surprise of many, the Bush administration agreed to give Mozambique
the kind of help it really wanted, by strengthening its laboratories, bloodtransfusion centers and the Health Ministry itself – albeit indirectly, through
a grant to Columbia University.
‘What I witnessed in Mozambique was a disaster averted,’ said Stephen
Gloyd, an international health specialist at the University of Washington who
works with Mozambique.
In Maputo, health ofﬁcials said that they were struck by the Americans’
obsession with numeric goals. ‘To see an increase in numbers of people on
antiretrovirals, that was their only concern,’ said Songane, the health minister.
‘But this is a complex disease. We cannot judge the success of our ﬁght just
by the numbers of people on treatment.’ The Mozambicans wanted to move
gradually and to strengthen their health sector at the same time. They did
not want to neglect other health issues, like malaria, childhood diseases and
maternal health. They did not want to use nongovernmental organizations,
for which the Americans would pay the salaries, buy the drugs and purchase
the vehicles that would travel to the villages to distribute the drugs. ‘In one
year, two years’ time, who is going to follow those people?’ he asked. ‘When
the NGO is gone, who is going to take over?’

Senge sets four rules about constantly checking our own position, which are
particularly important in the rapidly changing war and postwar context:
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.

Continually clarifying what is important to us. Sometimes we become so
wrapped up in everyday problems that we lose sight of what it is that
we are really trying to achieve.

.

Trying to see the current reality with more clarity and deﬁnition. We ﬁnd
it easier to ﬁt reality to our preconceived notions rather than accept the
challenge before our eyes.

.

See both the big picture and the detail. It is all too easy to become so
involved in the detail and lose sight of the larger picture.

.

Check our own mindsets and multiple realities.

