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PREFACE s
fR ~

\

-

We could have apprcached_s-disqpssion'of collabegeficn frem a number

of perspectives. To cite some examplesf—

\

. ,alternative;organizational\structures in callaboratiEn
. thé approprieteness of program— and policy- level 1s§ues
in dlfficult collaborative conflguratlons ‘ . ¢

e an analysis of leveig of eollaboratlon 1ncluding
representation and authority _ "

-

"4 : ¥ . ‘ . gt
. assessing the extenzjge‘yh%ch collaboration is occurring

After our refiew of the lit rature;‘we felt thRat a necessary first

-
-

step in analyzing collaboratiou was to lookvconstructively at the

process by which callaboratlve decismﬁ are (or can be) reached

We believed it was "essential to expand the thinking in the area of

)
L . -

the collaborative process——something the literature has ﬁdt yet done..,

. ‘ . ‘ : . A ) . 2 L
We recognize the importance of the topics listed above and. fully
s . . L v B
‘ o ) ¥ .
acknowledge there are others that‘need fttention;' Our focus does not
. “ ' - ~ .
deal with the universe of issues sutrounding collaboration but rather

A . . ar

’address a 3mall and, we believe‘ significent part of that universe,

We hope those intefested in ceIlaboration will read on with this

understanding as well as turn their own attention at some point to
. _ o _ .
the other elements of the collaboration universe.,

" ‘ IR

-

)

&

-
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VAR

" question of whqﬁher schools and the other institutions of the

\commuﬁ{ty should rk.toggther for the benef tvof7young péople and

‘are involved in efforts to bring éducatiqg and work cioser,togéther'

- L Chapter I #

I3

.- INTRODUCTION

-

In recent years, a significant shift hag occurred in the relatibnship'
. N ¢ . . ' ~

aﬁbng schopls, -business, labor and government. It is no longer a -

s
) * . 4 h " . o ) . - . : J_
society. Rather, e current focus is on how to make the relatiomship ‘
BN Ty o B

anong SChools; labor, business and govergment’a more effective one

. -

in helping Ybung people move from school to work.'“%he problems in

establishing and méintaining that relationship are many. Th&%e who
o rEadRLen w :

are faled with a mandate to move heyond cooperation to collaborationm. ﬁi' e

The gﬁggral distinction is that cobperatian-meané ;?at commum ty |

Anstitutions servé\&r an a&visory'quacity to the schools wherfas

3

"collaborarionﬁmeansfthey work together with the schools—-that.there’

is give and téke and shared decisioﬁ‘ﬁakiﬁg. (Ghapter II, Defining e

3

Collaboratlon, explores the different characteristics of collaboration
T s

in gréﬁter etail. The issue faci toda s‘éducatoré and communlty
g Yy

people is collaboratian. If the learning and earning problems .

. ' \ : ’ .
of youth are to be overcome, schools, business, governmeﬁt and labor -

. . - } , &
must work tggether—*they must collaboratﬁ.
. - N
° . ‘ - -

- . ) . - ’ -~

‘ Abougvthisépaper. As we approached the hrbad‘topic of collaborafion

among, schools and the dfher major community institutions, soge of the
-~ ‘ ‘ - L] N ., . -
quesfions we used to guide our efforts--and the chapters where the '
) ‘ { ' . C \ . -

-
N

N
»

P 2

o v
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.

\ .
ques@ons are generally addressedr—are: ‘
. f (“ ’

1. What is meant by cvl{;boration? (Chapter II) o qf
2. What incentives foste¥ collaboration? (Chapter III)
3. What obvious barriers 1nhibit.ca11§boratipn?. (Chapter III)

O

4. Are there more subtle barriers or constraints involved
- in organizational collaboration? (Chipter 1I1)
5. How much of a collaborative effortdepends an 1ndividuala
init¥ative and how much on organizational commitment?

{Chapter 1IV)
£ oL C : ) .
6. Is there a mediating role that is needed between education
and the business world?- (Chapter'IV) - s

) ‘ . ~ : .
* {- How cpuld barriers be removed? -(Chapter, IV)

-

"It is our inteﬂt in this paper to-explore both the meaning of e

; » . . . » A
collaboratiaé(g;;\the issues associated‘with it which emerged as,a‘

. -

result of our review of the literature in this area. Following our

dlscussion of deflnitinns and issues, we will focus dn the grdﬁess

[N

of collaboratibn. Here we will attempt to add to the understanding ‘

j og\‘B}L process by developlng a potential relationship betweetLtWO

previausly unrelated areasﬁrpollabora:ion and collective bargalning.
‘ - :

-

A}

Although the introduction of collective bargaining may surprise some.

readers, we believe the analogy between collective bargaining and.

collaboration  may offer~much that is of vélue&to the cbl&abotgtive

&

pracéss: "It is-our belief that in the past twenty years the common
¢ - . (S

#

stake of the schools, the unions, the government and the business
) community in the successful transition of the ygqung has become<ﬁs
L .
obvious to;711 concerned as is the common stake of labor and management
o !
| - ¢
— ‘ & . . ,2
“A#\ ¥ -

L}



. , " . . L ‘
specific interests but g common stake in a breoad outcome. However;
) - : L . “,- ..

T

A

~

~

in a healthy, pfeduétive economy . At the most general level both ¢ ' P

»
. .o . . .
. . - - . . . €r *

involye'a ptdceis'of shering'power between parties with differding

- .
¥

as in the ‘parallel case of.?hbdr and management, a way must be found

to work_but specifics of promoting that common goal without sécrificihg
_ - , . o : . .. ' A I <

important principles or alienatipg each other. . The prockss for doing

that is negotistionl The parallel, then, goes:something like this: -
) ‘ ‘ { ~ — - ) .
1. <Collaboration'is, in part, a process. } ot o o

2, That process invslefs'hegotiation.-

3. That process has received no systematic attention in the
literature even though it is cryc1al to the outcome of any
collaboratlve effort.

4. Collective bargaining is also dependent upon a process that
involves negotiations. ! S o

5. Tﬂ\&collective bargaining process has receiVed considerable
att®*ntion in the literature, some of whlch involves 1dent1fy1ng
and defining key elements in the process ) S

6. Th&refore, we concluded we should examine the elements of
~ the collective bargaining process fo attempt to.eprich our
understandxng of the collaboratiVe'brocess. o
- . -. . o -

.
3

Obviously, collaboration is not totally parallel to collective bargaining.f ~
But our concern with the process rather than the content of collaboration
has led ué\in searéh of\an‘analogy that.might improve that process;

Our concern stems from our review of the literature and from our

.
. N

experience in collaboration. ' //
: i
. . TR Y T

‘-
- - ——

Much of the work’referenced inrthis paper concerns education and work
S - . N * v
programé,’ Even though these prqgfams dominate the discussion of
icollaboration, this 1s not meant to suggest that the ‘él%aborative :
'3’ . . -

. ) -
\ :

-
- . ‘ b
. . s k
! : . 1
. .,
. B
-
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for a varigety of education programs and for people of all ages. However,

.vit is clear to us that thé mandate and motivation for cellaborative

the ! program gwhat we are calllng the cq&tent cf collaboratlon)

prdcess is limited to education'aﬁd work., Collaﬁpration besween the N\

. N ‘. ¥ . ‘ . .
public educatlon system and other sectoxs of life hdS applicatlons ’

R -

efforts are definitely present in the educatjion-work amena more

! . - '

strongly than ifi most. others at the present time. . ) T

;

‘Gur'pc§ition on collaboratiomt First, we believe inAii. SecanJ, _ e

. <

we endorse it. Thi%d, we participate ﬁ;iit.' At.the same timet/we .
& \ ¢ : . Y

recognmze tham it is a cpumlex Procesd that has ye% to be, fully S o -

*

understood &r. described We agree with ertz in hi§ descrlptlon of

|

, * . . . -

. . ‘ Bl \ - . N ‘
versusg the process : ' -\ . : . T N Lo~ - }
. ‘ o ’. < B .
~First: the Egcgram elements in an effective educaticn—wcrk .
policy directed at these/problems at the schbol- to—employmept . .
gap have now been pretty well matked out A

‘But seccnd the process elements thdt are manifestly essential’ .
to the effective administration of these néw programs have not - ' R—
beer significantly developed. While the programs bridge the '

"two worlds," the handling of them so far has been left largely - :
in ong of these two worlds, edrcation, alone (Wirtz 19753 4),. | S,

1

-~

In view of our commjitment to‘and concern ‘about collaboration, we .

reviewed the literature in geaéch of otﬁbrs"yiews on the topic. - The
a . v ) ‘. B * E E !
next section discusses the feed‘for collaborationh and raises some
' t . '." “ ! , ! . '
important questions about how--and whetheg——wefcan egbievé collaboration.

. X .

§ . -~ b - ‘ °

N . y
. The need for collaboraticn William McKnight, Jr., in tHe Journal‘) e
 cf Career Education, stzesses a common premlse. there should be .




"y e collaboration between schools snd business and industry.
. ' Business and industry have every reason to become deeply
fa '\ “involved in education--and especially career education. Business
"g ./ _people should want td respond td the alarming stagtistic that
« 1in any one year, aboat two million young peaple leavs formal
education lackiqg 411ls adequate to enter the labor market
. at. g level comménsurate with their academic and intellectual
~ T promise.* Many leave with no mirketable skills whatever. Such
- fruitless educagional effort wastes educational dollars.
S - . (McKnigh}/lQ:Jll) 8 . | S
/’ ‘ ) ’ « . a -, . ) C%,
. v - - * J » - < . .
- In spite of the proposed‘value of cqllaboration McKnight like

A

T2 ! _'others, recognizes that form{ng partnerships between education and

“—
-, s - SRR

e . business and-indpstry is not easy.

‘ -

.o (T)oo seldom are such Working partnerships realized. Educators
. ' assume business people-are too busy, Business people assume -

_ £ ' edhcaéoss will think they just want to meddle, 1f shey step
- , a forWall wnthopt invitation éMcKnlght 1978: 38).

. .. Pl
" Although the time is right for collaboration, according to Gleazer,
A E ’ - the difficulties involved in making it happen may be close to
, . inSurﬂountehle e _
| - 2 ‘ L |
L (Collaboration), although" universally applguded jn the abStract,
' ' has seen little.practicaX application, probably because it
] v requires much from'both individuals and institutions...The -
N e variables in institutioral and individual relationships. axe so
' numerous that. collaborption may appear to be a near&impossible
task., Yet, fn spite of the seeming barriers to achievingffeal

S collaboratiqn, the_times call for it (Gleazer 1977:1)
. - .

;
-
"~ 1

- . . . T o
. T Peter Horoschak in his 1971 article entitled “The Rea}ity of

»

Busipess Education Partnership Programs,' cites theﬂwork of Sovde

(1970) which suggests ‘some reasons why collaboration would be
- ]

.- . favored by;business and in&%strx{és well as by the public schools.
. N ) » " L

o It may be worthwhile\briEfly to review ‘the "pros' Sovde identified
e S / , . . ‘
‘eight years agQ on behalf of callaboration.

.
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‘From'industry's point of viéw: . ' /
L 1. Business depends on skilled manpower an& social staldility to

survive, Why, ‘then, pay faxes to support schools and then
be foréed to retrain the graduate, and why pay tax bills for

‘ .crime and welfare when positlve educational programs can
reduce both%

-~

-~

2. A well- trained and educated work force w1ll attractelndustry
~to an area fﬁereby producing greater tax revenue.

! .

‘ 3. Good business management practices could'be put toward more ‘
. ' efficient allocation of,school resources. .

4. Pre- emlnence in technologlcal development .can be retained
' ., only with a good educational system. .

(kﬁ.f'Cooperatlon-of schools will ref}ect posit vely on the ‘:
maintenance of the system of free enter rise: .

6. . Dlrect intervention in solving social problems t p0551‘ole
through the schools. ’ . .

- -
’ .

From the educators' pOint of view: . o B

1. The jeducational system can keep up w1th tﬁphnologlcal change
through communicationowith industry. . t e

2. Business mangement techniques would help school -administrators

cope with the rising costs of education. A -

1
.

3. Curriculum and instructional teehniques are relevant only as‘
g "~ lomng as they relate to urbag living and work opportunitles.

"4, +Corporate personnel can be ysed td enrich’ the studert ' -
learning' experience and enhance the uocational guidance
. Program. -
. ?. The buSiness ‘environment should be used to train for working
in’the private sector of the econogy. .

- 6., Industry support would be valuable for in-seryice training

! &

of teachers.

*

*

. : ' B A
Apart from these benefits to business and industry and to the public

o . . , .

. s . ,
schools, Sovde found that "the results of previous attempts:to

collaborate suggests guarded. optimism at best" (Sovde 1970:10-11 as

)
s .



4

¥

L) ' - . “ 4
cited in Horosghak 197126-27). School people are suspicious of

the intentions of industry, which has confused industry about how to
. « . : ;‘ . : R b .

work with schools. ' Horoschak cites the fcilqwing as factors inhibiting

-
-

the schooi—business’pértnership: communication problems, lack of

- o1

initiative on the part of the schaols, insufficient authority, the

need for strong leadership, the need to focus on' a sbecificAprojeét,
and thg need for involvement d§~students as well as  school stéff'agd

Vbusiness'pepple (Horoschak 1?21:28—29).

\.\

-

t

A survey cénducteé by Thé'Confer§QCe3Boar§ in the early 70's describes

the earlier role:of business——one less :demanding than dollaboration.

Although the éonclusion suégésiéd by the results of the survey is

optimistic about busineséipeople and school people working togethéf,"

—

Finley reminds us of the’ problems involved in estab{ishing that

. relationship. Looklng at this early work from the perspectlve of

BN

our current concern with collaboraticn, one is s;rqck by "The Proper.
. - S :

Role of Business" which is described as follows:

- The key words in defining.the roles of business for educators

would be suppdrtive, and cooperatiye. They seek a partnershlp ‘ r‘

"with business that is not so md;ﬁxé’day ~to-day working’
arrangement for most (educators ut rather as a back-up and
 assurance that (educators) aren't working in iso%ation

-

-

Héwever, Finley's final statement suggests very generally what might
's £ 128 p might

lead to more effecéive collaboration: - A
LY i
z‘=f§t seems’ obviods that before businessmen and educators tan
fully understand ofe another and begin ‘to work to fmprowe
.the system jointly, they must talk to each other (Finley 1%73: 18)
(Emphasis added.) N -

“g” —_

(Finley 1973:4). : ‘ ‘ T

» ™
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T “process of\collabq;atlon in _some detail”\ At thls point howeve:, . o o .

:-_v . . - .'. . .
.< ) - A‘ - . \ . X
q‘..- M v ~ = « - - o ~ -
" ‘ . R ¢ " o ' -; a“‘ * *:f ¢ : 3 »
. ' . - - f :‘ ! -
“Talking to oach other i{s an umbrelia.phrBSe for the prncess of L ) \,\‘

"t
[} i - et ! » <
.

collabogation. -In Chapter IV @e present a new paradigm for the

_—
- .

-\ - . N ot
N 3 -

we. canacopclude<that coliaboration is desirableianﬁ at the saﬁé. o ”.‘sj,jﬂ 3,
N 3 . ._‘,‘ -~ - ot . b - .‘
time, difficult to achiave. Let us now. see what kinds of questions 5 e e
are,bexng ralsed about the difficul{y of collaborating‘ , A ' -
- : . .".‘ LT 9' P ‘ ' R
. g . * . - . ' K A - . - ’ ) . Ar.
Sometguéstions about coliiiﬁiﬂtion;_'The‘épring 197§ edition of the
» - . ‘ R ' N ' - h » - " ’ ~
NationakkManpower Institute newsleTter réferred to a\itudy fun@gd
. - , B . ..[" ‘ N A
by the National Institute of Education. . At that time, NIE was .
...reviewing the ConsoMsigm Work-Education Council (The Work- ‘/A
' . ’ ™~ *
- P ' - v A -
Education Exchange, 1978:3). ¢NIE wanted the study to answer three
questions: '-‘) o - A o . o . T
1. 1Is collaboratepn possible? The concept of collgboration
«» assumes that the institutions® of education, labor, business
© 'and others concerned with youth development wilk find , - .
-enough common igterest in the godl of helping young people : ,
to move between education and work that each institution ‘ -
would be W1lliné to submerge some of its own self-interests -
to accomplish this large goal. Is this really possible oy
o7 is there a basic conflict between #he groups' self-interest
that will not allow fruitful collaboration? : :
2. When\collaboratiqn does occur, does it cause institutional
change and create linkages that would otherwise not exist? ,
If so, what is the nature of the change? ‘ -

3. Are benefits for young actuaily fouﬁd when col
results in institutionaYt change and new linkages? W
those benefits? (The Work-Education Exchange, 1978:3).

£

Apparently, the problems in collaboration betweenisphools and business

~and industry\are significant enough to cause NIE to ask wnether_~

collaboration is even possible.ffrﬁthough the second and third . .
.questions assue that As dis poSSible, nobody said il would be easy. *

@

~ : o | ;
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~ ‘ . . . R - . e ' t N - . o
- - Vo~ . . :
. N .«. ~ ‘{ A} - " Q_ -~
K co Involving the eodmunity in public “schools is a lot ke making

o . love .fo,a gorilla. Opce you start the process, you can't it
e, antil® the ‘gorilla is ready to guit. (Nolan Estes, from remarks:
' ' - at the AASA Conwention E@ggation USA, Febuggry 1978: 193 )

A
- ;-A .' o oo N « . .-
‘f"ug g Beyond the issue of whet ’ l borat,on is possfble and, ‘1f so,
e whi}:neu linkages are cré&ted and wh enefits for_young people .
. . c : )

occur, we oeed to be conce:ned about trengthening the qollaborative

. L .
:\\‘ relationship. Hensley;addresses himself to this problem when he

¢ -

. w V-
:
. , .

- sks the followxng
» :;/ : S G Who sbould&take the lead in planning for ...1mplementat1on?
' [ - . e ¥ . ., . *
- " 2. Are thé interests of education and bueiness/industry L
‘ o , ' --coqpatlble? o - :
v | o ‘ _ o f ‘
| . 3. Can institutionelized\educational offeringe be coordinated
B T . with the' opportunities which now exist for work and ‘
. ‘ ' ,\-enmloyment’ ' :
: ¥
‘ Q:I,Do collaborative sfforts amoﬂg leaders in business’, iﬁdustry,
' and education lead to external tontrol of schooling?
n (Hensley 1977 16-20. ) . | . _ A\
* : o7 : .. : ) .
~N - . v PR . ”
! A R ' : - D T N .
Kenneth'Hoyt- in a recent peper on'"The Concept of Collaboration
and Caréer Education," foguses primarily on the benefits to students,
N . .
\\\Zducatorsg business, labor and induaﬁ;y that can resnlt from
. . )
<: ollaboration. Resulting from the first two mini—conferencns
| ‘ Sponsofed by -USOE's Office.of Career Educatiqp/during 72—78
Cie -+ paper also addresses two basxc problems about collabot ion.

-

d/#‘” problems which were discussed by the conference participant& and
g N y _ ‘
which now appear‘in-some de;ail in the report are:
. o 5 S .
© %! - pProblem 1: - To what extent is meeting the goal of education as '
' _ preparafion for work a responsibility of .the business/
- _— labor/industry community? s




. ‘. )
- - . P
'Y - -' \ .
A ..~}- ' _ P;leem 2: To what extent are educators willing to share '
_ ‘ . responsibility and authority for preparing students =~ "
o e N ~ - . for work with the bu;iness/labor/indnstry ccmmunity?
.ot R ’ (Hoyt 1977: ?—lO ) I , . .
&. ) g\t_ ’ ) Bt - . .
’ A Although as Hoyt states, "Some communities have already found ways
\, .
B _of solving both "of these basic problems," he concludes that "...much -
Y ‘remains to be done" (Hbyt 1977:10). What Hoyt suggests we need in
g T A ‘brder to solve both,problems are’ .;.sufficient level of trust,
//' _ - determinatlon, and commitment on both 51des" (Hoyt 977: 10) Thﬁs,v :
- 3} ’

in order that the benefits fro ollaboratiqn might be realized, we

« . - - *
- .

| must solve the problems; to solve the problems, we must understand

the process of collaboration.: = 7
R . i
. Walsh advises us that: .
. . - - ff ‘ e : A . R - ‘.
- The crucial question concerring collaboration is whether schools
" will be willing to share policy-making and operational
L responsibilities with other community organizations an&'agenc1es,
. . and whether non-educational organizations and institutions will
be willing to assume new responsibilities for educational programs.
The answer to this question can be determined only if specific

4 . . AN

_ _ .activities are identified which dre uniquely suited to o
. o © Ycollaboration' (Walsh 1976: 18)
o | r‘ . . : A ~J . - .
"' Walsh alko points out thatfthe ﬁrimary distinction betwegn("...community-

" work educatioh,couqcils and scﬁool—COmmunity,mechanisms'thét alread§

¢

{

-

L)

‘exist is in thé~{{focéss,' i.e., the proposed councils would involve

. A 'collaboration' between institutions and agencies, whereas most

- . *

exisdt ing mechanisms involve merely 'cooperation.' Until specific

’

areas of collabofation_are identified, however, this distinction will

remain in the realm of semantics" (Walsﬁ 1976:18).

.10

W
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‘ His warning deserves our~attention. In the two years.sinqerWalsh's

X Y . paper, pe have made progress, but we have not yet fhlly mastered or
fully txpllcated the process of collaboration Underlying the o
{ -

1questlons raised above tg the need to better define and descrlbe

_.uhat it'is t?at we' mean by collaboration. As we move ahead in that
: )

direction, we will be better able to deteroine if coilaborétion is

possible, if it creates change, who should be doing it, if it changes ;
¢

| who controls schools, the respon51billties of the various ggencles,

and the roleS'that educators should play.

CF ” -. . ¢ [ : S $
.. . . :

Summarz. Cbllabofétion_ie no longer a luxury~~eéﬁecially'for those -

e L involved in education4and*Work. Collaboration‘ie a reality and we

-

"must move ahead. If we are to sugceed however we must uqoerstand

' colIaboratlon, we ‘must look at the problems and then attempt to

*

improve the proceoﬁ.j Chapter I1 presents definiﬂgons‘and characteristics
of collaporation;‘éhapter IIT discusses the problems; Chapter IV TR

~

N presents a new approach to the process.

N

11
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" *. ' Chaptér II f ) o
.‘ ‘ . T e '\ N . »

‘ '."’; . DEFINING COLLABORATION " .

™ .
g ~ . ) . - - : - a : -

In our’ review- of the literature, we fsund a nﬁﬁberlﬁffdefinitfccs",‘.

Y - . ) _
of callabonsticn. We examined each definition first to'estsblish‘
/ ‘ B ) o

: what the majcr‘idéasswé}e-and secqnd to exsmice thé-ovérallw-~

, . . g T . oo ‘ o
characteristics that are associated with collabcration. The first
4

part of the‘chapter presents ‘the deflnitions ‘and the MEjor ideas.

The seccnd part attempts to synthesize the 1deas and discusses some.".

/

themes that emerge. | ) -

-~

L]

vy

.

Most ofs those who aré'wfiting‘about collaboration come from the
. educat ion~and-work field. Thus; most of the defiﬁitions refer in

some way to educstion~and~wo§k programs or, issues. Althcugh we -

¥

believe collabaoration can and should go beyond the chus on’ ycung

{

people and work, we reoognize thatvthe"mandace to collabors;s,is‘

’

.. -Stronger in the education~and-work area than -perhaps in any other .

>which‘appear at the end of this chapter. =~ .

i . .
.
- ';\!‘\6-' ' > —

area and that collaborative efforts in that fielé are great in
number and have a long history.

i

The Definitions i R .

% -

The six definitions presented here illustrate theférowing complexity
. : ‘ p

of Qur-hnderstanding of what is meant by collaboration. Each
-

definition also contributes to the key "features of collaboration

-«

12
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/< Definition 1: McClain and Scckcl in Community E&ucaticn/Work
:'[ . \‘
Collabd%ation* A Maesachuéetbs Perepectlve bcgin w1th a general

- . o~ ! . ? . -

xdiscussionlof the nature of an'educaticn/wc:k cellebogetion. ,They -

-

';l-define 1t in a general way as fcllows. e Lo .
' e e el
Community educaticnfwork colla oraticn.} is characterlzed R

by arrgngements ¢f members of A community® to facilitate the

transition eof young people between institutional education ’
.. and whatever is to follow (e g., work 0139 further education)
w.(McCleln and Sockol 1978:1). o

i "";‘i ‘ . o . : ’ : :

A major point in McClain and Sockol's definition Pheni" emphasizes

what members of a communify do or what they ‘arr
| , .

ge' for the young
'.pecele,in their schools. |
. - i B , , : . S

R X ’ . # T I ¢

Définition 2: The notion of collaboration becomes more specific

.when we look at a definiticn presented by a particlpant in one" of

* ¢

~USOE's miniconferencas cn "The Conceptuallzation of Collaboration.’

&

Dr. Edwin Herr offered the‘follcwing,definitidn which was accepted

W .

H

by’ the conference particfassts:
e

- Collaboration is skar commitment to and responsibility

" for.career education learner outcomes which involves. both
clear psychological and tangible investments among
participants (Notes from the Miniconference’ﬁo. 1, l%f7:3).

E Y

In Herr's definition, we have shared commitment and responsibility

T f

as characteristics of-thcse-igﬁclveé in collaboration. In addition,

-~ : ‘ .
the commitment and .responsibility is tied to learner outcomee.gdd
¢
associated with psychclogical and tangible investments by those’
involved in collsboracion..
\ V4
’ 13
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De¥inition 3¢ - Kenneth Hgyt cffers a. definition which distlngulshes

between eooperation and cellaboraticn_ The ptimary distinctien he

PGS

’ ‘ . . e € T
¢ . ot N : ',,

" makes is.that collabcrstion means inyestment_in policies-and operational
\ . ) , - ) ) * ’ o '. .
practices; cooperation does not. .. ° R K ,‘ '

. . i S L . : . N ~ - -

. .-

Collaboration ' is a term that!iﬁplles the parties 1nvoIGed~‘_‘
share restensibllity and authority for basic policy
decision«maklng : «cooperation, on the other hand, is a term
that -assumes two or more parties, each with separate and
dautonomous programs, agree to work together in making all s

- such programs more successful. To coogﬂ?ate with another’
agency or organization carries no implication that one either

-can, or should, affect its policies or operational practices
(Hoyt as c1ted in Walsh 1972}91 92). ' N\

.2

~ .
-
L]

Hoyt (llke Herr) includes shared responsiblllty -He'adds tbe {idea
o

that &\\herity for policy decision—maklng is also shared IR T

"The State’ Capacity Buildlng Grants Program 1n Disseminatlon' The

B . . . A3
‘ . IR ‘- . s R

.. I

'DefinitiOn 4: Another view of the charecteristics?aSSociated with

;oo I '
collaborstion is presented by Mary Ann Millsap in ‘her AERA papi'

)

<@ §

Federal Evaluatién.PersPeqtivg. Although hef“s is not sttmctby s‘-

» .. .

definition of ‘:011““?3“0% Mills&b.identi,fies some impertant ': o

. . . o

characteristics of collebcration. T, 'Q"f .
.\ ’ ’ - ‘ ‘y

1. Each party's dec151on to become involved in the Joint,u
venture results from choicé, psrtic1pation is ualuntary N

o PR ‘.'\ Y

2. All- parties have an equatl. stake. in the activities . ._' |
undertaken. Usually this means that each party is, .. T

contributing the same amount of money or is investing e
the same amount of time or effort < ‘ o

1 3
’ N " i ~ ) '
3. All parties have an Lhual stake in .the cpnsequenees'l .
of the activities, good er 11l. In cdllaborating in >
- writing a book, for example, each authqr’'ghares the =
§ congequences of royalties, if any, of g§mq or nbtoriety,
and of any inaccuracy in the text. '



shared, or,/stated in the reverse, each party has v ﬁ?
it
power over/ what is undertaken. :

-

‘ ) i 4. Within the{y;ocess of collaborating,*ﬁeciSion~making is

. 5.\ Each,party ie dependent upon the others for the accomplishment .
o SRR of the activities——that, each, on its dbn codid not
T S accomplish all the work. I

~
- -

- e .- .6, ?erhaps not an essential element but still critlcal
- . personal intéraction among the parties, some amountsof
- . frequent fé‘k—to—face contact. '
’ B 7. Lgscly, there is a common .understanding of expe\\ﬁtlons,
e what each'party is to do, including knowledge of" the
.« ‘) * constraints or limitations under Wthh each party is R
. ‘operating (Millsap 1978: 3-4) :

: )
The major ideas from Millsap include voluntarf\ghsglcipation, havlng

" an equal stdke in activlties and consequences, shared decision~
meking,linterdependence regardihg.eccomplishing\vgrk, personal -

. I'4 ’ . : , . ) . )
interaction, and common understanding of obligations and constraints.
N . N .

N L

. -

4 : ) . . Lo
&L Millsap's characteristics of collaboration could be' called "'ground

?

rules" for collaboration. The cheracteristics are both descriptive
and prescriptive. For example, havins an equal stake in.the 4‘
consequences of the activitles both describes whet can (or should)

happen in colleboration and suggests the way in which collaboration

'
LS

should eccur;

Definition 5: Perhaps the most often cited definition of

collaboration is one developed by Paul  Barton of.the Natiohal
. Manpower Institute. His definition is:
AA-precess of collaboration means the participation of the

- representatives of the important institutions and sectors 9f
Y the community that have the responsibility, resources, and”
[ : .

ro
<
Ana




\

. .’ ) .. 4 . .

. “’ - .
influence to deal with the whole of the transition’to.
egular adult employment;, It-means gn atteémpt to accomplish

- {jointly wh d not be achieved singhy, and a whole that
.'is large than the Sum.of its parts. N ) L
A eollaborative process as used here,'ié identified by:

e being an. or anléed actlvity withln an agreed—updn ’

-* policy fog its conduct' , L :

® the partlc;patzon of representatlves of education,
busine&s, labor, parents, ke voluntary and service
organization sector, the public,‘students...or at least
a sufficient number of the abovg to provide the
expectatlon of signifxcant acqzzvement, ‘

\

® ‘an involvement in the improvement of the transition

- arrangements rather than the rest of the group
being ‘'advisory' to any one of the represented -
institutions or sectors; and S

3

-

‘ .s, the development of, or workxng on the.development
of, an agenda of substantive actions, a prioritizing

* carrying out the agenda (Barton 1977 as c1ted in
InQerageno§:Collaborétion 1978 5).

Vo

- “_

L]

. The emphasis added in theforiginal identifieé the”oonoeptS'Bafton‘

.wishes to emphasize. Barton stresses aetive participation as well

as ‘who shoold be‘involved. Under collaborative process,f he begins
to establish‘ezfgamework-in which collqkoration should take place.

: A ey 3 L ,
The content of collaboration--the speciﬁic itenms that might appear

\ .

on the agenda——are left to the dlscretion of the participants .nlike

L]
a

the probl:&s associated with collaboration (see Chapter III), shgcific

topics or issues are not mentioned. ' £

- . : s
- »

Definition 6: Another view of collaboration is proposed by Ferrin

of the items on the agenda, and. planning toward actually

and Arbeirer in Bridgingjthe'GaEi A Collection of Edudation«to-work‘

ﬁinkages. In their report, Ferrin and- Arbeiter propose that

16



. . J( K 4 - ‘ p
- . "f |
N education-to-work linkages can be described in tezms of a five stage '*f
, \\(\' eollaboration continuum. The continuum_ignge "
~§ . N therehool has nb. contact with business and ndustry? to 1ntegr§tion ; ;ﬁ
o N ¢ |
- 4 L (Where -education. ?}d(J&‘L beeome .a singleic; Ss ). The-' defmiticns
v - ’ ,\ v g ",
. LT ~ of the fOur key eategoriesjgre as follows (t 'eategory of - separatlon o J{ﬁ
. ¢ . . =~ * < &
. ~ f
. [ w?é’omitted because‘ﬂo programs uﬂger-consideratinn'fell in this y
;egtegery): )
. S - L : ' : oL
R . 1. Community: (Programs) primarily intended to open a ? -
~o o ST . dialogue and-an effective exchange of informatlon between
- the woglds of ‘education and work. The intention is mot so
‘ , much to effect. change as to 4nfluence perceptiod§ and -
= attitudes. _ . :
’ 2 g - - . _*
2.‘ Participation: (Programs) in this category move toward
factlitating and fostering recommendations and advice
made ‘by one party to the otlwer.
- 5 . : ‘
‘ . 3. Substitution: These are programs that periodically | ‘
- o replace the school setting or the teacher thh the - i
C workplace and the supervisor. . , '
B ‘ b
‘ - 4 : . -
RS 4. Intggration' Thede are prograﬁs aimed toward making
- ' education and work a single process in which the
. individual learns and earns simultaneously. - In our
specialized society, this type of process normally
: o o “affects a limited number of individuals in special 4
f"S oL .. ggSituations’ (Ferrin and Arbeiter 1975:2-3). y ' o
) . C . v . ' : ) . ‘ / ’
Although the continuum is obviously meant to describe education-and-
. - &
\ : . . b 4 ) >
: work programs, the notion @f stages or phases of collaggration is
‘ ‘ P c ‘ . » - ‘
. génerally useful . lt¢suggests, for example, that_the Eroeesé'of . K

collaboration might '‘involve mcving through stages similar to those-

assoeiated with prograums. Thus, collaboration itself might begin .
. r :

eemﬁunieation and over time move toward integration. The important

"idea fcr collaboraéiqn g! that neither the proeess nor the outcomes -

-

always remain at one 1evel*—collaboration shifts and its outcomes shift, -

4

oo

Oy
o
~




Suﬁmarg.; The six definitions specify a number -of "elements thaejjp
i Ca . Y - L 2

one might'hepé t@‘find in a Eollaborétive~\kfort !Dverall it

would appear that there is sufflcient interest in and concern for*‘

= - | g

'cellaborafion to bring abcﬁt expanded deflnltionQS) and 1dent1f1catlog ‘JJ'

#

LK

of more key features or characteristlcs. - They key features of

collaboration meq%ioned so far are impressive.in number and in

scope.

5

A synthesized version of the definitional features baséd on

‘the six definitions is presented here to illustrate the scope of

what has been emphasized in literature.

. Key Features of Collaboration E ' N

. Voluntary and active pawticipation «,

Psyéhological and tangible investments | o3

2.l¥_having an equal stake _ .
Y : . ’ )

- 3.3 decision making

Sharing amongfcollaborators k?'
3.1 cgmmitmént anﬁ.reépqnsibility-for 1éa§ner outcomes
3.2 responsibilit§ and authérity:for poliéy maﬂigg

_ - : .
3;ﬁ interaction
3.5‘ a common understanding of expectations ~
3.6 making arfangements for young people ' : '

3.7 interdé%gndence in\carrying out activities -

Organizing collaborative meetings .

4.1 using an agenda 7 ‘ /

4.2 prioritizing agenda items

4.3 ,planning how_td carry out the agenda

23 : ' ' 18



- partlcularly imporéant because collaborators are in some sense:

' outslde their organlzational boundaries.

. need to improve the mechanisms for achieving Both.

to build the r‘elationsh,ips.‘

~
~and issues*other have raised about collaboration ‘K see whether

@t

t 4
which must go on at thqpcollaboration table\ This ”sharlng is

. * ‘. ! :
fkvour paraphrééing and reordering of the key features; we find _ (. .
R . ‘ -
that much of the emph331s (and deservedly sp) is on the sharing \ ?E

¥

The emphasis on sharlpg
In |

_ may reflect the need 'to improve our understandlng of 1nteragency

collaboration.' More 1mportantly, perhaps, sharing together with

organizlng (ltem 4) points to the impontance of developlng and

using some identifiable form of collaborative p;ocess. We agree .

-

sharing and otganiziag and.we endorse the
. o .

with the emphasis given‘{g

~

-

Finally, a simple word about an issue which’ we view as "semi~ N

\

deflnitlonal"~~does collaboration thrive best if it is pollcy oriented o

x

and shuns specific projécts or lf it uses a specific project fpcus
We have only bilases not the definitive - e

answer. . Our feeling is that for multiple sector collaboration it

is best to take the first approach anj;for one~-to—-one collaboration

the second. However, both multiple sector and multiple organlzatioo

¥ .
collaboration which focus on policy are greatly enhanced by the

A ®

existence of one~to—bne collaborations focusing on specxfic projects.

. ¥

The ideal, in our opinion, is a mix. . ‘ x

~

Before we move to our discussion of the collahorative process

!
‘(Chapter V), we would like to briefly review some of ‘the problems

%

R 19 &
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A v 7ex Provided by R
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.

thez_too suggest that the callaboratlgn pquess needs greater.

.
.

attention %han it has received so far.
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In this section, we will recount some of the problems others have

- between schools and business and indtstry.

< . > [
¥ ) :_ ‘\ ~ ' N
\ i N -y *
{ o - . : - v .
I o . Chapter 3+ L !
. - . Toa ] ’ X . . o . , ) . . .
,.’f o PROBLEMS AND, ADVICE ON COLLABORATISN -~ "~ . S

]
*
- ..
~ a

A}

identified that are.either part of or that‘affect collaboration
Following our‘discussion
of the problems, we will look at some of.the adwice offered on how

to dea% with these:?roblems;

#
r ‘ ’ ] S . ,:fg‘?‘«,-‘?-
The Problems | ' ‘ .
~According to Burt and Lessinger, there are characteristics ipherent -
in the\collaboration process that can certainly influe@i‘ and perhaps
1mpede the efforts of those ;nvolved. These characteristics, ‘Wthh
. ~ [
4 \,
constitute Q;frémework within which collaboration takes place, are @
‘ . . N . S ' . .
as follows: | - . - | R L
‘On the education side, sgchool adﬂinistrators‘[tnd'to~~ e
1. Be confused as to what they want from industry.
2. Lack knowledge of how industry is organized or how to approach'
industry. . o .

3. Be suspicious of the motivations of industry in working
with schools. :

4. Fear that industry groups will become special interest
. pressure groups. . ‘ -

Be unwilling to providé staff to work with industry in -
developing cooperative relationships.

6.. Place too much emphasis on advisory committees at local,
‘ state and national levels 3s the sole technique for
achieving industry—edugation cooperatioh

N

7. ‘Lack understanding-of the role of the instructor in achieving
industry-education cooperation. ,
, < V4

. , o , 21"



and adequate staff to enlist and encourage industry participatlon

- +Burt and Les
' can become diffused and- relatively impotent Eecause supervisory

A N
stsff.at both central office and‘individual sehools are jezious

-

8.  Fail to provide central office coordination of industry -
. partic;p~fion in the indlvidual schools of the scHool

system.” o s |
. . - » . . \ . - » .- . !
~

rnger add that 1ndustry partielpation in school progra&s

t -

5

¥

L
-

of each other's perogatives in establishxng 1ndu§try contagts. In

addition, state offieials; natlonal e&ucational organizatlons and -

. ~

the U.S. foice'of Education hsve not provided reelistic guidelines U

] Ty .
in sehcol matters. ] ' R - : ' - . y

', On the side of business and industry, theretis.oftenf- ‘ B

.4.Y } AJ : N : ) . .
1. . Confusion concerning the mission of public “educationy,
school organization, “and how to work effectively with

school people.

2. Unwillingness to. make long—range commitments to- volunteer
services to schools, thus creating among educators a sense
of iﬁbermanency and resulting self-geeking motivations on

the part ‘of industry. o ya R &

3. Disillusionment when school officials take a cautious »
epproach to industry-initiated\vpoperative programs. o
- -
4. Lack of planned orgsnizaxion, assignment of stsff and
budgeted funds' to effectively channel and implement the
desire to be- involved in work with schools,. ’

S. Lack of knowledge and leadership es to what may rightfully
be demanded, as a matter of public policy, ¥rom the public
schools (Burt and.Lessinger, 1970, as cited in Walsh
1977:11-112). . - . ‘ , . 3
. o ) - . \
This analysis suggested that there are significant problems in

perspeotivexgnd understanding on the part of botﬁ'educetors and

L
-~ . -
.

~ business and indﬁstfy.( The problems both precede end occur simultaneously :

.~“ ) _‘ll\".

uith collaboration.



K

: well as to sugges;xséne of the content which needs to- be addressed

. On g different level, sley has Identified eight ‘?..potential‘

-

,fBarriers to intreased iuteractﬁen." In a genersl way, the barriers

begin to address the problems o{\the process ef eollaboration a&
~ N - M '

\
du!ing the eollsbcration process.

1. State and local pebple involved- ‘in career eduaation frequentry

s - do not seek out the help ‘of business and industry esrly

; in the project. .
- - A ‘

2. Business people have trouble participating in the §chccls‘
because of certification and cpedentisl requiredents.
: |l
" 3. Career prospeCts are hard to identify. S
.. - ] . . e (
4. The competencies seéh by. business and industry as necessary ‘
¢ for work are often unclear to those in education.‘

o

5. Greater understanding 1 needed of security, safety and
R insurance—relsted prdblems - | i

.
~ 4 T e

- b -There,is lack of continuity in'communicstions between
schools amd ,business and industry, ;. ~ Qe

j‘ At - DX . :

we hsve the professionsl pro?lems identified by He sley. Problems

7. Ihere is never enough timey there is never enough money.

' . 8. There is a gap betweenlthe requirements sﬁ business -and
. . industry snd the objectives of the school (Hensley 1978: 28«30)

' : ‘ ‘. @ ’ B . ‘\ M
In addition to the merenperSOnsl prdbiems cited by Burt and Lessinger,

LN

13

'such as certificadien and credentialing requiremenxz, identifying

 career nrospects, clsriixf{g competencies needed for worwk; explaining

N &

security, safet; snd insursnce~related”needs, and nsrrowing the gsp

between\ghat business ‘appl industry want and whst the schools.wan§ .
P -
can all be viewed ss\egende items - for collaborstion. In that sense,

D

“‘these prohlems address a form of content' df}collaborstidn. They
4

suggest spme»of the things that those invelved in collsboration

need td be talping about. . - . )

M 7_ Lol %23
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Another prqblem fdentified by Heneley——one which he considers to be | ;

primery in the relations between education and the community«—is '.‘
- ‘ B ...interpreting outcomes to the community" (Hensley 1978:33). |

Although Hensley assotietes this problem primerily with implementing

,mendated legislation in the sehools, colleboretors we may essume,.
must also interpret their activities and outcomes to the community. -

v

—

In an rearlier peper, Heneley presented six problem\areas discussed
at therEduoation Commission of‘tbe States‘1976 innuél meeting.
vSimilar in @any ways to the potentiel barriers liéte& ebove, the
problem areas also suggest topics to be addressed through the |

process of colleboration. The six problem areas are: ' o o,

1. Society expects the schools to do- the entire job of
' preparing people for the world of work o

2. There is little_agreement as, to what skills, attitudes:
and.experiences best prepare persons for work end living.

sy

3. Schools tend to emphesize either career learning or liberal =
arts rather than a-blend or infusion of the two. s

4. There are limited opportunities for developing new skills
- and, attitudes after gmne leaves the formal educational ‘
SystEE. R . ' ) ' ) e

5. Given the existing financial problems faced by our
, educational system, it appears unlikely that any system '
/ will be in a position to do much toward problems of -
preparing persons for work.

6. Our society has a tendency to launch efforts toward solving
problems of careers and life preparedness before problems
are carafully identified and defined (Hensley 197? :20-22).

b | . r_
Although the probleniereas begin to tonoh‘on some o the~i§sues

v invplved in- the process of collaboration, what Hensley and others

!
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or. topics that collsborators must\decide or resolve. Thos; we know .

_ are properly add;essed.

have identified as problems are closely'associated with'ehe contént

more at this point about whst those involved in dollsboration need o TR
to talk about than we do about how best to do that tslking. In the E ' .
pgocess of decision making and attempting to achieve resolution,

'having an understanding of the process of collaborstion becomes

'crlticelly importent.. An adequate understanding of the process can

determine wbether or not problems such as those identified by Hensley o,

e

Hensley's conclusion reinforces our belief in the importance_of

*

understanding the progess of collaboration--"Congensus among decision
. _ ‘ ' - co

makers is the key, and representatives of business, industry and : o4
education are central participsnts in the.grocess" (Hensleye19?7-36).. .

(Emphasis added )} This brief reference to the need for consensusA

among participants in the collaborative process illustrstes what ; | g

we think deserves greater attention and increased understanding;

: , g ‘ ' ' : ;
That is, how does one achieve consensus--how does one negptiate

effectively in the coﬂiahorstion process? : S
Another- view of the problems associated witq collgooration is . oo

presented by Richsrd Ungerer in a recent paper titled Work snd

ServiCe‘Experience for Youth. Ungerer develops the idea of two

kinds of constraints that affect bpth educators and employers--

‘.'

| attitudinal constraints and practical constraints, Both kinds of '*ﬁ“

constraints are similar to the ideas presented by Burt snd.Legsinger”
: K | ) -
¢nnd by Hensley. -

‘- . \ . . ) ‘*’ . j 25
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The Advice < . . | B | .

).

. Ungerer suggests that one . way of addressing constraints is through
o | "~',the establishment of collsborative councils which should include~
leaders from educstion as 1ell as from business and industry. He
identifies three roles for the councils, esch of which suggests .an

approach to achie“ing coliaboration. The first role is brokering -

and technical assistsnce, the second is policy development snd
- xr £ . —

e B advocacy, the third is coordinstion and management (Ungerer 1978:24).

\ N
In these three roles, one. can ¢ the broad outline for a process

e . approach to collsborstion. By defining the roles that the councils
‘are to‘play, Unges'; can be said to be focusing on the frsmework

within which particular content issues can. be resolved

-

2’6*‘ A similar suggestion comes from Hensley. He recommends that '

{ .
...proposed levels of collsborstive activities must he estsblished

[

R '-" }" ‘beforehand to determine uhst outcomes are possible before serious
discpssions begin"'(Hepsley 1978:26). By»proposing'lgzgls of

_ activities, Hensley; like Ungerer, is recognizing the need to
‘define what role is to be played by those involved'in collaboration
as well sS‘how thst role/csn'effect outcomes.A- | o |
_/ | | McKnight'suggésts some specifié role$_businessesmigﬁf playdin working —

{~. > : | 1 ‘with schools in order to*help circdmvent the problens in forning |

f:working’psrtnersﬁips. His suggestions are: C ‘ Oy

1. ‘Hélp obtsin supporting legislstion.

TN o ﬁ.‘ Recognize and fully support collaborstive education
' - * . opportunities. . * -




l~'“}; 3. Provide employment experience for ‘business orientation

I ' ‘ ‘ «

*

iy for local, teachers.

4

4. Support the school s gu1dance, placement and follow-up
services. '

5. Speak out about business and tell it like it is (McKnlght
. .1978:38-41). - .

| f
his list includes activitles businesses can do and attitudes

F businesses might hold which would support collaboration. In that

.sense, McKnight s suggested_roles apply prlmarily'to a situation

N

whe:2\§shoolsand bcsiness ané~industry are ready and'willlng to.
sorg.ﬁgéether.- | |

-

-

An even more concrete approach is recommended hy Sampieri He
_Suggests both organlzational approaches and personal techniques te
usevin cpming toﬂgrips with theﬂproblems of collaboration. His advice

_ 4
is offered to educators' similar advice would he appropriate for

‘those from‘business and industry.. Sampieri advocates following six;\\

i—'

 rules under the organizational approach. These are:f

»,

1. When you consider involving an institution in a partnership,
do not assume that you need not plan your effort, - y

2. Understand clearly the_primary purpose of the proposed
linkage. _— o .

3. Diagnose the characteristics and possible motivation of
your prospective partners. .
. - _
4. Devélop a classification system that will help the educationsl
§ management team plan with and reapond to various members in
‘the partnership . -. ' ‘

A
.‘.

5. Distinguish between ‘initiating\ and maintaising
- partnerships when developing or re-evaluating your management
plaﬂ. . ) . N

!
!

p
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v 6. Do not attempt initiate & partnership®unlgss an adequate. St e
' number of school personnel can:be delegated suffieient‘ R YN

" In adﬁition to this e anizational advice, Sampierikbﬁfers-seme‘." §

personal advice on hov to sell a program to SQmeone in the eommunx¢95 S

f’ : For example, be persistent keep your sales pitch short, dqn t try ) i ‘ N i
. . h » .’ . - h s ’
‘  “to close a deal on the phane, don't compete for lpnckvehecks,'and_ :

~ : kS ' . . ‘ Toom

- C . . 0 . )
. - so on. Thus, the educator is getting some advice on how to relate
more effectively on a one-to-one basis with people in business and -

industry. Again, similar advice might be helpful to business and

industry people.

€« -

. L}
-

Summary of the Problems and AdViee Ve have, rev1ewed the characteristlcs ;t

ef educators and of peeple in busiﬁess, industry and labor that tend : o bf S
to disrupt cellaboratiou. lwe have looked at some of the barriers and |
problems that may make eollaboration more diffieult We have teedhed : , .
briefly on advice to tboseiinvolved in edllaberation ranging from the
role otganizetions should p15§ to persoﬁal edvice'en how to collaborate.
Much of the literature emphasizes the difficulty of collebcreting and
prapeses very generel guidelines for promoting more effective

i

callaboratien. ‘ - r‘ﬁ
rx“ S )
af;e\ﬁéoblems appear to be more fully‘developed at this peoint than the
A i
solutions, We think therefore that a better and brcader understending

of the process of callaboretion is\very much needed. Befere we .

present the parallels ve believe exist betwegn collective bargeining
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~_ . and the collabora:ion process, we will discuss one final document
h % . ! 3 ¥l .
VR : whieh serviees as a significant transition between the problems and

\ \

guidelines presented earlier and our’ discussion of the collaboration

-process»in,the next chepter.
. e A | " S
A
- - . o \‘ . g 4 \ ’
. " Printiples for Agreement in Collaboration

ca s . : . .
. , 2 . . o . »

In a recent, paper prepared by Miguel, Coleman and Wagson at the -

{Nationsi Center,foriResearch in Vocerional,Edueation (ﬁCRVE); the
. : , . \ T |
authors present what they eaii.”principles for agreement"twhich are
_* designed to heiBV%nosepinVOlveé-in-eollaboretion. The priéiiples
";j" '_cover'four’Sxeas".communication, aeceptéhee, commitment and |

- -

PR . success, They appear to follow the ehain of interaetion which occurs

throughout collaboration beginning with communicetion and culminating

with suecess.- Under each principle, the anthors raise a number of

. (‘

issués and offer their recommendations on “how best to proeeed\in

. order. to ‘achieve successful collaborstion. The issues reised are

-

L]

significant. They address the important notion- of the process of
eollsboration as a.complex phenomenon demanding specific skills on

the part of the partieipantSa These skills suggested here in the ‘

&

form of issnes, are similar to those we will discuss in Chapter Iv
ﬁg‘. of this paper. The issues associated with each‘principle are:

1. Communicstion \ :
‘f, : ' Issue 1.1 Who enters thé, discussion
D R Issue 1.2 Where to begin _
' ‘ Issue 1.3 Focus of discussion
Issue 1.4 Language

. : : 2. Acceftance . L |
o . Issue 1.5 Definition of the problem | ‘.
: Issue 1.6 Recognition of 'self-interests -
Issue 1.7 Agreeing to disagree .
Issue 1.8 Placing parameters around expectations

34
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.(:kf:‘ . .
3. Commitment ‘ ‘ o N
v T Issue 1.9 Seeking ccmmitment _
' o , Issue 1.10 Seeking levels of commitment )
— Issue 1.11 Identifying commitment
X Issue 1.12 Msaintaining commitment
| 4. Success : _ . S
! - Issue 1.13 Allowing adequate planning time
. o - Issue _1.14 Establishing priorities
Issue i@ Establishing criteria for success .
Issue 1.16 Establishing dccountability (Miguel Coleman ‘
- and Wasson lQ?S.lnnnumbered)
The empha51s throughout the principles of agreement and the associated
w.lssues is distinctly content-free. The authors have focused entirely
on the process oﬁ\collaboration and‘have contributed significantly'
, o S -/ o S o o
to a betterx understanding of some key decisions that must be made
abeut the prdcese.“ Their concept of collaboration\nstends‘all the '
way from who is to collaborate through how those involved in ’
collaboration know whether they have succeeded The issues, then, -
. take us from beginning collshorative efforts tb the completion of any |
, particular project or program .
3 o o
Conclusion’ | -
o v .. There are numerous other sources we could,cite on the problems, issues,
* o v procedures and. advice associated with collaboration of Schools and
business and industry. However, the information contained in the
‘ »
ﬂ\bxll‘ preceeding pages should be sufficient to demonstrate that'

o ' * 1. Many of those concerned with the topic of collaboratian
- ‘ . highlight the probléms and constraints, and in some cases,
: question whether or not collaboration can be accomplished

between education and the business/labor/government sectors.’

2. Closely- aligned with the discussion of problems is advice
: . . _ - offered to educators and representatives of business and
S S industry to help make collaboration possible.




» 3. Apart from the recent work by NCRVE‘éhere is little in the .
i -literature that analyzes ‘how to conduct the process of
. o collaboration or that attempts to develop fully a framework -
‘ ‘ ' . within which those involved in collaboration ~could begin to
‘work together effectively.

- So}'the,oueposesfof this paper, it iflthe tﬁirdritem whicb is of
. "pfzoary.concefn. In an attempt to further cur understanding of how-
to oeefcome_theidifficuleies‘end achieve the.potential benefits of
L ftf | ' collaboration,_we;believe that‘the pcocess neede to be examined
ﬂ¥from another perspective. Basiné our next chepter in pa;l on the -
-.understanding gaioed‘from}our-feview of the llteracure en&'in part.
on our own experience in collaboration, we hope. to shed some: llght ‘

on an underlying mode of operation which we believe‘permeates

many.collaborative efforts——nemely, collective bafgaiping;

-/ * . . . o ) o
" & N ¥ . . » N
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N Introduction

Chapter IV

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AND THE COLLABORATION PROCESS

. . -

I

The elements of the collaborstion process can be v1ewed as similar

#

to the elements of the collective bargaining/negotiatlons process.

-Dealing w1th p:oblems and issues such as those discussed earlier may

-

‘oe:easier if omne approeches'the'collahorstion table wiﬁh scme of

the same expectations, knovledge'and tools used b§ professional'

negotiators and others involved in ‘collective bargaining.

-

. We are not suggestingfthat the match between collective bargsininél

. and collsborstion is complete or in any way perfect. Firsﬁg the

S

roles in collsborstien are less Eiearly defined than the roles in

‘collective bargaining. Second, collective hargaining places people_‘

in adverssrisl'positiens; collaboratiou msy do so ocdssionslly b&t

~ only when an issue cannot be-resolved Third, collective bsrgsining

is focused on a set of relstively clesr—cut issues such as salary,
¢ .
fringe'benefits; working conditions), and so on. The issues in

collshorstlon are policy or program issues snd'sot.ss clear-cut.
-~ . i . ‘ »‘J . . !

_Fourth, collective bargaining ptimsrily addresses the needs of »

employers snd employees. Collsboration, on the other hand, has to

sddress the needs of multiple orgsnizations and individuals.

4

Recognizipg these differences, we remain convinced oﬂ.fhe value in-

‘borrowing‘some of the key'concepts and terms from collective bargaining

.
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and applying them to collaboration. It is our hope that, by draw;pg/f-f'

a relationship between two previously unrelated processes, both

* . f - ’ ‘
- S . ' @ ‘ «
S

~

indi#iduals and organizations involved in cdllaboratién may find some

meaning that is useful. We do not advocate adapting the entire.

L_mpdel; we do hone the reader will recegnize some activities already
 underway and perhaps see some mechanisms that might be helpful in . §§

t

the ‘future. B , . o | '

‘Levels of Coﬂaboratmn ) L o g

Befcre we discuss ccllectlve bargaining,Awe would like to say a—bit )
S f about levels of collaborationt In different collaborative efforts,

one is likely to find a different eonfiguration of organ;zations

representedt~ At tnﬁﬁsame time, one could find different kinds of

¢

"representation. A level of eollaboratlon, then, is determined by

the - organizational configuratiqgfénd the nature of the representation.
Considering the possible variations there are obviousf' many levelsr
of eollaboretipn. For the purposes of 1llustration, we have
identified three'main levels which represent fairly common |
tonflguretions end kinds of fepresentation. These ereE

{

. Level 1: One-to-one c¢ollaboration | N

Configuration: two organizations ° P | N

Representation: -persons representing each organization =
Level 2: Multiple organization collaboration o
Configuration:  three or more organizatiops |
, _ ' Representation:  persons representing each| erganizatien
\ - - Level 3: Multlple sector collaboration |
s e Configuration: three or more organizetions -
g L Representation: .persons representing sceiet@l sectors (e -3 o
education and labor) rather\than organizations
' . . : . .

8 ™
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AlthceghAthe %evele are not fullp devélepen they serve to. point -
.out that collaboraticn changes (and therefore ‘the collaboration process
| may need to change) depending on the configuration and 'the kind of
representation,

‘ : -~
‘.In the-dlscussion that follows, we have not attempted to adapt each
concept in collective bargaining to each level of ceilabcratlon
’ Although there &te differences, the'main purpose here is to present 
’the collective bargaining modél whlch we believe has merit at all

[ &

levels of collaboration. | .

r

The Col]ectivevaargaining Model S : "

' In this chapter we will present selected terms and definitions used .

in collective bargaining and relate these to the ccllahoraticn process. -

The‘terms, definitions.and‘related discussion appear in fcur sections;
1. Collective bargaining . o |
2. Elements iof che Process.
-~3."Relee_in'the Process' ‘'
4. .Products/Outcomes of the Process

-
& .

o - : ' / : ' ;
Collective bargaining is presented first in that it serves as the

context for all other terms and definztions«-everything presented

I

4in Lhe sections following "ccllective bargaining occurs within the

Al

collective bargaining process. | '] T S )

S ) f
‘ ¢ oY
Collective Bargaining ]

¢\
. . .. _ L ) . -

Definition: a process wheregy'employees as a group and their

enployers make offers and cgunter-offers for the purpose of

.
+ o




A

' can mean litérally preparing h‘serigs of altermatives prior té.é‘

-~

Y

reaching a mutually acceptable agreement and the execution -
of § written document incorporating such an agreement. This
terg implies good faith on the part’of both sides., (This

and all other definitions are taken from Wildman 1970:24-25.)

Obviously, the coliaboration process between educators ana Eusiness
people is mot arprodess ih;;}ﬁiﬁg employees-and employers. If one

were to substitute “'school rgpqpsentativés“ and "business, labor and

«

.~ government representatives" for employees and employers, one can see

that‘the_pfocess‘of'negotiation‘(inclu&ing but not limited to making

offe;s and counter-offers) applies. .Thé concept of give-and-take

‘in the context of collahofation‘is an pbrtant'anEQ: Collaborators

need to be prepared to affer alternativgs and to compromise. That-.

¥

' formal meeting so that the érQCESs’of;collaboration does-not‘QEHgnd

) ‘ . o : o
entirely on the acceptance or rejection of one idea. The same is

true about compromise. Kncwing'in advance when and where you are

‘prepared to-compromise-—gnélyzing the issues'to determine those

+

which are ﬁégotiable-and those which are not--needs ta‘Bevdone by

all involved in collaboration is tﬁe’objective to reach a "mutually

acceptable agreement,"

‘Although the minutes'o meetings ha& in some instances comstitute

a formal agreement, when major decisions are reached and commitments

~

- are made, it may be advisable for the pfotectidn\and future of both

, : . : ‘ /
groups to formalize those decisions and commitments in a separate

4\ .
document. More importantly, collaboration as well ‘as collective

bargaining implies ''good faith on the pért_of both sides."” This

-

-

s | : {1[)( | ) A‘*SS\
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. N § | *‘ «® Vs
| \ ‘ - . -
. suggests that a dietinction needs to be made between exploratory
‘dispu831on and a decision ‘to act or teke a poliey position.- That
distinction needs to be made clear to all involved; }f'end when a
~
shift ocours from exploratory discussion to taking action, that shift -
needs to be clearly recognized and the gssociated nespg‘sibilities s
L 4
: end commitments then need to be publiely agreed upon..
T LI Yy
The key points, tﬁen; for tbose‘engaged in collaboration, would appeer
; to he: . | ) ) | ) . . | ! “ B .( .‘ ‘ ~.\.\
. .- - . Y .,
‘c; negotiating, including making offers and counter—offers -
'y reaching a mutuelly agreeah;e agreement '
e —_ . - SRR e ¢
) executing a written document . | _ g -
e distinguishing between exploratory diseussion and collaboretive
‘. -ection » < - :
. co'llabo'reti_ng' in good faith - .
With these points in mind we will now explore?some of the elements, 13
"3
roles and outcomes that axe part of collective bargaining.
Elements of the Process S o
In this section,'we will discuss fpur procedures that are generally
understood to be mechanisms for echieving resolutian and for moViog :
,ahead in the eollective bergaining process. The four procedures or '
elements are mediation, arbitration, consultation and orisis
Hﬁrgaiuing.;. . ) ' L o S
el . h - E . . ) . .~'
;.., ' .
RS s
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'Mediation. The eéfinition of mediation is as ﬁpllows*

@ L J

Definf%ion‘ informal attempt by a third party-to help in’
the sgttlement of an employment dispute through advice or
_dther suggestion’ but without specific public recemmendation.‘
" for eettlement._ v \ . :

ﬁ

N ""

-'gIn ecllaheration as well as in cellective bargaiﬁlng, there mey be

times when a third party is needed to facilitate the reselution of

K -

dlfferences. The third perty may or may dot be part of the

‘celleberative effart depending on the issue and the cirgumstances.

ﬂaving someone fill this role may be perticulerly helpful during

t“

" the initial stages ef collaboration when iseues arqhbeing defined

and ebjeetives need te be seat, One might use a third perty to help

determine the content for the collabqrstion proeess, assuming there

\.‘ ‘

is general agreement about working together. At‘any point during

jcelleboration, however, it could be helpfuI to heve someone who is
3 not in ehe thick of it, sQ te speak hoth to eduise and offer
suggestions. One pf-the key-words'here is “infcrmali" Although t$e1
eperson who ;akee on tha role of mediator mey do so very fermall¥

' either as per; of the colleborative group or as a consultant he

or she is. perform{gg technical assistance for the group end not:

develeping hinding recommeedatiog53

The key ideas in mediat;on‘forrthose involved in eollabotetion.seem -

to be: ’ : ] - o B ..

5,/; getting informal help (i.e., technical essistence versus
' decieion—making) . o - Do :

- . 14

. ps;ng‘a third party . o
| a .



e getting advice and'suggestions

e
»

o & . using medistion to explore alternatives rather than to
- _ | 2 _ resolve issues fully which oeeurs via other mechanisms

y Arbitration, The'definitios'of arbitration in collective bargaining.
o L _ Y : o R .

is as follows:A“

7. Definition: a method of settling disputes through recourse
4. to an impartial third 'party....Arbitration may be binding
' if agreed to by the parties or advisory when the arbitrator
- is 'without the authority to issue a final and binding award.
Arbitration may be ugsed either 1) to settle grievances’ under an
already . negotidted agreement or’ 2) to decide what the terms
S o and conditions of a new collective agreement will be." ¢

Like.mediation, aroitratioa,isusoali§ done byian "impaétisl thir&

- i party." Unlike mediation; arbitratio\ has resolution of conflict
‘as its goal In boégwisgtances, the process of eollaboration‘may be :
-ahle to borrow the method 6? using aé outsider either(to provide
advice and suggestions or to make decisions._ Considering the
constraints and the prohlems identified in the collaboration rjﬁn:v‘
o | | litersture, it would seem reasonsble that disagreements woul& occur
; and that the reaolution of tﬁese disagreements might not slways be
Ajpossible without specisl kinds of assistance. If those involved in
i collahoration were to establish a mechanism early in their efforts

wherebyla person to serve as a third party could either be-on board

or eailed_in, recourse to.sAptoblem+solving'mechasism‘wodld be

.

‘in vlace. ' ' . ' '
f . g
From collective bargaining's idea of arbitration we have: .

‘s reinforcement of the use of an impartial third party

. + : .
- oo T . o .- . .
-~ B r . 3
Q ST . , , LD )
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e establishment of the use of this third party as one of
‘the ground rules for collaborstion

Al

: oﬂllthe option of ?sving the srbitrstor 8 deeision either
A o binding or not binding

¥

' In both medistion snd arbitration, the third party role ‘is erucial
, One of the resl strengths of multiple sector eollaboration is that

I ,this role is often ‘built in. Business snd.labor for example, csn

had \

”that on vsrious issues there will be a neutral sector or sectors

can be turned into a resl plus for collaborative efforts.

-
r

Consultation. Consultation in collective bargaining is defined as

~ follows: ' ‘ i ' , o e
Definition: an. obligation on the phr: of an employer to
consult the employee orxrganization on particular issues
before, taking action on them. : .

-

78

Consultation night slsojbe.seen as'a‘groun& rule foreollatorstion.'\
"Sinilar in some ws&s to the groond roles by M111Ssp preSented‘esrlier,f
‘eonsultstion suggests thst those who sit at the collsboration table

need, in.many csses, to hsve the opportunity to gain proper

authorization from their respective orgsnizations“before proceédingx i
In dbllsborstion, the extent ofjthesothority'given to those who

coo . ‘ 3 ' -, ‘
are participating varies.  Thus, the process of collaboration may

R

bog down when-some!;?e able to commit tbeir organization to action

and others are not. Howenor, it}shouid be recognized that there‘is .
also value in hsving a "buffer" between top level officials in the
planning and discussion of sensitive issues. Those‘stglower levels?

- oL .
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S——

may well be more “free" to examine alternatives and ways to weke them

work. Althoug\\\?e definition as presented concerns employers

consulting employee organizations, one can eesily transpose the

~ .

-

idea such that employers or employees must coosult with the

RS

f . ~

Aorganizaﬁions before taking action. Consultation, then, offers the

'following to our understanding of collaboration.‘

e  awareness of employee-employer relationships and obligations
e awareness of differiﬁg.euthority among membere |
e - the need for a mechanism to promote decision making
- during. collabgration which take§s inte account. the varying
degrees of authority. : . - 2

¢

Crisie Bargaining. Within collectipe bargaining,.crieis bargaining

is defined as follows:‘

Definition: when collective bargaining takes place under
the threat of imminent strike deadlines, it is referred to
as 'crisis bargaining' and is to be distinguished from
extended negotiations in which both parties have ample time
to present and discuss their positions

~

-~ {

‘Collaborators don't strike;'howevef, they can threaten to withdraw

"and they §3 face imminent deadlines. Working togethef‘onder the

threat of such deadlines (for exaople;fwhen a-oollaborative ptoposel |

is due in the mail the next day; when the school superinteddent
‘ 14 0oL _ <

oeede 1etterslof.eommitmene from all organizations involved,in«.
ooilaboration by the end of the week; and so‘ on), the.prooess‘of .
collaboretiop.cao be exoeedingly.difficult. ~0ur oiseuseion of the
roles in the next section may provide some options to~faeilitate

crisis bargaining. Even if our’ readers conclude that those roles

[N

‘do not apply, it remains important to know in advance of a crisis

40
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sitnation how the group intends to proceed ‘' The key points from
crisis bargaining, then, appear to be:

[ collaboration is different when the group faceg an .
' imminent deadline or when someane threatens to withdraw

. special procedures are needed to facilitate crisis
collaboration" ‘

e  sSome specific roles may need to be identified for this
. situation as well as for others

LS ¥

Roles in the Process T S

- -

The roles we will discuss in this section are the negotiating uhit

-

the bargaining agent management perogatives and the fact—finding

Ty, ey

,board. -Although &hese roles obviously do not correspond directly .

B

v to those involved in collaboration nor do they cover all of the
roles in either collective bargaining or collaboration, they do
suggest ways to enhance the process of collaboration. We are not

susgesting-a direct transfer, we are suggesting that some similarities .

5 e
- exist both in the processes and in the roles. ’

Q

NegotiatingﬁUnit. ‘The;definition of a negotiating unit is as

follows.

Definition.‘ a group. of emplo&ees recognizeé by the employer
as appropriate representatives of an organization for.
purposes of collective negotiation, :

3 : v

Like collaboratiqp, collective bargaining is extremely conscious of

authority and who represents whom.. In the process of collaboration,

representatives max change. When this occurs, it may be important
for- the group ‘as 8 whole tc have a process whereby replacements or »
. ‘ h ) . . L

N . : . . . . ‘ i N



‘new nenbers are recogniaed as "appropriate representatives of an
.jorganization“"or of a;societaleector auch.as'labor. ‘The formality'
; associated with collective hargaining may be more than collaboration
, I AR
f needs. - But the abaence of a _Nz.formai structure mayjﬁgcrease the -

L]

o o (
' . ¢ difficulty in collaborafion. : S T
" The main idesa coming from the role of negotiating units in collective
bargaining is‘i ( |
e the need for a process to establish the appropriateness

of organizational representatives . : ‘ . “

, ‘(ﬁ“4 . "“ . } . tL . -t - . . .
Bargaining Agent: Wildman's definition of bargaining agent ia:

: . Definition: organization recognized by he employer as
L 2 the exclusive representative of all empx\yees in a negotiating
Co ‘unit for purposes of collective negotiations. X jﬁ. -
. ‘m,‘h L~

L 3

- : o

Similar in many ways to the negotiating uﬁit ‘the use of a bargaining

‘agent serves to narrow. the focus of the. bargaining process through
’

legit&mizing an organization to represent employees. Tbe focuaing
of aut%ority and the identification of representatives may bave
sofe application in collaboration as well. It is a theme that

; : .. appears often in gthe colleetive bargaining definitions which suggesta

e L tl t it is an important aspect of organizing profeasional negotiations.

The same may: be true for the negotiatione which occur throughout the

5

process of collaboration. This term‘and those discusaedjearlier
suggest that atrnctnre is ‘essential if the‘prOcesa is to occur
effectively.

e
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’ . - .
The definition of baréaining agent tell o S

e a procedure is needeo'officially to recognize individuals
- and organizations involved . in collaboration :

e in Some'instances, groups may need to consolidate and
select a representative

e’ having a workable structure is part of facilitating the
Jprocess of collaboration . :

-

‘_~ManagementPrerogativesf The term "management -prerogatives" - is

BT

defined to mean:

3

Definition: the right reserved to-menagement which may be
- expressly noted as such in the collective agreement.

s " . \

Let us substitute‘ organizations ‘involved in collaboration" for

"management." What this definition is suggesting, then, is that all

organizations who agree to collaborate may also wish to réserve

l_rights concerning‘some aspect of the collaborativeuprocess or its

~

_‘pntent.-"AddreSSing ;his-issue'openly may,pin the long~run, ‘

-improve the process of~collaBoration; If a school has certain

policies which prohibit students, or, forethat matter, staff from

becoming involved iu certain activities, this\"right" nay be

L4

important;;nformation‘for'those involved in the collaborative process

to know. Rather than.haue important items which may influence the

Y

- direction of collaboration surface at random over-time, the concept

«

of management prerogatives suggests these items bé dealt with in

generaly early in the forming of the group and then again in specific

terms related to each psrticular problem or issue. Thus, from

i

menagement prerogatives we are sble to extrapolate the following

e individual as well as organizational rights should be
identified

48
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- Faet—Findingfﬁoet& A "fact«finding beard" is defined as:

¢ the identification process should mot be haphazard but _
- rather a deliberate ‘activity that {s psrt of the collabcration
process.

. £
o

»

Definition: ‘a group of indiv1duals eppeinted to investigate‘“

. and report the facts in an employment dispute. Frequently, .
the group will be charged with making recommendations for -~
settlement. : . . -

+

- e
-

. Within the group respomsible for eolleboration: one can easily .

envieion;subgroups-being formed to investigate-end report‘ep -

particular 'issues. Depending on the nature of the problem, the

.subgroup méx er_may‘not be ﬁembers of the collaboration group.

‘The deseriptien of a fact-finding board suggests that those involved

f 4

,in\collaboration m‘ wish to.

e identify issues that need special attentien and ask
- individuals to work om those issues'

° *share the responsibility for investigating and reporting
~ on major topics among members and non-members.

Products@utcnmes of the Process

The terms and definiticns that are part of the world of collective
7

‘hprgaining_begin to identify what we are calling "p:oducts[outcomes'

in edditien to defininé the‘elements of the process and the associated

4 ~

agreement, ratificetien, living document and g;ievancelproeedure.

, Again, these products/outcemes do not epver the full range of

. possibilities,‘eithet in collective bargaining or eollaboration*

But they do serve to illustrate t“étkinda of products/outccmes that

might be appropriate fct those involved in the process ogieollaboratien.

R - B

roles. 1In this section, we have selected feur‘terms for discussion-- -



o o A t
Agreement. Wildman has defined agreement to mean: .

Definition: a written agreement between an employer and an -
employee organizationm, usually for a definite term, defining

conditions of employment...(including) rights of emplovees’

and the employee organization and the Pprocedure to be followed
in settling disputes or handling issues that arise during the

life of the agreement. - . . : N

o

_Altering the definition to reflect the conditions of collaboration,,

gne might substitute representatives of all.organizations involved

I

in collaboration for ‘employer’ and employee organizations. : This :

suggests that individuals chosen by their organizations to be part
“of a collaborative process need to ‘have their rights ang/the rights
of their respective organizetions clearly spelled out. In any
collaborative effort, there ia the potential for‘disagreemeot among
,representativeé about the nature of the collaborative effort. When:
,fthose involved in collaboration are attempoing to reach agreement on
an issue, it would be helpful to have procedures available to help |
resolve the problem. The concept of needing a procedure in the

form of a written agreement defining responsibilities and r‘ghta in
collaboration and having a mechanism in place to revise collaborative
conditions could serve to strengthen collaboration itself . | i

£

Translating_the concept of agreement from collective bargaining to

R . . ’ ’
collaboration suggests: D

e organizational representatives. need to establish a
formal understanding (a written agreement) among themselves
concerning what can and cannot occur in collaboration.

e the collaborative group may wish to’ decide on the kinds.
of commitment it believes is necessary for members of
that group (e g., number of daya delegated to working on

t

- N
<
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‘~ratificationr Overall, ratification in collaboration can mean: '

the oé&laborative process, extent of financial oommitment
to support thi\oollaborative effort%, and so on).

'.Ratificatioa.’ The definitioa of the term ratification is as follows:

Definition: 'the formal approval.of a newly negotiated agreement
by vote of the organlzation members affected or the scheol board.

R

~ Just as agreement is defined to mean something detarmineﬁ‘by the

tcollaboratora that is formal and in writing, ratification is alsoc

a formal and public process. In terms of collaboration, agreemeot
is the outcome of the negotiations among organizational representatives
during collaboration, ratification is the outcome associated with

.

taking any major . deoision reaehed by the collaborctive group back

| to each organization. Implied in ratrfication is the formal approval

of the sponsoring“organizations' The group may vote to formalize
an agreement on that which they have negotiated (e g.» PTQEram

objectives; foture‘organizational roles in the oollaborative

-~

m-prooess;‘and so on). - This agreement_oould_than.te submitted to each

. \\

\

organization inVolved in collaboratioa, where appropriate, for

¢ obtaining formal agreement by the collahoration group
g on all major issues .

| aubmitting that agreement for ratification toi!ey persons
* in the sponaoring organizations ~ '

e insuring that there is public commitment (1.e., agreement
' and ratification) on the part of the individuals and the
organizations before major actions are taken. - .

Living Document. A living document in collecﬂ!re bargaining means:

‘Definition: the belief that the terms pf an agreement should
be subject to review and renégotiation by the parties if
conditions change or unforeseen events come about, despite the

.absence of a reopening clause. . , o




B
!
. N '. /
- !
v . <

. The idea of a living document constitutes a formal recognition of '~

the uncertainties which can significently elteg’any plan or
- /

agreement. It says, in effect be prepared to/expect the. unexpected.

It puts ®n plece an ackncwledgment that the a reement reached lest

~month which is supposed ‘to hold fer one year/may need to be reviewed

.,» - e s e

-

and reVised using some of the.processes described earlier based cn
events not currently'known. In collaboration, where cenditipns are‘
constantly shifting, it may be critical to have a means available .
such.that e changes and unforeseen events cqp be dealt with opanly
and effectively. By adopting the idea of a living document and |
deve Oping some»eteps which'weuldf;rdvide.for*the renegotietion,of

an egreement, both individualsﬁand orgenizations involved in

/ - d

\eq.klaberation migﬂ find it easier to menege chenge. Baving prccedures ’. ;

t
" in plece first to obtain formal agreement and second to premete
. t

ratificetion, one could activate those prccedures at. any point within

the concept of a living documeqt. The three tcgether (i e., agreement
B ratificetion and living document) constitute a set of products/outcomes

-

that both fcrmally acknewledge whet is to be dcne “and provide

mechanisms for revision yhen necessary. A living docgment, then,

1

in coilaberat‘Sﬁ means that: N

)

~

- there’ is formal recognition of the poseible need to revise
agreements .

e change isYpart of the process rather than a tctally
disruptive influence
o S o w
® procedures te'suppert agreement, ratification and & living
~document could reduce the uncertainties about what is to-
. be done through collaboration as well as the uncertainty
,§>‘jproduced by unforeseen events.
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Grievence Procedureﬁ Wildman's définition of a grievanee proeedure.

mand our execution of collaboretion. we must deal more openly uith RERER

- is as follows: _‘f‘ ’ | - N

- Definition: a formal plan set forth in a collective agreement
which provides for the adjustment of grievances through
discussions at progressively higher levels of authority and = =
management andkthe employee orggnization,

Again, in collective bargaining'we have a formal plan to resolve
) . ‘ . . L '
: . L »
grievances. 1In collaboration, we typically do not. 1In spite of

the many problems and eonstraints discussed earliér,'some of which
y

. could certainly promote "grievenees“ by members of the collahoration

group, we have not yet acknowledged the need to address these"

situations openly end to provide recourse for oollaborators who

.o

consider themselves. aggrieved\ We do not believe the, structure of

collahoration will or should support a ﬁormal appeal type of system.

‘ We do helieve thet there needs to be an understanding and aeeeptanoe

of a proeedure which allowe partieipants who feel "damaged” to get
a hearing.‘ The above defioition suggests thatAgrieyenee_proeedures"
need to be<£andled in‘two different”ar%?::;fin.the collabofative
groop_and ik the sponsoring 9rgenizetions. Memhers.of a c'llaborative
team are responsible first to their organizations‘and seoond to'the.‘ ¢
eollabotatdveveffort; these responéibilities'may, at times,-conflict‘

and promote grievanoes that can effectively helt the collaboretion :

| proeess. If we are to make progress both in our understanding of ~

the problems and diffieulties people bring to and experience at the

.collaboration table.' By developing a formal plan to handle such

prohlems, those involved in collaboration might find that grievances

fa

e
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addressed opehly are much,less of an.impediment to the process
.then grievances discussed only in private or-not at sll The entire

grievqnce proceoure suggests to those involved in collsboretion thst'
S e a plan on procedure is needed to handle grlevances

. . .e that plan should identify who should be approsched in

' - grievance situations

o X o ,
N - @ both the collaborative group and the sponsoring orgsnizstion .
’ may need to be . included in the plen. ' '

ummary. We hsve tried to demonstrste thst to date, the problems

sssosisted with collaboration outnumber the solutions. If ome

e
accepts that as. being true, then one can begin to’ look for ways to

~ improve collaboration. To - guide our search -we chose to view

¢ -

3

collaborstion primarily as a- process and to focus our attention
é:

in thst-sres rsther tbsn in(the oontent area. Thus, flookihngor

.ways to strengthen snd improve the collaborative process, we: turned

.

to the literature on collepe bsrgaining. Here we foond some

. : . !
_ parallels in the. procedures, roles snd outcomes- thet are set up -

-

to fscilitste the resolution of issue . .And _in our examination of '
collective bsrgaining through the eye ' of collsboretion, we found’

mechanisms in use in collective bsrgeinins that may well serve ‘to

improve the Process of colleborstion. «\
‘,\ e

- &  For some reflections on collaboration an& collective bargaining, “ e

see our brief and final chapter. . o o S

b . . . %




;Ih'this-final chapter, we»wouldllike to refieetib;iefly on the-collectiée .

,bargaining analogy, presenteaome_aSSumotions we believe came -out” of

gTheVCOTIectiée Bargaining Ahalogy

'for ‘negotiation, however, should have‘relevance for those who are.

‘,*‘7 Chapter V , _ - 7.-"; “

\

REFLECTIONS Ot COLLABORATION AND THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ANALOGY

e

——

our discussion of coilaboration, ano talk a bit.abgoﬁ the futuxe of

collaboration. . . . ' : R .

¢ . & N

Some cautions were stated in our introductions to collectkive

bargaining as & source of processes,-elements anglfoles-in collaboration.

-~

" They deserve repeating here: | o ' T

N ] ) v . . IR T
. . .
~ : .

‘1. The roles of collaboration are less clearly defined than !
the roles in collective bargaiuing. :

s 2. .Collective bargaining places people im adversarial positions; : . ‘ﬁgl
_ collaboration may do so occasionally, but only when an o ' §StJ
- issue cannot be resolved. - S : , o .

IR
. . - »

3. Collective bargaining is focused on.ajse%'df relatively . _
. clear-cut issues such as salary, fringe benefits, workihg — ‘ .
" conditioms, etc.;'collaboration deals with”broader issues. o
4. Collective bargaining primarily addresses the needs of '
~  employers and employees. Collaboration has to’address ' -
fhe needa of multiple organizations and individuals.

EY

-

N Lo _.'ﬁ~ o,
Overall, we need to_acknowledge that collective bargaining as a

model or even as a source'of procedurgs. to promote effectiwe ’ .
- y : i

collaboration won'f work for everyone. The notion of some structure

attempting to make coIlaboration work, Collective bargaining, as
presented, did not cover. all aitcations.. Indeed,.no attempt was

v
. -
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){ efforos, there is room for them. ‘o

~
[

made to insure that every situation in collaboration was. kno (%ig

-

that is possible) Rather, the selected terms and definitions

should be viewég‘as coverins some of the’ major processes that we v

. H

think occur in‘both collective bargain;ng and collaboration.

Although they may be less viable Qr even aoseut in some collaborative-_l“(

<

. ' .
£ + )
S, -

Collaboration feeds .Some structure, whether formal or informal

; Without structure or rules' by whioh collaborators can proceed

rf the higﬁlyvpersonal\aspects of collcborationgcan dominate.the issués
and accentuate or cause conflict. Ruleefdeoereonelieed:and'often |

]

"defuse" interaction and events. Collaboration. unlike collective
bargaioing, has no formal or wideSpread rules.‘ Heving highly | e
formolized rules that apply to all- collaboratﬁge efforts could

easily strangle colleboration. But it is important that’ collaborators
—recognize that the ebsence of structure of some sort~—the absence of
mechanisms like agreement, ratification, grievance procedure, and |

,

80 on--can push collaboration over. the edge into chaos. : .

Some Ass umptions About Coll aborati’on

N
. .

After reflecting on our reviewdoffthe literature;‘our-oun experience‘\

in collaboration,'ond our explicetion‘of the process vis-a-vis |
collective bargaining, we formed some eosumptions about collehoretionf
Again,.we have made no ettenpt toibe complete in our list but rether

have identified assumptions that appeer to deserve highlighting

" based on our onolycia.
" k N

.
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1. Collaboratiun takes place on at least two levels: oo B
- institutional (or organizaticnal) and individual. Individuals '
fromdifferent institutions can develop collaborative
= : o relationships with or without institutiqnal commitment,
A o ‘but without institutional commitment, collaboration.is
: S o ‘limited in its impact on hnth practice and policy.

2. There are differences in institutional/organizational missions. A
~ and perspectives; these differences can. inhibit or even = | o .

, : - - . prevent callsboration from' occuring. They can also promote
I , " and enhance it when ways-can be found to proceed without
N .. threatening the "bread and butter" mission of the various

' S institutions.~A , . E v C g

3. Collabcration is too often inhibited by failure to be .\

specific céncerning the commonalities and differences among -
‘institutions/organization and/or individuals on a givén
issue. ‘Clarification.of both values ahd specific details -

oo B 80 a long ways toward promoting common action. ‘ .
. ““ ‘ L . . ' ¢ L . -
o ' : 4. The individual representing the institutionforganization"*-

‘must be able to negotiate from a confident position. This
does not assume that he or she will always be a chief
.executive officer--it does assume understanding of whaénthe .
;institution s values and interests are, and an ability te L \
. relate thqn to the broad qollaborative problem‘drea. D _
N\ 5. Collaborating instiuutians/organizations must be willing )
to. take risks—to ventjire beyond the status quo in hopes o
« - of finding resolutions to prcblems. A ‘ ..

. : 6.-_Collabcration requires institutions to negntiate and actually

y , modify their individual practices and standards. Parties »
to a8 collaborative effort may have to give something up or
modify a position in order to reach a shared point of view
for planning. The key is to understand what cdn be modified
without’ damaging ‘the basic mission of the institution and ‘
what cannot. . P

7. Analyzing how individuals deal with senSitive‘issues is an .
indicator of how effective collaboration is working. The
extent to which it is possible and "safe" toc enter discussion
and debate basic institutional values and conflicts‘is a
good operational barometer of the extent to which a group
trusts one another and has learnmed to function without
damaging anyone's institutional base. -

These assumptions are, in many ways, the reasons why the process of

collabofation‘is so important. And they reflect our councerns with .

52
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 The -Future of Conaboratioﬁ o C
If we assume that the answer to NIE 8 question abcut whether

collebcration is pessihle is “yes," the next question might be

" conclusion: that “mé&be'eollaboratien'wgll last.“§gWhat eheeQES
i

the "meybe" to "yes" is the demands associeted\w

 The~Boundlese Resuu:ce:.

v

'identifying viablevmodels (such as collective.bargaining)':hat can

be -adapted by collaborators to better insure suceessful en-going | ’

collaboration.-

(3

whether or not ccllaboraxion will last? After reviewing the'

.problems and adviee'and focusxng on the'importance of delineatihg

a_prqcessxfer'cnllaharatien, we could reach an in:ermittan:
) . L. . ", - . . ma m e R - .- . '\

h the difficult SN

and different nature of the school-to-work transition for young
g people.; Taking-care of"this transiticn-i&_no longef'a ene-institution

job -the preblems are too great and require the attention of too

many. Tc cite just*some ef the evidence recounted by Wirtz in

\

'Q‘ Whatever may be its various interpretations, the 20 percent
youth’ unemployment rate—40 percent for those doubly ‘
disadvantaged by age and descent~-demands attention to this

" youth problem.

e The education and.work elements in the youth situstion '
' cannot responsibly be considered separately; most of these
young peole at and approaching this critical transition.
" point are both inischépl and in the work force. - '
e¢ More and more of them are getting more and more education
and mixing it with: more and more work experience.

e There 1is work to be done by yeuth; it is emerging inereasingly
' as work with particular characteristics--distinguishing it
in material respects from the wark that most adults do. .

~—

. ‘ | ' Esé; : o i , 53



e ' The rising "educsticnsl attainment level of the work force“

- has a significant impact on what an’ educatlon—work policy
should be. - - . e

e There is evidence of an increasing mismatch between the
“development of particular competéncies’ and the need for
them, but the evidence regarding this is inadequate and ‘the °
anslysis incamplete.

ER
~

() The answer is not just more schnel and more jobs for everybody
under tweﬁf?,’if what. this means is simply staying longer
in the-same old classrcoms and then looking. for some work
to relieve the extended monotony of it. (Wirtz 1975:30)

- The isiues raised by Wirtz are still witﬁ{ns;' We have not seen much

: evidence that they will one giay disappear. So, for thase involved
i education and work it is indeed 1ikely thet collsboration will

‘lastf And eqlleborstion in_education_end work may be the harbinéér(

of more and different(kinds of collaboration in the future. -

. “ - .
o . , .
/

2

wWhat we believe to be eriticsl to the success and the\survivsl of -

colleborstiqn is the process. If we‘sre not willing-to analyte and |

improve it--even to understand it--then there is, in ourlopinion,

little hope fbr collsborative efforts. Putting pebpie from

different organizations or representing different societal sectors

K around thé table does not gusrsntee collaboration. Without' an

‘appropriate process, itvmsy-guarantee‘failure,

As Wirtz tells us, collsborstien does not mean sta‘sing one mutually—

agreed upon program, There needs to be a broad issue around which

there is general agreement.‘ To address such an issue——and all of

.its side issues and ramifications~-you.must have sn.un—goihg process

_

in place; you must know how to negotiate.

.59" e s
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it Does collaboration have a futu;:e.? Yes. Will it be casy? No.
Are\:he prob}.ems solvable? Yes, with the help of an appropriate .
process to support the weight of the issues that collahnrators
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- This paper is, iﬁ_ouf_opinion, a_beginning- It represents ooe way

“

N 4

ADDENDIM - . . .

R}

of looking et‘the complexity‘of‘collebotation. ‘It is oot:meant to
be a‘definitiee statement on the process of coileoofetion; :It is |
desmgned to stimulate reaction, comment and further work in an area
we consider both important and complex. The analogy we drew is an 4;

attempt to pofﬁt out the complexity of bringing together persons

%

with specific organizetional and institutional identities at the :

"y P SN

collaboration table. In ourﬁopinion,:we neeofmore work~-more research,

~

‘more evaluation, more ‘design, more idea papers such as this one-— ‘

to support and i@prove'the collabofative process. If we heve'.‘

caused you to shake your ﬁead?~either.verticaily or:horiZQntally—- :

in reection to our ideas, we would welcome your response  And, dost

-

| tmportantly. your thoughts on the topic.

S

. /fSusen Wong Rath
. Rex Hagans )
o Summer 1978 .
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