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ABSTRACT 

The intent of this study is to develop and propose a model and a 

format for making more deliberate and more explicit the criteria and the 

categories, the procedures and the strategies involved in negotiation 

processes, with the long range purpose of providing staff development 

for negotiators in the educational arena, to assure the participants of 

a more effectively conducted and evaluated enterprise. 

The present level of conflict" in our society makes the matter of 

effective negotiations vitally important. Negotiations is one means 

available for conflict resolution, a means by which disagreements can be 

resolved without resorting to bloodshed. As the number and seriousness 

of conflicts in education burgeons, the tendency is to adopt a more and 

more distributive mode (sometimes called the "industrial model") of 

negotiations to solve problems. The assumptions, goals, and purposes 

underlying the distributive mode, however, are not consonant with those 

of education. 

This study maintains that the appropriate negotiations type for 

education is integrative, since its underlying assumption is the demo

cratic mission, its goal is the preservation of options for all parties, 

and the criteria for inclusion in this category are shared purposes, 

shared categories, and shared benefits. Its underlying values are 

cooperation, reasonableness, participation, commitment, and harmonious 

effort. 

viii 
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Two other types of negotiations identified in this study are 

"mixtures" of integrative and distributive types, i.e., integrative/ 

distributive and distributive/integrative. The greater the latitude at 

the policy level, the more appropriate is the integrative. The greater 

the emphasis on hygienes in the conflict, the more likely the balance is 

to favor the distributive. The purely distributive type, the "fight to 

the death," does not fit the definition of negotiations used in this 

study. 

Most authors in the field tend to emphasize the distributive 

mode, and thus fail to provide adequate categories for studying nego

tiations and for developing syntactically sound overarching structures 

for organizing and giving meaning to ideas. As a result, with one 

notable exception, there has been no unified theory and no generic model 

of negotiations to guide the search for meaning. 

The notable exception is a general theory of negotiations devel

oped by Garin, Grant, and Saunders in A Negotiations Model: A Form for 

Public and Private Sector Bargaining (Tucson: Farmington Press, 1973). 

Using the Garin et al. model as the initiating design, this study devel

ops and presents an intermedial model which meets all of the criteria of 

adequacy for theoretical models. 

From this intermedial model, two kinds of staff development 

charts are derived: 

(1) an overview of the negotiations types (integrative, inte-

grative/distributive, and distributive/integrative) and some associated 

variables (basic assumptions, goals, purposes, pervasive strategies, and 
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criteria). The purpose of this chart is to locate and define the appro

priate negotiations type. 

(2) three matrices of management activities (one for each nego

tiations type) which organize the activities as sequences. One dimen

sion of the matrices consists of a sequence of management functions, and 

the other is a sequence of generic skills necessary to negotiations 

management. The purpose of these matrices is to specify the management 

activities to be carried out once the negotiations type is decided. 

The charts might be used as training program guides for nego

tiators, as management plans for already-trained negotiators, and to 

develop tracking devices for charting what occurs during negotiations, 

to retrieve and assess information to be used in decision-making, plan

ning, strategy selection, and prediction of outcome. 

The emphasis throughout this study is on deliberateness and on 

theoretical rigor and precision for the ultimate purpose of arriving at 

a systematic pattern from which to learn about negotiations in general, 

and educational negotiations in particular. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

If negotiation may be defined in general as any process whereby 

two or more parties attempt to reach agreement on the solution of a 

mutual or common problem, the focus of "reaching agreement" must be 

carefully examined and an effective means of monitoring and evaluating 

the process must be formulated. 

Human problems may occur between individuals or between nations, 

the negotiation of which culminates in contracts and treaties. Even the 

Old Testament reports a struggle between man and God which culminated in 

a covenant. Each human encounter sets a framework where a negotiation 

of some type will be necessary. The most common situation in which the 

term is used is in business negotiations. There are broader meanings of 

negotiation, however, which can be helpful in establishing strategies 

and procedures for negotiation in each sense in which the word is used. 

One type of human struggle is that in which one party wishes to 

benefit at the expense of another, i.e., one that is distributive in 

nature. Garin, Grant, and Saunders (1973) define distributive bargain

ing as follows: 

Distributive bargaining has been variously identified as 
zero-sum bargaining or the marketplace approach. Referred 
to as a model it has been termed the confrontation model, 
adversary model, conflict model, or the crisis model. The 
items negotiated in distributive bargaining are known as 
issues, or areas of common concern of the parties involved, 
over which there are divergent views. Generally issues are 

1 
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concerned with economic benefits and conditions of work but 
may include other items such as formulation of policy. The 
use of power or force, characteristic of work stoppages or 
lockouts are characteristically used in gaining acceptance 
of a position. Compromise and concession are often experi
enced by the parties involved. (Garin, Grant, and Saunders 
1973, pp. 32-33) 

In zero-sum bargaining the gains of one party to the negotiation 

are achieved through losses to the other, with relative power determin

ing which party gains and which loses. Thus benefits are regarded as a 

fixed quantity to be disseminated or dispersed within an adversary rela

tionship. Examples might be found in such situations as territorial 

disputes between nations, struggles between racial groups, industrial 

labor-management conflict over wages, and bargaining between individuals 

over the price of material goods. 

Another type of negotiation is that which involves cooperation 

for the common good, i.e., one that is integrative in nature. Garin, 

Grant, and Saunders (1973) have this to say of integrative bargaining: 

Integrative bargaining has been described as varying-sum 
bargaining, creative bargaining, and collective consultation. 
It has also been labeled the problem solving model. The sub
jects to be discussed by integrative bargaining techniques 
are usually seen as problems to be solved. A problem emerges 
from an area of concern to both parties in which the positions 
held are convergent or can be integrated to some extent. The 
use of reason and persuasion are employed by both parties in 
the resolution of problems, with the agreed upon solution be
ing of mutual benefit to the participants. (Garin, Grant, and 
Saunders 1973, p. 33) 

To be integrative is to tend to form a whole. Thus integrative 

negotiations would be synergic efforts to achieve expanding benefits 

which are shared but not dispersed. Research efforts to conquer dis

ease, cooperation between administration and faculty of a college to 

improve instruction, a family pooling its resources to put a member 
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through college, and two or three students splitting the cost of an 

apartment are illustrations of the achieved goals of the integrative 

bargaining process. 

Using the negotiation types described above, Garin, Grant, and 

Saunders (1973) constructed a generic model in which a common set of 

categories was used and sequenced. Common factors were used which 

qualify both negotiation types for membership in a single category. 

The obvious need had been for an overarching or comprehensive model by 

which types of negotiation peculiar to education could be located. Some 

of the needs given rise to by the generic model include: 

* a generic description or model which establishes the criteria 

and categories which will constitute the minimum conditions of 

an adequate chart or format for contrasting negotiations 

components 

* some illustrative charts in which the variables to be considered 

can be identified and selected as components for graphing the 

processes of negotiation patterns 

* ways to specify categories and sequences of variables which can 

be used in the preparation for negotiations. 

Statement of the Problem and Its Purpose 

The intent of this study is to develop and propose a model and a 

format for making more deliberate and more explicit the criteria and the 

categories, the procedures and the strategies involved in negotiation 

processes, with the long range purpose of providing staff development 
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for those involved in "reaching an agreement," and to assure negotiation 

participants of a more effectively conducted and evaluated enterprise 

when the negotiations are conducted in the educational arena. 

Hypotheses 

1. A formula for reviewing uniformity of agreement can be used 

by which a negotiation process can be "tracked" and identified. Par

ticipants who use the models, formats, and categories suggested in this 

study will be more effective in the analysis of the ongoing procedures. 

2. The proposed negotiation model will encourage greater 

deliberation and explicit understanding of negotiations through the 

presentation of parallels of the criteria, structure, and value imposi

tion of the negotiations model used. 

3. A paradigmatic format should assure the possibility of 

specifying evaluation techniques for each phase of a negotiation pattern 

placed within the generic model, and the resolution of "agreement 

issues" can be expedited and the sequence of events easily retrieved and 

reviewed. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

As society continues to become more complex, the population 

continues to grow, and "territorial" disputes become more and more fre

quent, the ways in which people resolve conflicts assume ever greater 

importance. Negotiations have emerged over time as the means by which 

confrontation and anticipated disagreements are resolved to the satis

faction of all parties. 
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It is rare, however, that the process of negotiating is ever 

examined as a process. It is even more rare to find lay people who can 

follow, in any precise way, the progress of a negotiation. This point 

is placed in a more dramatic context when we realize that each human 

encounter is a kind of negotiation. Each shared purpose or goal is 

negotiated in some way if that purpose is realized. 

The need for a clear understanding of the negotiation process 

is directly proportionate to the increase ia the need for interhuman, 

interagency, interschool-district, and international understanding, and 

for planned shared futures. A training pattern should be formulated to 

help people explore negotiation variables in broad contexts. 

In recent years a trend toward collective bargaining for public 

employees in general has paralleled, and possibly included, a trend 

toward distributive negotiations in education, particularly in community 

colleges. At the same time there has been a trend away from other 

mechanisms for shared governance of higher educational institutions, 

such as the faculty senate or the faculty council (Garin, Grant, and 

Saunders 1973). Although many educators regard the adoption of the 

industrial model of negotiations (distributive) as inappropriate, few 

if any have been able to do anything to reverse the trend. 

Distributive negotiations have been conducted in the educational 

arena to settle such mundane matters as salaries, fringe benefits, work 

load, extra duties, leaves, sabbaticals, and comfort facilities. Over 

time the distributive mode has been expanded to negotiate teacher 

"rights" which administrators regard as infringements upon necessary 
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administrative authority. Although not all of the following items are 

necessarily typical, contracts now often include such as these: 

* clauses which call for the election of principals by 
teachers and their recall if teachers disapprove of the 
principal's work 

* specifications for procedures and conduct of employment 
interviews, notice to candidates, or prohibitions for the 
administrator in selecting teachers for employment 

* provisions or clauses that are demeaning to administra
tors, such as the requirement that they be courteous and 
respectful to teachers, that they not ask embarrassing 
questions in employment interviews .... 

* clauses requiring administrators to report to teachers 
concerning actions or decisions that do not directly 
concern them 

* clauses that unreasonably complicate the administrator's 
routine for carrying out supervisory duties 

* clauses that allow teacher organization representatives 
to sit in on supervisory conferences or to receive sum
mary reports of conferences, when the individual teacher 
has not requested such representation 

* clauses that give teachers the right to grieve over the 
content and substance of their evaluations 

* clauses that allow teachers to use the content of super
visory evaluations in the school or in the news media to 
attempt to embarrass or discredit administrators and 
supervisors 

* clauses that require "concurrence" of the teacher bargain
ing unit before policies can be made or changed, or before 
educational decisions can be made 

* clauses requiring the assignment or promotion of a teacher 
according to seniority, with no regard for qualifications 
or talent 

* clauses calling for teachers to "concur" in their teaching 
assignment or schedule, or clauses allowing teachers to 
ask for changes in their assignment if they consider their 
assignment a "hardship" 

* clauses placing unworkable restrictions on teacher assign
ments, such as arbitrary limits on the number of different 
classrooms, arbitrary limits on the number of preparations, 
and unreasonably limited class sizes 

* clauses giving teachers the right to veto their own trans
fers between departments or buildings 

* clauses requiring laborious procedures for curriculum de
velopment or innovation 

* clauses limiting the principal's discretion to adjust the 
daily schedule for special purposes or programs 
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* clauses that in any way interfere with the board of educa
tion's responsibility to adhere to the law or to respond 
to community expectations in their schools. (Weldy 1973, 
pp. 11-13) 

The inappropriateness of the industrial model of negotiations 

for educational problems lies in its adversary nature and its zero-sum 

bargaining characteristic, where the gains of one party imply the losses 

of the other. Weldy (1973) traces the consequences of the adversary 

relationship between teachers and administrators: 

Adversaries in any conflict want to win. The adversarial 
relationship that is created by collective bargaining fre
quently carries over into the day-to-day operations of the 
school, setting teachers and administrators at odds with each 
other in many work areas. The union or association represen
tatives become "watch dogs" or "sentinels" for the teachers, 
looking for the administrator to step out of line (violate 
the contract). 

Principals can easily become gun-shy, feeling that they 
are being watched, that their activities, communications, and 
decisions are being carefully monitored. In districts where 
teacher militancy is strongest, this impression may be more 
real than imagined. Most comprehensive contracts contain 
more than enough provisions so that, if a teacher is disgrun
tled, he can find his complaint somewhere in the contract and 
bring a grievance. A convenient clause, used repeatedly, is 
one calling for courtesy in relationships. 

In some cases this suspicious watchfulness borders on 
paranoia and keeps administrators off balance and may even 
affect their initiative and creativity. The principal can 
easily become intimidated, with the result that he may with
hold decisions, procrastinate, or even abdicate rightful 
responsibilities. (Weldy 1973, p. 17) 

Teachers and administrators are the usual parties to bargaining 

in the educational arena. Sometimes student groups enter the picture, 

but for the most part the student militancy of the late 60s and early 

70s has quieted. Actually the primary purpose for existence of teachers 
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and administrators is to serve other groups, such as the students and 

the community, in a specific way. When selfish interests such as 

winning or the accretion of power become primary purposes, education no 

longer serves society, and eventually will have to be replaced by a more 

effective institution. 

In the meantime, since the served groups (students and community) 

usually have no direct involvement in the negotiation of contracts, they 

could well become the victims of the ineffectiveness and inefficiency 

created by an adversary relationship in negotiations as described by 

Weldy above. There are writers who think that the public can not partic

ipate effectively in negotiations (Leddy 1975). Yet there is a clear 

mandate in a democracy that those affected by the decision shall partici

pate in the decision process, if only in principle. There, is a continu

ing need for these "uninformed" to be exposed to the components of 

negotiations in a simple format. 

The commonality of interests of teachers and administrators — 

that of common service of other groups — would make the integrative 

mode of negotiation the more appropriate one. The "issues" in distri

butive processes are seen as "problems to be solved" in integrative 

negotiations, and achieving a workable solution is of mutual benefit to 

the parties. 

Given the commonality-of-interest value (or any other value or 

set of values), what the institution as a whole does or its individual 

members do to achieve institutional purposes, and the structure within 

which they do it, are "predetermined" by the value. If inappropriate 
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structures are used, or the members engage in random activities not 

geared to purpose and structure, the values, purposes, and goals will 

not be achieved, and the institution and all that it does become 

meaningless. 

Making Negotiations Meaningful: The Presentation 
of Contrasting Types and Variables 

A descriptive definition of negotiation might be that it is a 

process available for resolving differences, and that it permeates all 

human interpersonal relations. This descriptive definition has little 

meaning, since it might be applied to non-negotiation processes as well, 

where the specific categories of a formal negotiation pattern are 

missing. Only when the definition is put- into a context (such as the 

educational arena) and a goal or value referent is articulated (such as 

commonality of interests of all educators, regardless of hierarchical 

level) does the idea acquire adequate categories. 

Bartos (1974) deals with the goals of negotiations theory con

struction in his book Process and Outcome of Negotiations. He asks a 

most significant question about the compatibility of two possible 

objectives: 

Theoretician's Objective: Prediction or Prescription? 

One of the first questions that a researcher interested 
in constructing a theory of.negotiation must answer concerns 
the use his theory will be put to: is it to be used to add 
to our knowledge of man, or is it going to be put to more 
"practical" ends — such as to aid in defining a specific 
policy of a specific organization? It may seem that both 
objectives can be served by the same theory, but an example 
shows that this need not always be so ... . (Bartos 1974, 
p. 18) 
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Bartos indicates the need to have an adequate theory for a nego

tiation model. There are many considerations which go to make up a 

model. A basic and directing framework must be constructed. 

Saunders and Decker (1973), the authors of Double Think, propose 

a thought system, a sort of "hierarchy" of levels which gives meaning 

to ideas by processing the ideas through three levels: 

Level 3: VALUE: Purposes and goals 

Level 2 : CONTEXT: Structure, methods , procedures 

Level 1: CONTENT: Activities , facts, specifics 

The "hierarchy" is graduated in inclusiveness, with each higher level 

overarching the categories below it. In other words, value determines 

context, which in. turn determines content. 

Example. One of the values held in most, if not all, public 

school districts is that of high quality education. Some educators feel 

that one of the ways of achieving high quality education is to maximize 

student-teacher interaction, and many feel that in order for this inter

action to be maximized, class size must be limited, if not minimized. 

Given the social value of providing high quality public educa

tion, an individual who subscribes to the goal of maximizing teacher-

student interaction would not necessarily accept an arbitrary limit on 

class size as a specific way of maximizing such interaction. The accep

tability of a class size specification would depend on the context in 

which it is determined, and perhaps on some logistical categories as 

well. Is there concern, for instance, about course objectives in 
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determining class size, about teaching methods and support systems, the 

subject matter being taught, the type of course (lecture, laboratory, 

or seminar), the amount and expense of equipment and facilities, or 

grade level of students? 

Processing the problem through these categories or combinations 

of them will result in different ideal class sizes for different com

binations of circumstances. So if a teachers' union, for instance, were 

to bargain for a contract clause which says that "the average class size 

in this district shall not exceed 20 students," without specifying the 

values, goals, and contexts through which the class size idea has been 

processed to arrive at the number 20, it is bargaining for the inclusion 

of a meaningless statement. Thus, 

high quality public education (a VALUE) 

admits 

maximum teacher-student interaction (a GOAL) 

which requires consideration of 

course objectives 
administrative structure 

teaching methods 
support systems (possible CONTEXTS) 

and 

a_ computational formula (METHOD) 

as well as logistics such as 

academic discipline 
type of course 

student characteristics 
teacher characteristics 
and physical facilities 

in the decision-making process about 
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class size 

if the idea is to have meaning. 

Effectiveness 

A first level (descriptive) definition of effectiveness might be 

that effectiveness is completeness of goal attainment. For the concept 

to become meaningful, however, we must consider the context and value 

levels as well. For instance, the negotiator who is concerned about 

his effectiveness might be concerned about his role in the process, how 

the role is related to other roles, and how all roles are related to 

other structural components. He might also be concerned about the 

quality of his performance. Are his actions purposive or random? Are 

they consonant with his understanding of the goals? 

The person in control of negotiations will, among other things, 

be able to identify and evaluate his own behavior and that of the other 

negotiators. He will be able to place these behaviors into identified 

categories and sequences and locate the categories and sequences by 

level of meaning. Once he has done this, he can control the negotiation 

as it moves in either direction (upward through the level "hierarchy" 

or from the goal as it works itself out in the activities which consti

tute the operational meaning of the goal). 

Does "control" equate to "power?" In the sense in which it is 

used here, it does not, unless "power" is being able to set in contrast 

each position deliberately in order to see all options. "Control" might 

be considered "power" in terms of authority to make logistic decisions. 
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In the managerial sense, "control" is a function which must be performed 

to accomplish the organizational mission. 

A major key to effectiveness, then, appears to lie in the 

deliberateness with which individuals or groups are able to proceed 

through the negotiations. Since deliberateness implies choice, a party 

to a negotiation must have options of movement among levels and among 

sequences within levels. He must be able to identify categories and to 

classify specific items as belonging within categories and sequences 

within a structural framework. Specific behaviors and events will then 

acquire meaning as they are put into their proper context and the con

text is related to a goal and a value which gives direction to the 

behaviors. 

The following is only a partial list of the kinds of information 

a skilled observer, armed with a good structural framework for locating 

items and categories, might gain. When put into the framework and 

related to the goals and values directing the negotiation, such infor

mation could become meaningful and potent. It might be important for a 

negotiator to: 

* Know options, become aware of the emergence of new ones and the 

demise of old ones (Level 3, VALUE, CHOICING) 

* Be able to identify leaders, learn their habitual thought 

processes, behavior patterns, level of intelligence (Level 2 

or 3, PROCESS or VALUE) 

* Be able to plan and carry out strategy (Level 2 or 3, STRATEGY 

or GOAL-SETTING) 



* Be able to recognize strategic or tactical moves and to block 

or support them (Level 2, STRATEGY) 

* Recognize opportunity, become conscious of timing (Level 2, 

STRATEGY) 

* Recognize the surfacing of hidden agendas and how to counteract 

them or use them to advantage (Level 2, STRATEGY and STRUCTURE) 

* Recognize meaningful sequences of events (Level 2, STRUCTURE and 

possibly STRATEGY) 

Information thus gained gives the negotiator a certain advantage which 

may be translated into leadership or control or other purposive activity 

Even armed with such information, however, he may fail to gain his ends 

if the negotiation is distributive and the balance of power is against 

him. By knowing where he stands in relation to the other components of 

the negotiation, however, he may be able to minimize his "losses." 

Need for a Unified System 

In most general terms, the negotiation process has not had the 

kind of review needed to establish a generic structure "behind" the 

categories used in negotiations. Those involved in negotiations have 

continued to serve in a mediator's capacity and to make judgments and 

give direction to the negotiations from the broad base of many experi

ences in negotiations. 

The task of deriving generic categories and models, formats and 

procedures, has been neglected and, as a result, negotiators have been 

deprived of a systematic pattern or unified system from which to learn 

about negotiations. 
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Nierenberg (1968) , in his book called The Art of Negotiating, 

takes note of the lack of theory to guide the negotiator: 

Up to the present time, no general theories were avail
able to guide an individual in his day-to-day negotiating 
activities. All too frequently we have had to learn to 
negotiate the same way we learned such things as sex — by 
trial and error. The man who claimed to have thirty years' 
experience in negotiation might simply be making the same 
mistakes every year for thirty years. 

Thus most of our knowledge about negotiation, unfortu
nately, has had to come from our limited personal experience. 
(Nierenberg 1968, p. 3) 

Nierenberg decries the absence of "general theories" to guide 

the negotiator and correctly indicates that most issues of negotiations 

are reduced to "experienced" cases of negotiation rather than to a 

matter of establishing the minimum categories from which to habitually 

and systematically react to a negotiations process or items. It is 

precisely this reaction to the simplicism of "experience in negotiations" 

which has sponsored the need for a model and some staff development 

strategies which go beyond the generic model used for negotiations by 

Garin, Grant, and Saunders (1973). Training people for negotiating 

becomes a primary goal if the "experience" in negotiations is to be 

refined. 

Glossary 

This glossary is intended to clarify the terms used in this 

study as they apply specifically to conceptual model construction. 

Category: any very extensive or fundamentally important class 

of objects or of conceptions, especially if this class is distinguished 



from other classes, either by the general form or character of the 

assertions that can be made about it, or by the general method of 

thinking that is applicable to its study (Baldwin 1911). 

Concept: cognition of a universal as distinguished from the 

particular which it unifies; an abstract or generic idea generalized 

from particular instances (Baldwin 1911). 

Content: (1) The content level is the lowest level of meaning 

in the Cube of Inquiry (Saunders and Decker 1973); (2) whatever in any 

way forms part of a total consciousness considered in abstraction from 

its form, its relations, and all of its implications; or the whole 

together with its constituents. The form or relations, considered as 

a whole, may be a content (Baldwin 1911). 

Deliberateness: the comparison of alternative courses of action 

which precedes and issues in choice. The basis of comparison is to a 

very large extent the relation of the alternative courses and their 

consequences to the self as a whole (Baldwin 1911). 

Descriptive: serving to state the distinctive marks of an 

object, the marks being of such a kind as can be presented in direct 

perceptive experience (Baldwin 1911). 

Design: an end which is more or less remote, and for whose 

attainment the means are more or less clearly understood and within 

control. It carries also the idea of some preliminary deliberation 

(Baldwin 1911). 
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Determinate applications: an application of an idea or instru

ment where the results, consequences, or procedures derive from a single 

set of ideas such that the connecting system always produces the same 

directives, e.g., the method of science. 

Dichotomy: a division into two mutually exclusive or contra

dictory groups (Webster's 1970). 

Empirical: based upon, guided by, or derived from experience 

(Baldwin 1911). 

Evaluation: determining or fixing the value of; determining the 

significance or worth by careful appraisal and study (Webster's 1970). 

Formal level: the contextual level, the criteria for which are 

structure, method, and procedure (Garin, Grant, and Saunders 1973). 

Format: general plan of organization or arrangement (Webster's 

1970). 

Fundamental level: the value level, the criteria for which are 

purpose, mission, goals, and objectives (Garin, Grant, and Saunders 

1973). 

Generic: points of agreement by possession of which numbers of 

distinct species would be referred to one and the same genus, as e.g., 

the mental life of a man and an ant might be said to be specifically 

different and generically alike (Baldwin 1911). 



Hypothesis: in general terms, a name given to any assumption of 

a fact or connection of facts from which can be deduced explanation of a 

fact or connection of facts already known (Baldwin 1911). 

Isomorphic: having the same structure as something else 

(Webster's 1970). 

Levels of inclusiveness: each term or concept is seen as a part 

of or a subsection within a term or concept of greater complexity or 

having a larger perspective, e.g., cat, dog, mammal, animal, life, etc. 

Logistics: those components of a situation which set the stage 

for or are the minimum conditions under which an activity can take 

place, e.g., chairs, rooms, timing, etc. 

Methodology: a branch of logic which teaches the general prin

ciples which ought to guide an inquiry. The traditional doctrine of 

method is confined chiefly to rules of definition and division which 

teach exactness of thought and explicit foundation of the categories and 

their relationships to one another and to the model from which they 

emerge (Baldwin 1911). 

Model: a construct which provides plausible hypotheses about 

things. Its purpose may be to reflect (descriptive model) or to inform 

(theoretical model) (Decker and Saunders 1976). 

Conceptual model— archetypal analogy in the development of 

ideas, the purpose of which is to develop an organization of mean

ing (Decker and Saunders 1976). 



Descriptive model—presumes to illustrate or demonstrate 

the actual thing discussed by miniaturizing or setting a real object 

into a scale proportion of some kind (Decker and Saunders 1976). 

Economic model — the use of a model or format suggested by 

the field of economics as an heurism to explain a series of obser

vations made from economic categories. 

Effective model — a model in which the evaluation criteria 

as specified prior to the exploration of data and the different 

kinds of evaluation constitute an integral system. 

Game-theoretic model —a model based on a stochastic process 

(one involving probability or chance). 

Generic model —a model from which all other models emerge 

in that the terms are always doubted to emphasize the focus on the 

structure of the model rather than the content of the model (Decker 

and Saunders 1976). 

Methodological model —a model based on generic principles 

which guide an inquiry from within the parameters of the method of 

the model itself. 

Theoretic model —a format, usually empty of content, which 

is constructed to explain or integrate ideas about things (Decker 

and Saunders 1976). 
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Structural model—an emphasis on structure, syntax, and 

syncategoramic meanings, which together can interrelate all types 

of data. 

Substantive model—a model based on distinct entities 

underlying phenomenal facts or events. 

Monitoring: watching, observing, or checking for some special 

purpose, such as regulation or control of the operation of a system 

(Webster's 1970). 

Ontological: relating to or based upon being or existence 

(Webster's 1970). 

Paradigm: an outstandingly clear or typical example, archetype, 

or pattern (Webster's 1970). 

Parameter: an arbitrary constant whose value restricts or 

determines the specific form (Webster's 1970). 

Parsimony: Ockham's razor, i.e., the maxim "Entia non sunt 

multiplicanda praeter necessitatem." The meaning is that it is bad 

scientific method to introduce, at once, independent hypotheses to 

explain the same facts of observation (Baldwin 1911). 

Prescriptive: laying down a rule to guide, give direction, or 

cause to act on the basis of authority (Webster's 1970). 

Process: continuous change. 



Process level: the content level, containing activities, facts 

and specifics (Garin, Grant, and Saunders 1973). 

Retrieval system: a set of interrelated procedures for recall

ing information. 

Rules of decision: criteria for categorizing or for choosing 

among options. 

Stochastic: probabilistic; involving a random variable, chance 

or probability. 

Syntax: structural lines (of a model) which provide clear 

distinctions among categories and directional vectors for each 

dimension (Decker and Saunders 1976). 

Taxonomy: a model which sets a hierarchy of inclusion and 

categories for exclusion in order to help set priorities and locate 

alternative kinds of problems. 

Theory: hypotheses which explain or integrate ideas, which are 

parsimonious and categorically consistent (Decker and Saunders 1976). 

Topology: a study of the graphic parallels to an idea wherein 

the syntax of the parallel carries some specific implications for the 

item being explained. 



CHAPTER 2 

THE GENERIC FRAMEWORK 

The intent of this chapter is to make more specific and give 

rigor to the 

Purpose, 

Structure (Syntax), and 

Content 

of the literature on negotiations. By use of the levels model mentioned 

in Chapter 1, it should be possible to formulate parameters for the 

design to be used in this study, to anticipate the criteria to be used 

in Chapter 3 for critical comments, and to establish the structural 

bases for the model and formats to be proposed by this study for more 

effective negotiations. 

Identification of Categories 

It is necessary to establish a model derived from the generic 

levels model from which to formulate categories and relational proce

dures through which to identify the minimum conditions necessary to de

velop an effective negotiations model and formats derived from the model. 

Categories Used by Most Authors 

The categories frequently found in books on negotiations are 

goals, procedures, and implementation of specific steps in the agreement 

reaching process. 

22 
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Goals. Goals may be defined as the ends or purposes of negoti

ating. Collectively, they make up the agendas of the parties to a 

negotiation. 

Writers who regard negotiations as "win-lose" situations (i.e. , 

as distributive) naturally regard "winning" as the ultimate goal. Game 

theorists, in particular, dichotomize outcomes in this fashion and seem 

to ignore any subclasses of goals or agendas. 

By contrast, Karrass (1970) is one of the writers who gives 

particular prominence to categories of goals in the negotiations model 

he presents in The Negotiating Game. He defines goals as "what people 

negotiate for," and lists nine goal categories: money, power, knowledge, 

achievement, excitement, social, recognition, security, and congruence. 

Procedures. The major procedural categories proposed by most 

negotiations and bargaining authors are: 

Preparations 
Examining own values, needs, goals, policies, 
and practices 

Obtaining all possible information about the 
other negotiator 

Developing proposals and counterproposals 
Gathering data 
Holding a prenegotiation session 

Contract Negotiation 
Administration of the Contract 

(Wortman and Randle 1966, pp. 145-255) 

The above categories are appropriate for distributive negotia

tions, but if the goal is to develop integrative negotiations, the 

procedures suggested by Walton and McKersie (1965) are more pertinent. 

Walton and McKersie suggest procedures which correspond in part to the 
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procedures necessary for a more rigorous investigation, and which are 

sometimes loosely referred to as the "scientific method" or the 

"problem-solving model:" 

Identifying the Problem 
Searching for Alternate Solutions 
Selecting the Best Alternative 

(Walton and McKersie 1965, pp. 145-155) 

Procedural categories generic to both types of negotiation 

should be designed to bring an order to these apparently discrete sets 

of procedures. 

Implementation of Specific Steps. Most authors enumerate imple

mentation of specific steps which are almost entirely concerned with 

contract enforcement, grievance procedures, and arbitration procedures, 

although evaluation of labor relations is an important component in

cluded by some writers. Again, as in the realm of procedures, a great 

deal is written about the implementation of specific steps for distrib

utive negotiations. On the other hand, the integrative negotiations 

process is most often open-ended (Walton and McKersie 1965, p. 160). 

This very open-endedness militates against any clarity of issues, a 

factor which encourages informal resolutions to problems. 

From the above review of categories, it can be concluded that 

the negotiations categories used by most authors are not part of an 

overarching structural framework which is syntactically sound and which 

provides levels of meaning, but are rather somewhat random collections 

of "variables" or "noise factors" which are not mutually exclusive or 

exhaustive. In addition, in most of the literature of negotiations, 
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separate sets of categories are used in dealing with different negotia

tion types, and the categories used most frequently are associated with* 

distributive type negotiations, since most authors deal with only this 

one type. 

Importance of Theory to the Development 
of the Negotiation Concept 

If a deliberate, meaningful, and effective negotiation is to be 

accomplished, it must be based on-a model which directs and controls the 

procedures and phases of the negotiation. Where the activities of a 

negotiation are left to a vague or unspecified framework, any success 

won is attributable to serendipity. A generic model whose construction 

has demonstrable structural integrity can provide the negotiation 

process with deliberateness, viable sequences, and criteria for judging 

effectiveness of the results. 

A theory is a conceptual framework which may range from descrip

tive (giving an account of what we see) to theoretical (giving us a 

model for theory itself). The theoretical, as opposed to descriptive, 

model supplies a relational system for ideas which provides a range of 

options. These options derive from placing the construct into a setting, 

orientation, or context, and by the subsequent development of the con

struct from a basic set of values. It is the provision of options which 

gives specific meaning to the theory and to what that theory 

conceptualizes. 

Thus theory itself may range from reflecting, the "mirror" 

concept, to informing, the "lamp" concept (Abrams 1953) . The informing 

theory concept holds that our knowledge is only as good as the 
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instruments through which we see things (Saunders 1966). Since theory 

is an "instrument" or construct through which we see things, theory may 

be said to determine meaning (Decker and Saunders 1976). 

A theory in the usual sense of the word involves a series of 

interconnected hypotheses, using established categories, about the 

relationship of an idea to other ideas, and, on specified occasions, the 

relationship of an idea to objects or activities. In the former rela

tionship (idea to idea) , the design of the interrelationship of hypoth

eses uses a genus differentia framework where a term is related to 

another term in a structural sense, wherein the activity connoted is 

obscured, subordinated, or even rendered incidental to the theory. 

When an idea is specified as having implications for an activity or 

object, the transition from the idea to the object is usually taken on 

faith, and the theory is established either by fiat or by an ambiguous 

or vague inverse inference from the "results" to the theory about the 

results. 

Levels of Negotiation 

As pointed out in Chapter 1, Saunders and Decker (1973) propose 

a thought system (from which they construct an inquiry system) in which 

they delineate three levels of meaning through which ideas are 

processed: 

1. The point at issue here is, at the basic level, a depth 
question of whether or not it is ontologically possible to develop an 
idea about an object whout making a host of presuppositions about 
precisely how an object and an idea are related. In A Model for Models, 
Decker and Saunders (1976) elaborate on this issue which, while directly 
related to the problem of theorizing, is only tangentially of importance 
here. 
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Level 3: VALUE: Purposes and goals 

Level 2: CONTEXT: Structure, method, procedures 

Level 1: CONTENT: Activities, facts, specifics 

Garin, Grant and Saunders (1973) propose a similar tri-level 

model, derived from Double Think (Saunders and Decker 1973), through 

which issues or problems are processed: 

Level 3: FUNDAMENTAL: Values, goals, choicing, rules 
and directing agencies 

Level 2: FORMAL: Procedures, alternatives, steps, 
and sequence 

Level 1: PROCESS: Logistic concerns and descriptive 
items 

Within these three levels of meaning, certain characteristics or 

features of the two negotiations types may be identified. When the 

corresponding, although dichotomous, features of the two negotiations 

types are grouped, they may be identified with a term which includes 

the idea from both the distributive and the integrative categories. 

This grouping forms a new — a generic — category, which is a common 

base for the other two apparently incompatible categories. 

Example. At the fundamental level (Level 3), it has been ob

served by writers about negotiations that distributive negotiations are 

characterized by a doubting of the expressed good intentions of one 

party by the other party, whereas integrative negotiations seem to be 

characterized by one party's belief in the expressed good intentions 

or the adoption of a common good by the other party. Thus the 
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distributive category could be "doubt" and the corresponding integrative 

category would be "belief." "Doubt" and "belief" may be grouped into a 

new common base, a generic category identified as "good faith." (See 

Figure 1.) 

At the formal level (Level 2) a generic category called "impasse 

resolution" might be used to group the "involuntary" category of re

quired outside intervention (mediation or arbitration) to settle a 

stalemate in distributive bargaining, with the "voluntary" category 

characteristic of integrative negotiations. (See Figure 1.) 

At the process level (Level 1), the "issues" characteristic of 

distributive bargaining may be grouped with mutual "problems" to be 

solved in integrative negotiation, and the generic category expressing 

the commonality of ideas may be called "agenda items." (See Figure 1.) 

These generic categories make it possible to deal with negotia

tions as a type of human interaction rather than as a unique event each 

time a disagreement occurs. Unique events imply a lack of choice. One 

cannot possibly develop rules or guidelines or structural models for 

them — or even name them, except individually. 

The establishment of generic categories and the establishment of 

levels through which issues or problems may be processed makes possible 

the construction of a structural model through which all discussions of 

negotiations may be filtered, in order to facilitate an analysis of the 

negotiations process itself, the resolution of issues or problems, and 

the retrieval of sequences of events, and the specification of evalua

tion techniques. 
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CATEGORIES OF 

DISTRIBUTIVE 

BARGAINING 

GENERIC CATEGORIES 

OF 

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

CATEGORIES OF 

INTEGRATIVE 

BARGAINING 

Fundamental Level 

Criteria for inclusion of categories at the funda

mental level: values, goals, choicing, rules, and 

directing agencies. 

Divergent 

Exclusive 

Limited 

Doubt 

Interests 

Recognition 

Representative Parties 

Trust (Good Faith) 

Confluent 

Inclusive 

Unlimited 
Belief 

Criteria 

cedures, 

Formal Level 

for inclusion at the formal level: 

alternatives, steps, and sequence. 

pro-

Qualified 

Expedient 

Covert 

Cloaked 

Involuntary 

Interdependence 

Decision Making 

Communication 

Moves 

Impasse Resolution 

Unqualified 

Rational 

Overt 

Ostensible 

Voluntary 

Process Level 

Criteria for inclusion at the process level 

gistic concerns and descriptive items. 

lo-

Private 

Issues 

Narrow 

Exact 

Binding Agreement 

Meetings 

Agenda 

Payoff Structure 

Deadline 

Control (Document) 

Public 

Problems 

Broad 

Tentative 

Policy 

Figure 1. The Categories of Collective Bargaining (Garin, Grant and 
Saunders 1973, p. 45) 
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A key requirement for construction of any viable model is the 

use of a more generic model as a categorizer. Deliberateness in content, 

deliberateness in structure, and deliberateness in goals assume focal 

importance to the process. Garin; Grant, and Saunders (1973) have 

proposed the generic model of negotiations (see Figure 2). Using the 

Garin et al. model as the categorizer, this study proposes a staff 

development model for negotiators and some attending formats which 

illustrate the usefulness of the antecedent models. 

Assumptions 

For purposes of this study, it will be assumed: 

1. that all negotiations processes can be classified under a 

common rubric and within a generic set of categories; 

2. that once an "agreement reaching" sequence has been iden

tified, this process can be controlled, anticipated, and evaluated , 

prior to the beginning of negotiations; 

3. that deliberateness in interhuman activities will expedite 

resolutions of "conflict;" and 

4. that an effective model for negotiations can be adapted to 

a training process, that the structure of the model can be used to 

monitor the training and the development of materials, and that 

materials derived by use of the model will assist personnel in reducing 

the degree of randomness which occurs in agreement-reaching processes. 

Procedures 

For purposes of this study, a model designed by Saunders in his 

writings and developed in A Negotiations Model; A Form for Private and 
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GOALS 

DISTRIBUTIVE GENERIC INTEGRATIVE 

3 

w 

> z 
w 
•J 

1 

FUNDAMENTAL 

FORMAL 

PROCESS 

3 

2 

1 

Figure 2. Skeletal Model for the Location of Relationships, 
for Sequence and Proportionality of Any Given Idea 
or Issue in a Negotiation (Garin, Grant, and 
Saunders 1973, p. 81) 



Public Sector Bargaining by Garin, Grant, and Saunders (1973) will be 

used as the initiating design (see Figure 2). 

* The generic model will be presented and explicated with various 

uses for each category of the model. 

* The generic categories will be identified and defined in a 

taxonomic pattern in such a way as to illustrate the internal 

relationships of the categories to one another. 

* Some selected terminology will be set into a taxonomy of ter

minology for all negotiation situations which will parallel the 

formats to be designed by this study. 

* A paradigmatic format will be proposed as a "checklist" for 

monitoring "agreement reaching" activities and for formulating 

evaluative steps in the format. 

These procedures were formulated to meet the need for a clear 

understanding of the negotiations process. The importance of developing 

more deliberate strategies and more precise categories in the ongoing 

process of negotiations, and the training of people for identifying the 

structure of an effective negotiation plan cannot be overemphasized. 

Karrass (1970) has developed "A Three-dimensional View.of 

Negotiation Planning" (see Figure 3) in which he makes an interesting 

but relatively superficial attempt to identify some of the variables and 

some of the strategies through which to gain the "... best possible 

results from the bargaining table (Karrass 1970, p. 150)." 
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. Planning 
— —by Type 

3 2 1 

irrocess 

1 by Level 
i 

Strategic planning 
(policy) 

Administrative 
planning 

Tactical planning 
(operational) 

r" 

i I 

i 

Problem 

To select and negotiate 
with source or sources 
that optimize overall 
company competitive 
position and objectives 

To organize people, 
power and informational 
resources and to optimize 
negotiation performance 

To optimize realization 
of negotiation potential 

i 
i 

i 

i i i 

CN 
|
 

CO 

1 1 

L 
_L 

Nature 
of 

problem 

Decide which strategic 
goals are most impor
tant, how much is 
wanted and how best 
to achieve major 
objectives 

Organization, acquisi
tion and development 
of people, power and 
informational resources 

Determination of sub-
goals, persuasive 
arguments and means 
appropriate to reaching 
strategic goals: testing 
intent of opponent 

i 
i 

i 

i i i 

CN 
|
 

CO 

1 1 

L 
_L 

Key 
decisions 

• Product-market mix 
• Make or huy mix 
• Constraints—customer 

and environment 
• Decision-making 

structure 
• Competition philosophy 
• Basic goals—technical, 

price, delivery, 
management 

• Trade-offs 
• Risk-taking and risk-

identification 
• Power relationships 
• Attitude relationships 
• Fact-finding methods 
• Proposal and informa

tion control (security) 
• Ethical values 
• Selection of chief 

negotiator 
• Worth-analysis 

• Organization: Team 
support, and special 
assistance 

• Information: Fact
finding, channels, 
analysis, security and 
assumption testing 

• Resources: Personnel, 
tools, training, facili
ties, third parties 

• Subgoals: Issues, prob
lems, targets, assump
tion and intent testing 

• Techniques: Agenda, 
questions, affirmative 
statements, conces
sions, listening, com
mitments, moves, 
threats, promises, 
recess, delays, dead
lock. nonverbal com
munications, focal 
points and standards 

• Inoculation 
• Maneuvers: Timing, 

inspection association, 
authority, amount, 
brotherhood, diversion 

Figure 3. Negotiation Planning — A Three-dimensional View (Karrass 
1970, p. 151), with structure added (in dotted lines) by 
this writer. 

If this model is taken as a simplistic attempt to set ideas on 

levels by category, Karrass can be seen to be leading to the model to be 

developed in this study. Notice, for instance, the Karrass model set 

into the basic levels notion used by this study, as explained in this 

chapter. This technique of placing ideas on both axes of the design into 

levels is seen by this study as an effective strategy for presenting 

the complexities of the ideas considered here into an understandable 

framework, a framework which will be pursued in Chapter A of this study. 



CHAPTER 3 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

The presentation and review of related literature included in 

this section had the following design: 

* an initial content identification of relevant literature, 

specifically: negotiations, bargaining, conflict, conflict 

resolution, persuasion, model construction, and preparing 

leaders 

* a sorting of the writings selected for review on the principles 

of scope and sophistication of the ideas included in the 

selections 

* the application of critical criteria to each selection or quote 

used 

* the classification of the quotes from the literature on a 

continuum from those ideas which are clearly in disagreement 

with the hypotheses used in this study to those ideas which 

most closely approximate the conceptual stance which guided 

the development of this study. 

A review of the literature, then, provides several kinds of 

directives and information: 

* The established and widely recognized issues for negotiations 

can be identified. 
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* The ways the categories of negotiation are interrelated and the 

usual sequences of these categories can be specified. 

* The crucial importance of the need for a generic theory and 

design for establishing a model case for any and all negotia

tions models can be presented. 

The rationale for following this design for inclusion of related 

literature was found in the need to apprise the reader of the history 

and sequence of ideas related to the negotiations process. 

The use of criteria through which to develop criticism for each 

selection can help the analysis of the related literature by having the 

criteria as critical tools. As these criteria are identified, they con

stitute a set of critical tools with which to explore other studies and 

with which to set guidelines for other models used — psychoanalysis, 

for example. 

One of the purposes of conducting a review of the literature, as 

stated above, is to establish the need for a generic theory of negotia

tions from which to establish a model base. The emphasis placed on 

models by many writers, however, leaves the issue of models in various 

stages of disrepute. Young's (1975) writing constitutes an example of 

the "models" issue when he writes: 

Recent decades have witnessed impressive progress in the 
construction of deductive models of bargaining. Prior to the 
pioneering economic analyses of Zeuthen and the early work of 
the game theorists, the bargaining problem was generally writ
ten off as insoluble. That is, analyses of bargaining situa
tions ordinarily ended with the identification of a contract 
zone and some statement to the effect that the specific out
come within this zone must be regarded as indeterminate. At 
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the present time, by contrast, we have a number of distinct 
models that are relevant to the bargaining problem per se. 
And several of these models culminate in determinate solutions 
concerning the allocation of the value(s) at stake. 

These recent models of bargaining constitute an outstand
ing source of insights and conceptual stimulation for future 
analyses of bargaining. Nevertheless, they are all subject to 
severe limitations, at least in their current form. Above all, 
none of these models produces good predictions or satisfactory 
explanations concerning bargaining in the great maj ority of 
real-world cases. Consequently, they fail to meet the most 
important of the traditional criteria for the evaluation of 
"descriptive" or "positive" theories. In addition, the ex
isting models of bargaining often emphasize different sub
stantive problems and, in some cases, they lead to incompat
ible results. And the resultant lack of consensus among 
students of bargaining is currently increasing rather than 
decreasing. Finally, all the existing models of bargaining 
abstract away various interesting phenomena that are commonly 
thought of as important features of bargaining. Though these 
restrictions are required for the achievement of logical clo
sure in most cases, they constitute a distinct limitation of 
the usefulness of the existing theories of bargaining (Young 
1975, p. 391). (emphasis added) 

Young refers to recently constructed models of bargaining as a 

"source of insights and conceptual stimulation." However, since he 

seems to have no idea of what a concept is, what he means by "concep

tual stimulation" cannot be determined. 

Young asserts that the existing models "fail to meet the most 

important of the traditional criteria for the evaluation of 'descrip

tive' theories" in that they do not produce "good predictions or 

satisfactory explanations concerning bargaining in the great majority 

of real-world cases." Abrams (1953), on the other hand, refers to 

descriptive theory as the "mirror" concept in that it reflects what is 

seen. -Such theory has little or nothing to do with prediction or 

explanation, since a mirror can do neither of these things. Young, 

nevertheless, says that "prediction and explanation" rather than 
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"reflections" constitute the criteria for recognizing or knowing 

descriptive theories. 

Young also criticizes existing models for emphasizing different 

substantive problems and leading to incompatible results. Models are 

not supposed to be constructed to emphasize the same substantive prob

lems or lead to compatible results. If existing "models" are doing this, 

perhaps they do not qualify as models. 

Young further criticizes existing models because they "abstract 

away various interesting phenomena." Earlier, in Chapter 2, it was 

explained that when a theory related one idea to another idea in a 

structural sense, "the activity connoted is obscured or even rendered 

incidental to the theory (p. 17)." Only the generic categories are 

preserved in the model, and "accidental" differences in content become 

unimportant. A generic model cannot represent every detail of every 

situation in the class of situations it represents. To require it to do 

so would be to require a contradiction. 

Perhaps Young's problem of understanding stems from his 

dichotomizing of "real-world cases" and an unspecified something which 

can only be concluded to be of the "unreal-world." 

Continuum of Selected Quotations 

The following review of excerpts on models are presented in this 

study because of their relevance to the structural issues connected with 

theory and models. The excerpts have been sorted and criticized on the 

basis of the scope and sophistication of the ideas expressed about 

structural models. 



As an example of the considerable naivete about theory existing 

among negotiations writers, the following statement taken from Andree 

(1971) is appropriate: 

Theory, like law, must be firmly grounded in concrete 
relationships. One cannot understand either unless he is 
fully aware of the context in which it is found. And one 
cannot accept a theory unless he also accepts the relevant 
context (Andree 1971, p. 125). (emphasis added) 

We see here a case of the classic theory/practice dichotomy. 

The error of adopting this dichotomy between theory and practice also 

resurrects the traditional problem of establishing the generic base upon 

which such a bifurcation of some basic class structure can be found. 

What, for instance, can Andree mean when he says, "One cannot 

understand.either unless he is fully aware of the context in which it 

is found?" Is there a context for theory? Is there a theory which is 

a context? Is there a context within which these contexts are set in a 

context? A generic context must be inferred, developed, or identified 

to make sense of Andree's concern. This criticism applies to all of 

those writers who speak of "concrete relationships" as if a "relation

ship" can literally be found in between objects, rather than having been 

"inserted" or imagined. 

What Dubin (1969) has to say about the building of theoretical 

models is illustrative the kinds of ontological problems exhibited by 

many writers: 

The title Theory Building was chosen because it symbolizes 
the always present goal of scientists' activities. Their task 
is to build viable models of the empirical world.that can be 
comprehended by the human mind. These theoretical models are 
intensely practical, for the predictions derived from them are 
the grounds on which modern man is increasingly ordering his 
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relationships with the environing universe (Dubin 1969, p. 3). 
(emphasis mine) 

How does one "build viable models of the empirical world" that 

can be translated into another language? The terms 

"viable models," 

"empirical world," 

"comprehended by the," and 

"human mind" 

are used frequently. Yet the rather obvious ontological "hangup" on the 

reality of models has been based upon a hesitance on the part of writers 

who take this position to have ontological truths as the ultimate truth 

and final criteria for truth. 

As an illustration of a writer's non-structured approach to the 

idea of negotiations, the following excerpt from Davey's work (1972) is 

nearly devoid of any awareness that the term "pragmatic" does not mean 

simply "How did it work?" but instead refers to the need for rigorous 

method and criteria for deciding what "work" means: 

Much criticism of collective bargaining comes from frus
trated idealists or crusaders who expect too much from the 
process. Criticism also comes from those who think collective 
bargaining has worked too well, that is, that unions are too 
powerful. In this analysis we have not been concerned paf-
ticularly about criticisms from these two camps. The focus 
has remained on how collective bargaining is working for those 
who utilize it conscientiously as a method of determining the 
price of labor and other conditions of employment. 

Collective bargaining is not championed as an ideal sys
tem by anyone close to the scene. At best it is an imperfect 
institutional process that works reasonably well in an imper
fect society. It is the best we have. No one up to now has 
come forth with any alternative procedure that will work any 
better. 
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Collective bargaining is necessarily a pragmatic process. 
The standards for its evaluation should also be pragmatic. 
We are concerned mainly with two questions: (1) How well has 
collective bargaining worked? (2) Where it has not worked 
well, what is needed for its improvement? (Davey 1972, p. 92) 

As Davey points out in the last paragraph, whether or not bar

gaining worked and how it can be improved are good questions. Yet if 

there is no preset framework or model in which to ask these questions, 

they are not even good questions. What is lacking are prestated cri

teria for what "Has it worked?" means. This author would do well to 

re-read his pragmatic theory. 

As for the way that many authors minimize the importance of 

theory in favor of experience, another facet of the theory/practice 

dichotomy, the following remarks by Pooler (1964) are germaine: 

Negotiation, like aerial navigation, seems simple in 
theory, but in actuality it is quite complicated. It can 
only be learned by practice and experience. It is essential 
to good negotiations to have a familiarity with the rules 
of the game before being concerned about winning. (Pooler 
1964, p. 2) 

Pooler does seem to be interested in the "rules" of the game, 

but he seems to have confused two rather major concepts: the design of 

the system and experience with the system. His notion of "simple in 

theory" only testifies to his "lack of experience" with theory. 

Drucker (1969), although not addressing the subject of negotia

tions directly, has this to say about integrative type objectives for 

business: 

The new demand is, however, a demand that business and 
businessmen make concern for society central to the conduct 
of business itself. It is a demand that the quality of life 
become the business of business. The traditional approach 
asks: How can we arrange the making of cars (or of shoes) 
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so as not to impinge on social values and beliefs, on indi
viduals and their freedom, and on the good society altogether? 
The new demand is for business to make social values and be
liefs, create freedom for the individual, and altogether pro
duce the good society. (Drucker 1969, p. 77) 

Once we have defined negotiations in an integrative model, the 

points made by Drucker are indeed crucial to the meaning of purposes or 

objectives in business. However, since the distributive model used by 

business appeals to a serious disjunction between the opposing parties, 

the transition from the business model to the general social model or, 

more particularly, to the educational model can not be accomplished ex

cept by fiat. 

Bartos (1974) is a writer who is typical of those who regard 

negotiations as being of only one type — distributive — when he says: 

We can now say what we mean by "negotiation.11 It is a 
process the objective of which is to find a compromise that 
is mutually acceptable. It is by definition true that this 
compromise, although mutually acceptable, gives each side 
less than a total victory would; that is, less than the best 
possible outcome. It should also be understood that negoti
ation does not make any sense unless a conflict of interests 
exists. However, the conflict of interests per se is not a 
sufficient reason for negotiation to occur: a negotiation 
becomes desirable only if a conflict of interests is acti
vated and begins to generate social conflict. (Bartos 1974, 
p. 16) 

The definition of negotiation proposed by Bartos assumes an 

adversary relationship between the parties when it includes such expres

sions as "total victory" and "conflict of interests," and makes a judg

ment about the outcome being less than the best possible one. His 

criterion for the desirability of conducting negotiations only when 

social conflict is generated is difficult to understand. His definition 

is so narrow as to eliminate one whole negotiations type (integrative) 
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and to limit severely the number of conflicts which may be properly 

settled by negotiation. What would be a proper process for resolving 

conflict in the absence of negotiation? Bartos fails to suggest a 

process to fill that void. 

Andree (1971) was cited above as typical of writers who exhibit 

naivete about theory. As might be expected, those writers who take the 

position of viewing theory and practice as a dichotomy also often take 

a dim view of models. Andree exhibits this consistency in theoretical 

stance when he asserts: 

Merely making a model explains nothing! A model, though 
it may appear definite, clear, concise, and an economical 
summation of ideas, lends a false clarity to what might ac
tually be ambiguous, hazy, wavering, and a potentially dan
gerous false foundation. Using a model to explain a behavior 
leans rather heavily on a hollow reed. (Andree 1971, p. 126) 

The author has assumed a definition of "model" which is con

straining in an extreme sense. The simplistic use of the term has a 

model become little more than a flow chart or an artificial defice for 

arbitrarily organizing ideas. The distinction missing in Andree's use 

of the term "model" can be found in the contrast between an "excellent 

case of something" and an "integrating structure" by which an idea is 

given meaning. 

The American Association of School Administrators (1968) points 

to a distinction in negotiations types implied by spatial arrangements: 

The two contrasting approaches for making educational 
determinations can best be described by the two diagrams 
that follow. The first, may be termed around the table con
sultation. The second may be called across the table nego
tiation. The former is an informal process, stressing 
cooperative participation of all parties concerned. The 
latter is more an adversary-type, "give-and-take" process, 
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moving from divergence to consensus or impasse if agreement 
cannot be reached. The former avoids many problems that 
must be resolved in negotiation .... Another major dif
ference between the two processes is that negotiation tends 
to divide the profession into conflicting components and 
destroys the unity that is regarded by many as essential to 
the welfare of the educational enterprise. (American Asso
ciation of School Administrators 1968, p. 29) 

The attention given this spatial distribution of the partici

pants (see Figures 4 and 5, page 44) is a testimony to the kinds of 

barriers placed between contestants. While the use of a table shape 

seems trite in the face of a conceptual issue, nonetheless there is 

evidence that this variable precodes the stances assumed by the 

participants. 

Some selections from the literature that sponsor a very generic 

problem in negotiations deal with terms and issues which have their 

bases for argument in the philosophic domain. Andree (1971) , for in

stance, claims: 

Laws that govern collective bargaining are of two distinct 
kinds: those that are promulgated by legislatures and the 
courts as guidelines toward collective action; and those that 
are rules of humane collective behavior. 

The word theory is used in the title of this chapter to 
indicate that devices must be discovered that will interpret, 
unify, define, discriminate, and establish this second clus
ter of laws — and then to modify them as experience builds 
new bridges of effort and understanding, as unanticipated 
data and new conditions are brought to the common attention, 
and as generalizations emerge from specifics. 

A theory, to be effective, must rise from experience, 
and must stand on whether or not it works. It must rest on 
specific and known bases; and have some semblance of system. 
(Andree 1971, p. 123) 

Andree's use of the term "experience" here defies definition. 

"A theory must rise from experience" would assume that "experience" is a 
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AROUND THE 
TABLE CONSULTATION 

© Teacher @ Administrator I Supervisor 

1. Identification ol problems and 
issues 

2. Presentation ol evidence and ar
guments 

3. Give-and-take discussion 

A. Peer-level participation 
5. Reaching consensus 
6. Formulation of recommenda

tions 

Figure 4. Cooperative Administration (American Association 
of School Administrators 1968, p. 30) 

ACROSS THE TABLE 
NEGOTIATION 

1. Presentation of proposals (de
mands) 

2. Submission of counter proposals 
3. Pro-and-con arguments 
4. Presentation of evidence and 

supportive data 

5. Employment of tactics and strat
egies 

6. Reaching consensus or impasse 
7. Signing an agreement (contract) 

or resolving an impasse 

Figure 5. Negotiation (American Association of School 

Administrators 1968, p. 30) 
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coordinated, integrated something from which something can arise. 

Saunders, in his paper entitled "A Philosophy for Cultural Deprivation," 

points out that "experience is something less than meaningful when it is 

without signification," and that there is much effort to extend the 

range of experience without deliberately focusing on the problem of 

meaning in experience. Saunders goes on to point out that: 

. . . . enrichment of experience is only enrichment where 
relations, futurity, and integrative principles have provided 
for greater signification. This concept rejects the progres
sion of meaning from experience to conception. (Saunders 1966, 
P- 10) 

In Art as Experience John Dewey (1958) delineates three levels 

of experience: 

3. Esthetic experience 

2. An experience 

1. Experience 

Experience at the most elementary level (numbered "1" above) 

is that which occurs simply because a living organism interacts with 

its surroundings. The interaction is a continuing thing, with no real 

demarcations setting one interaction apart from another. Experience at 

this level is a very passive process, which may contain cessations, in 

the sense of coming to a stop, but not consummations, in the sense of 

fulfillment. 

As the experience develops to the point where deliberateness 

enters in, where beginnings are initiated and where cessations mark 

fulfillment or achievement (consummation), one is able to distinguish 

"an" experience. In an experience the material experienced is set apart 



from other individual experiences and from experience at the passive 

level. 

When, in addition to deliberateness, emotion becomes part of 

experience, it is raised to the esthetic level. The quality of com

pleteness or wholeness brought about by organized endeavor or movement 

toward fulfillment results in emotional satisfaction, which Dewey refers 

to as the "cement" holding the component aspects of esthetic experience 

together. 

One may have a wide range of experience at the passive level, 

or a great many experiences distinguishable from one another at the 

level of an experience, but for the experience to have meaning, i.e., to 

be esthetic, the individual must start somewhere and move consistently 

toward some end or goal."'" In doing so, he must: 

1. look forward with desire to the final outcome; 

2. be interested in the things he encounters on the way which 

have some bearing on the outcome; 

3. act or feel toward these things in a way commensurate with 

his perception of them as helpful or hindering; and 

4. relate the end to all that went before as a culmination of 

continuous movement. 

Thus "experience" in the sense in which Andree uses the term is, 

in Dewey's words, "... hardly worth calling experience (Dewey 1958, 

p. 35)." To hold that "experience is the beginning of meaning" (as 

1. This concept contains ideas from Dewey with modifications 
by Saunders. The meaning of experience for them is pervasive to the 
present study. 
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Andree does) is to imply the use of frameworks, perspectives, and se

quence systems. Without these constructs, experience is meaningless and 

gives rise to nothing significant. Therefore when Andree maintains that 

"A theory, to be effective, must rise from experience," he shows little 

understanding of either theory or experience in the larger context as 

employed by Dewey. 

Another author, Kapoor (1975), has used a "target model" as a 

vehicle to describe the use of contexts as a negotiations category (Fig

ure 6), and goes on to explain his model: 

Figure 6. The Context of Negotiation (Kapoor 1975, p. 2) 
(question marks added) 

First, negotiation takes place within the context of the 
four Cs represented in the second circle in Figure [6]. The 
four Cs stand for common interests (something to negotiate 
for), conflicting interests (something to negotiate about), 
compromise (give and take on points), and criteria or objec
tives (determining the objective and the criteria for its 
achievement). 

Environment 

4Cs 

Perspective 

Negotiation 
Situation 
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Second, negotiation takes place within the context of 
an environment composed of the political, economic, social, 
and cultural systems of a country. The strategies and tac
tics of negotiation are directly influenced by the environ
ment, which varies with each country. 

Third, the negotiator must develop a broad perspective 
that includes the larger context within which he negotiates. 
Such perspective is developed, through answering such ques
tions as "Besides the factors directly related to the on
going negotiation, what other developments influence the 
approach to negotiation of the opposite group(s) and of var
ious levels of the organization I represent?" .... 

Fourth, over time, the four Cs change and the informa
tion, knowhow, and alternatives available to the IC [inter
national company] and the host country also change, resulting 
in a fresh interpretation of the four Cs, the environment, 
and perspective. 

Fifth, the unique characteristic of international versus 
domestic business negotiations is that international negotia
tions are influenced by a wide diversity of environments that 
require changing perspectives which determine the selection 
of appropriate tactics and strategies of negotiations to be 
adopted. Specific groups in different environments have their 
own concept of what is "right," "reasonable," or "appropriate" 
in negotiations; each group also has its own expectations of 
the likely response of an opposing group to an issue, event, 
or mood determined by its "self reference criterion" — that 
is, "the unconscious reference to one's own cultural values." 
(Kapoor 1975, p. 2) 

Kapoor has processed these "contexts" of negotiation as if 

there were a context of negotiation prior to the use of some framework 

with which to identify and set categories for the "contexts" to be used. 

The error of such a reverse sequence as used by this author is that an 

"ontological" or reality commitment is made which leads investigators to 

emphasize "information," documents, etc., in search of better negotia

tions rather than specifying the "structure" of the contexts and the 

definitions such that the negotiation model is clearer. Once the model 

is clear, all other components in relationship to one another become 
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clearer also. Moreover, the model used by Kapoor has too many syntac

tical errors to be of value to the negotiations process. For example, 

given a syntax criterion, this target model would have us accept the 

same parallel analogical relationship between "criteria" and "cultural" 

as exists between "political" and "common interests." Clearly the jump 

in type in the first analogy is substantially different from that in the 

second (see question marks on model, Figure 6). 

He defines goals as "what people negotiate for" and specifies money, 

power, knowledge, achievement, excitement, social, recognition, secur

ity, and congruence as the goals of negotiation. 

Karrass (1970) related goals to basic human needs (Figure 7). 

Perception 

V 

IV 

Maslow 
1II> need 

hierarchy 

II 

"N" — Negotiator 
O" — Opponent 

Figure 7. Goals, Needs and Perception 
(Karrass 1970, p. 121) 
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Karrass proposes the above model as if the categories he uses 

are mutually exclusive and as if these categories exhaust the universe 

of components. The "goals," the "perception of goals," and the "gaining 

of satisfaction" are never clearly distinguished from one another as 

"gambits" in the "need theory of negotiating." Karrass seems to have 

confused personal satisfaction with organizational effectiveness, and 

an arbitrarily structured model with a comprehensive and structurally 

rigorous model. 

Although the models presented by Kapoor and Karrass differ 

somewhat in shape and in number of dimensions, they both contain serious 

syntactical errors. Nierenberg (1968), like Karrass, proposes a three-

dimensional model based on Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs, and, like 

Karrass's, his model falls prey to serious syntactical errors. Nieren

berg' s model, however, is more concerned with a sequencing of gambits, 

which emphasis puts his model into the procedural realm, with goals 

merely implied. The sheer numbers of areas specified and the geometric 

increase of components entailed in the use of the lines of the model 

boggle the imagination of anyone trying to coordinate each facet of each 

quadrant with any and all of the other facets and variables. (See 

Figure 8 on page 51.) Nierenberg's model is structurally superior to 

Karrass's in that it attempts to provide for levels of negotiation based 

on scope: interpersonal, interorganizational, and international. 

Cross (1969) is another writer who uses a "levels" concept with 

which to differentiate types of negotiation categories by which negotia

tions become more determinate: 
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Negotiator works against opposer's and his own needs, 

Negotiator works against opposer's needs. 

Negotiator works against his needs. 

Negotiator works for opposer's and his own needs. 

Negotiator lets opposer work for his needs. 
s / / ^ 
r ^ •x 

Negotiator works for opposer's needs. 

<o 

VII VI V III IV 

NEEDS 

This matrix figure represents a block of 126 individual cubes, 
each of which stands for a different negotiating gambit.. 
These cubes can be further subdivided. 

Figure 8. The Structure and Order of Gambits in the Need Theory of 
Negotiating (Nierenberg 1968, p. 131) 
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The various bargaining models which have been put forward 
in the past have rarely dealt with the bargaining problem in 
its entirety; instead they have concentrated upon only a few of 
its elements at a time. Unfortunately, this has usually led 
to the use of highly specialized analytical techniques, so that 
different studies of negotiation often appear to be examining 
wholly unrelated phenomena rather than different components of 
the same thing. Here we shall distinguish three dimensions of 
the bargaining problem which do appear to require separate 
treatment, although, to be sure, they are related analytically. 

The first approach is concerned solely with the outcome 
or settlement point of a negotiation. Models which focus 
upon this problem generally begin with a given state of the 
environment; thus, the payoff values associated with some 
state of disagreement, the preferences of the parties, the 
total benefits to be distributed, the maximum payoff each 
party could possibly receive, and so on, are all taken as 
parameters .... 

The second approach to the bargaining problem is to deal 
explicitly with the process of concession. If this process 
is specified in a deterministic way, the outcome, of course, 
can also be specified precisely. In come recent analyses, 
however, the emphasis has fallen so heavily upon bargaining 
behavior and upon the multitude of variables which contribute 
to it that no general predictions can be made about the out
come at all. The great contribution of this approach is that 
it clarifies the importance of different kinds of tactics and 
moves and makes it possible to state how changes in behavior 
(if they are not too complicated) can bring about., changes in 
an outcome. For our purposes, however, the difficulties with 
such a microscopic analysis are substantial .... 

The third approach to the bargaining problem focuses upon 
attempts by the negotiators to change some of the basic param
eters of the situation. For example, the costs to both man
agement and labor of a protracted negotiation are heavily 
dependent upon whether or not there is a strike or lockout, 
whether or -not expensive public-relations activities are en
gaged in, whether or not political pressures are utilized, 
and so on. Thus, to a great extent the costs and benefits 
of negotiation are themselves subject to choice rather than 
being given by the environment .... (Cross 1969, pp. 8-9) 

The model used by Cross, however, does not "forge meaning." 

Rather its function defines the selections included in the negotiation 

context. 
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There are those authors who have reduced the negotiations 

process to a series of easily processed steps. Rubin and Brown, for 

instance, list the following steps in bargaining: 

In general, then, how should issues be manipulated so as 
to increase bargaining effectiveness? 

1. Whenever possible, intangible issues should be con
v e r t e d  i n t o  m o r e  m a n a g e a b l e  t a n g i b l e  o n e s  . . . .  

2. Incentive and reward structure should be manipulated 
so as to avoid ''winner take all" (zero sum) outcomes. The 
empirical evidence clearly indicates that bargainers are 
likely to become resistant or retaliatory when it appears 
that they are being forced to accept what they view as an 
inequitable share of available outcomes .... 

3. Variables such as the number of issues to be dealt 
with, their sequencing, format, abstractness, manner of pre
sentation, and the display or arrangement of alternative 
solutions should be consciously formulated, whenever possible. 
Of course, since the absence of such conscious formulation 
is likely to affect bargaining adversely, there is always the 
possibility that bargainers may wish to deliberately slow 
down, confuse, or blow up the proceedings, or make the is
sues more ambiguous. We suspect that such strategies are 
likely to interfere with bargaining effectiveness rather than 
enhance it. It is by creatively sizing or fractionating is
sues, expanding the range of alternative outcomes, coupling 
them to existing or new issues, forming subsets, package 
deals, or tie-ins, that the likelihood of reaching a mutually 
satisfactory agreement may be increased. (Rubin and Brown, 
1975, pp. 154-156) 

These authors have confused several issues in their "steps." 

Personal issues are compared with negotiation strategies, and variables 

are included as parallel to predictions. This confusion illustrates 

a case of the content forging the items rather than having the items 

based on the categories. 

Other models deal with "levels" of analysis wherein the sequence 

is from individual to institutional meaning. Stagner (1956), for 



instance, proposes a model for analyzing a human relations problem 

(Figure 9) and explains it as follows: 

Levels of Analysis 

Individual 

Informal group 

Institutional 

Scope of the Situation 
at Successive Levels 

Interpersonal 
quarrel 

Interoccupational 
status of the 

individual affected 

Institutional complex of 
factors in the case 

Nature of its Problem 
as Successively Defined 

To eliminate or alleviate 
certain individual tensions 

or misperceptions 

To modify or to understand 
the group action involved 

To clarify the institutional 
factors involved, or to improve 

the accommodation of the 
institutions concerned 

Figure 9. Levels of Analysis of a Human Relations Problem 
(Stagner 1956, p. 284) 

Culture conflicts and the individual. We can illustrate 
this point briefly by reference to . . . inconsistencies within 
our culture .... for example, . . . our culturally endorsed 
assumption of individual self-interest and its conflict with 
the cultural approval of altruism and ethical values. At the 
individual level, such conflicts are manifest in the form of 
temptation to ruthless self-aggrandizement, regardless of the 
effect upon others; and certainly we observe men resorting to 
deception and even to murder for selfish goals. Yet we also 
find men helping others, giving up selfish advantage to help 
family and friends. And within a single person this conflict 
is internalized as a conflict between ego and superego motiva
tions . 

At the group level, we also observe this cultural con
flict. Teams compete in athletics, cliques compete within 
management, factions compete within unions. Each informal 
group may be seeking advantage for its own members, regard
less of what happens to the other group. But, with the ex
ception of criminal gangs, this competition is within a set 
of norms approved by the nation, which limit the degree of 
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group self-interest or its manifestation. And in emergen
cies we may find such groups cooperating rather than trying 
to exploit the situation for selfish advantage. 

At the institutional level we find management and union 
officially committed to the individualistic position, "Every
thing for me that I can take and hold." In the late nine
teenth century we had the era of the "robber barons" in 
industry, and at times we have seen similar behavior among 
unions. But since 1932 considerable modification of this 
view seems to have been achieved. Most industries now con
cede an obligation to customers; a few businessmen still 
challenge the Pure Food and Drugs Act as an invasion of their 
right to skin the public, but not many do so. Many union 
leaders have been participating actively in efforts aimed to 
benefit the entire population, not just their members. Thus 
the conflict between the values of selfishness and altruism 
continues in alternating patterns of competition and cooper
ation. (Stagner 1956, pp. 284-285) 

Stagner's model takes note of levels of analysis, which deter

mine the scope of the situation and the increasingly complex nature of 

the problem as one progresses through the levels. As with most models 

used to express negotiations data, however, this one is fraught with 

syntactical errors. The components are set in a hierarchical series, 

but if viewed from the top, the distinctions which need to be made can 

not be established from the resulting "target model," with its over

lapping categories and superimposed levels (Figure 10): 

Individual 

Informal group 

Institutional 

Figure 10. Top View of Stagner's Model 
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Some Selected Criteria Used and Suggested 
for Examining Negotiations Models 

This chapter on related literature has illustrated the types of 

"issues" which pervade negotiations processes. The need for a generic 

model is easily seen. The body of criteria used in this section should 

be expanded to include a truly complete set of rules for reviewing 

models, a set of rules by which negotiations models for the educational 

enterprise can be constructed for maximum value and effectiveness. 

The rules (Decker and Saunders 1976, pp. 144-146) are as 

follows: 

1. Vertical lines must be of a lateral relational signifi
cance as in "more of" or "less of," "before" or "after," 
"basic to" or "in depth cases of," etc. 

2. Vertical axes must bear a fixed relationship (not for 
descriptive models) to horizontal axes. 

3. Lines marking level changes must be identified and ex
plained. (Criteria for changes in meaning or descriptive 
function must be clear.) 

4. [The inquiring user] should be able to eliminate all con
cepts and still recognize a change in emphasis parallel 
to other emphases at [the] same level (e.g., indentations). 

5. [The model] must reflect an isomorphic relationship to 
another model. 

6. [The model] focuses on "as if" thinking. 

7. [The model] brings any two things together and regards 
them as related or relatable. 

8. [Theoretical] models [are] deliberately constructed for 
purposes of seeing more in a situation or in an event than 
we could otherwise see, or of seeing what we could not 
otherwise see at all. 

9. The model can in no way be reduced to its object or become 
dissolved into the event being explored and explained. 



10. [The model] often refers to empirical events but does not 
derive from them. 

11. [The model] is invented in order to recommend that the 
internal relationships from one event can be advisedly 
used to reveal or illuminate the internal relationships 
of some other event in order to comprehend some bigger 
pattern. 

12. [The model] does not have to reflect the appearance of 
the object it is trying to explain. 

13. [The model] may inspect other models of any elaborate 
variety. 

14. [A theoretical model is] concerned with offering an ac
count of both the inner and outer phases, and propounding 
a principle to explain the whole. 

15. [A theoretical model is] a systematic repertoire of ideas 
by means of which a given thinker describes some domain 
to which those ideas do not immediately and literally 
apply. 

16. [Theoretical models are] useful as blank formats through 
which a variety of ideas may be processed. 

17. [A theoretical model] helps inquirers "push the boundaries" 
of their thinking. 

18. [A theoretical model] helps organize the descriptive models 
but also gives rise to models of more extensive varieties. 

19. [In theoretical models] quantitative measurements are 
irrelevant. 



CHAPTER 4 

THE NEGOTIATIONS MODEL 

The intent of this chapter is to: 

* identify the basic ingredients of negotiation when negotiation 

is defined as any human interaction which is established on the 

basis of mutual intent or on a shared process where goals differ 

* establish a need for some initial patterns and strategies based 

upon the basic ingredients identified 

* present the charts in clear form by time sequence 

* show how chart components are similar and are different 

* establish the staff development component as a pervasive requir

ing the charts to be constructed. 

Introduction 

The conflict so evident in human relationships today, which even 

comes to the point where the existence of the institutions which serve 

our society is threatened, is to a large extent based on an inability to 

negotiate differences of opinion concerning goals, purposes, and values. 

Education, as a social institution, seems to have more than its share of 

conflict involving members of the sponsoring community, parents, board 

members, administrators, teachers, and students. Teachers picket and 

strike, students assault teachers, parents sue school boards because 

their children graduate as "illiterates," faculties demand the removal 

of administrators — the list seems endless. 

58 
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A characteristic which is generic to all of these situations in 

education is that they need not have degenerated to the point of con

frontation, nor even have become adversary in nature, if effective nego

tiations had occurred early enough. Surely at some point in the past, 

and possibly even now, the adversaries in each of these situations 

shared goals, purposes, or values, i.e., there was mutual intent. 

Most negotiations do not succeed or collapse because of the 

issues at hand — those which are declared by the participants. Often 

agenda identification assumes paramount importance under circumstances 

where actual agendas are concealed — for whatever reason. Concomitant 

with this concern, and possibly encompassing it, is the task of identi

fying variables, and the problem of negotiators switching variables as 

well as switching levels of concern wherein the variables are located. 

For example, it has been found by many administrators that when 

staff members complain about the cafeteria, their true concern is not 

food quality and service. . Apparently cafeterias are convenient "scape

goats" for other matters which lower morale, such as "too close super

vision," which the employees are unwilling to state, possibly for fear 

of its being regarded as an unworthy or unwarranted complaint which is 

a reflection on themselves, or possibly for fear of reprisals. 

Thus the success of a negotiation often hinges on the identifi

cation of the variables and the coming to an agreement on what items are 

to make up the agenda. 

Even if a situation does deteriorate to the point where an 

adversary relationship develops, where goals are no longer shared, it 
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need not become all-out "war" or completely "winner-take-all," if the 

parties to the disagreement can develop an effective shared process for 

settling their differences. 

The Basic Ingredients 

A shared process for settling differences must offer a range of 

options in negotiation levels, so that the one which is most appropriate 

to the situation be utilized. These options must range from the purely 

integrative, characterized by shared goals, to the type which is more 

distributive than integrative, where goals are not shared, but where a 

process for resolving differences is. The purely distributive mode can

not be regarded as a viable option, since it would involve complete 

destruction of the "loser," and does not fit into the definition of 

negotiation used in this paper, for the reason that such a model is 

completely inappropriate to education. Thus the purely distributive 

mode might be an extreme option for conflict resolution, but it is not 

a member of the subset of options for conflict resolution which have 

been previously defined as negotiations. 

In the above discussion of levels, certain criteria were used to 

make a decision about appropriateness of labels. Whenever options are 

presented, and a choice must be made among options, the criteria used in 

making the decision assume critical importance, because only by con

sidering the criteria can one choose deliberately among options rather 

than simply make a random selection. Thus each level of negotiations 

must offer and make very explicit the criteria for deciding whether that 

level is the appropriate one to use. 



In addition, each level of negotiations must contain its own 

goals, purposes, and strategies for attainment of goals and purposes. 

This criterion illustrates the need for adequate categories which are 

broad enough to be generic to all levels, yet which are narrow enough to 

be explicit to each level. 

As goals and purposes are pursued within a level of negotia

tions, the need for certain management functions becomes evident. These 

functions range from design and planning through training of partici

pants to implementation and monitoring, and may be regarded as "levels 

within levels," since design is a higher level function than is imple

mentation, if "scope" and "degree of conceptual thinking required" have 

been used as criteria. 

Each function in negotiations involves a sequence of activities 

which must be carried out with deliberation and precision if the goals 

are to be attained, i.e., if the negotiations are to be effective. 

What has just been described is a generic model of negotiations. 

This model calls for options in the form of levels, criteria for choice 

among options, adequate categories, viable sequences of activities, and 

syntactical integrity. The model can provide the negotiator with the 

tools for designing the negotiations, training personnel, implementing 

the plans, and for tracking, retrieving and evaluating the effectiveness 

of what has been done. Not to use such a tool, if available, for con

ducting negotiations in a deliberate and precise way is to abandon 

deliberateness in favor of whimsy. This latter choice could be costly 

in human and material resources. 
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One writer who demonstrates an understanding of the scope of 

theory needed for negotiations is Bartos (1974): 

The process of negotiation and bargaining is enjoying 
considerable popularity at the present time, and deservedly 
so: few problems share the fortunate position of promising 
both theoretical advancement and important practical appli
cation. The theoretical promise stems from the fact that 
negotiation may be viewed as a process closely related to 
the problems associated with the classical theory of games. 
The reasons for practical interest are that we live in a 
society in which conflicts — both national and internation
al — have grown so greatly in size and destructive capacity 
as to threaten our very survival. It is hardly surprising 
that scholars should be deeply involved in attempting to 
determine ways and means by which conflicts can be resolved. 

Yet in spite of the promise a study of negotiation holds, 
the progress to date has not been spectacular. To be sure, 
we have numerous experimental studies of social conflict and 
various theoretical treatises on subjects that are relevant 
to the study of negotiation, but we do not have a unified 
theory that would permit us either to predict how a particu
lar negotiation will end or to advise a participant on how 
to proceed. We shall attempt to make some progress in this 
direction. (Bartos 1974, p. 3) 

Bartos's plea for a "unified theory" probably indicates the most 

important area of concern for negotiations today: The need for a model 

and for a precise retrieval system for any negotiation has become more 

and more evident over the years. 

Importance of Theoretical Precision 

In order to illustrate the importance of having theoretical pre

cision in structural models of negotiation, a number of the selected 

quotations presented in Chapter 3 are re-evaluated and presented in this 

chapter in an order of acceptability, from least to most acceptable, 

using the model just described in this chapter as the base. (In Chapter 

3 the quotations were presented, criticized, and arranged in the order 
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of their acceptability, from least to most acceptable, as exhibiting an 

understanding of structural models by the author(s). Those writings 

considered most acceptable to the present study were those that delib

erately set forth ideas indicating an awareness of model complexities 

and other nuances suggested in the list of criteria found in Chapter 3.) 

Not only does this reordering of the excerpts from the litera

ture illustrate the importance of theoretical precision, but vt shows 

how different sets of criteria produce quite different results in the 

search for meaning. Bettinghaus (1968) raises a rather interesting 

issue related to this point: 

Avoiding uncertainty is a method of organizational choice 
that resembles dissonance reduction for the individual and is 
equally important .... 

1. Organizations evolve short-run decision-making methods 
that are used in place of long-run methods. Uncertainties grow 
larger as the time span of consideration grows longer .... 

2. Formal organizations develop traditions that attempt to 
avoid all new decisions. When the organization can point to a 
tradition and say, "We have always done it this way," the pos
sibilities for uncertainty are reduced .... (Bettinghaus 
1968, p. 238) 

. One of the criterion questions which should always be asked con

cerning being explicit is the way a criterion may be part of a retroac

tive liability process. The exact reason "traditions" and "long time 

spans" generate uncertainties is in the probable change in the rules 

which determine the appropriate criteria to be used in each time frame. 

When, for instance, a criterion is appropriate to one situation and to 

one complex of variables, that criterion may not, and usually does not, 

apply to a future complex of variables. Those who realize this 
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inevitable change in criteria of adequacy become increasingly uncertain 

when reviewing for retroactive liability. 

To illustrate what happens when the criteria or "rules" are 

changed in the evaluative process, the following steps were followed in 

reordering the selected passages from Chapter 3 for presentation in this 

chapter: 

1. The excerpts were re-sorted according to negotiations type 

dealt with, distributive to integrative. 

2. Within each negotiations type, the quotations were sorted 

according to level of meaning dealt with, particular attention being 

given to whether third level concerns such as values, purposes, and 

goals are given any consideration. 

3. The contents of these new subsets (levels of meaning within 

negotiations type) which contained models or diagrams were arranged 

according to correctness of syntax, determinate applications, and 

topology, from least to most acceptable. 

The new sequence of quotations and excerpts, arranged from least 

to most acceptable as exhibiting, primarily, an understanding of nego

tiations types, and presented with criticisms, is in the following 

segment. 

A Reordering of the Excerpts from the Literature 

The first selection, used to illustrate a purely distributive 

type of conflict resolution, is not one of the quotations from the 

Search of the Literature in Chapter 3, since it does not represent 
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negotiation in the true sense, as defined in this study. It does, how

ever, illustrate the "winner-take-all" nature of the fight to the death. 

The following quotations are from a book review by Paul Allen 

(1978) in the Tucson Citizen Magazine called Weekender. Allen reviews 

How to Kill (author not specified) and a number of similar books put out 

by a publisher specializing in such items. The reviewer quotes from the 

preface of How to Kill: 

"The object of this study is to instruct the reader in 
the techniques of taking another human life, up close, and 
doing it well. You may well find this booklet offensive, 
repulsive, brutal and vicious. It is meant to be. It is 
completely contemptuous of human life and my only admoni
tion to the would-be assassin is: Kill without joy." 
(Allen 1978, p. 19) 

The purpose and basic values are clearly stated, and, judging 

from another of Allen's quotations from the book, the objective is 

carried out fully: 

"Severe damage to the brain can be done when the thumbs 
are jammed into the eyes, and, pressing inwards, aiming at 
the center of the head, the thumbs break through the skull 
and are driven in to their full length." (Allen 1978, p. 19) 

If the reader has an interest in pursuing the topic further, he 

can get explicit instructions for killing in a number of other ways, 

such as with clubs, hatchets, knives, poison, fire, electricity, fire

arms, and garrote. Allen paraphrases the segment on knives as follows: 

Knifework holds no real surprises; it is about what you'd 
expect if you've watched any of the old commando-style movies 
on the late show. Subject is approached from behind, mouth 
and nose covered with the attacker's hand, and the knife 
thrust into the right kidney area, after which the hapless 
loser's throat is slashed from ear to ear. (Allen 1978, p. 19) 
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As pointed out in the chart presented later in this chapter 

(Figure 18, p. 86), the goal of a truly distributive conflict resolution 

is the complete elimination of an opponent's options by any means avail

able. The "diversity of goals" of the parties and the "winner-take-all" 

criteria are fully met in this example. 

Taking a rather giant step into the true negotiations realm, we 

find Rubin and Brown, who choose to deal only with the issues of nego

tiations — or so they say in their introductory statement: 

In general, then, how should issues be manipulated so as 
to increase bargaining effectiveness? 

1. Whenever possible, intangible issues should be con
v e r t e d  i n t o  m o r e  m a n a g e a b l e  t a n g i b l e  o n e s  . . . .  

2. Incentive and reward structure should be manipulated 
so as to avoid "winner take all" (zero sum) outcomes. 
The empirical evidence clearly indicates that bar
gainers are likely to become resistant or retaliatory 
when it appears that they are being forced to accept 
what they view as an inequitable share of available 
outcomes .... 

3. Variables such as the number of issues to bje dealt 
with, their sequencing, format, abstractness, manner 
of presentation, and the display or arrangement of 
alternative solutions should be consciously formu
lated , whenever possible. Of course, since the ab
sence of such conscious formulation is likely to 
affect bargaining adversely, there is always the 
possibility that bargainers may wish to deliberately 
slow down, confuse, or blow up the proceedings, or 
make the issues more ambiguous. We suspect that 
such strategies are likely to interfere with bargain
i n g  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  r a t h e r  t h a n  e n h a n c e  i t  . . .  .  
(Rubin and Brown 1975, pp. 154-156) 

Actually these authors have touched on four topics: issues, 

benefits, variables, and solutions. Their concern with "issues," 

"bargaining," and "manipulation" limits their approach to the distrib

utive. In addition, the emphasis throughout is on strategy and tactics, 
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particularly those which are manipulative and fractionating — hardly 

the integrative approach. 

Davey focuses on how collective bargaining works, in the fact of 

criticism of the accretion of power by unions: 

Much criticism of collective bargaining comes from frus
trated idealists or crusaders who expect too much from the 
process. Criticism also comes from those who think collec
tive bargaining has worked too well, that is, that unions are 
too powerful. Such critics yearn for the days when unions 
were weak or nonexistent. In this analysis we have not been 
concerned particularly about criticisms from these two camps. 
The focus has remained on how collective bargaining is work
ing for those who utilize it conscientiously as a method of 
determining the price of labor and other conditions of 
employment. (Davey 1972, p. 381) 

Davey, in using only the term "collective bargaining," auto

matically limits his topic to a subset of situations included within the 

broader topic of "negotiations." This limitation, particularly as it 

applies to unions, gives his observations a distributive orientation. 

He has thus limited himself to the distributive levels in the model pro

posed in this chapter. 

Given the limitation to these levels, it is particularly unfor

tunate that he goes on to make this assertion: 

Collective bargaining is not championed as an ideal system 
by anyone close to the scene. At best it is an imperfect in
stitutional process that works reasonably well in an imperfect 
society. It. jLs the best we have. No one up to now has come 
forth with any alternative procedure that will work any better 
(Davey 1972, p. 381). (emphasis added) 

Davey does not give any evidence that he sees that different 

purposes and different sets of assumptions might take negotiations out 

of the distributive realm entirely or switch the emphasis, and require 
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quite different "alternative procedures" which, being more appropriate 

to the "givens," actually will "work . . . better." 

Cross separates the bargaining problem into three "approaches" 

for separate treatment: 

The various bargaining models which have been put forward 
in the past have rarely dealt with the bargaining problem in 
its entirety; instead they have concentrated upon only a few 
of its elements at a time. Unfortunately, this has usually 
led to the use of highly specialized analytical techniques, 
so that different studies of negotiation often appear to be 
examining wholly unrelated phenomena rather than different 
components of the same thing. Here we shall distinguish three 
dimensions of the bargaining problem which do appear to require 
separate treatment, although, to be sure, they are related 
analytically. 

The first approach is concerned solely with the outcome 
or settlement point of a negotiation. Models which focus upon 
this problem generally begin with a given state of the envi
ronment; thus, the payoff values associated with some state of 
disagreement, the preferences of the parties, the total bene
fits to be distributed, the maximum payoff each party could 
possibly receive, and so on, are all taken as parameters .... 

The second approach to the bargaining problem is to deal 
explicitly with the process of concession. If this process is 
specified in a deterministic way, the outcome, of course, can 
also be specified precisely.' In some recent analyses, however, 
the emphasis has fallen so heavily upon bargaining behavior and 
upon the multitude of variables which contribute to it that no 
general predictions can be made about the outcome at all. The 
great contribution of this approach is that it clarifies the 
importance of different kinds of tactics and moves and makes it 
possible to state how changes in behavior (if they are not too 
complicated) can bring about changes in an outcome. For our 
purposes, however, the difficulties with such a microscopic 
analysis are substantial .... 

The third approach to the bargaining problem focuses upon 
attempts by the negotiators to change some of the basic param
eters of the situation. For example, the costs to both man
agement and labor of a protracted negotiation are heavily 
dependent upon whether or not there is a strike or lockout, 
whether or not expensive public-relations activities are en
gaged in, whether or not political pressures are utilized, 
and so on. Thus, to a great extent the costs and benefits of 
negotiation are themselves subject to choice rather than being 
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given by the environment .... (Cross 1969, pp. 8-9) 
(emphasis added) 

The three "dimensions" Cross deals with are (1) "outcome or set

tlement point of a negotiation," (2) "the process of concession," and 

(3). strategy: "attempts by the negotiators to change some of the basic 

parameters of the situation." Outcome and process are first level con

cerns, and strategy is a second level concern. Thus Cross neglects any 

third level "dimensions" such as values, purposes, goals, and objectives. 

All three of Cross's approaches, with their concern for "payoff 

values," "total benefits to be distributed," "maximum payoff," "conces

sions," and "costs" vs. "benefits" are limited to the distributive type 

of negotiations. 

In his discussion of the "process" approach, Cross maintains 

that when bargaining behavior is emphasized, rather than the process of 

concession, the variables become so multitudinous that no general pre

dictions of outcome can be made. This is probably true if he insists on 

dealing with the variables in some individual and quantitative way which 

loses sight of levels of meaning, categorie-s, and sequences which mark 

progress from divergence to convergence. 

Much of what are considered "variables" by many authors, includ

ing Cross, are merely "noise" which does not affect outcome in any sig- . 

nificant way. Essentially it is the same type of error as was pointed 

out above — almost complete absorption with first and second level con

cerns — an inability to develop and operate from the overview, the "big 

picture." It is the perennial problem of looking too closely at the 

"leaves" and thinking they are the "forest." 
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Given a structural framework, an individual can recognize 

"leaves" and "twigs" and "bark" for what they are: members of a cate

gory; know how this category fits into the "tree" concept; how the 

"trees" fit into the "forest" concept; what the "forest" has to do with 

the larger environment, and so on. A structural framework can provide 

a method for organizing these individual elements in such a way as to 

put them into perspective. Once this perspective has been achieved, a 

negotiator or observer is able to recognize significant benchmarks, to 

sort them out from the "noise" factors, to determine if a sequence of 

events is taking place, and whether or not the sequence is progressing 

toward convergence. 

It is encouraging to note that Cross (see quote, pp. 68-69) re

gards costs and benefits as being "subject to choice rather than being 

given by the environment." Kapoor (1975) maintains that strategy and 

tactics are ultimately determined by environments (see quote, pp. 79-80). 

Bartos (1974) proposes a definition of negotiations, and goes on 

to offer some opinions about the desirability of negotiations: 

We can now say what we mean by "negotiation." It is a 
process the objective of which is to find a compromise that is 
mutually acceptable. It is by definition true that this com
promise, although mutually acceptable, gives each side less 
than a total victory would; that is, less than the best pos
sible outcome. It should also be understood that negotiation 
does not make any sense unless a conflict of interests exists. 
However, the conflict of interests per se is not a sufficient 
reason fo'r negotiation to occur: a negotiation becomes desir
able only if a conflict of interests is activated and begins 
to generate social conflict. (Bartos 1974, p. 16) 

In deciding that anything less than "total victory" is less 

than the best possible outcome, Bartos holds up the distributive mode as 

some sort of ideal, but the criteria by which he makes this value 



judgment are not clear. He could be accused of sponsoring a purely dis

tributive strategy for negotiations. He rules out the integrative type 

of negotiations in maintaining that "negotiation does not make any sense 

unless a conflict of interests exists." He also fails to take into 

acount the levels at which conflict may occur: policy, procedure, and 

hygiene, and the extent to which these levels "determine" the negotia

tions type. 

The resolution of "social conflict" as the only worthy purpose 

for negotiations is both highly restrictive and yet so broad as to be 

meaningless as a criterion for initiating negotiations. What is "social 

conflict," so that it may be recognized when it occurs? Are all situa

tions which are not included in this category of situations not appro

priately negotiated? In light of the virtually infinite number of 

situations or conflicts which are potentially resolvable through nego

tiations, the idea of "desirability" seems unduly restrictive. 

Regardless of whether one agrees with his statements, it must 

be noted that Bartos does recognize the necessity for dealing with pur

pose, objectives, and criteria in defining negotiation, which puts his 

definition at the highest level of meaning for this study. 

Nierenberg (1968) proposes a three-dimensional model, with 

levels on one dimension based on the scope of negotiations: inter

personal, interorganizational, and international. On another dimension 

he adds two need levels to what is basically the Maslow Hierarchy of 

Needs (Maslow 1954). He adds "to know and understand" and "esthetic." 

The third dimension specifies six varieties of application (Figure 11): 



72 

Negotiator works against opposer's and his own needs, 

Negotiator works against opposer's needs. 

Negotiator works against his needs. 

Negotiator works for opposer's and his own needs./ 

Negotiator /ets opposer work /or his needs. 
^  ^ ^  

Negotiator works for opposer's needs. 

to 

VII V VI 111 IV 

NEEDS 

Figure 11. The Structure and Order of Gambits in the Need Theory of 
Negotiating (Nierenberg 1968, p. 131) 

Nierenberg differs from Karrass (1970) in that he chooses not to 

deal with goals (third level) but with gambits (second level). If a 

gambit is regarded as an "opening move," "varieties of application" 

makes much more sense than if a gambit is defined merely as a stratagem. 

The title of the model, "The Structure and Order of Gambits," 

seems rather a misnomer in that one can easily recognize the structure, 

but the model in no way provides an order of opening moves or stratagems. 

Surely the rather arbitrary numbering of two of the dimensions is not 

meant to imply an order of gambits, particularly when those dimensions 

are syntactically questionable. 
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Since logically a negotiation entails one opening move, any 

attempt to deal with an "order" of opening moves is meaningless. Even 

supposing a series of negotiating sessions (with of course one opening 

move per session), the user of this model would not know whether to 

follow the order of the "need hierarchy" or the order of "applications" 

first. It would seem that changing circumstances rather than some 

mechanical device such as this would be a better guide to the choice of 

gambits in a series of sessions. 

A model based on gambits makes strategy the main concern, and 

this emphasis suggests an adversary relationship, which in turn is a 

characteristic of distributive negotiations. 

Karrass proposes a similar three-dimensional diagram: 

Perception 

of goa!s/^(F) 

"(C) 

(A) 

O-

bo -O Maslow 
III> need 

hierarchy 

(4) 

(6) 
(7) 

Coals 
"N" — Negotiator 
"O" — Opponent 

Figure 12. Goals, Needs and Perception (Karrass 1970, p. 121) 
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Karrass's diagram (see Figure 12, page 73) incorporates goals, 

needs, and perception of goals into a three-dimensional model. Although 

the model includes at least two essential elements of a negotiations 

model, namely goals and levels, his categories become rather confused. 

The need hierarchy is according to Maslow (1954) , and is arranged in 

levels which might be acceptable, but the individual personal goals are 

enumerated in an order which does not correspond with the levels in the 

need hierarchy. (Institutional goals are not even dealt with.) Simi

larly, "perception of goals" is a syntactical disaster, and its rel

evance as a dimension of the model is questionable. 

Also questionable is the determinate applicability of the model. 

For example, when one considers one segment of this model at a time, 

what does he have? Take, for instance, the small cube dimensioned on 

one side by "How does N want 0 to see N's goals?", on another by "ex

citement," and on the third by "survival," and what have you? 

In spite of all this, "Perception of Goals" is a concept which 

could accommodate the integrative type of negotiations, and thus 

Karrass's model is somewhat more acceptable than Nierenberg's is. 

In a strictly educational context, the American Association of 

School Administrators describes two approaches to problem solving in 

the following manner: 

The two contrasting approaches for making educational 
determinations can best be described by the two diagrams 
that follow. The first may be termed around the table con
sultation. The second may be called across the table nego
tiation. The former is an informal process, stressing 
cooperative participation of all parties concerned. The 
latter is more an adversary-type, "give-and-take" process, 
moving from divergence to consensus or impasse if agreement 
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cannot be reached. The former avoids many problems that 
must be resolved in negotiation .... Another major dif
ference between the two processes is that negotiation tends 
to divide the profession into conflicting components and 
destroys the unity that is regarded by many as essential to 
the welfare of the educational enterprise. (American As
sociation of School Administrators 1968, p. 29) 

(See Figures 13 and 14 on page 76.) 

This passage distinguished between "consultation" and "negotia

tion," with "consultation" corresponding to what this work defines as 

purely integrative negotiation, and "negotiation" as at least partly 

distributive, as the term is used in this work. 

Their point that distributive negotiations tend to polarize and 

increase conflict rather than reduce it, in an institution which should 

be characterized by shared purposes, is well taken. 
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AROUND THE 
TABLE CONSULTATION 

© Teacher ® Administrator > Supervisor 

1. Identification ol problems and 
issues 

2. Presentation ol evidence and ar
guments 

3. Give-and-take discussion 

4. Peer-level participation 
5. Reaching consensus 
6. Formulation ol recommenda

tions 

Figure 13. Cooperative Administration (American Association of 
School Administrators 1968, p. 30) 

ACROSS THE TABLE 
NEGOTIATION 

CD 
o 
> 
33 
O 
o Tl 
m 
o 
c 
o 
> 
H 
O 

1. Presentation ot proposals (de
mands) 

2. Submission ot counter proposals 
3. Pro-and-con arguments 
4. Presentation ol evidence and 

supportive data 

5. Employment ol tactics and strat
egies 

6. Reaching consensus or impasse 
7. Signing an agreement (contract) 

or resolving an impasse 

Figure 14. Negotiation (American Association of School 
Administrators 1968, p. 30) 



77 

Stagner proposes a diagram of the levels of analysis of a human 

relations problem (Figure 15): 

Levels of Analysis 

Individual 

Informal group 

Institutional 

Figure 15. Levels of Analysis of a Human Relations Problem (Stagner 
1956, p. 284) 

The levels Stagner chooses are similar to those proposed in 

Nierenberg's Negotiations Model (Nierenberg 1968) in that they deal with 

the scope of the problem in terms of numbers of people involved, with 

greater numbers implying greater problem complexity. 

The "cone" might more appropriately be inverted to indicate a 

broadening upward toward a higher level (more complex) problem. It is 

not clear what the part of the "cone" between the point and the smallest 

circle represents, or the segments between successive circles, or the 

vertical line connecting the centers of the circles. 

Scope of the Situation 
at Successive Levels 

Interpersonal 
quarrel 

Interoccupational 
status of the 

individual affected 

Institutional complex of 
factors in the case 

Nature of its Problem 
as Successively Defined 

To eliminate or alleviate 
certain individual tensions 

or misperceptions 

To modify or to understand 
the group action involved 

To clarify the institutional 
factors involved, or to improve 

the accommodation of the 
institutions concerned 
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Stagner's explanation of his diagram takes note of the distrib

utive and integrative aspects of conflict at each level: individual, 

informal group, and institutional: 

.  . . .  A t  t h e  individual level, such conflicts are mani
fest in the form of temptation to ruthless self-aggrandizement, 
regardless of the effect upon others; and certainly we observe 
men resorting to deception and even to murder for selfish goals. 
Yet we also find men helping others, giving up selfish advantage 
to help family and friends .... 

At the group level, we also observe this cultural conflict. 
Teams compete in athletics, cliques compete within management, 
factions compete within unions. Each informal group may be 
seeking advantage for its own members, regardless of what hap
pens to the other group. But, with the exception of criminal 
gangs, this competition is within a set of norms approved by 
the nation, which limit the degree of group self-interest or 
its manifestation. And in emergencies we may find such groups 
cooperating rather than trying to exploit the situation for 
selfish advantage. 

At the institutional level we find management and union 
officially committed to the individualistic position, "Every
thing for me that I can take and hold." .... But since 
1932 considerable modification of this view seems to have been 
achieved .... Many union leaders have been participating 
actively in efforts aimed to benefit the entire population, 
not just their members. Thus the conflict between the values 
of selfishness and altruism continues in alternating patterns 
of competition and cooperation (Stagner 1956, pp. 284-285). 
(emphasis added) 

The author points out the contrasts in behavior between selfish

ness and altruism, between competition and cooperation at each level, 

with selfishness and competition characterizing the distributive levels, 

and altruism and cooperation characterizing the integrative levels of 

negotiation. Although these negotiations types are not incorporated 

into the model, they are very clearly an integral part of Stagner's 

analysis. 
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Kapoor offers a diagram (Figure 16) in which he deals with what 

he calls the "four Cs" of negotiations, and goes on to explain the 

Figure 16. The Context of Negotiation (Kapoor 1975, p. 2) 

First, negotiation takes place within the context of the 
four Cs represented in the second circle in Figure [15]. The 
four Cs stand for common interests (something to negotiate 
for), conflicting interests (something to negotiate about), 
compromise (give and take on points), and criteria or objec
tives (determining the objective and the criteria for its 
achievement). 

Second, negotiation takes place within the context of an 
environment composed of the political, economic, social, and 
cultural systems of a country. The strategies and tactics 
of negotiation are directly influenced by the environment, 
which varies with each country. 

Third, the negotiator must develop a broad perspective 
that includes the larger context within which he negoti
ates .... In essence, perspective requires that the 
negotiators understand the/ characteristics of the broader 
framework within which they negotiate and be able to inter
pret the framework for its implications for the specific 
negotiations they are engaged in. 

diagram: 

Environment 

Perspective 

Negotiation 
Situation 
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Fourth, over time, the four Cs change, and the informa
tion, knowhow, and alternatives available . . . also 
change .... 

Fifth, the unique characteristic of international versus 
domestic business negotiations is that international negotia
tions are influenced by a_ wide diversity of environments that 
require changing perspectives which determine the selection of 
appropriate tactics and strategies of negotiations to be 
adopted .... (Kapoor 1975, p. 2) (emphasis added) 

Although Kapoor recognizes the need to deal with contexts, cri

teria, and common or conflicting interests, unfortunately he equates 

criteria and objectives, which, although related, are on different levels 

of meaning. He confuses criteria for levels of negotiation (common 

interests and conflicting interests) with compromise (which can be 

either an outcome or a strategy) and with criteria in general (he 

doesn't say "for what"). He gives them all the same value or weight 

in his model. 

In addition, this author, unlike Cross (1969), would have us 

believe that "environment" determines strategy, which implies that 

strategy is nonvolitional. Strategy, in order to qualify as such, must 

be deliberate, and environmentally determined strategy must be a contra

diction in terms. 

Kapoor also calls for the development of a "broad perspective," 

the "larger context," which he later calls a "framework." This perspec

tive, context, or framework is to be developed from historical data! 

(See the more complete quotation in Chapter 3, pp. 47-48.) He also 

speaks of negotiating "within" this framework and "interpreting the 

framework's implications for the negotiations going on within it." This 
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interpretation of "framework" as "perspective," and of "perspective" as 

a sort of "container" shows some confusion about structure. 

The diagram of Kapoor's model shows the political environment 

containing "common interest," the economic environment containing 

"conflicting interests," the social environment containing "compromise," 

and the cultural environment containing "criteria." It is not clear 

from the diagram or from the author's explanation or from intuitive 

reasoning why this should be so. 

Possibly the best that can be said of Kapoor's model is that it 

allows for common interests and conflicting interests — in other words, 

for integrative as well as distributive type negotiations — and was the 

only model found in the search of the literature which had this feature. 

Writing in the context of another of our social institutions in 

an essay on "Business and the Quality of Life," Drucker states the 

following: 

The new demand is, however, a demand that business and 
businessmen make concern for society central to the conduct 
of business itself. It is a demand that the quality of life 
become the business of business. The traditional approach 
asks: How can we arrange the making of cars (or of shoes) 
so as not to impinge on social values and beliefs, on indi
viduals and their freedom, and on the good society altogether? 
The new demand is for business to make social values and be
liefs, create freedom for the individual, and altogether 
produce the good society. (Drucker 1969, p. 77) 

Drucker's demand for shared purposes, strategies, and benefits 

examplifies the integrative mode, with its goal of preserving options 

for all parties to a negotiation. Drucker has, in fact, adopted the 

values and thus the criteria inherent in this level: cooperation, 
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reasonableness, participation, commitment, and synergic efforts. And he 

does it in an area where we have come not to expect the integrative 

mode. 

An Intermedial Negotiations Model 

There is a need for some discussion which can serve as a ratio

nale or theoretical basis for the design of a model through which the 

generic model and the subsequent charts for interrelating the types of 

negotiations and the variables, which together constitute the categories 

of the charts, can be cross-referenced. 

The model to be used as the intermediary between the Garin, 

Grant, and Saunders negotiations model and the charts which were con

structed for this study, is an adaptation of a model set forth by 

Saunders and Blake in "Evaluation: A Theoretical Analysis and Pro

posal" (1976, pp. 128-129). The design of their model stipulated the 

minimum categories to be used in a model as 

* rationale 

* assumptions 

* issue to be analyzed 

* criteria to be employed, and 

* evaluation to be made. 

Some attending variables for Saunders and Blake are 

* logistics and 

* administrators. 

For purposes of the model used in this study (Figure 17), some liberty 

was taken with the Saunders-Blake model. Negotiations types were seen 
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N. Cate-

\gory 

Neg. 

Type 

Assump

tion 
Goal Purpose 

Strate

gies 

Adminis

trator 
Criteria 

Evaluation 

of Effec-

t iveness 

Integra

tive 

Generic skills are placed 

Integra-

tive/Dis-

tributive 
in the appropriate section 

Distri-

butive/In-
in paralle] to the negotiation type . 

tegrative 1 

Figure 17. A Model Stipulating the Minimum Categories to be Used in the 
Staff Development of Negotiators (an adaptation of a model 
presented by Saunders and Blake 1975, pp. 128-129) 

as major purposes. Pervasive strategies were included to provide for a 

staff development component for the training of negotiators. Carefully 

developed parallels between types of negotiation purposes were main

tained. Level, functionaries, and generic skills were included and set 

in direct contrast within each negotiations type for each chart. 

The rules for inclusion of variables in specific sequences in 

the chart were: 

1. conceptual priorities 

2. chronology or sequence of events, and 

3. sufficient and necessary to the integrity of the model 

specified. 

The charts which follow are derived from the above model. The 

charts establish some of the necessary interrelationships for the con

duct of effective negotiations. 
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An Explanation of the Charts Derived from the Model 

If this study has as some of its major purposes (1) identifying 

the major categories of negotiations, (2) the tracking of the use of the 

variables in these categories, and (3) the formulation of a staff devel

opment component for training those people who would be more deliberate 

about how they use these categories and variables, then there is a prime 

need for charts which show precisely how each assumption base does in

deed change the way categories and variables combine in the different 

negotiation types. 

The importance of formats or charts, to help even those uniniti

ated in the maze of negotiation processes, becomes ever more important 

with the larger incidence of conflict in our modern society. Bartos 

(1970) has this to say: 

Negotiation is basically a process whereby positions that 
are originally highly divergent become identical. Or, if you 
wish, it is a process whereby parties who disagree to start 
with reach an agreement. 

This much will perhaps be accepted by most readers. But 
our view of what is essential to negotiation goes further 
than that: It is impossible to have what one usually calls 
"negotiation" without having a certain degree of ignorance. 
The give-and-take, whereby the originally divergent positions 
are brought closer, is possible only if each participant is 
at least partially ignorant of his opponent's true 
interests .... 

In our view, it is possible to assume that everybody who 
participates in a negotiation is willing to accept the norm 
of equality. The settlement is fair, if it gives everybody 
equal payoff. What creates the problems and leads to lengthy 
bargaining is the fact that this norm cannot be applied at 
the beginning of the negotiation because, typically, the 
negotiators do not know their opponent's true interests. 
And, given this ignorance, they cannot determine the settle
ment which gives everybody an equal amount. (Bartos 1970, 
p. 46) 
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The inclusion of hidden agendas which may or may not surface 

makes it necessary for each faction of the negotiation to "double think" 

and to track the emergence of these agendas. The faction which has been 

trained the best in the effective management of negotiations has the 

best chance of achieving its goals. Therefore it would behoove the 

negotiator to give serious attention to training, not just in the give-

and-take of the actual "around" or "across" the table argumentation, 

but, most importantly, in giving personnel the "big picture," the "over

view." In other words, the participants must see how what they are do

ing, or setting out to do, fits into the larger scheme of things. 

Figure 18 is a chart which will help to do just that. It is an 

overview of three negotiation types which are treated as "levels" of 

negotiation, based upon the rationale provided: Different levels of 

conflict require different levels (types) of negotiation. Conflicts 

(problems or issues) may range from hygienes (first level) through pro

cedure or method (second level) to policy (third level). 

Corresponding levels of negotiations are distributive/integra-

tive (first level), integrative/distributive (second level), and purely 

integrative (third level). The purely distributive level has been in

cluded for completeness of the chart, but, as pointed out earlier in 

this chapter, no true negotiation, as defined in this study, can be of 

the purely distributive type, since it is characteristically a "fight to 

the death," and is unthinkable in educational negotiations. 

Within each level of negotiations the chart provides an example 

of the assumptions inherent in that level, the goals being sought, the 



Rationale Assumption Negotiations Type 

Integrative 

In principle, 
the "demo
cratic" 
mission 

Education 
Family discussions 
Religious orders 
Soldiers in combat 
(nonmercenaries serving a 
democratic state) 

The type of 
negotiation can 
be defined from 
the latitude 
present in each 
level of the 
categories of 
(3) policy 

Benevolent 
Dictatorship 
Democracy as 
an "enforcer" 
in special 
stress 
circumstances 

Integrative/distributive, i.e., the in
tent or purpose is integrative but 
the strategies for resolution are 
distributive or fragmenting 

Teacher strikes 
Public employee strikes 
Social movements 
Population control 
Reduction of violence 

(2) procedure 
(1) hygiene 

for each empha
sis (balance) 
of integrative 
and distribu
tive. 

Feudal or 
Serf System 
Authority or 
other power 
as "enforcer" 
in most cir
cumstances 

Distributive/integrative, i.e., intent 
may be integrative, but not necessar
ily, and strategies are distributive 

Political "spoils" 
Fringe benefit negotiations 
Industrial labor disputes 

Distributive 

Rule of 
the "Sword" 
Power is the 
"enforcer" 

Terrorism 
Assassination 
Genocide 
Duel (to the death) 
War 
Suicide pact 

Figure 18. 



:ions Type Goal Purpose Pervasiv 

:ussions 
>rders 
combat 

.naries serving a 

.c state) 

Preservation 
of options 
for all 
parties 

Resolution of conflict is 
best for all, including 
those subject to the 
actions of the two 
parties 

Language—unrestrict 
Agenda—open 
Rules—guidelines jc 
necessarily artici. 

Information—shared 
People—principals; 
changing 

Settings—jointly ag 
Time—flexible; joir 

Lbutive, i.e., the in-
is integrative but 
:or resolution are 
fragmenting 

strikes 
3 

ltrol 
violence 

Temporary 
suspension . 
of or con
straint on 
agreed-upon 
goals or 
options in 
pursuit of 

the greater 
common good 

Resolution will facilitate 
better methods with 
which to set better 
frameworks and methods 
in the subset of strat
egies and goals but the 
overarching goal 
persists as the 
generic purpose 

Language—limited to 
Agenda—negot iable 
Rules—negotiable 
Information—sometim 
People—principals o 
usually unchanging 

Settings—controlled 
advantage. 

Time—controlled by 

grative, i.e., intent 
ive, but not necessar-
gies are distributive 

Is" 
negotiations 
r disputes 

Minimizing 
the number 
of options 
available to 
subordinates 

Resolution reinforces the 
goal of the "winner" at 
a loss to the other 
party, and yet the 
"loser" often gains 
hygiene type conces
sions 

Language—limited by 
Agenda—controlled 
Rules—unilaterally 
Information—not sha 
People—representati 
changed at will or 

Settings—controlled 
Time—controlled by 

tive 

ism 
ination 
de 
to the death) 

e pact 

Complete 
elimination 
of 
opponent's 
options 

Resolution of conflict is 
destruction of one or 
both parties 

Language—challenge, 
destruction 

Agenda—one item 
Rules—anything goes 
Information—not sha 
People—variable; hi 
cenaries to princi 
power 

Settings—determined 
Time—determined by 

Figure 18. An Overview of the Negotiations Types: Integrative, Integrative/Dist 
and Distributive/Integrative; and Some Associated Variables 



Pervasive Strategies Criteria 

: is 
ling 

Language—unrestricted 
Agenda—open 
Rules—guidelines jointly adhered to but not 
necessarily articulated 

Information—shared 
People—principals; roles generally un
changing 

Settings—jointly agreed upon 
Time—flexible; jointly set 

Shared purposes 
Shared strategies 
Shared benefits 

Cooperation 
Reasonableness 
Participation 
Commitment 
Harmonious efforts 

tate 

ds 
at-
the 

Language—limited to level of concessions 
Agenda—negotiable 
Rules—negotiable 
Information—sometimes shared 
People—principals or representatives; roles 

usually unchanging 
Settings—controlled by agreement or by 
advantage 

Time—controlled by agreement or by advantage 

Shared purposes 
Shared or diverse strategies 
Some shared benefits at certain lei 

Preservation of management preroj 
Retention of decision-making 
"Good" of subordinates decided b] 
superordinates 

Short-range value concessions 

the 
' at 

Language—limited by superordinate 
Agenda—controlled 
Rules—unilaterally established or negotiated 
Information—not shared 
People—representatives or principals; roles 

changed at will or by whim at any time 
Settings—controlled by superordinate 
Time—controlled by superordinate 

Diverse goals 
Diverse or same strategies 
"Winner" benefits at expense of "lc 

Preservation of superordinate aut 
power, privilege 

Unrelenting superordinate control 
Partisan benefit seeking 
Nothing given up without a fight 

t is 
or 

Language—challenge, ultimatum, threat of 
destruction 

Agenda—one item 
Rules—anything goes 
Information—not shared; often stolen 
People—variable; hired "hit men" and mer
cenaries to principals; roles determined by 
power 

Settings—determined by power 
Time—determined by power 

Diverse goals 
Diverse or same strategies 
"Winner take all" 

Winner survives and loser exp: 
Both parties expire 

ntegrative, Integrative/Distributive, 
e Associated Variables 
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Pervasi.ve Strategies Criteria 

restricted 

lines jointly adhered to but not 
y articulated 
-shared 
cipals; roles generally un-
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le; jointly set 

Shared purposes 
Shared strategies 
Shared benefits 

Cooperation 
Reasonableness 
Participation 
Commitment 
Harmonious efforts 

lited to level of concessions 
:iable 
.able 
•sometimes shared 
:ipals or representatives; roles 
:hanging 
trolled by agreement or by 

led by agreement or by advantage 

Shared purposes 
Shared or diverse strategies 
Some shared benefits at certain levels 

Preservation of management prerogatives 
Retention of decision-making 
"Good" of subordinates decided by 
superordinates 

Short-range value concessions 

lited by superordinate 
•oiled 
:erally established or negotiated 
•not shared 
:sentatives or principals; roles 
will or by whim at any time 
trolled by superordinate 
led by superordinate 

Diverse goals 
Diverse or same strategies 
"Winner" benefits at expense of "loser" 

Preservation of superordinate authority, 
power, privilege 

Unrelenting superordinate control 
Partisan benefit seeking 
Nothing given up without a fight 

llenge, ultimatum, threat of 

tem 
ng goes 
not shared; often stolen 
ble; hired "hit men" and mer-
principals; roles determined by 

ermined by power 
ned by power 

Diverse goals 
Diverse or same strategies 
"Winner take all" 

Winner survives and loser expires 
Both parties expire 

ve/Distributive, 
s 
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purposes of the parties, the pervasive strategies listed by variable, 

and the criteria of inclusion. 

It is easy to see, as one traces through the various assumption 

bases in one consistent direction (top to bottom or vice versa), how the 

goals, purposes, strategies, and criteria change in character with each 

change in assumption. For instance, the goal of integrative negotia

tions, based on an assumption of "democratic principles," is the preser

vation of options for all parties to the negotiations. When the assump

tion changes to a "benevolent dictatorship," and democracy is the system 

of choice only in special stress circumstances, the goal becomes the 

suspension of options in pursuit of the greater common good. Again, as 

the assumption changes to "power as the enforcer in most circumstances," 

the goal becomes the minimizing of the opponent's options. Of course 

the purely distributive level, with its "rule of the sword" assumption, 

has as its goal the complete elimination of the opponent's options — 

even the option to live. 

Each of the other categories — purposes, strategies, and 

criteria — likewise changes dramatically with each change in assump

tion, and the change can be traced through the levels. 

The chart is not merely a collection of "cells" representing 

categories and variables, but a cohesive structure which covers the 

three negotiations types — a derivation from the "unified theory" 

called for by Bartos, as cited earlier in this chapter. It is the 

starting point for a staff development system for training effective 

negotiations managers and effective negotiators. It offers the "big 
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picture" of a number of selected variables crucial to negotiations, but 

it also offers in each of its carefully constructed and interrelated 

cells the information needed to locate and identify a particular nego

tiation situation for further attention. 

That "further attention" includes these management functions: 

Level 3: Design and Planning 

Level 2: Training 

Level 1: Implementing and Monitoring 

and Figures 19, 20, and 21 present detailed charts of the management 

activities necessary for deliberate, effective negotiations for these 

functional levels. Each of the charts is a matrix of management activ

ities for a separate negotiations level or type: integrative, integra-

tive/distributive, and distributive/integrative. The activities are 

specified by function level and by generic skill. The twelve generic 

skill categories are presented in a time sequence from "task identifica

tion" through "closure and restatement." In addition, functionaries — 

those charged with carrying out the management functions — are suggest

ed for each function level. 

The terms used for the functionaries are self-explanatory except 

for the term "principals." This word refers to the individuals actually 

involved in the conflict, and not necessarily to the chief administra

tors of schools. 

Like the overview chart, the three management activity charts 

are not mere collections of discrete "cells," but are cohesive struc

tures. Unlike the overview chart, both dimensions of the activity 



I N T E G R A T I V E  T Y P E  

Function 

Level 

Function

aries 

Cenerlc" 

Skill 

Design/Planning 

Principals and/or Advisors 

Training 

Principals and/or Advisors 

Implementing/Monitoring 

Principals 

Task 

Identification 

Tasks are identified as part of 

the agreed upon objectives of all 

who will participate. Specific 

tasks must contribute individual

ly and collectively to the objec

tives agreed upon. 

Criteria for the task identifica

tion are listed by participants 

and are set in a framework from 

which each participant can extend 

the tasks identified by type and 

purpose. 

Comprehensive listing of the 

tasks is available and each com

ponent task is itself a part of 

a total set of tasks to an ob

jective. Once established, 

monitoring becomes a checklist 

of "accomplished" and "to be 

accomplished." 

Parameters 

Located 

Constraints identified. 

Guidelines for future action 

established. 

Criteria for judging validity of 

constraints and appropriateness 

of guidelines are set and listed 

by participants. Constraints are 

listed. Guidelines listed for 

future application to task imple

mentation. 

Criteria are used to check on 

validity of constraints and ap

propriateness of guidelines. 

Check to see that task identi

fication is complete. Are all 

constraints listed and appro

priate? 

Task 

Delegation 

Hierarchy designed for task 

accomplishment. 

Categories of tasks identified 

within the framework of the 

hierarchy established in the 

design phase. Criteria set for 

categorizing tasks. Tasks are 

categorized. 

Check to see if division of 

labor has been accomplished and 

that it meetB criteria for 

categorizing tasks. Maintain 

list. Check to see which are 

accomplished. 

Review: assumptions 

purposes 

Participants should review: 

structure 

Review: roles of participants 

physical arrangements 

time schedule 



Task 

Delegation 

• Hierarchy designed for task 

accomplishment. 

Categories of tasks identified 

within the framework of the 

hierarchy established in the 

design phase. Criteria set for 

categorizing tasks. Tasks are 

categorized. 

Check to see if division of 

labor has been accomplished and 

that it meets criteria for 

categorizing tasks. Maintain 

list. Check to see which are 

accomplished. 

• 

Redefinition 

and Review 

Review: assumptions 

purposes 

goals 

objectives 

Redefine as necessary. 

Participants should review: 

structure 

categories 

criteria 

Restructure as necessary. 

Review: roles of participants 

physical arrangements 

time schedule 

information 

data 

Make revisions as necessary. 

Leadership 

Identification 

Design model for leadership 

behavior which includes levels 

of meaning and styles of 

thought. 

Participants should construct 

instruments for charting nego

tiations. List leadership 

behaviors according to level on 

one axis and elapsed time on 

the other. Train personnel to 

use charts. 

Using charting, identify those 

individuals who most often tend 

to be concerned with and engage 

in goal-directed activities. 

Assign roles. Verify assignments 

according to desired emphasis. 

Management 

Process and 

Objectives 

Establish policies. Determine 

problems to be overcome. Set 

priorities. Design procedures 

for task accomplishment. 

Participants should state pol

icies, problems, priorities. 

According to these statements, 

have participants determine 

order of strategies and tactics 

to be pursued. Determine and 

list proposals to solve problems. 

List agenda items. List propo

sals and counterproposals for 

. anticipated proposals from other 

parties. Check to be sure they 

are consistent with policies. 

List strategies and tactics in 

the order to be followed. See 

that all priorities and policies 

are being followed. 

Lateral 

Contributions 

Maintain sharing, participation 

of all parties. 

Have participants maintain con

sonance of structure and perva

sive strategies and tactics with 

purposes and goals through the 

use of appropriate criteria. 

Trace, using parallel columns. 

Maintain materials, information, 

data. 

Using criteria, check periodical

ly for consonance. 



Process and 
Objectives 

proDxems to De overcome. Set 
priorities. Design procedures 
for task accomplishment. 

have participants determine 

order of strategies and tactics 

to be pursued. Determine and 

list proposals to solve problems. 

yaiixea. nieuK to oe sure tney 
are consistent with policies. 

List strategies and tactics in 

the order to be followed. See 

that all priorities and policies 
are being followed. 

Lateral 

Contributions 

Maintain sharing, participation 

of all parties. 

Have participants maintain con

sonance of structure and perva

sive strategies and tactics with 

purposes and goals through the 

use of appropriate criteria. 

Trace, using parallel columns. 

Maintain materials, information, 

data. 

Using criteria, check periodical

ly for consonance. 

Revisiting: 
Renewal and 

Revitalization 
of Agenda Items 

Restate assumptions, purposes, 

goals. Revitalize sharing and 

participation of all parties by 

securing commitment to purposes 

and goals. 

Review and restate strategies 

designed to achieve the purposes 

and goals. Secure commitment to 

and determine appropriateness of 

strategies. Review criteria. 

Set up reflexive review proce

dures. 

List renewed and restated pur

poses, goals, categories, and 

strategies by way of specifying 

the activities to be engaged in. 

Monitoring 
Task 

Test whether overall direction is 

toward stated purposes, goals, 

and objectives. Check for 

changed assumptions. Check for 

hidden agendas. 

Have participants establish the 

criteria for determining appro

priateness of strategies and 

structural categories. 

Categories ere added or deleted 

as appropriate to revitalized 

purposes and goals, according to 
criteria. New set of categories 

is listed and checked for appro

priateness according to criteria. 

Disjunction 

Function 

Decide under what circumstances 

disjunction will be attempted or 

planned for with a prediction of 

the probable results now and in 

the future. 

Have participants list ways of 

accomplishing disjunction in 

terms of strategies, people, 

and situations available. 

Maintain list of tactics for 

disjunction. Review circum

stances under which they will be 

used. Check periodically to see 

if circumstances warrant use, 

and use when warranted. Re

trieve effects. 

Overview 

Retrieval and 

Overview statement used to pro

vide the "big picture" of what 

has been accomplished. Submitted 

Categories established by parti

cipants. Must be appropriate to 

purposes and goals as stated in 

Criteria reviewed for appropri

ateness to purposes and goals as 

stated in the overview and 



Monitoring 

Task 

Test whether overall direction is 

toward stated purposes, goals, 

and objectives. Check for 

changed assumptions. Check for 

hidden agendas. 

Have participants establish the 

criteria for determining appro

priateness of strategies and 

structural categories. 

Categories are added or deleted 

as appropriate to revitalized 

purposes and goals, according to 

criteria. New set of categories 

is liBted and checked for appro

priateness according to criteria. 

Disjunction 

Function 

Decide under what circumstances 

disjunction will be attempted or 

planned for with a prediction of 

the probable results now and in 

the future. 

Have participants list ways of 

accomplishing disjunction in 

terms of strategies, people, 

and situations available. 

Maintain list of tactics for 

disjunction. Review circum

stances under which they will be 

used. Check periodically to see 

if circumstances warrant use, 

and use when warranted. Re

trieve effects. 

Overview 

Retrieval and 

"Marketing" 

Overview statement used to pro

vide the "big picture" of what 

has been accomplished. Submitted 

to parties for their approval and 

acceptance. 

Categories established by parti

cipants. Must be appropriate to 

purposes and goals as stated in 

the overview and accepted by the 

parties. Write down categories 

added to initial structure. 

Criteria reviewed for appropri-. 

ateness to purposes and goals as 

stated in the overview and 

accepted. Materials reviewed in 

like manner. Check to see that 

review is complete. 

Resolution 

(Closure) 

and Restatement 

By maintaining the human goals, 

the very best purposes for the 

participation of all to the bene

fit of all, any resolution must 

be tested in the "open market" 

where a restatement must make 

clearer the strategies to be used 

toward the agreed upon goal with

out any change in assumptions. 

Staff development component of 

this category deals with proce

dures for review and formal 

patterns for extending the 

categories used into a restate

ment format. (A careful watch 

must be kept on the goals and 

agendas added or deleted, 

modified or smuggled.) 

Develop specific materials which 

carry out and set the framework 

for all other categories. The 

criteria are specified and us

able as part of a decision pro

cedure. 

Figure 19. Matrix of Negotiations Management Activities 
by Function Level and Generic Skill Sequence 

for Integrative Type Negotiations 
00 



I N T E G R A T I V E  / D I S T R I B U T I V E  T Y P E  

Function 

Level 

Function-

Design/Planning Training Implementing/Monitoring 

aries 

Generlc^v^ 

Skill 

Principals and/or Advisors 
Principals or Representatives 

and/or Advisors 
Principals or Representatives 

Task 

Identification 

Tasks are identified as part of 

the agreed-upon objectives of the 

party. Specific tasks must con

tribute Individually and collec

tively to the objectives. 

Criteria for task identification 

are determined and listed by 

participants and are set in a 

framework from which each parti

cipant can extend the tasks iden

tified by type and purpose. 

Comprehensive listing of the 

tasks is available and each com

ponent task is itself a part of 

a total set of tasks to an ob

jective. Once established, 

monitoring becomes a checklist 

of "accomplished" and "to be 

accomplished." 

Parameters 

Located 

Constraints identified. 

Guidelines for future action 

established. 

Criteria for Judging validity of 

constraints and appropriateness 

of guidelines are set and 'listed 

by participants. Guidelines 

listed for future application to 

task implementation. Constraints 

listed. 

Criteria are used to check on 

validity of constraints and 

appropriateness of guidelines. 

Check to see if lists are com

plete. Are all constraints 

listed and valid? Guidelines 

listed and appropriate? 

Task 

Delegation 

Hierarchy designed for task ac

complishment . 

Participants identify categories 

of tasks within the framework of 

the hierarchy established in the 

design phase. Criteria set for 

categorizing tasks. Tasks 

categorized. 

Check to see if division of labor 

has beeh accomplished according 

to criteria for categorizing. 

Maintain list. Check to see 

which tasks are accomplished. 

Redefinition 

Review: assumptions 

purposes 

Participants should review: 

structure 

rfltecories 

Review: roles of participants 

physical arrangement's 

time 



Delegation compll8hment. ucoi^n pnaoci DCL. IUL 

categorizing tasks. Tasks 

categorized. 

Maintain list. Check to see 

which tasks are accomplished. 

Redefinition 

and Review 

Review: assumptions 

purposes 

goals 

objectives 

Redefine as necessary. 

Participants should review: 

structure 

categories 

criteria 

Restructure as necessary. 

Review: roles of participants 

physical arrangements 

time 

information 

data 

Make revisions as necessary. 

Leadership 

Identification 

Design model for leadership be

havior which includes levels of 

meaning and styles of thought. 

Participants should construct 

instruments for charting negotia

tions. List leadership behaviors 

by level on one axis and elapsed 

time on the other. Train person

nel to use charts. 

Using charting techniques, iden

tify those individuals who most 

often tend to be concerned with 

and engage in goal-directed 

activities. Assign roles. 

Verify assignments according to 

desired emphasis. 

Management 

Process and 

Objectives 

Establish policies. Determine 

problems to be overcome. Set 

priorities. Design procedures 

for task accomplishment. 

Participants should state pol

icies, problems, priorities. 

According to them, have parti

cipants determine order of 

strategies and tactics to be 

pursued. Determine and list 

proposals to solve problems. 

List agenda items. List propo

sals and counterproposals for 

anticipated proposals from other 

parties. Cheek to be sure they 

are consistent with policies. 

List strategies in order to be 

followed. See that all prior

ities and policies have been 

followed. 

Lateral 

Contributions 

Maintain common purpose, over

arching goal, commitment to 

democracy as "enforcer" in 

special stress circumstances. 

Have participants maintain con

sonance of structure and perva

sive strategies and tactics with 

revitalized purposes and goals 

through the use of appropriate 

criteria. Trace, using parallel 

columns. 

Maintain materials, information, 

data. Using criteria, check 

periodically for consonance of 

structure and strategy with 

purposes and goals. 

Revisiting: 

Renewal and 

Ravitalization 

Restate assumptions, purposes, 

goals. Revitalize shared over

arching goal by securing renewed 

commitment to it by both parties. 

Review and restate strategies 

designed to achieve the shared 

purpose and overarching goals, as 

well as the subset goals of the 

party. Secure commitment to 

strategies. Review criteria for 

List renewed and restated pur

poses, goals, categories, stra

tegies and criteria by way of 

specifying the activities to be 



proposals to solve problems. Ities and policies have been 

followed. 

Lateral 

Contributions 

Maintain common purpose, over

arching goal, commitment to 

democracy as "enforcer" in 

special stress circumstances. 

Have participants maintain con

sonance of structure and perva

sive stra-tegies and tactic9 with 

revitalized purposes and goals 

through the use of appropriate 

criteria. Trace, using parallel 

columns. 

Maintain materials, information, 

data. Using criteria, check 

periodically for consonance of 

structure and strategy with 

purposes and goals. 

Revisiting: 

Renewal and 

Revitalization 

of Agenda Items 

Restate assumptions, purposes, 

goals. Revitalize shared over

arching goal by securing renewed 

commitment to it by both parties. 

Secure commitment to party goals. 

Review and restate strategies 

designed to achieve the shared 

purpose and overarching goals, as 

well as the subset goals of the 

party. Secure commitment to 

strategies. Review criteria for 

appropriateness of strategies. 

Set up reflexive review pro

cedure . 

List renewed and restated pur

poses, goals, categories, stra

tegies and criteria by way of 

specifying the activities to be 

engaged in. 

Monitoring 

Task 

Have participants establish the 

criteria for determining appro

priateness of strategies, which 

may be fragmenting in their 

effects, and of structural 

categories. 

Test whether overall direction is 

toward stated purposes, goals, and 

objectives. Check for consonance 

of overarching goal and subset 

goals. Check for changed assump

tions. Check for hidden agendas. 

Categories are added or deleted 

as appropriate, using criteria. 

New set of categories is listed 

and checked for appropriateness 

according to criteria. 

Disjunction 

Function 

Decide under what circumstances 

disjunction will be attempted or 

planned for with a prediction of 

the probable results now and in 

the future. 

Have participants list ways of 

accomplishing disjunction in 

terms of strategies, people, 

and situations available. 

Maintain list of tactics for 

disjunction. Review circum

stances under which they will be 

used. Check periodically to see 

if circumstances warrant use, 

and use when warranted. Re

trieve effects. 

Overview 

Retrieval and 

"Marketing" 

Restatement used to provide the 

"big picture" of what has been 

accomplished, but "marketing" 

must not interfere with manage

ment prerogatives, particularly 

not with decision-making. 

Categories established by the 

participants. Must be appropri

ate to restated generic purpose 

and to the subset purposes of 

the party. Write down categories 

added to initial structure. 

Criteria reviewed for appro

priateness to overarching goal 

and to subset goals as restated 

and accepted by the party. 

Materials reviewed in like 

manner. Check to see that 

review is complete. 



Monitoring 

Task 

Have participants establish the 

criteria for determining appro

priateness of strategies, which 

may be fragmenting in their 
effects, and of structural 

categories. 

Test whether overall direction is 

toward stated purposes, goals, and 

objectives. Check for consonance 

of overarching goal and subset 

goals. Check for changed assump

tions. Check for hidden agendas. 

Categories are added or deleted 

as appropriate, using criteria. 

New set of categories is listed 

and checked for appropriateness 

according to criteria. 

Disjunction 

Function 

Decide under what circumstances 

disjunction will be attempted or 

planned for with a prediction of 

the probable results now and in 

the future. 

Have participants list ways of 

accomplishing disjunction in 

terms of strategies, people, 

and situations available. 

Maintain list of tactics for 

disjunction. Review circum

stances under which they will be 

used. Check periodically to see 

if circumstances warrant use, 

and use when warranted. Re

trieve effects. 

Overview 

Retrieval and 

"Marketing" 

Restatement used to provide the 

"big picture" of what has been 

accomplished, but "marketing" 

must not interfere with manage

ment prerogatives, particularly 

not with decision-making. 

Categories established by the 

participants. Must be appropri

ate to restated generic purpose 

and to the subset purposes of 

the party. Write down categories 

added to initial structure. 

Criteria reviewed for appro

priateness to overarching goal 

and to subset goals as restated 

and accepted by the party. 

Materials reviewed in like 

manner. Check to see that 

review is complete. 

Resolution 

(Closure) 

and Restatement 

Intent arid purposes are shared, 

and benefits are shared at one or 

more levels (policy, procedure, 

or hygiene level). Resolution 

represents the common good 

achieved by temporary suspension 

of or constraint upon options and 

agreed-upon goals. 

Staff development deals with 

sharing procedures for review 

and formal patterns for extending 

the categories used into a 

restatement format. (A careful 

watch must be kept on agendas 

or goals added or deleted, 

modified or smuggled.) 

Implementation and monitoring 

deal with the development of 

specific materials which carry 

out and set the framework for 

all the other categories. The 

criteria are specified and 

usable as part of a decision 

procedure. 

Figure 20. Matrix of Negotiations Management Activities 
by Function Level and Generic Skill Sequence 

for Integrative/Distributive Type Negotiations o 



D I S T R I B U T I V  E  /  I N T E G R A T I V E  T Y P E  

Function 

^*>*vvLevel 

Function-

Design/Planning Training Implement ing/Monitoring 

aries 

Generic^s^ 

Skill ^ 

Representatives or Principals 

and/or Advisors 
Representatives 

and/or Advisors 
Representatives 

Task 

Identification 

Tasks are identified as part of 

the agreed upon objectives of the 

party. Specific tasks must con

tribute individually- and collec

tively to the objectives. 

Criteria for task identification 

are determined and listed by 

participants and are set in a 

framework from which each par

ticipant can extend the tasks 

identified by type and purpose. 

Comprehensive listing of the 

tasks is available and each com

ponent task is Itself a part of 

a total set of tasks to an objec

tive. Once established, monitor

ing becomes a checklist of 

"accomplished" and "to be accom

plished ." 

Parameters 

Located 

Constraints identified. 

Guidelines for future action 

established. 

Criteria for judging validity of 

constraints and appropriateness 

of guidelines are set and listed 

by participants. Constraints are 

listed. Guidelines are listed 

for future application to task 

implementation. 

Criteria are used to check on 

validity of constraints and 

appropriateness of guidelines. 

Check to see if lists are 

complete. Are all constraints 

•listed and valid? Guidelines 

listed and appropriate? 

Tusk 

Delegation 

Hierarchy designed for task 

accomplishment. 

Participants identify categories 

of tasks within the framework of 

the hierarchy established in the 

design phase. 

Criteria are set for categorizing 

tasks. 

Tasks are categorized. 

Check to see if division of labor 

has been accomplished according 

to criteria for categorizing. 

Maintain list. 

Check to see wh^ch tasks are 

accomplished. 

Review: assunmt-lnnn 'POT-T^ <"» N AN O OLINUL ^ «•/-»*»•<«»* » 
Review: roles of participants 



Task 

Delegation 

Hierarchy designed for task 

accomplishment. 

design phase. 

Criteria are set for categorizing 

tasks. 

Tasks are categorized. 

to criteria ror categorizing. 

Maintain list. 

Check to see wh^ch tasks are 

accomplished. 

Redefinition 

and Review 

Review: assumptions 

purposes 

goals 

objectives 

Participants should review: 

structure 

categories 

criteria 

Review: roles of participants 

physical arrangements 

time 

information 

data 

Make revisions as necessary. 

Leadership 

Identification 

Design model for leadership be

havior which includes levels of 

meaning and styles of thought. 

Participants should construct 

instruments for charting nego

tiations. List leadership be

haviors by level on one axis and 

elapsed time on the other. 

Train personnel to use chartB. 

Using charting techniques, iden

tify those individuals who most 

often tend to be concerned with 

and engage in goal-directed 

behavior. Assign roles. 

Verify assignments according to 

desired emphasis. 

Management 

Process and 

Objectives 

Establish policies. 

Determine issues to be dealt with. 

Set priorities. 

Design procedures for task 

accomplishment. 

Participants should state what 

the priorities and policies are, 

as determined in the design/ 

planning phase. Accordingly, 

they should determine the order 

of strategies and tactics to be 

used on each of the issues to be 

dealt with. List proposals to 

deal with prioritized issues. 

List agenda items, prioritized. 

List proposals and counterpropo

sals for anticipated proposals 

from other party. Check to be 

sure of consistency with poli

cies. List strategies and tac

tics in the order to be followed. 

See that policies nnd priorities 

are being followed. 

Lateral 

Contributions 

Maintain partisan purposes and 

goals, resort to power as "enfor

cer," resolve to give up nothing 

on any level without a fight. 

Have participants maintain con

sonance of structure and perva

sive strategies and tactics with 

revitalized purposes and goals 

through the use of appropriate 

criteria. Trace, using parallel 

columns 

Maintain materials, information, 

data. Using criteria, check 

periodically for consonance of 

structure and strategies with 

purposes and goals. 

Revisiting: 

Renewal and 

Restate assumptions, purposes, 

goals. Revitalize partisan goals 

Review and restate strategies 

designed to achieve partisan 

goals. Secure commitment to 

List renewed and restated pur

poses, goals, categories, 



Lateral. 
Contributions 

Maintain partisan purposes and 

goals, resort to power as "enfor

cer," resolve to give up nothing 

on any level without a fight. 

Have participants maintain con

sonance of structure and perva

sive strategies and tactics with 

revitalized purposes and goals 

through the use of appropriate 

criteria. Trace, using parallel 

columns 

Maintain materials, information, 

data. Using criteria, check 

periodically for consonance of 

structure and strategies with 

purposes and goals. 

Revisiting: 

Renewal and 

Revitalization 

of Agenda Items 

Restate assumptions, purposes, 

goals. Revitalize partisan goals 

by securing renewed commitment of 

party. 

Review and restate strategies 

designed to achieve partisan 

goals. Secure commitment to 

strategies. Review criteria for 

appropriateness of strategies. 

Set up reflexive review 

procedures. 

List renewed and restated pur

poses, goals, categories, 

strategies, and criteria by 

way of specifying the activities 

to be engaged in. 

Monitoring 

Task 

Test whether overall direction is 

toward stated purposes, goals, and 

objectives. Check for changed 

assumptions. Check for smuggled 

values and hidden agendas. 

Have participants establish the 

criteria for determining appro

priateness of strategies to 

partisan goal-seeking and appro

priateness of structural 

categories. 

Categories are added or deleted 

as appropriate, using criteria. 

New set of categories is listed 

and checked for appropriateness 

according to the criteria. 

Disjunction 

Function 

Decide under what circumstances 

disjunction will be attempted or 

planned for with a prediction of 

the probable results now and in 

the future. 

Have participants list ways of 

accomplishing disjunction in 

terms of strategies, people, 

and situations available. 

Maintain list of tactics for 

disjunction. Review circum

stances under which they will be 

used. Check periodically to see 

if circumstances warrant use, 

and use when warranted. Re

trieve effects. 

Overview 

Retrieval and 

"Marketing" 

Restatement used to fortify par

tisan view of what has been ac

complished, and "marketing" will 

be accomplished only with pres

ervation of superordinate au

thority, power, and privilege. 

Categories established by the 

participants. Must be appro

priate to partisan goals and 

purposes. Participants should 

write down categories added to 

initial structure. 

Criteria reviewed for appro

priateness to partisan goals 

as restated and fortified by 

the party. Materials reviewed 

in like manner. Check to see 

that review is complete. 



Monitoring 

Task 

Test whether overall direction is 

toward stated purposes, goals, and 

objectives. Check for changed 

assumptions. Check for smuggled 

values and hidden agendas. 

Have participants establish the 

criteria for determining appro

priateness of strategies to 

partisan goal-seeking and appro

priateness of structural 

categories. 

Categories are added or deleted 

as appropriate, using criteria. 

New set of categories is listed 

and checked for appropriateness 

according to the criteria. 

Disjunction 

Function 

Decide under what circumstances 

disjunction will be attempted or 

planned for with a prediction of 

the probable results now and in 

the future. 

Have participants list ways of 

accomplishing disjunction in 

terms of strategies, people, 

and situations available. 

Maintain list of tactics for 

disjunction. Review circum

stances under which they will be 

used. Check periodically to see 

if circumstances warrant use, 

and use when warranted. Re

trieve effects. 

Overview 

Retrieval and 

"Marketing" 

Restatement used to fortify par

tisan view of what has been ac

complished, and "marketing" will 

be accomplished only with pres

ervation of superordinate au

thority, power, and privilege. 

Categories established by the 

participants. Must be appro

priate to partisan goals and 

purposes. Participants should 

write down categories added to 

Initial structure. 

Criteria reviewed for appro

priateness to partisan goals 

as restated and fortified by 

the party. Materials reviewed 

in like manner. Check to see 

that review is complete. 

Resolution 

(Closure) 

and Restatement 

Intent and purposes may be shared, 

but probably are not. "Winner" 

benefits at expense of "loser" in 

a resolution which minimizes the 

number of options available to the 

subordinates. Restatement makes 

clearer the strategies to be used 

in partisan goal-seeking. No 

overarching goal is operative. 

Staff development deals with the 

procedures for review and formal 

patterns for extending the 

categories used into a restate

ment format. (A careful watch 

must bp kept on goals or agendas 

added or deleted, modified or 

smuggled.) 

Implementation and monitoring 

deal with the development of 

specific materials which carry 

out and set the framework for 

all other categories. The 

criteria are specified and 

usable as part of the decision 

procedure. 

Figure 21. Matrix of Negotiations Management Activities 
by Function Level and Generic Skill Sequence 
for Distributive/Integrative Type Negotiations 



charts are interrelated sequences. Progression downward through a 

column representing a function level is, as pointed out above, through 

a time sequence of generic management skills. Progression horizontally 

along a row representing a given generic skill is a progression through 

the management functions associated with that skill, and, again, this is 

a time sequence. Design and Planning precede Training, which precedes 

Implementation and Monitoring. 

A comparison of similarly located cells in the three charts 

shows how the directions given to actual or potential negotiations 

managers change with negotiations type, i.e., with the changed 

assumption bases as given in the overview chart (Figure 18). 

Example 

Comparing cell (12,1), the intersection of row 12 (Resolution 

and Restatement) and column 1 (Design/Planning), of the management 

activity matrices for the three negotiations types reveals the follow

ing change in cell contents with change in assumption (Figure 22): 
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Negotiation 
TyPe 

Integrative 

Integrative/ 

Distributive 

Distributive/ 

Integrative 

Assumption 

Base 

Democracy 

Benevolent 

Dictatorship 

Feudal System 

Cell 

Contents 

By maintaining the human goals, the very 

best purposes for the participation of 

all to the benefit of all, any resolu

tion must be tested in the "open market" 

where a restatement must make clearer 

the strategies to be used toward the 

agreed-upon goal without any change in 

assumptions. 

Intent and purposes are shared, and ben

efits are shared at one or more levels 

(policy, procedure, or hygiene level). 

Resolution represents the common good 

achieved by temporary suspension of or 

constraint upon options and agreed-upon 

goals. 

Intent and purposes may be shared, but 

probably are not. "Winner" benefits at 

expense of "loser" in a resolution which 

minimizes the number of options avail

able to the subordinates. Restatement 

makes clearer the strategies to be used 

in partisan goal-seeking. No overarch

ing goal is operative. 

Figure 22. A Comparison of Cell (12,1) of the Charts in Figures 19-21. 

Not all cells of similar location differ from one chart to 

another. An example is cell (10,2) , the intersection of "Disjunction 

Function" and "Training," which for all three charts states: "Have 

participants list ways of accomplishing disjunction in terms of 

strategies, people, and situations available." It is not difficult to 

see why this should be so, since disjunction is essentially the same in 

a negotiations context, regardless of the assumption base. 



9 4  

Utility of the Charts 

The user of the management charts would proceed through the 

chart from left to right through the time sequence of generic skills. 

Within each skill column, the time sequence would be downward through 

the levels, since design and planning logically precede training, and 

both categories logically precede implementation. Obviously monitoring 

occurs concurrently with the activity being monitored. 

The charts have a number of possible uses. They could be a 

management guide for already-trained negotiations managers. They are 

especially valuable as the basis for a staff development program for 

negotiations managers, negotiators, and support personnel. In fact, 

these charts along with instructions for their use (and possibly further 

more specific tracking charts not developed in this study) could be 

"packaged" as a negotiations training program. This package, combined 

with some of the works of Chester L. Karrass, for example, giving 

specific techniques for use at the negotiations table (as in Give & 

Take), would be a very complete and comprehensive training program. 

The tracking charts might also be developed as part of the nego

tiations training program, as one of the tasks to be accomplished by the 

trainees. Some variables which might lend themselves to charting for 

the purpose of assessment and/or prediction of outcomes are: 

* leadership behavior 

* "interview" contents 

* vocabulary abstraction 

* sequence of comments or a summary of prior comments 
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* progress chart by person and by topic 

* "control" of meetings 

* time lines — retrieval patterns 

An author who takes rather lightly the relevance of process, 

procedure, and rigorous method says: 

Collective bargainers sometimes strive to develop a theory 
that can be subjected to some fancy mathematical-like formula, 
built on a spurious currency, and intelligible only to the 
inventor. If no one else can understand it, why use it as a 
base for theory? Mathematical models tend to lend too much 
pseudo security to what is actually a highly fluid and vola
tile process. Bargaining has more of the elements of poker 
than of checkers. How does one include in a formula the pat
ter, informational exchange, and bluffing so essential to both 
games? (Andree 1971, p. 126) 

If the "noise" of the negotiation process is to be identified as 

having an impact on the negotiations, it is only fitting that a system 

for tracing this impact be formulated. The principle here is that when 

something can be "noticed" as having an influence, the instrument used 

to "notice" the variable can be improved to the point of effective 

usage. 

But what of all these charts and time lines and instruments for 

"keeping track" of things? Why bother with them? What have we got when 

we finish? 

(1) We bother with them because they help us trace in deliberate 

ways what is going on. They help us to know what to look for so as to 

get the most out of what we are doing. 

Even if we have never been concerned about "awareness," as such, 

each of us likes to think that he's in charge of his life or has sought 

to be in charge of it. Few of us enjoy the experience of being victims 
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of circumstance. Often — perhaps even daily — we encounter situations 

in which we would like to be able to bring things about, to accomplish 

something ourselves, to help others accomplish something. We would like 

to know when to lead and when to follow, or to know when to sponsor or 

delegate leadership. 

(2) When we finish the "tracking process" we have a record of 

what occurred in a given situation from a particular point of view. 

Perhaps the record will reveal patterns of behavior of the people in

volved. It might identify chains of events or language patterns which 

become recognizable in otherwise apparently different situations. It 

might literally predict outcomes. 

In short, these tracking devices become assessment devices, and 

can be used in staff development for training would-be negotiators. 

Assessment is important because "knowledge is power." The individual 

who knows what is going on, who knows how he fits into the scheme of 

things, and who can identify relationships, purposes, goals, and value 

systems of the people who are significant in his life is better able to 

affect outcomes — to bring things about. He is better equipped to 

decide when to act and when to refrain from acting, when to lead and 

when to follow. He has better knowledge of what to do to be in charge 

of the various interhuman situations in which he finds himself, be they 

social contacts, professional or business affairs, family concerns, 

personal friendships, or school relationships. 

All interhuman relationships are negotiations in some sense of 

the word. Even in our most personal (sometimes intimate) relationships, 
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we negotiate for acceptance and approval or respect or admiration or 

love. In effect we say, "I will behave in wpys which are pleasing to 

you if you will love and admire me." So when we "keep track" of situa

tions in deliberate ways for the purpose of learning what to look for, 

and how to use what we observe to achieve certain ends, we are learning 

how to negotiate. We are better able to replicate what has been found 

to be effective and to modify what has not. 

Summary 

The present level of conflict in our society has made the matter 

of effective negotiations vitally important. Negotiations authors seem 

to agree that no body of "unified theory" has been developed to guide 

negotiators in making their negotiations more effective. Except for the 

general theory developed by Garin, Grant, and Saunders (1973), the 

theories which do exist have not contributed to a solution of the prob

lem because of their lack of rigor and precision. 

The generic model developed and presented in this chapter, using 

the Garin, Grant, and Saunders (1973) model as the initiating design, 

does offer theoretical precision. It meets all of the criteria for 

theoretical models listed at the end of Chapter 3, the criteria applied 

to the selected quotations from the literature, which the other existing 

models failed to meet. 

The charts developed in this study are seen as particularly use

ful for staff development for negotiations, as well as for the develop

ment of tracking devices for charting the use of the variables within 

the categories identified in this study. Such tracking is a most 



important component of effectively conducted negotiations, from the 

standpoint of extracting the maximum amount of information from the 

proceedings, which information contributes toward goal attainment in 

negotiations. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE STUDIES 

This study was preceded by the development of a general theory 

of negotiations by Garin, Grant, and Saunders (1973). Using their model 

as the initiating design, a new generic model was developed and pre

sented in this study, and with it a set of charts to guide the manage

ment of negotiations through a time sequence of generic skills: from 

"task identification" to "closure and restatement" at three functional 

levels. These two studies might be considered as Phases I and II in the 

development of a training program for would-be negotiators. 

To make the "series" complete, and continuing along the course 

set by the two previous studies, Phase III might develop further and 

extend the charts presented in Chapter 4 of this study. It might in

clude the following among its objectives: 

1. Provide detailed procedures for carrying out each generic 

skill activity at each function level of the management charts presented 

in Chapter j4 (Figures 19, 20, and 21) . 

A more detailed set of procedures should be provided for each 

cell in the charts. These sets of directions might be compiled into a 

manual for potential negotiations managers, actual participants, or 

trainees for these roles. 
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2. Develop checklists to accompany the above-described 

procedures. 

Checklists are helpful to managers and negotiators to determine 

whether or not the participants are accomplishing all of the activities 

necessary for task completion, to assure that the activities are carried 

out in proper sequence, and possibly to assure that a time schedule is 

being adhered to. Something similar to a Gantt Chart or a PERT system 

might be developed for this latter purpose, depending on the importance 

of the time variable, the complexity of the procedures, and the re

sources available to the party. 

3. Develop instruments for identifying significant categories, 

for identifying variables within categories, and for tracking variables 

during actual negotiations. 

Such instruments might identify language patterns, behavior 

patterns of participants, strategy and tactics. Working under the 

assumption that "knowledge is power," the skillful use of tracking 

instruments could well determine whether or not the party which uses 

them achieves its goals, i.e., whether negotiations have been "effec

tive. " 

Language patterns might indicate which variables are the most 

significant, what phase the negotiation is in, or what the true (vs. 

hidden) agenda is. Identifying behavior patterns of participants could 

be useful for determining who is (are) the leader(s), for identifying 

strategy and tactics of the opposition, and for anticipating reactions 

to proposals or strategic moves. 



101 

4. Test the charts, checklists, and instruments in actual or 

simulated negotiations, and modify accordingly if necessary. 

New Paths 

Definition of Negotiations 

Another course which a subsequent study might take is to develop 

a better definition of negotiations at the highest level of meaning. A 

number of definitional problems were uncovered in the Search of the 

Literature for this study. One problem was a lack of agreement on 

definition, and a consequent tendency of some authors to focus on too 

narrow a segment, but still treat the segment as if it were the whole 

topic. For example, a number of authors equated "collective bargaining" 

and "negotiations." This showed that they were attempting to operate 

with inadequate categories which unduly limited purpose, goals, and 

context. 

Another tendency was to focus on only one category of treatment. 

For instance, the methematicians and game theorists tend to treat nego

tiations as if all of its variables are quantifiable and can be subject

ed to multiple regression analysis or some other formulation which 

produces a quantified outcome which is meaningful. 

Still another problem of adequacy of definition was that of 

adhering to the "content" or descriptive level of meaning, which pro

duced a tendency toward simplicism. 

Other authors let their basic philosophy get in the way of 

definition and ended up with serious syntactical problems in their 
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models (e.g., distinguishing among human "needs") or ontological 

(reality) "hangups." 

In view of all these pitfalls and their consequences, it seems 

obvious that the scope and precision of definition of negotiations af

fects the assumptions, purposes, goals, strategies, and criteria; the 

identification of pertinent and significant categories and variables; 

and the design of functions and sequences. A change in definition, 

then, might "change the whole ball game," and require a new chart such 

as that shown in Figure 18, from which other management charts with 

different procedures from those given in Figures 19, 20, and 21 would 

be derived. 

Hardware 

Technology is having its inevitable effect on the management of 

negotiations, as on management in general. New recording and retrieval 

devices, in particular, are at present expanding the possibilities for 

obtaining verbatim transcripts of proceedings at the negotiating 

"table," and thus for assessment and evaluation which ranges from 

"instant replay" to careful long-range analysis. It could also facili

tate the development of "manual" tracking devices of the sort suggested 

above, and afford opportunities for testing such instruments. 

Importance of Continued Effort 

The importance of negotiations is hardly questionable, consider

ing the frequency and extent of conflict in the world today, even in 

institutions which ostensibly share values, purposes, and goals. Thus 
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further study of negotiations with the intent of making the process more 

effective — and possibly more efficient — is of primary social impor

tance as well. Much progress has been made. Would that it continue. 

Karrass (1970) says: 

To resolve the business and social conflicts of society, 
each of us will have to become better negotiators. This 
means that we will have to know more about the process and 
its basic elements. For those who negotiate in their daily 
work the problem is more acute. Once some companies begin 
to treat negotiation as a profession, all companies will 
have to follow. When selected men are provided specialized 
knowledge and a long period of intensive preparation, they 
will be very hard to match at the bargaining table. These 
professionals will have high aspirations and know how to 
negotiate to win their objectives. They will be prepared 
to participate effectively in the negotiating society. 
(Karrass 1970, p. 236) 

This study began with the focus on the place of models in nego

tiation. Charts emerged from the categories used to explicate the model 

used to identify the very meaning of negotiation. What is the probable 

future use of models in negotiations? As more and more people become 

familiar with model concepts in the effective implementation of their 

life goals, the negotiation process may become little more than a nego

tiation for one model or another. At the point of choice, a sophisti

cated analog computer can simply and directly carry out the resolution 

of any conflict. The computer will also be based on a resolution pro

gramming system. 

In A Model for Models, Decker and Saunders (1976, p. ii) point 

out that: 

A model ... is a construction that may be little more 
than an heuristic myth. Yet . . . this study . . . should 
serve the basic functions of bringing attention to models 
as basic to all meaning and of clarifying model language. 
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Hopefully this study can open the door to exploring analog
ically derivable futures from deliberately assumed model 
analyses." (Decker and Saunders 1976, p. ii) 

It is hoped that this study contributes in the same manner to 

negotiations as the Decker and Saunders study did to model construction. 
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