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Case Study 1: Fighting for Utility Protections
Interview with Camilo Vive, Coordinator at George Wiley Center
Founder and lead trainer at activism2organizing
The Case: The Division of Public Utilities and the Public Utilities Commission removed 55 pages worth of protections regarding utility 
terminations to vulnerable households to nine pages. In making these reductions, the Division hoped to align its policies and roles with 
the Commission’s policies. A specific policy change that the Center identified was a change in elderly protections; the elderly protection 
required a minimum age of 65 rather than 62. The Center reached out to the Senior Agenda Coalition, churches, and grassroots organiza-
tions to educate people about the change and mobilize the Center’s members to attend hearings. The Center demanded that these chang-
es not happen so dramatically without having hearings across the state, during the evening, and in multiple languages. Holding hearings 
proved to be difficult. The building is in Warwick and there are transportation barriers for people. The burden is placed on the people in 
Rhode Island to go to these select hearings during work time hours. Eventually, the commissioners backed down at the hearing and the 
Chair committed to having more hearings. A few weeks later, the center coordinator saw that removing protections was on the docket for 
the Public Utilities Commission meeting, despite failing to hold the required meetings before the vote. Vive sent a letter to constituents 
stating that that the Commission has two options; either have all the hearings or close the docket. This was successful, but another obstacle 
arose—protections concerning the seriously ill and the definition of seriously ill. 

The Center’s Strategy: 

Group Negotiation: A negotiation cannot work between one person and an entity. It must be a larger discussion. 

Mobilize: If the Commission and Division do not make the seriously ill protection a continued conversation, the center will be forced to 
mobilize its members and public allies. 

Connect with the Champion: The Center was originally hopeful about the new administrator at the Division. He was the first African 
American to the position and he had attended many meetings at the George Wiley Center. The Center is hopeful that he will hold true to 
his sentiments. 

Strategies of the welfare rights movement: The Center will pursue collective case management (tying people’s personal problems together 
and finding a pattern/connection to political policies, then mobilizing and acting) rather than organizing in charity, self-help, or advocacy 
capacities. Direct action-based organizing, or welfare rights organizing, is a crisis theory that turns a problem into an issue for the people 
who can give you what you want. It’s about the actual structure of building power and changing the power equilibrium.

Switching shame to blame: In these organizing processes, the people affected by an issue may have internal biases and blame themselves for 
a problem, rather than other groups. The Center aims to get passed that shame and self-blame and engage in a consciousness building pro-
cess that motivates then to take group action. Getting to the point where taking action is not counterintuitive, but intuitive, is the goal. 

Case Study 2: Wage Theft Negotiation
Interview with Micheal Emergo, Executive Director of Jobs with Justice.

The Case: Teriyaki & Korean House paid workers $6/hr for 84 hours per week, robbing workers of over $80,000 of owed wages. Jobs with 
Justice launched a public theatre campaign and street protest to pressure the restaurant to compensate laborers sooner than the 2-3 year 
Department of Labor process. This action pushed restaurant owners to engage in negotiations with Jobs with Justice and the workers. Jobs 
with Justice agreed to meet under the condition that Teriyaki House admit they owed workers the documented amount. After two hours of 
negotiation, the Teriyaki House agreed to compensate the workers within 60 days. At the end of the 60 days, the business wrote 13 
workers checks for approximately $86,000 total. Following repayment, Jobs with Justice demanded, and received, reforms of the 
Department of Labor. 

Dissecting the Negotiation:

Representation: The attorney originally only wanted to meet with the Executive Director of Jobs with Justice. The Director outlined that a 
negotiation “in the full light of day” with the workers and their representatives, was a non-compromising point. 

Neutrality: The parties had difficulty identifying a trilingual translator who both parties considered neutral.

Language: The business’ attorney was concerned about the reference to wage theft and the implications of that language. The attorney 
wanted to use the language “failure to pay” or “poor book keeping.” The workers would not compromise on this point and the attorney 
agreed to use the language of wage theft.

Timing: The longest, most contentious part of the negotiation was establishing a timetable for payment to the workers. Jobs with Justice 
knew that an investment banking company in Wisconsin owns the restaurant. Jobs with Justice knew that the company’s capacity to pay 
was much higher than described. Jobs with Justice demanded repayment in 15 days. The attorney said that timetable was not possible be-
cause they had to process receipts and communicate with the investment bank. The attorney wanted 60 days total. While the Executive 
Director’s instinct was to deny this, the workers agreed to 60 days. The Executive Director believes the workers agreed because they had 
already waited 2-3 years for the money, so two months did not seem very long. 

Case Study 3: Negotiating with Investors and Customers
Interview with Max Winograd, CEO and Founder of NuLabel Tech.
Negotiating Partnerships: NuLabel spent approximately two years negotiating a partnership agreement 
with Cenveo, a converter of packaging products. In the end, NuLabel received a strategic investment and 
Cenveo received equity in NuLabel as well as a converting license.

Dissecting the Negotiation: 

Company maturity: The negotiation process took nearly two years because, as a start-up, companies want 
to see NuLabel products progress more. In response to this, NuLabel structured the deal to have milestone 
payments.

Valuation: The contentious part of the negotiation was the terms of the investment. It was hard for a 
mature business in packaging to value a technology company. In response to this, the CEO used Cenveo’s 
metrics to justify his own valuation of his technology company’s valuation. 

Deal Champion: NuLabel cultivated a relationship with an influencer at Cenveo. This relationship began 
through a referral—a man at Commerce Rhode Island had a friend who could network with NuLabel. This 
influencer even attended the CEO’s wedding.

Decentralizing as Leverage: With a decentralized group of investors, NuLabel could use other investor’s 
evaluations of NuLabel and offers to NuLabel as leverage in negotiation. 

Market Value as an Inhibitor: Though NuLabel works to secure the greatest investment and highest
 valuation from investors, when the market indicates that NuLabel is not moving in a desired direction, 
NuLabel loses control over its message and valuation. 

Dependency: NuLabel is dependent on the market and other investors’ valuation of the company. NuLabel 
has few tools of mobilization. 

CEO-Only: When negotiating with investors, only the CEO negotiates with investors. Who the CEO is as a 
person interests investors because they want to know the character of the last person on the ship if the ship 
hits the iceberg. 

Negotiating with Customers (craft breweries):

Minimizing Risk as Incentive: NuLabel gives away its equipment in exchange for a video from the receiving 
company about how the company enjoyed NuLabel products. This model also shifts risk to NuLable, as the 
buy typically thinks in terms of “risk risk risk” and the supplier thinks in terms of “reward reward reward.” 
The customer has to pay NuLabel x amount per bottle or label. 

Creating Value: NuLabel creates value at the point of sale by illustrating the payoffs of the technology 
investment. Nulabel gets paid for the fact that they can manufacture more labels in an ecofriendly way. 

Expertise: NuLabel sends a specialized expert to negotiate with larger companies. Companies want to 
negotiate with the person who can understand a problem and fix a problem.

Findings: 
Public Sector:

➢ Focus on inoculation: Building resistance to persuasion is key to countering 
biased, misguided messaging
➢ Importance of self-efficacy: At an impasse in a negotiation, low self-efficacy 
negotiators will exhibit negative emotions and act less cooperatively
➢ Temporality of the assembly: Less cohesiveness in the coalition as more par-
ties are engaged 
➢ Historic factors: The failure of past negotiations or past bad interactions in-
fluence how authorities respond to an initiative. 
➢ Social risk conceptualization: Certain information is more likely to elicit 
emotionally-charged reactions, such as the issue of marginalization/discrimina-
tion, thus making negotiation harder 
➢ Generated time pressure: Because forces (such as market forces) do not pas-
sively create the need for change, non-profits must actively put pressure on dom-
inant institutions.  
➢ Investment in training: Reliance on the passion and willingness of organiza-
tion members and change-makers. Members are not paid to fight. 
➢ Credibility generated through humanization: Political campaigning utilizes 
emotional tactics to persuade influencers. 

Private Sector:

➢ Inoculation is nearly impossible: Market forces dictate value. 
➢ Permanency of organization: Time pressure from management to make deals, 
be cooperative, and come to an agreement.
➢ Easier to establish trust: Trust is the confidence that the opposing party will 
objectively evaluate information on the basis of quality. In the private sector, 
objective evaluation relates to numeric and value-based assessments that have 
few personal, emotional ties 
➢ Recognized necessity of information contribution: Though risk-averse, the ne-
gotiator recognizes the necessity of adding value and bringing information to the 
team to maintain team status. Thus, the negotiator is open to the negotiation. 
➢ Temporality of the offer: Private sector entities can use the temporality of the 
offer as leverage in the negotiation. 
➢ Credibility generated through others: Valuations of other agents determine 
your regional credibility. 

Both: 

➢ Bias is the rule, not the exception: Bias frames and influences how people re-
spond to messaging. The source of the information is just as important as the in-
formation (attractiveness, likeability, stereotypes, etc). 
➢ Importance of self-perception and perception of others: Perceptions of self im-
pact the negotiation strategy adopted
➢ Resistance to change and adopt: The danger of becoming too entrenched in 
an idea, mission or model and thus unable to adopt to changes circumstances.
➢ Status: External events construct the perceived status of the team. “Low-sta-
tus” group members are more likely to think about low-risk options and positive 
facts. High-status group members are more likely to engage with negative evalua-
tions and high-risk options
➢ Internal motivations: To the opposing party, preserving status is more im-
portant than gaining status. The opposing party is likely to exhibit risk-aversion 
behaviors. 
➢ Metrics of power: Power measured in terms of one’s capacity to enroll other 
actors in the coalition, company, or organization. This power is leverage. 
➢ Regional leverage: Knowledge of the needs of its specific region and market 
give entities leverage in negotiation with large institutions who are mostly in-
tune with national trends

Conclusions: Structural Negotiation Change
Non-Profits as Start-Ups and Start-Ups as Non-Profits

1) To increase the effectiveness of non-profit campaigns, non-profits can utilize 
start-up methods of power accumulation—particularly numeric valuations—to 
decompress emotionally charged situations. To increase the influence of start-ups 
in investor negotiations, start-ups can invest in public campaigns to shape market 
trends. 

2) Start-ups interrupt the market space to attract investor attention. Investor and 
customer motivation is clear—capital accumulation and time saving. But what 
motivates policy makers? Non-profits must interrupt the space that most moti-
vates the influencer. A focus on justice and human experience, though fundamen-
tal to an organization’s mission, is only one negotiation strategy. Start-ups need to 
foster an intuitive desire for action in potential investors, customers, and partners, 
as non-profit organizations foster in its members, advocates, and marchers. 


