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ABSTRACT 

The major purpose of this study was to develop a model 

for negotiations for American public community junior colleges. 

There appears to be little question that the method of negotia

tions being utilized in education at all levels represents a di

rect transfer of many segments of the industrial collective 

bargaining models to the field of education. Despite criticism 

against industrial collective bargaining models for shared 

decision making in education, there has been little effort to 

develop a viable alternative for shared decision naking in educa

tion. 

A review of the most commonly used definitions and char

acteristics of collective bargaining was made. It became evident 

that whether collective bargaining was defined or whether it was 

to be known by its characteristics, an effort was needed to lo

cate some process in order to render collective bargaining under

standable . Generally the literature of collective bargaining was 

descriptive rather than analytical. The bargaining models re

ferred to most frequently were the distributive and integrative 

bargaining models. The term "model" in collective bargaining did 

not serve to specify or identify the system of activities for the 

attainment of objectives through bargaining. Little comment or 
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attention has been given to the step-by-step procedures leading 

to decision making by collective bargaining. Conceptual efforts 

about collective bargaining lack analytical focus, and the ex

position of descriptive models does little to clarify the situa

tion. 

For the purpose of this study it was assumed that all 

models were structural in character. Structural model usage 

avoided the vagueness and ambiguity associated with descriptive 

models and provided analytical focus. A model of collective bar

gaining was drawn from the ideas, propositions, concepts, pro

cesses, and procedures generic to the distributive and 

integrative bargaining models identified in the literature. 

From these statements selected categories of collective bargain

ing were established. A multi-level framework was used in plac

ing" the content of the structural model of collective bargaining 

at one of three levels of inclusiveness: process, formal, or 

fundamental. Each level of the framework was viewed as a model 

and was placed in series from simple to complex and seen as re

sponsible to the bigger model of collective bargaining. This 

larger model was identified as the methodological model. The 

development of a structural model by specific categories initi

ated the possibility of criticism and perspective, model analy

sis, and methodological evaluation of collective bargaining. 

A critical analysis of the grouped categories of collec

tive bargaining utilizing internal and external criticism was 
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conducted in an effort to determine the appropriateness of the 

collective bargaining models as possible models for negotiations 

for American public community junior colleges. The internal and 

external criticism by categories of collective bargaining was 

guided by a concern for value issues and the "criteria for ade

quacy" for theory construction. The critical problems of the 

criticism were placed in opposition by a bigger, more inclusive 

criticism type called methodological criticism. This more basic 

criticism form was used to guide the formulation of a more basic 

model for negotiations which provided specific procedures for the 

conduct of negotiations, the sharing of common goals and problem 

solving methodology, and offered a tightly knit framework for 

processing educational problems. The procedures of the alterna

tive model were exhibited during the development of this disser

tation . 

The model for negotiations developed in this study was 

intended as an alternative to the substantive collective bargain

ing models . It avoided the weaknesses of those substantive 

models which were identified through critical analysis . The 

model proposed has specific categories and is offered as a clear 

and precise instrument for a systematic conceptual approach to a 

new level of shared decision making in education. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

There has been little effort in the history of collective 

bargaining or negotiations to locate or develop basic procedures 

in the form of a tightly knit framework with which to process im

portant and pervasive problems. Such models as are presently 

being utilized for processing educational problems and implement

ing resolutions are essentially process oriented and usually be-

havioristic in type. The ideas, suppositions, concepts, 

processes, and procedures of these bargaining models needed to be 

examined for their appropriateness to the field of American public 

community college education. They are based on a number of as-
t 

sumptions which need to be examined for their appropriateness to 

the field of education. This study addressed itself to the pres

ent industrial collective bargaining issue. The main question 

focused on the appropriateness of bargaining models currently em

ployed for negotiations in the educational sector. 

Ptirpose of the Study 

The major purpose of the study was to develop a model 

for negotiations for American public community junior colleges. 

A secondary purpose was to enable those familiar with 

the procedures used in this study to utilize the technique, by 

1 
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applying the categories and the method of this study, to other 

educational problems in the search for new explanatory models. 

Significance of the Problem 

Recent legislative enactments in many states now make 

public sector bargaining either permissive or mandatory. In 

some states such legislation has included public institutions of 

higher education. These events led McLennan and Moskow to state 

that "public education is one of the truly emerging sectors of 

collective bargaining in the United States (1970, p. 219).ft The 

activities of the American Federation of Teachers and the Na

tional Education Association, in addition to Executive Order 

10988, which clearly stated the right of federal employees to 

organize for bargaining, have contributed significantly to the 

trend of public employees to bargain collectively with their em

ployers . This situation prompted one observer to state that, 

"What we are experiencing now is a very rough parallel to the 

stormy period in the late 1930's and early 1940Ts when bargaining 

was getting started in most of the mass production industries 

(Power, Sackman, and Walsh 1969, p. 121)." 

Although educators may dislike the term collective bar

gaining , there can be little question that the "method of nego

tiation" being utilized in education at all levels today 

represents a direct transfer of nany segments of the industrial 

collective bargaining models to the field of education. Legisla

tion enacted to date, permitting collective bargaining or 
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negotiations by teachers' organizations in public education, has 

in the main been patterned after those federal and state enact

ments which made possible collective bargaining in the private 

sector. This legislative phenomena led Davis to state that, 

. . . the move to collective bargaining has, of 
course, been given a major assist, both practical and 
psychological, by the recent laws permitting public em
ployees to bargain with their employers through exclu
sive agents, for the laws are modeled upon the 
arrangements prevailing in industry and do not so much 
as acknowledge the fact that college and universities 
have developed very different arrangements for faculty 
representation (1969, p. 302). 

Educational observers such as Carlton and Goodwin (1969), Doherty 

(1969), Lieberman (1960), Manning (1966), Sumberg (1969), Wild-

man (1964), and Wynn (1970) have recognized the industrial col

lective bargaining approach to educational problems which has 

become the dominant means of negotiation in education today. 

A number of writers in the field of higher education have 

commented on the emergence of collective bargaining in community 

junior colleges and the probability of its rapid spread as a 

mechanism for shared governance for faculty members of these in

stitutions . According to Aronin, "Labor relations in higher 

education is just entering the period of gestation. The entire 

field is pregnant . . . it is a case of what is past may not be 

prologue because movement is fast and change is certain (1970, 

p. 14)." 

Oberer indicated that "The major ferment with respect to 

faculty representation in higher education across the country 
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today is found in . . . the junior or community college and 

emerging four-year institutions (1970, p. 13)." According to the 

American Association for Higher Education, "... case studies 

indicate that the greatest discontent and most visable tendencies 

toward unionization are found at the junior college level . . . 

in this context the conventional forms of faculty representation 

often are shallowly rooted or non-existent (1967, p. 10)." The 

principal cause of the emergence of collective bargaining in 

community junior colleges according to Marmion (1968), Kugler 

(1966), and Kadish (1968) is that most community junior colleges 

have not been in existence long enough for the traditional pat

terns of faculty representation to be established. This is not 

surprising since the junior college has been one of the major 

centers of growth in higher education. Frankie and Howe, writing 

on the topic of faculty power in the community college, bring the 

previous statements into perspective when they stated: "At no 

other formal level of education are faculty membersT militant ef

forts greater than they are in the two-year college, where the 

pressure to participate more directly have [sic] forced changes 

in its nature and administration (1969, p. 311)." Frankie and 

Howe described the development by faculties throughout higher 

education of "bargaining agencies" as an alternative to the tra

ditional internal organizations established to provide for shared 

governance of higher education by faculty and administration. 

They further stated: 
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These bargaining agencies seek to enter into a formal 
bargaining relationship with the administration over eco
nomic benefits and conditions of employment. The object 
of the negotiations is a written agreement with full legal 
standing. Although the bargaining agency involves direct, 
legal "shared authority," it differs markedly from the 
previous forms because the process it involves is one of 
direct confrontation or an adversary relationship. Im
plicit in this process of accommodation or "antagonistic 
cooperation" are outright tests of power among the nego
tiators . This approach has made significant gains in the 
past year, especially in the junior colleges (1969, 
pp. 312-313). 

Hickman has also indentified the bargaining agency as a form of 

faculty organization in higher education. Commenting on the 

scope of negotiations Hickman stated, "... the scope of nego

tiations is usually limited to the question of recognition, 

economic benefits, and conditions of employment; but discussions 

may ultimately encompass questions of academic policy (1967, 

p. 48)." He also recognized the adversary relationship and the 

exercise of power characteristic of this form of bargaining. 

Additionally he stated, "This approach has made significant 

gains . . . especially in the junior colleges (1967, p. 48)." 

Traditionally the organizational form for faculty parti

cipation in the governance of higher education has been the 

faculty council or academic senate. The pattern of participation 

of the faculty in the governance of higher education with the ad

ministration or governing board has been referred to as the 

collegial approach or academic model of shared governance. It is 

apparent that the trend in higher education, particularly for 

community junior colleges and emerging four-year institutions, is 
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toward the bargaining agency form of faculty organization with 

collective bargaining as the mechanism for shared governance of 

higher education. As Zimmerman stated, "One lesson is clear; the 

traditional patterns of governance will no longer suffice (1969, 

p. 26)." 

Hertling and Getz observed that "educators have attempted 

to use an industrial negotiations model which is outmoded and not 

totally adaptable to education. The confrontation model is a 

rather low-level form of win-lose bargaining whereby one group 

confronts the other with specific demands (1970, p. 23)." Addi

tionally they commented that "The confrontation model is highly 

fragmented and has few general goals . . . negotiations in educa

tion are simplistically oriented, and negotiations have been al

most solely process oriented (1970, pp. 23-41)." The remedy they 

recommend is the development of a theoretical basis for the nego

tiations process. Knickerbocker stated, "The method of bargain

ing backed by force is beginning to seem inadequate even to those 

who cannot conceive of an alternative (1966, p. 135)." College 

Management, summarizing the National Conference on Collective 

Negotiations in Higher Education, reported: 

Throughout it all^ two underlying themes dominated 
the meeting: The impracticality of using years of labor 
relations experience in private industry as a model for 
present and future negotiations in higher education, 
and . . . the paucity of information available to college 
and university management and employees who now or soon 
will be negotiating agreements and debating grievances 
(1970a, p. 14). 
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Williams stated: "What is needed is an alternative that allows 

teachers their proper role in the decision process while mini

mizing the conflict potential and the institution of elaborate 

rules and procedures (1968, p. 571)." College Management, re

porting on negotiations at City University of New York, stated: 

Many things set bargaining in higher education 
uniquely apart from other, more conventional, labor-
management relationships. The unusual "managerial" 
role traditionally played by faculty is at odds with 
the trade-union role of "employee" that a bargaining 
faculty assumes (1970b, p. 16). 

Wildman and Perry warned that "there is no clear-cut evidence 

that the interest of teachers will be better served by confronta

tion between labor-management-oriented agents than by teachers 

and administrators sharing a common goal and a problem-solving 

methodology (1969, p. 158)." Andrews (1968) found, in a content 

analysis of selected collective negotiation agreements, that 

specific procedures for the conduct of negotiations were not in

cluded in the agreements. Corwin stated, "There needs to be more 

effective participation of teachers in the schools, and effective 

participation means more than confrontation annually or semi

annually at the negotiation table (1969, p. 247)." Rukeyser's 

statement parallels that of Corwin, "Perhaps the economic waste 

of going through meaningless motions can be obviated, and the in

sight, the aspirations and the ideas of both groups can be mobi

lized constructively in the common interests of both groups 

involved (1968, p. 114)." The observation of Mustan serves to 

sum up the previous concerns: 
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There is a critical need for a new and refreshing 
governance structure which will allow meaningful in
volvement for all participants. However, no such mean
ingful alternative currently exists. To meet the 
challenge, a new model must be found to provide repre
sentation and participation at the policy level so 
ongoing administration and operation of institutions 
is not disrupted (1969, p. 17). 

Definitions of Terms 

The following terms are subject to a variety of defini

tions . The definitions of terms at this phase of the study were 

necessarily simplicistic but served to assist the reader in fol

lowing the usage of these terms in current literature. For pur

poses of this study the terms were defined as follows. 

Collective bargaining is the process by which wages, 

hours, rules, and working conditions are negotiated and agreed 

upon by a union with an employer for all the employees collec

tively whom it represents (Jess Stein 1966, p. 290). 

Collective negotiations is the process by which teach

ers, through their designated representative, association, or 

union, negotiate with the governing board, through the board's 

representative, with reference to salary, working conditions, and 

other matters of concern to the negotiating parties. 

Criticism is the act or process of analyzing and judging 

the quality or worth of some particular product or process by 

means of some selected and specified categories related in a 

particular way using some agreed upon criteria. 
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Model is any heuristic myth as an explanatory convenience 

which establishes the forms, parameters, and internal rules which 

will govern the meaning and use of all data processed through it. 

Summary 

A definite trend toward collective bargaining as a mecha

nism for shared decision-making in American public community 

junior colleges has been identified. A number of educational ob

servers have raised questions regarding the appropriateness of 

industrial collective bargaining models being utilized in public 

education as mechanisms for shared decision-making by faculty and 

administration and/or governing boards . Despite the criticism of 

the industrial bargaining models for shared decision-making in 

education there has as yet been no effort to develop a viable 

alternative negotiations model for American public community jun

ior colleges, This study was an attempt to develop such an al

ternative model for negotiations for American public community 

junior colleges. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The review of the literature concentrated on the two main 

elements of this study: collective bargaining and models. 

Collective Bargaining 

"The term 'collective bargaining' was reputedly coined by 

Sidney and Beatrice Webb (Davey 1959, p. 4)" noted historians of 

the British labor movement. It has become an institution and it 

is and has been closely associated with unionism and strikes in 

the United States. 

"Unions date back more than 150 years in the United 

States. But largely unionism dates only from the late 1930's, 

and it has only been in the past decade or so that collective 

bargaining has become widely accepted as the appropriate way to 

settle wages and working issues (Marx 1969, pp. 15-16)."- Accord

ing to Bakke and Kerr, "... the history of collective bargain

ing is inseparable from the history of organized labor (1948, 

p. 356)." Unionism has become accepted in the private sector of 

the economy and this acceptance is being transferred to govern

mental employees. With the acceptance of unionism has come the 

gradual acceptance of collective bargaining in the public sector. 

10 
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"At one point in time it was felt that collective bargaining re

quired labor unions (Williamson and Harris 1945, p. 1)." This 

may or may not be the case today particularly in the field of 

public education. 

According to Flanders (1969) there are several points of 

view regarding the origin of collective bargaining. The tradi

tional view is that collective action on the part of labor was 

developed as an alternate to individual bargaining. This point 

of view gives little consideration to the employersT interest in 

collective bargaining. Another viewpoint is that collective 

bargaining is a form of industrial government which is the shar

ing of industrial sovereignty or power. Finally the managerial 

theory "... holds that those who are integral to the conduct 

of an enterprise should have a voice in decisions of concern to 

them (Chamberlain 1951, p. 135)." A strike or work stoppage was 

the primary tactic used by labor in the private sector to gain 

higher wages or better working conditions. Management countered 

the strike threat with a lockout or denial of the employees T 

right to work. The early years of collective action by employees 

to gain recognition for their union were stormy and often bloody. 

Davey emphasized this poirit when he said, "prior to the Wagner 

Act of 1935 unions usually had to win their spurs by striking for 

recognition (1959, p. 352)." Initially the strike was the tactic 

employed by labor to gain recognition rights for a union. Today 

the strike is the ultimate weapon of employees in collective 
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bargaining. The threat of a strike or the right to strike by 

employees is used as a lever to reach agreement at the bargaining 

table. This change in the function of the strike was made pos

sible by the enactment of federal and state laws providing for 

representation elections and collective bargaining in the private 

sector. According to Taylor, "The election under government aus

pices was substituted for the organizational strike (1969, 

p0 113)." In the recent past, similar laws regulating collective 

bargaining in the public sector have been enacted. The right to 

strike by public employees has, in the main, been denied although 

the issue is far from settled. 

There is a history of unionism in the field of education. 

"The first local teachers' union was created in 1902 in San 

Antonio, Texas, and the second in Chicago later that same year 

(Dershimer 1969, p. 1014)." The name of the union was the 

American Federation of Teachers. The AFT did not advocate col

lective bargaining until the 1940Ts and it was not until 1963 

that the AFT supported work stoppages. Since 1919 the National 

Education Association and the AFT have been in competition. The 

NEA for many years deplored the use of union tactics and the ad

vocacy of collective bargaining by the AFT. Beginning in about 

1959-1960 the NEA advanced the cause of professional negotiations 

but deplored the use of strikes by teachers. However, the suc

cess of the United Federation of Teachers, an AFT local affiliate 

in New York City, in gaining bargaining rights for 44,000 New 
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York City public school teachers forced a change in NEA policy. 

In 1968 the NEA found itself giving qualified support to affil

iates involved in strikes. "The NEA Board of Directors had ap

proved the policy in 1967 (Marx 1969, p. 92)." 

The use of the terms collective bargaining by the AFT and 

professional negotiations by the NEA proved little more than an 

exercise in semantics. The two terms were eventually combined in 

the phrase collective negotiations. Today the terms collective 

bargaining and collective negotiations are often used inter

changeably as are bargaining and negotiations. However, for pur

poses of this study the term negotiations will generally refer to 

the education-public sector which usually excludes certain activ

ities , such as the strike. 

The term collective bargaining, although commonly used, 

is subject to a number of definitions and/or interpretations. 

According to Davey the term "collective bargaining . . . is an 

extremely useful shorthand term for describing a continuous, dy

namic, institutional process for solving problems arising direct

ly out of the employer-employee relationship (1959, p. 4)." 

However, it is not easy to define a complex institutional process 

like collective bargaining in one meaningful sentence. According 

to Schmidt, Parker, and Repas, 

Collective bargaining, by definition, is an exercise 
in pragmatism. It requires an accommodation of poten
tially conflicting views of how parties who adapt the 
pecularities of their own local social and financial en
vironment to their employment relationship. The result 
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. is an agreement to which each contributed and which each 
voluntarily agrees to support, but it may very well not 
completely satisfy either (1967, p. 1). 

Schmidt and others' definition of collective bargaining implies 

conflict between the parties to the negotiation with the con

flicting positions compromised to the extent that the parties can 

voluntarily support the agreement. No explanation as to how 

agreement is reached is given. Soutar's definition of collective 

bargaining attempts to explain how agreement is reached in col

lective bargaining: 

Collective bargaining is a process for the stating 
of disputants' needs in terms of proposals, their dis
cussion, bona fide attempts to understand the other's 
point of view, counterproposals, and persuasion as to 
the mutual advantage of acceptance of proposals and 
counterproposals. In most cases, failing all else (in
cluding voluntary mediation), the bogeyman of "crisis" 
becomes an essential ingredient. Just why is a crisis 
necessary? To ultimately force bargainers to make de
cisions , they would otherwise not make. It is as simple 
as that. In almost every instance successful collective 
bargaining requires leverage in the form of economic 
pressure by one party or the other (1969, pp. 102-103). 

The "crisis" element of collective bargaining is introduced by 

Soutar but is not completely explained. In this instance the 

"crisis" element is a deadline by which agreement must be 

reached. Failure to reach agreement by the deadline could result 

in a work stoppage and subsequent economic loss to the parties. 

In Wildman's view, 

Collective bargaining as practiced in industry is 
essentially a power relationship and a process of power 
accommodation. The essence of bargaining is compromise 
and concession-making on matters over which there is 
conflict between the parties involved in the bargaining 
(1964, p. 154). 
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Wildman introduced the concept of power but did not explain it. 

He did imply that bargaining power in negotiations results in 

compromise and concession-making. The legal definition of col

lective bargaining in the Taft-Hartley Act does little to explain 

the questions of "power," "crisis," and "deadline" left unan

swered in the previous definitions: 

. . .  t o  b a r g a i n  c o l l e c t i v e l y  i s  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  
the mutual obligation of the employer and the representa
tive of the employees to meet at reasonable times and 
confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours, and 
other terms and conditions of employment, or the nego
tiation of an agreement, or any question arising there
under, and the execution of a written contract 
incorporating any agreement reached if requested by 
either party, but such obligation does not compel either 
party to agree to a proposal or require the making of a 
concession .... (Wortman and Randle 1966, p. 5). 

According to this definition there is a mutual obligation on the 

part of the employer and employees to bargain. The subject of 

bargaining is identified as wages, hours, and other terms and 

conditions of employment. A written contract specifying points 

of agreement is also indicated. As defined by Gilroy, Sinicropi, 

Stone, and Urick, collective bargaining is 

. . . the method whereby representatives of the em
ployees and employer determine the conditions of employ
ment through, direct negotiations, norixally resulting in 
a written agreement or contract setting forth the wages, 
hours, and other conditions to be observed for the dura
tion of the agreement (1969, p. SO). 

Representatives of employees and employer are indicated in this 

definition as being involved in direct negotiations to determine 

the conditions of work. Davey's observation elaborated this 

point. "Collective bargaining thus involves organized group 
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relationships on both sides of the bargaining table, rather than 

individual dealings between principals. It is an institutional

ized representative process (1959, p. 6)." Indication is also 

given that a contract agreement is for a specified period of time 

only. 

The previous representative definitions of collective 

bargaining serve to illustrate that there is no hard and fast 

definition of collective bargaining. Collectively they give a 

better indication of what collective bargaining entails since 

each definition seems to place more emphasis on certain elements 

than others. If collective bargaining is procedural, a step by 

step process, no mention of the steps in the process is given 

in these or other definitions of collective bargaining. 

Some authors, notably Wortman and Randle (1966) and Cross 

(1969), have attempted to explain collective bargaining or nego

tiation by identifying the characteristics exhibited in the pro

cess . A merged summary of the characteristics of bargaining as 

seen by Wortman and Randle and Cross follows. 

"Collective bargaining is the relationship of two organi

zations - the management and the representative of the employees 

(Wortman and Randle 1966, p. 9).Tf 

Two parties to collective bargaining are identified— 

management and the representative of the employees. How the re

presentatives are selected and their relationships with manage

ment is not elaborated. 
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"Negotiation . . . will always be associated with co

operative enterprises . . . situations in which all parties stand 

to benefit by reaching an agreement (Cross 1969, p. 4)." 

The implication is that negotiation and cooperative en

terprises go hand in hand and negotiation is the way to reach 

agreement benefiting all parties. 

"'Moves' made during the bargaining process - bids, de

mands, and the acceptance of a final point of agreement - are 

made voluntarily (Cross 1969, p. 9)." 

The implication here is that the parties act voluntarily 

in bargaining. It appears that the power relationship and the 

crisis element of bargaining identified earlier are not control

ling in this instance. 

"Collective bargaining is a pure power relationship be

tween management and the union, in which conflict exists over the 

control of functions in employment relations (Wortman and Randle 

1966, p. 9)." 

This appears to be a description of collective bargaining 

which emphasizes a power relationship between management and a 

union. Conflict seems to be a necessary condition for the activ

ity. 

"The bargaining process is not merely a distributive de

vice; it is productive as well (Cross 1969, p. 4)." 

Distribution of something of worth is implied but is not 

seen as the sole function of the bargaining process inasmuch as 
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it is also productive. What exactly it is productive of is open 

to speculation. 

"Collective bargaining is a continuous process of commun

ication between labor and management during the negotiation, ad

ministration, interpretation, and enforcement of the labor 

agreement (Wortman and Randle 1966, p. 10)." 

This implies that collective bargaining involves more 

than labor and management reaching agreement. There must be con

tinuous communication between the parties relative to the inter

pretation, administration, and enforcement of the agreement. 

A distinguishing characteristic of the bargaining 
process ... is the fact that there are no important 
benefits accruing to either party until both sides have 
accepted the terms of the agreement: that is, the level 
of potential intermediate payoffs is relatively low 
compared to the value received from agreement itself 
(Cross 1969, p. 6). 

Reaching agreement in bargaining and acceptance of the 

terras of agreement is the goal of the parties involved in the 

process. This must be accomplished before any real benefits are 

derived from bargaining by either party. 

Even though the characteristics of bargaining as seen by 

Wortman and Randle (1966) and Cross (1969) may be more inclusive 

than any one definition of collective bargaining, there are ques

tions about bargaining that are left unanswered. It is evident 

that whether collective bargaining is loosely defined or whether 

it is to be known by its characteristics, the effort is to locate 

some process in an attempt to render it understandable. 
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Throughout the literature on collective bargaining, ref

erence is continually made to the models of collective bargaining. 

The models of bargaining referred to most frequently are the dis

tributive and integrative bargaining models as identified by 

Walton and McKersie (1965). These two bargaining models present

ly represent the models for bargaining being utlized at all lev

els of education today. Walton and McKersie explained these two 

models as follows: 

Distributive bargaining is a hypothetical construct 
referring to the complex system of activities instru
mental to the attainment of one party's goals when they 
are in basic conflict with those of the other party. 
It is the type of activity most familiar to students of 
negotiations; in fact, it is "bargaining" in the 
strictest sense of the word. In social negotiations, 
the goal conflict can relate to several values; it can 
involve allocation of any resources, e.g., economic, 
power or status symbols. What game theorists refer to 
as fixed-sum games are the situations we have in mind: 
one person's gain is a loss to the other. The specific 
points at which the negotiating objectives of the two 
parties come in contact define the issues. Formally, 
an issue will refer to an area of common concern in 
which the objectives of the two parties are assumed to 
be in conflict. As such, it is the subject of dis
tributive bargaining. 

Integrative bargaining refers to the system of 
activities which is instrumental to the attainment of 
objectives which are not in fundamental conflict with 
those of the other party and which therefore can be 
integrated to some degree. Such objectives are said to 
define an area of common concern, a problem. Integra
tive bargaining and distributive bargaining are both 
joint decision-making processes. However, these pro
cesses are quite dissimilar and yet are rational re
sponses to different situations. Integrative potential 
exists when the nature of a problem permits solutions 
which benefit both parties, or at least when the gains 
of one party do not represent equal sacrifices by the 
other. This is closely related to what game theorists 
call the varying-sum game (1965, pp. 4-5). 
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The bargaining models of Walton and McKersie exhibited 

the same weakness of the definitions and characteristics of col

lective bargaining previously elaborated in that they are essen

tially descriptive. In both instances the failure to specify or 

identify the "system of activities" instrumental to the attain

ment of objectives through bargaining is the greatest weakness. 

At this point the comments of Stenens regarding collec

tive bargaining are most appropriate: 

At the level of systematic analysis, this is not a 
well developed field of inquiry. Research on collective 
bargaining generally has tended to fragmentation, with 
much of the work comprised of descriptive accounts which 
lack analytical focus - a state of affairs in part ac
counted for by [and in part responsible for] failure to 
develop systematic conceptual apparatus (1969, p. 276). 

Models 

The review of literature to this point was mostly con

cerned with models of collective bargaining and collective nego

tiations . There is a considerable body of literature dealing 

with models as such. 

The use of the term model is found in the literature of 

many and varied subjects. There appears to be no one definition 

of the term nor is there any evidence of a taxonomy of models. 

One can only assume that this situation exists because of the 

many uses models can and do serve. There can be little doubt 

that the use of the term is a convenience to many people in their 

efforts to illustrate to explain systems, theories, or matters of 
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fact. Whatever its use or purpose it is incumbent upon the user 

to define the term relative to the function his "model" renders. 

The Random House Dictionary of the English Language de

fines the term model as "a pattern or mode of structure or forma

tion; a system of things and relations satisfying a set of axi

oms, so that the axioms can be interpreted as true statements 

about the system (Jess Stein 1966, p. 290)." 

A number of writers have emphasized the explanatory use 

of models. Among those recognizing the explanatory use of models 

have been Ubbink (1961, p. 178), Apostel (1961, p. 14), Hesse 

(1966, p. 165), Nagel (1961, p. 90), Saunders (1969, p. 106), and 

Morgenbesser, Suppes, and White (1969, p. 372). Fincher has very 

briefly identified four kinds of models and their use: discur

sive, normative, functional, and structural. Fincher emphasized 

that a model is: 

. . . merely a construction of some device which 
will clarify thought and discussion. The model is con
structed as if it would describe the events, entities, 
or processes, under consideration. There should be no 
confusion of the model with the events that it repre
sents . Nor should the model be regarded as an explana
tion of the events it represents. The model is to be 
judged by the convenience or ease with which it facil
itates thought and discussion; if the model sharpens or 
clarifies the idea, or if it directs our thinking along 
productive channels, it serves its purpose (1965, p. 4). 

Fincher's view of model usage was supported by Morgenbesser and 

others when they stated that the heuristic use of a model "at

tempts to pinpoint the necessary elements required of an activ

ity and raises questions about the efficacy of the processes." 
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A structural model for them, "attempts a systematic picture of 

the process." Models function to "provide central or integrating 

concepts and the relations they elaborate remain as an organizing 

framework for the theory (1969, p. 372)." 

Structural model usage appears to be of the highest or

der. A structural model of collective bargaining would avoid the 

vagueness and ambiguity associated with discursive, normative, 

and functional models, which may be classified as descriptive 

models . A structural model can serve as an organizing framework 

for the theory of collective bargaining and be generic to other 

types of models. 

For the purpose of this study it must be assumed that all 

models in the most basic sense are structural in character. 

Their structure is made up of the assumptions and rules by which 

a particular negotiation is conducted. A multi-level framework 

was used in the construction of the structural model of collec

tive bargaining. Each level of the framework was viewed as a 

model and was placed in series from simple to complex and seen 

as responsible to the bigger model of collective bargaining. 

This larger model, for purposes of this study, was referred to 

as the methodological model. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

An inquiry into models of collective bargaining was con

ducted. The most basic and pervasive issues were described. The 

goals of these models were established. A model was then formu

lated for the analysis of models of collective bargaining. This 

model was then reconstructed as a new and more viable model for 

negotiations. This model of collective bargaining was drawn from 

those ideas, propositions, concepts, processes, and procedures 

generic to the distributive and integrative bargaining models 

identified in the field of labor relations. In this sense inte

grative bargaining and distributive bargaining are simply varia

tions of the bigger idea of collective bargaining. The nature of 

the inquiry for this new collective bargaining model was in the 

form of a critical analysis utilizing several criticism types. 

The critical problems of these criticisms were then used to guide 

the formulation of a more basic model for negotiations for Ameri

can public community junior colleges. 

The first step in the process previously elaborated was 

the construction of a structural model of collective bargaining. 

A multi-level framework was used in placing the content of the 

23 
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model at one of three levels of inclusiveness: process, formal, 

or fundamental. The framework was an adaptation of a similar 

technique developed by Saunders to "organize judgment forms and 

criteria on successively more inclusive levels (1969, pp. 107-

113.)" This procedure of sequencing levels by distinguishing 

between descriptive data, contextual concerns, and value deci

sions in that order made it possible for a systematic construc

tion of a "structure" for the collective bargaining model prior 

to its use as a critical system. 

The content of the structural model of collective bar

gaining was first composed of statements drawn from the litera

ture representing the ideas, concepts, processes, events, or 

entities of collective bargaining. From these statements se

lected categories of collective bargaining were established. 

These categories were then grouped by their common application 

possibilities. The form for this grouping became the first 

methodological criticism: a technique of placing explanatory 

content in a blank form to highlight the relational properties 

of the relevant variables of the system under study. 

This step was followed by an internal and external criti

cism of the grouped categories of collective bargaining. The in

ternal criticism was an attempt to show the inadequacy of the 

position from the inside or in terms of internal consistency. 

Such criticism is intended to show the need to adopt another 

standpoint by exposing the inadequacy of a position in terms of 



the position itself. The steps from assumptions, or primitive 

terms, which lead to conclusions based on these initial assump

tions are necessarily connected and sequential. When it can be 

shown that these conclusions cannot be derived from the stated 

assumptions, an internal criticism has been applied. External 

criticism is the criticism of a position by condemning it simply 

because it does not measure up to criteria formulated from a 

different and possible polemical position. When the assumptions 

used in one system are used to criticize the conclusions of a 

different, often incompatible system an external criticism has 

been employed. The attempt of the external criticism in this 

instance was to point out the weaknesses and inapplicability of 

the assumptions and categories of collective bargaining when ap

plied to negotiations in the field of public community junior 

college education. 

The internal and external criticism of the categories of 

collective bargaining was guided by a concern for value issues 

and the "criteria of adequacy" for theory construction. An ex

planation of each of these factors in the criticism of collective 

bargaining follows. 

Value Concern 

It has been said that there is no view without a point of 

view. Our actions are guided by theory with the term theory 

"used to designate those clusters of philosophical insights that 
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form Gestalts and bring meaning to the situation—thus helping us 

to manage our affairs more effectively (Graff, Street, Kimbrough, 

and Dykes 1966, p. 47)." Theories are based on assumptions and 

back of these assumptions are other assumptions. If our assump

tions are unsound, our theory will not achieve the desired re

sult. Bridgman recognized this when he stated, "It is impossible 

to transcend the human reference point (1966, pp. 45-46)." What 

is proposed is that theories in the social sciences are subject 

to value biases and any investigation of social science theory 

should be aware of the need to identify this bias when it occurs. 

"Value-judgments are very difficult to deal with by counting 

devices, but they can be dealt with functionally and logically 

(Dimock 1958, p. 57)." This is the same approach recommended by 

Champlin (1956) and the approach utilized in this study in the 

effort to identify the value judgments basic to the bargaining 

models. There must be a value, or goal which is an operational 

value, that binds all thinking to some common theme. 

Several writers have demonstrated an interest and concern 

with the value problem in social science theory as it relates to 

administration and education. Among them are Nagel (1961), Dror 

(1968), Harold Stein (1952), Fischer and Thomas (1965), and Dim

ock (1958). Dimock's observation highlights the concern of these 

writers: "In almost every recorded case report on administration 

I have ever read the conclusion stands out that values, not 



techniques, were the eventual determinants of action." And, 

further observed Dimock, "... the shortcut which considers 

merely force is not always the best policy and that in almost 

every important policy decision the turning point is values and 

morality (1958, pp. 56-59)." The influential role of values in 

theory development and consequently in guiding actions of public 

concern is a justifiable concern of any criticism of public pol

icy since, as Champlin stated, "... comprehensive value frame

works persist as alternative proposals for the means, ends, 

methods, and criteria of human conduct . . . [inquiry] singles 

out value criteria, judgmental method and goal formulation as 

these are at work in, or proposed for, an important human insti

tution (1956, p. 467)." 

Criteria of Adequacy for Theory Construction 

It has been said that "We generally agree that all intel

ligent activity is guided by theory concepts (Graff and others 

1966, p. 7)." Acceptance of this statement indicates the impor

tance of satisfying certain criteria for theory development in 

education and educational administration. The criteria of ade

quacy for theory construction utilized in this study were devel

oped from the writings of Graff and others (1966) and Champlin 

(1961). These criteria were summarized in the following state

ments by insisting that theory must: 

1. Distinguish the domain of the profession from what 

it isn't. 



2. Show some consistency and a considerable degree of 

mutual support in diverse fields and be compatible with our 

"democratic" social theory and sociologically sound. 

3. Be comprehensive by providing for all activities to 

be encountered. 

a. Be sufficiently general as to deal with what 

comes into the scope of education as well as to pro

vide a shared determination of what does come into the 

s cope. 

4. Be normative, indicate selections and rejections, 

frame alternatives, and submit to the scrutiny of all those con

cerned . 

a. Yield commonly understood procedures and di

rectives . 

b. Have determinate results which would differ if 

the theory were to be denied. 

5. Be precise rather than vague and ambiguous. 

a. Frame problems capable of solution with the 

procedures for the solution built in, i.e., must be 

methodological and indicate means to be employed for 

gaining ends. ' 

6. Yield to, permit and encourage ethical controversy. 
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Summary 

The critical problems of the internal and external criti

cisms of the categories of collective bargaining were placed in 

opposition by the bigger, more inclusive criticism type herein 

called methodological criticism. This more basic criticism form 

was then used to guide the formulation of a more basic model for 

negotiations for American public community junior colleges. This 

entire procedure represented the methodological criticism of the 

collective bargaining model. The alternative model for negotia

tion emerged as the product of the criticism of the collective 

bargaining model and should be suitable for negotiations in the 

field of American public community junior college education. 



CHAPTER 4 

A MODEL FOR THE ANALYSIS OF OTHER 
MODELS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

To develop a model at a generic level to other models of 

collective bargaining required an initial look at the bargaining 

models to be analyzed. It was necessary to locate the boundaries 

and major foci of the basic location procedure of the bargaining 

models. Thus collective bargaining was seen as an instance of 

negotiation. Negotiation is the interaction of two or more par

ties in an effort to reach agreement on a particular point in 

question. Negotiations usually begin with considerable distance 

between stated or unstated positions or settlement points . 

Through a process of communication, which reflects a strategy 

developed to win or gain the partyTs position, agreement is 

reached. A wide variety of tactics can be exhibited and are 

utilized to either persuade or force the parties to a resolution 

of the disagreement. The range of agreement can be located at 

any point on a continuum from total gain or total loss as the 

final agreement relates to each party's original position or 

settlement point. The goal of bargaining is to win the party's 

position, but the final settlement may be considerably short of 

the original goal. 

30 
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The process of reaching agreement reflects movement by at 

least one party, but characteristically both parties, from a 

position of divergence to a position of convergence with the 

position of the other party. Sacrificing issues and disagree

ments are two major variables involved in the process. 

Figure 1 is representative of a process of negotiations. 

A necessary observation from an integrative viewpoint is 

that when there are two options there must always be a generic 

framework that articulates the two options. Collective bargain

ing itself can be seen as a generic model. Further, the catego

ries of the collective bargaining model are generic because all 

of the categories are common to the two basic models for collec

tive bargaining—distributive and integrative. Distributive 

bargaining is the dominant form of labor negotiations. Integra

tive bargaining is less frequently used for negotiations in the 

private sector. 

Distributive bargaining has been variously identified as 

zero-sum bargaining or the marketplace approach. Referred to as 

a model it has been termed the confrontation model, adversary 

model, conflict model, or the crisis model. The items negotiated 

in distributive bargaining are known as issues, or areas of com

mon concern of the parties involved, over which there are diver

gent views. Generally issues are concerned with economic 

benefits and conditions of work but may include other items such 

as formulation of policy. The use of power or force, 
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characteristic of work stoppages or lockouts are characteristi

cally used in gaining acceptance of a position. Compromise and 

concession are often experienced by the parties involved. 

Integrative bargaining has been described as varying-sum 

bargaining, creative bargaining, and collective consultation. It 

has also been labeled the problem solving model. The subjects to 

be discussed by integrative bargaining techniques are usually 

seen as problems to be solved. A problem emerges from an area of 

concern to both parties in which the positions held are conver

gent or can be integrated to some extent. The use of reason and 

persuasion are employed by both parties in the resolution of 

problems, with the agreed upon solution being of mutual benefit 

to the participants„ 

Distributive and integrative bargaining are representa

tional decision making processes employed to maintain harmony in 

the employer-employee relationship (see Figure 2). 

In analyzing the two models for bargaining, representa

tive components were identified in each. These common compo

nents were established as categories of a structural model for 

collective bargaining which is generic to the distributive and 

integrative models for negotiations. These categories represent 

the content of collective bargaining for the structural model. 
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The literature of collective bargaining was the source 

from which the categories of the collective bargaining model were 

drawn. The definitions, characteristics, explanations, and de

scriptions of the variations of collective bargaining found in 

the literature were seen as pointing towards various common ele

ments which were formed into categories for the collective bar

gaining model. The placing of these statements at one of three 

levels of inclusiveness in the methodological model was the ini

tial step in determining the relationships of the categories of 

the collective bargaining model. 

The Collective Bargaining Model 

The content of the collective bargaining model was com

posed of statements representing the ideas, concepts, processes, 

events or entities of the process of negotiating an agreement 

through collective bargaining. These statements served as the 

source material from which the categories were drawn. The under

lined passages represented the items considered for membership in 

a category. The following three levels of inclusiveness were 

utilized in organizing the model for collective bargaining. 

Fundamental Level ' 

Criteria for inclusion as categories at the fundamental 

level were values, goals, choicing, rules, directing agencies. 

The fundamental level of the framework is comprised of 

those elements of a system which are basic to the idea or concept 
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and that influence the development of all aspects of the system. 

The components of this level are chosen from competing alterna

tives by those who initiated the idea basic to the system. The 

reason for a particular choice made from competing alternatives 

is often unspecified, but can generally be assumed to reflect a 

value bias. As such, they are value choices. A value in this 

sense can be defined as an undeclared commitment. A goal at this 

level is equivalent to an operationalized value, i.e., what the 

value does when it is implemented. 

". . . it is fundamental in labor relations that the 

people who matter in collective bargaining are the people who do 

the work of the enterprise . . . (Jensen 1963, p. 552)." (Empha

sis mine.) 

"The institution of collective bargaining is best suited 

to accommodate the interests of the immediate parties to an 

agreement, not some alleged third-party interest (Dunlop and 

Chamberlain 1967, p. 16)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"It [good faithj facilitates personal amity between the 

bargainers and sounder and saner judgment on their part (Lutz and 

Azarelli 1966, p. 90)." 

"The essence of bargaining is compromise in search of an 

accommodation on matters over which there is conflict between 

mutually dependent parties (Perry and Wildman 1970, p. 61)." 

(Emphas is mine.) 

I 
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"The avowed theoretical purpose and practical effect of 

collective bargaining in industry in this country has been to 

grant to employee organizations an increased measure of control 

over the decision making processes of management (Wildman 1964, 
i 

p. 154)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"Collective negotiations is a system of representative 

government (Wollett and Chanin 1970, p. 51)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"Bilateral determination of the terms and conditions of 

employment through the process of negotiations means that neither 

party has the ability to impose its will on the other, and that 

each is able, in law and in fact, to veto proposals of the other 

(Wollett and Chanin 1970, p. 15)." (Emphasis mine.) 

Since the passage of the National Labor Relations 
Act in 1935, exclusive recognition has been accepted as 
one of the basic principles of collective bargaining in 
the private sector. It was felt that a single repre
sentative of all employees in a particular bargaining 
unit was necessary in order to have effective collective 
bargaining (Moskow 1966, p. 117)." (Emphasis 'mine.) 

"The concept of collective bargaining, as developed by 

American unions, includes the acquisition of exclusive bargaining 

rights by one organization (Woodworth and Peterson 1969, pp. 338-

339)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"Good faith in collective bargaining is a vital concept. 

It may be said to exist when neither side seriously threatens the 

organizational existence of the other (Lutz and Azarelli 1966, 

p. 90)." (Emphasis mine.) 
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"Today 'good faith* bargaining means that both parties 

must have an honest desire to reach an agreement (Wortman and 

Randle 1966, p. 6)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"Collective bargaining is merely one manisfestation of 

human relations. It can succeed only where there is a desire to 

show mutual respect and recognition of the rights and responsi

bilities of both parties (Carlton and Goodwin 1969, p. 318)." 

(Emphasis mine.) 

"The theory of collective bargaining has constantly been 

refined since 1935, but the basic idea remains: Employees as a 

group have a right to bargain with management as to the terms and 

conditions under which they will perform their work (Lutz and 

Azarelli 1966, p. 7)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"The three-party process destroys the ability of the 

two-party process to work (Jensen 1963, p. 556)." (Emphasis 

mine.) 

"Collective bargaining is essentially a bilateral 

decision-making process (Perry and Wildman 1970, p. 217)." (Em

phasis mine.) 

"Most private sector bargaining models assume a two-party 

relationship (Wolfbein 1970, p. 221)." (Emphasis mine.) 

Formal Level 

Criteria for inclusion as categories at the formal level 

were procedures, alternatives, steps, sequences. 
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The limits or controlling features of the activity under 

consideration are placed at this level of the framework. The 

concepts presented at this level set the framework within which 

and toward which the activities of the system are to be directed. 

The constraints placed upon the activity are structural alterna

tives and as such present options but preclude a specific choice 

due to the absence of a fundamental value-goal. In this sense 

the structural alternatives are features or limits of the system 

and can be likened to the rules of a game. 

"Negotiation—will always be associated with cooperative 

enterprises . . . situations in which all parties stand to bene

fit by reaching an agreement (Cross 1969, p. 4)." (Emphasis 

mine.) 

"A genuine interdependence exists between the parties. 

The parties . . . also have diverse or conflicting interests 

(Jensen 1963, p. 549)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"Collective bargaining is the relationship of two organi

zations - the management and the representative of the employees 

(Wortman and Randle 1966, p. 9)." (Emphasis mine.) 

The theory and practice of collective bargaining are 
based on two assumptions: first, that there is signifi
cant and continuing conflict between the managers ana 
the managed in any enterprise; and second, that there 
will be a strong community of interest and consensus 
within the employee group in regard to items and areas 
of judgment over which there will be confli-ct with the 
managing authority (Perry and Wildroan 1970, p. 25). 
(Emphasis mine.) 
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"Collective bargaining is private two-party decision mak

ing (Jensen 1963, p. 552)." (Emphasis mine.) 

Collective bargaining, by definition, is an exercise 
in pragmatism. It requires an accommodation of poten
tially conflicting views of how parties who adapt the 
peculiarities of their own local social and financial 
environment to their employment relationship. The re
sult is an agreement to which each contributed and which 
each voluntarily agrees to support, but it may very well 
not completely satisfy either (Schmidt, Parker, and 
Repas 1967, p. 1). (Emphasis mine.) 

". . . it is a process of finding out the settlement po

sition of the other ... a process of achieving consent (Jensen 

1963, p. 555)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"The parties to collective bargaining are not completely 

informed of the precise nature of the position of the other (Jen

sen 1963, p. 550)." (Emphasis mine.) 

It is said to be like a poker game. The largest pots 
go to those who combine deception, bluff, and luck or 
ability to come up with a strong hand on the occasions 
they are challenged or "seen" by the other side. But the 
rules of the collective bargaining game are not so well 
established or determined in advance as poker, and the 
victor is not always so easy to identify (Dunlop and 
Healy 1955, p. 53). (Emphasis mine.) 

"The bargaining process ... is carried out for the 

central purpose of discovering the otherTs settlement position 

without prior revelation of one's own settlement position (Jen

sen 1963, p. 552)." (Emphasis mine.) 

Having identified its objectives and priorities, the 
organization must then ascertain the facts upon the ba
sis of which it can devise a plan for the effective 
mobilization and use of its strengths Iand the exploita
tion of the adversary's weaknesses] in order to achieve 
its goals (Wollett and Chanin 1970, p. 417). (Emphasis 
mine.) 
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"The approach to collective bargaining is very much like 

the approach to games. The parties have a certain freedom to 

decide upon their strategies and tactics (Jensen 1963, p. 553)." 

(Emphasis mine.) 

"Collective bargaining is sometimes likened to a debating 

society. There is the same flow of words, massing of arguments, 

and name calling, but unions and managements are engaged in no 

academic affairs; there are great issues at stake (Dunlop and 

Healy 1955, p. 53)." (Emphasis mine.) 

" . . .  t h e  depth of feeling displayed in some negotia

tions and strikes suggests that logical argument is not the only 

ingredient in collective bargaining (Dunlop and Healy 1955, 

p. 53)." (Emphasis mine.) 

" . . .  t h e  essence of bargaining is power: (1) to pro

vide benefits or satisfactions, or (2) to inflict cost or pain 

(Lutz and Azarelli 1966, p. 87)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"There is a solid rule in negotiations that what one 

gains at the table is proportional to the power one brings to the 

bargaining table (Lutz and Azarelli 1966, p. 8)." (Emphasis 

mine.) 
I 

Process Level 

Criteria for inclusion as categories at the process level 

were logistic concerns and descriptive items. 

The logistic activities engaged in by the participants in 

a system are placed at this level. The processes or activities 
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engaged in during any negotiation are processed in some formal 

circumstance, e.g., time, place, format, etc., are components of 

any meeting which may be grouped within many different sets of 

rules (formal level). The fundamental level selects and rejects 

between the different alternative sets of rules. 

"Moves made during the bargaining process - bids, de

mands , and the acceptance of a final point of agreement - are 

made voluntarily (Cross 1969, p. 9)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"Collective bargaining is a continuous process of commu

nication between labor and management during the negotiation, 

administration, interpretation, and enforcement of the labor 

agreement (Wortman and Randle 1966, p. 10)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"Collective bargaining as practiced in industry is es

sentially a power relationship and a process of power accommoda

tion. The essence of bargaining is compromise and concession 

making on matters over which there is conflict between the par

ties involved in the bargaining (Wildman 1964, p. 154)." (Em

phasis mine.) 

"Collective bargaining is a pure power relationship be

tween management and the union, in which conflict exists over the 

control of functions in employment relations (Wortman and Randle 

1966, p. 9)." (Emphasis mine.) 

Full scale collective bargaining is much more than 
an elaborate structure for open communication or a for
mal procedure for the mutually satisfactory resolution 
of problems. As traditionally practiced and perceived, 
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it is an adversary process for the articulation and ac
commodation of group conflict on the basis of power 
(Perry and Wildiian 1970, p. 216). (Emphasis mine.) 

"Both parties operate within certain internal and exter

nal restraints (Jensen 1963, p. 550)." (Emphasis mine.) 

" . . .  c o l l e c t i v e  b a r g a i n i n g  i s  a  t y p e  o f  g a m e  played 

under highly elaborate, if unwritten, rules and carried out un

der strong behavioral expectations (Carlton and Goodwin 1969, 

p. 318)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"Collective bargaining is a process for the stating 
of disputants' needs in terms of proposals, their dis
cussion, bona fide attempts to understand the other"'s 
point of view, counterproposals, and persuasion as to 
the mutual advantage of acceptance of proposals and 
counterproposals. In most cases, failing all else £ in
cluding voluntary mediation], the bogeyman of "crisis" 
becomes an essential ingredient. Just why is a crisis 
necessary? To ultimately force bargainers to make de
cisions they would otherwise not makl"^ It is as sim-
ple as that. In almost every instance successful 
collective bargaining requires leverage in the form of 
economic pressure by one party or the other (Power, 
Sackman, and Walsh 1969, pp. 102-103). (Emphasis 
mine..) 

. . .  t o  b a r g a i n  c o l l e c t i v e l y  i s  t h e  performance of 
the mutual obligation of the employer and the repre
sentative of the employees to meet at reasonable times 
and confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours, 
and other terms and conditions of employment, or the 
negotiation of an agreement, or any question arising 
thereunder, and the execution of a written contract 
incorporating any agreement reached if requested by 
either party, but such obligation does not. compel either 
party to agree to a proposal or require the making of a 
concession . . . (Wortman and Randle 1966, p. 5). 
(Emphasis mine.) 

" . . .  t h e  m e t h o d  w h e r e b y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  t h e  e m p l o y 

ees and employer determine the conditions of employment through 
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direct negotiations, normally resulting in a written agreement or 

contract setting forth the wages, hours, and other conditions to 

be observed for the duration of the agreement (Gilroy, Sinicropi, 

Stone, and Urick 1969, p. 50)." (Emphasis mine.) 

"It is doubtful that collective bargaining would work 

satisfactorily without resort to a deadline. It forces the par

ties to come to decisions that otherwise might never be forced 

(Jensen 1963, p. 555)." (Emphasis mine.) 

A distinguishing characteristic of the bargaining 
process ... is the fact that there are no important 
benefits accruing to either party until both sides have 
accepted the terms of the agreement: that is, the level 
of potential intermediate payoffs is relatively low com
pared to the value received from agreement itself 
(Cross 1969, p. 6). (Emphasis mine.) 

"The deadline forces decisions on both parties. The 

deadline is a basic feature of collective bargaining which impels 

the parties to weigh and to evaluate the choice between agreement 

and a work stoppage (Dunlop and Healy 1955, pp. 57-58)." (Empha

sis mine.) 

The Categories of Collective Bargaining 

Through examination of the statements comprising the 

structure of the collective bargaining models certain features 

of the activity of collective bargaining were identified as sig

nificant primarily because of the emphasis given them by the 

writers in the field of collective bargaining. These features 

were then grouped and assigned a term that was seen as inclusive 

of the idea expressed by the statements. These terms were then 



established as the categories or substantive content of collec

tive bargaining in a generic sense. This process was the final 

procedure as stated for method criticism. Figure 3 illustrates 

the culmination of the above process. 

CATEGORIES OF 
DISTRIBUTIVE 
BARGAINING 

GENERIC CATEGORIES 
OF 

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

Fundamental Level 

CATEGORIES OF 
INTEGRATIVE 
BARGAINING 

Criteria for inclusion of categories at the funda
mental level: values, goals, choicing, rules, and 
directing agencies. 

Divergent 
Exclusive 
Limited 
Doubt 

Interests Confluent 
Recognition Inclusive 

Representative Parties Unlimited 
Trust (Good Faith) Belief 

Formal Level 
Criteria for inclusion at the formal level: 
cedures, alternatives, steps, and sequence. 

Pro-

Qualified 
Expedient 
Covert 
Cloaked 

Involuntary 

Interdependence 
Decision Making 
Communication 

Moves 
Impasse Resolution 

Unqualified 
Rational 
Overt 

Ostensible 
Voluntary 

Process Level 
Criteria for inclusion at the process level: 
gistic concerns and descriptive items. 

lo-

Private 
Issues 
Narrow 
Exact 

Binding Agreement 

Meetings 
Agenda 

Payoff Structure 
Deadline 

Control (Document) 

Public 
Problems 
Broad 

Tentative 
Policy 

Figure 3. The Categories of Collective Bargaining 
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The center column indicates the generic categories for 

the parallel terms in distributive and integrative bargaining re

spectively. This is to say that in distributive and integrative 

bargaining there are key categories represented in the literature 

for each form of bargaining. However, these ostensively incom

patible categories were seen to have a common base which in terms 

of the preceding figure represents the center column. These cate

gories were placed at three levels of inclusiveness as they were 

more or less inclusive as determined by the three level model 

composed of a process level, a formal level, and a fundamental 

level. 

There are many concepts which remain ambiguous in such a 

taxonomy as shown in Figure 3. Agreement, for instance, may be 

either a fundamental concept, as that for which one seeks, or it 

may be a process term when it refers merely to an idea to be dis

cussed. The rule here is to differentiate between an idea as a 

goal and an idea as a simple component of some discussion. 

Criticisms of Collective Bargaining Models 

The internal and external criticism of the categories of 

collective bargaining was the next step of the inquiry. The em

phasis of this study was directed toward the process of negotiat

ing an agreement or contract through collective bargaining. The 

criticism of the model for collective bargaining concentrated on 

those features of collective bargaining by which agreement is 
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reached. However, it did appear reasonable to question the 

transfer of collective bargaining to the field of public commu

nity junior college education. 

Although negotiations occur in all segments of society, 

collective bargaining, as an instance of negotiation, was devel

oped in the private sector of our economy for reasons not at 

issue in this inquiry. Community junior college education devel

oped in the public sector of our economy. These categories, 

public and private, are usually considered mutually exclusive. 

Hence, the utilization of a bargaining model from the private 

sector to the public sector is an instance of category jumping 

and represents a universe of discourse fallacy. For instance, 

it seems obvious that the value base changes so drastically when 

one jumps systems (from the private sector to the public sector) 

as to render conclusions totally vague and thereby useless. The 

appropriate context for collective bargaining as presently prac

ticed is the private sector of the economy, not the public sector 

of which American public community junior colleges are a part. 

This is not to say that negotiations cannot or should not occur 

in the public community junior college setting; but if and when 

they do, it would be inappropriate to adopt the private sector 

negotiations model simply because it is the only available model. 

Fundamental Level: Interests 

Each party to collective bargaining has an overriding 

interest in maintaining or advancing the position of its 
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respective organization. Management is most desirous of main

taining its traditional role of decision maker whereas labor is 

desirous of obtaining a voice in the decision-making process. 

Each party wishes to expand its role and is most reluctant to 

give up rights previously granted or gained. Each party is 

actively engaged in efforts to advance its position in the rela

tionship . 

In collective bargaining practice, the interests of the 

employee organization are expressed through the presentation of 

a "package" to the representative of management. In distributive 

bargaining the package is referred to as "demands" or "issues," 

and in integrative bargaining as "problems." In distributive 

bargaining the items are listed but not necessarily in order of 

priority of concern as viewed by the employee organization. It 

is also understood by both parties that some of these demands are 

presented only to be used as "trade-offs" during actual negotia

tions . 

The presentation of a package narks the beginning of ne

gotiations in distributive bargaining. The response of the re

presentative of management to the package characteristically 

defines those issues over which there will be "hard bargaining." 

Acceptance of the package as presented is not likely, as it would 

in all probability be interpreted as a failure to engage in nego

tiations . 
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Not as much importance is assigned the package in inte

grative bargaining. This is so because it is assumed that there 

is little likelihood of conflict developing, since the resolution 

of the problems presented are anticipated to be mutually benefit

ing to the parties. 

Typically, the employee organization takes the initiative 

in proposing topics for negotiation which reflect the interests 

of the employees. These items comprise the agenda for each of 

the bargaining models. 

In distributive bargaining the interests of the parties 

are in conflict. Conflict results because the goal of each party 

is to gain at the expense of the other party. Divergent goals of 

the parties are characteristic of distributive bargaining. 

The relationship of the parties to integrative bargaining 

is not characterized by conflict. Convergence of goals is pos

sible because the spirit of each party is to solve a problem that 

will be mutually beneficial and pose no threat to either organi

zation . 

It would appear that an interest in organizational su

premacy accounts to a great extent for the conflict characteris

tic of distributive bargaining. Identification of a common 

problem whose solution will benefit both organizations lessens 

or removes any threat to the organizations and enables them to 

concentrate on attainment of a solution. Any attempt to find a 

goal that includes the goals of the parties to bargaining is 
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certainly worth the effort. Such an approach will avoid the con

sequences that arise when organizations attempt to establish 

their supremacy over each other. 

Fundamental Level: Recognition 

Exclusive recognition is a basic concept of collective 

bargaining. Both bargaining models accommodate this assumption 

or idea. It is assumed that a strong community of interests ex

ists among the employees of an organization and that representa

tion of the employee interests is best served through an employee 

organization elected by a majority of the employees to be their 

sole representative to management. The majority organization, as 

determined by an election, is given the authority to speak for 

all employees even though some of those employees may not be in 

agreement with the organization's goals . Generally, exclusive 

recognition is granted for a specific period of time, usually one 

to three years. Those employees not in support of the majority 

organization are excluded from presenting their views during 

bargaining sessions. Collective bargaining is a representational 

system, but in actual practice some employees may not be repre

sented . The concept of exclusive recognition appears to be most 

undemocratic and at odds with representational government in the 

American sense. 

Exclusive recognition may be particularly well suited for 

a two-party bargaining relationship, i.e., employer-employee. 
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However, there is some question as to whether public community 

junior college education is a two-party relationship. 

Fundamental Level: 
Representative Parties 

Collective bargaining is perceived as a representative 

system. In collective bargaining there are typically two par

ties, labor and management, represented in a negotiation. In the 

private sector context, management is the representative of the 

industrial or business organization and as such is responsible to 

those who own the enterprise. The elected employee bargaining 

agent is the representative of the workers involved in the enter

prise. Thus a clear distinction is drawn between management and 

labor in private sector bargaining. The assumption basic to this 

is that bargaining should be limited to those who do the work of 

the enterprise. As a consequence of this assumption, the bar

gaining models are structured for a two-party relationship with 

the representative parties in such a negotiation responsible to 

those whom they represent. Certainly such a clear distinction of 

representation does not have a parallel in any educational pat

tern. Representation limited to labor and management, if these 

are identifiable in the educational context, is too limited a 

concept to be appropriate for negotiations at the community jun

ior college level because such representation excludes the stu

dents and the community. 
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There can be little argument with the assumption that all 

those affected by a decision should participate, in some way, in 

a determination affecting them. This participation is fully con

sistent with democratic practice. In public higher education 

there appears to be a third party, the students, who should have 

some say about both the quantity and quality of the service they 

receive, both of which could be affected by a two-party negotia

tion of governing board and teachers . In the context of private 

business or industry representative two-party negotiation may be 

a valid assumption as long as the interests of either party do 

not threaten the existence of the organization. However, the 

pervasiveness of the public community junior college educational 

enterprise demands an opportunity for all those affected by a 

decision, however determined, to participate in the determina

tion. Certainly this places a demand for something more than 

two-party involvement and raises serious questions about the ap

propriateness of the bargaining models for education. 

There appears to be a significant distinction between the 

private and education-public sectors of the economy. The profit 

motive seems to be the influencing factor in the private sector 

while service to people is the influencing factor in the 

education-public sector. The fact that few industries or busi

nesses will continue to produce a product or service at a loss 

illustrates the dominance of the profit motive in the private 

sector. This reality accommodates the two-party orientation of 
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bargaining in the private sector. However, public institutions 

are service oriented. The service provided is determined by the 

people who support the institution, through taxes, to satisfy a 

particular societal or community need. 

Fundamental Level: 
Trust (Good Faith) 

Trust or "good faith" is basic to collective bargaining. 

The concept of "good faith" is essentially the belief that the 

parties to a negotiation desire to reach agreement. However, 

there are no criteria by which the degree of "good faith" of the 

parties can be ascertained. Additionally, the nature of the 

bargaining relationship would seem to influence the "good faith" 

relationship. 

The aim of the parties in a distributive negotiation is 

to gain a desired goal which represents a corresponding loss to 

the other party. There is no question that there is a desire to 

reach a decision, but the goal is to reach a decision on "the" 

terms of one party. It would appear to be extremely difficult to 

have trust, an assumption of good faith, in an adversary whose 

goal is to gain at another's expense. Openness of a party would 

be at the risk of suffering a loss at the expense of the other 

party. It is advantageous never to let the opponent know at what 

point one would be willing to settle. The consequences of such 

action might be the loss of a possible gain had the settlement 

point not been known. 
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The use of force or power in a distributive negotiation 

to gain a point is common and indeed anticipated by the parties. 

The concept of "good faith" would seem to be a difficult posi

tion to hold when each party to a negotiation is willing to force 

its position on the other party. 

There appears to be more reason to accept the "good 

faith" condition in an integrative bargaining relationship. How

ever, there is no way to be certain that a party will not engage 

in a distributive strategy when the other party is engaging in an 

integrative strategy. Limited trust would seem to be the most 

the parties could afford to hold without assurance that strate

gies were limited to those characteristic to integrative negotia

tions . 

Trust or "good faith" has to be judged an important value 

in any relationship. However, since there are no operational 

definition of the term and no criteria by which it is developed 

or by which good faith would be evaluated, it is vague and ambig

uous at best. 

Formal Level: Interdependence 

Interdependence or mutual dependence exists between the 

parties involved in collective bargaining, although the degree of 

interdependence is not the same for the parties involved in dis

tributive bargaining as it is for those involved in integrative 

bargaining. The variation in the degree of interdependence oc

curs primarily because of the nature or purpose of the bargaining 
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models. Lineal interdependence characterizes the relationship of 

the parties in distributive bargaining, since it is structured 

for a conflict of interest situation. The settlement of distrib

utive bargaining represents minimum final accord. Multiple in

terdependence or parallel dependence characterizes the 

integrative bargaining relationship with settlement representing 

shared conclusions and maximum benefit to both parties and shared 

concern for others. Total interdependence exemplifies the rela

tionship of parties in an educational enterprise, as the goals of 

education are, both a part of everyone, and bigger than any one 

interest. The theme is pervasive, non-chronological; and any 

success is a success for everybody as long as everyone on all 

sides has agreed to the consequences. These consequences in a 

democracy must be judged by all affected by the choice and in 

some extreme way even by the generation for whom it should be 

judged in principle. This is a most significant point! In the 

field of labor relations the concern of collective bargaining has 

been for the interests of the employer and the employee organiza

tions . Each is seen to be dependent upon the other. In the 

field of education, concern must be shown for the student because 

his education is the purpose of the institution. Without stu

dents there is no need for the institution of education. If one 

can assume an employer versus employee (that is, board-

administration versus teaching faculty) relationship in the field 

of education, both of them are in service to the student for whom 
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the institution was founded. They are both dependent upon the 

student to a greater extent than they are dependent upon each 

other. 

Formal Level: Decision Making 

Collective bargaining is viewed as a joint or shared de

cision making process. Decision making is generally found to be 

a process of selecting, from a set of alternatives, the "best" 

alternative for the solution of the problem in light of a pre

determined goal. If more than one problem is to be confronted, 

a priority list is developed and the problems are taken in order 

of priority. 

The purpose of integrative bargaining is to solve a prob

lem of mutual concern. The goal of integrative bargaining is to 

find a solution which will benefit both parties equally or will 

not adversely affect either party. However, if a decision is not 

reached, apparently the only way to solve the problem is to shift 

to a distributive bargaining strategy and tactics. A limitation 

of the integrative bargaining model is the need to resort to a 

distributive strategy when an impasse occurs. 

In distributive bargaining the announced intention of the 

negotiating parties is to win their point. The topic of discus

sion is an issue or a source of conflict between the parties. 

Through compromise and/or concession making agreement is reached 

between the parties and thus a decision is jointly made. Force 

is often exerted by the parties to extract a concession from the 
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other party. The closer the bargaining approaches a deadline the 

greater the likelihood for agreement increases. It is not clear 

whether the goal is to reach agreement in order to avoid a strike 

or lockout or to terminate or conclude bargaining in order to 

solve a problem or resolve an issue. Each of the possibilities 

appears to be equally viable. 

It is difficult to see how distributive bargaining is a 

decision making process. It is at best a method for resolving 

conflict. Integrative bargaining can be seen as a decision mak

ing process only if there is an absence of ultimate community 

conflict and an impasse is avoided. If this occurs, a shift to 

distributive bargaining is likely. The absence of any "well 

established" procedures for reaching a decision is evident. In 

distributive bargaining the emphasis is upon reaching agreement 

on the package. Items within the package are settled with a 

view toward acceptance of all items in the package. As a result 

of this, it is hard to determine if agreement reached on items is 

qualified as a result of a desire to develop an acceptable pack

age. This is possible since there is no priority placed on items 

except that salary and fringe benefits invariably have high pri

ority for the employee group (although their importance is not 

always stated as such). 

Formal Level: Impasse Resolution 

Failure to reach agreement in collective bargaining even

tually results in an impasse. If, as a result of an impasse, the 
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deadline passes, a work stoppage or lockout will occur unless 

there is agreement to ignore the deadline and continue negotia

tions . 

Impasse resolution can take several forms, all of which 

involve a third party in the role of mediator or arbitrator. 

Both parties mutually agree to such third party involvement which 

can be consultive, advisory, or binding. This too is determined 

by the negotiators or provided for by prior agreements. Govern

mental intervention may also take the form of third party in

volvement when a work stoppage as a result of an impasse is 

considered harmful to the public welfare. 

An impasse is most probable in distributive bargaining 

but also possible as a consequence of failure to solve a problem 

in an integrative relationship. There is no mechanism by which 

failure to solve a problem in integrative bargaining can be han

dled, save to switch to a distributive negotiation. 

The threat of a strike or lockout is used to force agree

ment and thus avoid the harmful consequences of an unresolvable 

impasse. 

Threat of strike or lockout represents an exclusive re

liance on force as the tool to motivate the other party to move 

from its position on a particular point or question. Two prob

lems appear evident with such a situation in the community junior 

college framework. The use of force rather than reason is incon

sistent with the goals of community junior college education and 
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reduces the resolution of all stalemates to a power struggle be

tween parties in dispute. The termination of service to others 

in order to resolve an impasse between two parties is an admis

sion that the goals of the parties providing a service are para

mount to the primary purpose of community junior college 

education—the purpose of service to others.. Impasse resolution 

by a party outside the negotiation appears preferable to force 

as the mechanism for solution to an impasse. 

Formal Level: Communication 

In order to negotiate, communication between the parties 

is necessary. In both models for negotiation, face-to-face com

munication is involved. However, there is a difference in the 

manner of communication depending on the model for negotiation. 

Communication in a distributive bargaining setting is 

deliberately vague and/or ambiguous. No effort is ever made to 

tell the other party precisely what one's goal might be. Because 

of this situation, negotiators must rely on guesswork to deter

mine the settlement point of the other party. As a consequence, 

there is much "probing" in an effort to reveal a party's posi

tion . 

The communication between parties in an integrative bar

gaining situation is much clearer. The reason for this is that 

each party is aware of the goal that the other party is inter

ested in discussing. Communication is more deliberate, since the 

intent of the parties is to solve a mutual problem. This style 
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of communication is more likely to facilitate understanding. The 

use of operational language would greatly reduce the likelihood 

of misunderstanding. 

Formal Level: Moves 

Strategies and tactics are evident in collective bargain

ing. A strategy is a plan to win or gain a payoff for a party. 

Tactics are the actions taken by a party during a negotiation to 

attain a goal and are guided by the strategy of the party. 

In distributive bargaining the goal is to win a conces

sion from the other party. The strategy and tactics are designed 

to attain this goal. A reliance on strength or power to win a 

payoff is characteristic of distributive bargaining. Along with 

deception, power is the principal weapon used by the parties to 

a distributive negotiation. It is assumed that the only way to 

win a payoff is to extract it from one's adversary through the 

use of deception and force. 

In integrative bargaining the use of persuasion and rea

son is most evident in solving problems of mutual concern. 

Strategies and tactics are also utilized in integrative bargain

ing, with the use of persuasion and reason, the tools most com

monly employed. 

Persuasion and reason seem to hold the most hope for the 

resolution of problems in the field of community junior college 

education. However, there is a potential problem with integra

tive bargaining worth considering. There is no way to know when 
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a party is engaging in a distributive strategy in an integrative 

framework. The potential for exploitation by parties represents 

a very real problem with integrative bargaining. 

Process Level: Payoff Structure 

The payoff structure of collective bargaining is oriented 

toward the parties involved in a negotiation. No concern is 

shown for the possible effects of a settlement upon those not a 

party to the negotiation. It is assumed that whatever settlement 

is made is good for the parties and subsequently of no concern to 

those outside the bargaining relationship. 

The goals of the parties to distributive bargaining are 

in fundamental conflict with a subsequent gain for one party re

presenting a corresponding loss for the other party. In game 

theory distributive bargaining represents a zero-sum game. The 

winning of a concession from the other party is the only consid

eration. No consideration to the effects of a settlement on 

others outside the negotiation is given. It is a two-party re

lationship in the strictest sense with a payoff to one party 

representing a corresponding loss to the other party with no con

cern shown for those outside the relationship. 

The payoff structure of integrative bargaining is broader 

than that of distributive bargaining since the goals of the par

ties are not in fundamental conflict. The resolution of a nego

tiation in integrative bargaining can, and usually does, 

represent a payoff for both parties. As such, integrative 
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bargaining represents a varying-sum game. The assumption is made 

in integrative bargaining that whatever is good for the parties 

to a negotiation is equally good for those parties outside the 

negotiation. 

The payoff structure of collective bargaining is much too 

limited when applied to an institution in service to others. It 

would seem appropriate to consider first the effects of a settle

ment upon those whom the parties to a negotiation must serve. 

Without those to be served there would be no need for the par

ties . Such is the case in community junior college education. 

It seems inconceivable to ignore the consequences of a settlement 

upon those being served when in fact both the quantity and qual

ity of service are a primary concern of those parties to communi

ty junior college education. 

Process Level: Agenda 

The agenda for integrative negotiation is made up of 

problems while issues are the agenda for distributive negotia

tions . 

A problem is defined as a point of mutual concern, the 

solution of which will benefit both parties equally or at least 

not to the detriment of either. This is a sound approach if only 

the two parties are affected by the results of their action. 

However, if other parties stand to gain or lose as a consequence, 

this factor should be considered. In the case of a service 
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on the basis of the effect upon those served rather than the ef

fect upon those providing the service. 

An issue is a source of conflict between the parties. 

Basic to this is the assumption that conflict is inherent in the 

employee-employer relationship. It is difficult to conceive of 

interdependence existing between parties who are in conflict over 

some point. It would therefore seem that independence of the 

parties on some position would be requisite to a conflict situa

tion. 

Process Level: Deadline 

The expiration date of the contract or agreement between 

labor arid management in a collective bargaining relationship is 

referred to as a deadline. The deadline is considered most im

portant as an aid to the resolution of an issue or conflict in 

distributive bargaining. The assumption is that the consequences 

to the parties of failure to resolve an issue are greater than 

the consequences of settlement. Thus it is said that the pres

ence of a deadline forces decisions that would not otherwise be 

made. At this point it is not clear how settlements reached as 

a response to the deadline threat are to be evaluated. Are all 

such settlements automatically good when a strike or lockout is 

avoided? Is there no way to evaluate the quality of such settle

ments as they affect the operation of the business or institu-

tion? Certainly there are consequences produced as a result of 
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any settlement or agreement even as a result of avoidance of a 

deadline. It cannot be assumed that the presence of a deadline 

produces only positive results without evaluation of the settle

ment based on some predetermined criteria. 

Contract expiration and subsequently a deadline is also 

a reality of integrative bargaining. It is not clear if unsolved 

problems become issues as the deadline approaches with a result

ant shift to distributive bargaining or if unsolved problems can 

be carried beyond the contract expiration date. It would appear 

that problem solving would be of greater importance than avoid

ance of a deadline. 

It would appear that the deadline in negotiation has the 

potential of increasing the likelihood of reliance on expediency 

in reaching agreement in order to avoid the consequences of fail

ure to meet the deadline. Doing the expedient to avoid conse

quences seems to be inconsistent with the goal of all public 

community junior colleges, which is to promote reliance on ra

tional analysis or scientific method for problem solving and thus 

to avoid rational behavior in the expedient sense. 

Process Level: Contract 

At the conclusion of collective bargaining those items 

upon which agreement was reached are reduced to writing and for

mulated into a contract or agreement, which is then ratified by 

both labor and management. The contract or agreement, in effect, 

becomes the policies, rules, and regulations governing the 



administration and operation of the institution and also includes 

the procedure to be used in settling differences that may arise 

during the term of the contract or agreement. 

The practice of reducing to writing the policies, rules, 

and regulations governing the behavior of both management and 

labor is a sound one. However, all administrative and opera

tional policies should be reduced to writing, not just those 

agreed upon at the bargaining table. 

All individuals within an organizational structure are 

entitled to know the policies, rules, and regulations governing 

their behavior and have an opportunity to participate in their 

formulation. This is consistent with participatory management. 

Limiting participation to two parties - and in the case of com

munity junior college excluding participation of students and 

others with an interest in the institution - is in contradiction 

with the democratic principle of participation by all concerned 

in the formulation of policies, rules, and regulations affecting 

them. 

Process Level: Meetings 

Meetings between the representative of management and 

labor are generally more frequent in an integrative relationship 

than in a distributive relationship. Meetings are called when

ever it is felt that a problem of mutual concern needs attention 

in an integrative situation. Typically meetings between manage

ment and labor in a distributive framework occur as the 
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expiration date of the agreement approaches. Often the date for 

bargaining to begin is written into an agreement. Consequently 

meetings are more frequent as the expiration date of the contract 

nears. The subject of distributive bargaining is generally an 

issue (a source of conflict) between labor and management; there

fore, it would seem more reasonable to resolve issues as they 

arise if the employee-employer relationship could be negatively 

affected as a consequence. However, the assumption is that is

sues are best solved as the expiration date of the agreement 

nears lest failure to negotiate the issue result in a strike or 

lockout. This assumption does not appear justified in fact. 

Generally meetings in a collective bargaining relation

ship are private, although the subject of the meetings may be 

public knowledge. Public meetings are certainly more consistent 

with the open-democratic society existing in the United States, 

particularly if the organization or institution is public and in 

service to the community. 

A most interesting aspect of distributive bargaining 

meetings is that they are, in most instances, not the place where 

agreement is reached in fact. Generally representatives of each 

party meet informally outside the meeting room in search of an 

area of agreement which they can then present to their party for 

consideration. The effect of this technique is to further remove 

from the public eye the determination of a settlement point. The 
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net effect of such a procedure is to reduce the formal action 

taken at the regular meeting to that of ritual. 

Formality characterizes distributive negotiation meet

ings, and informality is characteristic of integrative negotia

tion meetings. In practice the formality of distributive 

meetings dictates a single spokesman for each party with note 

passing and caucusing utilized to facilitate the procedure. Mul

tiple spokesmen are characteristic of the parties to integrative 

bargaining. This procedure most certainly would produce a 

greater degree of openness and consequently a lessening of a need 

for secrecy on the part of the parties . 

Summary of the Critical Review of the Categories 
of the Collective Bargaining Model 

Interdependence, or mutual dependence, is often used as 

an assumption for collective bargaining in the field of industry 

or business. But if the assumption is seen as a directing agency 

it is too ambiguous for the field of education. Management and 

teachers in an educational enterprise may be dependent on each 

other to carry on the work of the institution. They are however 

both dependent upon the students they serve. Failure to recog

nize their mutual dependence on students and the community they 

serve permits management and teachers to develop a two-party 

rather than a multi-party discussion. 

Acceptance of the idea that all those affected by a deci

sion should have a role in the making of the decision is 
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consistent with our social theory in America. However, any form 

of limited representation must be justifiable to those excluded 

from representation. 

Interdependence of only two parties and limited repre

sentation are consistent with the idea of exclusive recognition. 

However, exclusive recognition means only one representative for 

the employees in private sector bargaining. This certainly is 

too narrow a concept for the field of public community junior 

college education which is in service to the community and stu

dents it serves. Limiting participation in decision making is 

something less than a democratic procedure. In addition exclu

sive recognition appears to facilitate reliance on organizational 

strength in forcing acceptance of a position in negotiations. 

The preceding comments pointed out that there are more 

than the traditional two parties of industrial negotiations as

sociated with public community junior college education. Two-

party negotiations in public community junior college education 

would have to be questioned in view of its pervasiveness and 

service orientation. 

The absence of an operational definition of good faith or 

criteria for its evaluation lessens its practical value in nego

tiations . 

The interests of the parties to collective bargaining in 

the private sector appear to be greatly influenced by a desire to 

maintain their position in the relationship. Each party sees 



69 

itself in competition with the other party for dominance in the 

bargaining relationship. The interests of the parties are self

ish and show little concern for others. Conflict of interests is 

inherent in a two-party relationship with both striving for a 

dominant role in the relationship. 

The payoff structure of private sector bargaining, be

cause of the narrowness of the interests of the parties, is very 

limited and oriented toward the parties. The consequences of 

agreements reached in the public sector must be evaluated in 

light of their effect on the service provided to the people for 

whom the institution has been established to serve. 

The interests of the parties in collective bargaining, 

particularly those of the employee organization, are reflected in 

the agenda for a negotiation. The agenda for collective bargain

ing typically is provided by the employee group through the pre

sentation of demands or issues. Conflict is often generated 

between the parties by the nature of the issues or demands made. 

The presence of a deadline in private sector negotiations serves 

to facilitate rational, in the expedient sense, decision making. 

There is no basis for concluding that expedient actions to avoid 

the consequences of the deadline are always sound. The presence 

of a deadline in negotiations does little to insure a reliance on 

reason rather than force in reaching agreement. The use of force 

or power is inconsistent with the goals of public community jun

ior college education. 
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The idea of reducing to writing, in the form of a con

tract, all agreements reached in collective bargaining may be a 

sound notion. However, limited participation in the final de

terminations made in industrial collective bargaining and reduc

ing to writing only those items of agreement reached at a 

bargaining session is too narrow for public community junior col

lege education. All policies of the institution should be joint

ly determined by those affected thereby, reduced to writing, and 

be public. 

Decision making in collective bargaining is essentially 

non-procedural and places great emphasis on compromise and con

cession making over issues. Reliance on force or power to win a 

point makes possible agreement on a point in spite of evidence to 

the contrary. The two-party orientation of industrial bargaining 

apparently does not lend itself to decision making as it is gen

erally understood. The absence of a common goal to guide the 

negotiation may contribute to the conflict orientation of inuds-

trial bargaining. 

Reliance upon force rather than reason in the resolution 

of an impasse is incompatible with an educational enterprise in 

the business of advancing the cause of reason. Third party in

volvement in impasse resolution appears preferable to a work 

stoppage or discontinuance of service. 

The use of vague or ambiguous language, for whatever rea

son, does nothing to facilitate reaching agreement in collective 



bargaining. The use of clear, precise, direct language in an ef

fort to avoid misunderstanding is desirable in an educational 

setting. 

Meetings closed to the public are hard to justify when 

the subjects of the meetings are of public concern. Not meeting 

until a deadline nears places greater emphasis on time rather 

than on a solution to a problem as the problem arises. 

The strategies and tactics of collective bargaining re

present actions taken by opponents or parties in conflict. Goal 

conflict facilitates such moves by the parties of collective 

bargaining and encourages reliance on force or power rather than 

reason in reaching agreement. 

Summary 

The most basic and pervasive issues of collective bar

gaining were identified and established as the categories of the 

collective bargaining model. A multilevel framework was used in 

placing the content of the model at one of three levels of in-

clusiveness: fundamental, formal, or process. The categories 

of the model represented the "structure" for collective bargain

ing. The collective bargaining model was then used as a critical 

system. 

The collective bargaining model was then criticized in

ternally and externally. These criticisms were guided by a con

cern for value issues and the "criteria of adequacy" for theory 

construction. The critical problems produced as a result of the 
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criticism of the collective bargaining model were then summarized 

as the final step prior to the reformulation of an alternative 

negotiation model for American public community junior colleges. 



CHAPTER 5 

THE REFORMULATION OF THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
MODEL AND THE DELINEATION OF AN 

ALTERNATIVE MODEL 

In evaluating the literature on collective bargaining or 

negotiations there seemed to be a general neglect of the concern 
/ 

for models and conceptual apparatus. For this reason those writ

ers indicating and justifying the need for this theoretical ori

entation were emphasized as sources. 

Mustan stated that: 

There is a critical need for a new and refreshing 
governance structure which will allow meaningful involve
ment for all participants. However, no such meaningful 
alternative model currently exists. To meet the chal
lenge, a new model must be found to provide representa
tion and participation at the policy level so ongoing 
administration and operation of institutions is not dis
rupted (1969, p. 17). 

The comment of Stenens regarding collective bargaining 

was pertinent to the effort of this dissertation: 

At the level of systematic analysis, this is not a 
well developed field of inquiry. Research on collective 
bargaining generally has tended to fragmentation, with 
much of the work comprised of descriptive accounts which 
lack analytical focus - a state of affairs in part ac
counted for by £and in part responsible for ] failure to 
develop systematic conceptual apparatus (1969, p. 276). 

The above quotations indicate two fundamental issues. 

The point of Mustan's observation is that an alternative govern

ance structure to the traditional pattern of governance found in 
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higher education is needed. Other observers in addition to 

Mustan have voiced similar and more elaborate concerns. Stenens, 

for instance, compounds Mustan's problem when insisting on the 

development of a "systematic conceptual apparatus." The method

ological model proposed by this study is offered as an alterna

tive to substantive collective bargaining models such as the 

distributive and integrative bargaining models. 

This methodological model is also suggested as a candi

date for the systematic conceptual model requested by Stenens 

and others inasmuch as it is possible to clearly locate the 

structural necessities for negotiation by this model. The devel

opment of the structural model actually allows for criticism of 

that model and all content placed in it. Perspective is possi

ble because the model will always have a model compared to it or 

parallel to it which contradicts it. In terms of criticism it 

is not possible to criticize when that being examined is too 

vaguely stated to permit the application of consistent rules. 

For instance, unless a model is established in terms of 

some specificable categories there is not way a model can be 

criticized nor is there any way that determinate results can 

emerge from it. A recipe without some major component or slop

pily put together would be a case of such a model without all of 

its categories intact. Methodological evaluation then can be 

conducted only when^he sequence of the ideas and the 
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relationships between any of those ideas can be reinstituted by 

any and all who care to reexamine those initial procedures. 

If we were to apply two points, the specifiable catego

ries and methodological evaluation, to the negotiation proce

dures, it would be necessary to distinguish between the content 

of a negotiation which would be what occurred in the notes for 

that meeting and the structure of the meeting based on some 

model. The content for purposes of this dissertation is called 

the process data of the meeting. However, if one were to listen 

for the structural properties and sequences of that negotiation 

it would be necessary to ignore the content data as such and 

listen for the sequences of the formal properties of that meeting 

and of the value changes through the meeting and the way in which 

the value goals occurred. 

Each meeting at the content level is a distinct entity of 

its own with very little overlap to other meetings unless some 

similar terms and issues have been encountered. The structural 

matters to be found in each negotiation procedure will, however, 

be common to all negotiation procedures. If in some way it is 

possible to classify the structural characteristics of a negotia

tion, it might be advantageous to use the three-level system em

ployed by this dissertation. In this way all activities can be 

sorted and related at three levels and by specific categories. 

For instance, the claim that there is a need for a sys

tematic conceptual apparatus is essentially an appeal for some 
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structural explanatory pattern which is itself internally tight 

theoretically, and has the capability of explaining the differ

ence between content and structural issues. 

The prior uses of negotiation and the terms implicated 

by negotiation have all suffered from a common error. They have 

no systematic way of developing what is meant by negotiations 

for them and what is worse they have no way of seeing their en

tire position as a case or a model of a larger organization of 

ideas. 

Mustan's point is in reaction to those who would insist 

that collective bargaining is the answer to the need for a new 

governance pattern. Mustan's position is that a new model must 

be found and yet he proposes no direct way in which this could be 

implemented. Stenens offers the more perceptive observation that 

the issue actually concerns more than merely a new model. In 

addition, a new systematic conceptual apparatus is required. 

However, if the conceptual apparatus were to be structurally 

tight and publicly available the representation and participation 

at the policy level spoken of by Mustan would be a total possi

bility inasmuch as the procedure in negotiation would be a matter 

of public availability rather than private specializations. 

Take as an example a relatively simple description of the 

negotiation process in terms of our previous classifications. 

These terms are process, formal, and fundamental, to which can 

now be added some terms in parallel, namely logistic, 
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psychological, and value. The use of this trichotomy carries 

with it an implication that there are no facets omitted from the 

classification system and that all options are exhausted by the 

classification. 

It must be kept in mind that the use of any given model, 

whether it be a three-level or continuum model, is an appeal to 

some kind of formalized value orientation. 

As an example of the way a model can be compounded, it 

would be possible to add such parallel terms as logistic, psy

chological, and value to the prior classifications of process, 

formal, and fundamental. Meaning can now be multipled for any 

negotiation process by tracing the implications of these addi

tions . 

The logistics of any situation are the descriptive char

acteristics or necessities of that situation. These concerns are 

often seen as the minimal statement of the physical surroundings 

in which an activity may proceed. The psychological classifica

tion usually represents those adjunctive possibilities in any 

context. By this is meant that the precise goals in any situa

tion are often compounded by the use of motivation research tech

niques . Logical errors such as non-sequiturs and ad hominum 

arguments are usually cases of the psychological variation on 

some congruent theme (e.g., "your point may be fine but you say 

it too loudly"). The value classification is by far the most 

fundamental of the three and generally gives perspective to both 
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logistics and psychological efforts. For example, the atmosphere 

of the room (logistic) and the demeanor of the negotiators (psy

chological) are value choices toward some purpose. These two 

classifications could never be mere descriptions. 

It should be rather clear then that logistic-process ac

tivities can be found as value orientations and usually are in 

some sense value statements. Psychological implications in nego

tiation are clearly value issues and are employed either to so

lidify congruence or to disrupt the possibility of congruence. 

Often because of the sheer whim of those involved no particular 

goal other than disruption is used by this psychological classi

fication. 

An interesting point in this sequence is that although 

values may direct the negotiation procedures at the most funda

mental level, it is of prime importance that those involved see 

the value of the value procedures. This insight would place a 

negotiator above the loggerhead discussion of one value in direct 

conflict with another; i.e., one might see, from a value organi

zation, the value issues different people are debating outside 

the actual values at issue. 

There is no neat distinction as to when these three 

classifications are functionally present in any single situation 

or in any stable proportionality. Is it always clear, for in

stance, in terms of the usual instruments for evaluating negotia

tions , as to what the strategies are when goals change subtly 
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from one classification to another? The strategies change at 

different phases of the negotiation, and progress or convergence 

emerges from the agreement on the proportionality and level of 

importance of the use of any or all of these classifications at 

that level and to that degree. 

The advantage of using the above model of proportionality 

and level for analysis of the negotiation process is that a crit

icism can be directed against any or all of the classification 

devices . These classifications can also be varied because in the 

initial formulation their assumptions are clearly enough stated 

to warrant a possible change in premises. The major point, how

ever, is that when relationships are established between any two 

classifications or within any specific classifications, these re

lationships are forced on the issues at hand by the structure of 

the classifications themselves. 

It may be argued that the use of a model with precoded 

relationships established does an injustice to the free-floating 

data or issues which are fed to that particular model. However, 

it is not possible for someone to enter a situation without some 

fundamental system of ideas through which the data at issue will 

be sorted. It remains only to locate the categories of that 

model, the internal connections and consistency between those 

categories, and the criteria by which further categories can be 

added or rejected; and to consider the degree of deliberateness 

involved in the employment of any and all of these prior points 
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toward the end of some recipe or method by which the entire nego

tiation procedures could be reinstituted in a publicly verifiable 

way. These major points became the categories of the new model 

for negotiations. A change of focus is necessary toward a struc

tural model. 

Imagine an observer in the position of charting the se

quence of any negotiation in terms of the main categories ex

pressed in this paper so far. For simplication it would be pos

sible to locate something of a checkerboard which would carry 

with it a proportional difference between the so-called 

psychological-heat items (American Association of School Adminis

trators 1971, pp. 40-55), the logistic items, and the value items 

as these three are stated in both content and structure. Further 

conceive of being able to locate any given point in that struc

ture during a negotiation and being able to anticipate the rela

tionships which can emerge from that particular point in any 

given phase of the negotiation. The current model is some modest 

effort to propose just such a checkerboard for negotiations . 

The following skeletal model (Figure 4) is a way of lo

cating any point in a negotiation and enforcing certain kinds of 

rules on the use of any categories or classifications. Given 

this skeletal chart which could be loosely termed as a model, it 

is possible now to ask for the relationship of say Integrative-1 

to Distributive-1 or to ask for the relationship between Distrib

utives and Generic-2. 



DISTRIBUTIVE GENERIC INTEGRATIVE 

3 FUNDAMENTAL 

2 FORMAL 

1 PROCESS 

Figure 4. Skeletal Model for the Location of Relationships, 
For Sequence, and Proportionality of Any Given 
Idea of Issue in a Negotiation 
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There is now a possibility of establishing relationships 

not only between the major categories, levels, and classifica

tions, but also within these classifications. For example, with

in any given frame two terms must relate to one another; and if 

any term is moved to any other level or in any other frame, new 

demands are placed upon it. A new term, for instance, must be in 

parallel to terms in the same frame. This would be difficult if 

one were to take the term "deadline" and place it at the third 

level in the generic frame. What would one then place at the 

distributive and integrative parallel levels? The difficulty 

may be explained in some analogical way by showing how 

3 animal 
2 mammal 
1 cat 

established a three-level sequence. If one were to move cat to 

the animal level there would be two classifications below it 

which would need to be filled. 

3 cat 
2 four legs, fur, two eyes 
1 ? 

This demand is made in a three-level model by the model and not 

by the data. This would imply that one could come down from cat 

to two eyes, four legs, and fur at the second level. But what 

would be involved at the first level which would still maintain 

the three-level sequence? What more is entailed in the move from 

the process level for the term cat? The difficulty that is com

pounded by the changing of a term in its classification is that 



it would force the three-level framework to a five-level frame

work and place the formal and fundamental levels out of the 

initial model. 

5 ? 
4 ? 
3 cat 
2 
1 

To change a term in its classification, then, requires a change 

in the meaning of the term as well as changing those terms in 

tandem to the changed term. 

A goal of this dissertation was to establish and broaden 

the possibility of negotiable goals at each level and at each 

phase in any negotiation. Deliberateness in sequencing of these 

broadening goals is crucial inasmuch as a reinstituting of the 

process will necessitate a clear recipe of the product. The 

following diagram (Figure 5) illustrates the effort to teach for 

wider goals and new goals in any negotiation by phase. If the, 

goals were wider goals, then all negotiators would be in a posi

tion to deliberate over the structure of their negotiations 

rather than search for the precise closure, convergence, or re

solution of the difficulty. What would be the case if negotia

tors were asked to conduct negotiations which would extend the 

possibilities of more elaborate higher-level negotiations rather 

than to merely come to a conclusion or convergence on any given 

issue? 
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OPEN GOALS 

OPEN NEGOTIATIONS 

BROADENED GOALS 

NARROW GOALS 

CLOSED NEGOTIATIONS 

Phases Phases 

Figure 5. The Phases of a Negotiation 
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It is appropriate at this point to refer to the diagram 

of the possibilities in any negotiation (see Figure 1 found on 

page 32) and explain the meaning of the phases, the sacrificed 

content, and disagreement involved in that diagram. The phases 

of any negotiation represent the stage at which there is probably 

a change in goal, a sacrifice of goals, and a move toward an 

agreement in content and often in structure. We could loosely 

refer to a diagram of this type as a model in the sense that if 

one were in charge of the criteria which mark the phases and pro

gress of the negotiation one could not only be able to anticipate 

the outcome of such a negotiation but actually offer directions 

for changing that negotiation and the types of negotiations which 

might follow it. 

Assume for one moment that it would be possible to deter

mine by simple tally the words used in any negotiation, the con

cepts employed in any negotiation, and the "cepts" (which is a 

shorthand form of concept) in any given negotiation process. 

This tally would most likely represent in the first phase a wide 

divergence in language concepts and cepts. In effect, there 

would probably be no cepts except for pooled agreements of people 

outside of the negotiation table. As the discussion proceeds, in 

all likelihood the sheer numbers of words used would diminish and 

the same words would tend to recur and group themselves in use by 

all parties. The concepts would generally come to focus on a 

limited number and over a period of time would reduce themselves 
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to cepts for which a single term would be sufficient to convey 

the meaning of that idea. The hypothesis involved here in this 

model is that the negotiation steps could be charted by someone 

merely tallying - through the phases - the sequence of that lan

guage , concept , and cept change. 

For the most part the two models above have a more subtle 

purpose than that of explaining negotiations as such. Their 

dominant function is to reinforce the notion that thinking will 

provide any interested user with the necessary tools to stand 

outside all negotiations and yet be specifically skillful in any 

negotiation. The degree of his success would be proportionate to 

the degree of his skill in ascertaining the models in use by the 

negotiators in question as well as his use of the model which 

could use all of those models as cases. 

The problem of model thinking and model construction, and 

the development of an alternative negotiations model, are all 

problems better conceived after one is exposed to the problems of 

model construction. In the process of developing this alterna

tive model, the alternative model has been used throughout this 

dissertation. The effort to indicate the need for deliberateness 

in content, deliberateness in structure, deliberateness in goals 

has provided us with a viable model through which all discussion 

on collective bargaining can be filtered. Again the crucial 

point is that the model determines the frames. The model which 

could select those effective models for determining the frames 

are thereby the most powerful ways of developing negotiations. 



The adoption of an idea from a diverse or unrelated field 

to another field is not without hazard. Unless the key terms of 

the idea are redefined within the context of the adopting system 

the tendency is to impute meaning to them that may not be appro

priate. The meaning of a term is determined by the context with

in which it is defined. For instance, terms are redefined at 

each of the three levels of the framework utilized in this study. 

For example, the term negotiation at the process level is de

scriptive of the activity employed by the participants in a sys

tem. At the formal level, negotiation is a procedure to be used 

perhaps as an alternative to non-negotiation. At the fundamental 

level negotiation is the goal which may find some closure but 

remain a human condition. The term collective at the process 

level is a logistic concern in that the activity involves a num

ber of people. At the formal level, collective is one way of 

many of getting representation. At the fundamental level, col

lective is the democratic example of the way people pursue goals. 

Criticism at the process level is descriptive of a direct evalu

ation to be used in any situation. The formal level criticism 

is a sequence of specific rules in a set which are the minimum 

conditions of adequacy. Criticism at the fundamental level could 

be a goal in the sense that loyal opposition requires a shared 

set of rules for mutual growth of those at issue. A model at the 

process level could be a representation of a thing. At the for

mal level, a model is one of many types and is also used as an 
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alternative available for use. A model at the fundamental level 

is an operationalized value, a goal, which in use exhibits the 

democratic system it is dedicated to serve. 

A common practice is to define terms at the process level 

only and also to carry meaning of a term from one system to 

another. This appeared to be the case with the term collective 

negotiations. Collective negotiations represent a subtle change 

of the term collective bargaining when transferred to the 

education-public sector. In any event both of the terms and the 

system of activities they employ are most often described in an 

effort to bring meaning to them. Redefining Figure 1, a "Diagram 

of the Possibilities in Any Negotiation" (found on page 32), il

lustrated the point of redefinition at the three levels . At the 

process level, Figure 1, through illustration, describes the 

activity of negotiation; whereas at the formal level it illus

trates the steps and sequences in a negotiation. Figure 1, at 

the fundamental level, is a directing agency in that is illus

trates the activity or process through which agreement is reached 

in a negotiation. 

It was clear that even a diagram of a negotiation could 

have different meaning when defined at each level of the frame

work used in the study. The terms representing the categories of 

collective bargaining established in the study also change mean

ing at the levels other than that level to which they were orig

inally assigned. Interests, a fundamental category, at the 



fundamental level is a generic idea as a unifier for divergent 

and confluent interests. At the process level it characterizes 

the way an idea is to be discussed. At the formal level, inter

ests represent a technique of getting someone's attention. 

Decision making, a category at the formal level, refers to the 

steps and sequences of the activity of choosing at the formal 

level. At the process level, decision making could refer to the 

logistics of the activity. Fundamental level decision making 

implies an overarching framework or model in which all decisions 

are connected to their results and to other kinds of decisions or 

some value base. The term contract, a process level category, at 

the process level is a thing to be had. The fundamental level 

notion of a contract carries the social meaning of human neces

sity and value. It is a goal. At the formal level the term 

contract represents an alternative to haphazard agreements and 

usually sets the limits of the activity. Figure 2, a "Methodo

logical Statement of Competing Models of Bargaining: Distributive 

and Integrative" (found on page 34), also carried different mean

ing at each of the three levels. At the process level, Figure 2 

illustrates the logistics of a methodological statement of two 

competing models of bargaining. At the formal level, Figure 2 

illustrates the procedures to be followed and at the fundamental 

level it gave the rules for the methodological statement. 

As a result of becoming familiar with the model applica

tions illustrated in this dissertation, those involved in the 
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negotiation process at either the originating or implication 

level should be able to participate in negotiations if they were 

to pay attention to the structural demands placed on negotiations 

by this dissertation. That is to say the community is served 

when an otherwise intricate and specialized decision process is 

made public in its patterns. 

In summary, the establishing of an alternative model for 

negotiations has been one of processing all cases of those who 

would direct negotiations through a preformed model by which 

categories, classifications, and concepts could be sorted. This 

use of a three-level model for analysis ascribing to the kinds of 

critical criteria involved in an earlier section constitutes the 

most viable effort in the new education. Specifically, this new 

education concerns itself directly with the open democratic con

cerns in education and the development of a viable model for ne

gotiations in the educational sector. 



CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY 

Chapter 6 provides summaries and conclusions drawn from 

the dissertation and recommendations for further study. 

The purpose of this study was to develop a model for ne

gotiations for American public community junior colleges. A 

number of writers were identified as advancing the cause of col

lective bargaining as an alternative to the traditional govern

ance pattern found in higher education. It was also established 

that the two year colleges had evidenced a trend toward the adop

tion of collective bargaining as a method for shared decision 

making. Granted that there was a need for an alternative to the 

traditional governance pattern found in higher education for 

American public community junior colleges, there was some ques

tion whether the models for bargaining or negotiations which 

originated in the private sector of the economy were viable al

ternatives . 

An examination of the literature on collective bargaining 

established that there was a tendency to describe collective bar

gaining procedures in an effort to make it understandable. These 

descriptions were found to emphasize the process of bargaining or 
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negotiations and thus as a field of study collective bargaining 

or negotiations lacked analytical focus. 

In an effort to determine the appropriateness of the col

lective bargaining models as possible models for negotiations for 

American public community junior colleges, a structural model was 

established for the analysis and criticism of the distributive 

and integrative bargaining models spoken of in the literature. 

Model usage provided analytical focus. The critical problems of 

the criticisms were used to guide the formulation of a more basic 

model for negotiations which provided specific procedures for the 

conduct of negotiations, provided for the sharing of common goals 

and problem solving methodology, and offered a tightly knit 

framework for processing educational problems. The procedures of 

the alternative model were exhibited during the development of 

this dissertation. Process models of this type require that the 

categories to be proposed at some arbitrary point are utilized as 

means to that point. The process model pursued ever receding 

goals from the beginning of this study. 

Conclusions and Implications 

Each and everyone of those people involved in the nego

tiation process could become more skillful and gain wider per

spective by being adept at locating an adequate model through 

which negotiations can occur as well as by being able to con

struct new models in which all models in his experience can be 

reframed. 
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The better or more structurally competent the mediator, 

the bigger or the greater the human concern or the wider involve

ment of the open population, and therefore the less the diver

gence will be on any issues and the more moral a solution of 

convergence becomes. 

In the use of the proposed model the time line is in di

rect parallel to the goals of the consultants. The logistic lev

els of the negotiation are in direct parallel to the need for 

different skills at each level or in each phase. The concilia

tor, the consultant-mediator, and the modelist are cases of 

people being put in place because of the model and not because 

of any clear excuse for their services at that point. Figure 6 

depicts the roles of the negotiator in the sequence of decreasing 

divergence. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

There can be no model that can be expected to be the fi

nal answer to the subject or area it was developed to clarify. 

Additional effort should be made to refine or replace the model 

proposed by this study. 

Effort should be made by those familiar with the proce

dures used in this study to utilize the technique, by applying 

the categories and the method of this study to other educational 

problems in the search for new explanatory models. 
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One of the next steps from a study such as this would be 

to develop a clearer, nearly mathematical, description of the 

variables involved in negotiation. If this dissertation is seen 

as a step toward better structure and tighter method, the even

tual outcome of further inquiries of this variety would be nego

tiation by mathematical formula. In terms of the methodological 

model proposed each specific concern in any given negotiation can 

be placed in an appropriate frame with other concerns of the same 

type and at the same level. The most significant implication of 

this concept is that multiples of those frames will offer ex

haustive relational implications or directions. There should be 

no process (fact), formal (frame), or fundamental (value) issue 

left in an incomplete or isolated position. Therefore, the di

rect implication of this dissertation at its most significant 

level is that any negotiator armed with this systematic concep

tual model for negotiations would "have no peers at the negotia

tions table." 
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