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THE NATURE AND FUNCTION OF ARGUMENT
IN ORGANIZATIONAL BARGAINING RESEARCH

Originally; negotiation researchers treated communication as jUSt one

bf SeVeral independent variables; but now there is a growing consensus that

communication is the very essence of bargaining; or negotiationsl,

(Donohue; Diez; & Hamilton; 1984; FiSher & Ury; 1981; Putnam & Jones;

1982a). Yet little work had been conducted on the principal mode of

COMMUnicatiOn in the negotiation process--argument. A well defined

conception of argUMent it iMportant because (1) it determines what

discourse a researcher examines; (2) it implies conceptions of rationality;

arid (3) research cannot be generalized across studies with diverse

Lut,Lcpuw, ^; .rmAmonf- Tne laCk Of tytteMatic analysis of argument in

negotiation has been lamented by Druckman (1977; p; 390); Bacharach and

LaWlar (1981, p. 158); Donohue, Diez and Stahle, (1983, p; 255) and most

recently by Walker (1985; 0. 747), who concluded: "To date; no substantive

attempt has been made to wed argumentation theory ; ; to negotiation;

SUCh effOrtt could contribute much to the theory and practice of

negoLiation" (p. 762);

In order to respond to this call for research; I will examine and

critigue the nature and function of negotiation arguments in light of

current argumentation theorieS. This analysis will review the different

definitions of arguments; and concomitantly rationality; in &dee tb

-IcimOnSti-ato how different argumentation perspectives affect our

understanding of the negOtiation process. As a result of this

classification and critique; negotiation researchers should be able tO

articulate their conception of argumenf. and acknowledge its influence on

their research;
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Betause Of the de0th and breadth of bargaining research, this review's

primary focus is on argumentation in organizational Peotiatios,

especially laboNmanagement relations. Research on mediation and

arbitration is excluded as they differ in form and function ftOM

negotiations . Under the classification of "Traditional Negotiation

Studies" I examine argumentation in game theory P.nd mixed motive

negotiation research because these works were instrumental in the

development of current organizational bargaining research. The thitd

section reviews and critiques two research programs; conducted by

commuhitatibb tehblart, WhiCh focus specifically upon argumentation in

labor relations; But before analyzing the nature and function OF ergUMent

ih negotiation studies, it is necessary to review the different

perspectives or atgUmeht and their assumptions on human rationality.

PERSPECTIVES ON ARGUMENT

AlthOUgh argument is used in a genetic sense in the negotiation

literature; several diverse argumentation perspectives exist. Argument can

be understood as a product (O'Keefe; 1977, 1982); interaction (JacktOn &

JatObS, 1980, 1981; Jacobs & Jackson, 1982), cognition (Hample, 1985); The

argument field perspective looks at arguments operating within a specific

context (Klumpp; 1981; Kneupper; 1981; Rowland, 1981; ToUlMiti; 1958; ahd

Willard, 1981, 1982 ) Yet regardless of the perspective; the evaluation of

angumentation necessitates dli understanding of rationality. Generally

speaking; rationality tefers to the validation of claims according to a set

standard (McKerrow, 1982); Each argumentation perspective has itt bWri

Standardt of rationality; and the standards vary from objeciive formal

logic to cbtitektUal ihtersubjectivity. Consequently, d reseatchet should

use the proper rationality criteria when evaluating negotiatiOn atgumehtt;

The remainder Of this section describes each argumentation perspective
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mentioned above, introduces the established shorthand notation system used

to identify the different argument types; and where necessary; explains how

rationality functions in that perspective.

Argument as Product

The traditional conception of argument is that of a statement designed

to effect listener attitudes, beliefs, values, and actions. The nature of

this argument is that of an independent entity, or producL The statement

"Labor demanded a 12% cost of living increase from management," is an

example of argument as product. A shorter way of identifying argument as

product is argument1 (O'Keefe, 1977, 1982). The rationality standards in

this perspective can follow traditional Cartesian logic or

discourse-grounded reason giving (O'Keefe, 1982, pp. 17-18; McKerrow, 1982,

0. :06). In a later work, O'Keefe modifies the definition in order to

distinguish argument' which is conveyed through a speech act, with the

speech act of making an argumenti. O'Keefe explains this distinction as

follows:

A paradigm case of making an argument1 involves the communication

of both (1) a linguistically explicable claim and (2) otia or more

overtly expressed reasons which are linguistically explicit. . .

That is, in exemplary cases of a-gument-making; one should be able

to say what the argument' was, and to express linguistically both

the claim and the overtly expressed reasons (1982, 0. 14).

For example; a paradigm case of making an argument1 is after labor says,

"We want a 12% cost of living increase," management counters with, "That's

ridiculous, the CPI has been at 4% for the last two years." Management is

making an argument1 with the explicable claim that a 12% raise is too high;

The claim is supported with the explicit reason that the CPI has been 4%

for the last two years.
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Paradigm case requirements of argument1 are similar to those of "Making

argumenti" but differ in that both the claim and reasor can be

linguistically "explicable° rather thar "explicit." For ?xample, "We

want a 12% cost of flying raise" has an explicit claim; bUt the juttify

reason(s) is/are implicit; By allowing the claim and reasons to be

explicable there is no behavioral expectation (explicitness; to fulfill as

iS the case with making an argumentl. O'Keefe's justificatior for thit

distinction is that; "This formulation avoids any reference tu the way in

which an argument1 is actually made (communicated); -that is, tle

formulation more nearly distinguished the abstract object 'argument1' fror

the art of argument-making" (1982; p; 17);

LETelit in Interaction

Unlike argumentl, argument2 reflects argument in interactior. That it;

argument2 cannot be conceived of as an ertity existing outside of

interaction. The paradigm case for argument2 is described as, "Ary time

there is overt extended expression of disagreement, an argument2 would

ordinarily be said to be occurring." (O'Keefe; 1982; p; 9); In other words;

Ergument2 is the type of everyday interaction which laypersons might also

label a "dispute; "fighti" "disagreementi" "squabble." or

"misunderstanding."

According to Jacobs and Jackson (1982, pp. 215-218) the reasonableness

Of argument2 is determined in two ways. First; Jacobs and Jackson use

Mead's concept of the generalized other to explain how arguments are judged

to be reasonable. Briefly, generalized other refers to the melding of

individual attitudes and actions into a collective perspective. Because

this perspective is an "average" of all individual opinions, the effects of

idiosyncratic behaviors are mitigated; and the collective perspective is

considered to have ar "objective" quality; Thus the collective perspective

is considered the reference point and serves as the standard for evaluating

the reasonableness of a claim. Second, felicity conditions provi!Je criteria

ell
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for judging the reasonableness of a speech act. Felicity cond:tions are

"categorical prerequisites to the proper or valid performance of a speech

act" (p. 221); Restated; felicity conditions delimit socially appropriate

responses which promote move. toward agreement. Thus rational responses

are those which promote agreement and ordinary language users are capable

of making such responses; "What makes argument unique is not some special

reasoning faculty, but the general system of rules through which very

general processes are adapted to a particular type of activity" (Jacobs &

Jackson; p; 215);

As will be shown later; bargaining interactions in all research; except

determinant solution; inherently involve argument2 because making offers

and counteroffers is defined as the conflict or disagreement in the

situation. Conversational or discourse analysis of negotiation using an

argument2 perspective will be discussed extensively in a later section.

Argument__as__Ciagnitior

Dale Hample's conception of argument as cognition, argumentd, focuses

or the intrapersonal evaluation of values. The mental processes involved

in argument° are extensive; Hample :.ncludes:

Everything involved in 'thinking out' an argument: the perceptual

and inferential experience of noticing an argument or the need for

one; the memorial processes of storage; retrieval; and

reconstruction of pertinent cognitive elements; the information

processing which is applied to the argument and its potential

parts; the creative energies that generate new argumerts or

responses to them; and the productive abilities that gives form to

utterance (1985, p. 2).

Hample does rot intend argument° to replace or reject either argument1 or

argumentg. Rather; argument° is the foundation on which the other
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arguments are built; 'argumertb generates argumerti ard argument, and is

manifest in both their structure and outward appearance" (1985; 0. 11).

Restated; argumentc is the private process of the 'arguer who either

recognizes the statement as argumenti, and/or di;agrees with the statement

and engages in an argumentative interaction; argument2.

Argument_in_Lontext

Field theory allows for both micro and macro level analyses

argumerts because fields recognize that the context in which an argument it

made impacl-.s upon the argument's formation and validity. Even though

argumentation scholars have different means for identifying a field, most

authors consider its ontclugy to 08 "sociological." For example; when

Stephen Toulmin irtroduced the idea of argument fields in The Uses of

krgumelat, he defined the concept as the context or forum in which an

argument is made (1958. pp. 36-37). In a later work; he equates

intellectual disciplines with fields (1979, pp. 14-16). Charles A. Willard

identif es a field as a "sociological entity . . a constellation of

practices arourd one or a few domirant assumptions" (1982, p. 28). Willard

also emphasizes that these practices are produced by real people with real

effects. Restated; an argument field is more than an abstract notion: it

informs ard is informed by the argumentation and reasoning used by people

ir an actual persuasive situatiors.

In field theory arguments need not conform to formal logic in order to

be considered ratioral: That is, the context supplies field dependent

values which are acceptable in a particular field; while global values

which are deemed appropriate in all fields are called field invariant; Ir

order to judge if arguments are in the same field and can be evaluated by

the same standards, Toulmir provides the following criteria; "Two arguments

will be said to belong to the same field when the data and corclusion ir
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each of tte two arguments are, respectively, of the same logical type:

they will be said to come from different fields when the baCking or the

conclusion in eath Of the two argument.; are not of the same logical type"

(1958, p; 14); For example, when a jUdge imposes a back to work order, the

detision iS deemed rational if it follcws the rules of jurisprudence.

However, if Steikin0 woekeet decide to return work (independent of a

judge's order) their decision is judged rational if the benefits, either

OCOnomic or relational, are deemed to outweigh the costs of the detiSien.

In SUMibary, thiS Section has explained several current argumentation

perspectives. The perspectives differ over the nature and function of

arguments, as well as the type of rationality appropriate for evaluating

the argUMOritS. Each argumentation perspective will be evident in at least

one of the negotiation ttUdiet tO be reviewed. But often multiple

perspectives will be found operating in the same type of negotiation

researth. The oesieaoility of multiple perspectives will be discussed ih

the appropriate sections.

TPANTIONAL NEGOTIATION STUDIES

Determinant Solution Bargaining

Bargaining researtherS fiest focused their attention on game theory.

Game theory is a mathematical, economic-based model for explaining

steategic behavior. The theory is prescriptive because it predittS how a

rational pertdh thOUld aet in a bargaining situation; Determinant solution

means that there is only One single, predictable settlement which maximizes

gains and minimizes losses; In brief, game theory aSSumes humans are

rational attOrt who make bargaining moves based upon their ability tO

recognize this deterMinaht solution. Furthermore each bargainer is presumed



to have perfect knawledge about both parties' payoffs (Bacharach 8 Lawler,

1981; pp; 7-10); It is this assumption 31 complete information that has

significant implications for argument's role in determinant solution games;

aS Bacharach and Lawler state; "The parties have ro opportunity to

influence each other's control, ana they have all the information they need

to anticipate each other's choices" (p; 8);

The impact of Bacharach and Lawler's statement is best understood when

considering the reasoning process assumed by game theorists (pp. 9-10).

Specifically, rational actors use a deductive reasoning process in which

they determine the outcome based upon each party's utility functions. An

important aspect of this process is that environmental conditions are what

influences a bargainer in his/her assignment of utilities; rather than the

bargaining interactions Because the determination of moves is

strategically preprogrammed and both parties (theoretically) act

rationally, they will 'ooth mo's'e to the settlement point on their first

move. Consequently; the iole of argumentation and reason giving in

determinant solution games is minimal; There is no need to try to gain

adherence from your opponent for your own position because the opponent; aS

a knowledgeable; rational individual; can calculate your own utilities and

determine where the best joint payoff is; Restated in termS of the

argumentation perspective, argumento is dominant because players

cognitively determine the payoffs. Argumentl, making argumertli and

argument2 would only be important if they interfer the determination of

with utility preferences; And of course, such interference would be

irrational.

Mixed Motive Bargaining

Conflict researcher Thomas C. Schelling (1960/1980), among otherso

modified the assumptions of game theory to create mixed motive bargaining.

In mixed motive bargaining participants can use both cooperative and
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competitive moves in order to 4thieve a negotiated outcome; SeqUentet of

moves are needed to reach a settlement because people are not assumed to

have complete knowledge Of each other's utilities;

The assumption that humans are rational, maximizing actors remains, bUt

rationality is not based exclusively upon the mathematical calculation of

utilities. Ratiorality includes the evaluation Of many complex factors;

Walton and MtKerSie distuss how factors such as the type of issues,

bargaining history; and conttitUercies, have their own criteria fOr

rationality which confound the other systeM'S activities. Consequently

Walton and McKertie -Conclude that rationality in bargaining should be

considered subjectively ratiOnal instead of objectively rational as in game

theory (1965, p. 354). Because of thee neW aSsumptions "winning" in

bargaining takes on a neW meaning. Schelling states, "Winning" in a

conflict does not have a strittly competitive meaning; it is not Winning

relative to dhe's adversary. It means gaining re;ative to one's own value

system; . ;" (p; 4).

Bated upon the previous description, one can see that the nciture and

function Of argument in mixed motive bargaining involves argument°,

argumentl, and argument2. Specifically, the cognitiVe decisions to

cooperate or compete are bated upon the intrapersonal evaluation Of values

and belief. This "private mental bargaining" constitutes arguments° at a

person deteetiihes what moves will satisfy his/her needs. The

verbalization of demahdt and Offers reveals argumentative dittoUtte which

can be analyzed as argument2 or either form of argumenti; BOt a Mbre

subtle forM of argumentation exists in the bargaining moves. The actual

moves are an argUMertti, because moves are considered tatit coMmunication

in mixed motive bargaining (S-chelling, pp. 74-77); Tacit bargaining uses

suotle nonverbal cues ahd other behaviors to communicate a bargainer's

intpntion Without explicitly statim .,them. As tat-it communication, the
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moves (usually a sequence of moves) "argue" for a bargaining position.

Thus, through tacit communication it is posstle to explicate an argument.-
1

tc your partner. Furthermore; the sequence of muTes is the interaction

which expresses the disagreement between the parties; hence, performs as

argument. I will use three frequently discussed bargaining strategies to

illustrate how move sequences function as argument' and argument. The

strategies include: toughness, tit for tat, and reformed sinner (Foloer &

Poole, 1984, pp. 32;-34).

The toughness strategy consists of an extreme opening demand and

relatively few concessions of a very small magnitude. A bargairer who

wishes to express domination and power over the opponent in hopes of

discouraging the opponent sufficiently so (s)he gives in first will use the

toughness strategy; In tit for tat, the opponent matches whatever move was

made by the other bargainer. This strategy can induce cooperaticn or a

conflict spiral depending upon the actions of the first player. To

illustrate; if Player 1 opens with a cooperative move which is met with a

cooperative move then this should encourage Player 1 to continue making

cooperative moves; But if the game begins with a competitive move and then

a competitive move is returred, an increase in conflict is likely.

Finally, the reformed sinner pattern is used to encourage an uncooperative

opponent to begin cooperating so both parties may have increased outcomes.

This pattern consists of initial competitve moves and then cooperative

moves which demonstrate that a bargainer can cooperate; but cautions that

if those moves are not reciprocated; the bargainer can punish his/her

opponent;

In conclusion, argument() occurs as bargainers cognitively evalOate

their needs and values in order to determine strategic moves; Then; the

bargaining moves function as argument1 to persuade the opponent to make

certain moves= The ratterns of moves pr14 countermoves represent the overt,
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extended disagreement between the bargainers; and thus reveal the role of

argument2. Additionally; the rationality of a move is subjectively

determined in accordance to the bargainer's needs; as opposed to being

judged rational according to a prescriptive, deterministic solution. In

other words; the quality of a negotiated agreement is judged relative to

one's own value sysco.; rather than in accordF.nce with a mathematical

formula;

Social Psychological Studies

Most current negotiation research falls into the social psychological

tradition (Druckman; 1977, pp. 15-44); Social psychological studies are

interdisciplinary and encompasses research which looks at both motivational

and cognitive processes during negotiations. The motivational issues are

taken from game theory and reflect the players' interest in the outcomes.

It Still is assumed; for example; that bargainers will try to maximize

gains and minimize losses through the optimal use of competitive and

cooperative moves. Thus, the tacit argument1 still exists. The cognitive

processes explain how the negotiators' ideological orientation influences

their moves; thus allowing for continued application of argumento. And

since there are multiple mo,:es by the bargainers, they can ergage in

argument2. Furthermore; social psychological studies often use simulated

mixed motive bargaining situations to determine how person; role; and

situational variables determine bargaining behavior. In virtually all of

these studies, however, behavior is still conceptualized as calculated

moves rather than linguistic; reason giving arguments.

Recent work by Bacharach and Lawler (1981) clearly identifies an

interest in argument per se; thus; representing a transition.from implicit

to explicit treatment of argument in bargaining research in the social

13
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psychological perSpective. The primary focus of Bacharach and Lawler's

researth is the operation of power in bargaining. While the

investigation of power is not a new fOtuS for bargaining researchers; the

attention to how arguments communicate power is new;

BaCharach and Lawler define arguments as "justifications; explanations;

rationalizations, or legitimizations that parties give for the positions

they take /r bargaining" (p. 157); Based upon this defin-Lion, Mbi-0

subStantive analyses are possible because arguments1 are now linguistic

claim-making, reason-giving actsi rather than move sequences which function

as tacit communication. Also; researchers also can study making arguments1

;-
if the claims and reasons are explicitly stated. Also, the attention given

to strategic reason-giving demonstrates the role of invention in the

creation of bargaining arguments. From a traditional Aristotelian

perspective; Bacharach ard Lawler's ClasSifiCatiOn of arguments and modes

of argumentation represents topoi from which a person can build a tactical

bargaining plan. Specifically; Bacharach and Lawler present two types of

arg6Ments; power and normative, which are argumentsi. The funttion of power

arguments is "to manipulate the Other'S perception of the power

relationship" SO to Maximize the probability of success (p. 168). Normative

arguments deal with acceptable bargaining actiOnS as prescribed by

"commonly recognized standardS of behavior" and .re subclassified as

toityi to6lityi or responsibility appeals (pp 174-176). A very important

aspect of power and normative arguments is that they on premised on

different philosophical foundations Whit..h t-eSUlt in alternative criteria

for judging rationality. Power arguments follow utilitarian rules of self

intereSt; whereas; normative arguments refer to alturistic standards that

are external to the bargaining issue under discussion and should be adhered

to by both parties.

14
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Based upon the bargaining poWer bf each party, Bacharach and Lawler

posit SeVeral hypotheses as to what type bf argUtent (power or normative)

will be used; The following example is one of their hjpotheses: "If the

total bargaining power in the relationship is very high; both partie§ Will

USO equality appeals" (p; 176); Similar PrOPOSitions are preseoted for

equity and hOrMative apneals. I believe scholar§ interested in argument

invention strategies in negotiations will find these hypotheses uSefUl.

The hypotheses could be tested by tbritent analyzing bargaing transcriptS.

Ih addition, a researcher could dO 6 qualitative analyses which could

provide ihSight into how negotiators strategitally develop their arguments

and if argument rationality changes across time. One limitation of sUth

researth program is that the narrow and reduttionistic nature of the scheme

makes it is difficult to understand th2 broad, overarching implications of

negotiations. The studies discussed ih the neXt section attempt to avoid

reduttionism by moving back and forth between Mitrb leVel arguments and the

larger negotiation contekt.

CURRENT TRENDS IN BARGAINING ARGUMENT RFSEARCH

COMMunication researchers are at the forefront ih the development of

two new approaches for studying negotiation argumentS. These

approaches; conversational arguMeht and argument fields_, represent explicit

atteMpts to study the nature and functiOn bf arguments in the negotiation

prOteSS. In this section I will discuss and Critique the applicability of

conversational argument and argument fields as theoretical frameworkS for

organizational bargaining;

ConversatiOnal Argument

In a reteht essay; Donohue, Diez, and Stahle (1983) propose the USO of

conversational argument theory and discourse analytic methods to stUdy

bargaining interactions; Specificallyi they suggest that Jacobs and

15
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Jackson's work in conversational argument can provide insight into "the

nature bf the linguistic performance called negotiation"; insight that is

not possible if one uses a debate or public Speaking mOdel of argumentation

(Op. 249-255).

In general; Jacobs and Jackson's conversational argument thecry is a

theory of argument ir interaction; or 3rgument2. That is, argument lert

extended disagreement which regulates conversational events to obtain or

avoid agreement; to aCcept or reject offers, and so on (1982, pp. 221-223).

Withir this emergert ergumentative interaCtion, Jacobs and Jackson

acknowledge, a party's utterance may qualify as an argumenti or the making

of argumenti; but they specifically exclude the role of argumento.

"Argument is not a process whereby a single individual privately arrives at

6 tonclUSiOn; it is a procedure whereby two or more individuals publicly

arrive at agreeMeht" (0. 215). Consequently, argumentation involves

multiple interactants seeking to manage differences.

Conversational analysis of bargaining arguments focuses initially on

adjacehty paitt Which are the basic organizational unit in a conversation;

The first utterance in an adjacency pair it referred to as the first pair

part (FPP) and the second utterance is the second pair part (SPP); InSCifar

as people want to reach an agreement they will provide appropriate SPP's to

FPP's. The reasonableness; or rationality; Of a SPP it determined by itS

COmbliance with the felicity conditions for this particular type of

interatibh. Other StrUttUi'al conditions of conversations which are used

to aralyze negotiations are tOrn=taking and expansion sequences.

Turntaking refers to the management and control of a speaker's turn at

talking And the length bf the Utterance. Expansion sequences regulate how

argumertative sequences develop in the COnVertatibn. Common forms of

16
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expansion tequences includes presequencing, embedding, post-expansors and

nonsequential forms of adjacency pains (Donohue, et al., 1983, pp.

256=257).

The emphasis on structural aspects of arguments clearly shows that the

research program advocated by DOhohUei et al., involves micrd leVel

analyses of utterances and respohtet. Furthermore, these authors believe

such 6 MicrO level focus will enable researChert tO determine how certain

speech acts COntribute to conflict management; This information on speech

act selection is used ih conjunction with information manageMent,

COhtektUal influences, and relational itSuet to give an overall picture of

the negotiation process. Most important, this research program suggests

that negotiations are more similar tb COnVersations, due to the emergent

productiOn of arguments, than to eit er debateSi Where the propositions are

fixed, or public speaking, where arguments are determined through

invention. The authors do ekpeCt there to be some differences in

conVerSational rule use between formal negotiations and informal

conversational argument (0. 26(i).

BUt it is precisely the difference between informal conversatidnal

arguments and formal negoY,ations in the ,?:htion of arguments which

sevprecy limits th0 usefUlneSS Of conversational argument in explaining

negotiations in labor-management relations. While I agree that arguMentS

can be onoduced cooperatively in intenattion and that speech ac and

conversatiOnal arguments theories can provide infOrMation abuut linguistic

chcices in negotiations, ahy analysis which excludes or neglectS the role

Of invention describes only conflift management in a conversation, not

strategic thoice in the negotiation of a joint deeition.

17
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The distinction between conversational conflict management and

bargaining is premised upon argument's point of origin. As previously

noted; conv.2rsationa1 argument theory posits that individuals prefer

agreement; When an inappropriate second pair part is given, the

conversational rules are broken and disagreement/argument results. Thus;

conversational arguments manage emergent conflict; they do not recognize

that disagreement can exist prior tO interaction. The inherent nature of

negotiations, especially labor-management relations; runs counter to this

theoretical assumption. Negotiations are inherently adversarial.

Disagreements exist prior to any bargaining communication. While there may

be a few points on which the parties do agree before negotiation, there is

an expectction that the parties disagree about significant portions cf the

contract. Without this adversarial element the very foundation of

co lective bargaining is undermined. What tnis pre-existing conflict means

for analyzing argumert is that the parties develop strategic arguments

before engaging in face-to-face negotiations; Thus invention iS

tremendously important to bargainers, as is evident in the plethora of

prescriptive techniques for preparing for labor management negotiations,

(for example see Brock, 1982; COmmerce Clearing House; 1979; and Walton &

McKersie; 1965).

In summary, the strength Of Donohue's et al. research program is its

investigation into how micro level interactions are structUred ih

negotiations. However, conversational argument has greater application for

the study of interpersonal negotiations than for labor-management

negotiations; The inapplicability is because the theoretical foundations of

conversational argument reflect the emergent nature of interpersonal

conversations; but is incongruent With the strategic nature of labor

relations;
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Argument_f_tals

The identification of labor management bargaining as an argumentation

field by Linda L. Pdtnam and Patricia Geist is an important step in

negotiation research (1985). Using their study for illustrative purposes I

Will explain how the invention, use; and consequences of bargaining

arguments can be better understood within the conceptual framework of

argument fields than with previously discussed argumentation concepts.

Specifically, I believe grounding a theory of bargaining arguments ih

fields is beneficial because: (1) Fields recognize that arguments are micro

level interactions influenced by gestalt, sociological (macro level)

influences; and (2) Rationality in fields can be context specific. Although

Bacharach and Lawler and the conversational argLment theorists acknowledge

gestalt influences upon argument development, argument fields makes am

explicit connection between the "context" in which an argument is made and

the subsequent form and validity of the argument;

Laban,.ManagemPritAegatiations as an Argument Field. Toulmin, Rieke and

Janik identify four criteria which can be used to determine if a

"sociological entity" iS a field: (1) degree of formality, (2) degree of

precision, (3) mode of resolution, and (4) goal of argumentation (1979, pp.

195=202). Putnam and Geist (pp. 229-230) used these criteria tO

distinguish labOr-management bargaining as a field from other forms of

decision making and conflict management. They identified the following

important distinctions:

(1) In negotiation the method of argumentation is less formal than

ge group decision-making meeting Londucted through the use of

P- -mentary procedures. But it is more formal than group

disLu, Ion in that it relies on preset written proposals and

COunterprOpotalS.
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(2) What makes a- "good.' or acceptable argument may differ across

forums. Semartics or contract language is very critiCal tb the

negotiation process. Participants must consider all possible

interpretations . . . . Word choice, phrasirg, and implication of

phrasing are all considered in terMt Of leolity.

(3) Negotiation begins with a similar adversarial relationship

(as a of court law) yet resolution is reached by exchanging

proposals and counter proposals to build agreement. The exchange

process is not necessarily aimed at compromise or consensus; but

at find ng a midpoint of interpretation by which to achieve a

tOlUtiOn. This process represents a very different mode of

resolution than seeking a verdict

(4) Ir negotiation, the two parties have opposite goals. .

BUilt intb the bargaining ai-o ConfliCtS Of interest based on

mutually exclusive goals. . ; Both teams must argue within thit

arena. Proposals, issues, and arguments reveal the nature of

these differing goals of argumentation.

Once a field has been ',dentified, it may be classified as a specific

type. Willard (1981, p. 26) suggests a typology of four argument fields of

which two are relevant tO labor management negOtiations. They are

relational and issue fields; Relational fields include sustained clusters

of encounters between spouses, friends, lovers, and professional

c011eagues; Significantly, the background assumptions of arguments in

relational fields are features of the long term ongoing interactions which

make up the relationship. Issue fields, or schools of thought, are larger

groupings based upon paradigms or potitions on issues.
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In generali labbr relatiOns is a relational field because it inVOIVOS

repetitive interactions bOtWOeh professional colleagues (albeit

adversaries). That is, the parties make arguments based upon the history of

the relationthip and the rituals which have been established. The labor

relations literature is fUll of narratives about customary "theatrical'

performances that are an accepted and expected part of the bargainin

process (Walton & McKersie, 1965); Yet, in some instanCeS bargainin

arguments reflect an iSSUe field, or a particular school of thoUghti abbUi

the proper nature of labor relatiOnt, especially in public employee labbi

relations. Ono current issue is whether public employees should have thi

right to strike. The poSitiOns vary depending upon if you believe oublii

employees are public servants entUring the public's interest and Wel

being, or that public employees are no different from private employees am

should have the same bargaining rights (Zagoria, 1972);

Arguments and RatilELLilyStandards. After identifying labo

management negotiations as a field, Putnam and Geist conduct a micro leve

analysis of argument typos and functions in teachers' negOtiatiOns. Tw

important developments ertiorge frOm their study; The first significah

aspect is their definition of argumentatiOn, "Argumentation is . th

communication prOcesS airt152d at presenting statements and providing reason

why the audience should believe them" (Crable cited in Putnam & Geitt

19851 O. 230). This definition representt "making an argumenti" as oppose

to just an argumentl. That it, it is not enough to have expliCable i-0850M

for a claim as is the case with argumenti: rather, the reasons have to b

stated explicitly according to the criter'.a for making ar argumenti;

The examination bf explicitly stated claims cobld increase a study'

reliability and validity. Reliability is increased because it it eaSier t
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identify what is an argument. Previous research hat repOrted difficulties

in diStinguishing information statements and arguments (Keough; 1:984; and

Putnam & Jones; 1982b). Research findings can hav greater validity since

explicitly stated reasons have clearer meaningS than implicit statements.

HOWOVer, One possible disadvantage is that the negotiators May h6t Want to

make their reasons explicit, as often occurs when bargaining before

constituents (Carnevale; Pruitt, & BrittOn; 1979; Carnevale, Pruitt, &

SeilheiMeri 1981; Frey & Adams, 1972; Klimoski; 1972; Klim6ski & ASh, 1974;

Pruitt; 1981; and Walton & McKersie; 1965).

The second important development from Putnam ahd Geist's study is their

ahalysiS Of hOw different types of claims and reasoning sha0e the direCtion

of the bargaining procesS. It Should be noted that the typology of claims

and reasoning also are based upor Toulmin't WOrk, Specifically his model of

arguMeht: -claim, data, warrant, backing; qualifiers; and rebUttal (1958;

pp. 99-105); Toulmin's argument model is distinct--yet complementaryto

his fields corc2pt. For example, recall the earlier discussion of field

ihVariant ahd field dependent values. The determination of thOSO ValUeS

judged upon the kind of baCking (reasoning) used in the argument;

The analysis of claims and reatOning produced results which are

Sighifitant for understanding what these parties accepted at OVidence and a

rational solution; Inter,!stingly; Putnam and Geist found very little "hard

data" or "facts" used to support claiMS; rather. the parties relied

priMarily upon reasoning from analogy, cause; and hypothetical exaM010.

Because the parties had a histOry of creative problem solving; Putnam and

GOiSt suggest that this trusting relationship might haVe ContribUted to the

acc2ptance Of the other's f.laims.



But an interesting question row arises; Was the negotiated

Settlement rationally derived? Recall that in the argument as product

perspective; argumentation schblars are nOt in agreement on the proper type

of rationality; hence; rationality can be an objective formal logit Or

COntextual and intersubjective. If one subscribes to the objective formal

lOgiC paradigt, thiS Solution is nonratioral since it is buil* upon trust;

an emotion, rather thar empirical data. BUt by eMbedding their definition

argument definition within the fields perspective, Putnam and Geist are

COrreCt ir Utihg the negotiation's history/context as a field dependent

standard of rationality;

To summarize, I believe the fields perspective offers a better

theOretiCal frateWOrk to study organizational bargainina than the other

perspectives; The strength Of fieldt it itS 6bility to analysis micro

leVel arguments contextually, thus revealing how arguments are shaped by;

and then reShaOe the negotiation context. Future research in negotiation

fields should examine the epistemolOgiCal funCtion of negotiation arguments

and organizational reality in order to better understand the impact

negotiations have on organizational life.

Furthermore; the ability to determine rational arguments based upon

context specific criteria should be of great interest to bargaining

researchers for two reasons. First, it provides additional justification

for abandoning traditiOnal Tame theory assumptions about human rationality

in favor of more "realistic" asSumptiOnS Of bargaining behavior. FOr

examolei it is a commonly accepted belief in collective bargaining that

trust and bargaining hittooi are iMpOrtant "data" in the settlement of a

contract. Walton and McKersie's concept of attitudinal structuring is the

Mott frcluently cited theoretical basis for this position (pp; 222-280);



SeCOnd, the nOtiOn Of field dependent and field invariant values

can help explain some of the variance when researchers try to compare

diverse negotiation situations, such as international relations and

salesperson/client interactions, in the attempt to develop a general theory

of negotiations (Strauss, 1979). That is, field theory recognizes that

different contexts will generate different star:tards Of rationality ard

that researchers must be careful when makirg cross-field comparisons; But

field theory also recognizes field invariant values which

apply across fields. The search for field invariant values in labor

negOtiations is another area in need of future research.

CONCLUSION

This essay responds to several calls for an explication of the

theoretical basis of argument in negotiation research. Eecause "argument"

can be operationalized in several ways, five current perspectives were

utilized in Order to extrapOlate the definitian of argument in the

research: argument argumenti, making argumenti, argument2, and argument

fields. Also, the nature of human raJonality was presented because the

evaluation of arguments needs to be based upon the appropriate conception

Of rationality; Objective standards of rationality are of most importance

to the ba-gaining research in the determinant solution game thecry

tradition; and to a lesser degree, the mixed motive bargaining studi s.

But conceptions of rationality which are contextually based appear more

relevant to nonlaboratory organizational bargaining as demonstrated by the

Putnam and Geist study.

JUSt as the conceptions of raticnality change when moving from

simulated to genuine negotiations, so does the nature and function of

argument. As the negotiation situations became mire COmplek, [fibre

'47.; 4



-,:orceptions of argument Were appropriate; For example, OrIc. e mult7ple moves

here allowed it was possible to have argumenti and making arguMenti

embedded in ergument. Depending 600n your position or the

argumenteargument2 debate it may, or may rot be; possible to have both of

thoSe arguments ir the same seriet Of interactions

Once it is known how a researcher defines argument, it is then possible

to judge how the definition impacts upon his/her discussion of the

bargairing process; The iMpatt Of the operationaiization of argument in

BaCharach ard Lawler's writings and ih Putnam and Geist's study Were the

most clear and direCt. Bacharach and Lawler have a "advanced" soCial

OtYChOlogical perspective whith recognizes linguistic reason giVing, but

only tO the extent it alters the OpOnent's perception of power. PUtnaM

and Geist's definition Of argumentation reflected making argumenti and has

the potential for increasing reliability through clearer distinctiOns of

what it, ard is not, an argument. Whether the validity of reSearch

improves depends uptin how open the negotiators are with the "real" reasons

for their positions; Finally, Putnam and Geist used criteria Set out by

TodlMin, et al., to identify labOr-Management negotiations as a diStinCt

field. This designation provides the foundation for futUre organizational

negOtiation

contextual

reality;

While this essay

research to study the strategic invention of argumentsi

a -d global values, and negotiation's impact upon organizational

has leeked at the nature and function of argument in

Organizational bargaining research, Similar analyses of argument in Other

arenas of bargaining research are needed in order to draw more valid

conclusions about the forM and function of argumentatibn and human

ratiOnality in negotiations. The plethora of disciples whiCh COnduct

negotiation research provides ample data for this research effort;



Reference Notes

1. The terms "negOtiation" and "bargaining" are_used_synonymously in this

essay. While some authbrs make distinctions between the_terms; the _

distMctions are not_consistent; ahd the process underlying negotiation or

baroaininp is virtually the same; See alsb Putham aod Joneso (19821));

2. Commerce Clearing House_(1979) provides clear definitions which explain

the differences between arbitratibh ard mediation. Arbitration is when a

heutral third party decides a settleMent for two parties_who_have reached an

impasse in bargaining; _Mediation iS Wheh A third party tries_to_help the

bargaioihg parties reach_an_agreement A Mediator has AO power to_dictate a

tettleMent. _Bargaining is a "communicative Orbeess Characterized by the

exchange of ihformation, arguments; and strategic maneuVert" (Putnam and Jones;

1982b) which leadt to a joint decision.
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