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This paper illpé?rate;l two main isaues in the stgdy°_of

negotiations. ",Fi:§t, negotiation is viewed as a form of

7 ;
‘intergroup conflict and inttagroup cbmmupication/;ather "than a
" dyadic agtivity. Second, 1levels of intergroup communication

create‘ ‘an aura -of order and: m§s§éry thaﬁ surrounds.- the
~neg§tia¥ion ‘procéss. fhis étudy thétsgpprcébtions 6f Kenneth

. Burke'sAx_cohcepis order, and .mystéry as they‘ impact -on
‘communication , within - and between teacher and schoolboard

1

negotiation groups.
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. " I - ORDER AND MYSTERY IN NEGOTIATION GROUPS
‘ ”i> | .,."' ' /.., . ' ‘\ ) i
;VJJ : /Forma1~negotiations are becoming a popular form of decision

. roN '
. = makiug and conflict management in organizations. The popularity
,  of this process has s;read to the public sector where teacher
police, firemen, state employees engage in an annual ritual of
disoussiné)salaries and fringe benefits. But negotiations extend
beyond monetary items into the arena of'working conditions an‘
poWer distribution. Herein lie many of the problems that lead to
stalemates, walkouts, and other signs of friction between manage-

ment and public employees. - . -

An' increase in the number of Public Employee Bargaining
. .

Acts and a'concomitant‘deorease in public teachers' salaries have
led to a rapid rise in teacher bargaining grQups. "This Vpaper
;presents dxta from an extensive study of two teachers' baﬂgaining
groups. The full-scale investigation fntai1S‘over 130 hours of
observing bargaining sessions,  planning meetings, and ‘caucus
qactivities. : In addition, it includes interviews yith over 50
;kachers and administrators and survey "questionnaires from
approximately.400 respondents. This paper, however, centers on’
_only a portion of this data base. In oartiqular, it focuses on
one teacher-schoolboard bargaining session and on- the suruey
questionnaires and interviews that test pefceptions of order and
mystery t%at surround thé€ bargaining process. 1In this particular
;caseht_the negotiators reached a settlement on a 25-oage contract

within a 12-=hour period. Both participants and outside observers

deemed the bargaining session successful. Survey~resu1t% indi-




cated. that 76% of the, teachers were satisfied with'the’ settle-
ment. Compared with previous contracts, 40% of the \reSpondents
were far more satisfied this year'than‘ingthe past, wh11e 48%

felt their satisfication was abodt the same. Only 2% of the

.

'y

teachers 1nd1cated general dlssatlsfactlon with, the settlement.
Healthy barga1n1ng relat)onshlps that ex1sted between the school

board, the administragion, and the teachers, 1n addltlon to-the

il

multipie levels involved in the bargaining act1v1ty made .thls .

case particularly appealing for examining the-degrees of mjstery
ayg order in this process. v - r
O | L )

v NEGOTIATION AS INTRA= AND INTERGROUP PROCESSES -
B The present study stems from the belief thatrbargaining’ie a
form of inteqi::np conflict and intragroup relatipns. This

Tperspective is
. ‘.O"

ri applic?ble‘to the study of bargaining in an

organizational context than are the dyadic models that pervade .

social science research. In the organizational setting, bargain-

»

ing gyrows out of the work relationships: and communication
patterns that occur on a daily basis. Hence, while bargaining is
clearly a ritualistig event, it is also‘an ongoing process, -one

defined by the intra- and intergroup relationships that evolve
5 ke

~ -

over time.

- v

Bargaining, then, can be defined as "a prgggss whereby two
or more parties atténpt to settle what each shall give and take

or perform and receive, 1in a transaction between them" (Rubin &
N o ‘| . .

-~

Brown, 1975, p.° 2). We wbuld, however, add to this definition-

that it is an intergroup process, one defined by an interdepen~

-~

dent relationship between team members, bargainers, constituents,

"

(S
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gnd ‘opposing sides. Bargainers must cooperatg:to ieachna joint

" ; agreément, bﬁt'they must alsé fUHbtidn as medi;tOrs and communi-
!X}/cation. facilitatorg withiﬁ tﬂgir own teams (Wékfon & McKersie,
& 1965). Furthermore, team members must maintain, effective group

relqtionships ‘iﬁ order to éersuade their constitutents to .adop;

. the negotiated;packaée ané to perfofa their oiganizétional roles
oncé they‘ieave the bargaiping'tablé; Singce bérg&ihing is an

annual event, the end of one negotiation sets the stage fot

]

further sessions. 4 L 1
Previous research in the area of commun;cation‘and négotia;_
. tions has fiequen;ly followed the tenets oflgame theory: This
research haé tradit%onally empipyed 1aboratdry studié% of ﬁixed- .
motive gahés in which the players.make stratégic choices that are
'restriéted by‘thé stfacture and payoffs of the game. Most games
limit tﬁe alternatives to competitivé and cooperatiye moves;
players in some instances, create new outcomés, but only within
the laboratory and game theory context (Steinfatt & Miller, 1974).
The dynamic nature of the bargaining process is 1dst'in this
model. Participants are viewed as rational,'iﬁtentional'players
who always aim to m?ximize their gains and3ﬁinimize their 1losses.

" through their tactics and outcomes. Game theory capitalizes on
outcomes as ﬁreaictors of goalslfnd strategies, while it eludeé
the complex process by which bargainers make choices; Prqposals
and counterbroposals evolve not only thé%ugh interaétion'ét the
+table but also tﬁrough coﬁhunication”within and bef&eeﬂ' bar-

1 gainipg teams. Game theofy, then, éan\be cfi;iéized for its

emphasis on the .dyadic nature of bargaining. In actuality,

nqqotiatéd settlements are reached through a complex and variable

Q ) ; ) | .5 ' .
ERIC | 6 '



pattern of intra- and 1ntergroué communlcatlon.,

Interaction ana1y51s of bargalning sessions also suffer from
"a narrow focus Qn dyadic negotlatlons; ThlS approach, ,howevér,
has contributed g}eatly to our understanding of t;e microscopic
. Comminicative strategies in bargaining transactions (Putnam &
'dones, 1982a; 1982b; Donohue, 1980). fIt, nevertﬁeless, considers-
“only'the actua1~baf§aining ev;nt that occurs between two peoplé.
Batgaining, entéils factors ih ;édition to the strétégic choicés
of 'interdepepdent inéividuals \ahd' microscopic communicative

¥

behaviors that they exchange.

-

BARGAINING ‘AND QRGANIZATIQNAL GROUPS

Bargaining entalls the development and maintenance of inter-
group relationships. As Putnam (1982) contends, groups 1in
'organizations differ from groups in isoiated settings because of
their embedéednéss, .their shar%ng of members,)and their associa-
tion with levels of a hierarchical structure. Negotiation groups
are embedded in one another. The batgaining team is a subgroup .
of <constituent members. : This team must develop norms and roles
that characterize any problem-solving groups. In like manner,
administrators who serve on the boardis team belong to subgroups
of principles, superintendents, and committees within theaorgéni-
zation. , -

On both sides; the qembers of batgaiﬁing ggbaps are clearly
'representatives for 1arge:'sﬁbg;oups ﬁi in the organization.
Moreover, team meqters bglong to other groups within the organi-

zation, e. g., they may serve on an in-service task force, a

grading committee, or a grievance group. Administrators may




N
\ -

serve with teachers .on these - specialize ad hoc- committees.
, & : . i J s

‘Through multiple membership of individuals, team memberSv‘often

J

experience divided loyaltieées between their.respectlve groups...In

-

addition, bargaining groups are hLerarchlcalﬂy structured,ﬂ both

———
vertically and horlzontalby. At the organ12at10na1 level, ",-the_~

3

administrative team represents management, with all the pollcy—

AN

L maklng rlghts that accompany this level- " In another sense,’ the

barga1n1ng pro ess 1tse1f represents levels in thafg‘groups are'

-1 )

nested in one another, closer to or further from the decls&onsi.

.
that 1ead to a settlement. For example, thtenterpersonal rela~ |

&~ -~

'tlonshlp’ between the two'bargalners forms one level which  is

removed from the 11nks betyeen barga1ners .and thelr ‘%eams. ~ The
‘o S
‘relationship between the respect1ve teams constltytes another
. - S h S
level that is even further removed from 1liriks between ' team

1 I‘, T _‘-"v- \  en
f

members and theit constituent groups. = -
" Adams (1976) offersia model that treats bargaining  as a
"boundary system, - 11nk1ng two groups together. ‘Members'of the

f .

boundary system ex1st in a spec1al relatlonshlp because they are \
charged to repreant the interest of their own groups, Yyet they
are =heav1ly 1nf1uenced( by each wother. ThlS representative
function frequently:reyerses in)that they are forced:to representA
the opposing,group“totheir;constituents. Hence, they act’ as.
reciprocal -ianuence‘agentsé—influencing and being influenced by
both their counterparts in,the boundary system and by their own
constituents. " R |
Adams (1976) delineates variables that impinge on boundary

4

system interaction, ones that must be comprise bargaining
¢ 3
4 ) : S

O o Ny & ) 7 § ‘
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. For example, if the barga1ner is mlstrusted, he is likely to be

. multidirec

*integrative and - distributive subprocesses serve to facilitate : -

$ = : .
elements&- In parcticular, he 11sts norms sent from the consti-

1

tuentf. yisibility of the bargalner vis-a-vis his .or her

constit ents, opponent behav1or, expectations of'future relation—--

sh1p, the present effect1veness of the organlzatlon, degree otyj

consensus w1th1n the constltuent group, t1me pressures to com-

pleté the bargaining, barga1ners' sense of attractiveness toward
4 ; .

the organization, control, trust, and relat1ve power. Adams

contends that’ these,vatlables are 1nterlocked in causal 1oops.

monitored closely by h1s organ1zatlen. " This surveillance, in .

_turn, ‘bausas a. 1oss in’ his or her 'latitude to optimize ~and

- . \ v
creates a -tough stance that leads to lower outcomes foj he

organization over the long run. Adams' perspective is far more
complex and realistic than dyadic models of negotiation.
Tompkins'(1982) extends Adams' model by combining it concep-

tually with Likert's notion of 11nk1ng p1ns. In hid® model, -

Tompkins Shows e 1nf1uence between groups to be both mutual and

onal. The boundary role system, in h1s v1ew,,1s.t1ed

‘to the hierarchy of,the respective groups; From this model,p it

appears that the dynamics‘within each group and the relationships

between .groups are critical components of the bargaining.pr0cess. .

‘Barga1n1ng,*then,-necessarlly 1nvolves an 1ntergroup perspectlve.

Walton and McKersie (1965) spec1fy subprocesses that apply

to‘this.intra- and 1ntergroup model oﬁ bargaining. Spec1f1cally,"

£
B

‘content issues, while relptionships are defined and redefineﬁ

through attitudinal structuring. Intraorganizational subpro- .

. .. ¥ :
cesses. refer to the relationships between bargainers and their
. oo .

<

9
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respective teams .as welI\as the 1nteract10n among team memberi

/

The ‘consequences af each barga1n1ng act are multlple and 1mpa;‘

on all of the subprocesses. The subprocessesv/ in turn, ”occU;_

s1mu1taneous1y, they are ever-changlng and th?y can work aga1ns H

each other. Walton and McKers1e (1965). placé bargalners 1n th

- -

center of th1s group process. ‘ Negotlators choose barga1n1ng

strategies through the need to balance subprocesses. . But  ‘eveny

i~

'though the barga1ners are central to ,;he process, intragroupf

/
4 -

relatlons 1nf1uence the1r deplslons.
"~ In 1like manner,- Car11s1e and Leary (1981)\ observe that

groups function as both a determlnant and a vehicle of the nego-

1
-

tiation process. Groups are composed of key 1nd1v1dua1s who come

together to voice 1nterests,' to ensure. that thelr 1nf1uence isf

fully exerted during decision making; and.to add skills,~ under—;

standing, and technical expertise. - These groups also represent/

outside. reference groups. The hpundary,system for Carlisle anjg
r

Leary, then, ,includes the negotiation'team, the actual ‘ba

gainers, the internal ‘teams, the . constitutuent groups,:'and

finally,..reference groups, outside the organization. Referenc
groups for thev‘teaChers:include the union- and other teache‘
affiliations,q wpereas~"reference:groups for: the ‘ administratign
'consist of the?bommunity and neighboringvschool districts. They
contend that an adequate coénceptualization of bargaining must
include interorganizationa; inflyences.

But - the r'aison d'tre for bargaining is the constitufent

groups and their repfesentatlve teams. Car11s1e and Leary (1981)

claim that the most successful negot1at1ons are conducted through'~



S

) | R to.

the teamfprocess, rather thanithrough,individual bargainers .(p.

169). Teams are advantageous because their members. . furnishl.

diverse areas of expertise; they spell out the 1mplications of'g
. . . " . .

ideas that emergezin thedprocess, they aid in the management of

<

information and argumentsh' they encourage their sides to take

risks that w1ll move the bargaiining forward; and finally, they »
. .

review the bargainxng interaction collectively and make sugges-

tions for 1mprov1ng the process.  The group role is critical to

T

thev bargaining exchange in that the brocess is so complex thaE‘ o

one person cannot realistically keep track of 1t.

mmmmmmm N e

_ Kenneth* Burke (1969) offers' two concepts that aid in
understanding perceptions of the relationships among and between

negttiation groups. He suggests that wherever a diffFrentiation

in ‘groups /occurs, mystery and_order are. inevitable outcomes;
Differentiation, then, Zcreates ’distance or ani awareness of
differences between groups;‘ ‘goreover, this division_is characf
terized by a concomi;antlgeel}ng'of mystery and order. ,
Previous research 'on Epnflict and identification incor- .
porates Burke's concepts of myste}y and order. Tompkins, Fisher,’
Infante, and Tompk!ns (l974) employ the concepts of‘ identifica-

tion, mystery, and order to examine attitudes toward conflict in
\

the- university hierarchy. They focus specifically,on ‘Burke's

notion that members of an organization associate the hierarchy ,.

with degrees of mYStery and order. Burke pos1ts that order and

gmyst%ry work together inufhat an ordered hierarchy is also more

mysterious. Moreover, members who .perceive high degreés of

*.v

t
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o mystery aﬁd:order are less likely to-engage in conflict and are

..'less favorable ‘toward organlzatlonal conflict than those who, see

/

less mystery. Tests of these hypbtheses ﬁere not staEEstlcally :

o _ o

R In another art1cle, Tompkins, F1sher, Infante, and Tompklns
(1975) exam1ne,mystery and order as they relate to 1dent1f1cat10n

S A
‘within_the h1erarchy. . Burke (1969) suggests that humans are

"( S1gn1f1cant, but were in the expected d1rectlon. r

. Co “ e "
S .&‘
1 .

s e L0 . " - L :
inevitably ordered in their soc¢ial systems - because of. man's

-

X

ab111ty to conceptuallze categor1es through language and because
of man's ab111t1es to use*tools that allow for division of “labor.
Division lof {labor Creates status. dlfferentlatlons that are
nevitablydlinked to':ights and privileges. The ordered.distance
1neyita5le vin differentlation also carriesﬁa sense of -mystery.

Those distant from bne-andther feel a sense of mystery about each

other. .. Mystery,. however, 1is beneficial in that it induces |

e - . T -

cooperative action- among otherwise diverse roles in the

hierarchy. Tompkins et al. (1975), quoting -Burke (1969),’

presents th1s e}planatlon of mystery. "mystery arises at that’

[N

point where,dlfferent kinds of be1ngs are in communciation. In’

mystery, there must be strangeness: ‘but the“estranged must also be

»

"Tthought of as 1n some ‘way capable of communion” (p. 115). Taken

toggther, these concepts suggest that ..organizational. members

ex1st in a cond1tlon of ordered estrangement" (Tompkins et al.,

L
1975) The.:eshlts of the1r study 1nd1cate that people identify
most strongly _w1th the h1erarch1cal level closest to the1r own
5pos1tlons3, They also. pefceive more mystery in. the h1gher than in
LI} ot ;

the 1lower levels,:.‘Theypattetné for- order, }bbwever, “is not

consistent. ’ s e a

)

v

-t



OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

’The present study examlnes perceptlons that members of

a7

- ‘-0‘1
L

d1fferent1ated barga1n1ng groups have of themselves, each other,‘ -

"“and the 'process. Based on ‘Burké"* 8 theory, the people closest to;

& /

1 .
Iy

the 1nteractlon.;_ MoreoVeng thgge peop)e closest to the process .t

-should also perceiVe more order than those who are more d1stant.»fl

Based on these assumptlons we pose the follow1ng questlons.f
"Q Do people who ife closer to the process percelve

dlfferent_degrees %f mystery!than do thosetyho are_..

L"4not'as close?

>

Q.: Do people who are'closer‘to the process perceive

different degrees of order thdn do those who are

“a ELY

LT, - not as close? u ﬂ—: N ,T L .l
. N . . . X . ~- ) ‘ R ) ) - - T - r
) The bargaining groups ip this study are similar to those

-

-dischssed':in‘the,literaturé review.. ‘Differentiation, then, is -

hf“representedr'in the distance of'groups from the center of the

£

bargalnlng process. The closest groUp, consists of 'the two
profess1onal bargalners who repreSent either the teachers' or the

'school boarg,s team. Thenteachers' negotiator also functions as

a reglonal d1rect2§ " for the staté association.- The board's
. _A‘s,, : . _ , .

~

hegotiator is a segfremployed'bargainer, qhofis hired by adminis-
trative-teamssthrougiout the state. On the second leVel are, the

'bargaiﬁerS'~ 1nteractlons .with their team members. - The third

'the1r constltuent groups. * The eleven members~6f the teachers'

'téam; crossycsix schools lhethe_dlstrlct--three from' the. hlgh

‘the proCess should perceive lessdmystery than those further'from'

level cons1sts of the team members, who are representatlves for'




" school, three from the middle school, and five from the four
elementary schools. The board's team is comprised of the f1ve

, board members and three adm1n1strators, including the super1nten-

.‘ident. The fourth level cons1sts of -the const1tuent groups—-thei
155 teachers in the d1str1ct and the commun1ty at large: .

. For this study, teachers who had served on past barga1n1ng_s~””
teams/were also cons1dered to be part of -the th1rd ievel in that.
‘they~ had insights on the actual negot1atlon“ﬁprocess. _vThose
- teachers who had never participated as.team memgersgwere‘ treated

i asj being distant from the proceSs. '7Th {hargaining episode
A included the .eVentS that took place prlor ta- and follow1ng the
actual,barga1n1ng as well as the process 1tse1f. Each team met
in_ﬂa pre-barga1n1ng session. The actual process took place
’ during~,a single 12- hbur SeSSIOn that cons1sted of four caucus
meetings. 1nterspersed betweEn a formal opening and f1nal session. A

In add1t10n, the barga1ners met in pr1Vate W1thout thelr//feam

members ~on three separate occasions that lasted from 30 m1nutes

4
-

. to 11/2 hours. ) Flnally, a post-barga1n1ng rat1f1catlon meet1ng R
was held by the teachers.l N o o
) - o . MEIHQD‘S, l. | ) / i

v

v

Subjects for this portlon of the study were 75 teachers 1n”5\el~,r‘
I small school dlstr1ct.. The respondents 1ncluded 40 teachers from ‘
the four elementafy schools, 12 from the m1ddledschool,' and 23 -
5 'from the high school. Th1rty—one of the teachers had served‘ﬂn a-

PR £ NN

barga1n1ng team, e1ther currently or ‘in ‘the past.




This study employed the triangulation. (Jick, = 1979) of'three;

- methods: - questionnaires, interviews, and nonparticipant observa-

4.

-tion. A survey was distributed to the 155 teachers. Of this

group; - 75 or 51% of them returned the questionnaire. The survey

included ' items on informatian about the bargaining, teacher's’

*

reactions to it, and degrees of perceived mystery and order. .

Mystery and order were assessed through the use of a 7-point

bipolar, semantic differential scale developed by Tompkins et

al. (1975). Tompkins et al. (1975) derived these scales from

factor analysis of a larger set of items. The bipolar items used.

A

-

pubflic. The items used to measure order were : (1) organized-

C e

-unofganized, (2) ordered-unordered,,(3) arranged-unarranded, and‘

+

to measure. mystery were: (1), invisible-visiblefand (2) secret- "

\
hE

(4) g structured-unstructured. | Three of the items were presented :

\ :
in reverse order to counter response bias. .

Scale ana1y31s consisted of interitem correlatlons within
]

;,'énd across each scale and Cronbach's alpha to assess internal

T

J\;j'

rellablﬁlty of the scales. .Correlations of the 1tems withln each

ﬂscale {ranged from .52 to 78, with a mean of «67. Alpha reli-

abi{;txes on the order scale were computed for each target.

A

‘Similar reliabilities were computed on the mystery scale for each

taréet. Reliabilities for order:ranged-from/.70 to .86 and for

mYStery from .67 to .84, . .

v
-

‘Burke's.notion._of. dlfferentlatlon was operatlonallzed on the

T questionnaire through perceptlons of order and mystery with

'respect\to the-bargaining process itself, the board's negotiating

/

3
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team, and the teacher's negotiating team. The bargaining process

- *

was defined as interactions betweéen the two‘hegotiators. Inter-

views were . conducted with 23 people following the bargaining.

These‘ interviews consisted of 45 to 60 minutes with 15 teachers

(iogof whom were members of the team), two administrators, four

’

board members, and the two professional bargainers. The inter-

views probed how the settlement was'reached,_ what communicatipA\
occurred among team members and among other constitutents before

and after the bargaining, how 1nd1v1dua1s v1ewed the1r own team,

the other team, the administration, and the history of bargaining
' - o 4 5 _ .
in this school "district. _ - _ ~ v

Finally, three researchers obserwed the»bargaining‘ewent and .

took | shorthand field notes .of the verbatim.talk.\ These notes-

_ ' i . !/ : <,
were expanded and transcribed . shortly after the bargaining

session. Prior to the bargaining one researcherinet/ with the
\: . . ’ ) ‘ . ' R
board in their pre-negotiation session and another one met with

'the teachers. During the bargaining, one researcher met with the

board in the1r caucus meetings, one with the teachers, and one

A}

observed the two negotiators in their private meetings. For
\ - o K :

-

sessions ~at ~ the table aly three negotiators took notes‘ and

consolidated their transcriptions. Through'these observation,

the ’resea ) gained first-hand knowledge of what happened

during the bargaining.«' Issues and arguments were tracked across

the nine different group meetings. i ’ '}'~. )
. . :

For'thisﬂstudy, thewindependent variables were the levels of

~

bargaining experience and the distant- close targets in the

{

bargaining process. There’ were two, levels -for . experience--
Y. " ¢ L . 3 L

N .

. . : : | A_lﬁ;r_



board's . team, and,.the teacher's team. Two 2 x 3 ANOVAs were

a . ‘
a .
»

current. or past team member and never served on a bargaining

team. The three .targets were the barga1n1ng process 1tse1£, the

#

computed to- calculate the effect of these independent “var1ab1es:;

on” degrees of percelved mysteﬂynand order. ' There was one sig-

nif1cant " interaction effect\and two main effects'for order and

. one .for mystery. Teachers who were exper1enced barga1ners saw

significantly more oVerall drder than did the 1nexper1enced

teachers (F=12.29, df—3 /74, p=.001).. These perceptlons were

‘ con81stent1y h1gher than those of’the 1nexper1enced members for

\

1)

the barga1n1ng process (Ex X= 20 68' nonEx—lG 75), for the school

board (Ex x 17 71; nonEX=15.57) and for the teacher's team . (Ex

'x—16 32; nonEx—14 70). Data-analysls also y1e1ded a ma1n effect

for target (F=5. 94 df=3,74,p=.003) .  All teachers perce1ved more

order in the barga1n1ng process than ‘they - d1d in the school board

N

and the teacher s teams (BP 18 375 SB=16 45; - T=15. 37).

[

Results for the analys1s of mystery 1nd1cated7a main effegt,

for" target _and an 1nteractlon effect for exper1ence and target

(F 3. lj df= 3,‘ 75, p—.04). Teachers perce1ved more mystery in

the process (X=7.44) than they dlg 1n the school board (x-6.17)

or in the teachers. team (6.83). THls f1nd1ng, however,.‘was '

' I

' lm1t1gated by‘ an 1nteractlon effect between target and level of

-

_experience (F=2.77, df=3, 75, p=.05). The experlenced teachers

M T . : . 5 .
' accounted fotr this interaction by, seeing more mystery in the

the school board (X=5.77). The inexnezienced -teachers, in
h

contrast}” saw less mystery in the teac rs (6.32) and more

16

17

«

b

.process itself (X#8.35) and in the teacher's team (7.55) than in

-—



) ' : .\ _."

~
mystery in the bo3rq (6.77). f
In effect: teachers Who hagd previoys -eyperience with

bargainihg perceiveq more order jin the processg, the schoo]l board,

.and the teacher's team than diQ those who hag never served on a

bargaining team-  all teachers saw, more Ordgr in the bargalnlng

process than in the gchool board and;leacher s team, but they sé&

~-the least.amount-Of'order in the teacher's droup. | MoreOVer,_the'

“seasoned"u;memeeFﬁ perceivedvare mystery in the;process and in
the teacher's tam than did the "unseasoned” ones. The exper-
ienced folks, iBb cOntrast, Saw less mystery im the schéol-boaré
than .did the in€XPerienceéd teachers,. ThesSe results Paralleljo
the flndlngs of Pfevlous studies That is+ members closest tb

the  process savw mOre order aﬂd more mysterY than did "those moref

. distandﬁ ExCept1°hs to these Ptedictlons Were: (1) exPerlenced

teachers perceived nore mystery in their. OWn team than in' the

09905199 group 2nd (2) they P€fceived less mYSteéy in the school

} board " than . the lnexperlenced ‘_ teachers ' aid.

-
1

Burke's,' thedry suggested that teaChers would percelve

,greater order and mystery in gr°ups that)were more @istant rather

. than close to them- ‘ Hence,‘ they would be expected to Pperceive

more order énd mYstery in the bargaining Process| and the school

gboard than in tbheit own team. ° fThe resultS:, for the most’ part,

were consistent With these predietions, Tea?hérs perceived the
bargaining procesS: j.e., the negotiators interactions: as more

mysterious and °rdered than €ither the schopl board's or the

o

teacher's teams. The communlcatlon between the two negotiators

and its effect on the\process existed at a hlgh r more abstract

~
-

" 17 18
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1

'"level than interactions among team members; hence it was mone

L]
~ 1

dlstant and less comprehens1b1e. The findings_also supported the )

‘predlcqzon ‘that the board team was viewed as more ;ordered and

- [ e

mysterlous than was the teacher s team. l,).; - .

Y
. .Moreover, we hypotheslzed that the teachers who had served

on barga1n1ng teams would be closer “to the process and perceive
less mystery and order than would the 1nexper1enced/teachers.l:In
opp051tlon to. th1s pred1ctlon, the exper1enced.teachers perCe1ved .
more order ‘and mystery than did the 1nexperlenced ones on five of

83
the six measures. “In add1tlon, the experlenced teachers saw less

' mystery in the /B school board than they did in. thelr own team.."

Explanatlons for these results emerged from 1nterv1ew and

observatlonal data. The group process'on the teachers' €Eam.

" might contribute to the perceived,mystery of«their oyn group.

Observations of team~interactions suggested that the _board_. and" .

-

the teachérsf: teams exemp11f1ed very d1fferent 5 intragroup_

functions. The_ téachers spent ‘most of the1r t1me ta;king,

joking,i and shar1ng 1nc1dents about their work 11fe, ~whi1e‘ the

leaders of the team conferred ‘separately’ about the bargaining

*rocess. T,
Furthermore, when the professional bargainer came back into .

thé group after his private meetings with the other’/negotiator,

‘he reported the maJor 1ssues that they d1scussed and he set .forth p

strategies for the ne hetlng.,, The -teachers paused, llstened

to him,. but offered velilittle feedback about , the issues or the

strategies. - Then he ed .the two leaders of the teacher~" i

1

»team, who were phy81ca11y removed from the group. The three of

w
~~ . -0 . " .

L
18
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)

-
. ~ -

them engaged in private conversation about bargaining issues and-
- - ' . ; ~ .' ' ) ... * . ’ ’

.. ¢
strategies., .,

" . The ~teachers*-fnegotiaton-appeared to function as a gate-

14

- ,keeper in that he frequent%y made: un11atera1 de01810ns and.

;-

P often ‘omftted or . f11tered. issues d1scussed .with. the other
1ﬁnegotiator.. "For - example,,ln the early stages of the barga1n1ng,

:The- and the teachers volced strong support for b1nd1ng arb1tra—‘

o

'tlon. " After, ‘the first. meet1ng w1th the other negotiator, he

returned and announced, - "We ain t gonna get b1nd1ng arb1tratlon.

our, field notes revealed that b1nd1ng arb1tratlon was not a topic

t.—~

- of extenslve interaction 1n.the f1rst meet1ng between the two

-barga1ners.- Hence, the teachers‘ negotiatorhhad_made a premature

¢

 decision tto trade b1nding arb1tratlon for 'other issueg. His

f;reports to them confounded his own dec1s1ons w1th agreements that

) .

" he. "had d1scussed with the board's barga1ner. Even though the;

.teachers' negot1ator worked with the 1eaders of the- team,'vhe_"

.

functioned pr1mar11y as a gatekeeper who f11tered as well_ as

-

'_very 11tt1e 1nput 'in the development. . of 1ssues, rtpwould suggestp
~that they found the- process and the1r own team mysterlous.

leferences between the exper1enced~and the inexper1enced

<

"teachers uncovered add1tlona1 explanatlons for these results. The

exper1enced teachers rece1ved more 1nformatlon about the' bar-

gaining process (t 4, 11,, df=73, p=. 003), than did the inexper-

i

'1enced teachers. ';%}lt ‘more ,‘mformatlon was linked 1ron1ca11y to

&

1nformatlon., Slnce the maJorltx,of the team members had

P

more mystery and order. Interv1ews w1th the teachers suggestedf.“,

°

that‘«knowledge of key events added mystery'and distance to ‘the

bargaining process. - First,  the leaders of the bargaining team
| , . L S oo |

15 gy
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’conductedfinformal,»'somewhat secretive, meetings with the super-
\intendent. and  the finance manager of ‘the ' corporation.  This
fpracthe began.five years earlier as a.way of reaching agreement
”oh.¥cost out‘figures“%or“teachers' salarles. Both sides had the
ﬂsalary informatlon, the general expenditures of- the corporatlon,
iapd the; figures for state allocatlons and they compared their
~cost out analyses. The teachers ibqulred their 1nformatlon from
hthe state association and compared their flgures with the admln-
1stratlon s calculatlons. Th1s budgetary meeting allowed both
' sides to begln the' negot1atlons with commonl ground\:on the
monetary.allocations.‘ These budgetary meetings,' howeVer,kadded“
another level of distance and mystery to the process, especially |
for the experienced-teachers who had heard'about them from their
team leaders. . | . |

Intergroup relatlons w1th the school board, however, were

‘more mysterlous ‘to . the 1nexper1enced than to the. experienced

teachers. The ‘exper1enced teachers found the school board's =~

-

attitudes and issues pred1ctable. -They Could name, with'
considérable accuracy, the board members who were sympathetic to
S e .

their cause and the ones who would-hold'out on part1cular '1ssues

' - until o her board members pressured them to glVe 1n..- The inex-

»h ‘perien ed teachers, however, ~saw the school ‘board removed from
“thg pro ess and more distant ‘than did the exper1enced teachers.'

An ther' explanatlon for the perce1ved mystery and order yin'

‘the barga1n1ng process was. a pract1ce t at had developed over the‘
past five' years.' Most - of the actual barga1n1ng took place

between the. two profe551onal negot1ators in pr1vate se551ons.,'

20 | A S
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- . Even though all teachers knew about this process, the_experienced

members were more aware of the impact it had on the outcome.

When asked how this process worked, some of the experignced

teachers noted a sense of "magic" to getting a settlement. . "We

don'trknow how,he (the teachers® negotiator) does'it, but~he gets
'dg a settlement--a far better. one 1n a shorter time than we
received before we began this practice. . ",’ .h ' .

'Bargaining,-.through the complexity of intergroup relations,
,1s surrounded with secrecy, order,f and distance between groups
;and subgroups.A Teachers, who had no bargaining experlence, were
bunaware of . the private meetings between leaders of both teams,
the'extensiVe time  that professional bargainers spent ‘in private
sessions, and the limited role that- the teachers')team had in

iing/decisions for their 81de. The experienced teachers, in

contrast, had first-hand knowledge of 'tbg’ multiple“ levels

,1nvoIVedS in this process. . Their knowledge created a sense of

-

,distance from. the event, .which,'in turn,"appear'to’Contribute.to»-u

their perceptidwf of mystery and order."v The more levels they

saw, the moge mysterious and orderly the process.»’ Lo

CONCLUSION

 This  study. is'a;preliminary-attempt'to'understand- percep= -

‘tionsy of fintergroup,relations in the barga1n1ng process. We

' 3

contend that communication in the negot1ation process is best

e i . »

 “examined from‘ﬂthe perspective of 1nterdependent groups,_ ones

'embedded'in'the‘structure of an organization; Moreoyer, in“the

oy M

negot1ation process itself, groups'and subgroups becomef hier‘
archical&y”structured,_ nested w1th1n one another, and‘diffetenj

o 7 ' E' EEN ' q . . v . P
A 4 . .. - - . .
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.contrast,b appeared to lack 1nformation about the sub roups )

-

tiated ~in their functions. ThiS'perspective provides a more

comprehensiVe view of 'bargaining than the traditional’ dyadic’

,
models. ¢

4 A ' :
For this'particular study, Burke's concepts of order and

mystery ‘were examined as factors that affect group differentia-

tion w1thin the- bargarning process._ The findingsyof'this study

are generally..consistent with Burke's theory. . Respondents-

E 4
mysterious and ordered than they saw the groups who were removed

A

_from the bargaining talk The experienced teachers, however,

hoperations as3 more mysterious than they did the school bdard s

role. The secrecy, gatekeeping, and creation of subgroups within

.

- their own ranks may have contributed to these perceptions.‘ In
‘ this way the teachers added levels to the dec1sion making, and

:the team became further rem/yed from the actual process» Thus,

interv1ew data revealed that this exception to Burke s theoxy may

1ndeed ‘be- consistent w1th 1t. Inexperienced teachers, in

the additional levels of dec1sion making. | Hence, ¢t achers who
\—-

vere closer to the process had more experience with the-<secrecy'.j

surrounding it than did 1nd1viduals who ‘knew very little about

the bargaining. The experienced teachers knew that the . settle-

‘ments were reached ;n private ses81ons between the two negotia-

-

.perceived'“thOse elements closest to the the process 4 more _

‘:‘provxde an exception to this pattern’in that they saw their own -

toas that gthe team had minimal 1nput in- dec1sion ma#ing,' nd_ ;

-

on901ng problem solv1ng throughout the year. : ff, o : i;‘}'

Further, research is needed~to confirm or, %disconfirm ‘these
» =~ k% o .
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results. Content analySLS of the i terviews and the 1nteractlon

data will prov1de addltlonaI in 1ghts' as_'to how teachers
. b |-

~
perceived their own bargaéner,*‘the‘othe( hegoti tor, ‘their tegm
leaders, and the board's team. A comparison betw en the 1nterac-

tlon patterns of the two teams will prov1de addltlonal data on

4

the way they perceived each other. Thls exploratoryvstudy, how-

ever, suggests that differentiation occursbetween and within
- by b ’ . - l
-bargaining groups. This differentiation constitutes a hierarch-

. . . o 4 : : vt -
ical structure, with dndividuals closest to the process prevy to

t ! Q) ‘

~

ests 1ntra-*and 1nter-

" the complex1ty and multlple levels 1nvo&ved in reachlng a settle-

ment. - Our ‘study of order and mystery s

‘group- ' relations’ have -a 'significant. effect x°““ reachlnq a

¢

settlement. - .o s
L Lo ) . ‘.' ’ N
. 7 2
A
P N ~
Lot »
’ -"na
_,X' C ’ In
‘ . .. I .
L4 . ’
L .
1 & 8 2
. it
I T
i - i
u »-f '
i PN
L)
: /
o & B -
- - : .
N -~
) B
. (‘
b T I 'y . [ .
44 ’ '
<t R ) e
’ . 3 Py . o s
‘ .
. x,‘;h
k".'# , ¢ B
V.A. .
[ R “‘ . o hd
. . 3
' "\_',~ (] E O . v;{~
AR ! L ‘
LR . et
i
L .o X B
: | .\$$A :
- - . . -
- , b 2o .
L3 . : . , N
» ' " , M . - i

N



[ . ’ : ’ e s

, - . 7 T '
Adams, Je. S. The  structure and dynamlcs of behav1or

_ organlzat1onal boundary roles. In M. qD. Dunnette (Ed_),ﬂﬁ“

Handbgnk of Indnstx;al and nganlzatlgnal Rsxnhnlnhz

Ch1cago- Rand McNally Co., 1976, PP. 1175- 1199. _ -g'.;

Burker K. A RhﬁtQIAQ Qf Motives. Berkeley, CAs UniVers1ty of'

Ca11forn1a‘npess, 1969-, ) Lo B

N i

\i

" Press, 1964 o | ' SR L

A

H

Carlisle, J., & Leary, M. lNegotiating groﬁps. In R.Qb&§ne and l
| C. Cooper (Eds ), Grgnps at Work. New York: Joﬁn ﬁiley &

' Sons, 1981, pp. 165- y&e"

_ bonohue, W. A. Development of a model of rule use in negotlatlon 5

interaction. Communication Monographs, 1981, 48 ,1@5-120

AP

.Jick, T. D. Mixing - qualltat1Ve and quant1at1ve }‘ ethods°v'“*~

Trianghlation in action. Adm;n;stratlxe Sﬂlﬂnﬂﬁ Qnarterlx
R { .
1979, 24 602-611.

- Putnam, L. L. Understand1ng the un1que Character1st10s of groups?

within organ1zatlons. Paper presented at the Copference on -

Research in Small Group Communicat1on, Pennsylvanla State

-~

Un1vers1ty, State College, PA, Apr11, 1982.

o Putnam, L. L.,' & Jones, ~Te S. The role of commuh1catlon in

'Sff‘;bargaining. Humag cnmmnnlcatinn,xsssarghl 1982,=8 262- 280._ L

'Bﬁrke,_K._ stms for Qxdex * Bloomington, IN: Indiana,UéfversitY"

-Putnam, L. L., & Jones, T.-S.l Rec1pro¢1ty in neqotlatlons. "An -

aﬁaiysis‘ - of. barga1n1ng 1nteraotlon,.‘3; CQ@mnnésa:ignv}
iunnoszaphsl~1982,_49, 171-191. ;»f‘. Lo P
. ?‘ -
24
5 2{)

4,
.



.o . e - .
" - ) -1‘

Sau

: ,'.'.:. i ,.-_'_'x;_ '4 ' |
» Rubin,‘ Y RSP . & Brown, Bo Ih.e .S.Q_Q.l.al W -Q-f m 'and

Uy '
\

' Néénéfatign' New Ybrk- Academlc Press, 1975.,-_| RS

Y Stelnfattt. T. M., ;sﬁiﬁlller, "G R:d' Communlcatlon tn .dame

‘?fﬁgfg;kf thedtetlc models 'of . confllct. In G. R.i M111er &f B W.- Zv
A o . N 1n :

) .Qahflihtr. Englewood C11ffs, N. J... Prentlce Hall, 1974,_pp.': L ;
& ) . . T
: : S O N

€ i L, . . o - E A . N . 3 ) Y .
. . . . -

14-75. o .,}w,g- T

y.

v

;Slmons (Eds ),

..;,

Tompklns, P. K., F1sher, Je. Y.,\Infante, D <A°f,& Tompkins, E. V.{

o Confllct and communlcatlon w1th1n the un1Versity.,f In G. R.
o .

S 'w,.'»»Mlller & H. W. slmons, P.exsp_es.tzm_encnmmnnisa.tmn in
SQQ;al cgn£11g£ ' Englewood\Sllffs, N. J.: ¢P;ent1ce Hall, S

N 1974, 153-171 SRS ?f.‘ .;.R-Tf:w..ﬁugﬁg;_

! e -

Tompklns, P. K.,.Flsher, Je Y., Infante, D. A., & Tompklns, E.»V. ,;
Kenneth Burke and the 1nherent characterlstlcs of . formal

I organlzatlons.. A f1e1d study.. Spggsh MQanxaphs 1975 42,:‘4'

. 135-1a2. ) L ST
L Tompklns,_ 'P. K. ngmun;satign ln Aﬂt;nn ~ Belmont, CA: ' .

1

¢

Wadsworth dellshlng Co., 1982, pPP. 172-177.

AN
v

Walton, R. E.,. &\chersle, R. B._ A Behax;gmal Ihegxg Qﬁ Lahgx
"*\Neggt;at;gns New, York: McGraw 3111, 1965. Co

z hd v . . "
i ' .
' . ] .
s l .
. : Ty
: > ..
{ . . . ) . -
W - R 4 ! .
.. : © !
' - o
[N e
S\
[ .
Ay K
,
. . .
< vy e
O N} M
v -
v N , B
R Al
N S .
= N
N ! I
. .. A
wE ¢ T r
a N . L3
5 P
.o . Ve, . . o *
o R ) »
. . ’e . 2 3. ~ V v
. . .
i 25- . <b . v
t B ] ..
’ Coa s




