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v " AN ANALYSIS OF. THE REASON!NG PROCESS
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Bargalnlng Is accompllshed fhrough fhe use of argumenfs and persuasive

’

appeals. Thls sfudyfalms to undersfand fhe way .argumentation: In bargalnlngﬁ
 'shapes oufcomes. 1t examlnes the Types of clalms and reasonlng processes that’
characferlze bargalnlng lnferacflon on dlfferenf sublssues of a proposél. If'f}
fracks fhe developmenf of argumenfs fhrough sequenflal sesslons and caucus
meeflngs ‘by examlnlng slmllarlfles and dlfferénces In fhe reasonlng process of
sublssues; fhaf are dropped, modlfled, or refalned In the final agfeemenf._ The
Rlssues and sublssues examlney-ln Thls sfudy.emanafe from problems fezshers o
faced In organlzaflonal communlcaflon. Thus,,ln sf%dy}ng argumehfaflén In,

bargalnlng, we are examlnlng varlables fhaf grow out of .and affecf fhe dally'

rouflnes of organlzaflonal members.
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: or communlcaflon

‘ 4

Negoflaflon Is a proéess that holds particular . appeal

researchers.. The pervascveness of this phenomena In lnf rpersonal and, ,
organlzaflonal confexfs helghfens this appeal. That Is, fhe a}Lalnlng process -
characferlzes buyer-sel ler relaflonshlps, marital confl cfs,:llegal ‘
transactlons, lnferdeparfmenfal dlspufes, and- Iabor managemvnf acflxlfles.I'v
Moreover, the essence of fhe bargalnlng ‘activity Is communlcaflVe In that the -
process could nof exlsf wlfhouthzgclf or dlrecf soclal lnferacflona; .

¢ Onfy recently have bargalnlng researchers focUsed on the comhun(carlon“ '
process par se.zf This focus has’ shlffed research from a preoccupaflontwlth
opporfunl?y fo communlcafe to a. concern ,for the evoluflon cf communlcaflon
pafferns over . flme.3 Correspondingly, researchers-have moved from a global,

N

macro vlew of- communlcaflon #o ‘a defalled, micro analysls of lnferacflon. Thls~

research has culmlnafed In fha appllcaflon of dlscourse and conversaflonal
analysls to the evdlution of bargalnlng falk. L oo r\fn P

0ne area of dlscourse anaIysls fhaf Is recelvlng affenfl n ln negoflaflon-

research ls-the use of argumenf. Bargalnlng ls accompllshed hcough fhe use of

a ) ,

argumenfs, reasoning, and persuaslve appeals.4 Thls vlew of Qargalnld@ enfalls
\

an examlnaflon of messages rather fhan “a mere exchange of proposals and

."\

2

' counferproposals.s‘ It cehfers on the way bargalners posit and supporf clalms
k. and +he way thesé~clalms cluster lnfo Issues and sublssues ‘that shape oufcomes.h
.fgggngnﬁe, Dlez, and’ Sfahle recognlze the cenfral role of argumenf (\
negoflaflons when they appeal«for research on fhe way negoflafor% dlsagree, '
Iimlt, and sfrucfure thelr argumenfs. Adopflng a dlscourse model, fhey call
" for research on turn faklng, adjacency, palrs, and expanslon of argumenfs as ° |
) : . v . S,

Elil(j' well as advocaflon of proposalse6 | ; o ' . ;w_;f,h

N 4
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tTnls study'respJnds'fo *ne plea for' research on/argumenfafron and .

l @
‘bargalnlng. Bu+ It adopfs a rhoforlcal rather than a dlscourse analysls of

¢

argumenf.« More speclflcally, lf examlnds fhe fypes of clalms and reasonlng

1 ~

processes that charac+erlze bargalnlng lnferacflon on-: dlfferqnf sublssues of a
2 L]
proposal.' It tracks fhe developmenf of argumenfs fhrough sequent l'al sesslons',

and caucus meeflngs by -examIn}ng slmllarlfles and dlfﬂérences In fhe ‘reasoning
process of sublssues fhaf are dropped, modlfled, or retalned In fhe flnal

. agreemenf. Moreover, slnce +hls sfudy concenfrafes on bofh the ggniﬁni and fhe ;1‘
B [4

L pngggﬁﬁ, i+ poslfs Tha? | abe -managemenf negoflaflons grow out dﬁ:?nd derform

Y

“vital organlzaflonal communIcafJon funtflons. ool B _ -

-_i : ' v . N n‘i-‘ﬂl‘

IS

COLLECTIVE QARGAINING AS ORGANiZAI{PNAL COMMUNICATION

i

2 -
few organlzaflonal commun&caflon researcners hay furned *nllr aftenftoh to

o

Alfhough the analysls of argumenfs fakes pr:§LJn.a varlefy of ionfexfs,

. argum*ﬂon. One nofable excepﬂon Is Huff's. shu{y on>‘+he rheforlcal
;_argumenfs of a superlnfendenf,lN\schoe{\foard meeflngs.? Huff-confends that

the" analysls of ‘the reasonlng process should exfend bey?nd dlatms and evldenCe

" -

-lan,fhe substantive lssues +ha+ consflfufe proposals. Thaf ls, fﬁe canfenfyof

proposals grows ouf of-organlzaflonal behavlor»8 Hence, argumen In favor of
\ ’.. ) *

closing an elemenfary school dua to reduoflqn ln enrollmenfs emanafes from .

_declslon maklng rout!nes ‘and fhevco}munlcaﬁﬂon pafferns fhaf enaof these -

» "o

' , o . v 7 '-/ 2 , '
rouflnes. o |- : Y po

! ; \‘. - . ,
Sl bargalnlng the subsfance of evldence ‘and olalms draws from fradl;aﬁh o,

a’

" ~

'organlzaflonal communlcaflon varlabfes. : Examples and analogles reflecf

superlorvsubordlnate communlcaflon pafferns. SpeclfIC’lly, fhe use of ]

¢

.reprlmand example fo argue for a change ln appralsal procedyres lllusfrafes

1

bofh fhe sfrucfural consfralnfs of: superlor-subord]nafe evaluaflon as well as-

the. degree of. openness, frusf. and credlblllfy of the superlor.
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Anofher organlzaflonal v&rlable embedded In bargalnlng Issues Is the .. : Q

oo P . ‘ Ty
. sfruggle for céntro&L:efween menegemenf and Iabor.i:?kls-rolaflonshlp Is L ‘v

r reqdlly reflec+ed In publlc sepfor-bargalnlng whe@e 9mp|oyee§ hame made fewer ‘

\

© b
oconomlc galns and more lnroads Info po?lcy dedlslons.9 " Private eecéor

v .

lncrea fhe hmoqnf of uncerfalnfy

» Yy

bargalnlng Is dlsclp!lned&py ‘market - fd tors whlI ubllq secfor bargalnlng ls
subJecf fo podlf[caﬁ fOrces These fo€:e¥

Underfalnfles regarang .

’

fhaf fyplcally surrounds dhe barg lnlng proceﬂe.
&1 . R
lnflaflon, publ|c fInancing, and conservq&lve versus Ilberal pollflcal cllmafesl L

Iead publlc' p|0yees fo sfrlve for greafer galns In such pollcy maffers as

reducflon In foré

Managemenf freq

X N
lfems) ‘as. fhreafenlng ‘declslon maylng aufonomy. ~Thus, confracfl

. : -‘
barga]nlng, parflcularly ln fhe publlc secfor, offen cenfers on Issues of ',r

P o~

Y

sns :
g

' K §

4 : S . DL
Bargalnlng aIso exempllfleséﬁafferns of upward and downward communlcaflon

1 . . I
cpnfrol and aufonomy. o L _ S , o \\ .

af fhe dyadlc Iexel.v.lssues Ln~upward and downward flow are offen embodled In.
' " N -'~.~e.‘
¢ -bargalnlng proposals. FoF example, In.feachers"bargalnlng, confracf Issues -

7

| offen speclfy how prlnolpals shouIdXCnform teachers about work asslgnmenfs, . f
‘ appralsal processes, and ln—servlce requlremenfs. At the sysfemlc level, ways
of snmmnnlsailng about such lssues as reducflon in forde, Job fransfer, and T

work Ieaves are spelled ouf In the confrac#. 5 Thus, speclflcaflons.for.

8 \ -

l&provlng upward and downw§rd flow are‘lncluded In contract Issues.
’ Af the macro level, bargalnlng lssues also pervade relaflonshlps among
subsfruc+ures;of fhevorganlzaflon. S[nce colleqjlve bargalnlng erngs fogefher

R . o [ : ’ A * . . . . ’ >
upper; managefent and urflon representatives, 1f'\concen+ra+es on - e
Q ’ .
organlzaflon-\lde lssues. In feachers' bargalning, fhe unlon feam and fhe

,admlnlsfraflve feam confronf one anofher over: such organlzaflon-wlde issues as .‘f ?

L] L . : . ' )
.. . ) : . ' von €
. " . L \
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‘ célenddf. fémporﬁfy fracfs, exfra—currlcular dufles, number <)fg ’hss :
proparu?lons, und frlngc boneflfs. AIThough frlngo bonof I s .and calendur af foct R

aII'schooIs and Teachers lncluded In fho sysfem, fhe ofhe( four ISsues Cross.

D su3u1ra1a of tho or?unlzuwlon.‘ For lnsfanco, hlgh'$chool fouchors dlffor from

o o [ N

‘olemenfory ‘and mlddle school 1bachers ln the suhjecf maffor and asslgnmenf of o+’

NS

ctass prepara*lons.( Confﬁacf wanguage fhaf covers dofhnl*lon and waya of

-asslgnlng class prepuraflon& ﬁtsf lncorp?rafe fheso dlffarences. Ilko

manner. problems wlth school admlnlsfraflon In lfﬂleménfafloh of The con*racf

4:;5-
Ed

may be Iocallzed In only one or Two schools. es~may become dyadlc j.- Y

\ f . f I s~ C
specl?ﬁc, related only fo a few feacher-prlnclpal, *{onshlps. Then.fhe I ¢

ey

bargalnlng Teams musf wreé*le with fhe degreé to whlch fqe €O tracf lncludes f

.

clauses fo profecf agalnsf one-shof casos. n aci aIITy, qpfon represenfaflves

\

: may wanf to - lnforp cenfral admlnlszrafton abouf prﬁagems thiat exlsf wlfh a
parflcular prlnclpa\é}afher Than strive for modlffc flons In fhe cpnTracf. As ' /

s . PR o

i Bazerman and Lewlckl's edlfed volumevPolnfs ouf, co\lecflve barg&ln ng exfendS'

beyond confllcf managemenf lnfo fhe'arenas tha crdss orgahli%fyqn I behavlor

» » - N ¢1

.
+

N

In general ‘and organlzaflonal communlcaflon In parflcwlbr.

Th'se arenas'

{
suggesf thaf bargalnlng Is a foﬁm of declslon maklng, lnfqrgp?ﬂon procegsrng,

[] !

® and lssue disclsslan over mbffers fhaf of only Iegallze'ﬁollcy ‘but. grow ‘out of
and af fect fhe dally rouflnes of og%gnlr

A R Y e
v . SR . o
. &y

ARQUMEjv‘}ATION THEORY . éﬁ_ MR

. '\

Reasoning, or fhe glV@ng of'rea52§:; Is an Imporfan# parf of negoflaflon

é@lohal members. . ' S o

v . » % {J PP " . , v :
’ lnferacflon. It Is fhrougpfhgfxmﬁqC: ses of Ianguage fha % ?galners galn X
A ‘ : A I
supgbrf for fhefr ldeas. A distinctlion; can be(made be*ween I

12

rumenfal and

t

‘argumenfa*lve uses of Ianguage. Insfrumenfar ﬁses‘are "Those hffbranpes fha+* ~

4

are suppozfd fofachleve fhee?%purpose dlrecfiy, as they sfand,owlfhouf fhé ‘need - -

e .V& \“9..

-
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.to produco any addltlonal 'reasons' or 'supporting'’ arguments."

r

135

Argumentativo uses, on the other hund, are "ufyerances that succeed or fall

1

only *to ‘the extent that they can be 'supporfed' by argumenfs. reasohs,
14 «
"

o’

argumentative uses of language, participants prqvide claims and support’ for
. 4 ' - i .

ovldonce, or tho® Iko, . . Thus, In nogofluflon, Ahrough the

AN
clalms to gain compllance. . - e

ThHo process of argulng In hegoflaflon Is qul*e dl fferent from tho process
as It occurs In, other forumﬁ such os law courts, declslon—maklng meeffngs, or.
t v oo
sclentlflc deﬁafes.‘? Toulmin, Rleke, and Janld‘dlécuss four speclflc ways:

fhaf for&ms or flelds of argumentation may vary Th fhelr procedures: (1)

degree of - formallfy, (2) degree of preclslon, (3) mode of resoluflon, and (4)
o - ‘
pr of arngenfaflon.‘6 In‘a particular fleld of argumentation such as .

negoflaflon, speclflc parameters contribute-to how reasonlng proceeds.
v

Fl?sf. dlfferghces In degree of formallty characferlze reasoning

procedures. In negotliation the method of argumentation Is less'formal than a

. A : . .

‘large group declslon—maklnd_meeflng conducted through'the use of parllamentary.
N . v

procedures. But It Is more formal than groép dlscusslon”ln that 1t rellés on

\ -

presef written proposals and counferpropbsals. Tﬁbf ls, the contract forms the

’

basls for reachlng,agreemenfs on opposlné‘lssues.

~ ’
\

Second, dlfferences In degree of preclslon dlsflngulsh among flelds of

argumenf. Some forums requlre different degrees of exactltude In argument.
SRS . .o : | :
That Is, what makes a "good" or acceptable argument may dlffer across forums.

'Semanflcg er éonfracf | anguage ls‘Very\crlflcal to the negotlatlon process.

R

Parflclpanfe must conslder all posslble lnfe?prefaflons, particularly ones fhaf ,

£
would make an lssue grievable. Word cholce, phraslng, and lmpllcaflons of

phrasing are al’l consldered In terms of legal Ity.

ot _ r

. . . : . . 1 -
v . ) S .

-t

!
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Third, dlfferences oxlst |n the .modes of resolutlion. As Toulmin, ot. al.

#

point ouf,‘ dl fforont forums havo dlfferonf obJocflvos.‘7 Thus, theolr
procodures lead up’to different kinds of completlon or resolution., Although

mout {Tblds of nrgumon1 bogin with clalms, researchors have not uncovorod a sot

- ,
way to rosolve argumonfg.‘ For oxamplo, Interaction In a court of law Is based

. 4 ‘.
on an adversarlial relatlonshlp and the vordlcf Is the resolution or compleotion

L3R T
of fho nrJumonf.] Nogotiation boglnr with a simllar ndvorenrlel relotlons hlp

. yef rasoluflon Is reuchod by exchanglng proposnls and counferpropé/e]s to bulld

agrooment, Tho oxchango procoss ls not . nocossarlly almod at compromlso or
L]

conSOHEUs, but at flndlng a midpolnt of Interpretation by which “o achleve a

-solutlon. Thils process repnesenTS'jlvery dlfferent mode of resolution than L
. seeklng a verdlct. o - S : -
‘Flnally,'fhe goals of argumentation dlffer wlthin varlous forums. The

19

( kind of procedure that Is approprlafe depends on "what ls at sfake" The

- same wordg may express dlfferent clalms In dlfferenf contexts (e.g., “different -
assertors of clalms, such as a physiclan or a psychlafrlsf may meke/fhe same ~

-clalm but have dlfferent stakes In the argumenf).20 In negotiation, the fwo
par;les have opposite goals; Admlnls%rafLrs want to malintaln thelr autonomy
welle teachers wanf>f6 obtaln dec[slon“rlgﬂrs that may reduce admlalstrator
autonoriy . Bullf.lhfo beréalnlng are confl lct, ‘9f Interest based on mufually
}excluslGe jgmls. The-rlghfs‘ofiemployees'eof to be“explolree, abused; or
treafed'unfafrly,ﬁay.ee ln plreef coefllcf wlth fhe‘declslon-makfng autonomy of

v,
management. Both “teams ﬁﬁsf argue within thls arena. Proposals, Issues, and

arguments reveal the nature of these differing-goals of argumentation.

-

-
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 ARGUMENTATION IN NEGOTIATION J | '
o ’ " \ A

'l ) ' b
Argumontation I doflﬂ%d as "the communicatlon procoss almed at presentling -

‘ statemonts ‘and provlding reasons why the audlonco should bellove fhom."Zl
A

Arqumontntlon In neqoflntlon consl sty of tho toachers! writton proposals -for
d

changos-In tho current contract and fho subsoquonf countorproposals of forod by

both adminlistrators and ~toachors. Tho ‘proposal ln nogoflaflon, thoroforo, Is

tho stimulus for gonereflng urgumonfs——lf triggors modlflcationg¢., Simllarly,

fo

2rgumenfs'f0rm the basls for modlfylny tho propqgsal. In"gonoral, pﬁoposals aro
reshaped throughout the pfocoss of argumepfaflon and the presentation of now
propose{s-—fﬂose steps are clrcelar and food info one another.

What emerges from presenflng. proposalsJ.and counterproposals are”
signl flcant Issuos that must 30 dtscussod In order to find a mlepolnf of
Interpretation by which to achleve'a solution. For example, emerging from the
dlscusslon of proposalsland counterproposals that relate to the lssue of
teacher evaluafioe wes the sublssue of changling.the term "evaluaflon" to
\\ ‘"}erformance appralsal." An understefdlng of the process of neéofla%lon
Interaction must therefore Include ldentlfication and analysls ef sublssues, |

An ‘analysls of sublssues requlres examination of ‘elements of

!

afgumenfaflon:' clalms, reasons, evldence, quallflers, and reservations.
-‘ \\( .
Clalms are statements which the "speaker wishes to have accepted, but which he

22

or shé expects tg have challenged. Thus a clalm Is de{]ned by the way a
: )

speaker expects the audJence to respond. A speaker presenfs a particular type

of clalm based on the predlcfeqﬁa{sagreemenf that the aud{ence may hold.

"Six types of clalms used" In thls study Include: declaratlve, évaluafkye,

pollcy, factual, deflnlflve, and classlflcafory.23 A declarative Claim

A

} expresses a - v'n? abouf something that Is the case or, has happened. A

sfa(%menf In fhe hegoflaflon sesslon such as "Thls 30 days was conslstent wlth
N N ; .

'
M ’




the current language" would bé consldered a declarative clalm In that It

" . o /
roporfs something that ls the case. An avaluatlye clalm prosents a value
' . oo
judgmunf on tha sltuation, dlscussan Issuas of quallty, o.g., gocgfbad,
\“‘a . , ‘
fnlr/unfolr, hnnutlful/uqu, offocfqu/lnnffuctlvu. The stotemant "1 llke the

" ldoa of a 20- ~day shortor timo’ porlod," 0xproasos an ovaluation of a proposod

#

contract change. When a spoaker advocofoﬁ a proposal, he or she Is presenting
1 L
a pollcy clalm. "Drop mld-season and change 30 days to 20 d;yﬂ," oxXProsLos a

proposod pollcy éhango. A classiticatory clnlm classifloes something Into a \

, category. Dlscussing what constitutes a fllo, administrators and teachers

proéonf classltlicatory clalms thot cafogorlzo materials as bolonglng to the

varlOus types of flles. Slmllar to the declaraflve clalm Is the Lngxnnl Qthm

-

which answors a question of fact--whother some hlng oxlsts, Tho distinction
between these two élalms, as we operationalize them, Is In the time perlod
referrod to. The declarative clalm presents a statement about a course of

" actlon now whorea? the factual clalm presents a statement about something that
/ - LY .

~ has occurred In the past. Flnally, the deflnltiva clalm answers a quéstlon of

definltlon. That Is, It makes a statement as to what sqmefhlng is or how It Is
# ! -
f deflned or Interpreted. A comment such as "An observation Is not as formal as

r

an evaluation," focuses on .the meaning of the two terms "observatlon" and

"evaluatlion." Analysis of the argumentatlion process deslgnates the type of

-

—
~clalms -presented and the responses to those clalms.

4

In addlitlon to the types of clalms 'presenfed, thls analysls of .

‘argumentation focuses on the reasoning process utillized by particlpgnts. A

24

number of argumentation theorlsts delineate types of reasonling. We have

_ comblned varlous category systems to develop a schema for analyzing reasonlng
In the negotlations. Thls classlflcation of argumenfs Is not meanf to be

exhaustlve, yet It offers a framework for general types of negoflaflon. The

schema we selected Is: \

N | ‘ ‘ i1
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In argulng from analoyy the speaker assumes that there aréa enouyh

“simllaritles batween two things to support the clalm that what ls true

of one I also true of the oth@r.yw

Causnl Reasoning

In this type of reasoning spenkers make a clalm that an event or
condltion of onov kind Is the gausa of an event or a condlflpn of
anothor kl;d; Thoso two kinds ot ovents (or condltlons) do not Just
nppobr togothor, thoy aro causally QQﬂﬂﬂQIﬂﬂ.zo

Algn Repsonlng »

This fybe of roasoning occurs whenever a slgn and Its referent occur
toguthor. The fact that tho ‘wign Is observed can be used to support a
clalm about the presence of the object or situation tho sign refar£

70.27 o

‘Ronsoning by Authorlty

Arguments basod upon tho authorlity of people, Institutions, or

\ 4
documonts serve to ostablish clalms. Appoals to aufhorlfy roqulro us

/

to respocf what the source says because he or she can make a wlse and
28 i

Informod judgment In the flaid concerned.
Reasonling from Generalization
Arguments -from generallization Involve examining a sufficlently large

. and representative sample of the "kInd" In quesﬂon.z9 A common use

of thls type of reasoning Is the presentation of statistics that

generallze to other sltuatlions,

Bensonlnngmmmﬁ.ﬂﬂmﬂnn

" Arguments of this type cenfer on the typlcal properfles ot an ldea or

an lfem belng dlscussed} These properties are used as-the basls for

e
classifylng ldeas that are dlscussed.30

4

10
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7 Baasqn.l.ng fron Qp.pp.s.l.&s | \ |
In fhls ?ype pf reasonlng lssues fhaf are radlcally dlfferenf ln some

T Argdmen#s fhafeoccur fhroqgh the creaflon of hypothetlical examples.
- Rather fhan provlde speclflc facts or lncldences fhaf have occurred, v

_fhe speaker reasons fhaf fhe evenf could hypofheflcally occur under

the clrcumsfances dlscussed.32 ' c B L
~These are fhe@géneral 'klnds of reasonlng we qulJzed, They provlde a

Theoreflcal and operaflonal basls for examlnlng reasonlng In the negoflaf[on

%
sesslons. C

. One flnal aspecf fhaf deserves explanaflon Is the use of quallflers and
) L £ N \ .,
,§erva+lons. "Quallflers are fhose ways of communlcaflng how confldent the

;speaker Is In hls oﬁ her clalm, fhaf ls, how confldent the audlence wlil be In

the cl'alm."33 ‘Use. of SUch‘guallflers as "probably," "someflmes," “never," and
i

"always" are examples of how a speaker ‘makes® his or her clalm more persuaslve
and bellevable to the audlence. Iin additlon to a quallfler, speakers add

reservations to thelr claims, ‘A reservation refers to -the circumstances under

s

-

~which the speaker’ would declde not to defend/: clalm."34 Wnless" and "Unt! |
frequenfly begln a sfafemenf of reservaflon. Quallflers and reservaflons allow
the speaker fo modlfy hls or her clalm fo make I+ more accepfable to the
audlence. Analysls of qualliflers and reservaflods provldes beffer

v}ﬂm?ersfandlng of the speaker's reasonlng process and fhe overal | developmenf of

\

~mgmmMsh- ' o : ‘ PN




schools ‘that enrol | appv*flmafely 8, 055 sfudenfs. The district ls 80%

g

unlonlzed, with approxlmafely 389 feachers belonglng to the Iocal and state NEA
afflllafe. The fownshlp admlnlsfrafors have negoflafel‘nformally‘ wlfh the

1 e
! .

feachers elght years prlor 1o fhe _passage of Public Law 217 the sfafe's Publlic

[

Employee's Bargalnlng Act; hence fhe district has a long hlstory of o
‘ admlnlsfraflve—feacher negoflaflons. This hlsfory has produced a 120-page
confracf. one vaunfed by fhe unlon as "the most complefe confracf In the

state." 5

' Both feams nofebfhaf the teachers and the admlnlsfrafors have developed‘a l

frusflng relaflonshlp throughout the years. Ieachers parflcularly frusf the 'j -
asslstant superld}endenf, the head negoflafor for the admlnlsfraflon over the
pasf seven years. Thelr frusllng'relaflonshlp has evolved from seyeral years
R;':”‘-"?Jf-'—l.m‘ens:e confllct, Both sldes recall the "fIsh=bow " night--an evenlng of
bargaining framed wlfh»90 teachers forming a clrcle around the negetlaflon
" teams fe protesf the admlnlsfraflon's attitude foward teachers., The teachers

remember wearlng'T;shlrfs with the slogan, "Lakeview Townshlp Is cruel'and

? -~

lnhuman fo feachers.'L _
_Under the" law the admlnlsfraflon must hacgaln over salary, hours, frlnge 4 H
beneflfs, grlevances, and arblfraflon of unresolved grlevances. The |
" administration musf discuss. worklng condlflons, curriculum,. class slze,
pupll-feacher ratio, reddcflon In force, and éﬁ%gefyapprop;laflons,ibuf are nofn
requlred to Include them In the contract. However, once they appear In the

'confraefy these Items are open for negotlation from year to year. The school

3 ‘§

<
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" dlstrict under study has Incorporated .a number of these "dIscussable" Issues

R I
Fre

Into the bargalning afp%a. | f a.seffjemén+ Is not réached,'+hé§barga[p%rs can
. e

. . ‘ N {
employ fact-finding or medlation, but strikes are disallowed by; law. # The state

ranks 48th In Its ald to public educatlion; hence teachers' salarlgs have been

cdnslderably- low for a-numbér of years. Since fﬁls dls*rlﬁf?recelves

Iy

" addltlonal monles for mllltary students ‘and busélng progrém§; ralses are
- . ; b T S ]
. generally higher than In J#her townshlps across the sfafg.

. - . /I
- . . o
. ;

PROCEDURES | | B rd
’ ' s ) S ,‘/ ! v
Two researchers observed approximately 40 hours of negoflaflontsess’ons,
- S -/
Interspersed with an addltlonal 14 hours of caucus/ﬁeeflngs. These sesslons

.

- comprIsed over 54 hours of observation. Bargaln&hg sesslons covered a perlod

. . S/ .

of 11 days, lasting 3 or 4 hours.per day for some sesslons to 15 hours for the
more lengthy ones. ' ; rfr
2 . g : ’ . :
The administrative team consisted gﬁ six people~-the asslstant .’

< -

-supef[nfendenf,-who'was the chlef ;ego¥}é+or for the fpam, fhrqg p}lnc!pals,
crossing ¢high School, middl’e gchbbl,ﬁéhd eleménfary schools;'one asslstant
‘prlnéjpal, and(oné sfaff_émployeé erm the central office. All but one of fhe-
membé?shhqg‘éered on prevlous fééhs; most had served for four or flve years.

Thé édmln[sfraflve feah«reporjgd/fo an elected school board, oné that delegated
A4

most cdhfracf declsions to tﬁg bargalhlng team, wlth the exception of final
7o ; _ v

approval for percentage ot/éalses.

The teachers team @9?_¢omprlsed of six members—-fhe local unlon bresldepf.
the pasf'pﬁesldenf oﬁ/fhé unloﬁ, and four e]ecfed_represenfaflyes from
e[eﬁenfary, mlddle,yéﬁd high schéols. Only two of these six had served on
prevlious negoflaflgﬁ teams. The unlon president waﬁﬁyhéléﬁlef bargalner and

/

had never negotlated a contract before thls sesslon. The teachers! team worked
. .I;O' 7 ) i .
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wlfh a Uniserv dlrec?or, a hlredzhﬂon ‘offlclal for fhls parflcular dlsfrlcf.

He helped them prepare fheIr coyhracf proposals and served as fhelr consulfanf

throughout the negoflaflons. “ko

Teachers and admlnlsfrafons descrlbed fhe bargalnlng evenf as low In
confl lct and hlgh In frusf. characferlzedﬁby some, but not a large number of

"burning lssues." 83% qiyfhe 128 respondenfs fo our‘survey were hlighly

F

.satlsfled witﬁ;monefary Items_In the settlement; 1% mere highly. satisfled with -~

the lanéuage [tems; 61% were far more:saflsf[ed,fhls year than In prevlous_

year‘s.

'DATA' COLLECT ION | - -

' The researchers employed a mulflmefhod‘approach to the col lection ofddafe}

Four mefhods were used—-observafbons and detal led. fleld notes' (approxlmafely

N

1 300 pages of franscrlpflon), Interviews, survey quesflonnalres, and document

analysls. Two observers. fook exfenslve fleld notes on the bd

_caucus sesslons. In accordance with Lofland; fleld notes contalned a

v

near-verbatim dlalogue of lnferacf&pns as well as notes on the general

35

afmosphere and overal| framework of the event. Fleld notes were expanded and

Ffyped Into full notes shortly after the observaflo&s.
;.a

. Seventeen one—hour Interviews were condlcted wlfh members of bofh

bargalning teams and with teachers whO'dld not serve on. the qurrenf team (5
non-team members). _lnfervfews sought lnformaflon'oﬁ:bargolnlpg history,

pereepflons of the negoflafion process, orléln and:percepflons of' bargalning
Issues, and |lnks between bargalning Issues- and organlzaflonal communlcéflon.

Interviews wege,audlo-recorded ahd,franscrlp15fwere typed to ald with data
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In addlflbn, quesjlonnalres were prepared and sant fo a ra'dom sample of
Q\\ Q

300 feachers, 128 of them were returned. Quesflonnalres fapped prlorlfles of

\ lssues, satlsfaction with fhe sefflemenf, and organlzaflonal facfors fha+ mlghf

-

_ confrlbufe to fhe sefflemenf. Flnally, the researchers collecfed coples of the
" Immedlate . pasf confracf, fhe feachers' lnlflal proposaL,\and all wrlffen .
"
. R \‘. . -~
counferproposals exchanged at the table. e _ o

~—~ s ’ » S

t . Ed )

DAIA.ANALYSIS . . _ B :
This par+lcular‘sfudy reIles prlmarlly on fleld nofes of bargalnlng and
.-caucus meeflngs and on document anakysls. Hoqever, responses fo'fhe survey
- gliestlonnalre provided lnformaflqp onffhe sallenCe‘of lssdes and on,fhe overal |
saflsfactlon WIfhkfoe‘sefflemenf.r lnlervlew data was employed as 4 ppleqenfal
lnformallon on the origln and hlsfory of the Issues selected for nalysfs.
| In the first sfage of the analysls, de selected two lIssues for an In-depth -
" study of fhe way reasonlng develops fhroughouf the bargalnlng event. 7We.-
;i selected teachers! flles and teachers! evaIuaflon because these two Issues
roverlapped-and were sal lent In the survey resulfs as well as lq the a@gynj of
falk +ime devoted fo fhe'foplc (48 pages of dlalogue).,‘AIso,vfhese Issues were
discussed al length In both caucus add bargalnlné sesslons. In a theoretical

(

veln, bofh‘foplcs represented Integrative Issues--ones that allowed for
| “expanslion of alfernaflves and an lncreaSe lh Joint galhs.
In the second stage, we analyzed formal documenfs for both lssues--mapplng
out the sublssues that emerged from the proposals and counferproposals. Hence, .
we fracked proposed changes In the status quo and the way these changes evolved
‘from one, counferproposal to the next. Thenuwe llsfed\*hé/oosslble sublssues
for1each proposal. Finally, we fracked which sublssues were. retalned from the
fead;ers:}proposal,-whlch ones. were modl fled and adopfed, and. which ones werd

dropped from further conslderatlon. a&“f
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-

In fhe fhl(d stage, we selected slx sublssues, fhree for each naln lssue.

3

.- Of the slx, fwo were‘retalned, ftwo were dropped, and two were modlfled 4 Then

-unsubstantiated Infractlons,

we-marked of f secflons,gi the dlalogue fhaf contalned .- lpferacflon on any of fhe
six sublssues. - L. |

In the fourth sfage, we ploffed on compufer sheefs *the clal;s, qual Iflers,
evidence, apd I Inks beT;een evldence and clalm used durlng~each sequenflal

h

sesslon of fhe bargalnlng. This analysls was conducfed for each of the six

A
v - .
£ 0~ . i

" sublssues. Clalms were then classlfled Into one of the six types of clalms

descrfbed*ln the fheery section of this paper.“ Reasons and evldence were

cIass{fled Into one of the elgEf lypes of reasonlng process. Coﬁcepfual

[

deflnlflons, deguneafed ln fh@ fheory secflon of- fhls paper, served as

operaflonal deflnlflons for this; procedure. slnce Le were prlmarllyflnferesfed'
o ’ ; T [ °
ln-fhe nature of the reasonlng process and not the absolute frequency of
( . | . L B . . E

clalms, he dld not quanflfy our analyslis. ~lh I ke manner, we reached consensus:
W ?

on fhe classlflcaflon of sfafemenfs, but we did not conducf formal rellabllity
checks. We regard fhls sfudy as a rheforlcal, quallfaflve analysls rather fhan

l
N

a quantitative lnvesflgat&on.\., ’ "yncﬂ SR o v

_ \

- . . RESULTS .

BARGAINING ISSUES | “

Origin and lmponiancgfgi lIssues. For this study we.selecfed fwovconfracf
issues, "teachers' flles" ‘and "feacﬁers' eQaIuaflon." \Ih fhe sdrvey
questionnalre, teachers and admlnlsfrafors ranked ‘these Issues as fﬂlrd In
priority of fhe many contract revlslons.v Thelr‘sallence stemmed from feacher
complalnfs abouf lmproper collecfion and’ use of flle maferlals and evaluation
procedures. In one parflcular case, a teacher almosf‘tlled a grlevance agaTnsf
a princlpal, who appeared to be "loadlng" feache;L' flles with frlvlal and

S

/7 &
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;;g ngpaclsgn Qi ELQanals Both lfems exIsted In the cirrent confracf., The
-t.

chers! proposal on flles spelled ouf whaf kinds of maferlal should be placed

&

In % feacher's f Iegend how that maferlal should be used. The admlnlsfrafors

[}

counfered wlfh the sfafus quo/”hfll fhe mlddle of fhesiargalnlng when fhey

prepared a couﬂwerproposal that’ reflecfed dIscusslon of fhe sublssues ™ g :
‘ \/‘ ot R s )
surroundlng fhe pro I.‘. In Ilke manner, fhe feacheﬁsvproposed minor 7.

modl flcatlons In the current evaluation procedures, but these proposals sfruEki g

a sensffive chord for admlnistrators, who Codnfered wlfh‘no.changes'ln the

statys qup, - In the Wlddle of the bargalning evénf; the ‘administrators of fered

a counferproposal fhaf ncluded some of the feachers' concerns.

.~ Selection Q.f..,' ‘
f / . o <
, su&lssues'for each maln

[\

for. Eash Main "Issue. We prepared a Ilsf’of‘fhe

D
Ssue based on fhe confracfg fhe proposals and

M »

alnlng talk. " Teachers' flles conslsfed of six

-
L K .

'sublssues.j feachers' rlghf to read .and slgn maferlal to be - placed ln fhelr

Counferproposals, and fhé ba
flles,.\gﬁlplflon of a flle, . dse In evaluaflon‘hearlngs, use’ of conJecfuraI
maferlaf, proof of truth or falslty of materlal, and presence of a wlfness or
represenfaflve In-a dlscusslog of the flle materlal. Of fhese slx, iwo were
accepfed wlth modlflcaflons,_one was refalhed as proposed by fhe'feachers, and
three were dropped from the final settlement. For ana!;sjs of the reasoning
process,.ye'se7ecfed the foIIow[ng sublssues:»-(1)‘feachers'_rlghf to ‘read and
s slgpumaferlal‘prlor to placemenf In the flle as the rﬂialnﬁdLSUbfssue; (2)
deflnlflon of" a-flle as the nxuﬂjigd sublssue and (3) use of cé}Jecfural
maferlal as the d:gpped lssue. ‘ /;E~% ( v |
Teachers' evaluaflon conslsfed of fhve sublssues. ‘the term "appralsal"
should -be subsflfufed for "evaluaflon," observaflons should be conducfed wlfh
fuII knowledge}of the feacher, observaflons shouId-ﬂof/pecome part of the

permanenf personnel flles, fhe feache; should recelve a copy. of the evaluation

%

N : o . - '

, -



reporf at fhe flme of the appralsat conference, and exfra-currlcular evaluaflon

- ‘s

should not' beé’ resfrlcﬁfd by mig-season evaluaflons. of fhese flve, fwo were”’ -
dropped from fhe‘ffnaf‘sefflemenf, fwo were modlfled and fhen accepfed, and one ..
,1" was refalned as, lnlf;ally proposed. }For analysls of‘fhe reasonlng process, wé-s; |
selecfed the followlng sublssues-' (}) exfracurrlcular evaluaflon as fhe ‘ ﬁ

Lxﬂjungﬂ”sublssue‘ (2) observaflons ishou | d nof become part of fhenpermanenf
flle as 1he nmuﬂjlgd sublssue7'and éi).iheuferm "appralsal" should be

subsflfufed for "evalu .lon" as fhe dropped subissue.

Y

E}

ANA YSIS OF THE RE ONING PROCESS

S evaIuaflons? , R

C. How ls ;he reasonlng process for teachers™ flles slmtvar and/or .
» PR, o

"o

dlfferenf from fhe reasonlng proces  for feachers' evaluéflon%

D. How Is fhe reasonlpg %rocess simllar and/or dlfferenf'for the three

' "ﬂ[ . ;

K’ . “,

’ .y{'

oufcomes* dropped, refalned, modlfled?
Answerlng fhese quesfrons provldes a descrlpflqn of the fypes of clalms and
reasonlng pafferns for each of the two maln issues and fhe six sublssues.

A. Suhlssuﬁs Qi Iaachﬁcs_.flieﬁ ‘Three sublssues of feachers' flles were

analyzed® separafely.' These, lnclude: materlals must be read and slgned by the
! ?

- teacher, definltlon of a flle, and conJecfuraI nafure.ﬂ ‘ "
(1) Materials mist be read znd slgned by the teacher. 'The reasoring )
process for thls sublssue operafed from an Implied evaluaflve clalJ that )

: L
placing material In a feacher's flles was pofenflally harmful fo fhe feagher.

5

oo



;lnfracflons. Reasonlng fr'

! L I

-

' Teachers beIleved this agflon was harmful because i+ showed dlsrespecf, evoked

. -
* . -

dlfferenz)ﬁnferprefaflons, and {eft no rogmé%pr refufaflon. ’
Adninlsfrafors argued ffom fhree typés of’clalms. An evaluaflve Ialm

that confended It waS mofe harmful fo have feachers read\and sign evefy nofe..

Y a :

Supporf for fhfs clalm was - prlmarlly’EausaI,ns?aflng fhaf lf was embarrasslng

.and dlsrespecfful, a form of harrasﬁmenf.\ A classlflcafory claim that

.
confended %eachers,were professlonars and did need to be remlnded of
7

oppOSIfes supporfed fhls clalm by suggesflng fhaf

feachers should no? be 't eafed Ilke lmmafure students. Flnally, admlnlsfrafors

h) _
offered a declaraflve claim fhaf this pollcy was not feastIe and pracf!zfl.A j#f
Thaf 1s, fhey qdesfloned how lf was posslble to. frack feachers down to re hd
e . -

< 3sign the maferlals. ey,

. began to aecept. reserij#$ons and qual I flers. Quallflerspiere addeduby both

mater 1%l

' qua lflers;

’ Argumenfs then shlffed;fo reservations and quallflers that stated under

‘ which condlflons-feachefs would.want to read .and slgn notes. Dec!araflve and-

v o

‘. o ' , . . . / ‘ . .
‘factual claims drgued that usé of file materials*In evaluation and dismissal"

posed a serfgns Broblem,  These clalms ng\jsupporfed by reasonjng from

e

o
anangy. For example, horror s#orles of one prlnclpal who fired a teacher by .

uslng,nofes«of pasf lnfracflons to generallze to presenf behavlor. Both sldes

A'admlnlsfrafors and fea hers. Admlnlsvrafors efafed that files will never‘be ‘

‘empfled teachers added _that a person would have access to flles within 24

/lacing maferlal In lf and ?ha# fhey would have a rlghf to dupllcafe
¥ )
Admlnlsfrafors anﬁ feachers i;eafed an addlflonal qualifler In their

hours of

claim that the maferlal In the, flle must be serlous enough to be used ln a

dismidsal case. Both.Sldes used hyppthetical examples 1O support these - .
) : 4
" . i .
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‘ perﬁanenf flles. Reasoning from opposlte:\T::§£ded.affempfs to show how flles

32 Definitlon of a Elle. These clalms were primarily definlitive and

"facfual and relled heavlly on the use of_opposides to chpaﬁe bullding and

/

-

,ﬁlf%ereﬁ from notes .and memos -and” how dlfferent types of flles contalned”
v . . .

different lnform lon;ﬁ In addlfloﬁ; hypdfheflcal and aufhorlf? reasoning was

use&._ Hypofheflc | examples Illustrated the type’ of materlals that would go

'lnfo flles. Cltfng articles and secflons of the contract represenfed a fype of

aufhorlfy supporf, ©eGe, "a ?lle Is deflned as « o oM Factual clalms evolved

from deflnlflve ones when bofh sldes deflned flles by talking abouf what. should "

be Included In fhem. | - . * - ' ,:
Agreement evolved from each slde expandlng thelr Ilst, of deflnlflve and

facfual subclalms an; the other slde quallfylng fhe clalms or adding more

usubclalms to clarlfw the dlsflncflon befween bullding and permanent flles.

‘Examples of . fhese ‘subclalms Included sfafemenfs Ilke the following: (a). Two or

three adminlstrators.might have flles In different offlces; thls still -~

consflfufes the principal's personnel flle (the bullding flle);|and (b) -
. .

) Teacher‘do not need to know how many nofessadmlnls¥}afors make untll . the:

{ .
admlnlsfrafor decldes to make lf part of the bulldlng\flle. In the latter part

of the bargalnlng, the focus was on clarlfylng fhe pollcy that both had

lmpllclfly accepfed.

R

(3) Conjectural Nainﬁﬁ.; Tﬁls éublssue oﬁerafed from an Implied c%glm that

ConJecfuraI Information In a teacher's flle was harmful to the teacher. The
teachers falled to provide evidence to support this claim and Instead asserted
a deéLaraflve claim that Information In the flles shoul&_be fagtual and based

\ . e . .

on proof or on checking with the source.

The administration responded to thls argument by shifting from an

evaluative fto a déflnlflve claim. They chal lenged the word "conjectural,"

/
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‘clalmlng It was lnapproprlafe ahd amblguous contract lahguage." The reasoning

-;process was prlmarlly causal, sfaflng that the Incluslon of thls amblgulty

.e!“

would make, It hard to put anyfhlng In the flle and would make It dlffléqlf to

document and val ldate Information, "
S/ . .
The #eachers argued that conjectural lnformaflon was harmful, clting

‘analogles of how such lnfgrmaflon had been used IB@dlsmlssal cases. But they

7

, concluded one of thelr caucus sesslons by changing clalms, saylng It did not

o

matter If fhe_lnformaflon was  conjectural as long as they could read and slgn

wIt.  “Hence, anothér poldcy sublssue made fhem shlft clalms and- agree to

~ wlthdraw thls sublssue. Thus, agreement o drop conjectural as a sublssue came

when teachers substituted .another policy clalm to cover the harms they
percelved In the conjecfural maferlal. The admlnlstrators stuck with thelr

deflnlflve and declarative clalms, "We can't prove fruth of a note," and o
-
"Conjecfural Is an amblguous word,"

B. Sublssue of Jbachans_ Elﬁh&ﬁjgn Three sublssues of teachers!

evaluation were analyzed separafely. These Inciuded performance appralsal,
A :

~

extra-currlcular, and observatlon.

e

(llxﬁﬁnigggance Appralsal. The Issue began wlth the teachers' proposed

change from use of the term "evaluatlon" to "performance appralsal.™ Teachers,

and admlnlsftafors were In dlrect opposlition on'fhls‘proposal. A majorlty of
the lhlflal clalmslmade by the adminlstration were evaluative, l.e., "It would
not be a good change." - Adminlstrators then offered def Inltlve.cfatns In an
attempt to clarlfy teachers' lnfenf, lee., "was there somefhlng fhaf
admlinlstrators were mlssing that teachers were "hoplng to galn?" The

admlnlsfrafors rel led predomlinately on causal reasonlng ‘as they spéolfled the

-

lmpllcaflons of the word "performance appralsal "' For example, adminlstrators -

a

suggested that the word Is too narrow; a change In terms would require changes

[

L}

-
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~In the evaluatlon f?;ms; and other aspects of the Job would not be eval uated

with a focus on performance. :
The teachers relled primarily.on defInltlve and evaluative clalms. Flrst, -

- they d{d not deflng performance \§ppralsal In the narrow sense that
\
admlnlstration dld; they saw It aS'$Q entire process; not Just the evaluation
of performénce In front of the clasi. Second, thelr value Judgment of,
"performance appralsal" was poslflve--}hey saw these words as™more poslitive )

fhan fhe-word "evaluation." Yef, feachéks provlded Jb'solld'evldence or clear

caf reasons why per%ormance'appralsal waé\beffer. When prompted to §upp|y

\

they stated that they wanted fhb change because they thought

adminlstrytors had trouble with the word "eQaluaffon." ‘Admlnlsfrafors argued
that the tw fermsgﬁad fhé same meanling. Oncélfhe adminlstration provided this
evldence,.}he teachers admitted that "we dldﬁﬂf aecessarl |y ]lke the word
"appralsal" better and If the tyo words mean fhg,same thing then we're wlilling
to stay with evaluation." Thus, the s?sslon ended with the Issue belng(
| %é;OPPGd- o
‘ (2) Extra—currlcular. Thils argument began with a stralght-forward poflcy
claim, "drob mld-season," Inltlated by the adminlstration. Thelr reasoning
from cause Included the following: "There Is a problem with one/shorf month,"

W

¢and "It Is hard to make evaludtion In that flmé--lf Is a péln." Tennls was

- ~used as an example to support thls causal reasoning.

- In the teachers' caucus an addltlon was made to the Inltlal clalm, "Take
out m[d-season, but add "durlng the season of that activlity" and add "30 days
following the activity." ~Objectlons to thls addltlon were based on causal
reasoning: "|t's already In the contract" and "30 days may be too long." Thé
reasoning process;fook two dl fferent forms as feachers éffher-supporfed or
opposed the new pollcy clalm: Reasoning from cause stated that "It takes time

~ : f . Y

2
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for a coach to get equlpmeqf back together." Reasoning from analogy stated
*haf "20 days would be equal to fpur weoks. " Affqr much dlscusslon, teachers
/jﬁnallzed fhe(Pol&cy élalm Inltlated éarller: Add "during the season of,fhif
actlvity" and change "30 days to 20 days." When anInlsfrafors éonfronfed
teachers wlth this change, they made the declarative clalm that 30 days was
conslstent with the current contract language. An objectlon was ralsed based
oﬁ causal reasoﬁlng: "If we-use 20 days following the act]vity rather than

mld-season the coach ‘may not be around (l.e., during the summer)." However,

\'admfnlsfrafors accepted the teachers! pollcy clalm without thls suggested

change. ) , . o
e

(3) Observatlon. A varlety of claims wergyutliliized In this sublssué, yet
bargalners relled predominately on pollcy, declarative, and definltive clalms.
The two maJdr clalms wFre In direct oppositlon: (a) adminlstrators claimed
that observations and Qeflclencles noted should be part of the flle, and (b)
teachers clalﬁgg/fhaf observation data should not become a part of the
permanent flle. Teachers made the Heclaraflve.clajm that adminlistrators were
confusing observation with the evaluation. Through causal reasoning feacﬂers
affempfbd to deflne what should be permanent evaluation. A serles of If~then
statements were utlllzed to show that lf a nqgaflvé pattern develops, then It
becomes a part of fhe permanent eval uation.

‘What makes This sublssue so dlfferent from the others and also makesvlf
longer In félk time Is thf observation and evaluation are so‘closeiy related.
Most of fhe‘érgumenfs In this sublssue then were attempts to deflne{;haf the
dl f ferences were'and’+hen to establish policy In accordance wlfﬁ TQPSe
dl f ferences. The reasonlng process was almost entlrely causal and

twpothetical. The lfrfﬁpn reasoning conflnued,fhroughoﬁf and lead to pollcy

clalms, Hypothej]cal_réasonlng‘lncluded descriptions of possible situations
o 5 ’ D :

e
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\
that might be faced In evakyaflqn and observation. These hypathetlcal examples
served as questlons for pollcy‘61alms. Evaluative clalms were almed malnly at ~

S

feel Ings of agreement or disagreement: "Hls argument Is valld,"'er " llke the
‘ ¢
sacond sentence of artlcle 4." ' : v
Later In thls sublssus, after pollcy clalms had been established, both

teachers and admin|strators reasoned from analogy to compare what had .been done

In the past with what fhey were attempting to do ngw "Whafil"-ra
sltuation wlth Coleman; we dIdn'f have the or"frglnal materlal . . ln'formaﬂon In
the flle Is Incomplete." Thls analogy was used to support the pollcy;clalm
that the Information should go Into the flle, but that It could only.ee_ueed'}n
cases of dlsmlssal. From thls polnt on untll the end of fhls;subIESee,b

[}

teachers and admlnlsfrafors worked back and forth wlth pollcy, facfual, and

"'declaraflve clalms to establIsh the flnal pollcy.

C. _,__aslsgn of the Reasoning ELQcﬁs& iQL.IﬁﬂQhﬁLﬁ..ElJﬁ& ﬁnﬂ Jeachers!
E¥alnhiign. Analysls of the reasoning process for the +wo maln Issues,
teachers! flles and feachers' evaluation, revealed slmllarlfles and
dlfferences. The two Issues were simllar In ‘the use of deflnlflve and
declarative clalms. These types of clalms were employed In deflnlng feachers'
flle, In eeiermlnlng what constltutes a conJecfural statement, and In
supporflng arguments of slmllarlfy between the ferms "egvaluation" and.
“appralsal." In addlflon, bargalners developed pollcy clalms'for'bbfﬁ Issues
by addlng quallflers and reservations rather than by providing evldence to
support thelr own poslflons. Hence, argument for a pol lcy position might begln
with opposing viewpolnts but m{ghf become problem solving by adding qual Iflers
and reservations to one anofher's claims. The reasoning process for. both
Issues lacks variety- with very [ittle use of testimony and general Izatlon from

facts. Overall, the development of clalms was more complex for both Issues

-

than was- the process of substantlating those clalms.
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. In addition to simllaritles, there were a varlety of dlfferences between
fhe'fwb . Issues.,, For teachers':flle bargalners relled more on pollcy and

nevaluaflve clalms than they did In fqe feachers' evaluation lssue, particularly

~ 5 .

In subsfanflaflng argumenfs as to wa feachers should or should not read

.’maferlal to be placed In the flle and why materlal of a conjectural nature.was
, .

or was not harmful to the teacher. [The ‘type of reasoning utillzed In each

'lssua:was aIso dlfferenf. For teachers!' flle bargalners used lnsfaﬁges of
% .

reasonlng by anangy fo subsfanflafe\evaluaflve clalms. Analoglés offan

'descrlbed one-shot cases or afyplcal\examples. By contrast, for feachers'
st s . ‘ »

. evaluation, particlpants rarely employed reasdning by analogy‘ And when used,
I+ was to clarlfy }he Intent of a subl sue, not to substantlate an argumenf;

' ft,ACausaI reasonlng was used frequdnfly for both lssués, yet used In.-

|

supporf evaluaflve clalms, but Ioglcal loopholes wgre apparenf between the

Y

-‘dlfferenf ways. Fo§*+eachers' flles, parflclpanfs-used causal reasonlng to

reasonlng process and clalms. For examﬁle, teachers clalmed that "accumulaflon
\

'of notes ln a feachers' flle showed . d“srespecf for fhe feacher,“ buf the -
feachers falled fo sh;w hgu placlng maﬁerlal lg fhe flle was dlsrespecfful.
Slmllar Ioopholes were evldenf In fhe teachers evaluaflon lssue when teachers
clalmed that "performance appralsal" wasia more poslflve word fhan "evaluaflon"
and yet made no efforf #o demonstrate hgu It might be lnferprefed that way.

D. mumummmwmm(wm

' oufcomes refalned, dropped, and modlfled, were analyzed separ er.

The fhree

M Bﬁialnad. The two refalnadasubl sues were materla s that must be read
and slgned by 1he feachers and ek*racunrléular. Both of fhese sub-1 'Jes began
u wlfh sfrong argumenfs pro and’ con. ‘Bargalners argued that maferlals musf be
"read and slgned by uslng sfrong evaluaflve clalms and causal supporf..

. Ex+ra¢urrlcu[ar began with pollcy clajms uslng causal support and analoglb§§

ol
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'followed'by.evaluaflxq clalms, In both sublssues a shlft occurred In the

reasonlng process; new clalms developed from pursulng the qual Iflers and

. reservations attached to Inltlal clalms, Thds,'ln both Instances, evaluatlve

clalms led to the development of qual Iflers and reservations which, In turn,

made ﬁhs orlglndl proposal acceptable. For both sides, pro and con, pollcy

| - positions were ciear._ Objections were Ealed by the other side, but both sldes

devel oped q%allflers In a way accepfablqlfo the other party. Thils modification

“led to the retentlon or adoption of the Initlal sublssue Into the flnal

se{flemenf; _ 7 ‘ ’ |
(2) Dropped. In both the appfé}éal and‘conJecfuraI sublssues feachers‘sef
f;rfh lll-define nd poorly-developed pollcy clalms, 'The teachers argued fhe
lssues with evalLaflve clalms, le e%&wxfhe harmfulness of terms Ilke
"conJechraI" and "evaluaflon." In both cases admlnlsfrafors szfched to
definitive cialms asking how to deflne conJecfuraLwand questioning the

dlfference between fhe-ferms‘"evaluafion"‘and "apprélsal." Adminlstrators

»‘supporfed thelr deflnlflve claims with causal reasbnlng. For example, they

reasoned that If conJecfuraI was used It would’ be difficult fg .document &
J

evaluation and It would be harh to determine wgaf did or did nof go Into the

’\:.’ .

flle. For both subl ssues fgﬂehﬁnﬁ droppéd*fhéir lniflél policy clalms buf ln:"

di.fferent ways. In fhe conJecfuraI sublssue feachers adopfed the change L
because another sublssue profecfed them agalnf fhe harms of fhelr evaluative
claims, ' The two* sfatemenfs, "flles carry source of‘ldenflflcaflon" and
~"teacher must neéd and slgn maferlals" prowldéd fhls profecflon. For‘.
evaluation the teachers accepfed the argumenf that the words "evaluaflon" -and

"appralsal" baslcally mean the same thing.

(3) Modified. The two modlfled sublssues were definition of file and

observation,. ‘BargainerS'used pnlmaflly pollcy, declarative, -and definitive

28
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cldaims for each sublss%e, but for the obsé;vaflbn subkisue the claims
represented opposing pollcy positions. For the sublssue of defining a flile,
the clalms were deflinltive, relylng on“naasonlng from opposltes fo dlst&agulsh

, h

/befween‘bulldlng and permanent flles, F:OMtfh'S polnf on, the 1wo sublssues
- take dlfferent routes to create an acceptégje solution. For the sublssue,
Qdeflnlflon of.a flle, deflnlflve 6Ialms led to faCfuéI assertions, with both
sldes quallfylng the other party's clalm. qu example,aa qual Ifylng clalm,
offered In the admﬁhlsfraflve caucus was: Mlf memos are to be used In ./
.evaluaflon procadures, they must be placed ln.fhe bullding flle." The next |
phése‘of nn@lflcaf]on was seeklng cIﬁ?lfléaflon on é deflnfflon.fhaf b;fh
partles Implicltly accepted. The suSlssue, observation, wa; mod!fled through
argulng for competing po!iéy clalms then shifting to declarative clalms. By
f moving from pol}cy to fac§ual én@éﬁaciaraflvéfclalms, bargalners were able to
bﬁlld'on each other's arguments and gengrafé a modlfléd proposal .
3 The 1wo sublssues dlfféf .dramatically In thelr reasoning process.
Qeflnfflon of a flle arguments were supported through the usé‘of h;pofheflcal
examples and reasonlng from» aufhofl1y; bhfr bargalners used very Ilff!e :
< -evldence. The obServaflon'sublssue; In contrast, employed reésonlng by éause,
| hypothetical examples, and analogy. In geneé%l, the two Issues dlfferéd In the
- way lniflal proposél$ weré modl fled. These dlfferénces may emanafe from(fhe
ldlosyncraflc features of each sublssue or: fram ofher organlzaflonai and.

bargalnlng varlables, Thelr di fferences, however, suggest alternative. pafhs to

" Issue modl flicatlon™through argumentation.

> DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATION
This sfudy alms to undersfand fhe way argumenfaflon In bargalnlng shapes

outcomes., If operafes from-the assumpflon_fhaf negoflaflonrfocuses on mulflple

29
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Issues; fﬁese Issues, In turn, .break down Into sublssues. Outcomes are sﬁap;d
fhrough arguments for acqppfance and'rejecflon of sublssues as well as fhrougp
packaglng the..larger lssues.36 This study takes a mlcro-perspective and
focuses on the way sublssues become modlfled, dropped, or retalned through the
use of clalms, qua]lflers, résarvaflons, and evldence,
Although fh; reasonlng process dlffefé across sublssues, some general
concluslons emerge from this analysls. They Include:
| (1)'The most prevélenflfypes'of clalm uséd In thls study were evaluaflvé
and definltive ones,  These clalms évOlved from the feacﬁers' or the
_admlnlsfra+ors' orlglnéﬁﬁpolicy proposals--ﬁuf they rarely centered on
a course of actlon. | '
(2) Both sldes employed reasoning from analogy, cause, and hypofhefléal
. ; o exémp[e moré frequently than they qld_o;her types 6f reasoning.
Surprisingly, only akmodlcum of "hard data" or "facts" were used to
_ sﬁppdrf claims, Thils lack of evlﬂenée might stem from past re[lance
on bulldlng.cfeaflve solutions through fhé use qf quallfiérs and
additlonal clalﬁs. Nélfher side felfréompelled to convince the éfher
parfy“of the val ldlity of thelr cfalms; hence reasoning froh evldence.

- was sparse. The. trusting relaflonsh)b' befwgen, teachers and ’
adminlstrators might contribute to fhls_paftern.

(3)>The reasénlng pnqcess= appeaFed‘ ﬁore 'oomplefé with the use of
evaluative clalms than with definitive, tactual, and pbllcy claims, =
Tha{ is, bargalhers'seemed to make clalms, evidence, quallflers, and

- even ééf?anfs ;ore expl Iclt when they proposed and -defended evaluative
cjélms./ _ | v
(4) Proposalé and sublssues changed, not through adding more lnfarmaflon,._

but through shifting fypes of clalms and adding qual Iflers. Both

Q - o . 30 , :",.’
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sldes added clalms and quallflérs that grew out of fhelr Interaction
at fhe table and In thelr caucus meetings. They worked from Issues
fhaf‘bofh partlies ralsed to create a new 'frame of reference'! for
viewing sublssues. . :

. (5) Although the sample of Issues Is too smal | to ggnerallze, I+ appeared
that use of clalms and reesonlng processes dlf;er for subls;ues that
become)dropped, retalned, or modifled. For subissues that were
dropped, eva[qulVe'clalmS'led to the addition of’é1fernaflve types of

"clalms, often culmlnaflhg In substitute positions. For retalned
sublssues, evaluative clalms led to éuallflers and p€servations that
made orlglnaf proﬁosalé palafablq.‘ Modlflcatlon of sublssues fol lowed
dlfférenf paths for creating new broposals--one growing out of
bpposlng positions and the ofhér emerging from quallfylng.éxlstlng,,
clalms. ‘ : |

Thus, lnfegraflve_propdsal as a whole evolved from the manégemenflof multiple
Issues and sublssqes.z TheZe'lssues weﬁé not discussed In aggrégafa form, but -
Instead emerged from dropplng, modlinng, or Eefalnlng sublssues through
,argdmenfaflon.-l | l
The Issues and sublssues examlngd In fhls'sfudy emanated ‘from problems ,
o teachgrs faced In orgqnlzaflonal c0mmunlca+lon. Teachers! flleﬁ; while

negotlated Into the contract as a cen}rallzed pol icy, orlglﬁafed frbm
supeﬁlor-subérdlnafa appralsal probfems.' Teachers wanted the central
.adminlstration to know +haf some prlnqlpalé?were "abusing the,policy" and that
the accumulaflon;of nofes In a teacher's flle might:.)ead }o pfoplems'ln
dismlssal anduevaluaflon cases. The adminlstrators, In fﬁrn,vwanfed to
malntalin flexibility and feaslblllfy In the use ofégyllding'and pérmanenf

@ fllese As the assistant superintendent noted In a caucus meeflng,‘"l wan+
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language that you principals can llve with and that wil| allow you to contlnue

to keep notes on a teacher's behaviors, but not In a way harmful to the .
. t

feach;r." Thus, autonomy and control geverned thelr concerns.
In 1lke maqner, fhe.issue of'feacher evaluation ré?lecfed problems In

superlor-subo;hlnéfe relatlionshlps. ~ The feacheﬁs(~confended that some

prlnclpals conducfed poor evaluaflons and misused data . from classroom

observatlons. Hence, fhey wanfed more clarlfy and control over the process

than fhe currenf confracf provlded.u Thq-subjssue of'observaflon represenfed a. f

confllcf of Interest between admlnlsfrafors and ieacherslln.fhaf‘admlnls+rafo£§

wanted autonomy In the use of observation data. In effect, the Issues selected

for this study reflected drganlzaflonal communicatlon problems In

superlor-subordinate relatlonshlps and In conducting per'formance evaluatlion

Interviews.
These Issues also IIIusfrafed-adh1nlsfratlve concern for fhe;degree of

;srmallfy and fﬁe degree of brecislon ln'flelgé of argumentation. Sublssues

shabed by cdncern for ;pproprlafe confracf'language were evldent In fhe

reasoning process of conjectural nature and performance appralsal.

- Administrators felt fﬁe cholce of terms In both Instances was Imprecise for fhe

degree of formallfy In the contract. - ¥
o [

) ) 4
. This :lnves+lga+lon Is |lhlted by: Its case study nature and Its

micro-analysis. We gpalyzé only two maln Issues and six sublssues In a very

complex bargalning event. Our flndlngs are |Imited by the Issues selecfed and

. the échool district studleds But when research alms to dlscqver lnslghfs and

uncover potentlal patterns, these |Imltations do not mitigate our concluslons.

OuhAsfudy Is also shaped by the afgumenfaflon schema we used and by.
difficulties In developlng operatlional definltlions to distingulsh factual,

declarative, and definltive clalms. Future studles on . argumentation and

o 32



bargalning could Include Implled versus expllicit clalms, reasoning from example
as dlﬁflné} from reasoning from analogy, and a category sysfem on the way
clalms’%nd ev ldence consflfufe bargalnlng strategles. These cafegorles could

!
be quan?lfled for research quesflons Thaf focus on frequency of clalms and

. ] b » -
evldence gfe.

Fufure sfudles mlghf cenfer on toplcs other than the way argument
cohfrlbufes fo outcomes. For lnsfance, researchers might compare the use of

\

clalms and“reesonlng paf?erns for table sgeslens Versus caucus meetings. They
might also lngesflgafe fne effecflvenese of argumen+ pafferns for each of the
+wo parfles.' ﬁn this study, the admlnlsfrafore appear to snbsfanflafe clalms
more frequenfly than the teachers dld and were quite effective ln adding

‘quallflers and shﬂfflng clalms. ther.sfudles might compare lmpasse teams with

sett|ement feams ahd Ianguage issues wlfh monefary proposals. T -

~—~
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